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FOREWORD

The purpose of this report is to compile and
document the history of the Rocky Mountain Regional
Resource Center (RMRRC). The compilation is a
limited analysis of the program, and seeks to isolate
activities which provide information on the operation
of regional centers serving handicapped children anc
special education. This compilation is the final
report on the RMRRC's four-year history (1970-1974) .

The narrative focuses on the concept of Regional
Resource Centers (RRCs), and on the development and
growth of the RMRRC specifically. The general special
education needs, the educational system and the con-
cepts of regionalization are discussed in broad terms.

There are many innovative special education pro-
grams scattered through.the nation, and there are"
many, many dedicated special education teachers and
administrators who are pioneering new ways to serve
handicapped children and youth. It is not the intent
of this paper to ignore the existence of such lead
efforts nor to diminish the significance of the
individuals who are now working on new approaches to
special education. The emphasis, however, is on the
overall milieu and on how a regional center can serve,
and how the RMRRC did serve, as a meaningful resource
to a region.

The materials in this report come from RMRRC
reports, internal memoranda, and from other documenta=-
tion on the RRC system. The internal documents will
generally not be referenced; however, external docu-
ments will be referenced when appropriate. One
exception is portions of Section I which were drawn
from a working report on the University of Oregon's
RRC. The work was never published by the Oregon
center but was used as an informal discussion paper
that received limited circulation. The work was
expanded and documented by Adaptive Systems Corpora-
tion (ASC), San Mateo, California, and will be used
freely in this document (Melichar, August, 1973).

This report includes analysis of major activities
since the center's inception and includes the
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implications indicated by this analysis for further
activities. Any unevenness in results has not been
minimized, but rather is seen as a stage in the develop-
ment of an improved planning base for the future
operations of the center. The analytic aspect is seen
as an important ingredient in building improved
methodology for the further development of regional
services to handicapped children.

The RMRRC is indebted to Joseph F. Melichar,
ASC, for his work in compiling information ‘from
RMRRC records and from reports by center staff members.
Mr. Melichar also analyzed the activities performed,
organized the contents, and prepared the first draft
of the report. Through this extensive involvement by
a third party, the RMRRC hopes this final report will
provide balanced, objective information on the RRC
system and on the Rocky Mountain Regional Resource
Center.
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\ CHAPTER 1

THE REGIONAL RESOURCE CENTER: A PERSPECTIVE

_—_ -

The Rocky Mountain Regional Resolrce Center (RMRRC)
has now completed four years of work directed at
improving special education services for handicapped s
children. This report chronicles those four years.,

This first chapter seeks to put the center in perspec-
tive with the educational system of its region and
with the Regional Resource Center (RRC) Network. The
nextfchapter describes the development of the RMRRC,
and subsequent chapters focus on the specific activi-
ties of the center. This chapter defines the context
for’ those activities., N
\ ' 4 N
\ ’{'(:’ f\
The Educational System Environment \
Iy

The decade, from 1964-1974 was gne of rapid growth
and development for educational programs for handicapped
children. Yet many handicapped ¢hildren still do not
receive an appropriate education, More federal legis-
lation was enacted during thi's period to promote
educational opportunities for handicapped children
than in education's entire history in this country.
One law passed during this decade was a statute °
promoting the development of Regional Resource Centers
for handicapped children. It is doubtful that the -
drafters of that legislation could have predicted

the changes new laws would bring in special education
and the important role regional resource- centers would
serve in facilitating appropriate evaluation and pro-
gramming activities fcr handicapped children.

Recent actions in various state courts\ko assure
the educational rights of exceptional children in
areas where the educational system hés been negligent
emphasize the need for appropriate evaluation and pro-
gramming. Courts, however, can only speak to the
vindication of rights, and in areas such as education
do not have the expertise to establish systems to
vindicate these rights. Appropriate identification,
assessment, programming and evaluation are essential
ingredients for this vin®ication, and states are

i
i
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_receiving more and more pressure to provide these
services to their handicapped children.

With the development of social and political
changes, educators across the country became aware ',
of a tremendous need, to revitalize existing structures
and attitudes on instructional methods and goals.

As a part of this larger problem, there was an
increased interest in the mildly handicapped student.
Previously, many of these students were served only
by special classrooms, but the need for alternative
special placements to better meet individual needs
appeared basic to appropriate prograr-ing,
14 d -
s Enhancing this viewpoing was w.acern that
special education had never yet been able to ade-
quately meet the needs of all children requiring
\\\spgcial help. This inadequacy was attributed to
many factors, including: a lack of trained per-
sonnel, inadeguate or limited space, expense of
operation compounded by the requirements of having
" to provide educational services within disability
label confines, and of having to use the special
class as the receptacle of children for whom the
regular class was inadequate. This period of educa-
tional history could be characterized as a* time of
turmoil in which internai evaluation and external
pressures created the basis for change.

\

.Many educators concluded that both regular
and special education were reacting, instead of act-
ing, to fulfill the educational needs of children.
As bunn (1968) stated, "Failures are program and
instructor failures, not pupil failures." (p.13).
Education, in general, was caught in an administra-
tive web which viewed children by labels rather
than as individuals. During this period, education,
by evolution, realized--as society had done many
years earlier with institutions-~-that special classes
were not the sole answer to educational problems.

Then a different approach began to develop in
which both regular and special education jointly
worked for a child's educational needs. Special
educators were to relinquish the attitude that they
should be the sole providers of instructional pro-
grams for handicapped children. On the other hand,
regular educators were to be more willing to restrict
the use of special education so it did not become a
"Cumping ground" for children who do not fit the \




mold of the regular-class student. A cooperative
effort was to be undertaken in education and its
,gglaﬁed disciplines to insure that a more realistic
and~humane approach for teaching children would
develop.

The outgrowth of the described condition was \
an effort to bring the handicapped child back into
regular or "mainstream" educatioh when appropriate.
“ducation hegan to focus on the educational needs
s£ the individual student and to avoid defining
students by handicaps. New categories of educational
deficiency, such as learning disabled, were defined
to fit ‘this perspective. Both special and regular, - //
education began to focus on children with less
severe disabilities who often were needlessly termed
handicapped.

, This movement's extreme position was that all
handicapped children, regardless of the severity

of their handicap, could be ‘served in the regular
class. Various efforts were initiated in an attempt
to implement this concept, and they met with varying
degrees of success. Generally, however, the suc-
cessess were less than spectacular. As these results
were-‘replicated, special education began to review
the initial studies and the basic premises and
arguments for the mainstreaming movement. The

early studies suggested that the less severely
involved child would be a good candidate for integra-
tion into the regular classroon, iﬁ the regular .
classroom teacher could be trained to work with the
child's special needs, and if supplemental resource
and instruction support were provided.

The argument behind this effort to integrate
the students rested on the concept that the reintro-
duction of the child into the mainstream reduced the
effect of the disability by easing the eventual
adjustment to life, and on the idea that the inte-~
gration insured the child his legal, equal educational
opportunity. The educators supporting this concept
also argued that the child in a special class
received a poorer education than his peers in the

. regular classroom.

The controveréy over the quality of education
grew when it became compounded from studies on
minority and low socioeconomic status (SES) groups;
thesc studics indicated the effects of cultural deprivation

4




and/or cultural difference oftcn resulted in special
class placement of children. Low scores on cul tur-
ally unfair inteclligence tests often were interpreted
as indicating educable mental retardation. It was
argued that special class placement in many situations
created unfair segregation of children from different
cultures and backgrounds and was in direct violation
of the children's civil rights.

In concept, these goals of equal educational
opportunity’ are valid, justified, and necessary,
but, in practice, there are considerable operational
‘difficulties. A basic flaw in the argument for
total integration is identical to the flaw that
created the need that first led to mainstreaming.
Handicapped children cannot be treated as a homo-
geneous group as their specialized learning problems
must be treated individually. Differences exist
between the needs, abilities, and potentials of
those with various handicapping conditions and
differing causative factors, as well as within
groups with specific handicapping conditions from
similar causative factors.

The educational response to each child must be
made individually. There must be a response to the
difference between causative factors, to the severity
.of the handicap, and to its effects on the adaptive
behavior and functional ability of the individual
child. Educationally, a difference exists between ™
a child who, because of cultural factors or environ-
mental deprivation, functions by society's norm as
educable mentally retarded, and a child whose
retardation is pathogenic. Sihilarly, a difference
exists between the mentally retarded child and the
learning disabled child.

As the mainstreaming effort gained momentum,
the need for individualized programming became
increasingly evident. There were some models avail-
able since the highly individualized type of educa-
tional programming that responds to a student's
specific need was pioneered in special education.
But, most programs had been isolated geographically
to a particular school, district, or a university
related program. Others had been either poorly
conceptualized or inadequately operated. However,
some trends had emerged from these programs, includ-
ing: /




1. A shift fron categorical definitions to
behavioral descriptions of the educationally handi-
capped student;
2. The increased usage of programmed and
computer-based learning experierces;

3. A more intensive utilization of teaching
theories and/or methodologies based on research
related to the excepticnal child;

4. An increased awareness of "avenues of
learning" in the teaching-~learning process;

5. A change of attitude toward the role of
special educators (the current trend is in the
direction of the clinical-teacher approach and as
resource persons for regular educators rather than
as a teacher in the traditional sense);

6. The eﬁergence of diagnostic classes not
concerned with labels, per se, but with behavioral
descriptions of children;

7. An impetus in recruiting and training the
paraprofessional as a part of an educational team;

8. The feeling that parent involvement in the
@ducational process had been neglected and needed
increased concern; and

9. An awareness that all teachers involved in
the teaching-learning process needed to be more
sensitive to the needs of all children.

As a result of these trends the National
Advisory Committee on Handicapped Children recom-
mended that a broader application of knowledge be
provided (Kirk, 1962). It had become imperative
that empirically documented teaching approaches be
instituted to meet the curricular needs of all
teachers of educationally handicapped students.

\

The problem emerged as one of not only provid-
ing teachers with basic information on a student,
but with providing teachers with educational jinforma-
tion that could be used for effective instrugction
of handicapped children--educational information
that included specialized techniques, methods, and
materials,

s 14




A sccond aspect of the problem involved diag-
nostic and evaluative procedures. Engelmann (1969)
points out that slow learners classified on the
basis of intelligence test scores are labelled and
treated accordingly. The emphasis on test scores,
and not on teacher-related information, seemed to
be part of the larger problem in finding relevant
programs for handicapped children. The problem
became one of providing teachers with the knowledge
necessary to accurately evaluate children education-

,ally and to prescribe a program tailored to meet

individual needs.

An additional national focus within the last
few years also effected education. Under the leader-
ship of Dr. Edwin W. Martin, Bureau of Education for
the Handicapped (BEH), more attention began to be
directed toward the needs of the more severly
involved child. Efforts were to maintain gains (in

- terms of avoiding unnecessary labeling or special

more severly handicapped child.
{

The preceding discussion outlines a perspective
of the educational system into which the RMRRC
emerged. These movements formed forces and con-
straints on the operation of the center which are
reflected in its directions and its results.

class placement), and to also meet the needs of the
\
|

The center was also constrained by BEH guide-
lines and operations as BEH sought to meet the needs
of the educational community through the RRCs and
other similar programs. The Bureau and the center
wyere, like the field of special education, develop-
ing the skills and techniques to initiate, develop,
and manage large-scale, directed programs. This
ongoing, joint learning process was reflected in
many changed directions, alterations of policy, and
poor communications. This learning process also was
a part of the center's history and is reflected in
its development.

The Regional Resource Center Concept

The impetus of the preceding flow of events in
education created some problems for the classroom
teacher and some for the administrator who provided
resource services to the teacher. 1Instruction was
more individualized and responsive to the needs of

i
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the handicapped children, with a particular focus

on the provision of services where appropriate within
the regular classroom. The focal point of this move-
ment was the less severely involved child who became

a nondifferentiated class member.

Educators were then faced with the difficulty
of educational diagnosis and prescription for these
less severely involved children. The movement to
reduce categorizaton had introduced a group of
children for whom educational diagnosis was more
elaborate than for others in the classroom. The
educational prescriptgons were complex and required
_additional resources,’materials, and resource per-
sonnel. The requirements for these resources varied
with the children, the sophistication of the teacher,
the available resources, the population density,
and the structure of the educational systems.

¥
. Although the need for services, existed, there
generally were limited resources to’ respond to the
need. A summary of needs facing education during
this period is outlined in Table 1.1. As a partial
answer to help meet these observed needs, BEH and
Congress enacted legislation for the development of
regionally based resource systems for teachers.
The centers in this system were designed to improve
the educational services to handicapped children
through provision of diversified resource services,
development of improved educational methods, and
classroom teacher training. They were to be teacher-
oriented, concentrating on reaching children through
educational services.

Each RRC was designed to include three basic
components: educational services, methadological
research, and training. Each RRC was based in either
a university or a state department of education with
close university ties to take advantage of the
university's faculty and training facility. Wher-
ever housed, the centers were to be a cooperative
venture between state agencies and universities to
share and develop resources to better meet the needs
of handicapped children in a given region. The
centers' staffs were to build links to the educational
community in the region. These links were to provide
the avenues of interaction through which the RRC
could provide its services to the educational com-
munity and to the handicapped child.

Iy
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Table 1.1

A SUMMARY OF INITIATING
NEEDS FOR THE RRC SYSTEM

There is a jneed to provide improved educational services to handi-
capped children bv:

1.

Providing diagnostic, curriculum development, evaluation,
and media services to improve educational methods of the

" classroom teacher of the handicapped child;

10Organizing and coordinating deplovment of resource serv-
'ices within state and local educational programs to assist
'teachers; ‘

A}
S\

Determining the kinds of resources needed by teachers and
to identify skills and knowledge necessary to provide the
needed resource services; ‘\
\

Shifting from a focus on problems of children to é\iocus
on the problems of education, and to reinforce the posi-
tion that the hope for handicapped children lies in ef-

fective teaching; f

Developing a reduced dependence on handicappiné labels
by use of a diagnostic-prescriptive approach to teaching;

Including parents in the educational process and in
providing better resource services to them;

Developing a better socioeconomic perspective of handi-
capping conditions in the educational process and in the
design of educational programs;

Developing a better methodological basis for the planning,
evaluation, and management of educational resources;

Developing a monitoring system to determine the needs of
the educational system, parents, and handicapped children.
i




The RRCs were launched as an experimental pro-
gram in 1969 to facilitate development of resources
to provide a diagnostic-prescriptive approach to
education that focused on the individual .child and
his developmental needs, not-on the handicap and its
limitations. Within a year six centers were funded
on a one-year planning grant and/or contract with
options for an operational grant or contract renew-
able yearly.

The first four RRCs were funded in 1969. fheSe
centers were located in New York, New York; Coral-
ville, Iowa; Las Cruces, New Mexico; and Eugene,
Oregon. 1In 1970 two additional RRCs were established:
one in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, and one in Salt Lake
City, Utah~-the Rocky Mountain Regional Resource
Center (RMRRC), funded through the Department of
Special Education, University of Utah. Expansion of
the centers to other regions was delayed while the
operation of the first six centers was analyzed and
working concepts for the system developed.

, A cooperative endeavor between the six RRCs was
desired from the onset--an endeavor from which the
establishment of a National Resource System for
Handicapped Children could be formed. This system
was seen by the RRC directors as parallel to the
companion existing resource systems; Research and
Development (R&D) Centers, Education Resources
Information Center (ERIC), and the Special Education
-Instructional Materials Centers (SEIMCs), as depicted
in Figure 1.1. The national resource network was
not to duplicate existing services or materials,

but was to serve as an interface to facilitate
delivery of explicit information from any of these
sources (including the RRCs) to a specific teacher
with a problem. Information on available human
resources was to be an integral part of this network
and the direct responsibility of the RRC component,
and was to include a listing of qualifications and
locations of people with diagnostic or consultative
skills, or with a specialized, educational background.
When areas were identified where the available
resources were insufficient to meet educational
needs, or where they were nonexistent, the network
was to stimulate development of theSe resources
whenever possible.

This depicted system is still being’' formulated.
The RRCs are presently being expanded throughout the
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United States in redesigned regions %hat coincide
with regions for the Area Learning Resource Centers
(ALRCs) which are replacing the SEIMC network. The
development of instructional materials for this system
is envisioned to come from the National Center for
Educational Media and Materials for the Handicapped
(NCEMMH) , which would link the research and develop-
ment system and the classroom, Coordinating offices
for both the ALRCs and RRCs will be established.

The BEH strategy for the evolution of the RRCs
was developed because of the complex nature of a
regional center. BEH originally considered two
alternative strategies for operations of the RRCs:
tight and restrictive guidelines based on a precise
articulation of the concept, or minimal guidelines
and articulation (Melichar, Vol: 6, 1972). The
"minimal" alternative was selected in keeping with
the experimental nature of the program, the regional
and operational complexities of individual centers,
and the need to make the concept attractive to
potential grantees. It was hoped the less restrictive
guidelines would create a greater range of center
designs, and would allow the prospective sites more
latitude in adopting the concept to their region.

In keeping with the theme of maximizing the
design freedom of each prospective center, the
guidelines developed did not provide a strong problem
statement with defined needs ard expected outcomes.
The program statement and possible alternative
strategies to link needs and desired outcomes into
a center design were also weakly made, as was the
plan for relating program strategies to operational
procedures. The responsibility for each center's
development of operational elements was left to its
management and staff.

Individual centers functioned autonomously since
a national coordinating office was not formed. This
lack of system development and coordination placed
important operating constraints on the centers because
support services were not provided even though
expectations for them were established and plans
formulated.

Concurrently, with the slow evolution of the
national system, the RRCs faced changes in federal
leadership. Although project officers were changed,
specific guidelines, except for general operations
and submission of proposals, were never developed.
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‘tion in the basic national plan. Accordingly, the

This lack of articulation of purpose of the centers,
especially on an operational level, provided for
considerable latitude in operation; hence, the centers
responded with a range of directions. These direc-
tions were often redirected by BEH and resulted in
some confusion and lost effort in the development

of the individual centers.

The interaction between the information and
instructional materials network never materialized
except through individual efforts. The linkage
between these systems and the RRCs was weak, as was !
the linkage to national R & D activities. These
weaknesses were reflections of the lack of integra-

centers operated in an autonomous mode, focusing on

providing services to their regions with only minor
interregional or national interactions.

The RRC as a Regional Agent

An RRC, a regional agent, acts as an external
agent to the educational system, and interjects
resource services into the educational process. The
purpose of a regional center is to increase the
effectiveness, quantity, and quality of the educa- .
tional system. The resource services applied by a :
center are those services provided to, or in support
of, the instructional unit exclusive of instructional
materials through state departments of special educa-
tion and through demonstration projects.

The educational process is an ongoing part of
the social system--the process by which society
transfers its knowledge, order, mores, and laws to
succeeding generations. An RRC is specifically con-
cerned with those children who, by the nature of some
developmental deviancy, are exceptional (generally
greater than a standard deviation from some popula-
tion norm). A center serves as an advocate for these
children under the above conditions, aiding them in
entering the educational system and in extracting
its maximum value. To accomplish this objective,

a center continuously analyzes the operating educa-
tional system, the target population, and its
services to determine how to improve the effective=-
ness of the educational process for the target seg-
ment of society.
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On a simplistic level a center can alter effec-
tiveness either by introducing a child \into the
educational process, or by altering the ,process. The
introduction of a child into the process means that
a suitable educational process is available and that
the children of the targeted population are located.
Once a child is in this sy3tem, the RRC's effort would
be transferred to improvemeant of services. Within
this context the center's basic program can be
described as the indentification and diagnosis of
target children, the development of service programs

.for these children, and the improvement of existing
programs.,

The three basic functions attributed to an RRC
can be found in LEAs and SEAs*and, in fact, in all
educational service systems to some degree. The
crucial factor in describing an RRC's function is the
term "degree"; the center's role is that of an
advocate attempting to alter the degree of service
of society's educational channels. This definition
stresses a facilitative or advocacy role with some
minimal service role. A center seeks to mobilize
and to maximize educational services such as increas-
ing the degree of provision of service.

Special educational services are provided through
a complex network of public and private agencies. The
"services" are broad, varying in scope and disciplines
and responding to the differing handicapping condi-
tions and needs of the child. An RRC, attempting to
effect educational change, has a wide range of inter-
vention points to consider. The operational objective
of an RRC is to determine which, and how many, of the
intervention points to use and how to work with them
so that the center's available resources are utilized
most effectively to the maximum.

Interventions can be made through basic modes
of information, services, resources, or a combination.
For the purposes of this énitial paper the basic
modes are defined in the broadest, terms, Information
is the transfer of ideas, concepts, or knowledge
through any medium (auditory, wvisual, or manual).
Services are the provision of personnel or activities
in support of the educational process. The term
resources connotes the transfer of hard items, such -
as monies Or materials. A review of these elements
suggests that they are rarely independent and that
most activities the center might undertake will

* ,ocal Educational Agencies & State Educationaﬁ’;;;ncies

Y

13 b (3§ F
<4




include all three elements. Also, one common
denominator of the activities is the exchange medium
of dollars. Allocation of resources to basic
activities can then be analyzed by the basic resource
variable against the ‘intervention activities.

The Educational System's Link to an RRC
\

The preceding discussion defined a center as an
external agent to the operating educational system
with mandatory intervention points loosely defined
by BEH. For an RRC to effectively function, the
center must determine intervention points. This
determination cannot be effectively made until a
defiinition of the system is made and related to the
RRC. Education will be defined as a broad concept
that basically reflects the development of adaptive
behaviors of a child with respect to his ;nvironment.

i

Education, therefore, is a series of actigities and
operations performed with respect to the ‘child to
aid his development of adaptive behaviors relative

.to society; in effect, the socialization of the child.

The educational process is the continuous
transference of stimuli and responses between the

.child and the environment that results in the develop-

ment of behaviors through which the child can operate.
These behaviors are defined as basic internal opera-
tional structures and learned behaviors or skills.

The environment consists of physical and societal
elements which define the constraints and conditions
to which the child must react. Concurxently with
this interaction, the child's natural maturation is
occurring. The key factors in this analysis are the
time dependence of the process and the heavy influence
of the external environment--in fact, the dependence
of the developmenta% process on the environment.

Traditionally, the process is defined as educa-
tion, composed of formal and informal components.
The formal component reflects the elements that
society decides it must transmit to each generation
to maintain the social order. ‘This tramsmittal of
information is undertaken in formal settings such
as schoolss guided by prescribed (legislated) curric-
ulums. This formal process is an o?dered presentation
of content knowledge and-procedures!, which are pre-
determined elements of the social‘grogess.
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Concomitantly, the child is undergoing another
set of experiences in his other daily interactions
with his environment. These experiences could be
termed informal education since they do not represent’
any ordered approach or pedagogy. The informad
routes have many areas in common with the formal
system because the child is interacting with the |
environment which was reflected in. the formal process.
The, consideration of the education of any child,
therefore, is the consideration of both elements.

An RRC operates relative to this basic process.-
The process is represented in a schematic format in
Figure 1.2. Society and the environment are '
depicted as a plane comppsed of an infinity of
elements, including the social order, values, ethics,
the physical environment, plus the educational
services and the child and his family as subsets.
The depicted process is time dependent, reflecting
the child's growth and the change in society over.
time. Within this representation the paradigm
depicts the formal and informal components of educa-
tion.

The! separation is critical to an RRC. As in
the intervention strategies, the effect of the
informal channel must be weighed. This statement
also suggests that the effects of social forces
must be considered, since they establish and con-
strain the educational services of special education.
The term "special" indicates society responding to
a perception in difference in the population, i.e.,
"handicapped," has defined a difference in service.

A center, therefore, hds an interest in chil-
dren who, by some social definition, are atypical
or exceptional and require specialized educational
services to improve their adaptive ability. These
definitions of atypicality are most often legislated
in state or federal laws supplying monies to operate
educational services and/or an RRC. A center, in
its operation, needs only to define these populations
within the service region, the programs that serve
the populations, and the additional, needed programs.
This last statement is identical to the initial
premise of the three major functions the RRC can per-
form relative to the educational service system.

The preceding discussion has réeviewed the
obvious common knowledge of all peoples interested
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in educatian, yet within these statements lie the
main constraints on the design and operation of an
RRC. The basic problem is to place the functiocns

of an RRC into a format that is mor suitable to an
analytic or planning process without losing the
relationships that form the system's framework. The
selected approach is tc model varying levels of this
system as well as to form a global model from which
implications for center design can be drawn.

The Relationship of the RRC to
the Instructional Process

The discussed process operates as a system; the
RRC responds to the system in its interventions. The
system is a complex hierarchy growing out of a basic
educational activity--the learning situation; the
system pyramids in state departments of education,
which are the regulatory arm for state-legislated
education laws. The learning situation can alternate-
ly be termed the instructional unit and has been
schematically represented in Figure 1.3. Conditions
in the model were defined as internal and external
to the instructional unit. This model suggests that
the teacher integrates and applies instructional
objectives, through various media, materials, or
approaches to a student or students under a set of
conditions (internal). Figure 1.4 depicts state
educational system heirarchy- which, though external,
directly affects the instructional unit.

These simple paradigms indicate that even at
the most basic level a closed educational system does
not exist. The instructicnal unit and the learning
situation are constrained by, and respond to, a wide
range of forces. Thesé forces form the organizational
unit and social systems that surround and support
the learning situation. An RRC, therefore, cannot
simply react to this basic situation. Instead, it
must consider its milieu and its interactions with
the larger parts of the educational system. Considera-
tion of the amount of available money with which an
RRC must help effect change ‘is another constraint.

The ultimate target of an RRC's services is the
handicapped child in the context of the instructional
process. This statement presumes (based on the legis-
lative mandate) that the primary emphasis of an RRC
is to intervene in the formal educational process.

17
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The formal process, constrained by the forces outlined
earlier, is dominated by the SEA, although the actual
instructional process is dominated by the teacher. To
intervene in this process an RRC, therefore, must pro-
vide or facilitate provision of resources to teachers
who, in turn, provides access to handicapped chil-
dren. This provision and/or facilitation must go
through the SEA.

Since an RRC is external to this system and to
the instructional unit, the teacher must have some
motivation to ask for the intervention. An RRC's
services must reduce a need of teachers observed by
the SEA without seriously adding to the SEA's or the
teacher's work load. Since the role of intervention
is not mandated, it exists by invitation. The legiti-
mization of a Regional Resource Center's status in
the educational system is achieved only by the con-
tinued acceptance of its services. This status sets
the tone for the operational style of a service system
such as an RRC relative to the instructional unit.

Within the instructional unit the intervention
can focus on a range of factors that are defined in
Figure 1.3 (which are categorized as: instructional
objectives, approach, media, teacher implementation,
and internal factors). The intervention can focus
on any or all of the factors, depending on the inter-
vention strategy. If the RRC's basic diagnostic-
prescriptive approach were used, then, hypothetically,
all of the factors would be considered. Onedifficulty
exists in this conceptualization: the term
"diagnostic-prescriptive"'is explicit, but the actual
application of the concept, in terms of procedures, is
not well defined. The resource specialist, in order
to serve the instructional unit, is required to
select or devise an intervention strategy and pro-
cedures and supplement them with personal experience.

In considering all possible instructional situ-
ations and problems, it is unlikely that one person
could effectively respcend to all needs. The resource
specialist, therefore, needs a resource pool. If the
individual begins to draw heavily from the resource
pool, then the specialist's role is altered from that
of a classical consultant to that of an intermediary
between the resource pool and the need. The resource
specialist becomes a problem diagnostician, a link to
the problem solution, an interpretive agent in the
prescriptive process, and finally a follow-up agent.
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The instructional unit in the educational hier-
archy is the base for the LEA. This base is broad
and varied according to need and societal expectations
in a given district. A model illustrating the most
common range of service delivery models from the
special school to th regular school is depicted in
Figure 1.5. In terms of the basic instructional
unit model (Figure 1.3), the different delivery models
create variations in the parameters that define the
learning situation and that broaden the intervention
modes with which the RRC must respond. In these more
complex models the RRC also must begin to select inter-
. vention points to maximize the effects of its services
relative to effort.

An intervention directly applied to the child
would be expected to show the greatest behavioral
change, but an intervention in the service system
would affect more children with smaller changes. The
trade-of f between intervention points, therefore, is
based on the estimate of which gain is the greatest.
Although cost can be ascribed fairly easily, the
benefit parameters are not so easily established.
This process of allocation of center resources is the
crux of planning; therefore, the establishment of
benefit parameters is of major interest, but has not
been extensively analyzed.

Concurrently, with an RRC'S allocation process,
allocations are being made within the systems. The
allocations alter the strength of the relationships
pbetween the components of the educational system. In
combination, they form constraints for the RRC's
operation and for its allocation process. Again,
as stated earlier, an RRC is dependent in its opera-
tion on the conditions imposed by both the structure
and the operation of the educational system. If
this dependence exists, then the selection of inter-
vention points, strategies, and procedures is not a
totally free choice.

For example, based on an LEA's allocation, its
educational system will be a mix of the services
depicted in the model in Figure 1.5. The mix of
special programs, services, and schools, with respect
to regular schools, is a local decision constrained
by federal, state, and local law and policy. The
educational programming will also reflect the pref-
erences of local educators, such as a greater use and
integration of special classes in regular school ~
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programs as opposed to a larger special school program.
The intervention strategy selected by an RRC must
reflect these factors. A unilateral decision by an
RRC to provide services only to integrated classes
would most likely require an alteration in the school
structure, or a portion of the target population

would not be served.

Within the above constraints an RRC, as a regional
advocate, can select intervention points and types of
interventions appropriate to their legislated mandate.
The paradigm in Figure 1.5 indicates some of the major
flows of resources, authority, services, and informa-
tion within the local educational system. The RRC
can intervene hypothetically at any point and can
augment any flow to alter the change in the child via
the educational process, including the timing and
amount of augmentation. For all practical purposes
there is an infinite choice of alternatives.

The farther removed the intervention is from the
child, the more intervening variables are interposed
and the harder it is to measure cause and effect (of
the intervention). If, hypothetically, the center
wanted to alter the mix of program types (Figure 1.5),
whether for a child,. groups of children, or all chil-
dren, there would be little chance for success by an
intervention at the single child level. Intervention
would have to be made on a program OrI legislative
level and might be achieved through provision of
services; ‘information, and/or resources. The center
would select an entry point, implement a strategy,
and then undertake to provide support for that change.

In summary, the intervention strategy outlined
has included several major factors: a need for change,
a plan, an implementation, and continuing support.

The strategy is undertaken relative to the defined
educational system which establishes the constraints
on the potential alternative courses of selected
action. The entire allocation and intervention
strategy processes are generally approached informally
and have lacked defined, supportive methodologies and
procedures. This weakness has not only reduced the
effectiveness of the allocation and intervention
process, but has also hindered planning and reduced
the effectiveness and impact of the centers.
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An Integrated Model of Operation

In order to develop an integration of the preced-
ing, outlined activities, a more global level has to
be considered--one which reflects the entire education-
al operating.system. The entire operating system
includes the discussed educational subsystems, but
on the global level the subsystems must be integrated
into an operational unit that provides the educational
services. A complete description of the entire system
is prohibitively complex; hence, to simplify the
presentation only major educational subsystems will
be represented. The factors of ‘interest in this type
of representation are the relationships between the
system's elements. The four selected relationships
are resource, service, information flows (as per the
earlier defined generic definitions) and control.
Control is used to denote the concept of limitation
or constraint on actions. These four types of rela-
tionships are interjected into a model cf a global
operating educational system depicted in Figure 1.5.

The model of the existing system (presented in
Figure 1.6) would be termed a relational model as it
shows the linkages which exist between the educational
system components. The links between systems repre-
sent flows of resources, services, information, or
authority. The result is a set of relationships
between the elements of the system. To simplify the
representation the links shown are the estimated,
primary avenues; secondary channels and linkages
exist, but will not be considered.

The model has obvious limitations. For example,
the shown system approximates any real system. The
generic definitions do not provide any differentia-
tions in the relationships between different elements
of the system (e.g., control does not have the same
specific meaning in all contexts), and the potential
interaction between the factors altering the relation-
ships (e.g., resource flow has a permeating controlling
element). These limitations can be reduced, but at
the cost of a reduced overview. The remainder of this
section will discuss the RRC system within the context
of this model.

The control/authority pathways connote many
different types of flows or relationships, with vary-
ing degrees of power and reaction time. Society's
control through the political process is slow and
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general in character. Response time and specificity
increase in the smaller organizational units. A
directive from a large unit, therefore, would pass
through succeeding levels and gain specificity which
may or may not necessarily reflect society's original
intent.

The control/authority flow also is complicated
by the fact that one element of the system may provide
input to other elements and to the system at several
levels. Society, therefore, provides inputs to Con-
gress, state legislatures, and local school boards.
At each succeeding level the input is from a smaller
subset of society which may or may not reflect the
input to the system from the larger units. The long
process of school desegregation is an example of this
process in which federal, state, and ‘local mandates
from society often differed greatly.

The amount and degree of directive control also
varies between different state and local’ systems.
The control links shown have different meanings
between and within states. The application of the
general model to any specific situation would require
more precise definitions. There is also a fairly
strong control function that can be ascribed to
resource flow, i.e,, the conditions under which
resources will be granted and, to a lesser degree,
the information and service flow provided to each
subunit.

The model also reflects the concept that organi-
zations are formed to carry out functions established
by society. The component organizations may or may
not carry out the directives, or they may interpret
them. The interpretations and alterations may
reflect interests that respond to the organizations!'
and/or individuals' needs more than to social
directives. The interjection of personal motives or
biases and "political considerations" is a real factor
and non-ideal effects are introduced.

Each node in the graph of Figure 1.6 represents
a transformation of an input flow to an output. The
above concept of non-ideal additions could be con-
sidered in terms of the mathematical transfer-
function model. A directive or flow would be operated
on by a series of transformation functions. The
functions would alter the flow over a rather poten-
tially large range. The transformation functions at
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each ncde would probably be different for each
separate flow.

One of the most interesting and important aspects
of the depicted system is the control factor. The
RRC has no lines of control over any agency in the
educational system. This factor is philosophically
important because this nation has historically main-
tained that the education of its children must rest
under local control. Only broad legislative guide-
lines are enacted to establish safeguards for a reason-
able equality of educational services. These safe-
guards can be observed as control lines in the
depicted system, but the regional center is not an
element of this control system.

Operationally, this characteristic is an important
constraint on the provision of services. Center opera-
tion is facilitative, not regulatory. Any service or
resource offered to any educational agency or
individual is accepted voluntarily. Conditions placed
on the provision of that service often affect the
acceptance of that service. Operational strategies
must reflect this mode of operation, and coercive or
directive management styles must give way to supportive
approaches which encourage use of the center's
services.

The above operational characteristic casts the
center in a more important role--the role of advocate
for the target population of handicapped children
across all” layers of the educational system. In this
role the center can provide feedback to the educa-
tional system on how needs are being met, can pose
remediative solutions, and can provide stop-gap
resource services in limited cases. The center in
this conceptualization is a resource to the formal ' |
structure, and is also an alternative pathway for /
service or remediation action with respect to defined
needs.

The center's operational mode must be responsive
and flexible, and must be able to cope with a less
defined organizational structure. The less defined
structure results from its external agent role, a role
without reporting or control lines to provide guide-
lines. The center must forge this structure for
itself. But with the breadth of its activity, the
lack of directive control, and its advocacy role, it
must devise and utilize a more sophisticated operating
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structure and procedures.

Control of the center's operation is effectively
accomplished through these procedures, which are,
developed via feedback loops from the operating educa-
tional system. The BEH control line must be limited
unless its information about the region's operating
system .and needs is better:than the center's. The
BEH control role would appear to be more in the vein
of general guidelines, general conceptualization of.
the regional center, monitoring of the center's .
activities to insure compliance with guidelines and
performance specifications, and general administratiosn.
If ‘the BEH controul process attempts to exceed these
boundaries, then conflict with the center's basic |
purpose for the educationdl agencies and, targeted
populations ensues. . . |

The depicted educational system has sufficient
gaps in control so that a directive and autocratic!
system cannot operate. Generally, overt directiveness
from the larger organizational units will not achi?ve
the desired ends unless the intermediate and smalll .
organizational structures are in basic agreement with
the desired direction. Particularly, BEH and the
regional centers are in this position, so the service
they offer must fill a need or be sufficiently per-
suasive so that the educational system will utilize
them as resources. Because the federal resources
legislated to support.these organizations are-
allocated to a target population in society--handicapped
children--it, therefore, becomes a mandate to operate
with the system constraints to achieve stated national
priorities.

The control concept in the paradigm of the
operational system has been used to connote a series
of constraints or limitations on actions. Absolute
control has been indicated as uncharacteristic of the
system, and any operation undertaken relative to the
cystem must accept this situation as a basic premise.
Similarly, the number of alternative paths for any
flow to a particular element is too great for restric-
tiveness to be an operational goal. For example,
information is depicted as flowing within the system;
however, new information can be introduced at any
level and can simply be directed at a target group
(such as professional journals). The RRC, in seeking
to accomplish any objective, must then select path,
element, and input flow in any intervention strategy.
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Another interesting characteristic of the system
is the alternative paths provided by special and private
service agencies. The agencies range from advocacy to
direct service functions and parallel the service for-
mat of the regional center. Tae RRC in its assessment
of services to provide and in selection of strategies
adds another dimension for consideration. The regional
center should not provide services which these agencies

. provide, but rather should utilize these services in

its master plan for services.

The discussion in this subsection is; in effect,
considering a basic issue in the RRC concept, regional-
ism. The argument is not inherent in the legislation
other than by default, as the term "regions" is not
defined. The BEH guidelines used the term to define
any gédgraphic subarea of the United States from a
major metropolitan area to a group of states. Ini-
tially, the argument resulted in the investiture of
an RRC in a milti-state region instead of in a state
government. The preceding discussion ‘has suggested
a multi-state system, since this issue is central to
the development of the RMRRC. The following subsection
will expand on the comments about operational charac-
teristics and will reflect considerations of regional-
ism.

Comments on Regionalism

The outlined operational characteristics cre, in
essence, inherent elements of an argument for
regionalism versus direct state or national programs.
These points could be summarized by indicating that
the regional center has the following advaitages:

(1) a flexibility of response and action; (2) a
provision of alternative funding channels and the
possibility of providing resources for a unification
of existent activities; and (3) the ability to enter
the educational system at any level. The constraint

___—Set effectively defines a responsive synthesizing

agent for a region--a goal-directed advocate that can
provide effective communication links between the
various elements of the educational service system.

The overall educational service system as
modeled in Figure 1.6 separates into two operational
systems based on resource flow and authority. The
separation comes between the regional level, with the
regional system's feilerally supported super-structure,

T
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and the state and locally financed and operated direct-
service elements. This separation is the crucial
element in arguments concerning regionalism, from the
operational or philosophical viewpoint. The following
arguments will revolve about the existing separation

of authority and control within the system.

The primary link between the two systems is the
flow of information and services between the regional,
the state and local operations. The interface, there-
fore, is a voluntary one where cooperation governs
performance; particularly, as the state and local
group do not form a unit block. The opération of the
center's service interface is not dependent on a single
decision, but rather on a group of decisions from the
region's individual state directors of sRecial educa-
tion and local unit needs. Two separate ‘resource
flows are required to initiate and to operate the
system, which indicates that some cooperation must
exist. The center must retain a flexible posture in
terms of its responses to the interface situation in
order to take advantage  existing avenues of
cooperation and to foste naew channels. The argument
for regionalism centers on flexibility and a separa-
tion of powers inherent in our educational philosophy.

Another factor is economy of scale for specialized
services and resource information. In each resource
system a base resource unit to supply services and
information must exist. There would be common
elements in each resource unit, hence a potential
for significant redundancy exists. A good design
for a regional system, therefore, should illustrate
economics by bridging inter- and intra-state needs
with a common resource pool. The bridging would range
fron specialized diagnostic services for a specific
handicapping condition or educational problem to
planning and operating large-scale programs,

If a national system exists, i.e., a system in
which exchanges of information and resource packages
exist, then there is the question of system manage-
mext, even in a decentralized mode. A state-centered
system requires a monitoring and coordination of fifty
efforts, a rather awesome task. Also, if a state-
centered system is devised, then it would seem waste-
ful not to use the existing Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) channels. The concept of the
legislated 35;5~5eems contrary to this approach.
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It could be posed that states should band
.together for monitoring purposes, reducing the nation-
al integration and monitoring effort. 1If, in fact,
this procedure is undertaken, then the formed con-
sortium is a regional body. The consortium would not,
however, have LEA representation and would represent
SEA-centered interests, which are indirect-service
oriented. To meet the legislated mandate--and to
ultimately effect change--regional centers must be
responsive to direct service needs.

Another factor is the flexibility of the
regional center. It is not hampered by the red tape
that often surrounds local and state bureaucracies,
and this flexibility increases capability to provide
needed services and to transfer knowledge, methods,
and procedures between states and local areas. The
regional center, in addition to possible operational
efficiencies, can help to form a check-and-balance
system, which is provided by the Constitution in
the design of the federal government. A flexible
third-party has been added to the existing system,
which should increase the service flow to teachers,
children, and parents.

The introduction of the third-party can put
some pressure for educationdl reform on state and
local educational agencies, since it provides an
alternative resource. Although in many cases this
added resource is not always necessary, it does
respond to those cases in which needs are not being
met. It would appear the interest in some states to
control the RRC system is aimed at reducing the third-
party alternative and at acquiring control of the
federal monies to support existing programs. The
service/resource neads through alternative channels
should be included in the review of operational needs
of regionalism that were suggested earlier.

This discussion of regionalism seeks to present
the rationale consistent with the legislation to use
in viewing the operational structure of the center.
The assumption in this approach is that the BEH
system is rational, responsive to educational needs,
will adhere to the legislative intent, and will main-
tain a reasonably consistent pcsture. To approach a
major system design on the basis of irrational and
continuous policy change is undesirable. The approach
of most regional centers has been to respond to the
educational system and its needs within the bounds



of the legislation based on lcgic and rationalism.

The review of the regionalism concept suggests
that a regional center must respond to the educational
system needs in an advocacy model, but,in a mode that
provides for economy of scale. The ceénter must be
able to respond to any level of the efducational system
from the individual child to state or regional agencies'
needs and to the mcd«s of operation to foster coopera-
tion. The center must protect and foster its third-
party role as an important contribution to the educa-
tional system. ' A cooperative effort to exchange
resource information with other regional centers must
be undertaken. /
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Closing Comments

The preceding discussion sought to present a per-
spective /of the evolution of the RRC system. The
presentation s objective was to present the milieu
in which the RMRRC evolved and the situational vari-
ables and parameters which affected its development.
These paramenters and variables are inherent to an
RRC's operation and, in effect, constrain the range
of activities for any center. The preceding dis-
cussion sought to present these relationships to form
a perspective for the RMRRC discussion.

The RRC concept can be summarized by the follow-
ing outline:

l. Handicapped children need improved services.

2. Educationali services are mainly provided
through teachers; therefore, by improving teachers'
skills and teaching methods, services are improved,
handicapped children receive a better education,
and thereby can adapt better and lead fuller lives.

3. Parents are a second avenue through which
services can be provided to the child and can augment
an educational program for the child.

4. The RRC has a regional focus for increasing
effective teaching through providing testing and
educational evaluation services, developing education-
al progrems as a function of defined needs, and pro-
viding educational services to schools.
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5. The RRC has been developed as a program to
test and to develop the resource concept, and to
establish its potential for a large-scale implementa-
tion.

The constraintson its operation are summarized
in Table 1.2 and the assumptions underlying each
center's operation are presented in Table 1.3 (these
Tables are based on Melichar, August, 1973.) The
listings define the general framework of the centers.
what is not defined is the effort required to trans-
late these concepts into a center that provides
services to the children of aregion of the United
States. The following chapters chronicle the trans-
formation from concept to reality as undertaken by
one center, the Rocky Mountain Regional Resourxce
Center of the University of Utah.




Table 1.2

GENERAL FUNCTIONS, BASIC OPERATIONS, BASIC PREMISES AND CONSTRAINTS

ON RRC OPERATION

General Functions

1.

2.

3.

An RRC is an external agent with the objective of increasing
quality, quantity, anJ effectiveness of the educational system.

The educational process is an ongoing part of the social
system.

The center plays an advocate role for handicapped children.

Basic Operations

7.

Screening and diagnosis of children is one basic operation.:

One basic operation is to provide or arrange for provision of
programs.

Improvement of the effectiveness of existing programs is one
aim.

Interventions can be made through three basic modes: resources,
services, or information.

Basic Premises

8.
9.
10.

11.

A social process is being considered with its inherent value
structure.

The operatio. of the center program is done within the time
frame of social process but is time dependent.

The elements of the social process produce informal education
which must be reflected in the RRC planning.

The terms "special' and "exceptional' are relative terms de-
fined by secial value and mores.

System Constraints

12.

13.

The instructional precess is constrained by and operates under
the influence of a wide range of factors.

Delivery of educational services can occur through a range of
different organizational fermats within a state.
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(Table 1.2 Continued)

14. The educational system functions through a range of different
organizations of varying breadth of scope.

15. Control of organizational functions and operations varies
greatly within the systen which requires RRC access. Pro-
i cedure to obtain access to each organization varies.

16. Rigid control in the extended system is not a realistic goal.

17. The educational svstem is comprised of a wide range of alter-
native pathways between organizational elemrents.




Table 1.3

ASSUMPTION UNDERLYING OPERATION

Regionalization of services is desirable.

Provision of services via a center type model is cost effec—
tive, i.e., more services can be provided per unit cost.

There is a need tc provide some direct services, but these
services are of a demonstration tvpe which can be translated
to a broader service base.

The RRC will operate through existing state educational agencies.

The core of the RRC service process is the diagnostic-pre-
scriptive model.

Improved services result in improved education and better
adaptive behaviors of handicapped children.

The center is a resource for improved educational services.

Effective working ties to educational organizations can be
provided by an external agent.

A managerial and technological base for a regional center
type operation can be developed.




\ CHAPTER 2
THE ROCKY MOUNTAIN REGIONAL RESOURCE CENTER

During the late 1960's members of the Department
of Special Education, University of Utah, and of the
Utah State Board of Education (USBE) were discussing
ways to provide better educational services to handicapped
and nonhandicapped children in Utah. The goal was to find
a method to use in cooperatively solving problems of
mutual concern. The method was one in which each child
would be reviewed individually and her/his education
tailored to fit particular needs. The Utah educational
community was particularly concerned about developing
the resource potential to carry out individualized edu-
cation.

In 1969 the University of Utah submitted a proposal
to BEH for the support of a Regional Resource Center,
and was awarded a grant in June of 1970. The basic
philosophy of the Utah educational community was transfer-
red to the new RRC, forming the foundation for future
work. This foundation was a critical element of the
center's development because definitive operational
guidelines for the operation of the newly funded RRCs
were not formulated by BEH. The Rocky Mountain Regional
Resource Center (RMRRC) sought to transform the initial
intent of the Utah educational community into the broad
framework of a regional center provided in the legisla-
tion and in the application guidelines.

The basic framework evolved about the general RRC
model developed from the legislation, and guided the
early organization of the center's activities. Within
the confines of this general model, which all RRCs
generally followed, the RMRRC sought to develop and to
maintain a set of consistent. guidelines. Of the
developed guidelines the following have remained con-
sistent throughout the RMRRC's grant:.

To respond to states' and districts' needs
that fall within the RRC mandate, and to
avoid imposing plans upon SEAs or LEAs, for
they, not the RRC, have the legal responsi-
bility to educate the handicapped children
in each state;
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To investigate the affective domain; to try
to identify teacher personality character-
istics that ‘make teachers effective/ineffec-
tive with handicapped children;

To serve childxen without labeling wherever
possible;

To recognize that\special educators should
assume leadership in seeing that all children
are served;

To cooperate wherever\possible with other
RRCs, Special Educatiol Instructional
Materials Centers (SEIM(Ls), and other agencies
in the region charged with serving handi-
capped children;

To.provide opportunities for professional
growth in staff members wherever possible:
workshop attendance, site visits, classes,
planning and presentation responsibilities,
dissemination of working papers.

Initial Concerns

Within the above guidelines the RMRRC is designed
as a vehicle to develop new methods and procedures to
assist teachers in providing better educational services
to exceptional children. The RMRRC became engaged
in determining (1) what problems were encountered by
teachers, schools, districts and states in attempting
to provide educational services to exceptional children;
(2) what was currently being accomplished toward
identifying and meeting educational needs; and (3) what
problems were associated with existing services and/or
approaches that prevent the provision of an adequate
educational program for the exceptional child in both
regular and special education programs.

In an effort to ascertain and to understand the
nature of these problems, the-R®MRRC initially tried
to define the parameters (affect, placement and teacher
resource) which encompassed the problems; this was
acc0mpllshed through cooperation with schools and state
agencies, and also through direct interventions in
selected schools. These approaches were productive
and provided preliminary information which was used to
guide the center in developing future avenues of
investigation.
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It was apparent that the development of educa-
tional-service delivery models had to be undertaken in
a broad context to respond to the complexity of the
task. The strategy of the center, to gain this
breadth, was to engage in the development of inservice
and pre-service training packages and of a regional
resource system from data collected through (1) direct
interventions in classrooms; through (2) investigation
of the gcological ramifications in schools; and from
(3) provision of information.on ongoing programs in
the state and region. These inservice and pre-
service training packages were utilized to provide
teachers, supervisors, ancillary and administrative
personnel with appropriate teaching strategies (models)
to assist them in better meeting the needs of excep-
tional children.

This task required that the RMRRC operate in a
broad spectrum. The defined need was for more than
just a repackaging of old approaches. It called for
a reconceptualization of educational approaches, their
development into practical methods, and their applica-
tion to upgrade educational delivery systems and teach-
ing strategies. 1In order to respond to this change,
new packages had to be developed based on an under-
standing of child psychology, human development and
learning, on an understanding of the ecological com-
ponents of an area, and on ways to present the material
in the most effective, nonthreatening way to school
personnel.

In order for the RMRRC to efficiently and effec-
tively carry out its plans, the center undertook a
thorough analysis of student-teacher interactions and
processes and conducted a concurrent, comprehensive
investigation of the ecological determinants within
and surrounding schools. The center felt that a total
impact on educational problems could only be made when
the unique interactions of each principal component of
the educational situation was fully understood and
appropriately fused into the packages for inservice and
pre~-service training programs and for resource support
systems. To meet the developmental needs, the center
sought to mold the research base and knowledge of the
university staff with the pragmatic needs of the edu-
cational community\

Philosophically, the center has remained consistent
in its concerns (from the initial proposal to date) such
as better serving more handicapped children, avoiding
labeling wherever possible, and utilizing school and
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district resources to meet individual needs. The RMRRC
initially sought to build a gata base for the first
packaged materials and to build the foundation for a
regional outreach thrust as it was requested by the
surrounding states. This carefully measured base was
the foundation for the broad range of activities to be
discussed in this report.

The Target Population and the Region

The Rocky Mountain Regional Resource Center has
provided services to Utah, Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming.
These states are composed of geographically isolated
urban and rural school districts. Due to the nature of
.the region, many unique problems are manifested in the
states' educational systems ‘¢i.e., lack of nearby
referral agencies, isolation from institutions of
higher learning, inadequate inservice training and
supervision, limited financial resources, lack of
trained personnel, low incidence in a yiven area, geo-
graphic barriers, etc.). These problems historically
have hindered the delivery of educational services to
the exceptional child. As a result, services have been
limited. A demographic map of the region is presented
in Figure 2.1, and a general profile of socioeconomic
status (SES) and socioeconomic educational services
is presented in Table 2.1.

Within this geographically dispersed population are
a variety of subcultures isolated by distance. Compound-
ing the cultural and population variations are wide SES
differences. In many sections of the RMRRC region these
factors intermesh, such as in the multilanguage areas
with people of Spanish, Indian, and Anglo-Saxon heritages.
A number of the educationally handicapped children and
youth in this region come from the existing minority
groups of the isolated communities and school districts.

The data in Table 2.1 present a general overview
of which further specific characteristics of the region
can be defined. These specific characteristics are
summarized in the following outline:

The region is sparsely populated with a four-state
average of 8 people per square mile {(range 4 to 14).

The spareseness of the population is enhanced be-
cause a large percentage of the population is in
rural areas (range 55.1 to 80.8 percent). The

effect of urbanization in the population density
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Table 2.1
Educational and Socioeconomic Ststus Data
by State Qtthdn the Region Idaho Montana Utah Wyoming United States |
Population total 1964 / * 668 702 973 338
1971 | o | o 710 1095 139 206,218
Urban population 1964 * 7 338 667 188
Urbar population 1971 - 4 55.1 53.4 80.8 62.2 713.7
Nonwhite pop. 1964 z 1.5 24 17 7
Black pop. 1970 2 0,3 0.3 0.6 0.8 1.1
Population under age 5 1964 * 78 81 128 1
N Population school age (5-17) 1964 " 196 195 294 93
® Estinmated school age population (5-17) 1972 * 194 190 307 .90 51,784
Birth rate 1971
(no. of tive births per 1,000 pop.) . 19.1 17.2 25.8 17.4 17.3
Estimated number of infant deachs 1971
(per 1,000 live births) 16.6 20.7 14.1 .1 19.2
Deaths under age one 1964
(per 1,000 live births) ' 22.2 26.6 20.0 29.0
Death rate children under 21 1964
(per 10,000) 31 45 49 33 .
Estimate population (5-13) 1970 . 145 144 23 69
! (14-17) 1970 L 62 60 99 20
' (18-21) 1970 * 52 52 83 25
*aumbers in thiusands
i
O
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Table 2.1 continued

Idaho Montana ® Utah Wvoming  United States |
Population per square mile 1972 9 S 14 4 $9
Public school enrollment total 1965 173.7 166.7 286. 86.3
1970 182 176 304 26.9
1972 185 172 305 86
Public School elementary enrollment 1965 92.2 109.3 166. 49.9
) 1970 92.8 107 165 46.5
Public 3chool secondary enrollment 1965 81.5 57.5 120. 36.4
1970 89.5 69 139 40.4
Public schools school-age pop. enrollment 1972 95.2 90.6 99. 95.6 88.6
Average daUy at public schools 1972-73 177 160 288 81 42,277
Average daily. menbe.. as 1T
of school-age pop. 1972-73 NA 88.6 99. 94.8 87.4
Elementarv and Secondary schools enrollment 197}
sarticipating fed. sub. lunch program 51.7 37.% 62. 44.8 46.9
Pupil/teacher ratio 1965 23.9 21.8 26. 20.3
Pupris per teacher in public ‘em. & sec. school
Fall 1970 22.7 21.0 26. 19.0 22.3
Fupils per teacher in public elem. zchools 1970 24.5 21.3 28. 20.1 24.3
Pupils per teacher {r' ~ublic sec. schools 197C 21.0 20.6 25. 17.9 19.8
Estinated average sa‘,laries 1971-72
of instructional staffs public schools 7,621, 8,514, 8,85 9,611, 10,213

*numbers in thcusands

ea




kA4

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table 2.1 continued

Population 25 and older vith leas than
five vears schooling 1970

Population 25 and older with less than
one vear high school 1970

Medlan vears of schooling ccmpleted by
population 25 and older 1970

Draftees failing aental requirements
for military service 1971

1966
1959

Number ;f school districts 1969
Per capita incone 1964
Educational expenditure per capita income 1964
Personal tncume per capita 1969
Educational expenditures personal income 1969
Personal income- per capita 1971

Personal inccre per pupil in average
dailv attendance 1671

Expenditure per pupll ADA 1970~71
Estimated expenditure per pupil ADA 1971-72

State cxpenditures per capita 1971

all educa)*cn

Utah

|

2.0

1.8
1.9
7.0
40
2,156,
8.6
2,9%.

6.7
3442,

13,111+

707

260

Wyomipg

United State

2.6

20.1

3447,

6.9
3,929.

16,145,

940

213

ldaho  Montana
4 2.3 2.7
4 21.9 25.1
vears 12.3 12.3
z 2.5 2.1
1 6.6 “3.5
b4 8.2 6.6
115 778
$ 2,020.. 2,252.
% 6.7 7.0
s 12,857, 312,
z 5.9 7.6
$ 3,409. 3,629.
$ 114,288, 15,744,
$ 629 816
$ 732 904
$ 1e3 180
1R

5.5

28.3

4,156,

20,208,

970
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b Table 2.1 continued
Idaho Mor.tacs Utah Wyoming Unfted States
State and locai expenditures per capits ]
1970-711 157, 2C) - 9%, 260, 202.
State direct expenditures for public welfare
as 7 of-all state education 1971 46.3 Lo 19.3 27.8 66.6
Children receiving child welfare services 1964 965 1,389 2,2(9 492
Aid to familiea of dependent children 1964 10 7 3 22
Farm incoge (cash receipts) fn millions 1971 690.1 568 6 i1 1 2393 51,632.8
Median household effective buying income 1971 7,127, 7,496. 7,811 7,371, 8,463,
Kousebiolds with cash incomes of §5,000 or less
~ 1971 32.1 3.7 25.0 30.4 26.4
w
Households with cash incomes over $10,000 1971 26.3 30.5 30.2 28.4 38.7
Total general revenue of all stste and locsy
governments per capits 1970-71 649. 743. 685. 961 703.
Public school revenue receipts per pupil in
ADA 1971-72 841. 977. 865. 1,125. 1,140,
Public school revenue receipts ss I of
personal income 1971-~72 5.9 6.2 6.6 7.0 5.6
i v
;
#numbers in thousands
[AREY
) {
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is probably the greatest in Utah where 80.8
percent of the population lives in an urban area.

There is a high percentage of non-white people
--Indians and Chicanos--in Montana and Utah,
but in all four states the population of blacks
is very low (0.3 to 0.8 percent, compared to a
national average of 11l.1 percent).

The population growth in the last decade has been
approximately 10 percent in each state, but ele-
mentary school enrollments and total school en-
rollments have remained relatively stable.

The median educational attainment of adults (years
of schooling) is above the national average in all
four states (range 12.3 to 12.5 years, versus a
12.1 year national average) with the percentage

of draftees failing mental requirements for
military service being between 20 and 35 percent
of the national average.

The personal and per capita income tends to be
lower than the national average and the expendi-
tures per unit of average daily attendance (ADA)
lower than the national average, but in terms of
expenditures as a percentage of per capita income
the region is above the national average.

Teacher's salaries are below the national average,
but parallel the lower general levels of personal
income in the region.

The region produces about 3 percent of the national
farm income.

The expenditures on welfare in relation to educa-
tion are significantly lower in the region than

the national average (27.8 to 46.3 percent in the
region versus a national average of 66.6 percent).

The general lower expenditure level has to be
weighed against general lower income levels, but
also against a generally lower cost base for the
rural (versus urban) character of the region.

The initial focus of the center was directed to-
ward two sociocultural areas in Utah. The two target
populations were used in pilot projects that possessed
general characteristics of the entire region. It was
felt that by beginning within a limited area of the
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state of Utah that it would facilitate communication
and access to the pilot program. The pilot "areas"
were used as exemplary demonstration programs for the
region. They include:

(1) Rural, three school districts located in
rural areas of the state of Utah;

(2) Urban, two school districts located in
urban areas of the state of Utah.

The primary target of RMRRC activities was handi-
capped children (K-6). Administrative categories (i.e.,
mentally retarded, emotionally distrubed, etc.) were
avoided in educational programming in describing the
subject population. Through the use of the broader
term, educationally handicapped, it was hoped that the
more generic approach to education would be taken rela-
tive to commonalities, teaching strategies, and curri-
cular implications of specific categories of exception-
ality.

Although the use of categorical labels was avoided
in educational programming, common handicapping descrip-
tors were used to insure .that tihe handicapped children
received the services mandated by the RRC legislation.
Within the legislative constraints the center's target
population was mentally retarded, emotionally disturbed,
crippled or other health impaired, learning disabled,
visually or hearing impaired, or multiply handicapped.
The center initially focused on the less involved child,
and then shifted its emphasis to include the severaly
involved child. 1In effect, all children who met the
special education requirements of exceptionality in a
given state were potential recipients of RMRRC service.

Classroom teachers in the public schools were the
primary professional group served by the center. Both
teachers of "special" and "regular" classes were recip-
jents of direct help. It was felt that both groups
needed additional understanding and instructional
strategies for educationally handicapped children and
youth. Providing training and support to these teachers
for educational programs and behavioral changes was
emphasized.

The second major professional group served was
administrative and supervisory personnel in the school
districts. This group was singularly important because
it provided a vehicle for general implementation. The
support of this group for RMRRC activities facilitated
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and enhanced the concept of instructional programs for
the educationally handicapped child in "regular" or
"special" classrooms.

Auxiliary personnel such as school psychologists,
social workers, remedial reading teachers, and counselors
constituted the third major group to receive center sup-
port. It was of utmost importance that this group's
goals and objectives be directly related to the center's
intentions for educational programming.

Teacher aides and other paraprofessionals were
considered to be legitimately included. This group was
‘an important adjunct to the teacher in promoting the
effectiveness of the instructional process in the class-
room.

The fifth major group was comprised of under-
graduate and graduate students in the behavioral sciences
and special education. This group received instruction,
training, and practical experiences related to the
center's functions and goals. The students involved
participated in training and observation, data collection,
data analysis, student evaluation, prescriptive program-
ming, and field implementation. This experience was a
valuable addition to those students preparing for special
education careers.

The provision of services to the five groups above
was to reach the primary target population--children.
The concept, therefore, suggested a strong emphasis on
the child-teacher as a single unit. It was assumed
improvement of teacher performance implied an improve-
ment in the child's educational opportunity. This rela-
tionship will be explored more deeply in later dis-
cussions of the center's philosophy and direction.

A Description of Special Education in the Region

An estimate of the region's handicapped children
population was developed using census data and applying
incidence figures. A sampling technique was piloted in
two states, Idaho and Utah, to verify by actual tallies
the handicapped children. Specifically, the number of
handicapped children* in the region were:

*Handicapped children include all categories except
learning disabled. The figures reflect services for
speech-impaired children.
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IDAHO MONTANA UTAH WYOMING TOTAL

Actually
identified 11,867 5,270 22,509 9,063 48,709

Based on
expected
incidence
figures* 22,380 32,000 45,360 9,358 109,598

The estimated number of children in the region by handi-
capping condition is presented in Table 2.2.
The number of these children being served by formal

educational programs was determined to be as follows:
(a more detailed breakdown is presented in Table 2.3):

IDAHO MONTANA UTAH WYOMING TOTAL

Enrolled in
regular public

schools 6,694 4,358 20,009 9,036 39,997
Received .

special

educaticn

services 9,747 4,760 22,509 5,942 42,958

The provision of educational services to these
children varied in each state. Profiles, by states, of
available services in addition to public school pro-
grams are presented in Tables 2.4 through 2.7. These
services, when combined with RMRRC service, define the
additional resources available to handicapped children
in the region.

The RMRRC, by request of BEH, developed activities
initially for Utah. The milieu in which these activities
developed was greatly affected by the 1969 state legis-
lature enactment of mandatory legislation to insure
that equal educational opportunity was provided to all
children, and specifically, to handicapped children.

’

* . . . .
The expected incidence figures were projected

by using 12% of the total school-aged population reported
by each state. ;
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- TABLE 2.2
SCHOOL-AGED HANDICAPPED CHILDREN INCIDENCE IN RMRRC REGION
ACADEMIC YFAR 1972-1973

VISUALLY SERIOUSLY MULTIPLE

HANDI- HEARING EMOTIONALLY HAXNDI-
MR ™R MR CAPPED IMPATRED CRIPPLED DISTURBED CAPPED TOTALS
In'proérams 703 2895 7,326 544 846 483 3,414 202 16,413
Projected n{ 2594% 17,296* 864 % 4972% 4324 17,296% 518% 47,864%
nf 2728° 26,093° 1666° 5301° 2796° 23,458° 62,042°

*denotes combined USOE incidence estimates bssed on the states' total school-aged population.

°denotes the combined estimates used by states which may or may not agree with USOE estimates.

nf=no figures

NOTE: The total in programs for the region is 34 percent of the USOE estimate and 26X of the
combined states' estimate.

Spring 1973

)
N ¥
>

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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IDAHO

Total served in vari-
ous programs was
2,790; which is:

1% of total school
population

27% of Idaho's
estimated population
of 10,266

26% of USOE
estimated handi-
capped population

Table 2.3

SCHOOL AGED SERIOUSLY HANDICAPPED INCIDENCE

ACADEMIC YEAR 1972-73

MONTANA

Total served in vari-
ous programs was
3,223;‘which is:

1% of total school
population

13% of Montana's
estimated handi-
capped population

26% of USOE esti-
mated handicapped
population

UTAH

Total served in vari-
ous programs was

8,375; which 1is:

2% of total school
population

35% of Utah's esti-
mated handicapped
population

40% of USOE esti-
mated population

WYOMING

Total served in vari-
ous programs was
1,997; which is:

2% of total school
population

36%Z of Wyoming's esti-
mated handicapped
population

43% of USOE esti-
mated handicapped
population
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Table 2.4

SPECTAL, EDUCATION SERVICE AGENCTES IN TDAHO

Agency

Associate Special Education Instructional
Materials Center (ASEIMC)

SEIMC

SEiMC

Idaho Elks Rehabilitation Center

Idaho Special Mental Retardation Project
Lincoln School for Handicapped

Idaho School for the Deaf and Blind

University of Idaho Special Education
Program

Idaho State School

Idaho State Universitv Speech and Hearing
Center

Ricks College Speech and Hearing Clinic

St. Anthony Training School
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Pocatello
Moscow
Boise
Boise
Emmett
Gooding

Moscow

Nampa

Pocatello

Rexburg

St. Anthony




Table 2.5

EDUCATIONAL, DIAGNdSTIC, EVALUATION
AND SERVICE AGENCIES IN MONTANA

Region I.

Child Development Center Missoula

Opportunity Foundation Workshop . Missoula
Region II.

Preschool Community/Regional Program Great Falls

Easter Seal Rehabilitation Center ~ Great Falls
Region III.

Boulder River School and Hospital . Boulder

Butte Sheltered Workshop Butte
Region IV,

Home Living Skills Training Billings
Region V.

Eastmont Training Center Glendive

Other agencies offering educational, evaluation and diagnostic
services are:

Montana Children's Center Twin Bridges
Montana Center for Handicapped Children Billings
Yellowstone Easter Seal Speech and Billings
Hearing Center
Eastern Montana College Reading Clinic | Billings
|
Easter Seal Rehabilitation Center Speech | Great Falls

and Hearing Clinic

Shodair Crippled Children's Hospital Helena

AN
Montana State School for Deaf and Blind Great Falls
SEIMCs Helena, Billings,

Butte, Great Falls,
Glasgow, Kalispell
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Table 2.6

SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICE AGENCIES IN UTAH

Multi-district cooperatives

Southwestern Educational Development
Center

Northeastern Utah Fd. Dev. Center

Southeastern Utah Education Service
Center

Cooperative Service Agency
Utah State Training School
Garden Home Training Center

Utah State University
Edith Bowen Laboratory School

University Affiliated Facility
Utah School for the Blind*
Utah School for the Deaf*
Utah State Hospital
Holladay Children's Center
Primary Children's Hospital
University of Utah College of Medicine
University of Utah Speech and Hearing Clinic
USEIMC
SEIMC
SCIMC

SEIMC
Utah State University SEIMC

Cedar City

Heber City

Price
Richfield
American Fork

Clearfield

Logan

Logan

Ogden

Ogden

Provo

Salt Lake City
Salt Lake City
Salt Lake City
Salt Lake City
Salt Lake City
Provo

Murray

Ogden
Logan

* There are 24 extension schools scattered throughout the state;

they are usually housed in public schools.

ob
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Table 2.7

EDUCATIONAL, DIAGNOSTIC, EVALUATION AND
SERVICES AVAILABLE IN WYOMING

Natrona County Exemplary Project for hard of Casper
hearing, mentally retarded children*

Work Training Center ) Casper
Woods School Casper
Wyoming School for the Deaf Casper
Child Develépment Center Cheyenne
Diagnostic Center Chevenne
Opportunity School Cheyenne
STRIDE Learning Center Cheyenne
Eastern Wyoming Tri-County Cooperative Couglas
Services

Wyoming State Hospital Evanston
New Hope Day Care Center ' 4 Evanston
Southside School Resource Center Lander
Wyoming State Training Schocl Lander
ASEIMC Lander
Gottsche Rehabilitation Center Thermopoiis
University of Wvoming Laramie

Language, Hearing & Speech Clinic
st. Joseph School ‘ Torrington

Green River Day Care Center Green River

*Funded in part by RMRRC Project Qutreach-Wyoming
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Following the enactment of this legislation, special
education services were to be developed in the 40 dis-
tricts and the more than 600 public schools within the
state. Some of the districts were then providing some
special education services, but were required by the
legislation to extend services to the more seriously
involved children. Other districts began planning their
first special education programs.

The Utah State Board of Education (USBE) encouraged
and ultimately required district identification of
handicapped students; USBE also encouraged development
of diagnostic, prescriptive and individualized instruc-
tional procedures, and facilitated the building of
needed resource systems. This effort by the USBE was
designed to secure educational service programs that met
student needs within the available fiscal resources.
Many districts formed cooperatives to develop and/or
provide special education services.

The total process was aided by the development of
two programs by USBE, Project Identification and Project
ACCESS. Project Identification was designed to identify
handicapped children within existing schools who were
not being served by special education programs. Project
Identification was initiated by development of a pre-
liminary screening instrument, designed by USBE and
pilot-tested by selected regular classroom teachers.

A revised form was used on a statewide basis in the
1972-73 school year. The révised screening instument
was validated on a random sample of schools with an
identification effectiveness rate in excess of 85 per-
cent as established by a battery of diagnostic instru-
ments.

The resulting incidence data are presented in
Table 2.8. The data collection process also produced
information on the children's types of handicaps which
is presented in Table 2.9. This entire effort was
part of a broader system called Project ACCESS (A
Cooperative Comprehensive Educational Services System).
The ACCESS goal is to facilitate the implementation of
a comprehensive educational program for handicapped stu-
dents, which can be applied across the state. The three
components of ACCESS are:

1. Identification of all handicapped students and
an in-depth assessment of student needs;

2. Evaluation of urban and rural special educa-
tion delivery services; and
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T4ble 2.8

SUMMAPY OF UTAH'S SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS

\
L] *
Educable Trainable Learning Emotionallv Hard Speech Motor
Mentallv Mentally Disa- Hangt- of and . Hand{- Visually
Retarded Retarded b!litles canped Deaf Hearing Hearing capned Impaired
fn Prograe, School vear 1971-72 3,454 1,055 10,763 2,313 254 jYA% 9,307 112 161
°
Percent of Tctal (27.565) On
Troiram Beiny terved .125 .038 .390 0L, ~009 005 Tt £338 | .004 .006
Projected Mmber of Handicapped T
tirtece Idontification) 1,399 8,436* 13,206% 14 894 11 16
Percert of Tutal 23,967, bv Category .058 .352% 551 .0006 .03? .0005 .0007
Total Ltah School Age Fand:icapped 4,344 ) 1,05% 19,199 15,519 254 155 10,201 123 177
M fercent cf Total (51.532) bv Categorv .094 .G’ AN .301 .00S .003 .198 .002 .003
Vooh Incidence Rate (Based on School-Age .t
Fe-ulation o* 305,916) .016 L0U34 62744 .0507+% | .0008 .0005 L0334 .0004 0006
U3 Otfice nf Education Incldenc: .020 .003 .010 .020 .00075 .005 .035 .0056 .001
Ceslected Number Based on School-Age
Jopulation of 325,916 6,118 918 3,059 6,118 2,294 1,530 10,707 1,713 306
CtaYr "reviously Used lncidence .020 .004 .030 .020 .0008 .005 .050 .001 .000«
ar [ 4
Projected \urber Based on Previous
| LI SO 6,118 1,224 9.1 6,118 45 1,530 15,296 306 122

*J0es not include YR population from American Fork Traininp School

**Dres not include EH population from Youth Center, Utah State Hospital

-V

D!

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

*Dats develored by Project ID which found thatl
emotionallv handicapped children than learnin
that 807 o! all handicapped children have erol

**Data skewed tovard a larger number of LD chill
serves many EH children {n LD classes and dat]
based on claseroom enrnllment E
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Table 2.8

SUMMAPY OF UTAH'S SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS

.
Educabie Trainable Learning g~0:10r311;. Hard Spuech Motor
Mentallv Mentally Disa- Handi- of and Handi-  Visually Deaf-
Retarded Retatded bilicles canned Deal Hearing Hearing capned Impalired Blind TOTAL
- j
pol vear 1971-72 3,454 § 1,055 10,762 2,313 254 141 9,307 112 161 5 27,565
(27,565) On ’
rved 125 .028 .390 .084 .00% .005 .3138 .004 .006 .0002 1.000
p of Hand!icapred
peification) 1,399 8,436% 13,206% 14 894 11 16 22,967
(23.967) bv Categorv .058 352% .551% .0006 037 .0005 .0007 1.000
pi Age Fandicapped 4,844 1,055 19,199 15,519 254 155 10,201 123 177 5 51,532
} (51.542) bv Categorv .094 .020 3N .01 .005 .003 .198 .002 .003 .0001 1.000
te (Based on School-Age
5,916) .016 .0034 0627a% L0507 %8 .0008 .0005 .0334 0004 .0006 .00002 .1684
ducation Incidence . 020 003 . .010 ,920 .00075 .005 .035 .0056 .00 .1071
1
Based on School-Age ; . '
5,916 6,118 918 3,059 6,118 2,294 1,530 10,707 1,713 306 32,764
Used lncidence .020 .004 .030 .020 .0008 .005 .050 .001 L0004 L1312
Based on Previous
6,118 1,224 9,177 6,118 245 1,530 15,296 306 122 40,1%

e MR population frnw American Fork Trainine School

e EH population from Youth Center, Utah State Hospital

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

#Data developed bv Project ID which found that there were rore
emotionallv handicarped children than learring disabled , and
that 807 of all} handicapped children have emntional problera.

A%Dara skewed toward a larger number of LD children because Utah
serves manv EH chi'dren in LD ¢lasses and data collected are

based on classroom enrollment




Table 2.9
Children Being Served in Utah School Year 1971-72,
bv Handicapping Condition

Area
Educable Mentallv Retarded 3,454
Trainable Mentallv Retarded 1,055
Learning Disabled 10,763
Bmotionally Handicapped = 2,313
Deaf 254
Herd of Hearing 14
Speech and Hearing 9,%¢7
Motor Handicapped 12
Visually Impaired /161
Deaf-Blind / 5
/
TOTAL 27,565
Children Expected to be Served from
F-1 Estimated Data Reports 1972-73
Speech and Hearing 7,096
Emotionallv Handicapped 1,098
Learning Disabled 6,6 2
~Motor Handicapped 107

Educable Mentally Retarded 2,040
Trainable Mentallv Retarded 1,409
Visuallv Impaired 93
Hard of Hearing 139
Deaf 217
Deaf-Blind 10
Resource Program 7,890

Educable Mentally Retarded

Emotionallv Randicapped,

Learning Disabled and

Communication Disorders
Homebound, Hospitalized 2,410
TOTAL 29,371
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3. Implementation of strategies for providing com-
prehensive educational services. ;

/

/

In 1972 BEH requested the RMRRC initiatg services
in Idaho, Montana and Wyoming. In 1973 Idaho legislated
mandatory education for all handicapped children. Be-
tween 1973 and 1975, Idaho's 115 districts will of fer
special educational service to their handicapped stu-
dents. Presently 79 districts offer special educa-
tional services in 345 classrooms. '

I4

In support of this effort, the RMRRC Outreach-Idaho
ynstituted an incidence study of exceptional children in
60 randomized school districts and communities. Data
ccllected from this study are being compiled and tabu-
lated. A preliminary view of 75 percent of the data in-
dicates the following comparison of the data collected
to national incidence figures as shown in Table 2.10.

The sample data imply that approximately 16.8 per-
cent of the Idaho school-age population are exceptional.
It must be cautioned that the above percenta £iglres
are preliminary since they reprg;ggxfen 5 percent
of total collected data. The TO lected-data generally
follow the incidence estimates provided by the national
sources--at least within the bounds of normal incidence
data variations. The largest discrepancy is in the
learning disabilities area which is extremely variable
because definitions between states vary greatly. Many
of these learning disabled children exhibit minimal
learning disorders which may be served by the regular

educational process.

Figure 2.2 presents data on the growth in the
number of Idaho school districts offering some type
of special education services over the last six years.
The RMRRC has served Idaho for the last two years only.
The chart indicates a growth of services from 36 dis-
tricts offering special education services in 1968-69
to 79 districts offering special education programs in
1973-74. It must be noted that these figures indicate
quantity ratner than quality. School districts enumer-
ated as offering special education services are not
necessarily serving all children projected to be

exceptional.

The availability of special education classes as
related to size of the district during the 1973~74
school year is presented in Figure 2.3. The chart in-
dicates that 100 percent of the very large school dis-
tricts are offering special education services as

59
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TABLE 2.10
A Comparison of Idaho and National Incidence Figures of Exceptional/Handicapped Childrex.

Idaho % Dunn & Mackie BEH
Estimates % Estimates % Estimatées

Visually Handicapped « 4% «2% 0.160

Auditory Handicapped . 6% 1.5% 0.573
Crippled/Orthopedically Handicapped | N.A. 1.5% 0.5
Speech Handicap 1. 9% 2.0% 3.5
Specific Health Problem N.A. 1.5% N.A.

Emotionally Disturbed or Socially

Maladjusted 2.9% 2.0% 2.0
Gifted 1.5% 2.0% N.A.
Mentally Retarded %2.7% 2.0% 2.3
Specific Learning Disability *%6, 1% N.A. 1.0
Physically Handicapped 7% N.A. N.A,

16.87% 12.7% 10.023

Total

*Data from several Child Development Centers still outstanding.

#**Thorough testing on many children reported as Learning Disabled

N.A. = Not Available

_.(
A

was unavailable.
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Percentage Serving

91%
90 87%

80
70
60
50 447
40
30

227
20

Very Large Medium Small Very
Lavge (21/23) (20/23) (10/23) Small
{23/23) (5/23)

Fig. 2.3 Size of District Related to
Availability of Special Education
Classes, 1973-74 in Idaho

(1)
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compared to 91 percent of large, 87 percent of medium,
44 percent of small, and 22 percent of very small
school districts. The data point out the need for

the development of a delivery of special education
services within small, rural districts with fewer num-
bers of exceptional children to educate. This differ-
ence may imply differences in training and logistical
arrangements within the state in order to provide
appropriate services.

school districts offering special education ser-
vices are not necessarily serving all children pro-
jected to be exceptional within their districts. It
is estimated that approximately 50-55 percent of Idaho's
projected number of exceptional children are presently
being served in local school district special education
classes, speech and hearing services, contractual
arrangements with child development centers, mental
health centers, other public and private agencies, and
state institutions such as Gooding State School for
pDeaf and Blind, Nampa State School, and the St. Anthony
Training School. If mandatory special education were
to be fully implemented, all 115 school districts would
be serving all resident exceptional children within
their district or on a contractual basis.

The relationship between the number of classrooms
and the projected numbers of erceptional children be-
ing served in gpecial educatic:, programs in each of the
last five years 1is presented in Figure 2.4. These
figures are based on a 9 percent and 12 percent inci-
dence figure (excluding speech handicapped). During
1968-69, it is estimated that 6-8 percent of the total
projected number of handicapped children in Idaho were
being served in 123 classrooms. puring 1970-71, about
13-17 percent of the exceptional children were served
in 204 classrooms. During 1972-73, approximately 22.29
percent of the estimated numbers of exceptional chil-
dren were being served in special education classrooms.
At this rate of growth, it is estimated that full imple-
mentation of mandatory special education services could
not occur until between 1988-1990. These data point
out the need for more rapidly increasing the services
available to exceptional children. Part of this increase .
could be developed by improved inter-agency cooperation,
such as with regional child development centers, mental
health centers, and other Idaho state agencies and
institutions.

Ié order to implement mandatory special education,
gqualified persons must be available to teach handicapped
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90 D 9% Incidence Figure

80 12% Incidence Figure
70
60
50
40 (261 (284
o (154 (204 Class- as:
& 30 Class- Class- rooms ) OO g,
(123 rooms) rooms ) 237 ‘ ]
20 Class- ’ 17% 71 227% |
” roomsg7 L0% 13%
6% [ ; |
0
1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 1972-73
Fig. 2.4 Percentage of Projected Numbers of Excéﬁtional Children being Served in //

Special Education Programs in Idaho (based on 9% and 12% national
incidence figure¥).

*Exc luding speech handicapped.




children. The RMRRC Outreach staff in Idaho became
involved in the documentation of the potential train-
ing resources available in Idaho to meet the manpower
demands of mandatory special education. The data
gathered to carry out this objective included growth
of special education manpower over the last five Years;
manpower resources providing training of special
education teachers; longevity of special education
trainees from various training institutions in-state
and out-of-state; percent of special education
trainees from specific institutions remaining within .
Idaho and teaching for specified time periods; a con-
trast of special education manpower available to the
manpower needed to implement mandatory special educa-
tion; retirement rate and newly certificated teacher
rate on a yearly basis over the last five years, and
manpower resources needed to meet special education
objectives by different specified periods of time
(1975, 1980, etc.). The growth rate of numbers of
special education teachers during the last five years
in shown in Figure 2.5. The mean growth of special
educat.ion teachers for these 5 years was 39 teachers.

The analysis of the training of teachers is
graphically depicted in Figure 2.6; 57 percent of
teachers teaching in Idaho during 1968-69 were trained
by university training institutions within the state
and 43 percent out-of-state. puring the next four
years, approximately half of all teachers teaching in
Idaho were trained by in-state training institutions
and half by out-of-state institutions. The states
that contribute the greatest number of special educa-
tion teachers to the Idaho education system include
Colorado, Washington, and Utah.

A further analysis of special education teacher
manpower data indicated that approximately half of
Idaho's special education teachers (trained from
within-state or out-of-state) teach for one or two
years and then leave special education positions.
The reasons for leaving special education jobs vary
and include higher salaries, retirement and death,
advancement to supervisory positions, returns to
regular education, etc. At the present time a sur-
vey is being undertaken of teachers having taught
cne or two years and leaving Idaho special education
positions; this survey will obtain a more detailed
profile of their reasons for leaving.

Sections 33-2003, Idaho Code, states that no
child shall be enrolled or placed in any special

°> | e
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Fig. 2.6 Manpower Training Resources of Idaho's Special Class Teachers
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education class unless he has received a comprehensive
evaluation. Such comprehensive evaluations require
the services of supportive personnel such as psycholo-
gists, social workers, and speech and hearing path-
ologists. Any adjustment of a child's educational
program 1s a serious matter and should be carefully
evaluated by competent multi-disciplinary personnel.
The growing availability of ancillary personnel over
the last five years is depicted in Figure 2.7.

This chart indicates that during the 1968-69
school year there were 3 social workers in one school
district; 16 psychologists in 11 school districts; and
23 speech and hearing pathologists in 16 school dis-
tricts. During 1973-74, ancillary personnel increased
to 12 social workers in 10 school districts; 49
psychologists in 60 school districts; and 61 speech
and hearing therapists in 67 school districts. ‘How-
ever, when all ancillary personnel were combined,
there were only 122 speech and hearjng pathologists,
psychologists, and social workers /serving exceptional
children during the 1973-74 scho year. It would
seem that a significantly larger/ number of such per-
sonnel will be needed during th¢ next five years as
special education programs deve¢lop in Idaho's 115
school districts.

Because of the ‘data indicating a shortage of the
special education manpower needed to fully implement
mandatory special education and because of the high
attrition rate of Idaho's special education teachers,
efforts were initiated to review the present special
education manpower certification requirements. The
RMRRC-sponsored Outreach Idaho staff contacted all
states for information on special education certifica-
tion--particularly for competency-based certification.

Preliminary plans have been initiated to review
Idaho's certification requirements with the univer-
sity teacher-training-institution personnel so changes
can be made.

Montana did not enact mandatory special education
legislation until mid-1974. During the 1973-74 school
year, approximately one-third of the more than 600
school districts offered special education services
to handicapped children through multi-county districts
and regions. In 1971-72, Montana was serving approxi-
mately 5,000 of an estimated population of 32,000
handicapped children.

«

Ny 68




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

80 — =
- Social VWorkers - -~ = ~ Speech and Hearine
pPsychologists —-——— Pathologists . . « «
70
(J?l o’
60 ) '
1 T
' '
] t
i )
50 , (60)
' '
° i ' '
e
€, ! + '
g : ?
I+ 40 ! ]
[+ , 1
s ! !
(" ] i
L]
o 1 [
5 30 ) 1
= ' 1
23 %° v
(16)" Y
' '
20 ! '
' )
16 12
(11) (10)
1 -
10 1
1
- \
3 L + '
(1)) ) 1 '
0 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 107&—72 197%-73 1973-74

Fig. 2.7 Grouth of Ancillarv Personnel Working
Wwith Idaho Exceptional Children

# Figures in ( ) indicate numbers of school districts employing
anciltary personnel.

69

. e ——

—




To increase the services provided and to serve as
a demonstration effort, the RMRRC- sponsored Outreach-
Montana helped plan a statewide service system and
helped demonstrate services in selected areas of
Montana. This system will be operational throughout
the state in the .1974-75 year. Five regional coordi-
nators will be utilized to facilitate the program.
The program of services consists mainly of Area
Resource Teachers (ARTs) who perform identificatior,
diagnostic-prescriptive services, train teachers by
demonstration and explausation on how to incorporate
SEIMC materials and resources, and followup on referrals
after initial response to determine the effective
degree of the diannostic-prescriptive service. Out-
reach pilot prog s utilizing ARTs were underway in
1972; the service sought to provide an identification
and diagnostic resource, usually consi.ting of the
administration- of individual mental 'and academic
tescs with the formulation of an educat10na1 prescrlp—
tion that was interpreted for a teacher or parent of
a handicapped child. In 1972-73, 737 handicapped
children received direct services, and 1,410 studen:s
received indirect services. A breakdown of the handi-
capping conditions follows:

Visual 12.0% 88
Auditory 7.5 55
Motoric 8.0 59 -
Physical 2.5 18
Speech ' B.O 59
Poor General Social Performance,

(ED and Behavior Disorders) 8.5 63
Specific Learning JSifficulty 14.5 107
Poor General -Academic

Performance (EMR, TMR) 35.0 258
Otlier (Multiple or

Undetermined) : 4.0 30
Total Number Directly Served 737

A screening instrumemm to identify handicapped
children and youth in Montana has been completed. It
was distributed throughout the state. This will pro-
vide Montana's first comprehensive idencification
data. Montana's special education was considerably
strengthened by passage of the special education
legislation in 1974. A comprehensive statewide
special education system will hopefully be the result.

wWwhen the RMRRC outreich work began in Wyoming,
which does not have mandatory education legislation,
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thé office of Exceptional Children, Wyoming State
Department of Education, supplied the following infor-
mation, based on data from 1971-72:

1. There is a lack of comprehensivé special
educgtional services in many school districts,
_especially in isolated areas. Only 60.6 per-
cent of all school districts in Wyoming offer
special educational services (see Figure 2.8).

.2, Only a small percentage of certain jdentified

nandicapped children are being served; i.e.,
hearing-impaired, crippled, multiply handi-
capped and other health impaired. children
served in 1971-72 compared to the projected
number to be served in 1975 (as determined
py several state studies) indicates an in-
creased need for service pattern develop-
ment in most areas (see Tgble 2.11).

Outreach Wyoming began working on several thrusts,
some designed to immediately ameliorate specific
problems and some designed for long-range improvement
of delivery of services throughout the state. These
efforts, which are detailed in Volume 111, included
jdentification of unserved handicapped children, compil-
ation and dissemination of information about services
now available, preparation of a legal document on due
process . for wyoming, and active participation in plan-
ning, equipping and establishing an exemplary program
which serves hearing impaired, mentally retarded
children. Facilitation of the development of a state
plan to serve the severely handicapped was provided
through participation of Wyoming teachers, administra-
tors and parents at the RMRRC conference on services
for the severely, multiply handicapped.

Phe RMRRC entered the four-state region at a
time of accelerated planning fox special'education.
The states with minimal special services were planning
to expand services; all four states were and are still
developing comprehensive educational plans \for handi-
capped children. Hopefully, these plans will result
in the availability of comprehensive services through-
out the region within this decade. The formative na-
ture cof the services was a factor in determining the
services the RMRRC provided and will be discussed in
"later chapters.
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Table 2.11

Number of Handicapped Children Served
in Wyoming in 1971-72
Compared to the Number Projected to be Served by 1975

Served in Projected to be
HANDICAPPED 1971-72 served by 1975 '

MR 425% 346 .
EMR 852 2101 \
Hearing impaired 158 602
Deaf 39 ; . 115
Speech impaired 3945 4231
Visually impaired 185 184
Emotionally disturbed 298 2308
Crippled 27 / 231
Learning disabled 1135/ 5159
Other health impaired éé 1153

Total // 7162 16430

/

*246 TMR students are in residential institutions : /
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RMRRC Philosophic Foundation

During the period 1968-69, the educational staffs
of the public schools of Utah and the University of
Utah sought to establish a basis for the improvement
of educational programming for the handicapped child
within the state. The enactment of the enabling RRC
legislation provided an outlet by which a wide vari-
ety of resource people could be brought together to
look at common educational problems. The University
of Utah submitted an unsuccessful proposal in 1969
for a center to serve Utah as a mutual, cooperative
venture. The revision of the proposal in 1970, which
included a broadening of the region to‘'include Idaho,
Montana, and Wyoming, was funded and established the
basis for the RMRRC. ‘

The underlying precept of the proposed center
was that neither the university nor the public schools
alone could respond to the many needs and issues that
had to be“addressed in order to improve special educa-
tional services. The center was envisioned as a way
to link the resources of both types of agencies, i.e.,
to provide academic and planning resources to the

' practicing educator and, in turn, to relate the uni-

versity's training and research programs to the prag-
matic needs of everyday education. The purpose of

- the effort was to increase educatiohal innovation in

the region, but, more importantly, the outcome would

be to better describe, identify, and replicate (under

certain situations), the concepts and activities of
the classxoom.

In the proposal planning it was concluded that
educators talked about individual differences, but
continued to place children into categorical boxes.
The RRC was viewed as a vehicle for a softening of
labels and a shift toward looking at the child's be-
havior as the most si@nificﬁﬁfﬂggriable in educational
programming. To effect this change it was felt that
the added available resources for the education com-
munity were crucial, and the RMRRC became a key focal
point in the transition of educational attitudes.

It was anticipated that the reduction of labeling
would help educators, who were accustomed to looking
at regular and special education as separate units,
look at the total educational spectrum. This combina-
tion--reduction of labeling and'increased awareness of
educational possibilities--should enccurage develop-

. ment of models which would take the best from both
regular and special education and utilize the best in -
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designing appropriate, individualized educational
"programs for individual children. The center pro-
vided the vehicle to undertake this transition pro-
cess by providing a resource staff to develop model
programs and to collect the necessary supportive
information and resources.

The concept of reversing the trend that makes a
child fit the system to one that adjusts the system
to serve the child was a basic element of the RMRRC's
operations. It was understood that this reversal
would not be a simple task, because it is much
easier for a teacher or administrator to say, "The
child either goes into the special class or into the
regular class,"” than it is to look at alternatives
for appropriate educational placement. Pert of the
effort on trend reversal was focused on recraining
and motivating the classroom teacher to use the
center's alternative methods.

When the Utah State Legislature passed the nation's
first mandatory special education law in 1969, it
called for alternative educational models that were
financially and educationally accountable. In order
to help the Utah educational community meet its new
commitment, the RMRRC developed a program of support
services. The center started to collect information
on existing educational needs within Utah, to identify
types of educational alternatives for placement of handi-
capped children, to identify and facilitate ways of
matching child characteristics to educational program-
ming, and to provide support to teachers serving handi-
capped children.

The philosophy of the center was developed by
considering an overview of educational process and
then focusing on component elements. Through this
process the center staff sought to identify the vari-
ables” that affected the educational process and to
develop resource packages that educators could use to
bring about change. The selected process was to
develop and then to field-test each package, to
evaluate the results of the pilot, and to improve the |
package prior to an active dissemination effort. The '
effort's outcome relevant to the univarsity was the
provision of information and data from the public
school classroom to the Department of Special Educatian.
The information was to be used by the department in its
program development efforts to change its training pro-
grams in teacher preparation to better meet the needs
identified in the public school classroom.

Since from its inception the center was a mutual
*4¥g
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effort of the Utah educational community, it was
imperative to maintain a continuing dialogue with the
state department, local districts, and the university.
in responding to the cducational community's needs,

the center was determined to avoid the tempting trap

of only meeting i1mmediate needs. A goal was cstablished
to continually search for and to integrate the broader
perspective of education and of long-range problems

and roles. A communication channel to the educational
community was essential in enabling the continuation

of this direction and in illustrating that the RMRRC
could produce immediate services and could concurrently
facilitate long-range planning requirements.

During the first year of operation the center
staff had frequent meetings with state department
personnel (from regular and special education), LEA
representatives, and the university staff to identify
and to prioritize the special education needs and to
determine the best way the center could meet its
philosophical objectives in addressing these needs.
Observers were trained and spent time in schools ob-
taining data on interactions with and services for
handicapped children. The purpose of this activity
was to base center planning on the actual needs within
the practicing educational community.

In addition to the observers' data, ancother
strategy was to place persons in the schools to col-
lect in-depth information on services for handicapped
children. Although the differences in each school
were recognized, it was also felt that the person
would collect data on general problems. The data col-
lection agent would be permanently assigned to a
school on a full-time basis. The person (data col-
lector) was named "stratistician," implying the develop-
ment and application of educational strategies.

The strategy's inherent premise was that the
center had to "earr" the right to obtain data; hence,
the center attempted to develop a role so these per-
sons could meet an identified service need in schools.
The idea of using the stratistician as part of a model
did not evolve until districts indicated the success
of the stratisticians and their own needs for this
type of service person. As the center staff became
excited about the stratistician as a service person
in the continuum of special education services, it
started to look toward additional ways of helping a
special education teacher gain necessary skills so
he could become a resource person to regular teachers.
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The evolution of this approach as a focal service pro-
vision model developed at the end of the second year
of operation (after the first year of the stratisti-
cian in the field) and was an important facet of the
operating philosophy during the remaining year of the
center's grant. .

Within the context of this established philosophi-
cal position, the center operated from a philosophy
that was responsive to the general guidelines of the
Regional Resource Centers. The RRCs developed from
the concern of BEH and of Congress that many handi-
capped children were not served by the most appropri-
ate educational methods. The RRCs were established
to facilitate the education of handicapped children by
a concerted, unified national effort to help educators
meet individual, educational needs.

Basic tc the resource concept was the recognized
need for supportive resource services to teachers of
handicapped children--a concept which acknowledges that
teachers can perform more efficiently and that every
child can learn. Furthermore, responsibility for
failure to meet a child's educational needs was placed
upon the schools, not/ upon the child. Maximum degrees
of freedom were provided in the resource concept to
encourage each established center to develop and to
identify ways to provide better educational services
to their region's children.

This general philosophy of the national program
was consistent with the philosophy and intent of the
RMRRC founding principles. The center's philosophic
perspective became a fusion of the basic educational

perspective of the Utah group and the BEH rationale

for RRCs. The philosophy was translated into opera-
tions through the BEH operational structure outlined
earlier, which 3uggested that three major activities
should be the common core for all centers: service,
research, and training of personnel.

The emphasis of the service dimension was placed
on provision of back-up resources to teachers of handi-
capped children. The centers were not expected to
assume responsibility for the direct instruction of
children. Services offered by each center were initi-
ated by referrals from teachers who needed help in cop-
ing with individual children. The referral basis was
the breakdown of the teacher-child interaction to such
an extent that the child was not learning as much as
expected. The center staff was to fcllow through on

t.
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a given problem until the teacher could work effectively
with the child. This approach focused on the solution
of teaching problems, rather than on labeling or cate-
gorizing individual children.

The enabling legislation (Title VI B of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act) provided the fol-
lowing guidelines on the types of services for teachers:

Centers established or operated under this section
shall: (1) provide testing and educational evalu-
ation to determine the special educational needs
of handicapped children referred to such centers;
(2) develop educational programs to meet those
needs; and (3) assist schools and other appro-
piriate agencies, organizations and institutions

in providing such educational programs through
services such as consultation (including in
appropriate cases consultations with parents or
teachers of handicapped children at such regional
centers), periodic reexamination and other techni-
cal services.

The legislation did not restrict the type of service
model for each center, so various delivery models were
developed to provide these services to teachers. The
RMRRC selected the stratistician concept as its basic
gservice delivery model.

The research dimension in the RRC concept was
the interaction of teacher and child in the educational
environment. These concerns included methods, curri-
culum, placement, and other relevant factors in the
teaching-learning milieu. The research efforts evolved
from the service and training components and were ap-=
plied in nature. Again, the lcenters were not con-
strained on the research activities they could under-
take to support their delivery of services.

The training dimension was composed of two majcr
facets: inservice and preservice training. The data
from the applied research activities and from the "real-
world" problems identified by referrals provided the
fertile ground for identifying and introducing new
ways for teachers to view children. In essence, the
sarvice and research activities were needs assessments
to identify and to introduce new strategies: These
strategies were developed into inservice training pro-
grams, existing preservice training models, and con-
struction of new educational programming models.
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The outlined, joint RMRRC/National RRC philosophy
was based on the assumption that there are three basic
factors in the most appropriate placement of a handi-
capped child and in the establishment of an effective
educational program. They are diagnosis, prescription,
and intervention (programming). The operation strategy
states that few teachers are trained in all of these
skills, and that few districts have the resources to
provide help to teachers on these procedures. A com-
mon outcome was the categorization and labeling of
children from an IQ stimulus which negates decision-
making based on individual needs by emphasizing differ-
ences rather than programming for them. Compounding
this diagnostic problem was the great number of educa-
tionally handicapped children who receive services in
regular classrooms, without needed special services.
These conceras on the procedures of diagnosis, prescrip-
tion, and intervention, and the logical progression be-
tween them, became the basic ingredient for the develop-
ment of the RRC service strategy. These foci were
viewed by the RMRRC and its sister centers as vital
ingredients in maximizing short- and long-range effec-
tiveness of personnel training programs and, in turn,
the education of exceptional children.

The early philosophy of the RMRRC and the other
regional centers focused on developing services for the
less-involved chiid. During the first half of 1972
this direction was altered by BEH directives which
increasingly emphasized the more severely involved
child. Concurrently, with this alteration in target
group focus, a change also was requested for a more
active outreach posture. For the RMRRC this required
the development of several new organizational strategies
and a broadening of the original center philosophy and
service pattern.

The RMRRC had developed methods for clarifying
services of the RRC mandate while fulfilling obliga-
tions in Utah, and was not to commit resources to the
new regional charge. This dual responsibility was
met by campleting core-money mandates as developed
under the original "guidelines" and by supporting the
development of regional services as defined by the
RRC law and BEH gquidelines, mainly with flow-through
money available for outreach efforts. Added flow-
through monies were given to the RMRRC to serve Idaho,
Montana, Utah, and Wyoming. Montana and Wyoming,
along with the Dakotas, had submitted an unsuccessful
proposal for a center the previous year. BEH had
decided to serve the states by the existing centers,
and the RMRRC was @ssigned to serve Montana and Wyoming,
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However, the relationship of the states to the RMRRC
program was not clearly articulated nor were the limits
defined by the RRC law. The lack of clear communica-
tion from the funding agency required the outreach
effort to begin by fence mending.

The center's operational philosophy in Utah was
~established slowly with direction. The center out-
reach philosophy, however, developed reactively with
crisis orientation. The basic philosophy of communi-
cation in working with SEAs and LEAs, however, pro-
vided the framework for the interaction with the out-
reach states. A basic concern for children and a
true desire to facilitate the development of improved
special education services were core concerns for
both state and RMRRC staffs and served to bridge the
problems of this difficult period. The philosophy
based on the facilitation and technical assistance
activities of the outreach effort was different, how-
ever, than that of the original center. After the
first hectic year botih philosophies were meshed into
productive guidelines that were mutually supportlve
to both efforts. s

History of the RMRRC

The Rocky Mountain Regional Resource Center (RMRRC),
funded June 1, 1970, was one of the original six RRCs.
The grant was awarded to the Department of Special
Education, University of Utah, by BEH. Throughout the
grant period, project activities were identified by
and planned in conjunction with state and local educa-
tional ayencies in a joint effort to help improve
services to handicapped children. The following nar-
rative presents an historic perspectlve of the center;
an outline of major activities is presented in Appendix A.

In addition to the shared goal of a national
resource system, each RRC was asked to explore the unigue
needs of their regions and to devise innovative pilot
programs to help meet these needs. Conseguently, the

;. first year of the RMRRC project was devoted to:a needs
assessment within the state of Utah and to planning ways
to meet these needs. As explained in previous sections,
this confinement of center activities to the state of
Utah was requested by BEH and continued for two years.
During the initial year representatives from the Utah
State Board of Education (USBE) and from selected dis-
tricts met with staff members, and an advisory board
composed of members from these same groups is still
actively involved in the project. The needs assessment
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indicated that in 1969-70, more than 42 percent of the
expected population of handicapped children in Utah
were not receiving any support services.

The needs assessment also posed questions in sev-
eral areas, such as:

What are the actual problems in the classroom?

Are these problems centered mainly around the
exceptional children who are not receiving
special education services?

What affective variables can be measured or
observed which identify teachers who are suc-
cessful in teaching handicapped children?

Could the regular class teacher more easily

cope with special education problems and improve
the learning climate if a special educator were

present to give on-the-spot help to the teacher?

What variables influence the success of inter-
vention?

Would inservice training help teachers in similar
situations in the future?

Would there be a ripple effect of inservice
training which would facilitate educational
improvement for all the children in the class,
not just the referred child?

What areas of teacher training need to be strength-
ened in the preservice tr&ining curriculum?

What kinds of inservice training packages would
be of most help to teachers?

Which packages would most likely be put into
practice?

What resources are available to either the |
special or regular class teacher, and how are
they used?

‘ The RMRRC decided that the data base needed to
answer these questions could be obtained only from
information gathered in the classroom. If these data
were to be reliable and useful in implementing change,
they would have to be collected by someone who under-
stood classroom dynamics, yet who could maintain enough
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distance to remain objective akout the involved pro-
cesses. The established strategy was that the data
would be the basis for the three major RMRRC thrusts:
to effect longitudinal change of the instructional
process by input into yreserv1ce training programs;
to provide more effective inservice training packages;
and to provide relevant information to the classroom
teacher and school administrator to enable them to
utilize the resourc: system network.
C

From these needs, a role evolved for a special
educator who could collect the needed information
and could also serve teachers who requested help.
This' person would have to be available in the school,
would have to be able to wbrk easily with teachers in
a nonthreatening manner, and would have to have a
diverse background in inte vention and diagnostic
and prescriptive skills. he RMRRC hoped, both for
exploratlon of the position and for teacher acceptance,
,that the person could enter| the school environment
without preconceived notions of the role he/she would
pla?o except that he/she onld be a resource for the
teacher. The person would serve as an educational
strategist and diagnostician and these two descriptors
coalesced into the title ”stEatisticiQn."

!

Recruitment of stratist\cians extended through-
out the first part of 1971. The employment require-
ments were: a master's degree, special education back-
ground, and public school teathing experience. These
basic qualifications were relatively easy to document;
but, more elusive and important were the personal
social skill variables which uld be needed if the
stratisti@éians were to transfer their teaching know-
ledge and experience to teachers. Six candidates
with the required background who seemed to possess
an open, nonjudgmental manner df interacting with
others were finally selected, based on personal recom-
mendations of district administrators, from letters
of recommendatl%p, and from ext¢n51ve interviews.

* \

The backgrounds of the six |were varied education-
ally and experientially. One h training and experi=-
ence with learning disabled and pmotronally handi-
capped children; one held an edupational diagnostician
certificate and had taught children with learning dis-
abilities; another had taught th¢ educable mentally
retarded and had participated for several years in
formulation of kiological science curricula for the
handlcapped two other people had certificates and
experience as school psychologlsﬂs, and the last had
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taught educable mentally retarded khildren and had
professional and research experiezgg in deviant be-

havior. All had some type of admiphistrative experi-
ence, and all had public school ¢ ssroom eéxperience.

The stratisticians participated in a six-week : \
summer workshop to increase their competence in the
following skill areas: observation, screening and
diagnosis, planning, organizing ideas and selecting
clues, communication skills, evaluation, and re-
programming. .

When school started in September, 1971, the -six
stratisticians were ready for placement. Five were
placed in elementary schools: Central and Dugway in
Tooele District; Franklin and Timpanogas in Provo;
Alta View in Jordan. From the perspective of the
sational resource network these five stratisticians
were viewed as part of a local resource system. The
sixth pilot situation was provided by a stratistician
who worked in the SEIMC in the Southwest Educational
Development Center (Iron, Beaver; Washington, Kane,
and Garfield Districts) and whg tested the resource
model at the intermediate level.

The elementary schoolg represented a wide range
of available support services. One school was a
Title I school in an urban area; one school with a
highly mobile student body was located on an isolated
military base where the school population represented
a cross-section of cyltural attitudes, values, and Tt
socio-economic statzé. One pilot school initiated a
resource room; two Sther schools had existing re-
source rooms. Various types of team teaching were
represented in the five schools. Two of the schools
had extensive support staff services (psychologist,
speech therapist, remedial reading teacher, . . o
and the three other schools had minimal services.

/

Regardless of the available support services, the
six stratisticians found it difficult to facilitate
all the potential educational opportunities for the
handicapped children. Within broad limits, the five
stratisticians assigned to faculty in-house roles
operated in similar ways despite their different
academic backgrounds. Based on experiemce, they
developed an awareness of the importance of sophis-
ticated obscrvational techniques and of the need for
cach individual to sharpen his/her obscrvation skills.




The principals of the five pilot schools were
involved in the stratistician operation, but the
stratisticians were not part of the administrative
structure, and they did-not evaluate the teachers.
Occasionally the stratistician, at the teacher's
request, taught a lesson in order to demonstrate a
new teaching method or teaching style which the
teacher. wished to learn. The initial contact al-
ways was made by the teacher, either regular or
special, and alljobservations were undertaken with
the teacher's permission.

The stratistician's emphasis in the provision
of services was to better equip the teacher with
tools and, techniques to teach handicapped children.
A key element of this strategy was the development
of informal assessment techniques to supplement- for--
mal assessment or when this information was not
available to provide the entire assessment base.
If evaluation data were not available in a child's
file, testing was requested, but experience has shown
that the stratistician was morg likely to find a
voluminous file of test data for the handicapped
child. Although the data in the filewere extensive,
usually there weren't any indications of suggested
prescriptive or remediative methods or materials that
would enable the teacher to better serve that child.
Part of each stratistician's job was to share experi-
ence and knowledge so the teachers could expand their
diagnostic-prescriptive skill repertoire. The key
element of this approach was informal assessment
techniques that used regular lesson materials to
establish a student's academic skill profile and, in
turn, provided an effective guide for planning a pro-
gram of remediation steps.

Data collection forms were evolved to record
the intervention processes. In addition to informa-
tion identifying the child,, the teacher, and the
stratistician, the reporting form included a two-
part anecdotal problem description as perceived by
the teacher and by the stratistician. The alterna-
tive educational strategies were listed, plus the
source of the strategies (teacher or-stratistician).
The rationale for selection or rejection of any
strategy also was listed.

For example, the first alternative considered by
the stratistician may not have been used because the
teacher did not have the necessary training to imple-
ment the strategy. This information was used as an
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informal needs assessment by RMRRC staff to determine
what inservice training packages should be designed
by the center. Considering the selected strategy,
expected behavioral changes were noted, and the suc-
cess or failure of the various strategies recorded,
again with the outcome as perceived by both the
teacher and the stratistician. Data on the various
facets of support or lack of support from the home
were also contained in the record.

The data from the forms were utilized in many ways
because they presented an ongoing account of change and
growth in individual children, teachers, and stratisti-
cians: The primary use¢ of these data was to determine
existing needs and their priorities, and then to formu-
late packages of techniques or alternative strategies
for specific problems. This information also contained
implications for change in preservice programs, and
formal methods for transferring this knowledge to
universities were being developed as the program ended.

Because of the many demands placed on the stratis-
ticians, and because of the ambiguities inherent in an |
evolving role, it was felt that opportunities for
dialogue between the stratisticians and the RMRRC re-
source staff should be built into the pilot program.
Consequently, one day each week the six stratisticians
met with the complete RMRRC staff. These sessions
allowed time for an open dialogue on problems, concerns,
questions, and for sharing of interventions and solu-
tions. Some structured presentations on data collec-
tions, implications, and new methods or materials were ¢
usually included. These weekly meetings helped to
maintain focused communication between the stratis-
ticians placed in the schools and the back-up personnel
at the center. \

The stratisticians, placed in the RMRRC's second
year, were primarily to collect data and were extremely
well received in their schools. Their one-to-one, on-
the-spot, inservice function appeared to fill a real
need of teachers. The qualifications and character-
istics which determine success in the role could not
be precisely determined, but it appeared that the orig-
inal estimate of the equal weight of personal skills
of the stratistician with the academic and experiential
background was correct. Generally, the introduction of
the new role in the educational system resulted in *
serving more handicapped children more efficiently, and"
caused the re-definition of existing roles in the
traditional support patterns.
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As stated in the original proposal, the RMRRC con-
cept was based upon two premiscs: (1) all teachers can
become more efficient in their teaching, and (2) all
children can learn, regardless of their handicap, if
appropriate methods can be identified and implemented.
These premises are still basic to the project, and the
acceptance of the pilot programs reinforces confidence
in these statements. The base data collected by the
stratisticians in the schools, plus data collected and
research conducted.- by the central staff members, were
directed toward formulas for change which considered
the unique needs and resources of districts, schools,
and teachers as they relate to improved learning
opportunities for all educationally handicapped chil-
dren.

In June, 1972, BEH requested that the RMRRC
extend services to Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming, as
well as continuing services to Utah. Outreach acti-
vities were then initiated in these states. The
activities in each state were selected and d2signed
in cooperation with the respective State Departments
of Special Education. All regional activities and
planhing were coordinated by a Steering Committee com-
posed of state directors of spec1al education in the
assigned region, and one other representative from

_each state selected by the state director. Also
participating in Steering Committee meetings were
representatives from regional and state Special Edu-
cation Instructional Materials Centers (SEIMCs), state
resource coordinators,* and RMRRC staff members.

Initial RMRRC endeavors, identified by SEA and

' LEA advisory boards, aimed at developing an innovative

j support service model to expedite special educational
services to children who were identified as handi-
capped, but who were not receiving any special ser-
vices in the public school system. The stratistician
demonstration model evolved as described earlier. This
model was aimed at providing a multiplier effect; the
stratistician served teachers responsible for educating
handicapped children in regular as well as special
classrooms and, therefore, became a key ingredient of

*State resource coordinators were funded by RMRRC
outreach funds and were selected by the state directors
of special education in each state to coordinate resource
activities designated by the state and to serve as a
liaison person between the RMRRC and the State Depart-
ment of Special Education.




/

the outreach effort. By the 1973-74 school year the
stratistician program expanded to 17 LEA-sponsored
special educators filling the stratistician role and
helping to meet needs of handicapped children where
other services were not available. The model was
shown to be transportable and could be implemented by
rural or urban districts in any state. A training
manual for use in training stratistician-type inter-
ventionists is available for use in developing this
type of model in districts.

In addition to the stratistician demonstration
project, state identified needs--delimited by the
parameters of the RRC legislation--were addressed
by the RMRRC in each state in the assigned region, i.e.:

Providing technical assistance in accumulating
data needed to fund and implement educational
programs demanded by new state mandatory legisla-
tion for all handicapped children {Idaho).

Providing technical assistance in regionalizing
administration of and accountability for special
education services (Montana).

Initiating a stratistician-~type program (with
Area Resource Teachers) in remote areas of a
state (Montana).

Providing technical assistance to identify handi-
capped children and resources (Wyoming).

Faciiitating establishment of a demonstration
project for mentally retarded, hearing-impaired
students, (Wyoming) .

Providing technical assistance to articulate the
processes involved from needs assessment through
programming and evaluation to serve all handi-
capped children in a given district (Utah).

An elaboration of the types of RMRRC outreach programs
of each state is presented in a later chapter.

In addition to assisting the states as briefly
summarized above, the RMRI. provided, at the request
of the states, two nationally prominent special educa-
tors (Maynard C. Reynolds of Minnesota and David L.
Lillie of North Carolina) to provide ongoing consulta-
tion to the outreach states. A final third-party evalu-
ation report prepared by Dr. Lillie can be found in
Volume III.

+
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CHAPTER 3
PURPOSE AND DIRECTION

This chapter will present the transition of the
purpose and rationale of the RMRRC into the goals
and objectives which guided the center's operation.
The discussion in the first and second chapters
established the basis for this transition, discussing
the basic purpose and philosophy 'of the national

.~and regional resource systems. These discussions

represent global views from which evolved the
specific RMRRC program elements.

This chapter is comprised of sections which
reflect part of that transition. The first section
discusses the role of the RMRRC as perceived by the
center staff. The second section uses this perspec-
tive to define the center's role as a regional agent.
From these statements a series of goals, objectives,
and expectations are defined in subsequent sections.
The materials will reflect some unevenesses which
show both the growth of the center and the changes
in the RRC guidelines.

The Role of the RMRRC

The RMRRC was established to stimulate change
in the field of education through the generation of
new models of services for handicapped children.
Such new models have implications for the service,
evaluation, and training dimensions of the educa-
tional system. Thus, the process of stimulating
change will demand the cooperative efforts of state
departments of public instruction, school districts
and universities. The role of the RMRRC is seen as
one of a focal agent for these agencies, about which
an effective regional system of resources can be
generated. :

This role of the center was based on the follow-
ing premises and observed needs:




1. Traditionally, there has beer an over-
reliance on the self-contained special
class as the modus operandi for provid-
ing services for handicapped children.
T2 efficacy of this approach for meeting
the needs of all handicapped children
has been challenged. 1In addition,
available financial and personnel resources

< suggest that all children in need of
special services will not be served in
a self-contained classroom;

2. 'There is a need to reconceptualize
services -for handicapped children that
transcend the traditional organizational
schemes. As an initial step in this
direction, the RMRRC perceives the
need for regular and special education
to identify cooperative means by which
these services can be effected in lieu
of the traditional dichotomy for delivery;

3. There is a need to minimize labeling as
the vehicle for delivery of educational
services, so attention needs to be given

/ to children's problems as perceived by
teachers before forgal labeling occurs;

/ . 4. As an initial step in the study of these
e variables, the RMRRC assumes the need
to study problems of the current delivery
of services for the handicapped in schools
with different delivery systems.

The preceding premises were the underlying
elements of the role the RMRRC envisioned for itself
during its first year. From this experience and
that of other centers, a broader perspective evolved
and the basic premises were expanded to reflect a
role of a regional resource agent and of a synergistic
element. With this broader view, the following kasic
premises and needs were added to the foundation
elements of the RMRRC role:

5. There is a need to develop and maintain
a regionally based resource system that
could provide support to individual states
and could help diffuse validated educational
techniques and procedures;

1. 90




6. There is a difference between the needs of
LEAs and SEAs in terms of resource staff
and technical assistance;

7. An RRC needs to be responsive to the
varying needs of the region, and also
foster cooperation between agencies to
increase the effectiveness of available
resources and monies to handicapped
children; ’

8. There needs to be better definition of
the needs and existing services of the
region, from a large-scale view (state-
wide) to the viewpoint of the educational
process within the classroom;

9. There is a need for development of methods
of interacting effectively with states
and of an integrated outreach program to
add to the delivery of resources across
the region;

10. There is a need to affirm to SEAs that a
regional center can provide added
-resources to enhance state capabpilities
to serve handicapped children.

11. There is a need for the center to func-
tion in an advocacy, stimulus and
resource role to the educational systems
in the region, without preempting their
primary educational function and respon-
sibility.

The preceding definition of basic premises sug-
gests that two main interaction roles can be defined
for the RRC, one on the instructional unit and one
on the regional charter in support of the first
role. These roles can be considered to relate in
a primary or direct service function, and a second-
ary, or indirect service function respectively. The
remainder of this section will deal with the RMRRC
instructional unit role.

The instructional role can be seen as child-~
centered via the immediate instructional process;
this contrasts to the regional role, which is also
child-centered, but focuses on the educationl system
that supports the process of instruction. 1In this
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context the RMRRC could pose its primary role in
terms of the center's basic concern; namely, that
many handicapped children were not being serviced

by the most advantageous or appropriate educational
methods. The companion concern inherent in the basic
RRC concept is that it is not necessary to categorize
or label children within an educational setting to
provide appropriate educational services, and there-
fore, the negative aspects of labeling can be avoided.
Based on these charter concerns, the RMRRC saw a need’
to help reconceptualize the role of special education
so that the total education community assumed respon-
sibility for solving the problems of exceptional
children.

The outgrowth of these concepts has been that
the responsibility for failure of children in schools
must be accepted by schools, and that there was a
need for the educational process to concentrate
upon the interaction between individual children
with teachers in the teaching/learning situation.

Two basic premises are involved in this philosophy,
that every child can learn regardless oIl handicap,
and that better utilization of educator-to-educator
resources can improve teaching.

The basic premises defined the RMRRC's role.
The teacher, as the controlling agent in the instruc-
tional situation, was the primary target if the
center hoped to affect the education of handicapped
children. Due to the scope of its charter and the
number of unserved handicapped children, the RMRRC
could not assume responsibility for the direct
instruction of children, but rather it focused on
providing resource persons (stratisticians) to
facilitate individual teacher's interactions with
exceptional children. The range of the special
needs of handicapped children required that the
RMRRC develop strategies to eliminate the tenuous
idea that one teacher can cope effectively with the
needs of all children. 1In developing these strategies
the RMRRC sought to illustrate available resource
people who could be used most effectively in the
instructional process.

!

With increasing frequency, schools recognized
this defined need for backup resources for teachers
and handicapped children. To provide this service
the center needed models of special and regular
classrooms. The identification and development of




these models became part of the RMRRC's self-defined
role. The development of the models, in turn, provid-
ed a procedure for continuously improving the center's
role definition.

The RMRRC model th~t focused on the instruction-
al process within the educational system (and its
role) is depicted in Figure 3.1 The model was
.selected because of its flexibility in educational
programming of children, the well-known and accepted
representation of special education's goals, and the
consistency with the basic precepts of the RMRRC
philosophy. -Specifically, the RMRRC saw its role
on this model as helping to increase a child's options
for mobility in the educational service system which
allow for transitions to services closer to a regular
class placement when appropriate.

The adaptive and flexible nature of this service
model increases the flow of students, resources,
and services across administrative boundaries. For
teacher effectiveness in the instructional process,
it is imperative that all phases of educational
programs and activities for each child be interre-
lated, not dichotomized. To achieve this integration,
the coordination emphasis must be placed on a
teacher's role, and the administrative and supervisor
activities must be geared toward facilitating and
enhancing the instructional process. Often a teacher
has not been able to operate as a manager of educa-
tional resources for each child. Instead, the
functions that were intended as supportive, (adminis-
trative, resource services) have often become the
programming agents. The instructional process is
the core of the educational process, so the teacher
should coordinate educational resources to facilitate
the learning process. In this conceptualization,
the teacher is the focal point of the RMRRC's activ-
ities.

For maximum effectiveness the teacher needs
diagnostic information on each child and on how to
effectively use these data. This information must
be available to the teacher as needed for specific
classroom situations. The development of resource
systems to insure the availability, vitality, and
applicability of such information includes the
following components:
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HOSPITALS AND
TREATMENT CENTERS

’ HOSPITAL SCHOOL

RESIDENTIAL SCHOOL

SPECTAL DAY SCHOOL

(current secondary emphasis)
FULL-TIME ?PECIAL CLASS

PART-TIME S$SPECIAL CLASS

REGULAR CLASSROOM PLUS
RESOURCE ROOM SERVICE
(current secondarv emphasis)

REGULAR CLASSROOM WITH SUPPLEMENTARY
TEACHING OR TREATMENT

REGULAR CLASSROOM hITH CONSULTATION
(current primary emphasis)

MOST PROBLEMS HANDLED IN REGULAR CLASSROOM

£~ >
Number of Cases

Fig. 3.1. Continuum For Delivery of Services
A Framework for Considering Some Issues
in Special Education*

* From Reynolds, M.C., Exceptional Children, Vol. 28, No. 7, March,
1962, p.368 as taken from RMRRC Descriptive Pamphlet, circa 1971-1972.
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(1) Individual learning characteristics
of children in descriptive terms;:

(2) Learning objectives for each child
written in behavioral terms and
descriptions;

(3) Directions for curricular organization
*and implementation;

(4) Continual evaluation and reassessment
of each child in order to redefine
and to facilitate instructional methods
and procedures;

(5) Information on behavioral consequences
and expectancies as a result of tech-
niques, methods, and specified conditions
provided the teacher;

(6) Assistance in m‘intaining learned be-
havior through behavioral strategies
consistent with learning objectives.

As indicated from this list, the emphasis in the
center's role is on behavioral definitions that are
concomitant with instructional needs. Traditional
information (intelligence test scores and other gross
data information) is in a secondary role, provi?ing
backup diagnostic data. The intervention role '
stresses developing and utilizing a common language
to aid the teacher in integrating the large volume
of information on the educational system, i.e.,
curriculum, diagnosis, evaluation, instruction, and
administration. Such information rarely provides
the teacher with data directly applicahle to instruc-
tional procedures. One major function iof the center
has been to develop models and programsiused in
preparation of educational prescriptiond. This
Procedure is viewed conceptually in Figyre 3.2.

The process depicted was a critical variable in
the development of the center's role and its operation.
The dimensions in the model became key elements in
the center's program and activities, and heavily
influenced its role. This interaction was observed
in the implementation of the prescription process for
individual children as defined by the following:
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What information is
l—— needed for writing —
educational prescrip-
tions, e.g., familv
history, teacher

reports, clinical

| observations, etc.f‘

e

re——,

Fig. 3.2

Dimensions of Educational Prescription Preparation
L
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Implementation

Stages Responsibility
I. Observing, identi- I. RMRRC staff in co-
fying and describ- , operation with school )
ing behavior. personnel, et.al. .
II. Hypothesizing a II. RMRRC staff and
strategy or individual teachers.

strategies (for
teacher and/or

child).

III. Testing hypoth- I1I.
esis through
teaching.

1v. Hypotﬁesis evalu- IV. Teachéer and RMRRC
ation staff.

V. Generalizations and V. Teacher, school
conclusions; pro- administrative per-
jections. sonnel, and RMRRC

staff.
Y

Furthermore, the implementation process was view-
ed sequentially, specif.cally and/or globally by the
center. For example, a child may need one or more
prescrlptlons over a number of years, and these
prescrlptlons may relate to specific behaviors (i.e.,
psychological climate). Figure 3.3 illustrates these
concepts.

The theoretical or conceptual framework (outlined
in the preceding discussion) of the RMRRC was eclec-
tic so a broad package of educationally relevant
strategies could be developed. This eclecticism was
facilitated by using observable behaviors rather
than by labeling children or relying on theoretical
assumptions.

The initial RMRRC operational goals reflected
this basic definition of the center's role:

1, To develop educational strategies for
teachers to better sdrve exceptional
chlldren and tc provide information
relevant to flexible alternatives for

child placement, teacher education,
and teacher/child interaction skills;
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2. To serve children by applied research
methods through resources to teachers
and by collecting data relevant to
the operational model of the center;

3. To respond to problems identified by
generalizing developed strategies and
to disseminate this information through-
out the region and/or nation via work-
shops, case studies (of districts as
well as of children), simulation models,
newsletters (if applicable), IMC satel-
lites, through teacher training techniques,
and through a national data bank, when
developed;

4. To develop training models for preparing
L people (students and/or teachers) to
serve as resource persons for teachers
of exceptional children.

The center's growth and development was based
on this definition of its role on the instructional
aspect of the educational system. As it matured
it began to develop a role that, although it encom-
passed the instructional aspect, was much broader,
since it dealt with the system's structure as
viewed regionally. The RMRRC became a regional
focus for special education and for the processes
of effective instruction of the handicapped child.
The following section discusses the center's larger
role as it is envisioned.

The Regional Role of the RRC Program °

The primary goal of BEH is to assure an appro-
priate educational program for all handicapped children
by 1980. The RRC mandate, as specified in January
1974, is to assist in the accomplishment of this goal:

The Regional Resource Center Program has as
its goal encouraging and promoting the
development and application of exemplary
appraisal and educational programming prac-
tices by State and Local educational
agencies.

or_
)
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RRCs are to help the nation reach this goal by work-
ing with SEAs to assure effective appraisal and
educational program placemen:t for all handicapped
children by providing technical assistance and

...demonstrations of systematic, comprehen-
sive appraisal for handicapped children

which result in children receiving, appropri-
ate, quality special educational services,

and provide assistance to educational agencies
in adopting such appraisal practices. A
systematic comprehensive appraisal process
includes:

1) referral and screening;
2) 1individual assessment;

3) development of appropriate indiv-
dualized educational program and
placement;

4) implementation of the educational
program based upon effective com-
munication and coordiration among
essential personnel;

~5) provision and maintenance of test-
ing and evaluation practices to
determine the effectiveness of the
individual educational program and
also to assure the continued appro-
priateness of the educational pro-
gram and placement.

Implicit in this stated RRC role is the need to
develop and t» implement procedures for shared and
extended resources that assure exemplary appraisal’
and programming practices. This statement also
implies that a major part of the RRC role is that of
a stimulus for change within the region. The stimulus
is provided by develoging resource system responsive-
ness to need so that SEAs and LEAs will use the
components of the systematlc, comprehensive, appraisal
process. ;

Planned change can be accomplished and described
in a number of ways. One approach by Havelock (1973)
suggests four ways or "functions" to facilitate plan-
ned change or planned innovation. Havelock relates
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these functions to operations by individuals
--catalysts, solution givers, process helpers and/
or resource linkers. The interactions of the user
through these four types of staff functions with
RMRRC services is represented in Figure 3.4.

" The catalyst stimulates the potential user to
think about and work on an observed or reported
serious problem or need. The catalyst also seeks
to fuse elements of the system so persons of common
interests can interact with provided services.
Although the catalyst may upset the status quo, he
does not necessarily have any particular solution.
When alternative solutions are offered, the role
changes to one of the other three functions.

The solution giver has a definite idea or
suggestion for the user. His primary task is to
know when and how to offer the solution and to be
able to adapt it for the user's specific situation.

The process helper knows how change occurs

in individuals and in organizatiIons and can assist
the user in the process. The process helper shows
the user how to: 1) recognize and define his needs;
2) diagnose problems and set objectives; 3) acquire
relevant resources; 4) select or create solutions;
5) adapt and install solutions; and 6) evaluate the
installed solution.

The resource linker assists the user in finding
and using available resources inside and outside
the user's system. Resources are defined broadly
and include: 1) financial; 2) knowledge of solu-
tions; 3) knowledge and skills in diagnosing
problems; 4) formulating and adopting solutions
5) expertise on the process of change; and 6)
people with time, energy and motivation to be of
assistance.

Havelock points out two process-helper issues
which relate to the RRC. Firstly, the user's
problems and needs must remain the planning focus.
Secondly, the goal for the process helper is not
the installation and acceptance of the solution,
but rather the user's development to handle the
problem-solving process on his own. In effect, the
process helper works himself out of a job.

Examination of the RMRRC history indicates that
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USERS

(SEAs and LEAs)

RESQURCE
LINKER

Fig. 3.4 Schematic representation of the interaction between
RMRRC .rgles and the users.
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the center has functioned in all four of the above-
mentioned roles in the outreach efforts in Utah,
Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming. The RMRRC regional role
is centered around the problems and needs of handi-
capped children as defined by the users (State
Departments of Education), and by the parameters of
the RRC mandate (i.e., appraisal and programming
practices). The RMRRC must continue to function in
this role of regional catalyst, solution giver,
process helper, and resource linker in order to
move toward the 1980 BEH goal of an appropriate
education for all handicapped children.

The basis for, and the relationships of, the
activities defined in the interaction between the
RMRRC and the educational system is outlined in
Figure 3.5. The interaction process are the four .
roles suggested by Havelock. The setting defines the
organizational elements to which the RMRRC must be
responsive.

The interstate setting contains activities that
will be provided across all states, based on shared,
common needs. This facet of the model illustrates
the possible roles the center can play on the pro-
vision of unique services. The many intrastate
settings provide the vehicles to individualize
activities to meet needs of both educational organ-
izations and children as identified by each agency
or by independent assessment. The content elements
refer to specific activities mandated for RRCs.

The procedurge implicit in the model's concept
is that the center's response is flexible and can
respond to the individual situations. The flexibil-
ity is illustrated in Figure 3.6. It depicts various
combinations of process responses to a range of
content needs of users. This flexibility results
from the center's focus on response modes to users
needs and problems rather than on classical defini-
tions of staffing functions which are adapted to
needs, or as often happens, neads adapted to staffing
functions,

The basic process model (depicted in Figure 3.5)
also illustrates another key point in the RMRRC's
role definition. There is a distindtion between the
setting elements. There is not a common response to
all educational organizational levels, but an adaption
to the organizational unit. A distinction is drawn
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Fig. 3.5 The RMRRC process model showing the interaction
possibilities among RMRRC processes, state needs,
and the RFP mandates.
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between the resource needs of each organizational unit,
and a clear separation is made between the needs of
organizational units that support the instructional
process.

The separation of the RMRRC role relative to
user type was a key distinction in RMRRC services.
The need for the distinction was not clearly defined
in early center history, but grew as the center
evolved and became strong as the center's regional
role developed with its outreach program. Explicit
definitions were developed during the closing year
of operation, and the importance of this basic
distinction, obvious (in hindsight), became a plan-
ning cornerstone for the delivery of services.

The distinction can be further illustrated by
considering the needs of the user for setting and
process functions, as depicted in Figure 3.7. The
focus of the direct service level is instruction, so
the objective is to respond to the teachers' and
students' needs on educational programming. The
response to LEAs and SEAs is a response to the needs
of implementing strategies and activities that will
support the instructional process with resources,
information, and materials.

For example, SEA personnel have discussed the
need for training and/or upgrading the skills of
existing staff members in SEAs and LEAs as well as
in other agencies for handicapped children services.
They also have discussed the desirability of develop-
ing demonstration programs that could be used
statewide. Other requests have reflected questions
on procedures for statewide needs assessment, program
planning and evaluation, and the location of resource
personnel. .

LEAs, by contrast, have become increasingly \
interested in the instructional process, and although
information is requested on program planning, evalua-
tion and needs assessment, there has been an
increased emphasis on curriculum and diagnostic-
instrument selection. The primary interest in the
acquisition and application of resources has been to
instruct a specific child. The RMRRC as a resource
agent to the teacher must respond in terms of specific
diagnostic-prescriptive procedures. Each level of
the system, and its response, becomes increasingly
specific as the instructional process has been
approached.
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The RMRRC regional role is envisioned as an
extension and outgrowth of the combination of elements
outlined in the preceding discussion. The service
and regional role have not been considered mutually
exclusive, but rather integrated and related elements
of a service aimed at the educational needs of the
region's handicapped children. The service func-
tions are a form of needs assessment by which the
center determines necessary regional services, and
back-up resources for educators. The key concept
underlying this approach is the synergy developed
through the range and perspective of the center.

The center, in serving an intrastate function,
is in a position to determine common problems and
to pose solutions. The center, in an interstate
function, is also a transfer agent for methods and
procedures between states and avoids the costly
replication of development of procedures for similar
efforts in different states. The .center also
serves as an advocate for handicapped children.

Additionally, the center provides resources to
the SEA with technical assistance, flow-through
monies, or links to resource people or information.
Another important ingredient of the center's role is
its facilitory perspective, and the requirement to
develup cooperation for it to deliver services. In
all interactions with the educational system the
center is a nonregulatory agent; hence, its focus
on developing cooperation between agencies and itself
serves an important service function.

The discussion has outlined a center role and
response to a specific mandate and need. -This role
definition is a general statement of purpose; a more
specific statement is in the goals and objectives
that were set to aid in the cranslation of intentions
to actions. The following sections of this chapter
present the transition from general to specific.

Evolution of Goals and Objectives

The evolution of goals and objectives of the
RMRRC was an ongoing process over the history of the
center. This evolution reflects the ongoing develop-
ment of the RRCs as a national system. The early
period of the center's history was one in which the
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RRC system had recently been legislated and the
translation of the initial concepts underlying the
legislation had not been articulated into program
guidelines. Each RRC evolved its own direction
from the general program directives in the proposal
guidelines.

The development of each center therefore reflects
its own interpretation of the guidelines and legis~
lation. This lack of specificity was a general BEH
program strategy for the RRCs, as a means of collect-
ing data on alternative models for the delivery of
resource services (stated in the BEH proposal guide-
lines). The centers had to develop the focus they
felt was appropriate and then transfer it into state-
ments of intentions that would form activities.

The methodology for establishing the management
and design of a center with the scope of an RRC had
never been considered. Each center had to develop
its own ccncept of a regional center's function, as
well as try to design and then operate a center with-
out a specified methodology. The problem was treated
by Melichar (1972, Vol.6) who the centers
after they were in operation for about two years.
This review of the system suggested that a major
problem in development of effective services through
the RRCs was a general lack of articulation of pur-
pose which was evidenced by the lack of directed
goals and objectives. A set of objectives was
hypothesized (Table 3.1) to represent the direction
of the RRC system as it then existed.

The objectives reflect a strong university base
and combine service, training, and research functions
inherent in the proposal guidelines. These objectives
were restated relative to a service and resource
operational framework in Table 3.2 in the summer of
1973 to reflect the effects of interim work on the
organization of large service systems. The objectives
are the same, but they are structured differently.

This change in perspective within the system is
further illustrated by the propcsed workscope, Table
3.3, developed by the RRC directors in the fall of
1973 (effectively the outline is a series of goals
and objectives the center directors felt were desir-
able). This workscope was the last one developed by
RRC directors for submission to BEH, but feed back
from the Bureau was never received on this nor on
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Table 3.1

\ Regional Program-To-Objectives Outline*
(From Melichar, December, 1972)

Service Program Objectives

1. To provide improved educational services to handicapped
children. . ¢
2. To provide additional diagnostic and cutriculum develop-

ment, evaluation, and media services to the classroom
teacher of the handicapped child.

4. To develop a reduced dependence on use of handicapping
labels by use of the diagnostic-prescriptive model.

5. To provide consultative services for parents of handi-
capped children. '

6. To improve educational resource allocation procedures in
the region for the handicapped population.

Tralning Program Objective

3. To improve educational methods and tralning of classroom
teachers.

Research and Evaluation Program Objectives

9. To determine the need for and provide for supplemental
resource services.

11. To .determine an effective mode of operaticn.

16. To develop and undertake an ongoing impact and effective~
ness evaluation of center operations.

Management Program Objectives

. 7. ' To develop and operate a regional svstem for coordination
'of resource services within state and local educational
agencies.

8. To capitalize on the existing resources to increase their
effectiveness.

* The objectives were developed from the original RRC guidelines
and from Melichar (November, 1972).
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10.

12.

13.

14,

15.

Table 3.1 Continued

To provide a highly specialized regional center for the
diagnostic-prescriptive educational model.

‘To develop ties to state and local agencies.

To establish a‘regional network of associate centers.
Tocestaﬁlish need, training, and research programs.

To establish operational ties to the regional SEIMC
system.

a
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Table 3.2

A Hypothetical List of Objectives For The RRC Bas&( on

Reading of Original Listing
(From Melichar, Aueust, 1973)

Service Objectives of RRC

to provide improved educational services to handicapped

To provide additional diagnostic, curriculum development,
evaluation, and media services to the classroom teacher

To improve educational methods and training of classroom
To develop a reduced dependence on use of handicapping
labels by use of the diagnostic-prescriptive model.

To provide consultive services for parents of handicapped

To improve educational resource allocation procedures in
the region relative to the handicapped population.

To devélop and operate a regional system for coordination
of resource services within state and local educational

To capitalize on the existing resources to increase their
a

To determine the need for and provide supplemental resource

To provide a highly specialized regional center for the
diagnostic-prescriptive education mpdel.

To determine an effective mode of operation.

_To develop ties to state and local agencies.

To establish a regional network of associate centers.

1.

children.
2,

" of the handicapped child.

3.

teachers.
4,
5.

children.
6.

Operation Objectives of the RRC

7.

agencies.
8.

effectiveness.
9.

services. '
10.
11.
12.
13.
14,

To establish need training and research programs.
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Table 3.2 Continued

15. To establish operational ties to the regional SEIMC
system, -

16. To develop and undertzke an ongoing impact and effective-
ness evaluation of center operations.

PRC System Management Objectives

17. To develop a national regional resource center system.

18. To integrate the regional‘resource center operation with
the SEIMC/RRC network.




I.

II,

Table 3.3

Proposed RRC Workscope
11/11/73

(Prepared by RRC Directors and Submitted to BEH)

Provide Services for Handicapped Children

1. Provide direct services to referred handicapped children.

1A.

Conduct screening or other identification procedures
to locate potential handicapped children.

1B. Provide diagnostic procedures to determine the
"certifiability" of potential handicapped children.

1C. Provide educational needs assessment and prescriptive
services for referred handicapped children.

1D. Implement educational programs for referred handi-
capped children.

1E. Evaluate educational programs implemented for re-
ferred handicapped children.

2, Refer handicapped children to appropriate services.

24, Cooperate with existing referral agencies for screen-
ing and identification of potential handicapped
children.

2B. Cooperate with existing service agencies to arrange
for the diagnosis of potential handicapped children.

2C. Cooperate with existing service agencies to insure
appropriate educational needs asgessment and pre-
scription for handicapped children.

2D. Cooperate with existing service agenéies to insure
appropriate educational programs for handicapped
children.

2E. Cooperate with existing service agencies to insure

appropriate evaluation of educational programs for
handicapped children.

Provide Services for Service Personnel and Parents of Handi-
capped Children.

1. Provide services to insure needed special education skills
in personnel serving handicapped children,

1A.

1B.

Provide assgistance or training to insure appropri-
ate screening and identification of potential handi-
capped children.

Provide consultation or training to insure adequate
diagnosis of potential handicapped children.




Table 3.3 Continued

1C. Provide consultation or training to insure appro-
priate educational needs assessment and prescrip-
tion for handicapped children.

1D. Provide consultation or training to insure appro-
priate educational programs for handicapped child-
ren.

1E. Provide consultation or training to insure appro-

priate evaluation cf programs implemented for handi-~
capped children.,

Provide services to assist parents of handicapped child-
ren in meeting their children's educational needs.

24, Provide initial consultation or training to help
parents become more effective in helping their
handicapped children.

2B. Provide continuing assistance and support tc par-
ents of handicapped children upon request.

2C. Refer parents of handicapped children to existing
services as necessary and appropriate.

2D. Provide or cooperate with existing service agencies

to insure appropriate evaluation of services pro-
vided to parents of handicapped children.

ITI. Provide Services for Schools and Other Agencies, Organizations
or Institutions.

1. Provide services to improve special education services
programs in local and intermediate agencies, organiza-
tions and institutions. ’

1A, Stimulate and support (i.e., through demonstration
projects, technical assistance, etc.) development
of improved capability to assess program needs.

1B. Stimulate and support (i.e., through demonsiration
projects, technical assistance, etc.) development
of improved special education program planning and
development capabilitv.

1C. Stimulate and support (i.e., through demonstration
projects, technical assistance, etc.) improved
special education programs.

1D. Stimulate and support appropriate evaluation of
educational programs.

2. Provide services to assist state special education agencies
in achieving program or systems improvements.

2A. Assist (through application of "flow-through'" funds,
technical assistanceg etel) the development of  im--
proved identiticatton/necds analvsis,
115 t -
] “

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Table 3.3 Continued

2B. Assist (through application of "flow-through" funds,
technical assistance, etc.) the development of im-—
proved program planning, budgeting and evaluation
procedures.

2C.  Assist (through application of "filow-through' fuhds,
technical assistance, etc.) in the development of
improved special education program support services.

3. Provide services to assist other state agencies with re-
sponsibility for handicapped children in achieving program
and systems improvements.

3A. Assist the development of improved identification/
r.eeds analysis.

3B. Assist the development of improved program planning,
budgeting and evaluation procedures.

3C. Assist in the development of improved program sup-
port services.

IV. Operate a System for the Identification or Development and
Distribution of Resources to Improve Educational Services for
Handicapped Children.

1. Operate a system for matching special educational needs
of handicapped children with resource services (agencies,
personnel) and/or program prescriptions.

1A. Identify, classify, and maintain current files on
pergonnel and program resources.

1B. Operate a system to insure effective identification
and refinement of personnel and program resources.
1C. Operate a prescription retrieval svstem to provide

informational support to personnel serving handi-
capped children.

2. Operate a system for the acquisition, classification, re-
trieval and dissemination of non-prescriptive resource
informatiox.

2A, Identify and specify resource information requests.

2B. Operate a system for the acquisition and processing
of needed information (i.e., exemplary programs,
new research findings, etc.).

2C. Coordinate with other relevant efforts (i.e.,
NCEMMH) to document exemplary special education
programs, procedures, etc., and develop information
materials which will enable school administrators
and others to effectively utilize the best available
practices.




Table 3.3 Continued

2D, Operate a system for the dissemination of needed
information.
3. Operate a program to develop needed personnel, program,

and services resources.

3A. Develop and provide demonstrations or workshops to
facilitate identification and utilization of special
education resources.

3B. Develop and provide training in the preparation and
conduct of demonstrations, inservice training o.
workshops.

3C. Develop and provide training in the organization
and development of personnel development programs.

3p. Conduct demonstrations, inservice training, or work-
shops to improve special educational programs.

3E. Corduct demonstrations or workshops to promote

awareness of current special education needs, trends,
strategies, etc.

4. Operate a program to research and develop needed new
methods, techniques, devices, and facilities relating to
early identification, diagnostic testing, educational
evaluation, and/or education of handicapped children.

4A. Specify methods, techniques, devices, etc., which
are inadequate, ineffective, or non-existent.
4B. Design and conduct appropriate research and develop-

ment activities to improve or provide needed methods,
techniques, etc., including adequate field-testing
or other means of evaluating products (coordinate
with R & D.

J 4C. Arrange for appropriate dissemination of product
information (related to IV-2C above).

V. Participate in a National System for Evaluation of Regional
Capabilities to Provide Needs-Satisfying Services,

1. Operate systems to specify special education needs in
the region.

1A. Obtain and analvze data cn population of handi-
capped children.

1B. Obtain and analyze data on program characteristics
and program needs.

1C. Obtain and analyze data on resource requirements.

1D. Perfodically summarize needs information relative

to Regional program ohjectives.
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Table 3.3 Continued

Cooperate with national, regional, state and local
agencies and instutions to facilitate processes of
acquisition and utilization of evaluation data.

2A.

2B.

2C.

Assist USOE and other national agencies and organi-
zations in the design and development of a national
system.

Cooperate with local, state and regional coordinat-
ing agencies, organizations and institutions to
retrieve, interpret, and disseminate regional data
to the national svstem.

Promote and facilitate the utilization of national
data for local, state and regional agencies for
planning and development of short—term and long~
term planning objectives.

developed by:

J.A. Buffmire, RMRRC
J. Crosson, NWRRC

D. Hayden, NRRCP

M. Havott, TRCNY

R. Petri, SWRRC

M, Robbins, MERC

]{}5/
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previously developed workscopes.

The ongoing development process illustrated in
these statements of RRC purpose constrained and
influenced the RMRRC development. It was constrained
by limited methodology, direction statements issued
by BEH (or the lack of statements), and thinking and
procedures of other centers. The growth of the
RMRRC, therefore, was reflected in its statements of
goals and objectives, but also these statements
reflected the general state of the RRC systems, and
the Bureau's conceptualization of the RRC system and
purpose.

The development of the goals and objectives of
the RMRRC can be described in three distinct stages.
The first stage comprised its first two years of
operation. These early statements of goals and
objectives were very general, but not interrelated
(see Tables 3.4, 3.5, and 3.6). The second stage
reglected the growth of the center's planning capa-
bility in developing general and specific objectives.
The third stages of development represented the last
year of operation in which these objectives were
defined and related to specific activities and
organizational entities within the center. These
last two years will be discussed in following,
separate sections.

The goals of the first two years (Table 3.4)
reflected the influence of the proposal guidelines,
defined target areas of service, applied research,
training and a fourth area--dissemination. The con-
sistent element in all goals was the focus on the
teachers. Each activity was aimed at making the
teacher more effective in serving handicapped chil-
dren. The general objectives (Table 3.5) followed
this pattern, but limited the potential activities
of the center which were further restricted by the
specific objectives (Table 3.6).

An equally important RMRRC target was the
educationally handicapped child in the regular class.
This intention established the continuing basis for
RMRRC activities. This decision reflected the in-
fluence of the national trend in special education,
the philosophy of key staff members and the observed
service needs of educationally handicapped children.
This focus remained consistent with the original RMRRC
proposal to BEH; that proposal stressed a noncategorical

119 3 P
e .




1.

Table 3.4

Initial Center CObjectives
(1970-1972)

To develop educational strategies soO teachers can better
serve exceptional children and to provide information on
flexible alternatives for child placement and programming,
teacher education, and teacher/child interaction skills,

To serve children by applied research methods; through
resources for teachers and collection of data related to
the operational model of the center.

To respond to problems identjfied by developed strategies
to disseminate this information throughout the region and/
or nation, via workshops, case studies (of districts as
well as of children), simulation models, newsletters (if
applicable), IMC satellites, teacher training techniques,
and use of the national data bank, when developed.

To develop training models for preparing people (students
and/or teachers) to serve as resource persons for teachers
of exceptional children.




The

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

Table 3.5

General Objectives Years 1 and 2
(1970-1972)

general objectives of the Regional Resource Center are:

To provide structures for the development and refinement
of evaluative and prescriptive techniques for educationally
handicapped children;

To initiate and provide assistance in developing and pre-
scribing experimental and innovative instructional techni-
ques, procedures, and materials;

To provide an on-going evaluation of educational and/or
behavioral prescriptions;

To provide assistance to sc.ool districts and agencies in
imp lementing educational programs as a result of center
recommendations;

To evaluate the center's effectiveness with instructional
and administrative procedures; and

To conceptualize and implement new or revised existing
training programs for professional personnel (e.g.,
teachers, psychologists, etc.) in colleges and univer-
sities in the Rocky Mountain Region.

4
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Table 3.6

Specific Objectives Years 1 and 2
(1970-1972)

The specific objectives of the resource center are:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7

(8)

To investigate practices, problems and perceived needs of
teachers in implementing the concept of individual differences
when working with educationally handicapped children;

To analyze the information obtained in #1 and to formulate
behavioral objectives for teachers;

To formulate various teaching strategies (prescriptive teach-
ing patterns) which may aid in achieving the behavioral ob-
jectives;

To provide sequential, in-service, teacher-education programs
which will assist teachers in understanding behavioral

. descriptions and their role in implementing teaching strate-

gies;

To assist the teachers in implementing this information in
their specific classroom;

To develop systems for assessing effectiveness of behavioral
descriptions and teaching strategies in the classroom;

To disseminate information to regional personnel on how to
implement in the classroom the prescriptive strategies used
with the target population; and

To sponsor a series of conferences for higher education per-
sonnel in the Rocky Mountain area on creation or modification
of professional preparation programs.

P}
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description of educational programming, and the stress
continued into the third year -of funding.

- Direct services to handicapped children were

generally limited to interventions through teachers.
The goals and objectives defined a perspective for
the center on development of procedures for altering
instruction, rather than for immediate change. The
statements established an intent to study the inter-
vention, oftcn through provision of direct services
to teachers. However, they did not call for broad
changes in the region.

*Goals and Objectives - Third Year (1972-1973)

3

The Rocky Mountain Regional Resource Center main-
tained the focus on the following, overall goal for
the 1972-73 operation:

To develop new models (products) to assist
teachers in providing better educational
services tq‘exceptional children.

To guide the activities aimed at that goal, the
RMRRC staff defined three long range planning subgoals
for the 1972-73 funding period. These subgoals were:

l. To help improve preservice preparation
of teachers of exceptional children;

2. To help improve inservice training of
teachers of exceptional children;

3. To facilitate the efforts of teachers of
exceptional children through the de-
velopment of a resource support system.

These subgoals were important because the RMRRC
staff was convinced that these three areas promised
the greatest potential for maximum, educational impact.
Subgoals two and three relate directly to more
immediate improvement in the existing educational
environment. The goals were defined in response to
preliminary data collected during the 1971-72 funding
period, and to the expressed concerns of field per-
sonnel who indicated the need for both general and
specific changes in inservice training for teachers.
From this information base, additional needs were

1 .;.
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evident which related to the necessity of providing
innovative resource support to the classroom teacher.
This support was often either unavailable or utilized
ineffectively.

Attention to these two subgoals seemed to promise
more immediate improvements in service delivery to
exceptional children; however, by simply focusing
attention on these two areas, it seemed that a con-
tinual, static, stopgap operation would result. To
work toward overall improvement and the greatest
long-range impact, it appeared vital to pay attention
so preservice preparation could be more closely align-
ed with field needs, then the avenues of attack on
the center's major goal would be more comprehensive.
Subgoal one was viewed as being field~tested by the
Department of Special Education at the University of
Utah, with the resource center serving a vital and
contributory role. ~ ’

Each subgoal involved multiple strategies to
facilitate goal achievement, and these strategies
will be further broken down into more direct, opera-
tional tasks. Following a modified PPBS approach,
these more specific activities will be discussed
below. 1In relation to subgoal one, three strategies
were viewed as necessary for achieving ". . . improve-
ment of preservice preparation of teachers who are
involved in the instruction of exceptional children."”
They were:

1.1 To collect field data on educational
problems which may be either circum-
vented -or ameliorated by changes in
the preservice preparation of teachers;

1.2 To process information or data on educa-
tional problems and alternatives in
order to design changes in preservice
preparation which improve teacher
skills in circumventing educational
problems;

1.3 To design and produce educational prod-
ucts (i.e., instructional modules, in-
formation packages) which will be incor-
porated into preservice teacher prep-
aration to implement skills aimed at
circumventing classroom problems.
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The activities implied by Strategy 1.1 focus on
three "tasks." They were:

1.1.1 To collect data on specific educa-
tional problems vhich detract from
instructional effectiveness and on,
interventions of educational strategy
alternatives which remove or minimize
the deterrent to edwncational effec-
tiveness;

1.1.2 To collect data on the broader eco-
logical influences on the educational
environment which hinde? educational
effectiveness;

1.1.3 To collect available resource informa-
tion (e.g., human resources, materials,
demonstragion projects) which could
provide support services for education.

Activities represented by task 1.1.1 were for
the 1971-72" funding period, but were also ongoing.
The continuation of these activities was essential
to gathering more definitive information. 1Initial
exploratory efforts in this area during 1971-72 guided
the resource center into the areas represented by
Tasks 1.1.2 and 1.1.3.

In relation to Task 1.1.2, preliminary implica-
tions, drawn from collected data and subjectiva
impressions by field personnel, indicated that in-
fluences outside the classroom had vital impact on
instruc’ion. Previously, sporadic evidence indicated
that various influences surrounding the .ichool envi-
ronment--the ecological aspects--were extremely
important in effectiveness of instruction.

Resource center field personnel found it neces-
sary to assume a variety of demeanors to maximize
theireffectiveness in the field. Without fail,
identification of and adaptation to influentjal dimen-
sions of the educational environment (beyond and in
addition to the teacher-student dyad) were central to
the stratistician operation. As the resource center
staff became aware of this information it highlighted
tne need for a more systematic approach to assessing
influences on education. Systematic assessment
approaches, vital for intervention and inservice’
training, were maximally effective., Collection of
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this data had two-fold importance. Firstly, such
information systematically improved the effectiveness
of the resource center's field operation for service
delivery. Secondly, if this information had potential
long-range impact, it was incorporated into the pre-
service teacher preparation.

It was anticipated that data collection would
focus on the identification of potentially influential
factors in the educational environment. These efforts
were to describe factors such as parental attitudes
toward the school, faculty attitudes, socio-eg¢onomic
status of the school clientele, stability of the
student body (i.e., primarily transient or stable),
faculty stability or turn-over. Data collectipn
flowed through several phases of the work fromiinitial
exploratory efforts to more refined queries and to
implications relating data to influences on the educa-
tion. :

In relation to “'sk 1.1.3, "to collect informa-
tion on resources wi 1 are available in an area
(e.g., human resource., materials, deomonstration
projects) which could provide support services for
the educational process,” the rationale and implica-
tions seemed clear-cut. The initial phases of the
operation indicated need for access to educational
resources for the field. Direct information on this
need had come primarily from the center's work in
Utah, but through contacts with educators and ad-
ministrators from ldaho, Montana and Wyoming, the
RMRRC staff felt similar needs existed throughout the
region.

The development of a resource system was then
inccrporated into the conceptual framework for
1972-73. Part ot this period was devoted to refin-
ing the specific design of such a system. Availabie
information indicated that, in many situations, the
absence of an awareness of available resources de-
tracted from effective instruction. Thus, one
dimension of an effective resource system for this
region seemed to be a data cataloguing of available
resources by subregion. This catalogue, when com-
bined with a retrieval system to facilitate access
to data on available resources, promised substantial
potential for improvement in instructional effec-
tiveness at both the state and regional level.

From the perspective of data management within
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the RMRRC, the resource system suggested an important
data collection function. Collection of information
in terms of available resources both within the state
of Utah and the broader region was essential if these
resources were to be effectively used on an area-wide
basis. Although refinement was to come as the system
entered the developmental phases, the initial cate-
gories of resources which were being considered
included:

l) personnel (diagnostic, training, con-
sulting, etc.);

2) materials (instructional, diagnostic,
professional information for improvement
of personal skills such as bibliographies
on certain areas); and

3) ongoing, regional projects (e.g., demon-
stration projects, educational experi-
ments, service projects, etc.)

For strategy 2, three tagks were identified. To
recount, this strategy's aim was "To process informa-
tion or data on educational problems and alternatives
in order to design changes in preservice preparation
which improve teacher skills in circumventing educa-
tional problems."” Other tasks of this strategy were:

1.2.1 To analyze the data and information on
educational problems, interventions,
ecological influences and support
resources to promote improvement in
preservice teacher preparation.

1.2.2 To draw implications from data and
information analyses for changes in
content and/or teaching processes of
preservice teacher preparation.

1.2.3 To design new additions, modifications
and/or deletions relative to preservice
teacher preparation (e.g., instruction-
al modules, packages, staffing pat-
terns, etc.).

These tasks represented prc.ess activities which
link data collection to the output product activities.
Analysis and implications (1.2.1 and 1.2.2) of the
field information were essential activities if the
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improvement of service delivery through preservice
preparation was to be conducted in an orderly and
reasoned fashiun.

To achieve strategy 1.3 "to design and produce
educational products (i.e., instructional modules,
information packages) which may be incorporated into
preservice teacher preparation to implement skills
aimed at circus.wventing classroom problems)" the
following tasks were identified:

1.3.1 To develop packages (e.g., program
patterns, instructional modules,
etc.) which may be incorporated into
p-eservice preparation programs that
promise skill acquisition in areas of
intervention service activities in
the field;

1.2 2 T6 refine and polish such preservice
training packages as mentioned in
1.2.1 through pilot assessment and
field test implementations;

1.3.3 To develop preservice packages which
may be incorporated into preservice
preparation programs that will facili-
tate teachers-in-training in acquir-
ing skills in search and access of
educationally related resources;

1.3.4 To provide resource retrievals for
students in preservice preparation
programs as a means of demonstrating
both the available resources and the
utility of a resource system.

As mentioned previously, the resource center
did not intend to undertake preservice teacher pre-
paration, as this role was not the immediate task
of RRCs. Much of the center's activities, however,
had corsiderable potential for improvement of
preservice preparation. Dramatic changes in pre-
service patterns were underway in many programs
across the country, and in the Department of Special
Education at the University of Utah. To lack
significant input on these changes from the RMRRC
would mitigate the potential improvement in teacher
preparation. Subgoal number 1 and its related
strategies and tasks were the primary role (in terms
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of actualization) of the university, but were pre-
sented as a part of the RMRRC conceptual design to
highlight one anticipated outcome (impact) of the
center's field-based needs assessment and data collec-
tion.

Cn the subgoal level, the second general sub-
goal of the RMRRC spoke to improvement of inservice
training for teachers of exceptional children. To
achieve this subgoal, the three strategies were:

2.1 To collect data in the field on educa-
tional problems which may be either
circumvented or ameliorated by changes
in the inservice training for teachers;

2.2 To process information and data on educa-
tional problems and alternatives in order
to design changes in inservice training
patterns and programming which promise
teacher skill improvements in circumvent-
ing educational problems;

2.3 To design and produce educational products
(e.g., information packages, inservice
instructional modules) which may be in-
corporated into inservice training pat-
terns and/or programming to implement
skill improvements aimed at circumvent-
ing classroom problems.

Each strategy involved several tasks. Tasks for
strategy 2.1 were:

2.1,1 To collect data on specific educa-
tional problems which detract from
instructional effectiveness and on
intervention alternatives for in-
service, teacher=-skill acquisition
that establish a more effective
educational situation.

2.1.2 To collect data, with the intention
of drawing implications for in-service
teacher training, on the broader ecolog-
ical influences which contribute to
problems in educational effectiveness.

2.1.3 To collect information on available re-
sources (e.g., human resources, materials,
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demonstration projects) since their
utilization could enhance inservice
information dissemination and could
provide support services for educa-
tion.

In relation to strategy 2.2, three tasks were
identified as helping "to process information and
data on educational problems and alternatives in
order to design changes in inservice training pat-
terns and programming which promise teacher skill
improvements in circumventing educational problems."
The tasks supporting this achievement were:

2.2.1 To analyze the data and information on
educational problems, interventions,
ecological influences and support re-
sources in order to promote improve-
ment in inservice teacher training;

2.2.2 To draw implications from data and
information analyses for changes in
content and/or delivery patterns of
inservice teacher training;

2.2.3 To design new additions, modifications
and/or deletions in inservice teacher
training (e.g., instructional packages,
delivery patterns, etc.).

The tasks supporting 2.2 linked data collection
to output activities. To facilitate the achievement
of strategy 2.3, four tasks were outlined. Strategy
2.3 was "to design and produce educational products
(i.e., irformation packages, inservice instructional
modules) which may be incorporated into inservice
training patterns and/or programming to implement
skill improvements. . ." The tasks for this strategy
were:

-

2.3.1 To facilitate inservice training

through interventions with educational
strategy alternatives when specific
educational problems arise in the
stratisticians' schools.

2.3.2 To refine and package, through pilot
assessment and field test implementa-
tions, dimensions of intervention
alternatives for broader inservice

' 404
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training impact.

2.3.3 To develop inservice packages and/or
modules which may be incorporated
into (or may alter) ongoing, inservice
training programs that facilitate
teacher skill acquisition for search
| and access of support resources.

2.3.4 To provide retrieval of information on
resources in the area where a teacher
is working or, where possible, to
facilitate the acquisition of avail-
able resources, and to indicate
available resources and to demonstrate
the utility of a resource system.

The third subgoal stated that the center would
", . . facilitate the efforts of teachers of excep-
tional children through the development of a resource
support system." To achieve this subgoal, the three
strategies were:

3.1 To collect field information and data
on educational problems which may ke
either circumvented or ameliorated by
change in or utilization of resource
support systems for teachers;

3.2 To process information and resource
data in order to design changes in re-
source systems which promise improve-
ment in assistance to teachers;

3.3 To design and produce resource products
(e.g., retrieval of information on
available resources, etc.) which may
be incorporated into the support system
of teachers and which promise improvement
in the instruction of exceptional chil-
dren.

Each of these strategies involve several tasks if
educational improvement were to occur. The tasks for
strategy 3.1 were:

3.1.1 To collect information on human re-
sources and descriptions of their
skills (i.e., diagnostic: education-
al, psychological, medical; training,
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inservice, evaluation; consulting;
counseling) which may serve to alle-
viate educational problems in the
field;

3.1.2 To collect information, in coopera-
tion with the Instructional Materials
Center, on material resources (e.g.,
instructional; diagnostic; profession-
al skill information--bibliographies,
reviews) and to facilitate appropriate
matching to problem areas in the field.

3.1.3 To collect information on resources
in terms of demonstration or exemplary
projects which are ongoing, through a
variety of agencies (e.g., state depart-
ments, universities, local districts,
private agencies, service programs,
volunteer structures) and which may be
viewed as ways to alleviate problem
| areas in the field.
| Strategy 3.2 stated that the resource center
would ". . . process information and resource data
in/order to design changes in resource systems
support which promise improvement in assistance to
teachers." Two tasks were identified to support
the strategy. These tasks were:

3.2.1 To design a system to implement the
cataloging of resource information
and data which will permit accurate
retrieval in a format which maximizes
use by field personnel;

3.2.2 To design and implement a retrieval
system which will permit access to
information concerning resources which
are of use to the field.

It was not the intention of the RMRRC to re-
discover the "wheel" of information retrieval. The
center intended to use the experience gained in
previous projects and efforts on this complex process,
and wherever possible, the resource center planned
to use existing services and resources.

Strategy 3.3 stated that the resource center

would ". . . design and produce resource products
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(e.g., retrieval of information concerning available
resources, etc.) which may be incorporated into the
support system of teachers and which promise 1mprove-
ment in the instruction of exceptional children."

The three tasks which supported this activity were:

3.3.1 To provide information retrieval on
human, material and other support re-
sources to the field on request;

3.3.2 To develop and provide resource pack-
ages or access strategies which meet
more general needs in the field than
the specific problem requests as in
task 3.3.1;

3.3.3 To develop a resource communication
system in the state and region in an
attempt to meet unique needs.

The progression of activities outlined under sub-
goal 3 involved several developmental phases during
the 1972-73 funding period. Previous aexperience had
taught the center that an information retrieval system
or regional communication relationships and systems
do not begin fully operational. Sound foundations
must be built if the ultimate impact is to be
effective. Preliminary work on Strategies 3.1, 3.2,
and 3.3 had already begun and proceeded speedily.

It was anticipated that partial operational status
would be achieved in these areas by spring, 1973.

The operational processes through which develop-
ment of all of the activities for 1972-73 emanated,
at least theoretically, was from the preceding defini-
tion of goals and objectives. Each phase--collection,
analysis, implication, pilot packaging/testing, and
implementation--was intended to be fully supported
by feed-back loops that produced the potential for
recycling activities. This approach was viewed as
the anly rational process which promised the most
likelihood of change. The aspects of the operation
were viewed as harmonious with the resource support
system concept. These areas involved the RMRRC, the
region, state, intermediate and local district levels.
Inclusion of these components seemed essential to
effect better educational services to exceptional
children.

The preceding goals, subgoals, strategies, and
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tasks of the 1972-73 proposal are summarized in Figure
3.8. The summary indicates that the definitions of
intentions and purpose formed a hierarchy. An
interesting feature of the graph is similar branches
from each of the three subgoals. The designer appar-
ently intended to develop identical operations on

the three key target areas. preservice training,
inservice training, and resource support services.

\
\

The terminology strategies and tasks are a little
misleading since the entire structure is a series of
related goals. The term "goal" destribes a long-
range statement of general purpose, and generally
does not specify a specific outcome in a specific
time. Goals define general purpose or\intent. By
contrast an objective defines a specifig purposeful
intent to be accomplished in a given time. A behav-
ioral objective defines not only the outcome, but an
inherent behavior in achieving the desire& outcome.

The distinction between goals and objéctives
is critical for planning or evaluation. Goals define
a general direction, leaving a lot of latitude on
specific route or desired outcome. The definition
of an operation or activity from a goal is interpre-
tive. Translating a goal to an activity reduces the
ability to determine if the desired outcome was
achieved.

The 1972-73 statement of purpose is effectively
a hierarcy of goals and provides some difficulty in
interpretation of expected outcomes. Only tasks are
clean perspectives of intunded outcomes. The dis-
cussion of the goals, strategies, and tasks relates
to past RMRRC activities. Also, the lack of specific-
ity allows for a very strong influence of ongoing
activities on center plans.

The hierarchy of goals still represented a key
transition in the history of the RMRRC's planning pro-
cess. The first two years of operation lacked the
structure of the 1972-73 goals. The change reflected
the increasing planning and management sophistica-
tion of the center, and its effort to produce a direct-
ed program of activities. In terms of the center's
responsiveness to educational neceds and analysis of
its activities, this step was crucial.

The goals defined a marked trausition to train-
ing as the central role of the center. The
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GOAL SUB_GOALS STRATEGIES TASKS
1.1.1 Specific Problems
1.1 Collect 1.1.2 Ecological Influences
Data
1.1.3 Available Resources
1.0 improve 1.2 Process 1.2.1 Analyze Data
Data and X
Pre-service Develop 1.2.2 Draw Implications
Training Alternatives | 1.2.3 Desiun Changes
1.3.1 Deveclop Packages
1.3 gcugn and 1.3.2 Refine Packages
roduce
Educat ional 1.3.3 Resource Use Packages
1. Develop Products
1.3.4 Resource Retrieval
New 2.1.1 Specific Problems
2.1 Collect 2.1.2 Ecological Intluences
Data
2.1.3 Avsilable Resources
Educational
2.0 Improve 2.2 Process 2.2.1 Analyze Data
Data and
Service In-Service Develop 2.2.2 Oraw Implications
A el
Training ltematives | 2.2.3 Dcsign Changes
Models 2.3.1 Interventions
2.3 Design and
Produce 2.3.2 Package and Refine
Educational 2.3.3 Resource Use Packages
P
roducta 2.3.4 Resource Retrieval
3.1 Collect 3.1.1 Hunan Resources
Data and
1. SE
3.0 Develop a Informstion 3.1.2 Haterials (via SEIMC)
Reaourcs 3.1.3 Model Projects
3.7 Procecass Data 3.2.1 Catalogulng System
Support and Develop
ppo Altematives | 3.2.2 Retrieval System
System 3.3 Design and 1.3.1 lntomation Retrieval
:mducn 3.3.2 Generyl Packages
esource
Products 3.3.3 Communicat{on System
Figure 3.8
Goal Structure Sumwmary 1972-1973
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stratistician concept was continued as an inservice
training activity. The data collection activity was
based on the stratistician model, yet the goal
structure does not indicate the collection process.

To summarize, the goal structure provided a
general statement of intention, but did not provide
guidelines on how to achieve the desired goal. Also,
the outcomes were not usually specified. These weak-
nesses caused a poor definition of processes and
operations for the center. It would be expected that
a difference in purpose existed between different
organizational elements of the center.

Goals and Objectives: Fourth Year (1973-1974)

The trend toward more directed activity of 1972-
1973 was accelerated in 1973-1974. The goal structure
of 1972-1973 was transformed into a goal objective
structure as outlined in Tables 3.7 to 3.10. One
interesting aspect of these objectives was that they
were grouped in a similar manner to the initial set
of objectives and to the proposal guidelines (train-
ing, service, and applied research). The overall
goal for 1973-1974 was: To facilitate development
of a resource support system for each handicapped
child in the region.

The 1973-1974 objectives also reflected a grow-
ing awareness of the need to relate the goal objec-
tive structure to organizational components within
the center. Defining major groupings of objectives
probakly reflected the organizational structure--in
effect, the reverse of the ideal--but it was an
important step toward establishing a need-directed
and accountable resource system. In most instances
outcomes were specified, and guidelines for pro-
cesses were established. But the presentation
objectives lacked specific relationships to needs
and general purpose.

The objectives showed an evolution over a four-
year span to a very directed and accountable system.
The transition could have been shortened with the
provision of technical assistance from BEH project
officers with available materials relevant to this
evolution. At the end of the four-year period, the
RMRRC planning was beginning to develop the necessary
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" Tabla 3.7

Training Objectives

TRAINING OBJECTIVE 1.

To develop and/ or tonduct in-service training workshops for teachers, support personnel, and
administrators on {dentified priorities for handicapped children.

STRATEGY 1: To field test stratistician || TACTICS
model in Utah utilizing dis4 1. Dctermine criteria for selection of persons and districts to part.cipate in
trict personnel trained and pProgra~.
b
f“:;il:“ted y RHRRC staff 2. Select districts, schools, and generalists as part of program, develop a
. Participatirg Districts Advisory Coumittee (PDAC) comprised ot edministra-
tors in those districts.
3. Develop training program for the participants.
4, Provide an ongoing back~-up support system from the RMKRC to the partica-
panis.
STRALFGYZ: Conduct up to ten workshops] 1. Develop workshop presentation on SOB (relates to Objective 111, Sgra-
on Systematic Obscrvation tegy L)
of Behavior (S08) and/or
competency modules and/ 2. Develop workshop presentation on competency modules (relates to Objective
or program ad justments. 111, Strategy 2).
3. Develop workshop presentation on program adjustments (relates to "bjective
111, Strategy J).
4. Train (at least) three people tu each present workshops described in
Tactics 1, 2, and 3.
STRATEGY 3: Conduct up to four work~ 1. Develop workshop on identitication.
shops {n region on re~
sponding to requests for
rdentification, diagnosts,
or programming for handfi- 2. Develop workshop of diagnosis.
capped children.
: 3., Develop workshop on programming.
4.

Train thrce people to each present workshoos described in Tactics 1, 2,
and 1.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




TRAINING OBJECTIVE 1l.

Stimulate preservice change by curriculum development,

efforts to update certification requirements, and by responding to university requesets for
services when possible,

Table 3.7 Continued

by working with state departments in

SIRATEGY L: Develop training modules to
individualize Generaiist/
_ Stratistician traiming and

provide Lunlofmation on

TACTICS

Le

Gather information on competencies needed and ways of teeching then.

8e1

these modules to umversitv] 2. Write modules for each competency statemenl.
personnel {n region.
3. Develop presentation and priuted {nformarion on Lraining programs for
universiiies 1n the region,
4. ldentity and ceutact universities in cthe reglon tndicating avatlabilitv
of training intormation and disseminate it requescad.
STRATEGY 2: Ildentify competencies 1. Review iitvrature, including ERIC search,
needed by Tresource syster
personnel (1n cooperation
with stave depariment oer-| 2. Obtainm {niormation from people who have competency prograns underway.
sonnel for certitication
guirdelines) s
3., Gather intormation trom teachers in the field on competencies they feel
are needed to effectively educate handicapoed childrens
4, Gestalt intormation from Tactics 1, 2, and 3 into a lis, of competency
statemerts, noting the high trequency 1ters.,
STRATECY 3: Respond to university re- L. lIdentify the special education training instizutions 1n the regron.
quests for service when
possible and disseminate
int
rformation regarding 2. Disseminate relevant information abost RMRRC program deve lopment to
RMRRC activities where
unfversitiess
apprupriate,,
3. Respond to requests for services when possibles
4, Maintain contact with state resource coordinators and involve them in

university activities where appropriates

— -~ e a—
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table 3.7 Continued

TRAINING OBJECTIVE 111,

Develop and disseminate training packages for in-service, preservice, and direct service.

STRATEGY 1

Develop a workshop package
ou Systematic Observation

ot 3ehavior (SOB) instru-

ment for use in in-service
Trainierg.

TACTICS

1.

Collect 1nformation prepared by the stratisticians on the various aspects
af she 008

STRATLGY 2:

STRATECY 3:

hardi1caps.

Identi1fy infcrmation available on needed program adjustaents for specific
handicaps.

2+ E!tt intorration from stratisti{cians for umformity.
J. Determine performance outcomesand write traiming modules to achieve them.
4, Train three people (o be able to train others on use of S03,
we  .up competency moduacs l, Determine Ccompetencies.
for generulist training
program for use in pre-
service training. 2. Determine method of training.
3. Write modules based on determined competencies to fit desired training
methodclogy «
4. Asscumble all modules suto complete packages
Develop a workshop nackage le Detenmine progran adjustments of which regulag teachers need to be aware.
on program adjustments of )
which regular classroom g \
teachers need to oe aware 2. Develop package to facilicate teacher awarencssh\of need for program
to more effectively teaca changes, understanding of methods, and application.
children with various s
3e Tréin three people to be able to present this workshop. I
. I
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Table 3.8

Service Objectives

SERVICE OBJECTIVE I,

Provide technical assistance, monitoring, and a ¢

ommunication linkage to Outreach states.

STRATEGY 1:

Provide technical assis-
tance (TA) to each state
d:rectom of special educa-
tion 1n the regioen =moni-
toring systems for ..u-
dents, program acLountabi-
i1y and cost ettectives
ncas,

TACTICS

1.

Obtain detarled analysmis fr
are1s, and the extent of as

om state directors of need for TA in these
sistance required to match need.

e E——

STRATFGY 2:

Provide monitoring and
evaluation of Outreach
programs.

Develop a commsnication
linkase betwe2n states in
rhe reglon by Conducting
three Stzering Committee
meetings, by arranging
for third-party evalua-

tion: and by wnitra
Lcotmunicationy

2. Pacilitate the search 1n wvach state tor existi.g efforese

1, Locate "experis' 17 those areas tor possible consvitatian with states.

&, Arrange for TA by Mexperts! when requested by states.

L. Arrange for im=service training to enhance cvaluation skills ot OQutreach
state resource cocrdinators

2. Provade “ona="1uwe! program assisrance by, senedt jed ard mor1toring visits
to Qutr.ach progravss

3. Keep ac.urate records 2. feports on Oatreach eftoress

w. hire 1 ulletime Cios oadbliun sotctalist £or Quiredl’t wonsuatario™ Ly pro.
gram atewunt ity .

1, Plan (at luast) three Steering Commttee meetimgs with ageada input fror
sfate Arrectorsy

2. Arrange tor third-p. v evatuation,

1. Respond in writing to al requests tor [A.

4, Expand the £X<3PLLD system a> 2 basis tor a comunication networke:




.

Table 3.8 Continued

SERVICE OBJECTIVE Il

Provide direct service throughout the region to individuals, parents, children, or school
personnel when requested, {f no other serviccs are avatlable.

STRATECY 1:

Provide information on du
process procedures and/or
"need specific" education
programs upon tequest.

TACTICS

le

5eanh ¥1temture on due process fnformation and have this 1rfurmation
avallable upon requests

Wi

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: N

2+ Review existing due process apparates ard legal base services for the
handicapped 11 each Qutreach state.
3. Identify a list ot available consuitants 11 area af due process and pro-
gram development.
4, Provide TA from the RMRRC regarding due process and/or educational pro-
grams upon request.
STRATEGY 27 Provide evaluation person 1. Obtain assessrent skill intormation from RMRRC core personnel tc¢ ascer-
ard/or team to diagrose tair no.sitle tragnestic team members on stalf.
and/or program for a bau-
dicapped chald upon re- 2+ torrally designate members of such a team with writtes description uf
quest when no other per- responsibilitiess
sontel ire ava:la' le te
provide this sarvice. 3. Coilect the necessary tuols and 1nstruments with vhach to give diagnosta.
prescriptive services
4, ldenzitv otlier agencies and/or persons in region or state LO sefve as
ba kh-up 1f tMRIC canvt provide needed service.
STRATEGY 3: Provide information on le Locite cunsu'tants in area of identitying nindicapped children not re-
ways or procedures to Ce1viigg Servicess
tdentify handicapned
children not receiving 2. Seatrch literuture lor i1ntormation on methods of identifying handicapped
services. children not receiving services.
J. Compile data on melhods and references of unserved, identified handie
capy ed childreny
4s Disscrinate compiied data and information upon requeste
— =
¥
4
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Table 3.8 Continued

SERVICE OBJECTIVE 11I. To develop service models needed to provide a resource system

for handicapped children.

STRATEGY ':

Conduct one regional work-
shop on identiffcation of
and programs for severeiy
handicapped children.

TACTICS
1. Work with states to get p ority needs for a topice conference,
a. local planring group b.s Steering Committee <o matrix d. natjonal

2. Program planning: as agenda b orchestration c¢» 1dentify speakers-
4, print program contact
\. Administracive Plannings as identify tacilities s dates c. partici=
d., stipendse pants

4. Follow-through and evaluation: 3. wnrking paper (monograpn}
5. evilvarior

STRATEGY 2~

[4A¢

To develop cooperative
service models with re-
gional and state INC's
and/or vther RRCS and/or
other BEY vrograms.

I. Finalize acrangements with RMuINC for information specialist services.

7, Contact other RRC's Tegardinyg the kinds of packages developed tcr possible
dissenmivation 1r KMRRO regi wo

i, Identity other BEM programs Lhat might provide 1nfornation, packages or
services to RMRRC regivhe

4. Plan with srpropriate rogional centers (Greeley. tugene, etc, Y to avuid
duplicatior and to develop compiementary services where possiblos

5TRATEGY §°

Develoo
umted

and test, on a
basis, educationa’
service models tor popu-
latiuns of school-aged,
baadicapped chi ldren

tand outside the public
5 ool

. ldentify an “out-of-scnool® pepuiation in o glven area,

J, Resear 't services
SETVICYS Y

being recwived by this population ard determine needed

Y, Desctiby  1lternative service modelss

&

. Develop and test delivery of tdentified services.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table 3.9 Evaluation Cbjectives

of the RMRRC.

EVALUATION OBJ=CTIVE 1. Provide evaluation of all in-service training, pre-service traiuing, and packaging efforts l

STRATEGY 1: Evaluate and report re- i‘ACTé({brlf se and s of all workshops before presentation
sults of all workshops * artly purpose a cope : P presentation.
conducted by the RMRRC.
2. Administer pre- and post-data collection fnstrumenzs related to each
workshop.
3. Tabulate and disseminaie the data gathered from workshops,
4. Evaluate implementation of workshop objectives. I
STRATLGY 2: Develop a plan for the 1o List preservice involvements that fall within the ra ge of RMRRU capacities
evaluacion of all pre-

scrvice activities of
the RMRRC

2. Prepare evaluation form and collect information on all preservice involve-
ment by KUARC personnel.

3o Provide a description of the performance of prodicts ot par.icular pre-
SerVice Proprams.

=~

bDescribie corditions under which RMRRC 1s 1nvolved 1n preservices

STRATEGY 3: Evaluate al!l packages pref 1. Plan ficld test of all packages bufore dissenration.
pared for dissemination
by *he RMRRC,

2. Conduct field test,

3. Evaluate field test,

4o Trovide data co RMRNC Lxecutive Committee for decision regarding dissemin-
atfon,




Table 3.9 Continued

EVALUATION OBJECTIVE 11. Provide evaluation of all Cutreach, direct service and service models developed by RMRAC.

STRATEGY !: tvaluate Qutreach stateg' | TACTICS
attainment ot sub-contracy
or proposal objectives;
evaluate the services

rendered by the *MRRC to 2. Write job description specifying scope of role.
Gitreact, stdtese

1. Assign one person from evaluation component to have ongoing Outreach
evaluation rusponsibility, and provide back-up suvport to that person.

1. Arrange for training of designated person on at least one project designed
to vva'uaze technical services.
4. Require behaviorally stated agreements witu Outreach projects for evalua-
tion; evaluates
STRATEGY 2: Devise mechods of col- 1. Tabulate service, rendered.

lecting dara on direct
services oftered by the
WIRRC.

|42

2. Describe chaaades that occur in due process and/or progrars aiter scrvices
are rendored by RMERO,

Provide diagnostic/programmng skrvices when required.

4. Folloreup

for post-test vvaluation dry dizect service corducted Ly FUR
personnel,

5 T Loy i 1 ! . .
STPATLGY i Evalyute the service mo . Fartiui) .te in selection of tarzef schods.
dels J:veloped by the
R' RRC, e.g., stratisti-
I -
Crans, cowperative ser 2. Locate and select tastruments fur data collecrion.
vice, and out-ot -schoul
DX atllon.

1., Administer or arringe administration of instrumnents,

4, Analyze data and write report.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Tabla 3.9 Continued

EVALUATION OBJECTIVE IXX.

Conduct applied vesearch where needed.

STATEGY 1@

Conduct research related
to affective variables
in the education of han-
dicapped children.

TACTICS
1. Develop checklist to collect data from teachers.

2. Administer checklist to teachers in generalist
schools in fall and spring.

schools and control

Provide in-service training on affective communication to generalists.

Analyze and report data collected in fall and spring.

STRATEGY 2:

Research service pattern 1. Assign one person from the evaluation component the responsibility for
to populations of handi-~ the study.
capped children cutside
- public school system, 2. Plan a descriptive study.
-
w
- 3, Contact-various institutions and agencies dealing with handicapped
chi ldren.
4, Begin a rogistry of children not in academic schools and include type of
programs in which they are participating
STRATEGY 3: Conduct a reliability 1. Train a corps of trainess on use of the SOB.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

and validity study on
thc Systematic Observa-
tion of Behavior (S08)
instrument,

2, Arrange to collect data from KMRRC~trained

generalists in schools.

3. Analyze data; make modifications,

4, Report results.

+
-
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Table 3.10 Menagement Objectives

Conduct contin:ous planaing toward long. and  short-range objectives by use of staff

memhats, consuitants nd advisory group.

HANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE T,

i
TACTICS

STRATECY 131 Plan at least one inner- 1. Schedulv and plan staff retreat.

office planning retreat
for the total staff 4nd
alan at least two
tilledavy warkhops tor
ce.b.ve Roart nweohe ts,

2, Conduct staff retreat,

3y Sohiedy.e 0ata tor fuileday worksheps for Executive Board; plan prosram
and’.r activities,

Conex <y ey tive Byl leetings.

ey A - - O " -
STRATENY 21 Arine L1 at least fwer 1o 1dew 14, and fpvite mul. ets {or general adnisory bHoard.
! Ctst Lo v LO v te

serv (v fa critical
arccd, am! 3ty
ar' wesie gt st 2, wete._b daeu lur gencral advisery meeting plin reeting.
one .iviso~v 2r.up(s)
ence for eduaciat.oonal
nrnz e and Zonsurer ' 3. Comdict meeting and prepdre ruport. B
o0t

9t

T T o suatart nesds of statf rombers; locate and oring in nceded
connu ttaalse

STRATEGY 3¢ Attend RRC directors’ l: Comwunicate regulariv with uLH Project Officer,

neetin?s and otber
requ: red planming
functions.

2., Atc PPN meeting,

3. Attend BEY meetings.

4, Respond to attending other BEH rcéquests when possihle

ERIC |

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE II.

L4

Tabla 3.10 Continwed

Communicate RMRRC activities throughout the nation and region where appropriate, and

obtatn, from wherever available, relevant information spplicable to the KMRRC

program.

]

STRATEGY 13

Prepare and disseminate
required progress re-
ports, a renewal pro-
posal and a quarterly
news letter,

TACTICS
1. Assign staff member initial responsibility for progress reports.

=y

2. #Assign staff mewber initial respomsibility for newsletter,

3. Prepare calendar for submitting reports and newsletter and meet
calendar deadlines. \

v

4, Keep current mailing list of regional ard national persons to receive

newsletters and/or reports.

STRATEGY 2:

Conduct on-site visits
to related projects;
give presentations upe
on request; and attend
national, regional, and
local professional
meetings.

1. visit each Outreach state in the KMRRG region a4t least once.

\

2. Attend at least two professional meetings and arrange for staff to
attend at least one professional meeting to represent RMRRC,

PSR S W M sy

3, Present 4t least twice during yesy regarding RMRRC activities to

e

4, Present at least twice during yesr to local groups regarding RMRRC.

STRATEGY 3t

Develop media presen-
tations of RMRRC acti-
vities.

1, Determine RMRRC activities for media presentation,

2, Develop presentation.

3. Develop media for presentation.

4, Pre.ent medis Package upon request.
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Table 3.10 Continued

MAMAGEMENT OBJECTIVE II1. Maintain sdequate personnel, facilities, equipment and supplies to meet RMRRC objectives.

STRATEGY 1:

Hire and maintain a com-
petent, professional
staff.

TACTICS

1.

Interview and hire staff as needed. ¢

2.

Maintatn payroll and benefit forms for staff members.

Evaluata staff peuonne'l at least yearly.

L

Provide in-service opportunities for staff as needed.

N I
STAATECY 2: Provide adequate factli-] 1. Provide needed space for activities (within budget restrictions).
. ties for tha opsration .
¢ of RMRRC programs.
E 2. Maintain heating and lights for operations. |
‘ - 3, Provide adequste telephone services. I
.
4, Arrange for and utflize other facilicies when needed, .
STRATEGY 3: Provide and maintain 1. Maintain and obtain neaded office equipment.
equipment and supplies
necded to conduct
RMRRC progra -, 2. Obtain needed office supplies.
3. Keep accurate record of aquipment and supplies expenditures.
4. Obtain required approval from BEH for all equipment purchases.
Q
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internal relationships and structure for effective

_operation. Lo\

Many of the major activities implied or stated
by the objectives were further broken down into
operational descriptions. The further description
of intent was strongly undertaken in the descriptions
of outreach activities. These descriptions were,
in effect, another set of branches of the defined
goal-objective structure, and formed the basis for
very. directed outreach efforts.

/ The objectives reflected a major change in the

breadth of the center's activities. The training
objectives basically were identical to. the entire

goal structure for the 1972-1973 period. The service °

function combined technical assistance and ouﬂreach
effort, and reflected the center's increased services
to Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming. (The RMRRC was
requested to initiate outreach services after ithe

proposal for the previous year had beefi submitted to

BEH, so the 1973-1974 proposal was the first to
articulate proposed outreach efforts.) The evalua-
tion function comkined accountability measures with
applied research, while the management activity
reflected a broadened interest in development of a
more systematic internal management, better utiliza-
tion of resources, and better coordination with
external agencies. ,

Hypothetically, the next generation of goals
and objectives with specified outcomes could be
defined by this past experience. This step would
illustrate how the process would continue to evolve,
and what level of sophistication should be expected
of RMRRC planning. Another approach is to consider
the basic impact on past activities and on the
organizational structure, and then, based on the two
sets of information, another planning effort could
be initiated. This approach is being undertaken in
this report with the intention of developing qhe
planning base for future RMRRC planning work.

Al

Expected Outcomes

The expected ‘outcomes of the RMRRC were usually
stated implicitly in the goals and objectives.and in
the narrative of the\proposals and reports. A basis
for ascertaining the difference between intention’
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and the expected outcones was developed from the
various sources. The lists were developed by re-
v1ewing ea set of stated goals and objectives and
reviewing licitly stated expectations as posxtlve
'statements of 1ntended outcomes.

Three basic sets of goals and objecti 2s were
used which reflect the periods 1970-72, 1972-73, and
1973-74. The expected outcomes developed from these
objectives are presented in Tables 3.1l to 3.13
respectively. The numberlng systems refer to the
‘stated goals outlined in the preceding sections of
this chapter .

1o
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Table 3.11

Expected Qutcomes 1970-1972

From Inicial Goals

\ Goal Outcomes : “
l.a Educational strategies for use by teachers.
.b .Information on child placement, teacher education, teacher/
child interaction skills.
2.a Applied research findings relative to operational model
of center.
.b Resources provided to teachers.
‘ .c Data relevant to center's operational model.
‘3.2 Identified general problems of instructing handicapped
children. '
.b Generalized .strategies in response to 3.a.
.C Above information disseminated through region via (C.1)

workshops, case studies (C.2), simulation models (C.3),
newsletters (C.4), contacts with IMCs, and (C. 5) teacher
training techniques.

4,2 Training models for resource persons. -

From General Objectives

0bi. . QOutcomes
, 1. Structures for development:-and refinement of diagnostic-
prescriptive techniques for the educationally handicapped.
2. New instruction techniques, procedures, and materials.
3. Evaluations of educaticnal and/or behavioral prescriptions.
4, Assistance to school districts and LEAs in implementing
. educational programs.

5. Evaluation of center's effectiveness relative to instruc-

, tional and administrative procedures.
6. New or revised training programs for professional personnel

in the Rocky Mountain region universities and colleges.

From Specific Objectiﬁes

0bq. Qutcomes
1. Definition of practices, problems, and perceived needs of
teachers in implementing concept of individual differences
in teaching educationally handicapped children.
2, Analysis of data from 1, and a formulation of behavioral
: objectives for teachers. -




Obi.

\
Table 3.11 ContinueF

Qutcomes

. Teaching strategies (prescriptive-teaching patterns) to

reach the behavioral objectives.

In-service training programs to support 1, 2, and 3.
Asgistance to teachers in implementing programs.
Systems for assessing effectiveness of behavioral descriptors
and teaching strategies in the ¢lassroom.

Dissemination of materials on how to implement the above
materials. :

Conference for higher educators to create and modify pro-
fessional preparation programs.

pob

m "

o -
.




Table 3.12 X

Expécted Outcomes 1972-1953

1.1 (2.1)* Data on educational problems that can be
improved by changes in training programs.

l.1.1 (2.1.1) Data on specific educational problems de-
tracting from instructional effectiveness.
Intervention$ in response.

1.1.2 (2.1.2) Data on ecoibgi;al influences.

1.1.3 (2.1.3) Information on support services and resources.
Human resources.
Resource materials.
Demonstration pr¢ jents.

1.2.1 (2.2.1) Analysis of data (l.1.! to l.1.3).
1.2.2 (2.2.2) fImﬁlications for changes in training.

1.2.3 (1.2.3): Changes in training. _
Instructional modules.
New instructional packages.
New starting pattems. \
1.3.1 (2.3.1) Packages of skill acquisition in training.
. Program modules.,
Program pattems.

1.3.2 (2.3.2) Pilot tests of (l.3.1)
Refinement of (1.3.1)

1.3.3 (2.3.3) Training packages.
1.3.4 (2.3.4) Resource retrieval for.trainees.

3.1.1 Information human resources as a function
of skill.

* l.-.~ for in-service training -

2.-.- for preservice training




H

3.1.2

3.1.3

3.2.1

©3.2.2

3.3.1

3.3.2

3.3.3

Table 3.12 Continued

Information instructional materials re-
sources.

Information demonstration and exemplary
projects.

Resource catologing system.

Retrieval system. .
Operation of retrieval system.

Responses to requests for information

on all types of resources.
|

Resource packages.

Regionwide resource communigation System.

. A ll
\\ - |

N



T.1.1%

T.1.2

T.1.3

T‘2.1

T.2.2

T.2.3

for

Table 3.13

Expected Outcomes 1973-1974

Field Test of stratistician model in Utah

(Stage 3 model). :

Criteria selection of persons.

Criteria selection of districts.

Select districts.

Select schools.

Select generalists.

Participating Districts Advisory Committee per district.
Training program for generalists.

Back~up support system.

Conduct up to ten workshops on SOB.

Workshop presentation on SOB and/or competency
modules. ‘

Workshop presentation on competency modules.
Workshop presentation on program adjustments.
Three peonle trained in workshop presentations.

Conduct up to four workshops on identification,
diagnosis, and programming.

Identification Workshop

Diagnosis Workshop.

Programming Workshop.

Three people trained in workshop presentation.

Information 6n competencies,

Modules for each competency.

Printed materials and presentations on modules.
Dissemination of information availability to
universities and colleges.,

Literature review and ERIC search on competencies.

Needs assessment (information) from existing
competency programs.

Needs assessment (information) from teachers.

Combined list of competency statements.

Listing of competencies need by resource system
personnel. 4

List of special education training institutions in
region.

Information on all RRC program disseminated to list~d
institutions.

training _objectives

/
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Table 3.13 Continued

Responses to requests
Link state resource coordinators to universify
programs. /
Responses to university service requests.
University involvement in RMRRC activitiéé.
. /
T.3.1 Information on SOB from stratisticians.
Edited information on SOB.
Performance outcomes for SOB.
Training modules on SOB.
Three people trained to teach use of SOB.
Workshop -package on SOB.
T.3.2 List of competencies for generalists.
Method of training generalists.
Training modules.

Integrated package of training modules. Hf,iﬁf’”’//-
T.3.3 List of program adjustments. . \—‘“”"”ﬂf« )

Packages relative to programﬂadjﬁgzgznts.—"'ﬁ~ni,_

Workshop package on program adjustments. ’

Three people trained to present workshop on program

adjustments.

Information of adjustments relative to specific

handicapping conditions.

Expected Outcomes 1973-74

S.1.1% Technical assistance (TA) to each SEA, state directéﬁp
of special education.

Detailed analysis from state directors of TA needs
and amount of assis;ance to meet TA needs.

Directory of "experts' by areas.,

Consultation to states by "experts."

S.1.2 Program accountability accomplished by monitoring
and evaluation.
Inservice training to enhance evaluation skills of
Outreach state resource coordinators.
"On-1ine" program assistance by scheduled and
monitoring visits to Outreach programs.
Records and reports on Outreach efforts.

*S,~-.- for service objectives

.,e
-~
- -
~
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S'l.3

5.2.1

80202

§.2.3

S.3

80301

80302

—

Communication linkage between states.

Three Steering Committee meetings.

Third-party evaluation.

Expansion of EXSPEED system as basis for communica-
tion network.

Dissemination of information on vital educational
issues.

File of information on due process.

Directory of consultants on due process.

TA from the RMRRC regarding due process and/or
educational programs.

Provision of evaluatidn/diagnostic/prescriptive
services for a handicapped child upon request,
Formation of RMRRC diagnostic team.

Written description of responsibilities of RMRRC
diagnostic team.

Stockpile of necessary tools and instruments with
which to provide diagnostic/prescriptive services.

Information on various procedures to identify handi-
capped children not iveceiving services.

Directory of consultants in area of identifying
handicapped children not receiving services.

File on methods of identifying handicapped child-

ren not receiving services.

Information service to those who request information/
materials.

Service models needed to provide a resource system
for handicapped children. '

Regional workshop on identification of and programs
for severely handicapped children.

List of the states' priority needs for a topical con-
ference.

Evaluation of topical conference.

Post-conference document.

Cooperative service model with regional and state
IMC's and/or other RRCs and/or BEH programs.
Services of a RMSEIMC information specialist.

Index to other RRC developed packages.

Index to relevant BEH programs that might provide
information, /packages or services to RMRRC region.

Plan with other RRCs and IMCs to develop comple-~
mentary services and avoid duplication of services.

157
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Expected Outcomes 1973-74

5$.3.3 Educational service models for populations of
school-aged handicapped children found outside
the public school.

S.3.4 Identification of an "out-of-school' population.
Determination of needed services.
Description of alternative service models.
Development of 1dentified services.
Test of the delivery of identified services.

E.1.1% Evaluation of all in-service and pre-service train-
ing, and packaging efforts of the RMRRC.
Evaluation of all workshops conducted by RMRRC.
Peport of results of all workshops conducted by
RMRRC. v
Evaluation of implementation of workshop objectives.

E.1.2 A plan for the evaluation of all pre-service activities
of the RMRRC.
List of pre~service involvements of the RMRRC.
An evaluation form for pre-service involvement.
Collection of data from pre-service involvement
evaluation.

E.1.3 Evaluation of all packages prepared by RMRRC.
Evaluation of field testing of packages, including
design and procedure, and results of field testing.
Report to RMRRC Executive Committee on field test.

E.2 Evaluation of all Outreach, direct service and service
models developed by RMRRC.

E.2.1 Evaluation of Outreach states' attainment of sub-
contract objectives; evaluation of services rendered
by the RMRRC to Outreach states.

One evaluation staff member assigned, who provided

. back-up support for the Outreach coordinator.

Job description of the evaluator assigned to Outreach.

Training program for the evaluator assigned-to
Outreach. |

Record of behaviorally stated agreement§ with Out-
reach projects for evaluation.

Evaluation of Outreach projects as behaviorally
stated.

*E.-.- for evaluation/research objectives

"",
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E.2.2

E.2.3

E.3.3

E.3.1

E.3.2

E.3.3

Collection of data on direct services offered by the
RMRRC.

Tabulation of services rendered.

Description of changes that occurred in programs
after services were rendered by RMRRC.

Record of diagnostic/programming services requested.
Post-test evaluation of all direct services conducted
by RMRRC. ‘

Evaluation of service models developed: stratistician,
cooperative services, out-of-school services.

List of target schools.

Instruments for data collection.

Record of administration of instruments.

Report of analyzed results.

Applied research.

Research related to affective variables in education
of handicapped.

Checklist (instrument) to collect data from

teachers.

In-service training on communication (affective) to
Generalists.

Report of analyzed data collected on administered in-
struments in spring and fall.

Research on service to handicapped population outside
public school system.

One staff member from evaluation component assigned
to research service to handicapped outside public
school system.

Outline of a descriptive study of services to handi-
capped outside publi: schools.

List of contact with agencies dealing with handicapped
children.

Registry of children not in academic schools; listing
of the programs these children are participating in.

Reliability and validity estimates established on
SOB instrument.

Corps of trained ratérs on use of SOB.

Report of analyzed data on use of the SOB by Gener-
alists in schools.

Modifications of SOB based on analyzed data.
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M.1%* Structur; for continuous objective setting by
staff, consultants, and advisory group.

M.1.1 One inner-office planning retreat for total staff.
Two full-day workshops for executive board members.
Program and activity schedule for all workshops,
retreats.
Executive Board meetings.

~ M.1.2 .Meetings with four consultants for TA in critical
areas.
Meeting of advisory groups for consumer input on
educational program.
Members of general advisory board identified and
invited.
. Meeting scheduled and reported.
' Consultants located and brought in as indicated by
needs of staff.

M.1.3 Meeting of RRC directors, meetings concerning other
planning functions.
Communications with BEH Project Officer.
RRC meetings.
BEH meetings.
Responses to other BEH requests.

M.2 Reports of RMRRC acrivities disseminated throughout
ttie nation/region.
Compilation of information applicable to the RMRRC.

M.2.1 Progress reports; a renewal proposal; a quarterly
newsletter.
One staff member assigned to do progress reports.
On staff member assigned to do newsletter.
Calendar for submission of reports, newsletter.
Mailing list, kept current, of regiomal and national
persons to receive reports and newsletter.

4.2.2 Visits on-site to related projects; presentations
given upon requests, meetings attended - national,
regional, local - with allied professionals.

At least one visit to each Outreach state.
Two professional meetings for executives; one
professional meeting for staff.

M.-.~- for ﬂgnagement objectives




Two presentations regarding RMRRC activities to national
or regional group.
Two presentations regarding RMRRC activities to local

group.
M.2.3 Media presentations of RMRRC activities.
M.3 Adequate personnel, facilities, equipment, supplies

to meet RMRRC objectives,

M.3.1 Competent professional staff maintained.
Interviews given; hiring done.
Payroll and benefit forms for staff maintained.
Evaluation of staff personnel yearly.
In-service opportunities provided for staff as needed.

M.3.2 Adequate facilities for operation of RMRRC programs.
Space; heating; lights; telephone; other facilities
when needed.

N\,
M.3.3 Adequate equipment and supplies needed to conduét
RMRRC programs.
Office equipment; office supplies; record of above;
approval from BEH for equipment purchases.

T o
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CHAPTER 4
PROGRAM OUTLINE

Programs grow from goal objectives, organiza-
tional structures, available staff preferences,
institutional pressures, or some combination there-
of. The initial BEH proposal guidelines defined a
program structure consisting of research, training,
and service components which influenced the selection
of goals and objectives and the initial organizational
structure for the RMRRC. These goals and objectives,
combined with the structure, formed the program out-
line for the initial years. The program outline will
begin by reviewing the organizational structure of
the center.

The first organizational structure of the RMRRC
is outlined in the schematic of Figure 4.1 and has
four major operating units: service, training,
evaluation and the director's office. The structure
reflected the components of the initial guidelines,
and control of the center's operation was very
centralized. The structure reflected strict inter-
pretation of the BEH guidelines and presented a
basis for center development. Within this context
the structure shown was markedly broader and had
lost the curriculum, development orientation of the
organizational strucdture originally proposed. (Figure
4.2). ‘

The important issue in developing a perspective
of the program outline is that the concept of a
Regional Resource Center was a new one, and the con-
cept was poorly articulated by BEH (Melichar, Vol. 6,
December, 1972.); the program was experimental; the
concept of regional educational services was relatively
new, and program planning and operation techniques
were still in the developmental stages. The develap-
ment of the RMRRC program therefore has two separgte
historic interests, (1) from the viewpoint of the?

center, the programs it developed, and the people'lit

served; and (2) from the viewpoint of its development
as an experimental program with implications for the
operation of other large scale educational service
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programs. In discussing the evaluation of the program
from the basic framework outlined above, this report
seeks to present both aspects of program development.

The interesting aspect of the organizational
chart is that the training position, a major compo=-
nent, was vacant and had no support staff listed. 1If
the organizational chart for 1973-1974 (Figure 4.3)
is compared to this early organizational chart, the
training position still existed, but not that of the
service coordinator. (The state service coordinator
position was formulated after the RMRRC went out into
the region.) In actual fact, the service program
remained in existence, absorbed the limited training
effort and assumed the training title. The beginning
of this union of programs and the separation from
stated intent can in part be inferred from the goal
objective statements in contrast to the discussion
of center history in Chapter 2. \

The stratistician concept which wds the basic
element of the service delivery effort/ had a per-
meating influence on the center and its operation.
The concept was the key driving forc for the center's
work, but it deviated significantly/from the stated
objectives. The distortion signifjcantly influenced
operations. The operation of the ervice/training
(stratistician) program by mid-1972 became self-
directed and self-structured by the individuals
involved. The factors involved in this transition
and its effect are discussed in more detail in the
description of the stratistician model in Volume II,
Chapter 5, of this report.

In reviewing the four years of the project to
develop a perspective from which to develop this
report, another organizational format was developed
which is shown in Figure 4.4. The three main group-
ings are internal functions, services, and advocacy.
The components reflect major organizational roles
within the center relative to its operation. The
relatively equal weights of the components were
indicated by the assignment of chapters to each. In
reviewing the work from this format, the relative
weighting shifted. This shift also reflected the
absorption of the research, development and evaluation
effort into the service and training area which is
graphically depicted in Figure 4.5.

In considering the organization of the RMRRC
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program structure it is then important to consider
the separate components, the stratistician and the
outreach effort. The stratistician program was the
pasic/ eloment of the RMRRC; the operation of the
centén revolved about it completely for two years,
and ih large part for the entire four-year period.
The approaches and program structure for the two
areas will be presented separately. A Clear separa-
tion in phi.osophy of center operations exists: the
stratistician concept was an applied "R&D with direct
service infusion into the system, and the outreach
program placed the center in a resource linker and
catalyst mode.

Stratistician (Service/Training) Component

The initial core effort of the center, the
stratistician, was envisioned as a combined service-
training thrust developed about a core "model." The
term model was used to denote the application of a
concept tc a format that c6nsisted of procedures and
activities that the center and its staff would under-
take. The overview of this procedure is depicted
schematically in Figure 4.6, and also includes a
description of the links from the center to external
agencies. .

The program outlined in the schematic is one in
which a series of activities are designed to be under-
taken in the special education arena; through these
activities data on needs for changes in the existing
* gervice level would be defined. The data would be
used to build improved program models within schools,
but also would be used to provide a base for in-
service and preservice training models that should
provide longer term changes in the educational system.
The program outline allowed for the operation of a
pilot program and defined a series of interactions
which would occur with various educational agencies
from the local to the state level.

The structure of this program in terms of.a
sequ;hce of strategies was defined in the schematic
shown in Figure 4.7. The initial phases of the pro-
cess can be seen to be conceptualized as 2 very
strong pilot program assessment process, ard in these
early statements of direction the roots for the
stratistician program were planted. The center
depicted the definition of problems to be evolved
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1971

1972
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Spring
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Avg.  _ |
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- - -
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persennel in higher education {n the Rockv
Mountain area to assist them in creating or
sodifving professional preparation programs.

Phase

Disseninstion

Regionsl continuation of eduzational programa \
and instructional stratgpies penersted throush \
the Centar's effort..

Fig. 4.7 Progrsm Develooment Conceptualization
'
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from interactions with teachers in schools, including
" the problems and components of the school situation
defined in Figure 4.8. The process was viewed in
terms of a Gestalt of activities that impinged to-
ggther to influence the instructional process.

The stratistician program was seen as the most
productive way to gather data on the educational needs
of Utah's unserved handicapped children (approximate-
ly 40% of the projected total), who were believed to
be in regular classrooms. Through stratistician -
involvement programs could be developed to meet the
needs without labeling the children, which was an
RMRRC concern. Another influence on the center was
Reynold's continuum of services model (Figure 3.1),
and the anticipated data should help define blocks or
constraints that hinder the movement of handicapped
children in the educational system.

A congruence between the stratistician program:
conceptualization and the problem definition process
was evolved through the instructional process. The
underlying concept of the program was that better
strategies for teaching handicapped children could
be identified, developed, and disseminated. The
approach of defining these better strategies laid in
identifying the variables affecting the instructional
process. By studying these variables and their
relationships, it was hypothesized that it was
possible to better formulate educational programs.
The variables occurred in three dimensions: child,
process, and instructional placement. The preliminary
models defined sixteen variables within these three
dimensions as depicted in the diagram of Figure 4.9.

\
|

The work undertaken in the center's first year
analyzed the variables and from the developed data
defined the stratistician as the best method at that
time for achieving the program objectives. This
decision, in effect, was a major program decision and
was the basis of the development of the center's f
programs for the next three years. The stratisti- {
cian, as originally conceived, was the needs-assessment ‘
link between intervention strategy development and the
improvement of training teachers. From the needs
assessment it became evident that the stracistician
was also an interventionist. This tight and concise
conceptualization and formulation became the founda-
tion for the program.




(Emphasis in continuum of services
being primarily in the repular
classroom with coneultation and
sacondarily in the regular class-
room plus resource room service
and in full-time special

classes.)

SCHOOL D / o
X
SCHOOL F. .
”",r”"gsp
SCHOOL ¥

SCHOOL 6

¥ig. 4.8 Interaction of Tescher Prohlem
Perception and Situstional Con-
dit{ons as a3 Function Pilot Program
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An important feature of the conceptualization was
the link between the resolution of need and the develop-
ment of training programs and materials. Every element
of the developmental and operational phases in Figure
4.7 eventually pointed towards this end. In the early
models of the process the flow fram the center to the
training activity was mainly informational. In the
operational phase the linkage and needs-assessment
functions were retained. This decision was, in effect,
another major policy decision, a base for the stratis-
titian service program.

The growth of the program became a combination of
direct service and inservice training activities. The.
activity's core was the stratistician--the itinerant
interventionist within the regular classroom. The pro-
gram strategy was to validate the model through pilot
programs coupled with rigorous evaluations, and then
to disseminate the information. These activities were
supported by broad, inservice training and a range of
workshops. The linkage to preservice training was
through contacts with training institution faculties
who had access to the training materials and workshops.

The program of services was also supported by
research directed at establishing the impact of the
teacher and affective variables on instruction. This
research was envisioned as an adjunct to the basic
service, so, if the research results did not produce
an input to the service/training program, its effec-
tiveness would not be reduced. The research activity
was planned as a small part of the overall center
effort, and was maintained over the entire project.

An evaluation was meshed with the research pro-
gram, and assumed an important role. The evaluation
was not envisioned as a center-wide validation, but
rather as an activity that would operate within and in
support of the component programs. The evaluation
activities were envisioned as feedback from collected
information on the components of the stratistician/
training program of the center. The undertaken
evaluations were a blend of research, evaluation, and
prcgram analysis, and were highly dependent on coopera-
tion between the evaluation and Service program staffs.

This basic program structure evolved by the
second year of the center's operation and was used
throughout its existence. The service/training compo-
nent was the principal component of the center, with

A
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Outreach and Evaluation/Research as the other two
components. The final form of the organization was
shown in the organizational chart of Figure 4.3. The
outreach effort generally operated independently of
the service/training effort (as suggested by the
organization structure); hence, the evaluation of the
performance of the two approaches was greatly simpli-
fied. The separation was not intentional, but rather
resulted in the different focuses of the two efforts:
the stratistician was a validation of a special educa~-
tion service within a school, as opposed to the out-
reach program's focus on SEAs to help them initiate
or improve services within a state.

Outreach Program

The development of the outreach program was
different from the stratistician training program.
BEH, in June, 1972, requested that the RRCs submit
proposals for developing the outreach programs for
1972-1973 in addition to their basic operational
requests. The program's start was scheduled for that
summer. (The RMRRC proposal for 1972-1973 had been
submitted to BEH prior to the request for outreach
.services.)

’

. RMRRC's outreach philosophy came, from its early
worK in Utah and its interaction with the Utah SEA.
Before the funds could be obtained /from BEH, the
state personnel, along with the RMRRC staff, con-
sidered courses of action and then drew up plans. The
monies were small compared to the, states' special
education budgets, so the contragts had 'to respond to
needs not covered by the existing budgets. Then,
before the final contract was awarded, the RMRRC and
BEH reviewed the proposals.

In addition to fiscal regources, the center pro-
vided planning, evaluation and other technical assist-
ance. In guiding this effort; a crucial philosophy
was developed; the center wag a change agent, not a
direct intervention agent in/the states. Functioning
as a change agent became th¢ entire outreach concept.
In working with the states the center unobtrusively
and cooperatively provided /its services. Communication
and an information flow with workshops, meetings and
seminars between states iy the region was this process'
major external role.

/




The outreach program was envisioned by the RMRRC
staff as a process of provision of support with devel~-
opment of specific goals and objectives in response toO
defined, state needs. The program planning and opera-
tion of these contracted efforts was as complete and
thorough as possible. The center provided each state
technical assistance in the development of the program
and ongoing evaluation. '

The center's objective centered on provision of
support, monitoring, facilitating program develop-
ment and information flow, and development of
responses to cross-region (interstate) activities.
To accomplish the objectives the strategy of using
a small core staff with a limited amount of resource
support from the remainder of the core staff was
selected and implemented. The main activity in
support of the outreach coordinator was support from
the project director for interagency contacts, and
from the evaluation staff in determining program
effectiveness. - Therefore, the organizational struc-
ture to maintain and to operate the outreach program
was Simple and small.

The key ingredient in the outreach effort, in
terms of developing an effective program, was utiliz-
ing tight program planning and management techniques
from the state proposals. This strategy was selected
to insure that the funds were directed at a specific
purpose and that they were effectively utilized. 1In
terms of the outreach program, operation of this
strategy was considered the crucial or pivotal
element in producing results equal to the cost.

» The two main center activities, therefore, were
markedly different. The outreach effort was a small
core staff using tight programming technigues to
produce broad regional changes while considering
state needs. The stratistician/training program.was
the development of a specific approach to education,

, which the center sought to validate and disseminate.
Y Internal planning -procedures and definitions of
. needs were used to progran this effort.

Dperational Description of the
Joint Programs (1973-1974)

To gain a perspective of the operation of the
center's programs described in the preceding sections, _

.
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an overview of the fourth year of operation will be
presented. The overview was drawn from the continua-
tion proposal for the fourth year. The component
activities are clearly defined and are focused on the
two main center functions: the service/training pro-
gram and the outreach program.

Consistent with the law and policy guidelines,
the RMRRC had further conceptualized educational pro-
grams and developed resources to assist teachers in
identifying, prescribing and providing for individual
differences encountered in the classrooms. However,
the regionalization required a restatement of the
RMRRC long-range goal. This restatement, which em-
bodies objectives and goals of past years and encom-
passes operational guidelines, was:

To facilitate development of a resource sup-
port system for each handicapped child in
the region.

To accomplish this goal, to remain consistent with
the law and policy guidelines governing center opera-
tions, and to incorporate current BEH emphases from
the March 8th memo (an internal document), the ef-
forts of the RMRRC were to facilitate development of
resource systems within the .region.

A resource support system consists of available
back-up support for teachers of handicapped children
at local, intermediate, and state levels. At each
level, training, service and evaluation--should be a
consideration (Figure 4-10). With Project Outreach
monies, each'state was-encouraged and assisted
primarily in two areas: first, analysis of data
" obtained in 1972-73; second, development of plans
and programs to service all identified, school-aged,
handicapped children.

The RMRRC served as the fourth-line back-up
support in the resource system; i.e., when a school-
aged handicapped child was not served at the local,
intermediate, or state level, a referral could be
made directly to the RMRRC. The center also pro-
vided back-up support, as requested from the state
lev 21, in the service, training and evaluation areas.
The RMRRC's long-range goal was thus facilitated by
'initiating the cstablishment of a total resource
support system in cach state to serve as rapidly as
possible the needs of each handicapped child.
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Training

In an effort to provide back-up services con-
sistent with the proposed state resource support
system model, the RMRRC proposed, for the 1973~
74 year, that its efforts would be directed in
the three component areas of training, service
and evaluation (Figure 4-11). The RMRRC
emphasized in the training component:

A. TInservice training to teachers, support
personnel and administrators by develop-
ing and conducting requested workshops to
meet state priority needs. Training pack-
ages to be developed are:

1. Use of a systematic observation of
behaviors for assessing needs and
prescribing programs;

room teachers can more effectively
teach children with vardious -handicaps.

7
/

2. Program adjustments sop;;guiar class-

7
B. Preservice training. It/was anticipated’
that all data collected by the RMRRC would
stimulate preservice change. Some specific
areas of involvement/ were:

1. Facilitation/ﬁf curriculum change;

2. Identificatﬂgn of competencies to
better pregﬁre teachers going into
special education;

3. Practicum placements.

C. The RMRRC worked with state departments to
update, modify or revise certification re-
quirements for existing or new role designa-
tions.

D. Establishment of an active packaging dimen-
sion: to develop and disseminate packages
from field-tested data for inservice train-
ing, and for direct service intervention.
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11. Service - . i
. The service component of the RMRRC contalned

three Main d1mensxons. .state coordlnatlon,. .
direct service and model devélopment. : - . .

.

.- *A. State coordination. This dimension. . _ ©
. provided: @ .

, L 1. Consultation to each outreaoh state
L o . coordinator in the region through
: S RMRRC 'liaison .support; :

(-]

-

) 2. Regional interstate communication by
: © planning and conducting steering com-
mittee meetlngs, .

Lot

, 3. Evaluation by monitoring of states'
v - outreach programs to assure compliance
- with contracts made with the RMRRC.

L _ B. Direct service: This dimension included /
oo o services for individual parents, children, /
; ' and school personnel as requested from the )
- region.' Direct service was offered only -
o shen a parent, child, or school staff mem-
ber had exhausted available local, inter-
mediate and state support services and the -
needs had not been met. irect service
personnel went, when possible, to the area
of the request to proyvide this service.

C. Model development. Service in this area
- was seen as development of any service
models needed at a state, intermediate
or local level which required exploration
- to better meet a state's (or states') needs
to provide a resource system for handicap-
ped children. It was projected that ‘any
service model developed and field tested
would be such that it:

. ' Must improve services to the
handicapped;

Must be practical enough to have \

carry over for those exposed to
it; /
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.

Must be feasible for school sys-
tems and/or other agencies or

. groups providing service' to the .
handicapped to be able to imple-
ment, . if desired; and-:
¢ g
Must have potential applicability
to the RMRRC region.

In order to make decision$ on where and ‘how the
RMRRC should provide services and develop.models,

. jdentification data from 1972-73 year was analyzed.

Location of haridicapped children and the adequacies
of services had to be determined to know where to
facilitate rescurce development. Since the RMRRC
analysis of past activities indicated-the consistency
of’ the model with the needs of Utah and with the ‘law
-846 FRc policies, it was proposed that: -

1. The RMRRC continue emphasis on developing the &

stratistician mgdel. The data input from this
emphasis would determine the validity of a
stratistician as a service model at a local
and/or intermediate level for regional trans-
portability. .

*

in one or two school§ each for .the
1973-74 year; the schools were select-
ed on the following bases:

a. The RMRRC placed-three 8tratisticians
E e

1. They provided the center with
specific kinds of .needed data;

i.e,, minority population, rural
and/or isolated population,

limited or no special educational
services in the school; -

2. They offered strong support to
RMRRC efforts by providing a re-
ceptive environment for testing
new ideas, models, etc. . .

b. The RMRRC trained and supported 17 district
generalists to function as stratisticians.
This expanded use of "stratistician-type"
interventionists provided data to test
transportability of this service model.
This expansion increased the direct
service component of the center, and
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»

. capitalized on district support of the
center by utilizing the 17 district-
sponsored generalists.* Following is an
outline of the approach: ‘

. 1. Cooperating districts were determined

by:

"< a. -Ability to sponsor a person
with prior training as a gen-
"eralist;

b. Agreement that-the major focus
*  of cooperating generalists would
be on teachers;

c. Agreement that generalists would

schools*one day a months during
the school year for training at
the RMRRC;

be released from their respective

d. Agreement to cooperate in evalua-

tion efforts.

2. Generalists were selected by ggj follow-

~ing criteria: \

a. They were-sponsored by a cooperat-

ing district; ‘

¥

b. They were available for training

“

*An official definition of a generalist has not

yet been published. A USBE spokesman provided the

following information: As a result of described needs
of educational specialists working in rural Utah, the

concept of a generalist was developed+

is to more broadly train special education teachers

so they may serve children in several categories of
handicapping conditions. The generalists can work

. with regular classroom teachers in elementary schools.

USBE guidelines for the 1972-73 year made possible,
for the first time in Utah, special education fund-
A

ing on a program-planning basis for generalists.
generalist must have certification in some area
special education.
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at the RMRRC for two weeks prior
to the opening of school and two
weeks after the closing of school;

Preference was given to gener-

alists in schools in rural areas

and/or schools without any other

‘special educational services in

the school; :

d. They agreed to cooperate in evalua- v

tion efforts.

. . !

“c. ®* The RMRRC maintained a central staff of three
intermediate stratlsticians whose primary
functions were:

[N

1. To provide back-up support and coordinate

efforts of up to six generalists;

2. .To provide direct service upon request
from districts in which they provided
back-up support for geqeralists;

To help develop ‘and implement service
models, packages, etc. from data
obtained.

In the service ared, the RMRRC also proposed two
other activities which were not accomplished. Firstly
the center planned to continue involvement with the
Southwestern Educational Development Cooperative (SEDC)
where an RMRRC stratistician had been placed the
previous years. Due to internal changes in SEDC,
this activ{Zy was not realized.

A second proposed activity was also unrealized:’
that of developing and ‘testing on a limited basis

aged handicapped children found outside the public
school system. RMRRC staff members contacted the
parents of all handicapped children who were on the
waiting list for the Utah State Training School. A
needs assessment was conducted, but most of the
children were receiving services.

)
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III. “Evaluation

The thlrd area of the RMRRC was the evaluatlon
component which had the respon51b111ty to:

' A. Provide back-up support and evaluatlon ser-
vices for the training component, specifi-
cally as it relates to:

1. Inservice workshops and packages for
teachers, generalists, and adminis-
trators;

2. Gathering relevant data in cooperation
with the University of Utah and com-
-———municating the results to the university

for use in the preservice program.

B. Provided back-upfsupport and evaluation
services for the service component, spec1f1-
cally relating to: ‘

1. Providing a551stance 1n planning for

evaluation of programs within the S

- region in cooperation with the state
resource coordinators;

2. Devising methods of collecting data

, on direct services offered by the cen- -
- ter to chlldren, school personnel and
parents in the region;

3. Devising procedures for evaluating the
service models developed by the center;
including the work of the 3 stratisti-
cians and the 17 generalists.

. C. Continued applied research efforts in:

1. Explorlng affective variables in_the
education of handicapped chlldren,

2. Inltlatlng efforts to investigate ser- |
vice patterns to populations of handi-
capped children outside the public
school system with the main purpose
being to assess the extent of .avail-
able educational services;

3. Arranging’ field testing and reliability

.
I

187 fom

S §¢ 17 .




e ¥ - - R T T T R T T e AR T T I Sy P R e Vet 7 1Ty
* ’ r N R
o~

Pe] ’ T

3
—
+

-

5‘ 4

studies on an instrument for recording

observations of children, teachers
and their interactions.

IV. Communication

The RMRRC:

1. Developed and distributed a newsletter
throughout the region for exchange of
ideas and problems, and system-
development information to all interest-
ed persons within the region;

2. Disseminated information to each state
coordinator in the region on the RMRRC ,
back-up service. . ‘ ::

.

' PROJECT OUTREACH SYNOPSIS _ v

- The followxng syn0psis summarizes proposed Pro-
ject Outreach activities in 1973-74 for Idaho, Montana,
Utah and Wyoming. Not all pro;ected activities were

" carried out, as the funds granted were half the amount
requested. . In all cases where major changes were .
made, the RMRRC subcontracts with each state reflected
the renegotiations and plan changes.

Idaho - | \

The second year of operation in Idaho propoéed:

A. The initiation of a demonstration model with- ‘
in one of the state's intermediate-level,
multi-district regions to experimentally
implement a district-service pattern to home-
bound; severely handicapped children not re-~
ceiving educational services;

B. The improvement in service quality to handi-
capped children .in schools. This will be
provided by state-level, inservice training -
to instructional and support personnel through
cluster workshops;

cC. The development of a state-level, central track-
ing system. This will be undertaken to provide

/
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for a central registry of handicapped children
' and youth, and an on-going up-dating of =

identification data of handicapped children

-and resources, for appropriate programming.

- Coordination with other state-level divisions
will provide comprehensive information neces-
sary for the tracking and programming of :
identified hahdicapped children and youth.

~

. Montana .
The 1973 -74 project for Montana proposed.

A. The cont:nuatxon;and expansion of the current
year's experimental implementation of providing
back-up resources for handicapped children through o
a support system at state, intermediate, and local )
levels. Added intermediaté—level personnel will.
supervise and implement ongoing or new services
and programs that were not feasible durlng\the
1972- 73 project year;

(.

1. Aall of the state s five regions will have a
resoéurce person to provide.backup_ support
" for handlcapped children at an xntefmedlate- E K
level in the system.. 4 ' - -'?

;“The 1de9t1f1catlon of exlstlng,resources for ;
service’ to handicapped children and youth. Im- ’ 2

plementatlon will provide data to complete the / i coe

' Montana needs assessment. Handicapped children e/

and youth are being identified durlng the curren

contract period.

—

Utah ' T

The Outreach program of Utah for 1973-74 proposed
three major thrusts:

. A. The continuation of the identification,: refine-
ment and articulation of the process involved
t in a school district (intermediate level) to
develop and to maintain a program for all _ \
handicapped children in that district. |

B. A model for the deliver* of ehucational services ’ /'(

to handicapped children in rural districts (inter- 4
" mediate level) will be devised and implemented.
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c.' Efforts to provide districts with information on
mainstreaming handicapped children for use when
reqular class placement is indicated or is the
only placement available.

©  The program for 1973-74 in Wyoming proposed:

A. ' The initial implementation of a state-level cen-
tral resource and tracking system which, when
fully implemented, will:

1. Provide a régiéfry for handicapped children
and youth;: !

2. Provide for the investigation of methods of
+ service duplication prevention; :

3. Cpllect foliowvup data onxidentified and
. programmed handicapped population;

. 4. 'Facilitate cooperation with other states

e and intermediate level divisions and agencieés

’ as an integral part of the central referr
and tracking system. N

/
B. A second objective proposed by Wyoming was to
demonstrate the delivery of service to a severely
 handicapped target population. An intermediate
“ level demonstration model is being planned for
deaf/hard of hearing mentally retarded children
selected from those identified in the state who
are not currently receiving appropriate education-
al services. (See Figure 4-12)

The separation of the core structure from the .

————————————outreach-program -is-distinctly visible in the descrip- |
‘ ‘ tion.” The separation occurred in the plan and was
evident in the operation of the program for the year.

. The -separation was somewhat an outgrowth of poor plan-
ning -practice, but the addition of the outreach effort
\to the core process ;n 1972-73, and the continued -
maintenance of the ofiginal core focus contributed to
\the separation. The result was a dual program opera-
tion rather than a single integrated effort. The
proposal, although including the proposed subcontracts,
did not include the function of the core staff in
charge of the outreach effort.
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Program Analysis

A

The core staff role in the outreach efforts was
crucial as it provided the, focus on and fusion of the -
individual parts of the program. The center's role

was to bring in resources and support and to facili-

"tate communlcatxon between agencies. This procedure
. Was lmplemente ‘and operated during the two outreach

years primar Y by one senior center staff member
drawing on support from the broject director and the.
evaluation staff, which averaged a little more . than
one man-year per year.

L}

A major goal for the developfient of the orlgxnalu
8ix RRCs (defined in the original request for pro-~
posal guidelipes) was testing programs to establish
an experimental base for a national network of resource .
centers. The structure of the center and how the .
structure affected center operatlon are important data
for the future design| and operatlon_of -the. RRC system,
as well as to report pn the center's four-year per-
formance. _.The center| as outlined in the preceding
sections of this.chapter, utilized two distinct pro-.
gram strategies which provided a\good data base for
analyzing the effectiveness of 'the program strategles
for prov1g1ng resource \support to educatlonal servxce
agencxes/ln the region.\

R The /core center prggram deve10ped a SpﬁCLflc
servxce-dellvery model, yal:dated it, and t
implemented the procedures by dassemlnatlon. This
strategy had many precedents in national eddcational
history 'and, in effact) was the basis of Title 1II,

" Elementary and Secondary Education Act programs on

effecting educational change within schools, One
difference was tWNat the RRC had_a more reglbnal

.charter than the Title III\programs, but the approaco

was very similar. The center's stratlstlclan (ser-

., Vice/training) program was an effort of thxs type.

The base model, evolved\over four years, even-
tually covered 11 districts W1th1n Utah in which.17
school-based stratisticians provided services in
approximately 280 regular classrooms to approx;matel&
6,000 children. The total serwzce program in the:
four-year hlstory included 31 stratisticians (6 in .
1971-72; 8 in 1972-73; 17 in 1973-74); they served
approximately 550 classrooms and: 12,450 children.

The concept evolved in three distinct stages, as
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cures the evaluation of the effectivepess. This ° S
approach provides for one difficulty that can be - . Ly
anticipated from any programming -strategy that-re-- ' L
quires tight control, and 6perates,over a span of . :
time in the eduqational system. .- . . L

)

E‘ . , Lo & s \ \ ) . < . .“ ;
Ey/ , d§§eribed in Part II of this report, which somewhat -
ob

) Once a prognaﬁ leaves the' laboratory of a - . PR RN 3
. controlled  setting, a range of varidbles are L ‘-
intrdduced--the outgrowth of-factors within the L .
educational sy$tem %n which the programs are tested.. - - -.* .
.*; The models,” therefore, have to adapt to|these’varia- - el
tions and changes in the educational situation. WS P
. Over and above these .externa} influences, the T T s
.models must reflect 'a stronger” programming than that C
utilized, in which processes, objectives, and -~ -
expect#tioné are clearly defined so that the project.
outcheszcan be evaluated. - ~_° ' -

A

.dn contrast to the core program, the outreach
form-of service modelgfaci;iﬁatesrgggglopment of

programs. Its concepf is that basic elements or g . . +
ingredients of a sengfgé‘baseexist;-bﬁt that there - . ‘ R
is a need to link ‘these elements and to supply miss- % N P
ing-dgrts for\de&élopéent of a comprehensivé service - B R
program. The strategy is cast in an advocate role - R A
-for special education proéessesaan:/;br the handi- - ° o ;

capped child. A pgrticular service model is not
important, hut rather .the developmgnt of effective
delivery systems of models or procedures is vital.

. In ahalyzing the differences cf-the .strategies, v R
one approach would be to contrast the models and L ‘ :
their results. 1In recent'months the Bureau of Educa- R Y
tion fot the Handicapped issued .a Request For Proposal
(RFP) for a national network of resource centers ' o~
which embodied elements of. both approaches. The ]
following analysis. procedure will use this service - % L
delivery model to analyze the two program strategies S
of the \RMRRC, contrasting them to this quasi-standard. v - O
One limitation in. this approach will \be that the RFP "
model lacks any description of its operational
characteristics or its conceptual or philosophic- . —

' basis, but it does serve as a datum against which to -~ - K
analyze the RMRRq_progrém strategies. \ r

Yo

-~ -

A .
. The basic service .model defined by the RFP is .
. depicted graphically in Figure 4.13. Two basic func-
tions are: . an appraisal program to serve individial
children, and a technicalissistapce-.pr,oq;gm to . "~ .

/\ . . . . ' “\
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v gtates which is to provide flow-through resources.
IR " . The appraisal program is to be met through an educa-
L tional evaluation and programming demonstration
‘\ center,™a~follow-up program for :children tested in
v the center and a process to help ‘build other assess-
» - - ment centers within each region. The RFP model
reflects the two basic components of the RMRRC's
qur year operatien, the service/training model and
the outreach effdrt. The biggest difference between
the two approaches is that the RFP service provigion
s heavily focused through a center that is not part
£ the education system, rather than through develop-
. ment of the-capability within existing school
programs. ' . : ,

. In revigyiﬂé these structures, an_earlier dis-
cussion of this concept will be used as a base.
The model ©f RRC operation is presented 'in the
*paradﬁ m'of Figure 4.14. The separation of the RRC
role irnto functions of the educational system and
its sérvices*is i key+:and crucial feature of the
;  Progkam structure. As discussed in Chapter 1, there
is /a distinct separation,between the defined stra-
tegies for developing instructional programs and®
the defined strategies for sérving the organizations
that provide support to the instructional unit (LEAs,
SEAs, etc.). The programming objective, .as outlined
earlier, is to establish a center structure respon-
;sive to these independent, educational service reeds.
The stratistician model is a direct service response
within the existing educational structure; the out-
N reach aspett iof the RMRRC is a technical assistance
effort to the educational support system.

+

Considering the RMRRC program experience, ‘any-
e . far~reaching impact of the serv%ce program must be
carefully reviewed. The transference of educational
prescriptions’ has consisted of more than developing
good diagnostic-prescriptive procedures. It has
also required transferring tothe teacher the ability
to implement the. prescription. Earlier Melichar
(August, 1973) questioned how effectively a general
- pgescription .could be developed outside the normal
ucational and social setting. The results from the
stratistician model also, suggested that the effective-
ness of this process wag sometimes inadequate.

Wiy

{ The earlier work dlso suggested that the service®
model would be more effective if the regional center
-~ ';///Eugmented the resources and services of existing
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agencies and programs. (The resource system in this
model is a facilitator, supports others, but does not
try to develop internal resource pvrograms.) The out-
reach program suggested that thls-method has a high
degree.of effectiveness; for example,\the area resource
coordinators in Montana. The' center gains leverage

as it ‘flows information and resources according to
need. .

o .
The use of intermediaries (resource coordinators,
stratisticians, or itinerant resource specialists)
focuses on the movement of people to problems, rather
than the movement .of the child to the resource people.
The results from./the RMRRC history show this procedure
to be a more effective mechanism, but one problem is
that the range of resource skills rises with the in-
crease in range and severity of handicapping condi-
tions. This- problem places a constraint on bringing
the resource to the 1nstructlonal situation.

In the outreach work, W1th the use of central
resource pools, the specific problems are met when
the needed skills exceed those of a single person.
One, resource pool in the outreach program provides
needed support without reducing the effectiveness
of the resource person. Hypothetically, this method
could be used with the provision of direct services
by the center, but, despite attempts, a good opera-~
tional procedure was never developed and validated. — -._
Sucgessful methods for using the existing resource T
system were used on smaller scales and proven as
viable methods for service delivery. (For an example,
see Melichar, December, 1973.). '

~

The crucial element of this approach is that -
the .resource specialist or center-r has a means for
locating needed resources: it is a repository for
a resource bank of 1nformatlon, people, service . ey
resources, agencies, monies, and diagnostic and pre—
scriptive processes. The center then serves as a ' .
resource pool for prOV1d1ng direct and indirect serv-
ices within the region. /

In the RMRRC's optreach program it developed/
this type of resource:file, on a limited scale, for
the states. The result was a sharing of resaurcd
materials in the région, the influx of resource-}
people as consultants, and a flow of 1nformatidnamrom
the center to the SEAs. On a smaller scale, a ilar
flow of information was initiated between the center
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helped in the delivery of new services.

'staff and the school-based stratistician/generalists

through the intermediate stratisticians of the cen-
ter's fourth year. o ‘

. In analyzing the RMRRC history in the perspec-
tive of the RFP service model depicted in Figure 4.13,
it would appear that the problem of trying to provide
a regional diagnostic service through a regional
diagnostic center and related centers, would not be.
effective and, would not, in fact, 'reach a high per-
centage of the intended population. Additionally,
it would not necessarily supplement or help develop
£hé ‘heeded resources within the local regions.

The implications drawn from the RMRRC data base
would suggest that the most effective mechanism for
providing services is using the regional center-as-a
limited scale model, a focal point.from which other
resources are utilized. The regional center should
establish common problems and solutions in a form of
the needs-assessment mechanism and should have a
large, available resource pool. The use of the
regional center in terms of regional direct services
should be limited to the most exceptional cases, and
even then it would be best for the center to ‘work
with other agencies closer to the child's home.

Also, the RMRRC learned from programming that a
range of services was needed to cope with all handi-"-
capping problems, but it is difficult to house them in
a single center without an extensive budget for .staff-
ing the specialties. The better method of program

_ operation was the development of the resource pool.

The programming strategy for this data base provided
direct service from the existing services system,
and the center played the role of the facilitator
and resource linker.

: In terms of programming, the center also learned
that the available monies were miniscule. If it were
to provide effective service, it had to establish

. methods of obtaining leverage for these monies and

increasing the marginal rate of return on its invest-
ment. For an effective service program, it must seek
to be a program which utilized its resources spar-=
ingly, avoided replicating existing services, and

4

The relationship between the instructional and
the support agencies' services was a critical variable

//
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a that was only beginning to emerge after two years of
outreach operations. The first efforts emphasized
the development of state plans and needs assessments,
pinpointing the locations of handicapped children and
their required services, and determining available
resources. Toward the end of the second outreach
year, the RMRRC observed an increase in requests for
instructionally centered procedures_ from the outreach
projects. ‘

The center faced the problem of devising internal
programming strategies to cope with the interface
between the two efforts. _The use of the center's
common resource pool couéEed with a strong program
analysis had merit as, one solution. The importance
of the program analysis was more evident in the out-

, reach effort as the increased need for leverage of
- . staff time and resources grew. The development of
) ties between the instructional and technical assist-
ance components suggested that this area would be -
increasingly important. /

\\ The importance of the program analysis and the
enter's operations will be considered in greater
tail in the following section since they were

found to be a critical and influential dimension.

However, they were not afforded sufficient attention

in the developmental and experimental aspects of the

RMRRC.

A hypothetical model of a new center design

- based on the RMRRC's experience is presented in
Figure 4.15.  The objective of this design is to
fuse this data base into the operational structure
of the new situation, and to suggest a model program
structure. The designed structure also incorporates
changes in programming -techniques to avoid problems
that were observed during the initial operation of
the center. ‘

The program structure outlined in Figure-4.15
relates directly to the educational system and its
needs. The interface links directly to need-based
parameters. One external unit of the center struc-
ture focuses on ‘instruction and the other on the
agencies that support this basic unit. The cen-
ter's responses are instructionally centered to one
unit, and are program-centered to the other. The
separation of focus is important since the program-
ming focuses more easily on the needs of the in-

* gtructional unit. ‘

S
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The internal center functions would directly .
respond to external functions. . In effect, the internal
. functions support the external services in building a
regional resource base which the external service units
of the center can deploy and utilize in meeting the
needs of children, teachers, administrators, LEAs and '
SEAs. The resource base responds to a weakness. of the
- past RMRRC program where a central resource base was
not developed. The design (as posed in Figure 4.15)
attempts to remediate without creating an over-
emphasis on resource support system development, and
to avoid evolving development of a resource system
as an end rather than as a means. >

-The other major, nonadministrative internal
function, program analysis, is detailed in the next
section. The isolation of the program analysis is a
response to the problems experienced during .the
RMRRC's first four years. Although the center made -
a continued and varied effort to resolve the diffi-

- culties, resolution did not occur. Based on dis-

cussions with staff from other RRCs, this ‘problem

is seen as basic to the operation of an RRC, hence
the need for emphasis. \

The depicted center structure is in a modular
format, so program planning should consider both
"the overall center operations and the operation of
‘modules. The modules, by design, are interactive and,
therefore, can be managed by separate people or in
subgroupings. -The key to integrated operation lies
in module design and overall structure so that
integration is implicit. ‘The development of an
effective evaluation is then required to monitor
module effectiveness--in effect, a control mechanism
. for center management. ’

) N\

] The management of the center and of the component
programs is not depicted in.the diagram, which focuses
on operational functions. An approach to management
suggested in the preceding paragraph evolves control
through the ongoing process of program planning and
evaluation. The process operates relative to the
center as a unit and relative to its component ele-
ments. Management is effectively diffused into the
process, and operational management of a program
resides with each program director. i ]

The preceding process established an operatibnal
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procedure, and ideally would not require a director.
Pragmatically, the ideal cannot be realized. The
optimal way to ‘approach the center's management lies
in the utilization of a director's strengths, but
in a horizontal form of organizational structure that
diffuses respongibility. In the model depicted in

‘Figure 4.15 the director is shown as involved in

interactions with- external agencies, which requires

a director with strong skills in dealing with SEAs

and other educational agencies. 1In this assignment
of duties, the center's efforts with national agencies

falls within the director's purview.
; .

This ‘management sﬁructure requiresjthe develop-
ment of strong program /analysis capability that pro-
vides the director with theaneeded management support
of a decision-making information base. If a director's

‘gkills 'were in the program analysis area, then the

_director could’assume that role and delegate contact

functions to other/étaff members. This approach focuses
on’ the process variables and the director's role would

be determined by yis/her abilities. The definition of
functions allows for this, latitude, but does require the
institution of effective progrdm-planning for guiding the
components. The¢ other important factor in implementing
this structuré/QS'stafffng the components with competent -

people. . J
/
An advéhtage of this approach is that it pro-

‘vides a rather wide flexibility. The management

function facilitates defined processes and roles.
This facilitation and any necessary regulation is
done from/program analysis data so the project
directo;/can work within any component and also fill

a functional role on services. , .
/’/ ’ N

“m\t“ -

Prqgrémming Procedures and Problems

In retrospect one.of the center's greatest prob-
lems was the development of good program development,
analysis, management, and control procedure(s). The
programming of a regional center is more complex and
requires a rather broad range of skills and techniques

" that have not been a part of special education. The

available techniques were not always directly appli-
cable, nor did they provide the necessary information
for effective program operation. As noted in Chapter
3, the center went through-a four-year evaluation of .
procedures for sétting objectives, which it was still
revising at the end.




The major difficulty was getting a clear defini-
tion of intention at the beginning of an activity and
then transferring that intention into a specific pro-
gram plan that could be used as a management and con-
trol basis. Most program planning at the beginning of
each year was a general guide that focused the center
in the desired direction, but was not a useful tool in
its operation. 'In the outreach area this weakness
was remedied with some strong planning techniques
with each effort in each state, but it could not be
generalized to include the entire center operation.

A center management goal was development of
mutually supportive but independent component pro-
grams within the center. The program structures
developed (often as a response to site~visit teams
recommendations and BEH guidelines) did not provide
the internal linkages necessary to fuse the prugrams,
nor did they provide the necessary 1nformatlon$flow \
‘between program elements. A problem that grew from
these weaknesses was the inability to establish a
strong center-wide accountability and evaluation
framework although a considerable effort was spend
on evaluation. Because of the lack of an integrat-
ing structure, however, the ‘efforts usually focused -
on the problems and goals of components.

Judging from discussions with other center
directors, this problem was common. One analysis
(Melichar, Vpl. 6, December, 1972) suggested that the
problems emanated from an unclear conceptualization
of program intent by BEH and that the program plan-
ning and evaluation techniques were not sufficiently
powerful for the problems and complexities of center .
operations. The data from this center's operations
suggest the existence of this situation, and that
although methods for more sophisticated planning
were available, they were not known to the staff nor
were they disseminated by BEH or site-visit teams.

One approach to a controlled program based on
integrated planning, evaluation, management analysis,
and need assessment, is illustrated in the paradigm
of Figure 4.16. An interactive ongoing system of
common processes is depicted.. Before exploring the
relationships, brief definitions of the functions
will be provided for a common language (based on work
from Melichar, Vol. 6, December, 1972 and Mellchar,
November, 1972).
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activities in a formal structure. Over time a real-
time process is formed by the operation or performance
of the planned activities. The change in activity / '
between any poilnts in time is often termed the prop~-. /
erty of transformatlon. An ongoing planning proces§ ' -
is the process of studying and regulating the trans- '
formatlon of systems.

-

The term regulatlon" suggests a control of .

system performance. System optimization against

defined perfarmance criteria is often an outgrowth

of regulation. If optimization is required, regula-

tion or control must be based on monitoring system . .

performance. Monitoring is an,evaluation of internal |

measures based on stated objectlves, and a needs ‘
. assessment which relates to the establishment of new

objectives from observing the external system served.

. Evaluation in this framework is a monitor of
the system's performance from which planning deci-
sions can be made.' Evaluation can be considered in
terms of internal (effectiveness) and exterrnal
(impact) functions. Effectiveness is the measure of
how the system performs, its efficiency, how it
meets objectives, performance criteria, schedules,
and budgets, and the'quality of its work. Impact is
the measure of how the system affected or altered the
primary system it was designed to serve, i.e., \
amelioration of the 1n1t1atrng need.

Management analysis, by contrast, responds to Co
the system's. organizational performance character-
istics. The systems, organlzatlon is analyzed in’
concert with the effectmveness evaluation to deter-
mine if it can function better. Management analysis
in this sense bridges planning and evaluatlon rela-
tive to orgablzatlon and operation.

Needs assessment and analysis, in the context
of the preceding definitions, are defined as the data
‘base f6r planning. These functions, therefore, could
be performed separately from the planning, evaluation,
and management functions. The purpose of'the needs

- school,-children, parents). The\analysis of these
needs bridges the gap to ;Ae planning function which
could define’ an operation to ameliorate a defined

-




need. Evaluation would then monitor. performance
(effectiveness) and the impact of the operation. on
that need. Based on the evaluation, future opera-
tional plans would be alt%red. ‘

ingye

The procedure of these functions is a core
control process for a system based on a feedback
loop from the target population. The introduction
-of a feedback loop forms an adaptive system model
predicated on serving the needs of the objective
function of the system (the welfare and well-being
of handicapped children via some educational pro-
céss). |The question arises in an RRC: what central
or coregorganizational.structuge or philosophy will
be seleﬁted to guide -the development .0f the center
and its loperation? From a basic philosophy a series
of goals can then be formulated to guide both the
center's planning and operation. o, '

If an adaptive system is the objective of the
design of the RRC structure, assessment; with con-
current planning,.evaluation, and management funce
tions, become the core of the center's operation.\\

The control system constantly generates information ..
about the targeted objectives for planning. This
function becomes the vital link between the educa-
tional system and children's needs and center opera-
tions. A center function will depend on‘this activity

" for coordination, information,-and direction. Evalua-

tion is not a pre post-activity, but an qngoing acti~
vity in support of' the.development of the overall
program. .

Inherent in this form is the concept of feedback-
controlled operations and activities. The term "con-
trol” is not used to denote an autocratic directive
management, nor conversely is the operation of &an RRC
to be based on poorly defined and/or documented needs.
The term control denotes ja process of producing
maximum benefits for established needs,and the =
measured transformation of input resouréés to gain
desired ends. The process is cast in the mold of a
learning experience; the gathering of information
about how to proceed is based on an assessment of
past performance and the anticipated state of the
system to which activities will be directed. Control,
in this sense, is programmed effort at stated goals.

It does not necessarily interject solutions or impinge -

on professional prerogatives, other than to raise
standards on child/service base criterion.
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N One procedure for 1nst1tut1ng controkﬁed, need-

directed programmxng ig: Btitlined in the schematic
\ pPresented in Figure 4.17, The intent of the procedure

is to produce clear program statements based on need, .
and intentions which provide: not only program—plannlng -
guidelines, but also a baseline for activity measure- .

, ‘ment. The didgram implies.the‘separation” of major C

s activities into separate prograﬁs which responds to.

e the earlier discdussed,need of building subunits with-

Pe
1

-~ ¢ " in the center for speclflc tasks: The basis for this ’

. T control system is the goal/objectlve/expected-outcome R -
"7 » structures that both provide direction ‘and criterion . 2
‘' reference poxnts. . oo , - M
. ‘The RMRgCL in effect, formed a large-scale test )
ol r the analysis of’testing.programming strategies, R
and ~-how to try to implement program planning-and. ) =S
analysls in the ‘development and operatlon of a region- ' o
al center. The preceding dlSCUSSlOﬂS of 'this chapter . "
~ tried to outline the problems’ and the solutions con- . x
' .8idering this data base: The many exlstlng solutions . 3

e . . were not obvious responses as the program developed. _ !

AR It is felt that ‘this programming’ hlstory and the
- results outlined in this report meet the important:.
Anitial goal af testing the concept ‘of regional cen-

»‘ﬂ . . ters and of determlnlng how they: shouid he program-~

tos med and how they should operate.
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e CHAPTER 5

RESULTS S s

i

This chapter will present the center's quantative
results. The most definitive quantitative data are
* budget-staff allocations which are presented in the
first section of this chapter. Subsequent sections
consider guantitative data on center services.
/
The analysis of quantative data is interpretive.
‘The .provision of indirect service to a child, or
of direct service to a child, teacher, or administra- . \l
tor, cannot be assigned a value.’ Compounding the b
issue of worth is that as a support agency to educa-
tional agencies, the services to children can easily
be multiply counted; hence, not only does the problem
- of ascribing worth exist, but worth on data that are
poorly defined.

‘ Budget-Staffing

The overall budgets for the RMRRC's four-year
operation are depictel graphically in Figures 5.1
and 5.2. The spending rates reflect the initial
budgeting, the budgeting at éhe end of the planning
year, and the budget change igtroduced by adding out-
reach efforts. The core budget basically remained
consistent throughout the project. The initial low
estimate followed the original BEH guidelines, which
established the budget level; after the 8ix centers
were initiated, funds were available for larger bud-
- gets. '

The budget data were taken from each year's
i proposals, which reflect projected plans, but do not .
; show actual changes in monies spent in staffing or I
programming which may have occurred. This selection
represented a common source without undertaking a
complete accounting of the center's books. This
procedure seemed unnecessary from a program analysis
viewpoint since the important data were relative
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weights between program components and general cost
levels. (A precise cost accounting of all monies
spent will be submitted to BEH in.the RMRRC final
fiscal report.) Further, precision in cost account-
ing was not warranted at this time. Shared time of
staff members makes time estimates imprecise, but
within these general bounds the cost data presented
are accurate.. The error band between actual and
reported allocations is estimated as not more than.
5 to 10 percent, based on data coliected using three
to five center sources to make estimates of the same
allocations.

The first step in establishing allocations was
developing a staffing profile by year, job title, and
percentage of time employed. This tabulation is
presented in Table 5.1. The table is based on the
yearly proposals and requires some interpretation
of job titles, as job descriptions for the various
job titles varied between years. With the exception
of preservice training, the training and service job
titles related mainly to the development of the stratis-
tician model and the training packages associated with
the model. The "area" consultants were primarily in
preservice, but they were utilized as consultants to
denter staff for the field work, both in direct serv-
'ice and indirect service through consultation and
" dialogue.

The number of man-years varied between years
and, not only reflects budget differences, but also
the number of different job levels. For example, this ~
simplistic breakdown weights a secretary and a senior
member equally, which produces 'more man-hours per unit
cost, as illustrated in Table 5.2. Since this analy-
sis sought to develop costs in terms of component
activities, the distinction was not pursued, but
gerved as the basis for developing more general cost
factors. These general cost factors are presented in
Table 5.3 by project year based on the cost data
from each year's budget as summarized in Table 5.4.

The retabulation of rates was undertaken to
develop a job-cost accounting system. Indirect costs
were computed on the basis of all costs normally
ascoribed to overhead. This resulted in an incCreased
overhead rate. The recomputation allowed a distribu-
tion of staff cost (which could be allocated by program
area) meaning that a cost of operation of a program
unit could be determined. Table 5.5 presents the
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Teble 3.1

STAPFING PROFILE 1970-1974
(Projeceed in Proposals)

Mysber of Man

Years Allocated

A% BLLEL L e

73-74

"muaber of projected staff
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QA 7o Provided by ERIC:

o 70-71 7172 73:7'! '
S Director 0.8 1.0’ 1.0 1.0
| Sarvice Director - 1.0 - 1.0
In-Service Divector - - 1.0 0.5
'tg-lontu Coordinator - - 0.5 0.5
Svaluation Coordimator - 1.0 1.0 1.0
Resource Systwm Coordinator - - 1.0 1.0
Product Disector - - 0.5 -
Paychologist . - 1.0 2.0 (2 1.0.
Editor/Media Uibrarian - 1.0 1.0 1.0
System Analyst 0.25 - 0.3 0.3
Design, Resource, Evaluition Specialist - 0.25 1.0 1.0
Training Spectalist - - 1.0 1.0
Stratisticise - 6.0 (6) 8.0 (8) 6.0 (6)
‘ Clinical Assistant ‘(Research Assistant) . 1.5 1,350 30 (3?'
Curriculun/Matarials Consultamnt/Specialist 1.8 (2) 0.5 0.3 0.75
District Comsultsat - . - 0.125 -
Graduate Assistant 4.0 (4) - 1.3 (3) -
‘leamming Disabilicics Speclalist - 0.23 0.3 (2) -
Mental Retardation Specialist - 0.25 0.25 -
*aArea”™ Consultants - - 0.23 (1) 0,75 (3)
Secratary 1.0 1.0 2,0 (2) 2.5 (3)
Clark Typist 1.0 1.0 (2) 1.0 (2) 0.5
Total Man<Years - 8.83 13.75 26.123 23.0
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b L\ Table 5.2

Comparison of Rates and Costs (1970-74)

Overhead Rate
(University Stated Percent of Salaries)

1970-71

1971-72

197273

1973~74

anz

36,27 off
38.5% on

35.2% off
43,92 on

28.7X off
39.72 on

Employee Bonefits
(Univcrs{sy Stated Percent of Salaries)

10%

6% part
122 full

61 part
122 full

6% part
17X full

Effactive Overhcad Rate
c;oenl Indirect Costt)
otal Enployse Costs

422

502

1
482

nx

Overheed & Eaployee Benefit Rate

(?gtgl Indirect Costs + Frmployee !enefgt:)
Salaries

5712

662

642

57.62

- Total Employee Costs as s Percent of Total

Project Costs
{Core Only)

652

572

602

61.72

Other Direct Costs as e Percent of
Core Project Total
Total Dircct Costs )

Total Project Costs

”

13.9%

101

12.62

Indirect Costs as a Percent of Core
Project Total

Total Indirect Costs

Total Project Costs)

27

28,72

292

23.62

Coet . per Man Yesr

Total Projact Costs
Totsl lan Years {(From Table ) )

$12,272

$23,786

$19,148

$21,749
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Table %.3

BUDGET COMPARISON (1970-1974)

/'// N 70-11 71-72 72-13 13-74
Personnel Salaries -] 64,300 194,000 273,780 277,363
!‘uployee ,!enafito v6,630 20,780 28,659 41,628
‘ Total Employvee Cos;s 70,730 214,780 302,439 J18,991
Other Direct Costs !

In-Service Workshops a'.ooof'
Susmar Workshops 10,000 10,000
Con-uitanto 1,000 10,000 -| 10,000 7,000
Computer Tise 8,000
Travel 5,650 19,200 25,900 41,038
Comuncations — | 1,00 [ 5,000 | 5,000 | 7,000
Total Direct Costs 1,650 52,200 50,900 63.03l8
Indirect Costs
Overhead 19,933 18,655 109,874 94,205
" Rquipsent 5,785 8,000 8,000
Rent ;‘!.516 10,000 12,000 15,000
Supplies 1,000 7,000 1,000 9,000
Labs (Media/Materials) 4,000 | 10,000
Total Indirect Costs 30,234 107,655 146,894 118,20‘5
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS 108,614 | 374,635 M 500,23
p——— — emsemarn)
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Table 5.4

PMPLOYEE SALARIES PER CORE PROGRAM AREA

1970-1974
Item 70~71 71-12 72-73 1574 Total
1. Mansgemant 15,400 25,500 32,592 ¢ 35,840 109,332
Research 0 20,500 25,200 13,230 58,930
fvaluation & General Planning 8,000 19,000 32,200 51,825 110,025
In-Service Training/Service 40,900 113,000 129,988 139,895 423,783
Pre-Servics .0 16,000 26,800, 9,6%0 52,4%0
Outreach ] 0 26,900 26,900 53,800
TOTAL 64,300 194,000 273,680 277,380 809,360
II,, Management 15,400 25,500 43,492 32,5%0 136,962
Research 1] 20,500 25,200 13,230 58,930
In-Service Training/Service 48,500 132,000 139,488 163,270 483,658
Pre-Service 0 16,000 26,800 9,690 52,490
Outresch 0 0 38,700 38,600 77,300
TOTAL
LESS MANAGEMENT 48,900 168,500 230,188 224,790 672,378
III, Research 0 23,600 29,958 16,322 69,890
In-Service Tuininq/s:rviu 64,300 151,980 165,840 201,466 383,516
Pre-Service 0. 18,420 31,862 11,957 62,29
Outreach 0 L] 46,010 47,635 93,645
]
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Table 5.5

TOTAL COST PER CORE PROGRAM AREA '
, EXCLUDING DIRECT COSTS N

Item 70-71 712 72-73 /;3-15 " Total
1.  Management 26,178 44,013 52,082 36,520 176,793
@ yesearch 0 35,383 40,210 | /20,864 96,517

Zvalustion & General Planning 12,360 32,79 51,456 /l) s728 178,538
In-8srvice Treining/Service 64,213 195,038 207.721 [/ 220,614 687,386

Pre-Service 0 21,616 42,826 | 175,281 85,723

Out resch ¢ 0 . 42,986 ] 42,421 83,407

TOTAL 100,951 334,844 m.ms’/ 437,428 1,310,564

i

" 1. Management 24,178 44,013 69,500 82,93 220,625
) pesearch 0 35,383 40,270 20,864 96,517 )

In-Service Treining/Service. 76,773 227,832 222,902 347,908 875,415

) .Pre-Bervice 0 27,616 42,826 15,281 85,723
Outreach - () 0 7//.“3 60,872 122,715 \
TOTAL , ' ‘

LESS MANACEMENT 76,773 290,831 367,840 354,494 1,089,938

111, hnnf 0 40,734 © 47,889 25,740 ' 114,363

() o Service Training/Service 100,951 262,017 [ 265,012 313,712 943,992

Pre-Service .0 3,793 , 50,915 18,856 101,564

Outreach 0 o/ 1,5 75,120 148,644

IV. BRaseerch 0 12,2 11.0 5.9 8.7

) In-Service Treining/Service 100 78.3 60.6 72.; 72.2 - \
Pre=Service . ] /935 11.6 43 Te7.
Out resch ) 0 0 16,8 17.2 113
i
’ 217 .
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computed rates.

. Some general trends were observed in the rates.
The most significant factor was that rates remained
relatively coristant for all four years. Generally,
60 percent of the center's core budget was expended
for employee-basqd costs.

The us& of Jhe core budget as a basis for computa-
tion allowed budget comparisons for the four years;
this comparison excludes contributed costs in schools
for the stratistician model. The school programs
were, in effect, a cost of the program, but one which
was not.eQ%}ly computed. For example, in the first
year of thé& stratistician program, four of the six
stratisticians were paid in part--up to 75 percent
--by the schools. 1In the fourth year all 17 schools
in the stratistician program paid the stratistician
generalists' salaries. To compute the cost of the
model, the cost of these individuals' time was required,
and in those cases of partial assignment, the percentage
cost would have had to be allocated. This cost analysis
was avoided by considering only core’ staff costs.

The center's activities were separated into manage-
ment, research, evaluation of general' planning,
inservice and preservice training, service, and out-
reach. Table 5.4 presents the direct-salary cost for
each of these areas per project year. Three break-
downs are provided: (I) a presentation of cost per
activity area; (II) combination of the costs into five
activities; and (III) into the four main center
activities. In the cost profile (1V) management was
allocated by percentages determined from relative costs
of the four activities in the second breakdown.

The evaluation activities were distributed into their
areas; and the general planning activities were placed
into the management function. The combination of
inservice and training into a single activity reflected
their integrated character in the stratistician pro-
gram. The total costs from Table 5.2, excluding direct
costs, were then computed using the cost rates from
Table 5.2; the results are presented in Table 5.5.

The results in Table 5.5 present a profile of the
weighting effort by the projected core staff on each
activity. The heaviest effort was allocated to inserv-
jice training and service (72.2 percent of the total
effort) with a nearly equal separation for the other
three areas: research (8.7 percent), preservice
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training (7.7 percent), and outreach (11.3 percent).
The weighting base on the total is skewed since the
first two did not include outreach. In the last two
years outreach took about one-sixth of the core staff's
efforts. \

The cost data 1nd1cated that the center placed
a heavy emphasis on the inservice training and service
components. This emphasis stemmed from the center's
initial thrust toward the stratistician concept,
which required a follow through when outreach began.
The center's rationale for completion of the work
was igident in the budgeting, .

Discussion

The breakdown of costs per program area presénted
in this chapter must be viewed with caution, since in
many instances projected staff was not actual staff.
These changes were based upon lack of: qualifled per- ,
sons to flll the positions, districts' salary support
of positions, and changing perceptions of needs from
the time of porposal submission early in the calendar
year to the initiation of proposal activities mid-year.

A second caution involves combining inservice
training and service activities together with an assump-
tion that these efforts were only in .the development
of the stratistician model. Many workshops and seminars
were conducted apart from the speC1flc placement of
stratisticians' ln the state of Utah and in- the region,
and direct serV1ces were offered whenever requested..
Table 5.6 presents a summary of the services prov1ded
by the RMRRC and by the outreach projects in each of
the four states. Appendix B contains a chronological
‘listing of Workshop and other presentations?

The indicated. emphasis on 1nserv1ce training and
service was the basis of the RMRRC involvement through-
out its four-year hlstory. Research and development
efforts and preservice training per se were minimal
in comparison; this weighting of services was considered
to be appropriate for a center with a service mandate.

The computation of center expenditures into broad
categories shows that one-sixth of core-staff efforts
went to outreach during the reglonal phase of center
efforts. This was based, again, upon projected man-
years and does not include outreach staff hired by the
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A i Tex: provided by ERIC

;.bf- 5.6

A
Sumsary data chart of services:

ierfon&d by the RMRRC

~ .
i
SERVICES C 1971.72 | 1972-73 | 1973-74 | TOTALS
‘ 4 L343 2,859
Children Drect 26 {—1.34 63,395
. n ¥ 638 - | 5,448 29,481
1) 1 »
Teachers contacted 595 6,963 8,485 16,043
Day Care Centers 4 16 10 _ 30 .
Schools [ 81 4,449 905 5,438
P
Agencies and other lfedenl Pro jects 11 140 190 341
Paraptofessionals 203 65 268
Patents 95 1,172 815 2,082
Administrators - 50 462 2,451 3,163
Presentations 11 20 3z
ol A ———— L ——
Universicies Practicus P 8 N 83 .
. i
Presentations - 25 166 196
Kdvisory Groups fomed and utilized 4 1 ) g
Studies conducted 6 7 14 27
Workshops presented ) 11 ‘129 81 221
Serving on boards and/or conmittees for handicapped 3 15 22 40

ERIC
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\\' SﬁAs with RMRRC flow-through funds. Each state had
at least one full-time professional, and most also.
had a full-time secretary. Were these persons in-. ,
cluded in the effort figures, the percentage for out-
reach would be higher than the computed one-sixth. .
The 1973-74 proposal was the first to include project-‘ .
ed work in the region because the 1972-73 proposal . -
had been submitted before BEH requested regional .o
services from the RMRRC. In addition to. the state -
resource coordinator, whose position contlnued as - ¥
stated\in the proposal, one full-time evaluator and ° '
-timeé regource speclalist worked in the.out- . ~ /f
reach area. Otherostaff members--from management,

M

--were in OlV&d 1n outreach as needed. .

The general flgure of 60 percent of the center's
core budget expended for employee-based costs again
indicates the center's emphasis and commitment to a .
servxce-based operation. Still this percentage made' | .
available a'large portion of monies for supplying in | :
other ways service needs not available through center RO
staff, e.g.,' consultants. : . T

The projectea costs ber man-year of all direct . .
costs of center operation include’ workshups, stipends, o
service travel, and consultant fees. ' RMRRC staff
salaries were in accord with university and state
personnnel .salaries. Thus welqhtlng includes a high
percentage of service actlvxties in addition to basic
‘salary figures. P

A final caution is needed: . this chapter is based
on quantitative analysis. Although it is an accepted
procedure to evaluate on the basis of quantitative
results, qualitative results need to be included when
available. - The guality of services rendered is often

. only indicated by.the acceptance of these services,‘
by rapport with the consumer, and by "testimonials"
offered formally and- 1nforma11y. The RMRRC staff is
proud of  the quality of- services rendered and has
appreciated the acceptance by and support of those in
the consumer ‘states in this region. .The center's work
was accomplished only through the cooperation and
support of these persons. . ‘




" CHAPTER 6 \
?

SUMMARY

*

The preceding five chapters have outlined the
educational milieu in which the RMRRC began its four-
year service, the history of its growth, the main
program components and a quantitative budget analysis.
This chapter will report how these parts meshed to-
gether into a whole, and how this whole became more
than the sum of i%f parts.

The philosophical milieu in education -during
this time had a direct influence on the RMRRC staff,
the SEA, and the LEA.service philosophy. The o
publicized mainstreaming effort, however, is based
upon the much more comprehensive base of normaliza-
tion which applies to the total continuum of educa-
tional services.* The initial RMRRC efforts in develop-
ment of the stratistician model were directed at only
one level in the educational continuum (Figure 3.1),
and focused on the normal," or regular classroom
setting.

¢

%

- fThe initial data collected indicated interven-
tion strategies were a priority need at the regular
classroom level in Utah. The RMRRC effortz to help
meet this need did not negate needs at ot.er levels.
Attempts were made by the RMRRC staff to meet these
other needs when approprlate, and when requested by
the Utah SEA 1n1t1a11y, and in the last two years by

~~ any SEA in région. (Table 5.6 summarizes the
B activities of the past four years.)

*Wolfensberger (1972) defines normalization as,
"utilization of means which a\e\as culturally norma-
tive as possible in order to estgblish and/or maintain
personal behavior and characteris™cs whlch are as
culturally normative as possible (p. 28).
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Initial delimiting of a major RMRRC effort
seemed imperative in light of the low operating bud-
get and the many service needs. Through delimitation
it was hoped a major impact could be made in at least
one area of need. The future utilization of the
stratistician model and of the RMRRC training packages
will be the test of this impact. The impact that can
bz measured now, and that has been detailed in this
report, is mainly on the other service components of
the RMRRC structure and on the direct service provided
by the stratisticians. The selection of a direct
service intervention was influenced greatly not only
by the servic2 needs but by the accountability needs
of the center.

In retrospect, several principal external ele-
ments influenced the shaping of the RMRRC development;
consideration of these external influences mayjbe use-
ful in the development of other regional efforts.
These included the shifting goal base for the Regional
Resource Centers and temporal considerations.

Leaders in the fedes -~ government, aware of the
great need in special eduv aition for human resources
and’ primed by BEH staff, attempted to help meet these
varied needs by creating regional Centers which would
jdentify, facilitate development of, and/or provide
resources. . In an apparent effort to keep the programs
flexible enoughto meet the differing resource needs .
of various regions, global, long-term goals for the
centers were never articulated. In an equally strong
effort to keep centers accountable, services were
attached to direct service interventions. As pointed
out in Chapter 1, intervention at an LEA or direct
service level is not the same as intervention at an
SEA or indirect service level. Yet, if a regional
service agency wants to facilitate long-term change,
the only legitimate entry point into the educational
system is through the SEA. The SEA, legislatively
responsible for the education of all children in a
given state,.must agree that the services of the
regional agency will help the SEA better fulfill its
legal obligations.

This two-pronged intervention demand presented a
dilemma to RMRRC staff for the four years of the
center's existence. Development and facilitation of
state efforts are not, in most cases, measurable by
direct service accountability. Clarification of the
point or points of intervention.and accountability

»
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congruent with that intervention are imperative for
maximum impact. ’

A second dilemma, presented by the lack of long-
term goals, was that when the RRCs became operational,
different persons and/or groups with various kinds of
control over centers viewed center goals differently:
i.e., program officers, project officers, site teams,
state leaders, etc. Several times during the short
RMRRC history verbal and/or written pressures were
exerted by one or more of the above for the center to
target all efforts in a given direction--early child-
hood, severely handicapped, SEIMC cooperation,.
brokerage services to states, training, etc. The
uneasiness caused by these pressures and the lack of
information about the legitimacy of these changing
goals created staff morale problems and programcon-
fusion. A clear, consistent BEH policy, openly
supported by top Bureau management, is a second
necessary ingredient for the greatest impact of any
regional program.

Temporal concerns also influenced program develop-
ment. Job insecurity in projects funded yearly limits
staff applicants, for the most part, to a group of
more mobile individuals. As far as is known, research
on the characteristics of federal project personnel
has not been done, so whether this is an advantage or
disadvantage is not known. However, recruitment of
prominent, established leaders in the field to a job
with no long-term security is difficult at best.
Consideration of civil service ratings, or other
alternatives, for large-scale federal projects would
enhance operation capability.

Of a greater concern is the limitation yearly
funding places on the development of relationships
with SEAs. Time is needed to establish and plan co-
operative relationships--time of much longer duration
than might seem necessary. It is difficult to plan
and produce in one academic year any direct program
intervention. Educational plans are formulated
early in the year prior to their implementation.
.Coordinating center functions on an annual basis,
which does not coincide with a state's school calendar,
creates many,unsurmountable con %“raints and limits
potential imp\u:;..~ . '

The major program components in the RMRRC design
remained consistent throughout the reported four-year
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period: ‘evaluation included program evaluation,

planning and the limited research activities; train-
ing included both preservice and inservice elements;
service included direct services to children and

teachers and development of a resource regi
reach included all 4esources of core and £
through in subcontractual or proposal for |
and/or agencies. The feedback from one omponent to |
another and the utilization of staff in any component
where needed increased the overall program strength f

in multiple ways.

| !

, ‘
Weekly meetings of an RMRRC Executive Committee 'I

(formed by each program component coordinator and the

center director) enhanced communication and mandatej .

joint planning. A/decreased quality of communication AN

from this plannin¢ group to the rest of the staff was e

apparent throughout the center's history. Various

methods were uséd to decrease this communication !

breakdown, but' none were completely successful--total

staff meetingg, staff retreats, memoranda, staff | "

representat%fa at executive meetings, etc. ) | =

A Broader Executive Committee met monthly; ;
membership consisted of the Chajirman, Department of \
Special Education, University of Utah, an SEA and an
LEA representative and the Center's Executive Committee.

This group formed the program policy committee for !
core activities. ‘

A Participating District Advisory Committee,
comprised of representatives from. each school and
district involved in the stratistician program,
provided guidance for that model's growth. The LEA
representative on the Broader Executive Committee
was from this group.

A fourth group, the Outreach Steering Committee,
provided all program input for interstate activities.
This committee was composed of the four state direc-
tors in the RMRRC region, the outreach coordinators
hired in each state, and the center's Executive Com-

mittee. The SEA representative on the Executive P
Committee was a member of this group. 1In this manner -
direct concerns of each major program effort were , 7

represented and advocated by key persons involved on .
the policy board of the center.

Much has been accomplished by .the RMRRC through-
out the four-state region; however, the inability to
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report the total impact as well as the analyses of
center activities in this volume define a need for
better advance and on~going planning procedures.
Problem areas have been articulated; the analyses
should point the way to future improvement in effec-
tive planning.

Over the past four years, center activities
have evolved from actual special education needs in
the field.. The mainstreaming philosophy, the account-
ability need, the RMRRC staff expertise, and the
priority need of a state all culminated in the
development and field-testing of the stratistician
model--a special education resource person to regular
classroom teachers. A training program for, state
or district personnel to use in training this type
of resource person was developed and is available.
Regional services were facilitated by center and
outreach staff in a four-state region in priority,
program areas identified by state leadership. Ongo-
ing dialogue--in some instances for the first time
--between state leaders in the RMRRC region was
facilitated and encouraged by quarterly Steering
Committee meetings. University awareness of SEA and
LEA needs was enhanced by data sharing. Handicapped
children and teachers were served directly. This
summation of RMRRC activities adds up the component
parts into a whole--the total impact of which has
been greater than the sum of the individual parts.
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APPENDIX A
A

AN OUTLINE OF THE RMRRC HISTORY

‘Year One: ' June 1, 1970 to May 31, 1971

The RMRRC was funded June 1, 1970, through the
Department of Special Education, University of Utah. : N
The proposal was for a five-year program with refund-
ing to be requested annually. During the first year,

“the following activities were undertaken:’ '

A. Development of the organizationl structure,
and planning and RMRRC Philosophy:

1. Obtained space and equiﬁment;
' 2. Hired personnel;

, 3. Defined scope and sequence of the center,
" and developed a statement of purpose.

// B. Exploration of the needs and available re-
sources in the Utah and national educational
system:

1. Visited established ﬁRCs td6 gather inform-
atiqn on their operations and problems;

2, Visited other educational resource agen- |
cies and projects to gather relevant
information.

3. Located and developed working relation-
ships with needed consultants;

4. Undertook literature searc‘Fs;

5. Went to conventions and professional
meetings to gather information.’




Formulation of Advisory Committee to develop
plans and provide feedback. The Advisory ‘\
Committee consisted of:

1. SEA representatives, both regular and
special education;

2. LEA representatives;

3. University of Utah, Department of Special
Education, personnel.

Initiation of a program to explore affective
variables; their importance in classroom
interactions, possible use in placement of
individual handicapped children, and implica-
tions for selection of students before
college training. This program continued
throughout the project and consisted of:

1. Workshops;

2. Classroom observers;

3. AQueétidnnaine on teacher attitudes;
4. Visits to projects;

5. Formal research studies.

Establishment of agreement with Provo School
District to serve as demonstration district
where referred children could receive diag-
nostic and prescriptive’services should the
RMRRC receive such referrals. (It was felt
the RMRRC had neither the staff nor money

to equip and to-operate clinical facilities
for individual children. .This agreement
was sought so.that referred children could
be served. To date, .the individual children
who have been referred have been served in

‘their home schools, and the Provo District

agreement has never been used.) -

.Estéh&ishment of a program of formal presenta-

tions on the RMRRC and on the RRC concept for
conventions, conferences, professional groups,
and the general public, etc. was initiated in
the first year and continued for the duration
of the program. -




G. Establishmgnt\bf communication network:

1. Establish prgcedures for routine communica-
tion among staff or faculty and department;

2. Develop mailing\ lists;

3. Prepare periodic progress bulletin to dis-
seminate to the Department of Special
Education; prepare 'periodic newsletters,
seminar information,\memos, etc. to go to
the advisory board, hool districts,
task force consultantsy :

4 ' )
4. Prepare quarterly repor
ment;

for the govern-

5. Report, talk tc special interest groups.

H. Planned stratistician model to implement in
selected schools in the fall of 1971. The.
stratisticians were to help meet the priority
need of Utah State Board of Education: to
upgrade educational services for 43 percent
of identified handicapped children who remained .
in regular classes. This required:

1. Definition of criteria for selecting
stratisticians; ) .

2. ‘Definition of criteria for selecting
schools.

Year Two: June 1, 1971 to May 31, 1972

! |

, A. Six sﬁratisticians were hired with the follow-
ing qualifications.

1. Master's degree;

. . » - 'y i )
2. Training and/or experience in special
education:;

3. Classroom expérience;

4. Ability to interact with other adults in
nonthreatening and nonjudgmental manner.
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B. Schools for stratistician placement selected
using following criteria:

1. Schools represented full range of support
services, from none to the best in the
state;

“2. School and district administrators agreed
to allow stratisticians to serve teachers,
without any children directly assigned to
stratisticians. '

C. An Executive Advisory Board was formed to .help
guide project operations for the remainder of
the project. -

collected data on teacher peeds:
1. Investigation of related projects;
2. Perusal of literature;

3. Observation.of children and teachers in- i
classrooms.

\

1

|

|

|

|

1

D. Stratisticians, as they worked in the schools, j

|

E. Workscope and performance profiles.were ?
developed for stratisticians. These included:
1. Identification of common elements for the

combined R & D and service program:

a. Development of paradigm, being cog-

’ nizant of limitations of study, sub-
jects, and locality. Assessed
resources of the university, the
districts, and schools relative to
other ongoing research in the area,
district policy, and state curriculum
and laws; :

1

b. Established research controls and
framework for all RMRRC research
activities.

child related functions of stratisticians

2. Performan%; objectives for teacher and
ated.

were formu

a. Teacher objectives included:

1
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1. Conditions under which child per-
forms;

2. Variables that affect a teacher

" wotrking with a handicapped child:
rclass organization, size of class
load, size of room, etc.;

3. Difference between city teacher
who refers children out of class
and rural teacher who keeps chil-
dren in; i.e., is special educa-
tion available?

b. Children objectives (terminal behav-
iors) included the learning styles
and needs of children;

c. Criteria of satisfactory performance
for stratisticians;

* d. Curriculum objectives (methods) that:

1. Explored and/or obtainéd materials,
programs available for education-
ally handicapped children;

2. Surveyed existing curriculum in
identified districts.

e. Wrote case studies on children ini-
tially observed.

Strategies were developed for relating
diagnostic data to educational prescrip-
tions: -

a. Building prescription based upbn
existing framework and different
learning styles;

b. Utilizing pre- and post-testing.

Stratistician pilot studies and strate-
gies were evaluated.

Dissemination, ongoing projects, evalua-
tions, 'analysis of data, and development
of strategies were continued; including:
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Year

a. Adaptation of framework to specific
groups in special areas:

b. Development of methods for criteria
for sFrategyfsq;eefion.

work was undeLtaken cooperatively with other
RRCs to develop national position paper on
the RRC program,

A Participating District's Advisory Committee
was formed (PDAC) to help keep communication
open between center and district administra-
tors and principals with a stratistician
placed in their school. : '

The RMRRC was requested by BEH to expand
services to include Montana and Wyoming.

A meeting was held at RMRRC offices with
state department administrators from Utah,
Montana and Wyoming, and BEH personnel, to
discuss outreach. RMSEIMC personnel were
also present.

Two staff members served as officers in
county, parent group (SLARC). Emphasis con-.
tinues, with more staff members joining
consumer and professional groups, and one

~staff member served on state level (UARC).

A conéinuing program of inservice workshops
was_hggun by RMRRC staff.
4

Three: the 1, 1972 to May 31, 1973

A.

B.

Idaho was added to the RMRRC region.

The stratistician program was expanded by
adding two rural schools served by one strat-
istician, and by placing another strat-
istician in an inner-city school with a high
ethnio~group population. There was a total
of eight stratisticians in eight schobls and
in one multi-district area, all sponsored

by the RMRRC. i

Principals and district administrators from

generalist schools were invited to join
Participating Districts Advisory Committee.
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"The first annual working conferencc for all

'Stratlst1c1ans began presenting preservice -

“initiating services outlined in state sub-

Several administrators from the originali
stratistician schools cont;nued active mem-
bership in this advisory.group.

RRC staff and BEH personnel held in Iowa.
State department representatives from Utah,
Montang, and Wyoming also attended. )

Data from stratisti¢ian work during the,
previous year showed that 159 children
received intervention services by’ strat=
isticians; approximately 4 times that number
were served. _ N\ '

Arrangements were made with a district not
previously served for inservice training.’ |
of their generalists; RMRRC invited to pro-.
vide guidance to program, where the general-
ist would serve a stratlst1c1an-type role. .

seminars, workshops or classes in the Depart-
ment of .Special Education, University of
Utah. This involvement continued to the
end of.the project.

»

An Outreach Steering Committee was formed
composed of four state directors of Special
Education, four outreach coordinators, and
RMRRC staff. RMSEIMC and NWSEIMC personnel
were also invited to attend all meetings.
The committee continued to operate till the
end of the project with states rotating
hosting of quarterly meetings. : ,

Four outreach coordinators began presenting
the RRC concept in the outreach states and .

contracts.

g
RMRRC administrators met several times with
BEH leaders, RRC, SEIMC, and RMC directors ) ot
to develop an RRC workscope and to discuss
cooperation to prevent duplication.

Two consultants selected by the Outreach
Steering Committee were retained to provide
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ongoing, outside technical assistance to out-
reach programs.

L. RMRRC staff members met with special educa-

tion faculty to incorporate field findings

/1and interpersonal communication skills into
university currdiculum.

M. Department of Special Education faculty
assessed the dynamics of a program in a
stratistician school where all children from
self-contained glassrooms have been main-
streamed. '

Year Four: June 1, 1973 to May 31, 1974
-

A, -e stratistician services were field-tested,
using district-sponsored personnel. RMRRC -
training of 17 géneralists (representing 17
schools in 11 of the 40 Utah school districts)
was given the two weeks prior to the opening
of school. Ongoing training and backup
support was provided by the RMRRC. ~ The -
evaluation of this program is to be completed
in the Fall, 1974. May 31, 1974, marks the
=nd -of the fourth year of the RMRRC grant.
When the generalist program was planhed, it
was anticipatcd that the /RMRRC wouldhggve

, one more year of its curﬁegF grant to
plete this work. o

om-

G
B. Inservice training activities were initiated
and conducted by outreach coordinators.

cC. Six RRC directors formulated a tentative
workscope for RRC and presented it to BEH.

D. Inter-RRC conference cosponsored by NWRRC,
SWRRC, RMRRC, and NASDSE ihvestigated better BN
ways to serve the handicapped -in rural,
remote areas.

E. - RMRRC joined the SWRRC to fund identifica-’

’ tion project on the Navajo reservation at
Roughrock, Arizoma, through coopg;ation with
BIA.

F. RMRRC staff members participated in inservice

L
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training for special education teams in
Arizona; workshops sponsored by SWRRC and
SEIMC from California.

G. Close-out of all OE projects and the request
for new proposals, .plus redefinition of
regional boundaries were announced. At the
beginning of outreach efforts, state depart- ~
ments articulated their reluctance to whole-

' . heartedly participate in another federal--
project, saying that they just got something
underway and the project is disbanded. The . '
redefinition of .the region put Utah irn-a :
different region than Idaho, Montana, and
Wyoming. Planning was undertaken in these

: states to make a smooth transition to another
) ” RRC. \

H. A regional topical conference on the severely, ‘
multiply handicapped was sponséred by the
RMRRC to meet technical assistance neéds of
four states in the region. Over 250 partici-
pants attended, representing 18 states and
the District of Columbia.

I. The RMRRC submitted a proposal to BEH to
service the region comprised of Arizona,
Colorado, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah and the
Bureau of Indian Affairs Scuools.

J. Follow-up sessions on the conference for
serving the severely, multiply handicapped
were held for Idaho, Montana and Utah.
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APPENDIX B

‘WORKSHOPS, SEMINARS AND PRESENTATIONS
~ |

Date: February 26, 1972

Place: Panguitch, Utah

For: SEDC Regional teachers and administrators (85)

Presenters: RMRRC Staff served as consultants to
the workshop.

Focus: Discussed informal diagnosis, prescription,
evaluation, materials and teaching techniques.

Date: March 16, 1972

Place: SEDC Districts (Southwestern Utah)

For: PDAC Membership

Presenters: RMRRC Staff

Focus: Orientation of PDAC regarding needs
assessment of'special education services in SEDC
region. i

Date: May, 1972

Place: Franklin School, Provo District, Utah

Presenter: /Barrie Richards :

For: Parents of special ed children, also 13
special educators from district.

Focus: Skills imparted to parents of children
having social-emotional types of behavior
problems; based Norma Randolph's Self-
Enhancing Education techniques.

Date: May 23, 1972 ..

Place: Garfield \District Offices, Panguitch, Utah

For: Garfield Disgfict Superintendent and Curric-
ulum Supervisor .

Presemrters: RMRRC gtratisticians

Focus: Planning for ‘installation of generalists
and discussion of critical areas of inservice
need. -\

Date: May 31, 1972

Place: Ogden School District, Ogden, Utah

For: Special education teachers in Ogden District

Presenter: Arthur Welch; Mary Buchanan and Frank
South also present .

Focus: Informal diagnosis techniques for reading
and mathematics




10.

11.

Date: June 15-23, 1972

Place: Provo, Utah

For: Faculty members of Franklin Elementary
School (13)

Presenter: Conceptualized by Barrie Richards;
Darrell Hadley, principal, conducted sessions.

Focus: Major activities.were to plan programs
for identified handicapped. children.

Date: July 17-28, 1972

Place: Cedar City, Utah

For: SEDC multi-county region

Presenter: Cregg Ingram

Focus: Video tape by Frank South and Merrill
Johnson on Precision  Teaching was shown.

Date: July 10-14, 1972

Place: Jordan District, Sandy, Utah -

For: Paraprofessionals employed by district (26)

Presenter: Judy Ann Buffmire

Focus: Training aides and teachers of trainable
mentally retarded children.

Date: August 6-7, 1972

Place: Utah State University, Logan, Utah

For: Group of graduate students in special
education. 4

Presenters: Robert West, Barrie Richards, and
Fran Schwaninger-Morse.

Focus: The implications of the RMRRC Stratisti-
cian Model as an alternative for special educa-

Date: August 16-22, 1972

Place: Ogden, Utah

For: Weber District administrators and general-
ists.

Presenters: Frank South, Mack McCoulskey, Mary
Buchanan, Arthur Welch, Barrie Richards, Robert
West, Patricia Trujillo, Susan Harrison, Frankie
Sheppard and Merrill Johnson.

Focus: Definition and clarification of RMRRC
project for administrators; inservice training
for district generalists.

Date: August 21-23, 1972

Place: Millard School District, Delta, Utah
For: Special and Regular Education Teachers
Presenters: Frank South and Merrill Johnson




12.

.13.

14.

15.

l6.

Focus: "Practical Application of Behavior Modi-
fication Principles”

Follow-up Evaluation: November, 1972

Follow-up Visits: September 1, 1972, September
19, 1972, and November 28-29, 1972.

Date: August 23-25, 1972

Place: Bryce Valley High School, Bryce Valley,
Utah

For: Faculty and administrators

Presenters: RMRRC psychologist consultation

Focus: Resource assistance for programming for
lé-year old educable mentally retarded student.

Date: September 19, 1972

Place: Delta, Mlllard District

For: District administrators and district school
psychologist

Presenter: Iva Dene McCleary

Focus: To develop evaluation measurement for
Headstart students.

Date: September 29, 1972

Place: Utah Education Association Convention

For: CEC Members

Presenter: Frank South

Focus: "Special Educator: Who Needs You?"
Audience saw implications for a wider role in
serving Handicapped Children

Date: October 10, 1972

Place: Utah State Board of Education (USBE)

For: District special education and pupil person-
nel directers

Presenter: Dr. Ben Bruse

Focus: Outline RMRRC activities, outreach program
To bring project awareness Utah school adminis-
trators.

Date: October 11, 1972

Place: Delta Elementary Training Center, Delta,
Utah

For: Inservice to teachers of trainable retarded

Presenter: Frankie Sheppard

Focus: Outlining of program activities in art,
socialization, work readiness and job training.

Follow-up Visit: November 29, 1972.
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21,

22.

Date: October 26, 1972

Place: St. George, Utah

For: Parents, church youth group, students from
Dixie College :

Presenter: Judy Ann Buffmire, Frank South, and
Frankie Sheppard

Focus: Assistance in how to set up a local Youth
Association for Retarded Children.

Date: November 10, 1972
Place: USBE .
For: District special education and pupil per-
sonnel directors from throughout the state
Presenters: Judy Ann Buffmire, Frank South,
, Mack McCoulskey, Robert West, Mary Buchanan,
and Barrie Richards.
Focus: Overview of RMRRC given; stratistician
model defined for state personnel.

Date: November 29, 1972

Place: Timpanogas School, Provo, Utah

For: Faculties of Timpanogas School and Frank-
lin School

Presenter: Iva Dene McCleary .

Focus: Art for the handicapped in the elementary
school

Date: December 11-12, 1972

Place: Escalante Elementary School, Escalante,
Utah

For: Faculty and principal of the school

Presenters: Frank South, Mary Buchanan, Trish
Trujullo, Merrill Johnson, and Herman Houston.

Focus: How to help children with special prob-
lems in a school where no trained special
education teacher exists.

Date: December 19-21, 1972

Place: Billings, Montana

For: Project Outreach - Montana:personnel.

Presenter: Michael Fredrickson

Focus: Behavioral technology and precision
teaching. ‘

Date: January 12, 1973

Place: Ephraim, Utah

For: Teachers and principal of Ephraim Element-
ary School.



23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

Presenters: Team: Frankie Sheppard, Trish
Trujillo, Iva Dene McCleary, and Barrie
Richards

Focus: Programming for handicapped children;
also dissemination of information about the
RMRRC.

Date: February 25, 1973, and April 26, 1973

Place: Escalante Elementary School

Focus: Two, one-day follow-up workshops to
check students' progress in newly devised
program.

Presenters: Mary Buchanan, Trish Trujillo, Frank
South, and Herman Houston.

Date: March 1-2, 1973

Place: RMRRC offices

Presenter: Vance Engleman

For: RMRRC staff, Project Outreach representa-
tives, special education department repre-
sentatives from the Unlver51ty of Utah, and
LEA personnel.

Focus: Imaginal Education as devised at the
Ecumenical Institute of Chicago.

Date: March 3, 1973

Place: Davis School Office, Farmington, Utah

For: 24 selécted resource personnel from both
rural and urban schools

Presenters: Project Outreach-Utah (Frank South
and Mary Buchanan directly represented the
RMRRC)

Focus: Identification of problems presented by
handicapped children; also developing a com-
petency-based criteria statement for State
Certification.

Date: March 12, 1973 \
Place: Cedar City, Utah )
For: Elementary Teachers (30 from 4 districts)
Presenters: 1Iva Dene McCleary and Herman Houston
Focus: Art and the Handicapped Child

Date: March 22, 1973 '
Place: St. George, Utah .
For: Southern Utah Supervisors Assoc1at10n (12)

. Focus: Acceptance and communication skills; for-

mat included active participation. Future RMRRC
involvement requested.

245

L SR
)




3

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

Date: March 30, 1973

Place: Helena, Montana

For: Montana CEC Conference

Presenter: Michael Fredrlckson - Project
Outreach-Montana.

Focus: "Pro;ect Outreach, Phase I and Phase II:
Where We've Been and Where We're Going."

Date: April 9, 1973

Place: Unlver51ty of Utah

For: Department of Special Education faculty
and graduate students

Presenters: Frank South, Susan Harrison, Thomas
Valeski and Merrill Johnson

Focus: To increase skill level in communication;
specific methods in dealing with the resistive
teacher.

pate: April 11, 1973

Place: Garrlson, Utah

For: Conferred with teachers in Garrison School

Presenters: Trish Trujillo and Herman Houston

Focus: Needs of the Chicano students who are
identified as handicapped.

Date: April 26-27, 1973

Place: Dallas, Texas

For: National CEC Convention

Presenters: RMRRC staff presented a sognd-sllde
, presentation and brochure on the Stratistician
Role and RMRRC Programs.

Date: April 29, 1973

Place: Wasatch Academy, Mt. Pleasant, Utah

Forx: Eaculty members

Presenter: '~ Vance Engleman

Focus: Discussed problems currently faced by
the school including high incidence of students
with behavioral problems.

Date: May, 1973

Place: Community Coordinated Child Care Center,
Butte, Montana

For: 35 Teachers

Presenter: Michael Fredrickson

Focus: 1Inservice training of teacher of learn-
ing disabled children.

Date: May 23-24, 1973
Place: East Glacier, Montana

A
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35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

For: Seven staff members of Project Outreach-
Montana

Presenters: Robert West, Frank South

Focus: ' Communication skills: 1listening, con-
gruent forthright sending, problem solving and
dealing with value collisions.

Date: June*4, 1973

Place: Joaquin Elementary School, Provo, Utah

For: John Bone, principal and special educa@}on
teachers of the school .. \

Presenter: Judy Ann Buffmire b

Focus: Facilitation of a philosphical stance
for upcoming workshop on curriculum develop-'

ment in self-contained/resource-type classes.’
N \
A\

Date: June 10-12, 1973 \

Place: Albuquerque, New Mexico

For: Conference hosted by members of New
Mexico Special Education services

Presenter: Judy Ann Buffmire

Focus: Stratistician Model presented to group;
led discussion groups.

Date: July 12, 1973 ’

Place: University of Utah, Department of Special
Education : '

For: 14 summer seminar graduate students of
Cyrus Freston.

Presenter: Tom Valeski

Focus: Full-day session on the Systematic Observ-
ation of Behavior Instrument developed by RMRRC.

Date: July 17, 1973

Place: Billings, Montana

For: 35 Special Education students and faculty
members of Eastern Montana College.

Presenter: Frank South

Focus: One-hour presentation entitled "The
Stratistician: Yet Another Model?" Overview
of the RMRRC training modules.

Date: July 25, 1973

Place: Logan, Utah

For: 12 special education graduate students at
Utah State University.

Presenter: Frank South

Focus: "The Stratistician Model for Service and a

- Competency-Based Training Program.”

247




40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45,

46.

Date: August 1, 1973-and August 38, 1973

Place: RMRRC Offices

For: RMRRC staff and University of Utah person-
nel, USBE personnel, Utah Training School
representatives and parents. )

Presenters: Judy Ann Buffmire, Vance Engleman,
Bob West, and Mack McCoulskey

Focus: Planning workshops for topical conference
on severely multiply handicapped.

Date: August 23, 1973

Place: Delta, Utah

For: Millard District Opening Conference

Presenter: Frank South

Focus: Topic - "The Student as a Human Being."
Also gave presentation toMilford Elementary
faculty about the RMRRC stratistician model.

Date: September 13-14, 1973

Place: Moran, Wyoming

For: Outreach Steering Committee Meeting

Presenters: Frank South, Mack McCoulskey

Focus: Seminar presentation of competency based
training program and evaluation design.

Date: September 22, 1973

Place: Salt Lake City, Utah

For: State Conference on Metal Retardation

Presenter: ' Susan Badger Harrison

Focus: Overview of RMRRC; also “"Social and Voca-
tional Competency."

Date: October 9, 1973

Place: Tooele, Utah

For: Tooele County School District Board of
Education

Presenter: Judy Ann Buffmire and Frank South

Focus: Discussed the role of the three stratis-
tician/generalists from Tooele.

Date: October 15, 1973

Place: Beaver School District

For: 60 fifth and sixth grade students at
Milford Elementary School '

Presenters: Susan Harrison and Trish Clay

Focus: Workshop to initiate cross-peer Tutorial
system.

'Date: October 17, 1973
Place: Vernal, Utah
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47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

\
For: 17 people including district director of
special education, principals, resource teach-
_ers, and counselors from Uintah District.
Presenters: Trish Clay and Susan Harrison
Focus: "Referral to Diagnosis: A Decision”

Date: October-19, 1973

Place: Casper; Wyoming

For: Special -education teachers (145)

Presenters: Project Outreach-Wyoming (Tom
McCartney, Coordinator)

Focus: Based on data collected by the project
last year. Program was motor development
directed toward the severely multiply handi-
capped child

Date: October 25-26, 1973 ,

Place: Denver, Colorado L

For: American Association on Mental Deficiency
Conference '

Presenters: Frank South, Mack McCoulskey, Robert
West, and Trish Clay Z

Focus: Overview of RMRRC on regional, state,
and local levels.

Date: October 25-26, 1973

Place: Denver, Colorado .

For: American Association of Mental Deficiency
Conference . .

Presenter: Susan Harrison

Focus: Panel discussion on "Alternatives for
Programs for the Mentally Retarded."

Date: November 12-13, 1973
Place: Billings, Montana
For: Teachers, administrators and parents of
" severely, multiply handicapped
Presenter: Project Outreach-Montana and Insti-
tute for Habilitative Services
Focus: "Planning and Programming for ?he Severely
Handicapped."

bate: November 26-27, 1973

Place: Billings, Montana

For: Faculty and students at Eastern Montana
College X3 days - 47, 25 and 17 participants
respectively)

Presenters: grank South and Thomas Valeski
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52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

Focus: "Informal Diagnosis of Learning Prob-
lems," "Systematic Observation of Behavior,"
and "Teacher Training."

Date: November 14, December 5, 1973, January 10,
1974

Place: Jordan School District, Sandy, Utah

For: Resource teachers, elementary and seco.dary

Presenter: Tom Valeski

Focus: Diagnosis and Prescription for Special
Education .

Date: November 30 - December 1, 1973

Place: St. George, Utah

For: SEDC Learning Disability Workshop
Presenter: - Merrill Johnson

Focus: The teaching of reading to LD children

Date: December 5-7, 1973

Place: Portland, Oregon

For: 111 participants (47 from RMRRC region)
for topical conference, "Delivery of Effective
Special Education in Rural Remote Areas."

Presenters: RMRRC co-sponsored conference:
staff attending Patricia Nelson, Robert West,
Frank South, Judy Ann Buffmire, Susan Harrison,
Merrill Johnson, Tom Valeski, and Jean Moorée

Date: January 7, 1974

Place® University of Utah

For: Graduate student:class

Presenter: Susan Harrison

Focus: Identification of handicapped students

Date: January 8-9, 1974

Place: Helena, Montana

For: University faculty, outreach coordinators,
State Department personnel

Presenters: Robert West, Tom Valeski

Focus: Consultation on LD and EH population:
definition, characteristics and incidence
figures

Date: January 10-12, 1974
Place: Billings, Montana

. For: Special educators from the surrounding area

and faculty and students from Eastern Montana
College 3

Presenters: Cosponsored by Mike Fredrickson of
Outreach-~-Montana

Focus: "Precision Teaching"
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‘58. Date: February 19-21, 1974

} ) Place: Big Sky, Montana

H For: Montana special education administrators

k (from entire state)

) Presenters: Robert West, Robert Erdman, and

! Michael Fredrickson

| Focus: Legislative changes increasing the states
| responsibility to handicapped children; indi-

| cated needs assessment planning.
‘ .

. 59. Date: March 1, 1974
\ Place: Sandy Elementary School, Jordan, Utah
oo For: School faculty members, principal
| Presenter: Tom Valeski )
Focus: Parent teacher conferences

60. Date: March 11, 1974
Place: Cheyenne - Laramie County Community
College :

{ For: Resource Teachers ,
Presenters: Project Outreach - Wyoming, Tom

McCartney Coordinator
Focus: Information relative to the resource room

" concept with presentations by experts in the

field and materials demonstrations.

, | 61. Date: March 12-13, 1974
Place: Scottsdale, Arizona
b For: 24 district administrators, and special
and regular education teachers from 6 Arizona
Districts
Presenters: Frank South and Mary Buchanan
. Focus: First of a three-phase inservice train-
ing workshop in which brainstorming and prob-
lems solving for future work sessions took
place. .

62. Date: March 22, 1974
Place: Provo, Utah
For: 150 participants from six-county area
served by Utah's Third District Juvenile Court
Presenters: Project Outreach-Utah. Attended
from RMRRC - Robert West
Focus: "Changing Rights of Children" Identify
problems, raise issues and facilitate communi-
) cation between educators, mental health
personnel and Juvenile Court.

63. Date: March 25, 1974 .
Place: Boise, Idaho
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64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

For: Idaho State Department of'.Education

Presenter: Robert C. West

Focus: RMRRC's third-party evaluation of Title
VI-G project.

Date: March 26-29, 1974

Place: - Cheyenne and Torrington, Wyoming

For: Technical Assistance to the Wyoming State
Department of Education

Presente.s: Judy Ann Buffmire and Robert West

Focus: Wyoming's proposed due procéss document;
related procedures regarding assessment of
and education planning (Dr., Buffmire, K also
spoke at Wyoming CEC Convention)

Date: March 2% 28, 1974

Place: Phoenix, Arizona - Franciscan Renewal
Center

For: 24 participating members from six districts;
teams including teachers, principals, adminis-
trators and superintendents plus Special Educa-
tion Department staff from University.of Arizona

Presenters: Frank South and Tom Valeski

Focus: Inservice training in: diagnosis, pre-
scriptive teaching, identification, and needs
assessment of local school resource services; ;.
proposed program planning for improvement of |
school resource services '

Date: March 26, 1974 ‘

Place: Alpine School District, Orem, Utah

For: Curriculum Conference for District Special
Educators’

Presenters: Susan Harrison

Focus: Programming for trainable mentally
retarded children; also classroom management
in the learning disabilities ¢lassroom

Date: March 28, 1974

Place: Billings, Montana

For: Technical assistance request from Larry
Holmquist, State Director of Special Education
and five regional coordinators.

Presenters: Mack McCoulskey

Focus: Structure statewide evaluatlon of special
eduration

Date: March 29-30, 1974
Place: Billings, Montana
For: Eastern Montana College' training meeting

N
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69.

701
I'4

71.
N\

72.

73.

. Date: April 2, 1974

/

i
Presenter;: Frank South

Focus: *Planning for training workshop} was
subsequently cancelled, due to conflicting
dates e

]

Place: Salt Lake City, Uta

For: PDAC Members ' -

Presenters: Mack McCoulskey, Susan Hardison,
Frank South, Tom Valeski, Judy Buffmire and
Jan Mallett '

Focus: Evaluation Project Prime was explained

Date: April 30, 1974 |

Place: American Fork, Utah Co

For: Faculty of Harrington School, Alpine
School District .- ‘

Presenter: Susan Harrigon

Focus: Follow-up reg.test to speak to teachers
on classroom behavior maragement with TMR
students ; -

Date: May 1-3, 1974 :

Place: Big Skv; Montana ,

For: Project Cutreach Steering Committee Final
Meeting

Presenters: RMRRC Staff, Outreach State Person-
nel and National BEH Officers and consultants

Focus: Final third-party evaluations; presenta-
tion by each state about outcomes of objectives
and dissemeination of packages which have been
developed by the states.

Date: May 2, 1974

Piace: University of Utah - Union Building

For: Resource/Regular Teachers, Jordan School,
District

Presenter: Tom Valeski

Focus: Project need for Jordan Teachers

Date: May 15-16, 1974

Place: Scottsdale, Arizona

For: Inservice training of Arizona special
educators - .

'Presenters: Frank South and Tom Valeski

Focus: Final phase of thco inservice in which
participants reported on their progress in
meeting their own objectivés’ and timelines. .

~
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74. Date: May 20, 1974

Place: Laramie, Wyoming

For: Technical assistance request from Stan \
Vasa, University of Wyoming |

Presenters: Frank South, Susan Harrison, Tom “\
Valeski, Merrill Johnson, Tom McCartney- \
Project Qutreach coordinator

Focus: To discuss methodology and strategies
for developing training programs for special
educators

75. Date: June 3, 1974

Place: Weher School District, Ogden, Utah

For: Opening Summer Institute for all special
educators in the district \

Presenter: Susan Harrison \

Focus: Extension of RMRRC stratistician concept
to Weber District. "The RMRRC and the General-

" ists Are Agents of Change." ‘
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