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CR d{The educ§t&3p Sprrignce of a student with a handicapping : ,
con

~ _ CHARTING NEW DIRECTIONS:
A BUDGET ANALYSIS OF THE .

. DIVISION OF SPECIAL EDUCATION .

SUMMARY

]

‘ Introduction . ’ 2
L] 4 ; - . U

ition i;\?g;ught with difﬂis\;tyz One may need special tutor

to conquer reading; another may.need a speech ‘therapist in order

to communicate_effpcéively; apa still aalpher may need a‘pontrqéleq B
environment in order to learn. The rights due chxldren'witﬁ héﬁdﬁ-'f‘
é;;s, s; that the} may have an equal educationai opportdni{;, havéﬁ - ‘
just b;gun tQ.be récognized; :Unfontunately, th; lo;g.ove;éue en- .
trance of these studenés i;;o thé public schools has takén place ’

-
LI \

at a ﬂime when cities are faced with increased financial, difficulties.

‘9 .

Certainly, in, order that children get the most from services provided

with limited tax dollars, the use of funds for special -education"

must be closely monitored. ) ’ f ) ’ .

<

The ﬁzvision of Special Education (DSE) wisyth thex}oard of

»

Education (BE) is rggpohsiﬁle for the expenditure of $290 million,

4 i n g -
almost 11.5 percent of the total Board budget. In the mids$t of . ujk\\

tHe 1975 fiscal crisis, the Deputy Chancellor qoteé éhgt DSE wag T !

>

B ' . . I
in transition due to the rapid qgowth of the handicapped population, .

being served in_the public schools apd\the increaging reporting . -
. : v ’ . : i \\ » ( * 4
demands required by government. In 1981, tyﬁs same observation ‘, s
! ¢ ’ . ' o . L
can be repeated. In fact, the handicapped population being served _ T
has doubled sirice 1975. ' y e e
) ' ‘6'\
‘ b ". ’ ’ J B - . - .:
. / X -y AR AR |
)l { * - . "N, X
a . - * @ t :.}. P
. . A . ‘ :
. e 1'1,(: :
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Therefore, the £ducational Priorities Panel, a coalition of 25
parent and civic¢ organizations which serVves as‘'an independent fiscal
-, 5 ) - /
- /
watchdog ‘over New York Cigy's Board of Education, has prepared two

!
: - ~- v PN /
: studies on special edugation. The first study, released on March (

Sth, 1981, examined the inadequate federal and staee financing of ,

New York City's special education programs. This second study

examines the expenﬁitures of tke special sducation budget to

' Y - 5 . R .
- determine what ehe dollarg are buying. . .

Although this is not a management study, it must be noted that

! . N

this Division has had three directors in as many years and several
v : ’ ’ -

y chiefs of operations. On July 8, 1981, yet another director will be
. rd B

.

. appointed. So while this is only a study of what the dollars are .
4 ’ :
buying, it unavoidably raises certain management issues. These y
- ¢ < Vi

include staffing patfierns in administration, instruction and support
* services, and the efficiency and effectiveneiiggf the reorganization
of the Division which is currently proceedind. 'Further investigatiofi

should be conducted to determine the managerial implications of _

4

T /ife situations this study uncovers. This—study has investigated

areas involving funding and resource allocation and makes several *

important recommendations for greater coordination and equity.
B ) v : '
" EPP has chosen to corM®uct this 'study because the Pané& thinks

that every dollar in the educational budget must be used wisely for

the benefit of children. (?he findings and recommendations are pre- y

e

dented to assist in the current ré-examination and restructuring of

’
’

thé Division of Special Education with the goal of getting maximum

&
»

servioces from the speciél‘education budget. The findings-reveal that

~ the Division's delay in making major poliky deéisiong has impaired

LY

'a i . ‘ n‘
. : ) . 0 -




, . ‘ -iii~ . . ‘ ‘<; .
special education services. . . ‘ . ) .
K . )
The first ché@pter of S report will describe the organization

o ¢

.of the Division of Special Education. The effects this orgapigation .

.has on the delibery of services in the schools will Bé illustr5€éd' - ) . Dy

e

by several case studies of pfograms wighin schools in the second | ) }
. _ ~ 5

chapter. They reveal that patterns of special education service

delivery vary widely, largely due to diffef%nce§>in philosophy
T . 4 '

and, probably more importaqsly, to differences.in the allocation

2

of resources.

Il 2 - .

) .
For example,'khe presence or lack of a coordinator or teacher-
in-chartye (wi;ﬁ minimal othé!mteaching duties)}’'and the ro;é of the

principal seem to make a significant difference in the‘gaministration
. . . . P . on

and quality of-special education programs and their coordination

.

with the rest of the ‘school. .

-

! LY

. .
;urthermOEf, fragmented support services, including itinerant ) \\

and pa{}-time help, is a constant hindrance. ‘r ‘ R
’, :

—~ éderage fopqlupch and duty-free periods remains chaotic, and

recruitment problems continlie to plague teacH®rs and administrators

.

.~

alikeo : .

e Finally, 2}gh schools are subject to different funding patterns
’ - - -

' ¢ v .

-

which have made ;:j planning anad funaing of special education programs

particularly diffdcult and 1acking in accountability.
. ]

’

The issues raised by these case studies will then be further

explored in the rest of the report by looking .at the budget process

. ' and-the allocation of funds. - // ) '

Conclusions

\

The Division of Special Education is responsible for educating

y o L




! more than 90,000 of our most vulnerable public school students. This
L

study underscores ;epeatea problems, in every area that arise from the

adminigtrative confusion at the pivision. The failure to establish a

» . . y
coherent policy has produced a patchwork structure. Lines of authority

. )
are unclear and funding responsibilities are confusing. Several

administrative layers are established, -none pf which is fully staffed

and operational. ‘ .

As the'Board,of Education discusses yet another reqrg&h;zation

L ¥ b

of special education services, the folfowing issues must be resolved

’

as the foundation of any new design.

e

~ The administration of the Divi§}on of Special Education must

be ‘pared down. Whether districts or regions are finally identified

,as the admidistrative unit, duélicative offices should be dismantled.
. . . L4
The Division's resources and staffing must focus on school-baseqd
L N Y

! ’

services and on serving the child in the classroom.
. T %

.- %he Division of Spe;ial Education must'est;blish clear lines

. of supervision'ana authority. Oniy then can education pr%gfam§ be‘
monitoréd.' Accountability is an essential component of a system .

that“i§'di§;ersed among almost 900 schools. For e@er? program, there l

A

. R - [} .
i must ‘be,one person with Mear authority who can be answerable to '

’ 5

v parents and students. Complementing this responsibility, there

should be a system of monitoring and sanctions to ensure that all

- .

/// programs comply‘with federal, state and city mandates and standards

N

of quality.

- On the school level, sﬁectal education classes should be

‘ clustered to provide a ranée of services.p It‘is important that a
o ‘ " .




staff person be designated as a coordinator-and have the time

ki

availabié to integrate the speciaf edﬁcatien services with other

education programs in the school.
' A}
5 - = Recruitment efforts must be a priority, to ensure that there’

.

¥ are sufficient numbers of personnel to 'staff the system. Appropriate

-

>

> ‘and tlmely licensing should be recoqnlzed as an meorgant cpmponent

> of effectxve recruitment. * ) ' ' S

s e
LY ] - . s
-

' - As staff and resources are .added, they.must be allocated in. .

able -manner.

!

¢ ' 4 :
The recent increase in the number of students receiving speegial

. »
. 1

. education services demonstrates the Board of E?d;ation's.commitment

"to identify students with special needs, It is now time to fulfill .

this commiment by providing the highest quality séfvices to all
) . . . +

children needing special-education. . - ) \
. - . . :

CHAPTER I - DSE's ORGANIZATION (pp. 3-11)
. . Findings - ' N
’ : o~
Special education personnel are responsible to the
central division, and tend to be isolated from other

school-based ogefafio . ' g .

The budget doesMnot reflect DSE's organization, staffing
* : patterns and lines of responsibility because the organi-
. zatjon keeps shif@ﬁhg, and some budget positions do " 'y (
. . not reflect the agtual: dutles of the person employed ‘on . (

/// Zthat lxne: . //// . .
4 e

The division of administrative responsibilities among -
-~ the central office, the regions and the districts is
ill-defined. -

4

\

There is n8 centtal, supervisory structure for related
) services, which often impéirs service delivery. There- .
are only six filled positions of the 32 budgeted district . .
. ' N v

v -
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managers which results in a lack' of coordination between, oo L

support and instructiopdl services in the fié&lgd. . N :
- : ) 2 ' ' '
a " ~ .

a

Recommendations. (pp: 10~-11) . | - 'A R

The, Division- needs to organize its administrative and4§ugervisogyf y

’

units-to allow the Divigion to function as.one system and to coordinate %

adequately with reqular education programs. The following goals

should: be ;he‘focué of any reorganizatign: a lean administratfon, . s

clear supervisory lines within the Division, and integration of

4

-

‘spécial and reqular edueation;qug:ams at the school leQelh

—

—
» = N
. »

, o ' ) .

- Lo R s -
CHAPTER II - CASE STUDIES (pp. 12-30) ) N ,

' $ix‘case studies (2 elementafy*schools, 2 junior hi%h schools, N 4

2 high schools) are"pgesented e} illu’trate the service implications f/

of budget and expenditure patterns which are examined in'thé remainder hd
- v - . ‘ e . t ’
of this report. Overall thé programs reflect these differences: g

v

‘different leveis of ‘involvement on the part of the principal; : ‘-
‘ . E :fx_f ‘ _ . -
diffe;ent staffing levels for 'supervision and for support; different

classroom organization patterns; and different degrees of coordination

-~ ‘ .
and integration in the school. : .-
-
- \ L]
i ? ) .
CHAPTER III - GROWTH AND CONSTRUCTION OF}THE 5 ‘: ]
sp@snuemxou "BUDGET (pp. 31-60) j - i

Special Educatiomy Enrollment Over Time (pé. 31-37)%

Bindings . S ' '

. ' Y
IBetween the [975-76 and 1980-8l1 school yearj, the number of
students in gpecial education has grown 100%, not ‘including
students seryed by the Bureau of Speech Improvement. .

. ‘

) ’ . '

.

- L o
.
. - ' -l 2 . - '

L




. . The sharp decline in the.population Served by the Bureau

P o ot 5peech Improvement since the. 1975-76 sghgol year and ,
Totes " the reappearance of the population in the 1980-81 school

. e year after the State began providing ‘special educatg.on .

. .- . funding for these,chjldren, is A dramatic.example of both

) ’ ! change in the type of student receiving serv:L@es and the

L ef ct of funding allocations.

B S x y
.'.‘3 ' ? . . In 1978~-79 sclool year, the learnlngé?isable.d' were
ST . added as a new handicap#ategory,eligib?&®or state aid.
AP ¢+, "Since then,'tHe number of students identifed as, leavrnJ.ng
-. ._‘" .7 ¢ disabled has J.ncreased almost nineteen ™Mes,
ot . , - B
. tos ) Sance the 1975»76 school year, the HC-30 populatidén has ., ¥
_ _ . increased 250%. The ;number of children with.emdtional
X . . handic@aps being served has increased 52% simge the
- 1978-79. school year. Together with the HC-30 population,
. . these two handicaps comprise almost 50§-of,the total *
s . handicapped population being served in the; schoqls. . ‘ .
N - A r - e - . * .
-— Spécial Eduecation Expenditures Over Time (pp. 37-42)
. ': s — . M ] ) e * . T,
. . i Findings . v, B . , ’
T ) $ L . .
' - .Prior to FY 1979, there-.was a wide ﬁlvergence between
growth in dollars for speclal}Gucation and growth in
.:\/ . the handicappeqy pwatlom bein served, with dollars
s ’ “ Wrowing less rapi than enrollment. This is no longer
c{\/" .+ the casé =-- dollatrs and "{rollment are growing together, -
=y . oo . - .
. . The 'Per Pupil Cost of Special Education Programs (\p%. 42-47)

-

'
.- L4
. - s

.

p X Findings . ' '
. " Per pupil costs (base_cb'.on clas ’staff only) for special
5 - education programs for children with various handicapping
: . conditidns range from a low'of $810 per pupil in resource
rpoms (pl the student's cost in the regular)classroom ”
L *  which may $600-$950 moreé for teacher salaries alonej +~~
"$8,149 for children with multiple handicaps. The State
~ granted temporary variances from required class sizes
Cat because of teacher recrultment difficulties Rave r"educed
costs for most, but notcall programs.

./\ v

.‘ -
tion of the Budget (pp. 48-60) ~ i
, . i dings’ ) '

- ) F n n . .

& - " \ Thq construction of the budget is based upon ragister
L,»}\ - rojectlons and staff ratios. - . .

7 S' -

: , . P -~ e

, . +13
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-

- 4 ' ’ -
c T "7 For 1980-81, total register pro;ections were correct
' ik 4 although the underlying assumptions wegre not accurate.
. 21% fewer evaluationg than projected éige completeg
' o but. the actual number &f studentd placed in programs
e, was ‘also different from the projected ritey

. h .
. . J ’

-

. ) oo BY March .1, 1981, in addition to 4,624 students awaiting
g , " . a'site offering,lat least 4,514 students had been evalu-
* ' ated, but.not pla ed because of prooesslng delays.
- wl
. ' Budgeted staffing rat;os did not account “for fecrultment
e - dlfficultles'whlch resulted in 284 classroom teacher o
s . vacancies as of May, 1981 and a budget surplus. Some .
\ . pos%tlons are not formalized for examinations; examina-
. tions are given very infrequently, and grading is SIOWb
. . leading to large numbers of per’ dlem cértifications,
. e ' further discquraging recruitment, exacerbatlng turnover,
/" g ‘anél cgmpromxs._mn-g pﬁrogram‘.lntegrlty. . . )

L
[ - B
s 1 -~

°

.
-

N Recommendatlons (p. 60)

y . .

Tﬂe Boand of Education shouyé’:crﬁalize spetial education

. A s

: ; positisns as quickly as possible so that teachers, supervisors

N, R ' '

ok . G- e Lo

“i and administrators may be properly licensed and paid and have the

fuli authority of their positions. Vigorous recruitment efforté

should béiundertaken and alterhative methods explored. Licensing

"?tesés must be giveﬁ ! equentlyiand graded expeditdiously.*
D . : ) .

. , Futﬁre pro;pcti ' staff needs should take*into account
. » ' ) - - <

the . experience of ®his year concérning éiacement rates and patterns,
' oxr g ° 0 ’ 1
Furthermore, the Board sheuld 1ﬂvestigate the cause for the delays
v " X Ca—

-t
-

" in thé‘brocess of obtaining Option A parental consent forms,

.
.

(3 " ‘ ;'

- * The EPP has consistently advocated the elimingtion of the 804/c
of Examiners and alternative certificatiop methods are under ’
discussions at the state level. However, as long as the Board
has the responsibility of produging hlring lists, it must fulfill
that functién in a timely man’ZSi .

o
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CHAPTER IV - THE CURRENT BUDGET ( 1989-81)  (pp. 61-96)
.. . . - .
. Introduction (pp. 61-66) ) : -
e ¢ ’ ’ . N
M > - ’

’

Support Services

~

DSE 8 budget for’FY 1981 is composed of administration (4. 9%),
support (17.6%), and instruction (70 6%). \

~

(ppc 65"72)

Pindings

s

‘* Therg-are few positions for special education guidance coun-~

seldrs budgeted in the communjty school distrigts.

Presently,

there is a pauc

of schooi-based support teams budgeted in

the school distrz.cts .

-

////{ . .However, some districts have better staffipg than others.
Guidance counselors range from a ratio of counselors to
handicapped studentsof 1/247 to 1/859. The ratio f SBSTs

© 4 to referrals ranges from 1/13.5 to 1/57.1. .
(pe 72) v Vs

. Recommendations

As additional SBSTg are added, the Board of Education must assign

. y
them in an equitable manner.

a

Also, since guidanée counselors play.an_ important role in

3

special education and are in scarce supply, an effort should be

-
ez

ymade to coordinate the service activities of itinerant special. fj

education guidance counselors. Furthermore, the activities of

L ]
N ]
. rﬁgplar guidancé/////;elors and special educatlon counselors should

be coordinated so that all children receive quroprlate guldS/’;

.

£ 3 -
services. - .
A~ '
* . ’ <
Instruction (pp. 73=78) . ,
' - . ) /
Findings . . -

<

The distribution of teachers bgdgeted-f special
education programs feflects the distributich of the
types of handicapped students in the community school
districts.

"o
o

’
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D:Lstrlct Budget,s (pp. 79-83) - L
T Find:.n T -7 o o
Findings © .

y « e . -

'E'lmé.mg\allocatlo ,to the districtd for covewage in
_ 'special educa¥1idn pr6grams are complex. Depending on
- .'the type of hé;uhcapped student’ served, thé responsi-
bility ;or tedcher coverage of classes shifts Between
the Division of Special Educatlon and the Community
Schéol Districts. Emotionally handlcapped, neurologically
impaired emtlo‘n\lly,,handlcapped, and Track IV sfudents.
+  are dismissed one*periocd edrlier becaus® 'the !pate law
reqmrement for a full day is claimed to be met by
:Lnstructing t;t_zgse students during lunch.

-

. e ! -~ R A
e . s, . - -
- R - - S
¥, . ' '

-

Responsibiiity ‘for all coverage must be vested in aone\‘place.

-

-

Sharing Eov‘erég‘e'\regmfnsiﬁil,ities for special education classes

-
-

impedes continuit); “and she auditing of resqurce allocation. o

jvidual Education Plan dictates otherwise,

Unlless a child's In

+ @

: students should have’ a fu\L schoél day. and a} separate Lun'ch period
: - e

. . f
with other students. i,
B : . ]

[
"
.

>

v

. f s
High Schools (pp., 84-91) .

Findings . , & " ° T .
- ., z
The Divisién of czal Educatlon: and the Division of

High Schools GDH hare the responsibilities of over-
N seeing special ¥ducation in the high scheools according
. to no apparent {ivisign based on needs capabilities,
Although DSE istaffs the special education classes in .
" the high gchool$$ DSE gnd DHS share supervisory and
administrative ‘dut In.return for this, funds are .
> allocated to thekHigh |[dchools through the High school
allocatior formfilaé id a piécemeal approach through the
use of (1) a small unit allotment based on.the previcus
" year's special education régister; (2) the curriculum
index which af‘fectsozoth sfaff .and supplies (OTPS); ang '
£3) special educati teachers in reqular classrooms.
Next year a fourth allocation will be funded through an
© .additional -§200 g;r caplta allotment in the unit
allocation. '

A Y
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Recqu-"endations (pp. 90-91) '/ ‘
Ty
\- ' f
- THE Bqard of Educataon mustfmake majo:4p011Cy dec151ons to - b

- ‘,_,

‘determine the needs of special students in the hagh schools and

¥ T8

who will bevresponqible for méeting those needs apd monitdring the

)
. - ¢ . i -

services, the Division of Special Educatjon or the Diyision of High
o
Schools. rAftef'these decisions have been made, resources can be

'ailbcated in a more rational system.

\ ’

*

Transpgftation

ﬁlndings

B

(pp. 91-96)

: . . ‘ "~

Y .«

K.. * B -
25:7% of all handicapped students with handicapping condi-

tions are served outside the home district. Most are bused.
The.Board of Education exp&cts to bus 39, 000. students by May

1981 for a cost of approx1matef§ $101 milljon, Districts o
leth a hlgh .space ﬁtxllzatlon rate have algreater tendency

to’ send students outa;de the district for services. Convexrsely,
districts with a 16W spice .utilization rate tend-to serve .
'students from outside the distrlct. HoweveY, this simple .
‘relatiOnshlp does not explain all bus1n¢‘patterns. . Some | o
districts send out and take in equivalent numbers of studentgz\ )

The greatest percentage of students gerved outside the home 4 ;.
rdistrict are in ‘programs for the neurologically impaired -~

emotionally handicapped. : 5.6% of all students with learning -
;disabilities in the city are served in generic re'source rooms .
outside thd home district. s

b

Recommendations (pp.’ 9596 M . .

-

Sgecial education staff,sﬂguld try to return';pecial students
. - -

served outside their home di trict back to the home district where

the home distrjct and travel training

appropridte programs exist i

14 . - »
has been provided. Times o aggi%ulation, when a child progresses

[

from eiementagy<to junior high or junidr high to high school or
- T

.

\

whe

is/hér Individual Education Plan is reviewed are ideal to

\]

return the child to the home district. Parents should be solicited

s T -
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for their approval tq 'bring their children back-to the 'home‘dist'r'i'ct ) »

ik -oa ' . "
£ for services. The rapid growth of generic resourcé"rooms in the’, ) : .

- - [ ) . v ‘\ ’ . _‘ ox o,

\\] districts whic'h_gerve students with learningﬁdzsabilj,ties should . v/

provide students access to a resource room in the home distric't.’
- .
As other special educatioa programs prohferate, the ’ need to send *,

all types" of students with handicapplng conditions outside the home

2 , _ a s
. ' L .

' district_for services should decrease. : . Ty

L o~

o
.

_— ¢ : / ‘ ‘
CHAPTER W - WHERE THE DOLLARS ARE GOING (pp. 97-113) .
g bl . ’

Introduction (pp. 97-99)

.-+  Findings B : ' - J
~ .o - “
TN \’ As of May 1,-1981, there were 1,984 vacancles at the DSE.

' ' A mid-year projected surplus was reallocated to fund one-
time expenditures at the Bo2rd, but was not_uged for special
education services because DSE did not r%uest a budget

PR modification. . . .
L . -
Administration and Supervision (pp. 99-105)

. " Pindings . - ) .
. . - There were 102 vacant budget positions in administrative and
supérvisbry personnel.’ The approved budget for DSE included
. < - 123 more positions than appear on the April payrolls. $ome
: . of these vacancies exist for establishment of regional offices
N which are only partially staffed. However, payrolls for some

”~
" units exceed budgets. Some of these have fewer- sfaff than
bu,dgeted but at higher salaries. .
[ . ¢
The total-achinistrativq costs for regional offices was $2.24
A million- by November 1980. Costs range from $26 to $46 per
" "pupil in’'the regional offices. . .
-
. ¢
- L]
Support Services (pp. 105-111) -. . . P
oA g ® / . : 4
Findings ’ s ' v
L T
-2 The major problems with .suppor seryithre staffing

problems. No- di‘strict has .enodgh school based support
teams; some districts in Poverty areas are not able to
. - fill their lines. . The range is from one team for every

- . - ' 4

o » . . . -
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7.7 referrals to one team for every 67.5 referrals. In

- fact, the actual disparity is even,wider than originally
budgeted. The shortage of occupational and physical
therapists is critical.

Recommendationa“Lp. 111)°

~

strict budget, modificatidn and position control's should be appliéd

- -
L3

ﬁo DSE. Personn;l should be hired only when essentidl and within thé
galary range for which they are budgeted. "
’ . Support services (includiny SBSTs, guidancehéounselors ﬁnd-occupa-

0

ﬁ;pnal"andkphysical therapists) must be enriched and assigned equitably.

. .~

' » \
Coordinating school services with developmental disabilities centers

and

P

other private clinics should be explored to sugg&gmenﬁ shpport services.
.t ) . . ’
All possible recruitment and planning efforts should be pursued. to

.

gttract professional staff. -
» . . »
L . » -
. . . ,
@
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o The education: experience of a student with a Randicapping condition
~ o‘ . v y ) I '
- T is.fraught quh‘difficdlty. Some need special tutors to conquer readinq:

1 . “
some need a spéech therapist in order to communicate effectlvely, some

'f . » neeé§v controlied environment in order to 1lgarn. The rights due children

. \' ulth handlcapg, so that they may have an equal educational opportunlty,

héve Jdbt bedun to«be recognlzed. Unfortunately, the long overdue S~

« -
..,

qntranci of these students into the public schools has taken plage at
[ 4 .
S a time when cities are faced with increased financial difficulties.
¥ e . .
Certainly, in order that children get the most from services provided

with limited tax, dolldrs, the use of funds for special education must
. ' be closely monitored. a ,
1]

The Division of SHecial Education (DSE) within the Board of ,
. \J * .
N e ‘Education (BE) is responsible for the expenditure of $290 million, almost

11.5 percent of’ the total"Board budget. In the‘midst of the 1975ffiscal

crlsis, the Deputy Chanqpllor noted that DSE was in transition due to .
¢ the rapld growth gf the handicapped population being serve‘ in the publlc
,sqhooLs and the\increasinq reportin wd?mands required by government.

in 1981, this same obseréation‘can repeated.) In fact, the handi- L

.
.

.

eapped population being served has doubled'since 1975.

-~ -
- .

- ‘_'Therefofe,'the Educational Priorities Panel, .2 coalition -of 25

- . .
- . ~

parent and civic organizati&ns which,K serves as an.independent fiscal

watchdog over New York City's’Board of Education, has prepared two studies
og K P

on special education.' The first study, released on March Sth, 1981,

examined the inadequate federal and state financing.of New York City's
. . -

special education prégrams. This second study examineebthe expenditureg
' * !

of the special education budget to determine what the dollars are buying.

NSE-3/1 < 20 ‘ . ,
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Although this® is not a management study, it must he noted that
. 3 , - - [
this Divisien has had three directors in as many yea;s*énd several
. - , ﬂ-, .e". -

, chiefs ,of operations.‘ On July 8, 1981, yet anothe:hdirectar.will ‘
' , - L B

be apoointed. So while this is only a study off;pat the dollars

L] . .

' »
* aﬁe'buying, itsunavoidably raises certain managemént issues, in- .

- 1 R N
cluding\staffing,patterns in administratron, instruction and support
: 4 ) P

gervices, and the efficiency and effectiveness of the reorgahization

'
- LA ]

] .. -, -~ < . + ‘Ja
of the Division currently proceeding. FPFurther investigation would

. ’ 7. )

be required to determine the managerial implications of the situa-
¢

- <
- .

. tions this study uncovers. This study has investidated areas %n

i
- v

¢ e 3 »
* -involving funding and resource allocation and makes several impor-
» . .
* s . . . . . .
tant recommendations for greater equity and coordination.
] . .

s

7
EPP has chosen to conduct this study because the Panel thinks

® ¢

that every'sgllar in the educatlonal budget must be used w1sely for -

»
o, . °

the benefit of‘chlldren. " The f1nd1ngs and recommendatlons‘%re pre~
- r
sented to assist in the current re-examination and restructuring of

N L]

the Division of Specigl Education with the goal o getting maximun
; { ) F} .

gservices from the spegial education budget. The findings reveal that
the Division's delay in making major policy decisions Has impaired

. dudation i cés. - ' ‘ . .
spéc:aire w tfon servicés . . o B /r:—~

The first chapter of this éggprt’will'describe the organization

. ’ . A

©  df the Division of Special Education. The effects this or@anization
/ —,
has on the delivery of services in the schools will be 1llustrated
v AN o
by féceral case studies of programs within schools in the second
1Y . .

t - *

chapter. . N
.. The isshes raised 'by these case studies will then be further
” . “, . .
exé{o;ed the rest af the report by looking at the budget process

f 0

and the allocation of funds..

NSE-3/1 2
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'3 , .
/ - . o DSE's Organization - *
- -
. . Findings ' ® ’ Ve ’
Special education persornel are responsible to the central
’ division, and tend to be isolated from-other school-based '
\ ) operations. /5 ’
. ° ~ .
The budget does not reflect DSE's organization, staffin§
! B patterns ang lines of responsibility because the organiza-
CoT T tion keeps shifting, and some budget positions do not reflect . .
‘ *  .the actual d?@IE?Qoﬁ the person employed on that line.
. " rThe divisron of {n.inistrative responsibilities among the ‘ ¢ :
| - central office, the regions and the districts is ill+ .
| ' defined. = - ) o

/ v -

- s - .
. - There is no agntral supervisory structure for related services, ;
- whi often impairs service delivery. There are only six

a lack of goordination between support and instruc-
rvicés in the field.

results
tional

”

A. ,Intrpd
The Divigion of Apecial Education has dramaticaliy altered the

delivery of servic to étudepts with handicaps in the past few years.
- Problems
. . ’ I3 \ N .
being addressed, specifically the long waiting lists for evfluatioen

that have plagued the Division since its sudden groyth are ;

sér?ic%f, for placement in -a special education setting and for related
4 /-

A

“ ' services such as counseling, and occupational therapy. v
.. . - . - LV}

The 1979 de¢ree in the Jose P. case,* affirming students' rights
g [
* to timely evaluation and placement, has‘alsq had a signjificant impact '
[N 5 ' . .
on thg’Div}sion of ,Special Education. January and April Plans were

e J } + ‘. ’
- ’ required under the judgment to detail the implementation of the -

“ ' '
¢ P

[ R ‘ \

[y

n e * Jose P. et al v. Ambach eé al, United Cetebral Palsy v. Board of
- Education eiial, and Dyrcia S. et al v. Board of Education et al. . -~ e

. o . \

O ‘ . [ ) .
ERIC ' NSE-3/1 ) | . 929 . -
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' . decision. The Qngoing oversight of “the SpecialiMastér, app®inted by

,the court te reselve disputes between the parties over implemen ion,
. . ‘ * N .
. / .
. and- monitoring by the platntiffs and friends of the court continue to
- * ‘
guide DBE's organization. However, much remains to be done.

-

Setvices for children with handicaps are delivered through a

i -

‘centralized system housed in the Central Board oE?Edgpation and 6
. . ~

regional offices (1 in every borough, 2 in Brooklyn). 'Special

educatign teaché%é are placed by the Division of Special Education,

[y

and they report throufh special education cﬁénnels,-ahd not to the

,school in which the§ may be assigned. Although school principals

participate im-tHeir evaluations, special education teachers are
supervised bf special sypervisors from-§7e Division. The effect -.

of these two reporting systems is.to further isolate the Division

el

from the school-based operations. - ' . ,

Sinte DSE's organization is still changing, 1t is difficult to

.
-

clearly describe the Division's orgap;zétion and to gelineate lines of
i .

”~ » . . . .
responsibility within the o;qanization. Separating administrators

. (
//,,///////and supervisors from staff who work directly with students is

impossible on the basis of the budget alome because in some areas
* both types of positions are included in one budget code. Another
* ]
obstacle to understanding DSE's organization is that certain titl:.s

’ * " _in special education havelyet to be formalized. - Tests and licenses
for em do not exist and eligibility and precise responsibilities’
of the jobs remain unsettled. Since no official title or budget . -
1 » . "

line has been piovided, staff acting in untitled positions appear

¢ * T

1n the budget under their licensed title amd are paid according to
b - -

that title. For example, an acting District Manager cquld be.a *

* ’ .
.

'l:lillc NS.E-3/1- - / 2
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licepsed guidance counselor and therefore would appear in the budget -
{ .

"l

: ]
as a guidance counselor and not as a District Manager. Although this

-

v

- ' »
practice is not pecuddar to DSE, it makes it very difficult to-track

what positiops are budgeted and on payroli in DSE's numerous. officese.

Zai A -

' The;:\a{f?foux broad functions that comprise the'deliver§ of .

I

e

~» spécial education services. - They are: program (which inciudeg
H . [

.
«
o, - .

instruaction, evaluation, teacher training and curriculum'develop-

S— . - ~
ment);-personnelﬁ'budget; and monitoring. Questions concerning
whére responsibility .for these functions should lje, at the district, v
‘ » . ‘ ‘e A N
‘regional, or central level, are being conside nd the current
: l .‘ . . T
“drganization of DSE peflects those questions. ' . .

N : DSE's orghnization is divided in three tiers: Epe central board,
. ° ‘

the regions, and the districts. The %egree,of administrative centrali-

\ . . - “
' &

zation within special education is idil-defined. Although technically\\ .
]

! -~ N ot
.

. all instructional-proéfams and supgoig services ere centralized, many

différent offices for these programs exist at various tiers with .

4
.

differéht administrative functions. The chart on the following.pagé Loy

illustrates the st;ucture of Fhe Division. ~
4" v .

' B. $E§§Z3i ' . . - . . 'f

© . - -~

- Under the executive director, central administration is divided
v 4 1 i
into four parts: (a).the Office of Funded Programs, (b) the Office of
-~ . - “0

Finance and Management, (c) the Office of Program Development and Review,

‘ . A . :
and (d) the Offjce of Instructional Programs and Support Services.

» -

Y (§) The Office of Funded Pgbgrams coordinates all reimbursable

. dollars }?itle I, VEA, EHA) for special education and writes grant LD

'3 13

* proposéié.
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The Office of Finance and Management’ adminj.sters the bud

. (B
N

staff resourdes.

LR

- .
~ am .

° L 4

{

this office has three units:

1)

-

1

] o

e

) 4
deals with fmance questlons and manages DSE's data' base as well as

» .

Finanhce Administration\{ dealifg with
account:.ng *and‘?'h} bud ’

/‘ ‘ ‘ ’ Ce ' '5\_ R

e 2) Data Bank, dealing with the collection .
and use of datd for tracing students and
analyzing population trends; -
./«. ’ ’\
3) Personmel Liaison, interfacing between . ) ”
the Office of Finance 'aild Management K and 5
' ., the Personnel Division. *
<. R N ) ’
(c) The Offige of Program Development and Review examines ;,)
= ~ > L.
current DSE progr and desigps the continuum of services. It ) *

*has two units:

1)

1

Program development which provide?s in-irvice -

trajﬂgotd paraprofessionals, teachers and
supe rs, develops and lmplements standard-~
dized testing programs, develdps and implements

<

educational progtams, and operates the Special
Education Training.and Resource” Center (SETRC).

] ¥ . -

s .

/ : \ 2) Progfam evaluation and review which evaluates
C ] . and audits®DSE's programs and coordinates and :
"supervises all-activities to locate andfjy - - -,
_identify handicappéd students. b . e

-

’ ..—. (d) The Office of Instrﬁctional Progi'ams and Support Services\_/-
S . A N AR ’
operaEeg the day-,fo-day activities of the Division. (Definitions of
. K p e . .

‘

Cora ., ! . '
‘the programs are in Appendix A.) S & )
N ? . .

N ~
)
’ - . B [3 >

.'s» _ Under the Office of@n't;ruct;’odal Programy and Support Services -

\ .o are\admiriistrative' offices for fiel @érvice, the generit resource room

- - -

“%
progz'am, ands schoo&-x&sed sugport teams.  The Office of FJ.e'ld Services

_. ¢ is responsib® for reqional and citywide classgs, and speech, vision,
_‘ - and*hearing resourge rooms. Regional classes include instruc.tior_x and
. y ) , .
Q ! : T ! -
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. s@pervision for the educable lﬁdtal]/.y retarded, trainable mentally /

£ d & AS v

're&arded, emoticnally handicapped, neurologically impaired emotionally

-
® )

. H_andicappedz and health conservdtion studéents. Ci‘.de classes- are

-y R mostly low'incidgnce programs for the severely handicapped. Generxic

. ) - - N .
respufcg rooms mostly serve the learning disabled and other mildly
handicapped students. ) v .

e, .

In order to provide evaluation, ‘placement and related serVices

v

* in a prompt and éeffective manner, DSE has recentlyescreated school-
' . - - Ny

. ] .
based suppost teams (SBSTs) whicl'u del&ve{these services within the .

S

school. Until last year, students were Yéferred to district Committees

> ™~ . N . .
on the Handic%pped (COH) for evaluation. At Central, the Office of

z School-Based Support Teams administers the teams and allocates SBST

-

hn

ettt e A e e m e p m

3'3:a,ff; o the six regions. - ’
w r

There is no administrative of fice’at Central for relfted
3

-

Y

services. THe principal components of related services are defined

] bv

in DSE's budget code as occupational and physical therapists, nurses,

[ . and guidance counselors+ These staff report to different offices |

¢ ' ’
. .

at Central: depending on théir title. There i$ no means to coordinate
9 . . .

the del'i:v:\ry of related services and no clear supervisory structure .

at the central-level. This situation exacerbates the overall shortage

’

of related service staff.

. . ’
1 - “ -

T. Thé Regions - ) . '

o .

. One coordinator of instruction:al programs and one coordinator v
‘ - . \

of support services are planned ifeach of the six regional of fices.
Sl " The regional coordinator of instructional prograhs is responsjble

for .all special ‘education regional classes in the districts w/ithin the
., ’5~‘ ’ - 28 . - =~ ' .
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kY - ’
. ’ ) , . - .
: J region. The regional coordinator of support services is responsible .
. 4 L] . .
for SBST ‘administsation and divides the teams allogated from Central
among the school distrj.'ct\s\xi\n the region. . : ‘s .-
. > ' Y ) ’ ' e -
g Until last year, students evaluated as handicapped were placed-
;» . RN - - ‘-'. ;
' . -in t’ﬁ‘e.j.r'recommended programs through a placement unit which operated .
. ; N . .

at the Central Board. In 1980-81, placément officers were positioned .
14

< ’ . ’ .
- - - .

in .each district to place students in appropriate settings. There .

. are placement coordinators in each regional office (two each in the .

-

. Bronx, f-Brooklyn West, and Queens regional offJ.ces), who oversee the . L
r . ’ .

1)
. placement officers in the districts and place high school students. . # .

¢ .
, . , \
: < . S Cn
:

D. The Distrxicts . ' . -

) At the district level, special education supervisors and managers
¢ - .
are being phased in to coordinate teachers of regional classes and "

’

3 : .
school-based support teams respectively. Teachers of citywide classes .

°

- are supervised independently. The position .'of. speciak.’education
4 v “ > +

supervisors Was recently been-formalized- and 'there- axe 159 supervisors Y
in the field. 226 special education superviso r onsite ‘supervisors,

é - .
—

‘were budgeted for the 1980-81 school year. A ratio of 33 classes to.
- one supervisSr was~qreated to determine¥the number of" site supervisors
g .
for the budget, but the ratio ha# not.been achieved.. ’ -
o _i i N . ) ' ) Y
. In addition to supervising teachers of regional classes, the .
. = . - .
) special education site supervisors are also required to observe and .
Ll * L]
»egzaluate generic resource room teachers.
S
The position of district manager has not been formalized* and the
respons:.b:.lit:.es of this Job/‘e uncextgin. As of April,\l>981 there - ‘
I's - , |
L4 . M |
, . * See page 4 for explanation.. . , R !
e > . |
Q [y . 4 ~ . I
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g ‘. . . .
,/‘;re only six diytrict managets in the field although 32 positipns
. Ny ~

-

were b9dgeted in Noveﬁher, 1980. This shortage means ther:'if'little N

. .
or no coordination between support and instructional services in the

> . = ¢ . ¢ .
* field. o ”
.o . . .;

o A N 0.
As mehtiogéd, unti¥ last year, students were referred to Committees -
>~ N .
-sn.zﬂg‘;andicapped (COH) for evaluation. In 1980-81, 449 psychologists,

and 449 social wo}ke:s plus 349 educational evaluators were formed —
- ' /4/
into school-based support ‘teams to v151t each school to evaluate . ;
+ ﬂ 3

students. Presently, the COH chairperson administers the school- sed

* . .

Suppbrt~team and collects data when there is no district manager.
The positdon of -COH chairperson has also not been formally created,
(3 ] . )

yet and the responsibilities of the pcsition are forﬁﬁdable. Clinijical

A

suﬁervisons reﬁgrt to the COH chairpersons in their districts. These

-»
o o

supervxsors .are requlred to do observations of SBST staff and to .
» . i
.provide technital ASsistance to SBSTS. .

R
- ’
¢

Recommendations ' - T - ’ . .

’

. ? .
The Division, needs to organize its administrative and supervisory

—
4 P +

~—units to alldw, the Division to function as one system and.to coordinate «

. ] - -

adequately with rcqular education programs. . ’ .

The‘Division's "transitional"rstructure is inadequate and impedes

.
-+

the efficienq deliyery of special education servites. - Major policy
. r. l\ ” Kl
deciSLOns regardxng DSE s organ)zation have yet to be made. Currcntly,
5{,.

the Division‘s staffing, structure,)and administratlon are being -
reviewed Ry the Board .of Education. . .
’ ‘ . - 6 .
In order 'to achjieve an efficient erganization, the Division must
) ° . -

] o ok :
address “some fundamental questidns. 'Is it necessary to have district

. ‘ .

L
.

o
4
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.

anﬁ reéional'offices in addition to the Central Board? How many
[ [ ,* . ~ !/
_layers of,a@ministrative and supervisory offices are needed to

deliver special education services :effectively? Should administra-

*

tion and delivery of ingtructidnal and support services be.divideé

in the field? +

~

In any ¢Ese, the foilowingigoals éhould be the foggg‘of any

reorganization: a lean admiﬂistration; clear supervisory lines

¢ ‘

within* the Division; and integration of special education and regulér.

L]

- .

education programs at the school level. .

The sik case stydies following.illustiate-the diversity the

current hybrid system produces and raise. several management an@/

-

budgét issues which will be explored in later sections of this

.
4 =
N )

* report.
pOA *
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A. Introduction

"the actual delivery of special education services at.the schdol level.

education services: an elementary,. junior_high and high school. These

4.. -mainst’reaimiﬂz a strong ¢ nt by the - school
staff to p”ertgi’.t handicapped stugdents the opportunity =
to mainstream had to exist; .|
S. reputation: the fine reputation of these schools
- * had to be known by DSE ¢entral and field staffz . ’
) - s - . -
6. use of resourtes: the. cial education staff im "

.t
-
t

> .

112~

K T cmeEn 1

' . case Studies ° . ’ ’ R

B \ v .
. B

o - 7
The following six {ase- studies are presented as illustrations of

These six schools are not a séatistically sigrificant sample. However,

+
-

they have been carefully chosen to-demonstriate the service implications

-
-

of the b.fdget and expendit‘ﬁr‘e decisions, which this report examinés\in
datail. . _— . : oo "
- . . .

Three schools wkre considered models for their provision of special

. .
- . - .
-

.$'chools were chosen based uppn several criteria:

1 attendance rates: the attendamce for handicapped
students had to be as good as the regular students
in the schoql except for the several physically
hand.xcapped.

. gzaduatlon- at the high school level there had-
to'be a history of .handicapped students graduating;

3. decertification: in the elementary and junior high
school, the staff had to plan for decertification .
of handicapped students * ghe process by yhich a-
child previoysly receiving special education services
is maipstreamed to thg extent that special education
services are no longer. necessary;

the school had to take ﬁhll advantage of resources
offered by BE such as SETRC .(Special Education
o Teacher Resource Center);

. o,

L] ) o
» ~

7. outreach: the ‘special education staff and other -
JSA1S-3 L 157+ .
school staff had to promote their program through _ . A
outreach materials. - 32
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s : The BE has two model schools which v'v_ere designed for optimum

eaming of handicapped students, Edward R. Murrow High' School

and Rachel Carson Junior High School. 'These schools were not chose}n,
P \/' i . . \ h N (. . . . B b
although both' are excellent examples of fine special educational pro-

grams, because EPP sbught to examine ‘schools that were not ‘or.iginally ‘

designed as models but rather grew to be modets. ) Each.n\nbdel school

. < -

i is paired with anothet school with a similar handicapped pogulatfién

to canp'arg their programs and étaffing.

=

Overall,;it should be noted that the special education .;)rograms .
reflect these differences:: different levels of involvemegnt on the

¢ ' part of the principal; different staffing levels both for super- ., *

vision and support; different classroom organization patterns; and

. .

. different degrees of integration and c:‘oordination with the school, '- i
B. ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS / : .
[ 4

] .

|
Elqpentary School 1: PS 279, Brodklyn : - |
|
|
|

- a)’ Overviéw ' v . :

PeS.' 279 was chosen as a model. (The special *education programs

at PS \279 serve 137 students out of a student body of approximately: L
. . . .k ' i

: - '745.. Attendance is over 90% for both student populations excluding

. . those with severe physical' handicaps. Tﬁe children have a variéty g
r~ ’ ' ° ! - ! ‘ ! ’,
of handicapping conditions‘including physicaliy handicapped (HC-20),

i ”

. . . . -
minimally brain impaired (HC-30), readiness, mildly handicapped

.

in resource roams and speech impaii'ments. Special educaticj\\clas'ses ‘

. 7 have been in the school for the past efyht years.

L]

. * . AN
) ‘The building is 20 years old, three stories, with a M

- +-

- 925 number ‘of students.* An elevator has been requested' for 8 years;

.

‘—  * HC pop: DSE data bank as of 10/31/80 - ' S
Total pop: Bd. of Ed. as-of 10/31/79 -

FRIC . semarz | .33 ..
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* however’, the missing elevator has not prevented the students mixing

3

together because regular stﬁdenf:s join the special students on the

‘

ground floor of "the."building (reverse mainstreaming).
’

‘ .

The heart of_ the special education pro_grain lies with the

princi'pal‘, Norma Siegel: "We must see handicapped children as
. : l1 )

It

children; they are as much a part of our school as any other child."

"~ Norma Siegel oversees all aspects of the program, whether it be

Y

teacher_ supervision, staff development, curriculum development or
v . P
record keeping. '

Title I reading teacher;
Title I paraprofesstonai.

'be Program Review . \ ‘
W)y Staffir’of the Special Education Program e
The specia'l education teach'yng staff includes: i
10 claésroom teachers; , _
2 resource room teachers;
1 HC20 coordinator.
The support staff includes: ‘ :
2 paraprofessionals assigned to two readiness classes; {
4 health aides assigned to the HC-20 unit; )
- 1 speech teachepr, for the speech center;
. 2 gpeech teachers for the HC-20 and HC-30 populat:.on,
.- _ 1 SBSteam (one day a week);
N\—-= 3 part-time guidance couni‘?brs;
- 1 full-time occupgtional erapist; '
1 part-time physicd therapist; -
1
1

&

“

"of the present teaching staff, 6 had per diem licenses and

~
~

almost no training in special ‘education. N

~ -

N
!
.

\An itinerant supervisor from the Division of Specrial Education ~

’ ’

has responsibility, on the a'verage:\ for 6 to 7 schools ahd spends

>

less than a day at each one.




.
“

The HC-20 coordinator ‘coordinated the entine‘sp&bial education

T
.

' program including the HC-20 prégram.- Norma Siegel. cited thig .
. . T

-

coordinator as crucial -."I could not attempt the serious effort
. in mainstreaming that we achieve here without a coordinator.” The
coordinator programs all special educatlon\students into the main- .

) stream, maintains all student records and plans procedures for
articulation, coordinates the school-basesd support team ,schedule
.. s

" whén it is in the'seho_ol, takes care of transportation problems,

" arranges reverse mainstreaming, and fully participates in cyrriculum

i

. o development within the special education program. .

. PS 279 staff has brought SETRC, the Special Education Training

and Research Center staff,” into the building several times for

. : N :
' o . : I /£
workshops and training of both special education and regular staff.

e

-

- : ':3) Class Organization - ' ~

The four cla_sses of HC;ZO studen;cs with severe physical handi-

. : -
,\caps are in regular 'grades with reqular Eachers. The program ig

a resource roam program/with students scheduled’ to return‘to HC-20

. .

classes for remedial help. Lunch also takes place in the mainstréam.

Several students are totally mainstreamed in the HC;30 student

population, while most are mainstreamed for particular subjécts. ’

v \
Since reading and math in the schopl are tracked{ a great deal of

v

revgrse mainstreamjing takes place where raguiar students go to a -

special“ educatio:n classroom f£f&r reading and 'matH. Teachers view

the reverse miﬁs&eaMng as particularly valuable for regqulas

'students ih academic trouble. .

SE-4/2 ' '
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c. Support services and staff utiliza€ion

* v
.

PS 279 has 3 itinerant quidance counselors: one guidance

v Ry

counselar. comes 1/2 day every 2 weeks for the readiness classroom;

N t

the second guidance counselor comes every Monday -and alternate ,

Wednesdays for special education; the third guidance counselor

H

comes 2 1/2 days a week for regular edycation.,

This situation is fairly typical.;:*"l‘here are 130.4* special

‘l
education guidance counselors iql,n}fgfsch'oo‘l system budt';eted for

5
e
s

special education in a ‘fairly random fashion. Almost all serve on
| d
an itinerant basis, visiting special education populations in, each

school *or 2 days a week. “ . .
. . N (

Blementary School 2: PS 95, Bronx ,
- » . .r "
PS 95 was chosen as a companion to"

Il . )
S 279\based upon a similar
population of special education students. ’

d. Overview - . ’ - ) .
\ ) -
The special education program at P§ 95 serves 97 students out
[ ]

of a student body of approximately 1,000 students. The handicapping

-

— conditions of the children are similar to P§ 279 although PS 95.does o

L] - [

not have a readiness class or a re.souéjce room for the mildly handiy

.

!
v

capped. Attendance, at 824, is similar to the rest of the school.
. L o, T

—

The building itself is quite old, built in 1933 with a capacity
‘ \ -

of 1,289 students. It is 83% \’n:ilized.‘ Students withr physical "

, . \\\ ~. . ; L A . . ) ’
handicaps are located on the. first floor with access prov\r(ed byf; -
one ramp. Minimatly brain .mpaii'ed*m’dents": (HC-30) "are on one

b .

wing of the fourth floor. -The scl:xool, .like most other ,elemerfx:ary

“ ’ ’

» . 4
' ] 35
* DSE data bank as of -12/9/80 ' . /

/ .
SE-4/2 : }
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-

, o
schools, has a class organization in which reqular students stay
' ' | ]

" .

with one teacher all day, thus limiting thg opportunities for

maiin‘str%m.ing. : )

.b. - Program Rewiew .

’
-

1) Staffing of special edWBcation pxoqramé Lt

The speci.a.l education program has:-
. 2 classroom éeachei:'s for the HC-20'population?”
5 classroom teachers for the HC-30 population.
. * ' )

. Support staff consists of: . . '

»

- 2 health aides; ! !

. Ll
1 part-time adaptive‘sical_ education teacher for the,

w

. HC-20 population; :
o 1 speech teacher;
. *' 1 part-time guidance counselox; .
’ 1 Title I -reading teacher with a paraprofessional
. 3 times a week;
re ’ 1 SBST 2 days a week. -

Two of the HC-30 teachers were new this year. Special edpcaiion

teachers had been in this.school for a long.time and had established

.

.a c].es{’:rorking relationship. ."

2) Program Coordination

'

The two major units, HC-éO and HC-30, are separated bya physical

location and have distinct programs. -There is no program coordinator

for either group, nor is there a teacher assigned to coordinate
{

programs or to administrate duties exclusively. Particularly in
tiue clagses for the minimally brain impadred, the teachers were

quite overwhelmed with paperwork. One teagher had accepted the

A ]
responsibilities of a teacher-in-charge and some administrative

- - .

duties even though she had a full load of teaching duties. The

-

«* itinerant supervisor, a highly skilled professional, attempted to

&

SE-4/2 . ’ .
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spehd mbr:e—ltime at this school than other sites because of the =~ "<
t

lack of extra support within the building.

-

' 37—— Classg Organizat'?on

-
-
.

The specJ.al education program operates J.ndependently of and

isolated from the rest of the school. 4

Children in the two HC-20 classes, divided according to age,

switch back and forth for }.'eadipg and math. There is no mainstreaming

* {
of HC-20 children .even at lunch. HC-30 classes, though similarly

isolated, join the other «students for lunch. .

c. Support. services and staff utilization

-
-

There are wvery few support services for PS 95 special classes.

There is no guidanca counselor; an itinerant supervisor cames once

a week. The SBST is spending awf its time doing evaluations in

" the school and does not provide support services such as counseling.

There is no extra teacher for 1unch coverage for HC:20 classes~
"The teachers double up thelr'two classes at 2:00 so tha'c the one
who covered lunch can release the other for 1unch at 2:00. The’ .
teathers ‘of HC-30 classes have a break ;vt;iie the stuc:ieats are

mainstreamed for lunch, but this is difficult because the staff

coverage at lunch is mﬁimal. , One teacher of the HC-30 class put

/\ it, "It's especially difficult to sSettle my students down aftey

lunch; it's crowded, nofsy and hard for them." i

Diffe?éxces in Elementary Schoels
<, - . N '
1) Staffing ‘ e v
Theacst'obvious ‘differdence in these two elemefftary schools is

the lack of a prog;"am cdordir:ator irf PS 95_{. There- is a large enoug:h

sg—4/2 ’ . - - R \
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)

unit at PS 279 to warrant an extra line for 'an HC-20 coordinatgr

2
who perfprms all the administratiue tasks and initiates the integya-

»

tion of all handicapped stufienci in regular educatiﬁnal programs

.

At PS 95 there are only two classes of HC-20 -handicapped stude,nts
and no extra lir}e is assigned. The five teachers of HC-30 classes are

particularly pressed for time, as are-all teachers of HC-30 classes,
- L
but there are no coordinators for this program. Unless there are

.

a lary/number of special education classes im a building, there
i : .

are no extra lines budgeted. The exceptions are extra lines for J

crisis intervention teachers for every two claéses of the emotionally

handicapped and NIEH (not an elementary school levgl)-—
[
In additidn PS 279 has more support staff, an occupational
" »

therapist and a part-time physical theraplst. PS 279 parents fought

hard to get an physical therapist in their®school. But ot/course as

the principal said, "We shouted for a PT for a long time and we finally

LY

got one. That just means they took it from someplace else."”

-
\

. y
2) Programming g '

Because PS 279 has separate subject classes, it is easier to

-

' mainstream special st};dents. As a rule mainstreaming is rarely

aqcomplished on the elementa'ry school level bedause in mest elemen-
taziy school such as P§ 95 tl;e regular students stay j:n the sama
~ .
class all day. _ S~

The lack of lunch coverage for fthe teachers of physically

handicapped students i5 a serious P b}.,em.* This sitvation will be

discusged in a later section of this r port.

e )

* This practice would no longer be allowed under the April plan for
the Jose P. case, except where a ghild's Individual Education Plan

requires it.
SE-4/2 . - /
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C. JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS

Junior High School 1: JHS 185, Queens

a. Overview

-~

‘

Queens. -

The model junior h;éh schood program chjen tvas JHS 185 in

¢ «

The sp'ecial education programs at JHS 185 serves 187 students

out ‘of-a student body of 917*. The handicapped-students are of

three categories: HC-30 minimally brain impaired, e;’cionally

handicapped and mildly handicapped. Attendance as o December

1980 for the HC-30 classes was 86%; for the EH classes, 73%.
" >

The building is 31 years old with'a .capacity of 1,059 "L?tudents.

- v
R4

The program has been in the building for several years and is an

ixitegral part of the schoql program, as illustrated by the fact

that, in order to locate a specidl education student, the principal

”, 1 ‘

must look at the student's‘program card. The philosophy of the
- R

t

school is to treat students with handicaps as regular students as

.
much as possible.

b. Program Review

1) Staffing of the Special Education Programs

The special education.teac:in\;ész includes:

v -~

1 coordinator:; .

8 HC-30 classes;

4 teachers for the emotionally handicapped students;
* 2 EH teachers (crisis interventiony;

2 resource room teachers;. ' ‘

-

+

Suppo‘rt staff are: \ .

2 Title I teachers, one for fath and one
+ for reading;

. . 4,
* Board of Education of 10/31/79 4{)

SE-4/2 \
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Sy - Like PS 279, JHS 183 has en_e cbo}fdinator for its special ‘educa-

V;‘ - *

! - N .
2 g - 2
.

L4 3

. o -21=- ) -
. . . . 4 S .
Lo * - ) . e i .
TN .. 4 paraprofesSiJnalm ‘ . : il
1 part time guidance’ counselor; - . ’
P 1 school based s@pport team 3 days a wee‘k, .
i 1 speech Q\ rapisty ' ‘
* 1 adaptive” physical education teacher; and .

1 itinerant supervisor.

*

A

Of the 14 classroom teachers,®s were per diem with little

. - -
I

experience in-teaching special education. ) .
.. .

2) Program Coordination and -Development ' ‘ . O

A @

‘tion program, who’is assigned the HC:'-'30 classes,,butf coordinates all o

L4

tHe s&cial educa'cion classes.‘ The, prlnciaal Donald Zwerllng, dld \.

" not think that the integrated program developed “in JH 185 could haVe

k . . . y .
been possible without a pqsi;:.ion for a coordinator. The school staff

»

3) Class" Organization ..' . ‘ - . .

A proffle is created for every entering 7th grade special educa'c:.o‘n

»

studen& ‘I‘hey are ;nainstreamed as much as possible. . Kf

~ Seventh Qgraders aré ma:.nstre_amed in at least one minor subject \
’ ( sical 'edt;ca:cion, mnsic, _ar'c, 'extra cirricular activities) frem" ‘
." c:h .s'c day of schoo]:. By the 8th grade, ‘stugient:s are mainstreafned
. in maor ubjects if ;chey are capable of the *work. (This year 12 EH ’

» .

: U ., :. . * . ~

¢ “student re mainstreamed for at’ Jeast one mgjor subject.) All ,
¥ A4 v . - N .

s

“students use the lunch dnd bathroom facilities together. Emotional .

handicaps are assigned to shop classes with regular students.

v
- P -

Support Stdff Wd staff Utilization - ,

The kegy %o the ‘highly suocessful program a'c JH 185 lies in its

B
]

“staffing, A coordinator is free t® plan the program of every special

e - [ v " t . > N

" student,, If studen,t: cannot be n_lainstreamed for major subje.s, .

.

( . t » R
. L R ¢

. .“ . . 7 , N . ’
SE-4/2 . o . .

.

, had constantly made use of SETRC for on siteatralning of all tEac_hers~
[ o -



then a departmental program is developed'witﬁin special education

.80 the student can experience a subject oriented environment to.\

- 3
the extent possible. _/ r

roal Junior High School 2: JHS 223, Brooklyn - .‘

Junior High School 223 was chosen as a companion v JHS 185 -
T , >

based upon a similar population .of special education students.

a. Overview 1 ) o ;

]

-The special edutation program at J,I:ls 223 serves 131 students
< .
out of a student body of 852%. There are three types of special
pr'oérams, similar to JHS 185: HC=-30, emotionally handicapped, and

mildly handicapped students in a resource room setting. Attendance

\ 0

for HC-30 clag'ses was'67%; for EH classes 53%.
. -

The building is 31 years old with a building capacity of 1,461

_'-%qden‘ts*. The special education program in this school is separated

©

from the rest-of the school.

. - .
b. Program Review

. . X : PY ’

1) Staffing of the Spedial 'Education Prof:am
(/ 14 - -

The spe'cial‘education teaching staff includes:

“ 6 HC-30 teachers;

2 ‘teachers of emotionally handicapped
1 crisis intervention:teacher;

1 teacher for the resource roomj

(S
s

,, Support staff:

-1 TitlesI reading teachdr; "
.2 paraprofession%ls,- )
1 Title I paraprofessionalj -
1 part time guidance counselor;

\/Q\ Total populaeion: Board of Education as of 10731/79
Handicapped- ulation: DSE data tanék ag. of 10/31/80
' §

-
e

Vo
¢

: SE~-J/2. -
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1 adaptive physical education teacher:

° 1 SBST two days a week; . .
1 part-time.speech therapist.
[ 4

2) Program Coordination & Development \_
) ) i T

s ’

building. Two assistant 'principals from the regular staff are

assigned to sug;ervisory and administrative duties, one to HC230

cﬁf\s\s and the other to classes fo ildren with emdtional

handicags. 'I"hese assistant prin who have no training in

special education, are sympathetic e problems of special

’

students and were proud of individual students who had achieved
some level of mainstreaming. Howewer, they expreésed doubts

& about mainstreaming. One assistant prir;cipal said: "It's a fact =
: 3

» * -

- that they have enough problems in their own classrooms and don't

o \need an§ mof?.'.". ' .

t
.

No trained person coordinates students' pfograms or relates

to the curriculum of special education students other than a very

a

s .
school, but the supervisor said she had encouraged staff td attend

district meetings of SETRC training programs. . ' o
v - ) + * -

The staff had been successful in decertifying specj:al education .’

- -
students back into the regular curriculum.’

c. Support Staff and Staff Utilization . ‘

-

. " -

’

?
The support staff is all part-time, a structure much criticized .

.
-

g ’ »
by the special educstion teachers and assistant principals. ;'No

n

one' is here when you need help.” \The staff agreed that‘one person

- hd A} hd

for five half-days was more‘,‘\sefu'l ‘than someone 2 or 3 days a week.

There is no coordinator for special education programs in the ==""

dediciat.:ed itinerant supervisor. SETRC has not been used in the "
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. ' 4
Pifferences in the Junior High Schools
’ o ,
+ 1) sSgaffing . _ P

-

Again, an extra line for am coordinator made a tremendous
7
. < ! . v
I difference at the ]um.or high, school level. Their ‘support services

~ va 2
2 e '

' .are about the same : '

2) Program

LR

. ‘ More cpportu’nities for students to be a part of .the mainstream
are available at JHS 185. To a large extent this was the result
of a full-time coordinator althoug&,the principal at JHS 185 had

extensive input in how the special education program is shape .

' s (A
. D HIGH SCHOOLS , - . r T
High School" J F. Kenned.}n H"igh School
” A .‘ .
’ R N - P ‘ 2 ; —
a. Overw.ew 'a"’" ’ s “ . . ‘

—_— ".’gm\ -
- ' ‘. 3 &\_‘ o . NE]

he m.odel fh;i\.gh school p,g?&qn chosen is Kennedy High School in

< ‘
. . the Bronx. y , ’5 - * .
. ) B b - ‘. . « ‘
" 'I'he special education program ‘at Kennedy High School serves (/
. 4 $ » -

" have two handicape . -30 and ,emotional handicaps. They have been

pened. Attendance ‘for HC-30 classes is

-

in the building since
§

. ' 70%; fq,r EH classes 4. , * ‘_‘
¥ ” . 4
> B The, new “building l?as a capacity of 4,117 students." Kennedy .
. . .

is ,a comprehensive high school offering college preparatory, business

o

and vocat.ional pr -ams . The success of z.ts special education pro-

‘ . .
, grams ,,lies with its principal, Robert Mastruzzi, who is hjghly
* Total enrollmeft:. Board “of: Education as. of 10731/79.
. Handi‘apped enrollment:, DSE"- data bank as of 10/31/80. v
»

. ** Board of Education as of 10/31/79. .
L) \41 . ' SE 4/2. . , ; * ‘
ERIC — . Lo :
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keéardéd in his efforts to provide an integrated special gducatioﬁal

program. . LR . .
Kennedy Hizh Schoo“ly_offers; a work-study progran; at Montefiord

Hospital ,for ’special students as well as a bu‘sinqss/cleri‘.cal §kili§

B .

p'rogram. There is dlso a newly formed after-school program for

shops.. ' » ) o i
Program Review ) ‘ .

vy
. - *

1) Staffinq -of the Special Education Program

The spec1.al education teaching staff includes;:
HC- 30 classroom teachers;
coordinater;
classroom teachers for emotionally handicapped stpdentsz
one crisis interventionp teacher; -
resource room teachers; *
classroom teachers for the’hearlng impaired; ‘
‘work study teacher at Montefiore Hospital (part-time).

P . T

H UMD FWaa

.

.Support staff includes: -

3 paraprofessionals for EH classes; :
. 1 full-time school-based support team consisting
v ' of “a psychologist and so¢ial worker;
1 educational evaluator twiceé a week; »

1 quidance counselor one day a_week. .
. . .

-

Three of‘/r:he tlassroom teachers have per diem licenses; others
? . \/> ’ -
were more experienced and several -had master's degrees in special
. . T
L4
» ~ -

education. . -

-
-
, . -~

2. Program Coordination and Development ’

The coordinator of HC-30 deals:with t% entire school. The
e . .

morale of this staff is quite high with far moresdirection coming

from the regional office than is the case in other borc;uggﬁ largely

because the Bronx Regional Office has been in place for several

Two of the priorities of the/Bronx Regional Office@@&‘

years.
to develop proper articulation of special students in the high .
SE-5/1 ; . . .
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schools and to develop vocationall skills for these students. To

’ ‘ accamplish this the Bronx Regional staff has‘'developed a curriculum
K . v

»

based upon a series of modules, a sequential ordering of skills', .

. .which is used widely throughout the Bronx including, Kennedy High

, - t
. School. The curriculum establjishes pace and sequence; the work on

5 . -
I3

" one contimies until a studernt cohguers at least 80% of that wmit

befofe going onto the next unit. :Because so many teachers are new
L] . .

to/special education, the curriculum is eSpe_ciél"ly__nseful. , ‘.

3. Class Orgqanization .

The high schools require extensive program.ming for every
tudent. Host special education students are in their own home room
are mainstreamed to the extent they are able. 'I’he progra.mm:.ng

/
is done By cr;i.sis intekxvention teachers; the coordinator plang

v

curriculum and sets up classes for all students with handicapping

conditioms. In other words, there are two teachers who are not
’

' classroam teachers who are available to organize the classes, for ’]
the Mandicapped. ° . - .
4

Some students remain in c for the handicapped for part

of the day: some are totally eamed. As mich as possille the

’ special education students -are treated the same as regular “students.
. * ) \ 2
- They receive their program request forms at the same time, they go

- "to luhch with regular students, and t';.hey join In extra-curricular

activiNs much as possible. . . N . oL
\) '.-

C. _Pport staff and Staff Utilization

g

Since EH classes are Sudgeted for a crisis intervention teachef,

the Bz_'onx,,'reg'ion spreads these classes around the schools including
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the high scﬂools‘.‘ As a result, most schools have a crisis inter-
-

vention teacher(hc').can take ‘the ‘role of teacher-in-charge and

. , 3

coordinate pr'ogr'am activities. Kennedy High School also has a
coordinator for HC-30 program who was responsible for the entﬂe -

. .
. special efiication program. Such support is far greater than what

3

an itinerant guidance counselor can provide once a week. N

. .

High School 2: Martin Luther King High School

¢

The special education program at Martin Luther King High Schooi-

in Manhattan serves 121 students out of a student body of 2,232,*
including 8'(:-30 and emotionally handicapped. Thergsis de resource

room in the school. /

The building is new with a capacity of 3,211 #.\mber of students.

Martin Luther Xing is a comprehensive high'school. There is a work-

study ‘program for special st

nts at the multi-handicapped center

)

. -
which enrolls six students,

ar

for EH classes 47%.

Attendance for HC-30 rclasses is 65%;

1Y [y N

b. Program Review.

1) Staffing

The special-education teaching staff includes: -

4 HC-30 classroom teachers; ’
S classroom teachers for the emotjonally handicapped
students; - . - '
", 1 crisis intervention teacher;’ ‘
1 resource room teacher. ¢

Support staff consists of:

’

. > .
> 1 Title I reading teacher; .
6 paraprofessionals; - . ) . .
1 itinerant speech teacher two days a week;
1l part~time guidance counselor;
1 SBST; . '
1 Pitle I readi o raprofessional. '
SE-5/1 s . )

e
v
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Out of the ten classroom teachers and one crisis j:ntefven;:ion

‘teacher, -seven had per diem licenses and three of them were new.
4‘, ' -

2) Program Coordination and Development

The staff is hard working and led by an enthusiastic teacher who

is the crisis dintervention teacher in the EH classes. The program ig/

~ .

small enough so that the teacher in™“charge kx\gws every student and

°

. . — .
provides each with an individual program. Mainstreaming is ®mphasized;
. . .

on the average %ry student was mainstreamed for a major subject.
. \ »

7 —
. d

- 3) Class Organization s
The special efucation program is departmentalized 4s.are. most
programs ai: the secondary school level. The students can switch

‘from one special class to another for different subjects if that

.

student is not mainstreamed for that subject. Some stydents were

eltirély mainstreamed and the gspecial education teacher may see

. RS
that student only once a day. .

+
E g

c. Support Staff and Staff Utilization

’ It would be diffiqult to criticize the special education staff

as wmnderutilized. It is a dedicated staff. The questions centered

around how would they mana;;e a larger brogram, which was expected
\ . +

the next year. - The principal was quite supportive-of the special

-

education staff. His Bigqest complaint was the rapid growth in

the handicapped popilation to be served while the staff was

constantly ‘new and untrained.
S

Difference in the High "Schools

1) 'staffing -

‘
-

The difference in these_schools is partially the staffing.

Kennedy High Schol had the extra line for a crisis intervention

-5/1 ' A y
SE=5/1 ) 43
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teacher which meant that more program development and‘coordination . 3
went on. But the real difference lies in program. . L
2) Program
Kennedy High School has several vocational programs for handi-
capped students and the staff is constantly on the search for
‘more. The influence of the ér.:onx Regional Gffice is clear. The
—_— differances in the'rhigh 3chols is time; Kennedy has developed a
‘e ' éoordinat:ed fully mainstreamed program over time that resulted in
six stuQénts graduating this year.:’ Mattir; Luther King High School

did not have' that head start but the staff is certainly willing.

‘ -—

E. CONCLUSIONS ) .

Obviously, patterns of special education service delivery‘vary
widely, largely due to differences irmr philosophy and, probably more

importantly, to differences in the allocation of resources. )

t

N ~ - .
Por example, the presence or lack of a coordinator or teacher-)

in-charge (with limited other teac{xinq duties) and the role of the ___J

principal seem to make a significant difference in the administration “ !
. ’ N |

and quality of special education programs amd their coordifation

with the rest of .t:he school.
» , R
The Bronx Regional Office has provided a nonclassroom teacher

- through the optimum use of unit teachers. ,Since every two classes

for children with emotional ha_ndicap‘s were permitted a unit teacher,
]

.

: the Bronx region sought to distribute these classes so that every

»
T

school would have at least two. 2 ' i

‘ )Qurinq the'l979-80 school year, DSE planned to place a proéram
coordinator in schools with eight or more special education classes.

Because of DSE's deficit that ygnt/the plan was rejected.

~f N

&
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.

Furthermore, {fragmented support se;vices’, including itiner&/

and part-time help is a constant hindrance. .
Coverage for lunch and duty-free periods remains chaotic, and .

recruitment problems contifue to plague ’teachers and administrators

alike. L. . .

s

Finally, high schools are subject to different funding patterns

which have made planning for and fundiny special education programg

A .

partigularly difficult and lacking in accountability. - B

v All of these and other budgeting alfficulties sth_h as transpor-

tarion and evaluation are the subjects of the next portion of this

—~ -

teport. What is inescapable is "chat the programmatic and stiffing
problems which emerge from the case stugiés find their roots in
i

3

budgeting decisions.
) pl

The next three chapters of ,this report will discuss the

—

budgeting syste'ﬁ in greater detail.

~—— .
. , A
b . *
. .' v-\
. / H
¥ .
=
o)
. . . ?
b
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g CHAPTER III
-

Growth #f Construction of the Special Education Budget

"
Y
. / R
- i

Because of the increasing numbers of students with handicapping

‘ . L

conditions being served l;y the public schools and the reporting

-

A. o~ Introduction

requirementg of the courts, both BE and DSE officials hdve tried to

qain item-by-;item control of special education expenditures through

,

better budgeting procedures. This is not an €asy task. Firet, it

s,

is of primary importance to correctly estimate and project the number
. /

of handidapped students that the Division must serve. In times of

" . -

rapid growth and changing organizationdl structures, it is esPe_gi\ally
d;iff.icq_lt to correctly estimate the nymber of students who will be
eva'luated and actually placed in special educat ion progr;mg. Once
the mumbers of handicapped students' dre projected, 1':hen‘ and only

then can-the Division project the number and type of staff needed,

I

and how much that staff will cost.

Special Education Enrollment Over Time \ ‘

Fin;:lingg

Between the 1975-76 and 1980-8l school years, the number of
students in special education has grown 100%, not including
students served by the Bureau of Speech Improvement.

The sharp decline in the population served by the Bureau
of Speech Improvement since the 1975-76 school year and
the reappearance of the populatj.on in the 1980-81 school
year after the State began providing special education
funding for these children, is a dramatic example of both
change in the type of s®udent receiving services and the
effect of funding allocations.

In the 1978-79 school year, the learning disabled were
, added as a new handicap category eligible for state aid.
L4 N

-
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Since t:hen,,tl"le number of students identifed as learning~
disabled has increased almost nineteen times.

) Since the 1975-76 school year, the HC-30 population has
- increased 250%.

~

L' -

The mumber of children with emotional handicaps being’ ———~

served has increased 52% since the 1978-79 school year,

Together with the HC-30 population, these two handicaps

comprise almost 50% of the total handicapped population-
being served in’'the schools. - i

\ ' .

Unlike' other éducational programs, progrdms for handicapped‘
students have strict class size limits accordin.g to state requlationsy -

mt reflects these mandates. Teachers are allocated to schogis

A

based upon the typg of handicaps in the schools. Because of the‘close
relationships between budget and types of handicaps, fthe diversity of
the handicapped population in our schoc:ls must be explored in order
to understand the distribution of resources. This '.seiction focuses

on the numbers and types of handicapped students in the handitapped

.

poéulation-so that allocation patterns of staff are better understood.*

’ . .’I'be,_number of handicapped students served in New York City's

pubhc*schools has been growing rapidly. {See ’I‘able 1.) Between
‘> l
71975276 and_1980-81, the number of Special education ;students has

\

. grown 100%, not including those served by the &ureau of Speech

! 3

- s

Improvement. .

®
1 N 9
* Data taken from PHC-1 forms which ar!e filled in by ’DSE and returned
to the State. Reporting dates vary from year to ydar' Data are
meant to illustrate overall trends rather than specific yearly
. . chanqes.ge numerical changes between 1975-76 and 1976-77
: may not as great as they appear because the data for those
school years are less reliable than the data for subgequent years.

Nse-3;1 - . 92
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/' . i TABLE 1
Number of HandMgmpped Pupils Served in pe .
New York City Public Schools* -
€ . - ‘l' .
-*  gchool Year ‘ # of Students’, % Change < (
75-76 ’ ' 39,654 ,
76-77 48,103 . | 21%
77-78 . 50,246 ]J 43 ,
¢ 78-79 . 54,149 | . 8%
. 79-80 o 66,44§ 23y
80-81 ) 81,75 23%

population: - educable mentally retarded (EMR), trainable mental ly

Health Conservation classes, ric-lo, HC-20, HC-30), and specific
v . i . .

. »
in the population receiying/services. - \

The sharp decline in the population served by the Bureau if

¢
-

. - . . A\
Speech Improvegent since the 1975-76 school year-and the reappearance

-

Al
of, that population in the 1980-81 school year is a dramatic example

/’lf both change in the type of stuaent receiving sex;viqes and the

.
-
‘
-

NSE-3/1 ' . 53 ‘
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. effect of .funding allocajtions. In 1975, 39,132 non-handicapped

< . .
children with mild speech defects received services twice a week

P

'

under the Bureau of SPeec@.improvement. However, as a result of .

New York City's fiscal crisis, this service was mostly phased out.

e perfentage of students served by the Bureau of Speech Improvemenf
v ) ’

of the¢’ total handicapped population dropped from 49% in 1975, to .

26% in\ 1976, to 1.6% in 1977. Then in FY 1980-8l1, more students ,

i}
» - N

were identified as needing itinerant speech,sérvices because of a

fisc incentive on the part of the State. These students are now

( ) included in the state aid formula for allocations to the handicapped

-

and so mast be labelled handiéapped in.order for }heiﬁity to rééeive '

, @
-

. state funds. ‘ ¢

= Another obvioug change in the typé of“handicapp?d student'éel;ed .
occurred in the 1978-79 school year with the inclusion of the 1earning///
disabléd as a new handicap categsry eligible” for state aid. Since Ehe.
I97§;19 schdoi year, the humber of stud;?ts identified in this category

" has increased ;lmd‘L nineteen times. -

- / .
' \ _ The physically handicapped population is the most numerous in

'

-7

the schools; one gquarter of thestotal handicapped population is

.

. classified as physically handicapped. With the éxception of the

i

- 1979-80 school year, the "physically handikapped other™ population

, has been iﬁcreasing steadily. . In that category, the popu%atidn

classified as HC-30, which is defined ag a brain injury that. can "

-lead to severe.learning disability,'has showg\the most Yrowth .since

the 1975-76 school year. 5,065 HC-30 students were identified .
: .

in the 1975-76 school year. _That number compriéed 55% of the




' 'rhe Sta}:e Education Department, Office of E
) ‘February 1, 1977, February 1, 1978, Deceinbe

/
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mssification system is not the same as the program descriptions used by t

L. . . E 2
.Qﬁ ° - L] ¢ - . “ * A ’
M £ % y/ . L. - ~ , ." ' M .' '\J .
| '.’ ,f'_ J*’_’ . » (- ‘ . i . : ‘ N % — ‘ -
. "' ' -: "' X l‘?v - »‘;_- B f * ) o * » TABLE 2 .‘ "T - .". - o » ‘n ’ |
e « ¥ IJ\ . o ) . ‘fmes of Handicaps 1975-76."- 10fs1 - 3 » .- .
&« . - o . . . ’ &o : . . : ‘ 1 9 ‘/
el - . Y (Ages 3-21) L - '
s of Tdtal . L~ ‘ T oL % of Total
;'~ .. handicap d pop.' ' ‘ ST ' ’ . B *  handicapped ,éop.
_ﬂ_ _75-76 ©1975-762 1976-77P 1977-78P 1978-79b . §@79-80P 1980-81P 80-81 -~
- LY v L »> , N . . ' .
\\ Educable Men‘- 11.9% 9,400 9,204 8,441  '7,810 . 7,g2 . 7,395 © 9% :
T tally Retarded . . - o ¢ . ' o > LN - ‘ o
p " Trainable'Men- . 3.8 3,018 ¢ 4,125 3,596 2,964 3,695 ‘4,047 | 50 4
. rally Ft&dnd " : , N . . A . . :
) Emo ionakll © 15.8, e ° 12,414 .14,709- , 14,958 . 13,906 18,669 . 21,110 . 25.8
[} %ndicapped ) . ’ ' s ' - ‘ ) v ’ . ’ s . ~
* gpeech Impaired %\ \ A V7. 1,919 1,409 ..° 1,523 29 1,826 2.2 -
© p - B ) - . ro.
- ‘Spe'ech Impaired . ! 39,132 . .11,%61 790 - g2o31 ¢ 3.2 .
«; Other” . _ - A . o o ' ‘ . ' ,
* - . -Hearing 2.9 - 2,115 r,451- . 1,516 1,040/ © 1,201 : 1.5
b e o NP L me i '.
- v15'10‘ g L 833 - 782 . - 726 449 .7
“a* ‘ "" © T #_ } 8, . '
_ "~ physically Hapdi- - 2.2 FT 1,744 2,073 - 433 393 3.2 .
T caged Orthopedic,® .o g P ' s
© ™ . bphysically Handi~ 11.8. -\ 9,275 'A3;840 . 19,167 * 25,437 34.9
. - capped Other . . e "N\ . . . < '
{:. - .Specifye~hedPning, ' L .\, P e ey 1 e .. 627 14:4 : A
Jo Digability -, - R . . B . ) 950
.~ - Other (Pre- ° T S e ! .
5: Placement,” . } ' ' : . . ’
L. Y'Y\ Readinéss) -, 1.1 855 f : : { e
. H t 4 - . “ . L] , . , )
' TOTALS: - / 78,786 —60,070 51,036y, 54,149 66,447 81,756 S . .
- af ' N - o .
- ‘ 'Source§ a Bernard Gifford, "The- Cqst of Cd’ucating Handicapped Pupils jn New York City," Board of Educabliqn
™~ - of the City of New York, January 1977, pp. 8, 10,t-11. e . e
- . . . - i 0 “.\
J . ‘b PH’J. Sectién I-Part B, Ages . 3- 21, Board®gf ] w:ation data xeported to the Univérsity of the State, )

tion of Childr
r.1l, 1978, December

with Handicapping ConditioT
, 1979, Becegber 1, 1980.
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year, 17,740 HC-30 students were identified, representing- 62% of
’

* in the 1979-80 scho—cR year. The number of EMR students hag declined . ~

-in the 1976-77 school year to a low of 3,018 students in the 1975-7§

- handicapped population ‘since the 1975-76 scleal year. The reasons

“physically handicapped other" category.* In the 1980-81 school

~

: . . . ~
the "physically handicapped other"” population.** Since the 1975-76

school year, the HC-30 population has increased 250%.

>

- ° « « Q"
The other significant classification is the emotionally handi-

.

1978-79 school year, has increased 52%.
. oy ’ . .

capped, which since the

Together with the HC-30 population, these two handicaps comprise ot

1Y

almost 50% of the total handicapped population in the schoc;ls. )

v . *
.The educable mentally retarded population has been declining
. . 4 . . y .
since the 1975-7.6-schobl year, except for ah crease of 182 students ~ * - -

-

»

from 9,400 studehts in the 1975-76 school year to 7/395 in the 1980-81 .

-

school year, or from comprising” 24% to 9% of the total har&gap'ped

- )]

population. The trainable mentally retarded population §ms shown

. change within the limited parameters of a high of 4,125 students

L 4

school year. In terms of growth, both the EMR and TRM populationg

7

_are exceptions "to the pattern of rapid change evident in the total

-

for fhis exception to the‘trend were riot investigated for this report.

) . : ” . «
N ‘. ’ + - 4 ' ’
C. Specisl Education, Expenditurds Over Time . )
. Findings o . , - . .
g “Prior m FY 1979, there was a widé divergehce'between v
gxg‘owth in-dollars- for special education and growth 'in
+ the handicapped population being served, with dollars
growing less rapidly than enrollment. This is no longer a | 4
.the case -~ dollars am;'\enrollment‘are growing together. Q .
. . . . ~ T . ’
- X
* Gifford, Ibid. :
** Board of Education of New York City, DSE Data Bank. )
NSE-3/1 ‘ 5’,_‘ : L - L .
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As can be seen in Table 3 and Chart 2.the first year of the

-

" f£iscal crisis, 1975-76, resulted in a major reduction of funding

¢

= Y i

"

r hgndibapped students while the’served handicapped population 1

was growing. Problems of fundlﬁq gpeclal education centinued in
d , the next few years of the fxscal crisis. All DSE budget figures

in this report do not include :ranspor;ation, fringes, or pensions.

«  Table 3 ' )

\J PSE's Longituéinal Growth in Dollars and Students
- # of Handicapped Q ’ Dollars . ' Per Halndj:capped
’ .. . School.Year _ - Students fge (mill) - 3% Change Student
. 1974-75 39,553 3 .0 s144.8 4 © 783,661
\ ' 1975-76 40,669 2 , . 2.8 130,54 -9.9 . 3,209
. 1976-77 43,373 2 6.6 - 138.34 46 3,189
1977-78 ! 47,529 . 9.6 141.0 - +2 2,967
1978-79 ! 52,829 11.2 ¢ 170.1 +20.6 3,220
1979-80 ! 61,995 17.4 > 219.8 +29.2 - 3,545
+ 1980-81 "80,428 29.7 "290.5° +32.2 3,612,
‘e, Te
" Source: 1) Comgaratzve Statxstzcs on "Special education, .
' . ~9/30/80, DSE. : _
2)'~ Rick Jacobs, Office of Management and Budget, NYC. ‘
3?‘ Bernard Gifford, Strengthening Business Managemént
. . 'page 12 (less itinerant speech services).
N 4) Five year analysis lof ®SE's expense budget.‘DSE[
10/78. Al]l pumbers of handicapped students as of
October 31 of that school year which differs from
.reporting dates required by the State Education .
Department, and does not rnclude students in
‘corgection facilztxes.
.. B '> , a -t . . .
In earlier years there was wide divergence‘between growth in dollars
. and students with dollars growing.less rapi?ly than enrgllment. Thxs ig
: N ’ |
. no longer the case; dollars and enrollment are now growing together.*
. - 4 g ) ? e
. ~
I * Tﬂzé represents a significant increase 1in city rax levy funds since
- federal and state funding have not kept pace with the need. (See
. 'Special Education Funding: A Story of Broken Prom;ses," EPP, March
. 1981) ,
Q . 3
ERIC NSE-3/1 L. N
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1)
There also was a dramatic increase in budgeted personnel between

. - T |
FY'80 and FY'8l (see Tables 4 and 5). Such a budgeted increase
o . - AN -
of over $70 million was recognition of the quickly growing handicapped
population being owed. This increase reerct,'ed a much greater number

of teaching positions and evaluationh positions for a~projecteé register
. | . .

growth of almost 19,000. The BE expected to serve over 92,000 handi-

-

’
¥

*(a) Source: Comparative Statistics on special educatidn, 9/3/8l, DSE.
(b DSE's modified budget as of November 1, 1986.

) .

.

capped students this school year. . N .
‘ .
- - . 1
Table 4 . ' J
® ’ - 4
Personnel Increase FY'80 to FY'S8l (Budgeted) '
< + . 3 i - a2 - ‘ N ‘
pedagogues and Administrators L ) te
. FY's0 - " Fy's1 . ‘
Staff June 1980 . Budgeted as of November lst ‘ % Indrease
. Pedagogues $,065 (@) ° 12,360 (b) N 36.3
, Administrative 315 782 (P~ 148.3
Subtotal 9,380 : , 13,142 1 S|
Paras - 2,434 3,782 (a) 55.4
o .
. - Total 11,814 - 16,924 ‘43,3

*

"IL




[ » ' : ]
' . i C41- y,
B . AN ! \ Table 5 - . .
. ‘\ 4 \ , b
’ B ' Personnel Increase FY'80 to FY'S8l (Budgeted)
By -Budget Code .
: . : - - ‘ ¢
-.Budget Code Program v ry'sola) py'g1(P) 4 Increase
o~ “ . 2
. Administration &!up\ervision
’ 2001 Executive Director ) 11 18 + 63.6
v 2002 Office of Instructional. . § P
Programs and Support -‘9 9 - -0
’ - 2101 Finance and Management 106 124° + 17.0
‘ 2103 Cenfral Support - © oy 4 ) -
“‘ . ({Sabbaticals,. leaves) 120 140 + 16.7
‘ - . 2105. Hearing Office . .1 11 0
N 3701 Instructioral “Services Admin. 117 62 - 47.0
3N .  Hearing, Speech, Vision 28 20 - 28.6
3721 : Program Development ' NA 45
R 3801 Support Services Admin. NA 107 )
+ °  subtotal ’ 536
f [ ‘ - i N i
S Support oo “q ,
£ “ . : / '?‘ - -
3613 - Related Services ’ NA 448 .
3803 School based Support Teams ? 771 1,990 . 158.1
- ' Subtotal . 2,438
. . e
- ~ Instruction - ) — _
13703 ‘Regionalized Classes © 2,847 4,403 54.7
3705 Citywide Classes 1,908 2,971 55.7
3713 Hearing, Speech, V;sion Clse® 445E 1,237 ° - 178.0
3715 . Generic Reésource NA 1,529
~ 3805 . ‘Preplacement Classes 61 28 - 54,1
. - o ,
. \\, Subtotal ' ~ 10,168 - i
' , Grand Total, 9,380(¢) 13,142 T 4041
" (a) Source: Modified budget !:Y'SO from,.DSE. The conversion to a N
new budget format resulted in missing information (NA) in some
programs because DSE's crosswalk was incomplete. '
(b) F¥'8l Budget Schedules, DSE, 11/1/80. . ' .
¢ . . |
. «(c) Coﬁparar{,_ive statistics in special education, 9/3/8l, OSE ‘
. & . ».
' Co. ! v -
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The increase in the budget:to cover the projected increase in

handicapped students was spbstantial. Last year $219.9 million was

® - . . .
spent on special education excluding transportation~and pensions;
this year $290.5 million was budgeted, an increase of $71 million. .
‘ " DSE also represents a larger share of BE's budget. (Table 6)
_ Table 6
[ . 4
» DSE“Budget Growth . coT, . ' .
FY80-81" .
: Agdit FY'80 I Adopted Budget FY'8l
' o TS # of # of
. . dollars (a) : sgudents (b) délla.rs {c) students (d)
’ - £,
, - . . 3
. DSE +$219.9 million 51,995 $290.5 mf1ion « 780,428
BE 2,608.7 million 931,500  2,530.3 million 914,299 - - ‘ .
’ % of . i ) i 3
BE's budget 8.43% | 6.66% -11.48% - -8.8% - T
. .. .‘ » » . - ! 4
Soprce: (a) BE, Staf.ement of Expend.itures and Encumbrances, - '
. . FY'80 Srcm firm of Peat, Mﬁrwlck, Mltchell & Co. _ ,
S .
() Estimated October 31, 1979 register, Bureau of State o .
Financial Aid, Budgetjstimates, 1981-80. :
(c) NYC Adopted Budget, FY'8l, after Board of Estunate/ ”' 4
_City Council chanqes. )
* By
(d) Net October 31, 1980 Register, Office of Student T
'  Information Services. . -t
* . ' g N )
I\
» L) "i
¢ D. The Per Pupil Cost of Special Education Programs ' ., = )
) |
’ “
Findings : ' ) |
. : . . . .
- Per pupil costs (based on classroom staff only) for spe’cial
~ education programs for children with varioug Ghandic‘applng ; . .
conditions range from a*low of $810 per pupiI in resource . i
. rooms (plus the student’s cost in the regular classroom) to v
$3,149 for children withrwmultiple haridicdps. The State
v -~
9~ . ' » 84 PR )

ERIC NSE-3/1 3 o .
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granted temporary variances from required.class sizes
because of teacher recruitment diff;gulties have reduced
. costs for most, but not all programs. C.

v -

Teacher units are allecated to’ community school districts based
®n the type of handicaps identified in the diétr_icﬁ. State mandated
class size limitations determine the actual cost of special education .

. programs. In October 1980, the anted certaim—class size /

variances. The variance was 4 sSigned to accommodate more students

- awaiting placement in a s education class because of the limited’

v

number of teachers. In June 1981, the variance will en& and the . “

: ! / . . ;
State Education Department will permit new class sizes similar- to

- .

) .
the 80/8l variances if the Board adopts certain new program struc-

- L4 .
. tures. The financial implications of: thé)variance are reflected in
.. . ' c T "
‘vables 7, 8, and 9. _ . ? . .
) The most expensi&e special education program is for the multiply
»

o ! .hanﬁicapped. The per, pupil cost of $3,149 (based on the cost of class-

' .
" room staff only) is not affected by the variance. »

The résource room program is the least expensive special edusation '
\ program. With.the variance, the cost of this program has been reduced :

. more than any other special education program. However, the cost
—

allocated to the speciézfédacafion'Sﬁaget does not include the cost -
of the student in the regular classroom, this program being totally'
additive iﬁ nature. For ;11 school levels,‘the per pupil cost b{
' ~ 'the reséurce room program.without the variance £;'$810. with the
. var%ance, the per pup;l Fos; at the elemé?tary level %§ $675, : 16.6%
, savings of,$135. At the junior high and high school level there is ‘

.
- - [y

A}

NSE-3/1
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N
1
®




. ' Ry TS . .
« )
a 20% savings of $162 with the variance. As of December 1, 1980,

.

U 1,788 learning diéabled students were counted on DSE's register.*
L ] . N
Except for the program for multiply handicapped students, the NIEH,
7 ¢ . »

EH, 4nd TMR (at the elementary level) have the highest per pupil cost

x

withoat’ the variance. 'Of these three, the per pupil cost of the -TMR .

program at the eLement;ryﬂlé;el has been most ‘significantly reduqed’
. - a . ' - ’ .
N by the variance. At the elementary level it has decreased from $2,159

VoYY

without the variw‘m $1,799 with the variance, a 16.7%'decrease Qarxd

’

per pupil sévings of $360. Both the NIEH and EH ﬁrograms cost $2,159

per pupil without the va;&ance. With the variance,’"the per pupil cost

of the NIEH program has'bgen reduced by only 3.8% for a per pupil

1 ‘savingé of $83. The cost of the EH program was reduced more signifi-

.

]

cantly by 9.1% for a savings of $196. .'The number of EH stﬁdents on .
Biiiiiregisters as of December 1, 1980 was 21,110.- PR

=

The, per pupil cost of the HC-30Q program at the juniof’high and .
high school levels, and the. educable mentally retarded éiogram at,

N the elementary level actually increased from $1,079 without thg

. variance to $1,199 with the variance, a 10% lncrease.

\ . , .
‘ " . p ~
R L 3
e : ' - =
” N ’ s &
\ .
~ ' ' ' ] - Y
L)
[ , * -~
. " * PHC-1, Board of Edudatjon data reported to the State, Ibid.
\ ’ 1 : B AN " ’ )
—_ . / bt) ! >
o NSE-3/1 S |
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Source: State Education Department, July 20, 1978

S
: _ =45~ C T
. ' ' Table 7
_ The ‘Cost of Special Education - Without the Variance )
B . Para Salary
. Maximum Addj:tional Teacher $5/hour for Imstructional
Program. Level Class Size Staff Support - Salary 6 hours Cost per Pupil .
HC-30 Elementary 10 - No $16, 190 - - $D1 619
Junior High 15 0 No . 16,190 - 1,879
.. High School 15 No 16,190 ' - ‘ 1,079
Neurologically  Elementary 10 1 16,190  $ 5,400 2,159
impaired/ Junior High 10 1 16, 190 5,400 2,159
emot ionally ‘High School 10 1 16, 190 5,400 2,159 .
handicapped - T - * i '
»’ 4 4
Educable Elementary 15 » '\v/ No 16, 190 - 1,079
mentally Junior High 18 No 16,190 - 899
retarded High School 18 No . .16, 190 - - 899 -
. . - - )
Trainable Elementary - 10 1 16, 190 9,400 2,159
mentally Junior High 12 1 - 16, 190 5,400 1,799
retarded
‘Emotionally Elementary » 10 1 16, 199 5,400 2,159
handicapped Junior High 10 . 1 16,190 __ 5,400 2,159
High School 10 1 16,190 "5,400 ! 2,159
> - N A
’ S e e
Resource . Elementary 20 No 16, 190 - 810
rooms Juniox High 20 No 16,190 _ -. . 810
e High School - 20" No 16, 190 - L. " 810
. .
y .
‘ -
Multiply -Elemehtary 12 , " ., 16,190 _ 5,400 3,149
handicapped Junior High ~+ 12 4 16, 190 5,400 3,149
“ . High School 12 4 16, 190 5,400 3,149 »




Neurologically
impaired/
. emotionally
‘handicapped .

Educable

mgatally

retarded j

Trainable
‘mentally
retarded

Emotionaliy
“handicapped

.

Resource
rooams

-Multiply
handicapped

Y

"

Tablg‘8

et *

- The Cost of Specdial Education® With the Variance

._‘l?evel

L 4

|
{
imum

 Clags Size

/

.’ Additional’

’

~

e PAYa Salary

--

Teather $5/hour for '

staff Support Salary

6 hours

<

Instructional’
Cost per Pupil

Elementary
Junior High
High School

Eleyent
Junior High
~High School

Elementary”
Junior High
High School

Elementary
Junior High

Elementary
"Junior High
High School

»

Elémentary
Junior High
High School

C L.
LEieméntary

Junior High
High School

3
5

|

5
8
8

11
-1
11

24
25
- 25

12,

No
No
No

&

$16,190
16,190
16,190

16,190
16,190
16,190

16,190 -
16, 190
16,190_

%16, 19

16,190

16,190

16,190

16, 190
»

16,190
16,190
16,190

16,190
16, 190
16,190

October 17,

5,400
5,400 °

5,400
5,400
5,400

5,400
5,460
5,400

1980

°

$1,439
1,199
1,199

»

-

2,076
2;076
2,076

1,199
899
899

E

4
1,799 e
1,799

! S
1,963 . -
1,963
1,963

~

675
648
648 ° .

.

3,149 .
3,149
3,149

.

"

{
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. . Tablepd ¢ - ‘ i
‘s - - - v . - , h .
.. ~ ~
g Cs mparlson of Instrut:tional Cost rof Sgual Education ° !
. With and Wlthput the Varlance ‘ = .
« @ ) , Py
Al \ Iy ~ <« ) M N \’é\
, * witpout’ CWithy . ~
. . . the - tpe Diffex:er{ce
*  Program -~ Level Variance Variance $ /8N
PR v 1 S .
. - . . . . . :
HC-30 - - Elementary $1,819 $1,439 180/11+ 1%
* . Junior High 1,079 = 1,199 T+ 120/11.1
, High Schogl. . 1,07}.‘ . 1,199 L+ 12071141
. ‘ L . . R P .

] . . ’ . . & - . . ’ R
.Neufologically: _ Elementary 2,159 . 2,076 ‘- '83/3.8
impaired/ " Junior “High 2,159 . 2,076 - 83/3.8
emotionally High School 2,159 .2,076 - 83/3.8
‘Thandicgpped J <., : ! .
¥ any ’\ o .

ucable * Elemenfary . .1,99 1,199 « o+ 120/11.1
. mentally Junior. High 899 899 , -
ietarded' : High School 899 899 - - L
_Trainable *  Elementary. 2,159 1,799, - 360/16.7. °

. . medtally- ° Junior High 1,799 1,799 -
retarded . > .o . o |
- -~ . ' -
Emot jonally Elementary 2,159 1,963 - 196/9.1
handicapped Jinior High ° 2,159 V13963 & - 196/9.1

. ! . High School 2,159 © 1,963 - 196/9.1

- * - a .

. . 1 .-

- Resource Elementary 810 675 - 135/16.7
rooms Junior High 810 648 ! ~"162/20.0"

’ _ High Schooly 810 648 ¢ © 4= 162/20.0

- . "’v‘!ﬁ‘ . e .

r . XY 7 ;

* Multiply CC Elementary . 3,,149"' 3,149 -
_handicapped Junior High 3,149 3,147 . - .

: : ‘ ,High School 3,149 3,149 - -

o = . ) ' ~¢ *
' ‘ - . . ~ 7‘
-~ : ) ‘e .. k . . ' -
- % ) . - . [
. <
Ll ‘} t‘ - ., ‘:\'
" * ‘ -
'\.' . H.‘ e 0 ‘ . ’ - ..
"+ " NSE-3/1 K / . 60 \ b
.m . ¢ ' " \—'.’ “
¢ - J 3
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/ \4\ The register base of 65,595 handicépped'students wasg,aQree‘d to by

sy *

{ Y] - P
v T PRy
. ' both OMB and DSE. ‘ This base thenl assumed a gﬁth by May 1,”198l to v

-

o L

E. The constructichﬁ the Budger _ *. .
Q Findings . 7
. ’ - ! - .
The construction of. the budget is based upon'reg}ster
projections and staff ratios. E T

LY

" For 1980-81,°total régister projectiqhs were correct

although thé underlying agsumptions not accurate,
218 fewer evaluations than® projected wer éompleted T e
but the actual number of students placed in programg . F
o was also different from the prg'gcted rate.

By March 1, 1981, in addition to 4,624 students awalting.
», - & site offering, at least 4,514 students had been evalu-

) ©  ated, but not placed because of processing delays. ;
2 _ ' _ T .ot
Budqeted'sta&ing rat sd not account for recruitment e

,~ difficulties.which resulted in 284 classroom teacher v /

vacancies as of May, 1981 and a budget surplus. Some'

Rositions are not formalized for examinations; examindy

J;ions' are- given yery infrequently, and grading is” slow,
. % . leading to large numbers of per diem certifications,

further discouraging recruitment, exacerbating turnover, ’
. and compromi‘sing program integrity. -

4 . LI
" DSE's current budget“was-based on register projections. From ap

©

actual base of 65,595 students-in January 1980, the Board projected

e

B ‘ " . - ‘, M l,\ . »
a 4l.4% register incredse to 92,734 students by the end of this
b T * »

school,yegr, Once ‘the Board es’ablished how many handjcapped students

would be se'rved, ‘a series of ‘hmodel staf'fg'.ng ratios were designed to
. . [

-

1 budgeted positions Mecause

studerxts'. When the Board w'as unable to f£i
, -. » R

of tﬁe

difficulty in hiring certain special ed“-:2%ion staff, a budget
© . 1]
. ! : > S .
'surplus resulted. - © . K
“» . N . . ) ‘ £ /f"/
1. Register projectjons ' e
-~ . >, ,

* g4 v !

» Y

. "2,73Tt‘akihg‘ attrition {the number ¢f students-leaving the system)

3

inte a;::c'ount.' The assumed rate of growth was based upon, 3,500 average.
- 4] hl , ’ . . - -

\

, completed. evaluations perwmonth. A show rate of 62.5% was established-

N

X

o T
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as a weighted average qfﬂthe percentage of stué&nts who. began and

compieted-éhe evqluation§ and placement prqQcess. This @q}ghted

average depended upon two factors:
‘ A lz 40:3; of the campleted evaluations.would‘%;:'
-

for resource rooms,'52.5% recommended for

-

self-contained classrooms and 7.2% recommended

. for néh*handicapped s:iips; o ; -

2) a 90% show rate was assumed for ‘students
[ g

a

)

recommended for resource rooms and a’s%%

show rate was assumed for self-contained - .
. \ - : v .
- classrooms. Net growth resulted frbm
. I
asing a 15% attrition rate.

~

-

. ‘ N A - ;

. . ) T~
How accurite were these projections for the. numb€r of“completed

L] = .
’ ot

evaluation and actual placehents? Were these assumptions useful for

estimating registers? “

s

The total number of students; countfd‘in the special education

register (91,513),~inc1udiﬁg the number of students awaiting site

placement in spécial education classes, as of -the end of February,

-
*

: 1981, is only 1,211 students short of the Division's regiéter pro-
id ! 7 -
jection (92,734) for May 1931;2 . . AN
. A ’ "‘ 2
"students awaiting a site offering,

4
. In addition to.%?é list

-

theré are two other waiting lists. One list is for students who
. - 3

have been offered a site But'are.nof'placed, uswally because trans-

o

- %:tation Wte has nc{tﬁbeen arranged yet. The \aird waiting

N ( . - )
list is for students who have been offered a site, but the student's
[ d . . .

L

s ] : . .
Option A form, a parental conseht form for placement, has not been

. . .
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," . /7 >,

received. Once a student's’ Option A form has been completed, that

—J* student becomes part of the‘ legal waiting list and is therefore

LY
Iy .

su.bject to court mandates which stipg@late that the child must be -
placed .in an approprlate setting within 60 days of referral (Jose P,

v. Ambach, 1979), This 60-day cloc‘k- stops, however, if there ig

delay in receipt of the Option A form whigh is attributable to lack '
b Al * [ 'x . . .
N of parental cooperation. MWhy is the list of students awaiting

parental consent for placemer;t so large? One possible explanation
may ’be that SBST staff are not pursuing the: coqpletxon of tHe (

Optiom to keep the legal waiting list small On ,the other \

[ | N L—

hand, parents may not be respondJ.ng to the form in a timdly fashion,

.~ Qr, unintentionally, SBST staff may not be following ug®on the
aonsent forms once they are sent to parénts. These two lists, ° e

-

»

for resource rocm gtudents without Option A forms and site-offered
students, total 4,514 studentsl Toge!her with the 4,624 students )

. 'awaitinq site offering, the three lists total 9,138 students. This

v & . 'y : :
sum does not include students®without Option #forms wpo have' been
[ ]

¢ hd . )
»

» referred to programs other than resource rooms. ' \ -
Even though the May 1981 register projection for the total

- . s .

handicapped population seems to be quite close to or lower than’

ctual; the underlying assumption on whioh th® estimates were v e 1

sed wer'e slightly off. First, the assumed rate, of growth of the
e 'ndlgapped population was based - oﬂ'x -an average of 3, 500 compleﬁed
L4 9. “(\? . v . s

v : evalua&ions per month. . , ; ‘o . -

! v . [l *
.. : A monthly average of 2,769 evaluation§ were completed between
. - ‘ . ‘ . , - ‘ .

' September,‘?;i) and February, 198l. The number of completed evalua-

tions for the six months is 4,384 less than the exi:ecned number

A * .. - A
.
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@f evaluations fér & months. (See Table 10.) This represents a

20.9% decrease from the estimated number of completed evaluations.. . %
° : P . 3 e
o , Table 10°
-~ \' 4
cer Actual Completed Evaluations -
' 3 . Namber greater or less
CT ' . than assumed average of
nth . Evaluations . 3,500 monthly evaluatiops
. ' . . . ‘ N ’ 4'\'
\ . i . o~
Sep., 1980 3,735 + 235
- Oct., 1980, . 3,550 _ + 50 - )
? Nov., 1980 2,088 7 3 . = 1,412
Dec., 1980 1,917 - 1,583
. Jan., 1981 % 2,462 - 1,038 v
Feb., 1981 . 2,864 . | - 636 [ )

1}

TOTALS 16,616 . 4,384

L

*

-

iv'erage pex month: 2,769/20.9% decrease from 3,500.,
L | ’ “ . . . ’I ® - I‘ ’ ]
. e ° Since the register projegtion for.the total handicapped population

» ' s \

»

: ’ ]
. was less than expected, then eithér the assumed distribution of
G, - . ~ ' "
a students by program‘or the assumed show rate was off in the May 1981
) ) .o .- .
register projectiqn. ot '

‘ The most apparent difference between the register projections

N 4 . -

¢ and the actual register is in the generic resqurce room program
(Table 11). The Board pro:ected 8,103 more. students in generic
» M 4 . .
resource rooms than the sum of the February 1981 actual register- .

plus the February 1981 waiting 1ist of students'»who have not been

offered a site. This discrepancy is mitigated by the waiting 1ist E Y

Q NSE-3/1- | . 70 " N

‘ is close to the actual register\ ahd the number of completed evaluations. '
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of studepts evaluated as needing services in a resource room whose
- * . N '. “
Ogl:ion A form has not been received. As of February 1981, 2,333
. . . Y
students evaluated as needinq' 2,814 hours of se;viéé in a":esou.rce =

.

room were awajting the parental consent form for .placement. When ’
2 , . ‘ * . 3
the number of gtudents awaiting placement i1n a resource room, both

with and without parental consent, is added to the actual register
as of February 1981, the sum is 18,828 students. This figure is e
¥ :

still 2,770 s!hdents short of the May 1981 register projection for

- Students served in a gener:.c resource room, though it may be closer )
»~ Sl .
by the end of the year. ‘ ' . 1 ] . \

The May 1981 estimate of the number of students served in a self o

»

. b |
- cdhtained setting was also too low. As gf February 1981, 307 students

. were awaiting a site'offgring in an HC-30 c)za'ss, and 258 studeats were -
. . : \

3

a{vaiting a site offering in an EH class. The number of students evalu-
~ . ;oo
3 ated as needing services in, an HC-30 class or EH class requiring Option |
D ) ' . . / o, |
A forms is unavailable. However, it is.s&fe to say that tpf demand for' . ’
' «

. . HC-30 and EH classes is growing and accounts for the .growth of the s'elf -

‘ *contained population. The number of students in the handicapped "other" .

- ¢

catégory,‘tot_al].ing 413 by March 31, 1981, was alsc&underest:.ma in.
. . < b -
the May 1981 projections. The increase in the number 'of nuldly speeg:h
. .

impauéi students receiving itinerant services to 291 by March 31, 1981 \‘

' ’ ’ N - . |
accounts for the growth in th:.s category. ) ) '- -
' . L4 ‘ .
- 4 i

¢ . 2 Staffin atios . 3 e

+ 4 q, . .
\ ¥nce the BE esta.bl:.shed how many handicapped,students would be |

,
- -

served, ‘the number of staff needed .?so ‘serve these ‘students had to !
! o PR d
\ -  be estab.lished*. This was done r.hrough a series of staffing ratios ) S
. . * ' -
"for each type of class. ) . ) .
B -’ 74
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o . Tablg 11 &

. .
Register Projections als Actual Registers .
for Special Education Classes .

PR

=4 * 1y 4

. - L N . .
) - Actual-
. . 2/81 +
- . Wa@t. List Wait. List
Types of A®xual Estimate A&tual Estimate Actual ° Estimate Actual End of . 2./8;1‘
Classes 1/80 6/80 6/80 9/80 9/30/80 5/1/80 2/8Y 2/81 s /%
Self-Contained 50,455 52,906 53,438 54,475. 56,874 56,911 58,533 1,494 . 60,0‘27/65.6%
Generic Resource - ’ N ' R R
Rooms o - 4,218 9,643 8,083 15,063 9,292 24,598 13,734 2,761 16,495/18.0
’ Categorical : i 1’ ~
4~ Resource Rooms. 2,318 2,304 2,765 2,249 2,614 2,136 2,770 187 . ° 2,957/3.2
Uy , g .
! ) -
Other - 3,604 3,603 2,750 3,604 . 2,287, 3,604 5,692 39' 2, 5,731/6.3 .
Private Schools 5,000 5,000 5,823 5,000 5,878 ' 5,485 6,160 143 6,303/6.9
Totals 65,995 73,457 72,859 80, 391 76,945 ' 92,734 86,889 4,624 \ 91,513/100. 0%
. , { 5 .
Source: Division of Special Education .
. ' M i
R * s ““ R
AN : . , .
f ' . , .
\ M . :
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warranted. Such an‘ approach was the first step fn the development

. =54~

The stdffing gatios wetre designed by DSE and represen"'ted the .
ideal model of staffing in each type of handicap program, This
differed gignificantly from previous years in which incrementa]

increasea were budgeted disregarding the staffing each program

A

»

of a program budget.

The ideal ‘model did have one flaw; the assumption that staff
for these models ac:tually ex.ist‘ed or could be recruited with tradi'-
ti.o;nal methods. In fact, some staff is in great demand and short
supply, especially, teachers of resource rooms and occupational and

; - .
physical therapists. The staff shortages resulted in an inability to

£ill budgeted positions and a surplus in the Division of Special Educa-

-

tion. According to the December budget variance rgport, a $8.5 million
pro;eQed surplus ?xisted in the BE, primarily in sp¢c1al ®4ucation.
of May 22,‘ 1981, there were 284 teacher vacanciss in special

-

education in the following programs:

; . . / ]
Agtistic ¥ : ' oo - 6
_Emotionally handicapped ) . . 34
Educable mentally retatded " . 3

. Adult skills training center - 2
HC-30 B -3 .
General Industrial lab > ’ 1
Learning center II (readiness) 2
Neurologically impaired emotionally handicapped 6
! ScHooX for lanyuage ‘and hearng impaired . 5
Speech improvement ‘ . R
. Prainable mentally rer.arded K . 1
. * Title I 'Reading’ ’ 16
’ Title I ‘Math ] 21
Bilingual emotionally handicapped . 3
* Resource roam . 109
) " Center for the muItiply handicapped . 11 -
Occupational training center . 8
¢ * Hard of hearing T Yo, a
’ ’ Teacheér mom . ° " 1
Reddiness . ' : . 13
X I .
. '
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Day treatment (cluster sites for the emotionally )
handicapped) * ‘ . 32
Career development center ' . 5
4 (&4 ‘
s TOTAL o ’ 2%§
» M
Source; Board of Educatg‘.onA the Division of Personnel, May, 1981

t

s

»

There were 300°vacant clas@room positions in April, 198I, so the

number of vacant, budgeted positions is dropping. However, new‘.

student evaluations may require more teachers.

-
Teacher recru;tment and hiring are the reSponSbelthes of the

personnel*Wvision. Because there is an acute shortage of resource

1
room teachers, the a?‘inistrative office for the generic. resource

Al

rooam programs has‘,a/ss‘igned(a pereo;w'to be in charge of frsonnel.

This office conducted research to find the ‘best methods for“teacher

»

recruitment and found that most.teachers are. hired through friends

who already work in the program,'and through bi-weekly advertisements

in the New York Times. To a deéree, the administratiye office for the

_generic resource room program has Eaken over recruitment responsibili-

-

ties from the central Personnel ‘Division. Between 5 -and 10 resource

- -

room teachers are hired wéekly, and if teacher hiring continues over

the summer at thig rate, there will be a maximum of 39 generic resource

i Y - :‘

room teacher vacancies by September '1981. However, children continue

-
t

to be .evaluated all year, requiring more teachérs, and teacher recruit4

/‘\ ‘ .

/) s ment’ for. short-term assignments is difficult.

v
-

. There are flve people in the Personnel Division who are dlrectly
responsib;e er hiring special ‘education staff. The Division adver-
tiees openings in the major newspapers . For the prospective employee,

the 'firgt step in the hiring process is to hawve official transcribts
s ] » »

. 3
.-
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reviewed by the Board of Examiners. On the basis of thaé review, the

» .
Board of Examiners will immediately indicate what licensing exam the

applicant is eligible to take. Since the exams for regular special
. , . ' ¢
education licenses are given infrequently, the applicant can pursue

' a temporary per diem certificate. The tests for temporary per diem

certificates are given a week to ten days after the applicant has

-

to take the test and are corrected ten days after they are

The Chancellor's office requests exams for regular special

ion licenses to be given when the need arises. Once the exam -
\ o '

is corrected, a list is promulgated from which the Personnel Division

o
-~

> - may hire,sta;f.‘ . . 5,,,§§f

Dr. Gerald Brocgkes, the administrator of the Office of Field ~
Services in the DBivision of Personnel, identified four factors that

contribute ‘to the difficulty of hiring special education staff. He
describes teaching special. education students as "difficult work."

Second, .although there are so many vacancies in special education
3 ; . .

teaching positions, he feels that the number of regular education

-

teachers laid off in the 1975-76 school year has left the impression

that €eaéhing in New York City's public schools is not a secure

position. Third is that the entr} ;Fvel salaries paid by the Boaré-

are not as attractive as other offerses F}nally; Dr. Brookes explained

that to a large extent, negative publicity has created a bad image

of the school system*‘and teachers are wary of working in New®York

Clty's\szzllc schoo .. Moreover, certain districts are perceived
Y —pry .
i

as part larly undesirable and havé\more difficulties acquiring

(RS \

necessary staff. = N\

-
£

\




*

v,

-
- ® N I3
- e v

¢ ' \ s .

Despite these admitted dimculties in teacher recrui;c_ment,

" more could’be done to make it easier for applicants \mgoti’ate )

the complex BOE hiring procedures. An EPP member, posing as an

s oy

. applicant for a sgaci&l education tegchiﬁg position in Februa'rx

1981, reported the following difficulties: ‘ D

- conflicting information from Personnel and the Board of

. . - .

‘Examiners about qualifi‘cations and waivers; / ‘
- ‘failure to inform him about the ayaila}‘)'ilitiy of wa.'pf'ers;.
- conflicting information at djfferent ;:i;nes. from tl’;e Board
of Examinérs about the appl;icgtion procedure;

= lack of direction from receptionists about where to apply;
- the necessity to speak ‘with several different o fices. to
] ¢ ,

-

get all necessary information, haterial, and applications,

The most sévere teacher shortage problem is in the resource
room program. Recruiting bilingual staff in all spécf&l education -

s .

positions is another difficult problem for tWe Personnel Division.

The following licenses are offered in special education:

.
L4 ?

Teacher Licenses: Other Licenses:
® I , .
' Emotionally Handicapped Social Worker __ '
Health Conservation Psychiatrist
i Mentally Retarded Psychologist v

Speech Improgement )

Limited Vision /° s : :
) Deaf and Hard of Hearing - |
. Blind . ¢ ‘ E .

'The following is a list of the :ziosbr_ecent exams given, or scheduled

to be given for specialﬂ"education teaching license§. Applications

-

B "oe 3! - >

"

‘for, these exams were méde available January 30, 1980.

NSE-3/1 ; | - 8¢
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. a \\ -
! 5 ‘\ -
T Closdng Date b
License for -Applications ﬁgte of Exam
- . . \\
o Mentally Retarded 5/8 §/10/81
. * R v \ R x\ ) i \_
, Limited Vision . 5/8 6/10/81
. ®eaf and Hard of Hearinq 5/1 . <~ 6/3/81 \‘\
[ ~ \ \
& . \ '
Health ‘Conservation , 5/1 - : 6/4/8% .\
v ' 4 , : , ‘\\
Speech- Improvement ) 3/19 4/9/8X%" 4
- \

. “ ) * e - ’ \\ \‘
Source: Board of Examiners, May 1981 '

n \ .
, ~ T

Not only are special education licensing exams givén very infrequently,
but once the exam is given, a great deal of time el¥pses before the \

‘Board of Examiners proiulgates an eligible list. For example, g:\\ \

- b Y

June 30, 1980l an exam for 4n emotionally handicapggdvgeaching license

of a generic nature was given. This was the first emotionally handi-

L 3

= ~

capped licensiﬂs exam given in f@ve yeais and the first éb;cial
_ﬂeduqation licensing exa&\given in three years. At least 6,000 pgople
~

# took the exam and the Board of Examiners,_i year later, haé yet to b

7

promulgate a } t. The last exam for the psyéhologist license was
given in 1974. . -

-

There is no license speclfically for resource room teachers.
Resource room teachers are required to -have i masters degree in ‘any
- ’ - ) , -
specxal-education:related discipline plus a minimum of § credits in

o . \ . , o,
reading. Applicants with 3 credits of math as well are preferred.
These requirements are more rigorous than those for other positions

‘ ’ ‘_‘ 1 ' . . 3
and may partially account for:the recrujtment problems. As of May 27,

L f981, one-third of all resource room teachers held tempora}y per diem
~ » " . *

certificatas; the zest servé on other special 'education licenses.
4 . ’
: ' : F 4 o ’

- ' .
’ . -
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.

. This does not help program inﬁegrity, remarked the director of the'

deneric resource rogm program, who would like to see a resource

- v, N ’
room teaching ljicense developed. Education evaluator, a mandated

©

member of all.Committees on the Handicapped and SBSTs, is another
L] . r

position that has not been- formalized or well-defined..

v

€ - . : .
The drawbagks of the temporary per diem certificate for teachers

are that teachers are frozen on a low salary step, they have no job

< - -~

‘ [}
security, and no pension plan. Approximately 3,500 special education
gstaff hold temporary pex;P diem certificates as of May 1981. For the

resource roam program, temporary pér diem Leachers will take exams for
¢ ¢ . -
other sgec‘i\al educatiow licenses to remove ‘themselves from tempc‘)rary

per diem status ' and obtain a degree ‘of job security. Certainly the
tanpor;ry per.’dfﬁ c;rt;ficate allows the Personnel Divisi-on‘ to hi‘r'e
special educa.tion staff fa‘r more quickly, thus reducing the proBlem .
of teacher vacancies. The lower salary scales Qf per diem teachers
also have contributed t.:o the 1‘980.-81. surplus at DSE. ‘However, the

. Y :
conditions for the temporary per diem certificate are not attractive

enough to keep teachers satisfied, and temporary per diem teachers

A *

may leave the sgystem, for more promising positi.oﬁs.

.

The position of .special education superir:lesor, only recently has

4

J . N
been formalized. Therefore, many district managers are not properly

cedtified, or teachers or members of the Committee :on the Handicapped
. ' - . 4

-

-

with other duties are fulfilling this role. Their lack of a formal

.
*

r_it'.lE has aampromised the supervisory authority of persons acting in

— K A - N 4 R
this position. ) . . . . ..
Staff acting in the ‘posiatiroﬁ of supervisor are now facing a
. LY ' . .
LI - i -

formal hiring process which includes. a?p'ex§m and threfe steps of
/ ., ~ -

a
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N e . - . M ke - .
4 " i Y . -
. intervieWupel@nterxpenbsge;aortéd that some acting s

»
. -« [— . '

,education s_upervisors, who had done an outstandlng job,

o
.
v
"o . Al N : N

mak:.nq it to.t

P ! -~
P ¥ " *
c,ause °fu:rther temporary disruEbj,ons in the Bivisiqn's staffing

e

v

M N ‘. , \ 1 .
patterns. 'I'he"l_)iva'.sim is now reviewing these problgms.

< .o g

- 4 . o
» . - C.

pecial

were not

.~

second J.nterview. The resultJ.ng assignmenF(

_“*Recommendations

' .

.

v .
'y v . . - - [} - -

- ’ M <
. ' . The Board.of Education should formalize special edu

-

-

[

® nositions as quickly as .;_Sossi.ble ‘s0 that teachers, supeAisors .

o

%

, and admnlstrators may be properly J.J.censed and -i)ald and have the

wd

S

. full authdnty of. tl‘en' posJ.tJ.ons.

Vlgorous reczjgent,n efforts

.I ". ., -

-~ should be undertaken and alternatJ.ve méthods eKPLOIed.

N +

LJ.censJ.ng

<
-~

~ tests mus't

[
* given mog'freguently jd graded expedJ.tJ.ously.

> . g

IS

account'

. . ‘ .
g K . Future mj_ectlons for staff need%ould take in
1

. -

- ' y ‘ -

?

. .

\\ ' - d . Re

> the experlenee of thq.s year concémlng.,placemert rates énd -patterns.

—

U
L (. Lk T ."1' » -
'n R . . e e o
.. .
L

v a I

» 4

.

) in the process &f- obtaining Oth.on A pal'ental conseanorms. l
L ' T .‘.' R . . T :
' ’,’ . . ’ | v ¥ A & "n C ¢ \ [ 4

.
N
A
]
.o Y
. -
~3
. *
-

T, * The EPP has consistently advocated the eliminationgof the Qoard

A pp Bxaminers and ,altérnative qertJ.fJ.catJ.on methods‘are

R L0 discussion at Zlﬁlggate level.
' has the x:espon dbility of prodncing"ll

undey

However, as long as the Board
ring lists,-it must-Wplfill

* ! that fmction in a timé&y manner. ) L VR
Y N R .
o, ’ ] . '&,‘ ) , ‘83 |, b . N
P \)‘ ) ) .NSE;;{1' ;'E 4 "’:Q ; ) k . ' . '. < ;Q ..‘
FRIC g © - 'l - R S N AV
- v 0, ’ : . . L ' N

-~

L
,Qg:.he,rwre, t{xe Board should J.nvestJ.gate the. cause for the delays /”c :

',4
4

+
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Findings . ‘ : . N -

. ’ ¢ o . . T §
DSE's budget for FY 1981 is made up of a&ministratiop \ ’
(4.9%), support. (17.6%), and instruction (70.6%):

C -

- - 'm;é adop'ce_d budget, for DSE was $29_0,5'31,461 for .this ‘s'chool *
year. (DSE's b‘&get does no'c iﬁalude transportation, fringes, ‘and

,,"‘“ ol " . o ‘ i

* . pensignss) " Of this, $251.99 million was for staff, salaries (PS)\and

. ~
« \

: $38.54 was\ for supplies arid equipment (OTPS). - For the purposes °

th:Ls repott, the budget cond:.t:.on in Novembe® will be used because \

the fmancz.al\ plan savings will Qiave befallocated. Thus, the |

. ¢
- -

. f)vember condfgjon is a more adequate reflection of the budget.
DSE'S budget is divided into 19 budget codes. (See Appendik B.)
. L]
Each ébrrespondg to a program and can include administrativle; supér-,

e . : . . . - ‘ .
visory, and teaching p’ositions- Therefore, in 'some budget codes it-
* ’

- is J.mposs-n.ble to del neate whethex.’s'caff are budge;ed Q work in an

s - N . -
administrative offlce, to superv:.se spec:Lal education staff, or ,'co

¢ g
work with ch:.ldren at tRe school lewsd . The budget codes are sub- |

]

. divided J.nv lines which orrespond to the fonﬂal 'c:.'cles pr positz.ons

- r

the lines are not an accurate J.nd:.ca'cz.on of where staff are work:.ng.
A
. °  chart' 3 illustrites’ the

‘ 8

. . » .
uct@e of the budget. Therg, is one
. . . . . e

. - -3 [
. , . -» . , *
box for eac}'_;ﬂbud‘get codé.: —‘ the budget‘code includes more than
v . -,

one type of position, various.ssRff are listed parehthe‘ioally. -The

"~ ‘Aumber of full-time staff and the amount of money budgeted in each
” codellare‘ ind:.oatedJ in eac%box. ) FiaJ:lx, th‘e}perg:tge?e of tche
- . ° » . ~ .
u - 4 Y
' - o ' . -y - .
s NSE-3/1 ‘ « \I8¢ . ' -

A I L . I / :
“- . ‘ ' , . . .

.

-«

\]

‘) -
in. wh:.c‘h staff are pa:.d. pince many: staff Fositions a\ﬁa‘/not formal:.zed’ RN

. %




T - - . R
. o2 - ‘ . P \ i ¥ ces |
. ' total amount budqeted for staff salarles (PS) in each budget code |

A} . '
~ .. is J.ndicated at the bottom of each box. At the bottom left "hand

. ' 5 ‘ .

corner are t’wo ‘boxes for Preplacement clasSes and Central Support. |

N - -
. s

’- * . ' v 4 L] S ' -
. Pr&acement classes are being phased out. When a child's diagnosis

C e, . . . . .
is unsure, the"child is placed in a preplacement class for further

v ‘ . . .
-

[
* abservation wuntil an agp'ropriate diaghogis and program recommendation
& . N . ~ ~ I

can be made by the teachér. , The;central support w1t is for teachersg
» 4

» v
. "
» A

and- admpistrawrs on sabba,tacal. ’ . .

PTE , - i —
. Another way t‘o understand‘ DSE's budqet is to group the budge?:",?

codes accordJ.ng to the}f\cuon they represent under the broad cate~

. ) - . M
. -

. ' © ‘gories of administz"ation,\support;‘and instruction. . . , v
- . ? - *
B ";\ . . > . ] -
\ ' " Table 12 is DSE's current, budget for FY '8l. The administrative

-

P ™ ~ e e PR st —— e =

share Qf the budget is 4. 9%, ’I‘he support share is 17 57%. Instruction

»

f takes,up 70.62% o the budget. The rémainder l_ies in‘collective b‘ar- '

. gaining lump sums yet to be distributed. Theé difference between - F =
» . ~f .
; ". pedagogical and administrati\}e positio‘ns is' !not: simple division . _ ' ..
, . n ./between’admiriistrators and te’achers‘. Staff paid on pedagogical lines, )
. - . in administrative offices.or su?ervisgry positi.ons mist nllee.t‘the 2 . -0.‘
- | . educational and cre'd\ft réquirements’ of the jobs,__-ywhich usually are t ‘

)
g

. » ,related in some way to teach¥ng. Most subergisors and coordinators
. - ‘ . e . ‘ ) R . . t .
» \'\; are paid on pedagogical lir{es. Theé 031 code is for para-professionals )
.Q . . R . . FRE
" LI L) f - L] »
who are paid by the hour.® The 032 code is for staff ‘who are pajd by , b
(. : L. -

fio.
the day (temporary per diem staff). '’. .

. S s

L . : ) ,
. . .




- T CHART 3 .

' . . . DSE BUDGET (November 1, ##980)

- d . . . Personnel (PS) $256,783,435
T " ) . : oL a - . ' staff: Only full-time positions
. A . . *
AN . > . | Executlve Director | ‘, : . o
- . | Budget Code: 2001 ~ | o ’ be ’
) ) ‘% .o B A Staff: 18 | . » . <
. . ‘ o $372,736 | - .
e b : 4 I_ .15% | S
” , . \' 5 = | — .
e ! I ‘ ¢ ) - L C i ) I |
. Joffice of Program Developmént| | ‘Office of Instructiona rograms | |offtce of Finapce and| | Hearing Office ]
|& Review " Budget Code: 3721) |& Support Services Budget Code: 20¢42] {Management . Budget| |Budget Code: 2105 |
-|stafk; 45 $1,005,384 .39%| . (includes administrators for related | |Cobde: 2101 Staff: 124] |Staff: 11 $185,096]|
; - - '« 4 |services) pStaff: 9  $235,482 .09%| [$2,500,965  .97% |, [.07% S
) ° I '< = * ' - * ) * ‘
) ‘ - i 1 e xt‘ ‘ o1
| .~-Field Seryices I Generic Resource Room ‘1  |Related Services ' Budget . |School-based |
o | Budget Code: 3701 | JProgram Bbidget Code: 3715| : |Code: 3613 (includes | |Sdpport Teams k.
o | (includes regional offices| | (includes administrators and| Joccupatjonal apd physical *’' | |Badget ®€ode: ‘3801 L
o« |& administrators fos city-| |teachers) Staff: 1,529 - | |therapists; .guidance counselors,| |(inclides regional |
oy , .Iwide. programs) staff: 62 | |_$18,638,034 , 7.3% | |nurses and“®clerical staff) | logffices¥®staff: 107]
181,193,632 .46%. | T . . IStaffL{MB $7;113,548 “2.77% | |%1,906,308 .74% |
s |« il _ ‘ v |-
N I N . | e
8“ IIRegionalized Classes |’ Icitywide Classes” and | .| Speech vislon and Y;{ring | |School-based Support Teams|
| Budget Code: 3703. | |schools .Budget Cdde: 3705| !Resource Rodm Administra- ] |Budget Code:- 3803 o ]
«  “ltinclides teachers ' | | {includes teachers and | »  |ti Budc}qt Code: 3711] | (includes cligical super- |
land,site supervisors)| ° .|supervisors) Staf“Z‘,Q?l I |statf: 20 $3599,510 .14% "I," |visors, confmittees on the |
& |staffy 4,403 - |$54,599,606 N\ 25.16% | T |handicapped, and district’{
BT 1$77,275,663 - 30.05% | - ) “ | speech Visiﬁon and Hearin@#} |mandgers) ‘Staff: 1,990 l,
St ) R _ |Resource Room Teachers I\_ 1$37,997,733 14.8% |
. , o 2 g L - . {Budget Code: 3713 | ' ‘ o
L : . fstagf: 20 $20,286,698 | . 8 .
. S Preplacement. Classes | ' e % FP7.9% ., | T !
. | Budget,Code: 3805 " P T - y e .
B .../ Istatey 29 ’$538,347 ‘.zul /} CL i ( '
. . T ’ Central Support f .o - . )
) V ,’Budget Code- 2103 | ) .
. J'Btaff. 140 $4, 859 434 1.89%] - . ) *
U - NSE-3N. " ' - . “ ‘ :
‘E AN A . . o SR
‘ . . on . L .
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1980-81 'SE 's Bust

‘ .
! . ™
I"“’ l‘ -
. ’a‘ . ' u

|E\ll.’l.z’l.‘:x.meIl'i'ull-ﬁ’.‘:.w.eJ'[r R
] Admin. IPedagogues‘I Hpurlyl Days

s ¥

.
[ L4

OTPS -

. .

4
-

|

|- :
j‘cr

|.

l

]

Budget Code Administration

]
l
!
!
!

GG i s
- . L4

3 372 7351
.13} > 238,%82|
1,098{ -.. [V 2,500096515 799, 027]
9,782143,044] < 4,8597434).1, 151,719] *
'3,580] ¢ 7] & 185,Q56]° 170,250]
3701: Pield Services ) ‘14, 640 "| w~%,193,632] 2,705,839
3711 Speech, Vision & Hearing . | | » | |
" Resource Room Admih, . %92| : % ' -359,510] - * 64,763|
3721: Off. of Prograp Development | =1 -1,695,384] - |
3801: School-based aupport Team '24,400] W, 1,906,308} (1, 442 0a00|
_ Admin.. | . ) , " N~ o |
- Subtotal * 54,205143,044| 12,621,507t 67333;598] -
‘ ' | ! , f
| I .

' : ; 2 I [ l By
3613: Related Services, , 2 | 106,543] | 7,113,548] 1,535,277]
3803: SBST - : 462 : 411,178| 842¢ 37,997,733)

' Lo ‘ ) R ! I ‘ .. »
_Subtotal . o 0.} 517,721  842] 45,111,281 1,635,277 .-
: - : N " !

C. * Instruction , S . . | I

. 2001: Executive Dir.
7 2Q02: Office of Instsructional
; Programs & Support -
. 2101: Finance & Management Services
2103:* Central Support
' 2105: Hearing Off. on Appeals *

. .

4

A
N P

77,175, 6631

|
v y » } l

3703: Regionalizes Classrme. . "} 4,396 124,463( R
_ 64, 599,606] oA
1
l

3705: Citywide Clses. & Scha ' ,670,461]
3713: Speech, Vision & Hearing T . ' I

Ressource Rooms - 16 90\‘.?
'3715: Generic Res. Rms. : ' )
3805: Pre-Placement

[

€

9 l N .
20,286,698|
18,638,034| 591,980]

sis, 347]
- . [ ] l . .
-1'81,238,348| ~ 591,980
S .

— e mmm ——— (v —— v — —— —

) Subtotal ' NS
.l 4 N . . ‘ +

-

D. OTPS m

-

&

-

|
. - |
2104: NYSTL OTPS 975,000 |
*2110: Payments for Instr. of - , |
31 295,000 - s .0 |
N * . I

!

|

o
L 4

Limp Sum PS 17,812,299

e

&

i, | v cndlon olvan . e — — — —
-
0 -

|
I
!
|
I
f
f
I
t
-

2 421 159]43 886

N -~ -
- _-\.._..\g._.-.____._.__.v.
.
s

256‘;83 435|40 B‘&Q 855




B. “Administration

DSE's administrative staff was budgeted for 536 positions as of

.November 1, 1980 for $12,621,507 which is 4.9% of DSE's budget . **oF—"

these 536 poéitions, 140 are a central support unit used for teachers

.

.and administrators on sabbatical. This ledves 396 budgeted positions

within administration wh.}ch includes regional office staff. The
¥ *

L d

Office of the Executive Director is budget’:ed for eight administra-

tive staff and ten pedagogical for a total of 18. The Office of

2

'_lnstruct' al Programs and Support Services nis-a budget of three

¢

administrators and six pedagogues. Between the <central and regional

offices for 1nstruc£ion, 62 positfons have been budgeced,' with each
- i sV aina Nl

PR, _ —_— c— —_— S———

ﬂglonal offlce’ hav1.ng a regional coordinator for instruction in

charge of field services plus an assistant with several support

staff members. The support side consists of a central and regidnal ’
. . f

structure also divided into.six regional offices with total budgeted
pcs_itiom‘ of 107.

N4
C. Support Services

There aré few positions for special education gui%ce, coun~.
selors budgeted in the community -school districts. Presently,
there is a paucity of school-based support teams budgeted in
the school distrlcts. . . .

b

4

However, some districts haYe better staffing than others.
Guidance counselors range frqm a ratio of counselors to
handicapped studentsof 1/247 to 1/859. The réﬁ) of SBSTs -
to referrals ranges from 1/13.5 to 1/57.1. , .

-

Support segvices are primarily aimed at serving the handicapped

. 'Jc@\in areas other thil instruction. They can be classified into

¥

» ,o
.
LM N

-

* PS only ($256,783,435).
- ot

(.
NEE-3/1
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evaluation; placement and related services suMnseling,

occupational and physical therapy. Support‘services are reflected ,g
in two budget codes: -

1) Budget Code 3613; Related Services budgeted for $7,113,548

™

which is 2.'77’; of the budget for 448 staff me_mbers.\

2) ' Budget Code 3803, School Based -Suppori® Teams budgeted for _

c * v
-

$37,997,733, vhich is 14.8% of the PS budget éi-,%g

staff*members. . . . f L
- - - »' > y ‘- .

l)l Related services“are divided into several staff éateqor:.es:
Occupational therapists . 25
Physical®™Therapists " f2s,

St.aff"ﬁurses ' ' 23
Speclal ‘Education Gm.dance :
 Counselors v . . 210
. Teacher lines for physzcaqllyr..,_" .-
handicap orthdpedic - _
A (adapt:.ve physical education) 160 ~
Other -

- ——

,
-

R Y a8
I‘ -

'rhe dlstrJ,bution of these budgeted gositions a‘q&g the d:.st'ricts "
‘“ N i LN * !/

is qulte d:l.verse. Occupatz.qnal arfl phys:.cal therap:.sts ‘and staff s L (

nurses are pr.Lmarll_y in special séhools for t{e\ physically hand:.capped

duld as are’ teachers for the physically ortnoped:.c. v . .

:.

'me *mmbers of budzpted spec:.al education gu:.aance counselors

"in the ccxnnmnity’ school districts vary from dJ;.strict to d.istrict. (See

Table 13.) ‘They gange from a ratio of 1 counselor to.247 ohifdren in

N District 5 to.l to 859 in District 12. The average school, district

v . . . ’
is budgeted ohe guidance counselor  for every 441 Handicapped students.

¢ . - '
Districts 10, 11, 12, 45, 20, 21, 24,and 30 have ratios that exceed
2 - :

one ,guidance c’mselor to every 500 students.

-

'\ - Yy

NSE-3/2
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‘ Table 13 . i » L7
. - . * .‘ - ] ‘ '
Special Education Guidance Counselors ( ~ N
As Budgeted ) y
i . L4 . ‘
*w T Handicapped ‘Guiddnce Counselors S P
Students Budgeted Ratio . . -
N  Districts ® 10/31/80 o 11/17/86 GCs/HC Pop
> " i - i .
MANHATTAN \ . : _ - = N
DU 1,%63" §.4,' 8,372
2 1,524 ™ .2 1/363 a
v 3 1,209 2.8 | 1/432
. a. . o 1,142 P 3.2. ¢ .. 1/357 g
. 5. , -'965., b T 309 1/247
' 6( ' 720 - rio1.6, 1/456
‘High 'Schools -~ 1,490 .. 3.4 1/438 .
?tai 8,313 T ovw S oE
BRONX ' N = ' ui.:l rA - -
7 1,434 * 3.6 1/398 ’
- I 1,622 , 3.4 1/477 ’
<9 .~1,288 , 4.8 1/268
10 R 2 M 2 1/618 _ .
-1l 2,056 3 - 1/685 -
12 1,375 * 1.6, s 1/859
High Schodls™ ™~ ' Z;BEI T ° 5 1/533 |
- Total 11,669 . T -
- BRQOKLYN. We™. P R . ' ]
13. . . 1,282 . 3 1/427 -
"o l4 957 "3.2 1/299
15 1,701 - 3 L. 1/567 . .
16 & \ 1,069 3 . 1/356 . T
R YA . 907 . 2.2 17412 -
20 2,076 . e .34, 1/611 : !
High Schools ) - 3.3 .
__Total .-’ 7,992 . ~e .
BROOK&YN E. -3 . . )
, ‘18, - \ ‘1,295 3 . 1/432
19’ 1,509 5.3 - 1/285 <
21- s 1,996 3 - 1/665
22 - . 1,713 4.2 - : 1/408 .
© 23 995 . 3.5° 8 / 1§2§4
2. ‘ 892, 1.8/ 17456 :
High Scpl's EsWw 3,711 . 2.6 +'3.3 , 17629
' Tokal * 13,111 5.9 ° .
* QUEENS - - ] ’
.. 24 ¢ 1,260 2 . . 1/630 ° -
s 725 2,103 . 5.2 1/404 4 )
26 ' 1,888 3.8 . 1/497
L 27 - . © 2,449 - 4.1 . . 1/597
’ 8. . - 1,383 - 3.4 17407
* 29 S1,315 ‘2.6 f . 1/506 -
30 1,221 . 2 * 1/611
High Schools. 2,787 5.8 ) 1/484 4
N Total 14,406 - : .
STATEN ISLAND . ¢ . . T
< 31 . 72,695 6.4 1/421
High Schools 635 - 91 1.8, 1/454 .
- Totals 3,330 _- ! ,
GRAND ‘ N , " . '
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- If the budget 1s a planning tool as w%ell as am Ty

! ways _dollars__will be spent, the wide discrepamcy i

Al

‘of guidance counséload should be examined. However, these conclusions

.
.

i{muﬁ"/be considered in light of the fact that there are so few guidance

L ’
. »
- A » > 4

cdunselors. Almost all are it®nerant usually averaging one day per:

r * - L
“ . >

week in a school,

The positiop of special.educationfuidance counselor has not
. .
been formalized. The hirind criteria for this position are’ the same

as those for 4 non-special education guidance counselor.

-

The prinCLPa.l of PS 279 (see case studies) reported that

three guidance counselors visited her school, all part-time.. One\

.

vigited the regular stude_nts ‘2 1/2 days a weeic; one vifyited l;hé . .

readiness class 1/2 day every two weeks; one visited the other

.

. "
handicapped students 1 1/2 days a week. The: principal wanted ome

, . R .
gquidance counselor full-time This is p&ss:.ble but would requir _
l ” .

l\ ~
‘.

4
a coordination of services between regular guidance counselors a
special education’ guidance counselors. With a full-time guidance ”
» . * * ; . .
counselor, or even one that’shares only two schools, the functions

r

of a guidance counselor can be fulfilled. - . ) .
.2 ' - - . B .
»
Similar disparities occur-in the distribution =% school-based
. ». " .

! support ‘teams (SBSTs). 1In 1979-80 three districts 'were chosen as

—_— e

model districts to develo.p and J‘Emplernent the"concept of the scbogl;_

oo X ba?d support team -- Diétricts 12, I5,,31l.. This scnool year '

-,

school-~based support teams were installed throughout the city.

N \ .440 teams were assigned to spend at least one day in each scheol.
& i ¢ ‘ v 4 h ° =
In 6rder to budget $BSTs 'in the s~chools, the actual needs of .’
a . . [}
. ' each district were detbrmined by projecting the demands for their

.

d ., - NSE-3/2

LY . _ "



Y SO -

(S

L

total number of professional staff (psychologists, social wo kers -y .
qgucatio?al evaluators) compartd to the monthly statiﬁiE?s. ’, i \

As can be szen in Tablel14, thekre is a wiée distribution pattern '

"for any of these ratios. ' ﬂ j ' T ,j ]

.. » February 1981.

-
L
—
-
.
-

1)

. ¥ ,
serviges. These projections were based upon .data available a

time, namely, the referral rate of children who may be in need

-

special educational services, the demand for re-evaluations andythe

best estimate of the need for support services such as counseling.
- ’ A
Since SBSTsS were going into the schools for the first time, the

budget allocation was a best estimate. - .

.In hindsight 1t is possxble to examine those,budgeted poszt¢9ns.

of. how to measure ‘the need" for SBST's services

”

arises. Using avallablé data, EPP- totaled the number of referralg

to SBSTs in each dlstrlct for the first«threaJschool months; September, .

October, and November. The number pf referrals includes students’
* '4

'3

who have been referred to the SBST from regular education and students
. . -
from special education who required annual or triennial re-evaluations.

These wer% the major components of DSE's allocétioqfformula. The -

formula provided for no preventive services, although schools do

[y

provide them.* Related services are a minor component in t formula

-

and were not included in®this analysis. Ratios ‘were created for the . .

-

number of teams compared to the monthly statistlic, the number\of .
- . - - '

. ) ,
educational evaluators compared to the monthly statistic, and/the

\ . .

/

* Survey conducted by Offlce.of Budget Operatlons and Review, BOE,

.
s -~




: The ratios of SBSTs to the number of referrals or re-eviliations

in each district'v;iied from one team tp‘1315 referrals in District
16~to0 one team to 55.1 referrals -in Slsirict 14.: The xatio¥of' )
.educatioqél evaluators to these réferrals ranges from:1 to 16.6 in
Distriét 14 to 1 to 18 in District 24. Thé ratio of total‘prog;s-\ )
sional staff to referfals ranges‘érém i to.4 in‘bié?rict 162 to.il

\.

7 to 68.5 in District 24& The aﬁerage school district has a ratio of

one SBST for every 25.2 referrals. The following five districts

~

- have ratios that exceed one SBST for everxy 35\%eférfals: 10, 18,

. [
.

24[ 27 aﬂd 30. - e &

- h N 1
. “e

(
PLd
«

P,

[
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. ) .. ‘ TABLE 14 - B
o School-Based Support Teams as Budgeted
September : .
‘ ' . November - y I :
o SEST ., 980 Prof . of . Staff/  Ed.. 'Ed. Eval./
District Teams Referrals SBST/Referral Staff ferral Evaluators Refegrals
. ' » N e o
MANHATTAN = ° - . . . - a - ]
T o o 23 - 1/23 , 32 /7.2 .8 " 1/28.8 .
2 15 229 1/15.3 45 1/ 5.1 11 1/20.8
: 3 %0 190 1/19 o032 1/ 5.9 8 1 1/23.8 |
.4 8 140 - 1/17.5 - o+ 28 /5 . 7 1/20 -
. 5 8 246 1/30.8 « . 27 1/- 9:1™ 7 1/35.1
i 6 7 183 -1/26.1 27.. 1/ 6.8, 9 1/20.3
~BRONX ' ' T ' -
7 .30 247 © . 1/24.7 32 £ 7.7 8 1/30.9
8 _ 257 1/21.4 - 3% .1/ 7. "8 1/32.1
9 10 236 .1/23.6 33 1/ 7.2 9t 1726.2 -«
10 Son 596 1/54.2 38 L/15.7 12 7 1/49.7,
, 1L 16 . 417 . 1/726.1 ¢ 47 1/ 8.9- (NS 1 1/37.9
©12, 12 4 215 > 1/17.9 37 1/ 5.8 ., 8 1/26.9
BROOKLYN W.' i - -
13 . 9.5 199 1/20.9 31,5 1/ 6.3 . 8 - + 1/24.9
14 8 166 1/20.8 - 30 . 1/.5.5 10 1/16.6 ,
15 - 16 222 ° 1/13.9 7. 46 . 1/ 4.8 10 1/22.2,
16 '8 108 1/13.5 27 1/ 4 , 6 1/18 ° -
17 8 221 1/27.6 , 31.5 1/ 77 , 10 1/22.1
20 11 263 1/23.9 34 1/ 7.7 3 . 1/32.9 a
BROOKLYN E. . , -
18 " 404 * 1/44.9 <30 1/13.5 8 * 1/50.5
19 13 216- 1/16.6 " 39 1/ 5.5 9 . 1/24 - .
21 .15 397 : 1/26.5 - 45 1/ 8.8 118  1/36.1
22 14 471 1/33.6 . 45 1/10.5 12 1/39.3
23 . 1o 272 "1/27.2 - 32 1/ 8.5 8 1/34
32 8 185 1/23.1 28 1/ 6.6 8 1/23.1
QUEENS- _ ' R v
24 12 685 1/57.1 8 1/18 10- 1/68.5
25 14 335 ., 1/23.9 40 1/ 8.4 8 1/41.9
- 26 1z 208 1/17.3 .35 1/ 5.9 7 1/29.7
27 16 587 1/36.7- 489 - 1/12 13 '1/45.2
28- . 12 370 v 1/30.8 39 " 1/ 9.5° 11 1/33.6
29 13 <« 379 ©1/29.2 45 1/ 8.4 15 1/25.3
30 9 325 1/36.1 30 1/10.8 . 8 1/40.6
i STATEN ISLAND ] - -~
31 19 365 1/19.2 - 55 1/ 6.6 13 172611
TOTALS 365.5 9,199 1725.2 1,164 1/ 7.9 300 1/30,7°
HIGH SCHOOLS ) , R ' .
Region I 13 ‘ 35 7
11 18 _ 6 <7 s »
111 7 . 24 ‘ . 8
v 15 . 42 10 .
v 21 ° . 55 11
vl 3 9. -2
GRAND - ‘1
TOTAL 442.5 1,375 346

r
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. : . ,A good start was made this year when an allocation formula was . .

- - » » N “~ 4 - ] - Diai} -

. - . [
.~ -

L] ) ~ :
p@s remained. 41!trict .
| 320 Pewer .totak-referrals than _—

31 w‘ii buhgeted for 19 teams, but it-had

P
~ -
* .

developéd to distribute SBSTs. However,
& ﬂ .

-

‘ N N = . T ’
. ' District 24 which had been bucigted for only 12 teams. _District 15 - /\‘
. 3 ' TR ) ) N » T F
ro had low ratios with 16 SBSTS o 222 'referrals. However, members of . J - ‘
' SBSTs ,in pisfrict 15 statéd that they were understaffed; thay, could  ._ .
r - o . _', ”n

/‘n

not possibly do an effective joh_nnless: more teams egisted so’_that
- - \"n ‘ -

each team could have more ti.m; in the sciuool td offer

-

'pr event ive

& - . I e

services to regular students. As March 1981, ro §BST is a,,SSLQned - +

* "to fewer thaﬁ three schools and 20% a;/e\as lgned to four or more. -~

Pog 4 \4

Although the budgeted distribution of §BSTsgis questionable, it

~ -

should be remembered™that, in total, there ake not &nough feams td .

* ® ~ - . . -
N Py

go around and do an adequate job.

3

N z .
A fairer allocation of SBSTs may

+ . -

1f %the budget requegt for FY'?Z

i :
4 < o

- be found when more staff are added.
- . [4 ~

~ i's granted and 223§ additional teams are added, then the Bsard“ of

B »

- 2 .
- Educatmn must address what kinds of crltefla will be used to ass:.gn s

- IS ;-

a .'
~ [N

- these r‘ea7é in as fair a‘'way as possible. N L -
. ) - : . ; .
’ 3 i

o~

- r

. . Y
Recommendations

»

. . \ °. N v * - . ’
- As addifional SBSTs are a\&ued, the Board of Education must assign °

3 “ e . . o % ‘
- them in an equitable manner. - -.J‘

.
T v
.

. R
~ - "

Also, since guldance counselors play ag J.mpg S;nt “role ‘in - _‘ .

ST ggéclal educajjnfand are in s&arce supply, an !!ort should be +Z

of ltlneﬁt’ speclai\

. made to poordlnate t‘he qervlce a

\ e

It .
education guidance counselors.. futﬁérmore, the ad’éiVitJ.es of "¢

3
i
PR e D ’
regularr guidance counselors and speczal ‘education cogselors should
*\ . I 4

o)

_be coordinated so that alil childrenn recelvé aﬂroprlate gquidance .

services. - ‘J’ . fe —"‘: ot :., - ;' )
- Q A ) ” / .:"\ ) I
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D. Instruction

.o L 4
Findings . . T D
The distribution of teachers budgeted for/special education '
programs reflects' the distribution the tyées'f of handicapped
. students in the community school districts. , ‘ . ’

Instruction for handicapped students has been divided into two s -
major divisions: Gregionalized classes and cityv:ride classes ahd

schools. Regionalized classes are all those classas in element:.fy,

R junior high Qrg/high schdols under supervision of izhé/six DSE regions.

’ ‘ ! \s
. - The students placed in these classes are those vﬁth p);xysical ’(andicéps,
* most &f those withy emotional handicaps and the retarded students.
Low-iricidence programs, such as trhe autist/ié and Teacher-Mom students, .
N / s ) . .
Y. . s xemain centralized because there arer too few students, to place these
4 « “ programs ifA every district. All the '.5pecial education schoo\Ls{, éuch < .
- - SR ) .
o b as for the emotionally handicapped, are placed in the ci‘tywicie ' : 3
* v " : u . b
division and femain centralized. 1In addition to the low-incidence
programs. and the special. schooi‘é, resource room prog/rams *have s&
. remained centralized. o 4 . \ .- "
= - - . r - ' ) .
There are several} budget co ich contain these instruct{ional x
LY - I
- ~:- - A * & \\
programs:. PR ' P W ‘
, .Talje 15
. ~ ' . ' 5 .
o~ - ‘- \
L /{udget for Instrudtional Services- \-
N ’ : ’ - . ‘l . 3
Budget Code ; Program PS $ Amoynt % of PS # of Staff i
J ./ . 3703 Regionalized Cf!.asses '$77,175,663 . 30.05% - 4,403
3705 Citywide Classes 54,599,606 25.16 2,9%1 - - .,
3713 He&ring, Vision - . . | v .
7 . - Speech Classes 20,286,%98 7.9 1,237 ..
: 3718 Yeneric Resource Rooms 18;638,034 7.3 1,529
3805 Preplacement Classes 598,34_7 “A.21 28
Y : - /\70062 :
. % of PS 256,783,435 o . o
\ ”~ *. ‘ . / 3

. c' . . - 97 . . 1‘ ‘

NSE-3/2 . - ) ’ ’ ‘r




,7in Chart 5: — ,

-74- - -

s
.

In t budget, teacher .positions follow the€ child. The more °

handicapped students in a district or high school, the more teachers

I3

. . . . - . ‘ : ~
there are budgetéd. If these budgeted teacher lines are divided

into programs offered for sfudents with various handicapping condi-
tiodsL the distribution reflects.the distribution of the types of
~» .

‘

handlcapped students, except for related serv1ceé. In order to, -

control for size of the handlcapped popwla‘tlon, the.. dlstrlcts have

been grouped accordin;,<o size in Chart 4. The next two aphs
) : 9r

chart the number of teachefs in each of the districts. e

Resource allocations for-three types of services are xeflected

- . -

>
1 -

. .

» . . . .

1)' generic resource, rooms, bu%get code 3715;
2), itinerant speech teachers, budget cede 3713; . ' ’,

%) related services, budget code 3613.
. o p

The number of teachers budgeted for generic resource rooms

’
reflecty the current dlstxeputlon of sttidents .in generic resource

L}

rooms. CSD 5, 9 and'T2 have few teachers budgeted for resource,

roams. Itinerant speech -teachers on the othef hand are fairly

~J

evenly distribured from group fo group. The related services as

’ . | -
a group are poorlx budgeted in District 12, 11 and 21 even when 7

$ .

compared districts of similar size. . .

Ip/Chart 6, there are three types of sefvices:

.
3

. . ' . ) .
1) "HC-30 ihysically handicapped population, budget code 3703;
’ . .
® 2) .emotionally handicapped, budget code 3703;
' .

3) educable mentally retarded, budget code 3703..

.

,~ AN

NSE-3/2 . ; . -~
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- ‘ ~
. R&in, these budgeted’lines follow the type of handicapping
3 . s .
conditions. CSD 10 serves a small population of emotiopally '(_
- ’ " . .‘
handicapped "children and thereefére has few teachers budgeted { .
! for the émot,ionally handicapped. Similarly,'Dist':rict 26 has
. . ) : . .

‘ identified few handicappéd' ch"ldren. as mentally retérded and -
. - . ¢ . ‘ J s -
. therefore few teachers are'budgeted for this population.
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E. Distrigt Budgets

Findings- '

Funding allocations to the districts for coverage in

special educatlon programs are complex. Depending on

the type "of handicapped student served, the responsi- '
bility for teacher covera of classes shifts betweep .
the Division of Special Education and the Communzty

School. Districts.

Emotionally handicapped, neurologlcally

impaired emotionally handicapped, and Track IV. students .

are dismissed one
requirement for a
instructing these

Funds for teacher

'programs are allocated

complicated a manner.

period earlier because the State law
full day is claimed to be met by
students during lunche.

doverage of classes in special education
h r

'y

to the districts each year in far too

”"Cévéréqe“‘15’funds*for’prepdration, adminis-

e

trative and duty free lunch peridds when teachers are not reéuired

\
s

to be in the classroom.

These funds are allocated through Module_)

?

5 of the communitilschool district allocation formulae and equal

©$13,255,079.

]

i. Preparation and administrative period coverage

’

L3

The responsibility for coverage shifts from DSE to the districts

depending upon the type of handicapped as illustrated in Table 16. »

There are the following problems with this arrangement:

: (a)

earlier by 2:00 or 2:15.

A

day is met by instrucEing these students during- lunch.

>

. * r
CEH, NIEH and Track IV studentys are dismissed one period
. . - 1
The state law-requfrement of a full school

This means

that no coverage of preparation pgriodé is paid because the teachers

cén take their preparation periods at the end gpf the day, when handi-

capped students are n¢t there.

children of a full school day and of a lunch break.

However, this practice deprives

v

The State

the

Education Department and the yg# York City Comptroller have both .

3

LR

NSE-=3/2
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noted this pi:a‘ctice in recent audits. Continuing the practice would
. \ R . “ .
violate the April plan under the requirements of the Jose P case.

P

(b). As shown in Table 16 the community school districts §ré.'
vy t ' P 3 .

' not’ responsible for all coverade of classes within their schools.

.
1

The division of réséonsibility between DSE and the'd.ist.ricts follow’

' " » ) 3 “ .
no ratiohal pattern, which disrupts planning'a.nd creates, confugion -

at’ the local school level. It is also difficudt to hold anyone . -
- ' oot - , .

—
- £

. accountable for failure to cover a class under’such circumstances.
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Coverage ResponSLbllltfﬁ

w

Division of Specxal Education,
- 'y

Division of
Districts

o v
iSpecial Education/

Y e

! v
¥

‘e

%

-

BN

.

-

"

1)

< Coveraqe Qesponsiblllgy of*Preparat;on and Admlnlstratzoh Perﬁods*

Type of SpeCLal Educatlon ‘Class

Tqaéhérvuemv_ T
Autlstlc .
Transrtlonal v, .
*CEH.~- Junior High (Classes for
the Emotlonal}y Handlcapped -

- Type "A"'Glasses)
ASTC
All Occupat:.onal Tramlng«$entens

-

.

» -

CEH (Type "A" Classes) - Elementary
(Special Education provides coverage

-

' for every twd classes, i.e., 2, 4, 6,

etc.; ‘where odd number of'classes N

. otcur, districts provide ‘doverage -.

'~ HC-10

~

for one c;ass, special education -the
balance, e«g., 5 elementary CENR
classes, district covers - class,
Special Edujetlon covers 4.) .

(Health Conservation - 19)
HC~20 Coe L e
HC-30
NIEH

-
o

- . M

Emotlonally Handicapped)

s

(Neurohoglcally In;pa;.red and o

EMR
o . EMR~DL
TMR

(Educable Mentally Retarded)‘
(EMR -~ Delayed Learner).
(Trainable ﬁentally Retarded)

' “ Track v
Doubly Haridicapped (Formerly Multiple
) Handicapped)
Visually Handicapped é
e . ‘Hearing Handicapped
! Readiness g

s
. + ¢
. . . ) ?

* Puplls in Cé" NIEH and Track'IV programsg are egleduled for instruc- -

¢ ‘tion, during part of thelr lunéh perjod and are dismissed one perLOd
earller. For these blasses, the sgpecial, education classroom teadher s
, duty~free lunch per;od requires teacher coverage; preparatlon perlqu,
taken' at the end of the;day, requir$ no ccVerage.

-

. 4

! .

** Special education unit teachers (crlsis interventipn teahcers)
provide 5 periods of coverage per week to special education

classes in their assigned school . .,

b ]

NSE-3/2¢g
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' e . - PR 2. Duty-Free ‘Lunch - ‘ . .. 7 o
¥ LW . .'Lu.nches for special education students of;en reqguire coverage
,"_ s by(paraprq.f'essiona . l}istricts have been allocated funds for para-
. N . . . - - N . - N - 3
N ... prgssional coverage in these cases. Funds are al'so alJ. ated to the
. . M . - - ~ ' - "
. "distrigts ;q;; teacher coverage for those classes .in which lunch and
s . - . . o, -
S J.nsuructi:on are comb:.ned so that spec‘laI education- teachers have a
. 7. -
. B PR K '
N * duty-free lunch. 'l‘able, 17 doc'uments_.the, responsibilities of luhch
\ . , ', o - ., R K
- . - E

coverage either by the distridts or the Division.-
. .
The problem with this arrangemént is .thab many classes (HC-lO
° [}
HC- 20,.HC -30, .EMR, TMR Read.mess) are in schools in which the

-7 . . ¢
/

- ‘ <

7,,’ *ﬁ/ o principals al_;,ead.y ’hav&responslbllltles for coverages of preparation
AT ‘e

* .

./ r:* : v,and admm:.strat:.ve permds, but .not for ‘unch. This often results

- AR .. A ]
W s B ’

, “ in confuhgon, failure to cover, ,and general ‘Taek of smooth pla,nnJ':ng

and crn ty so, J.t is mpos%le at the present time to

'au t the %rbper allocation of 'coverage’unless responsib:.l.my

. P’ : . .
‘ ™ rests mogé placeqy . L . - -
. . " " N R ,
-~ . N B (R . , .
" ‘Recommendations . - a)
L3 4 N

- l‘ - P - v . .

. . Responsible for,all coverage, with the~possible exception of

L . e Y ©

low-'incidence classes, mu‘ be vested in one. glace. Sharing' coverage *
. .

mﬁnﬂbilltics for spec:.al educatJ.dn ciasses J&des contJ.nuJ.ty
F

and the auditing of reéources allocat:.qns. )

d's,/?ﬁdd.vidual Education Plan dictates otherwise:,

. - . H ‘4

- students shauld have a full school day and a separate lunchegeriod

)

#°with bther studetng. Combliance with the April plan under the '
REIE i . : '
Jose. P. case should.be monitored to insure this.

’
».’ ' . °

v ¢

'-.' . . T 14):) rF- .
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- - TABLE 1 R
—_— .
~ . " “. v ' ' [ -
L - .. ot - s
B Duty=-Free Lunch ‘Covera e ' ‘
L ‘e ' v y g 7 . \

' o, ' P ! X ’
Lunch Coverage ,WA-Spec;al Education Class - . . ,

Module 5 HC-30 (Health Conservation - Elementary
Paraprof’essmna‘i EMR-DL » (Educable Mentally Retarded - Dejayed
- > i : ¥ Learner) - Elementary ° .
‘ h _ Rehdliness - Elementary T
. ] L} N 4
Module 5 1y CEH : (Type "A" Class) (Classes for the
Teacher* ’ Emotionally Handicapped) »
‘ - . N e + >
L
NIEH - {Neurologically Impaired and
‘ s ; SN Enfotionally Handicapped) .
- ' Track IV L <
Special Educatiog** " HC-10 ) (Health fConservation) -
~\- HC-20 AR . v
. HC-30 Junior’ High -
L 4 ‘ . -8 EMR : (Educable Mentally Retarded).
’ . EMR-DL Junior High
. Readiness Junior High
. - TMR - (Trainable Mentally Retarded)
- . Multiple Handicapped . " .
‘ S « * Visually Handicapped L
. - /') ey flearlng Hand;capped - . e
s ]

.

»

(S -

el PupJ.ls in CEH, NIEH and Track IV programs are scheduled for instruc-
tion during part of their lunch perjod and are dismissed one period
earlier. , For these classes, the’ special education classroom teacher's

' duty-fr:ee lunch Perlod requires teacher coverage; preparation periods,
taken at the end.fo the day, reun.re no coverage.

P
-

ol Supervision ‘requirements beyond narmal school levels will .be determ.med
exciusively by the Division of Special Education. Staff to meet these
needs will Be prouyi¥ded by that DlViSiOﬂ/ . . .

‘.“ ‘i . I




- principals and DSE through itinerant gpperviso‘rs. Supervision of . ,

[

-84- B ']
R ~ - / » ¢ \ .
F. High School - ’ ‘
_F. High Schools . WO . _
.. : e
Findings . v s . .

-

hd .
. .

The Div;:.sion -of Special.Educatiion and the Division of -

allocated to the high schools through the hi
allocation formulae in a piecemeal approach through the

use of (1) a small unit allotment based on the previous

year's special education register; '(2) the curriculum

index whieh affects both staff and supplies (OTPS); and’

- (3) special edéication teachers in regular classrooms. -
Next year a fourth allocatie"p)will be funded through an .
additional $200 per cafita allotment in the unit - .

a:;l?jzi'm. i . ° .
The Division of High Schools has 93 schools with special educa-

- I3 A}

tion classes ierving many different types of handicapped students in
N @ > N . .

a variety of settings. Students are in segregated settirigs or fully

-~

integrated settings. The Rumber qf special education students ranges

from enough to fill one or two classes to more than a dozen classés,

. L

which makes special education the largest department in some ﬁigh .

.

schools. The problem f/acing the Board of Educato:ion is how to plan,

and ixgpleuifr{t a special education program for such a variety of . Lo
students in such diverse settings.’ -
. | ]

a ]
The Divisions of 'Speciﬁxcatic;n and High Schools share the

responsibilities of ‘overseeing special education in the high schools.
This is not an easy relationsﬁip. DSE allocates the staf{ for the :
¥

special education classes which imcludes teachers, para‘!, speciag
> . - . -
education guidance counselors, and school-based suypport feams. Super-

vision of special educatioh teachers is shared by t@ school

1

v

A ‘ v

‘- , ) . )
other staff is the responsgibility of DSE wk’gich again is accomplished

o - B [N ¢
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by itinerant supervisors. Such, joint-‘supe ion 1s not easy tp

L, . :
implement, particularly when special education is growing quickly

in the high schoois, an\d h:.gh schdol staff faced wa.th mountlng

va

.o s ‘2'7“’ Q o v -
, staff reductions ‘because of d{chnlng enrollment, must cope with a

»

growing department J.n' their mdst. Alnxost all hﬂlgh schools -have
desn.gna'ted a staff person fr‘om t}he reqular educat:.on to elthe; be/a
lia}son with. special education st;ff o‘r bé-the primcipal 'qs designee to
shdre respo‘nsitbilj:ty for the progr;n. a..‘Some_;,high s&xools have a'good

. - % Y /
relationship with the special. edqution wgtaff, includ‘ing schools where

~ v " JJ N .
special education staff comprise,a full department in the high school.

D

. Other high schools hawe a more se,g::egated pattern of .relatlonshlps.

¥

Until recently, the Divisions of High Schools ‘and Spec1al Educatlon

4
-

had no regu_lar chagmel ‘of commun' ion to enable coordination. They -
/ .~ . \ - . .

are 'ourrently in the midst of. °agreei g upon, ‘the appointment of 35 on*

) s:.te spe:‘:lal educa.t:.on superw.sorg for whoof both Divigions are jolntly
. . - ) .
respons:'.'ble. It is hoped that ‘the appoxntment of on-s:.te.supervzsory
- > " - .
n .
staff will alleviate tensions’ Le'tween regular education’ and special
' ' N . Y Al
educatJ.on in the hlgh schoolg. ©
- “ ’ . - N , .

The high'.schoo’ls receive resources in two ways: (1) Each

S
- >

high 's_ehool with special education classes receives staff necessary
< « L . - . . .

"_for these' classes from DSE: (2 )‘hmds are also allocated to the

-

Div1.sion High Schools through thg high|Bchool allocation formulae. '

»
-

Tnese funds are quite small and in ef ect have come throu.gh a.

‘piecemeal 'a'pproach Sf meeting g:he «costs of uthe' handicapped and\q{

as a result of clear bolicy decisions. These funds are used at the

discretion of the principal and thpere is no Sepirate accountihg pro-
. . A
\ ]

cedure for this. The funds are based upon the number of handicapped

/

T g
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students in gpec’”ial education _élasses and'in mainstreamed 'qlasseS'

~
4 . v

in' the highe school "from the pte\'rious te,rm. R . - .
The Divisicm of ngh Schools operates with a unJ.t allocat:.on
. [ ¢ ¢ f
system tather ‘than a dollar allocation. One unit ‘equals one -

7
’

teacher of average salaryﬁéxz one semes:te:r. Other type; of’ staff
. . . ) ,
are either more or léss than that cne unlt -depending upon t;'le, cost
- * z ¢ Y [
of the staff. For exaxl;ple, school secretaries are :.65 o% a unit;
g\ndance counselors ‘are 1. 14 un;.t—s. The pexr capita allogai':;.on for

1

¢

spectal education students is .04.
4

- Table 18 lists the nu'mber of handiéapped si:udenté’ in Spring '80,

andfFall '80 for .each high school which generated part of a unit for

that schobl S use. K. -
. , Ty s

Y g : ‘rable 18

ngh Schgol Spec;.al Education: Reglsters an‘a nit Alloqatlons T

* of Sp.Ed Stud. nlt # of Sp.Ed.Stud.

High School \ Spring 79-80 80-81 Fall 80-8% ,
- :
BROOKL YN ,
Abraham Lincoln ¢ . 110 ' «49 140
Alex. Hamilton | & 51 o .23 1177
Bay Ridge . ' i, .17 56
Boys and Girls s 97 . . .43 114
Brooklyn Tech. Ty 28 v
Bushwick" N ) ) 49 . 22 86
Canarsie , 121 ‘ «54 . 146
Clara Barton - wz Y .19 87
East New York A 35 ' .16 65 '
Eastexn District ' 15
Edward R. Marrow- 274 1.21 ' 331
Eli.Whitney - . 124, ‘ .55 209
Erasmus Hall ‘ ' 50 .22 . 53
Fort Hamilton —_— .33 .15 44
F. D( Roosevelt 53 ) .’24 77
. Franklin K. Lane 70° «31 91
Geo. Westmghouse. 111 «50 131
Geo. W. Wincate ' ‘99 <44 99
James Madison ’ .61 . 167
John Dewey , ' . 28 - .12 S8

€

) 113
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Table 18 (cont'd)

*

5

~ # of Sp-Ed.Stud- '

Hi;h S%hool .

BROOKL YN (_con'c:d)

Johy Jay ‘
Lafayette
Midwood .
New Utrecht

Prospect Heights .
Tilden -
sarah,J, -Hale
Sheepshead Bay

South Shore .

Thomas Jefferson;

Wm. H. Maxwell

-~

-

QUEENS &

Andrew Jackson
August Martin
Bayside
Beach Channel .
Benj. N. Cardozo

. ‘Far Rockaway
"~Flushing

Forest Hillg .
Francis Lewis
Grover Cleveland
Hillc.res'c'
Jamad.ca

John Adams

Long Island City’
Martin Van Buren
Newtown

Queens

Richmond Hill
Springfield Gardens
Thomas A. Edison
William C. Bryant

/

- -

“

NSE-3/2

Spring 79-88

124 >
122 '

26
74 | -
87
82

.76

124 ‘

145

101 f

139

N 56

128

.55 Y
63
23
64,

. 144
3 49
69

* 105

) 48

. :9‘, 1y
Unit # of Sp.Ed.Stud. - -
-80-81 “rall 80-81 ’
- i
.55 151"
\.54 137
.10 41
.33 o
.27 103 . '
+«66 191
27 71
261 156
«59 166 -
» .21 70 o
16 . 60 .
10
\\\
.11 27 T
.33 87
.39 141
36, % 1
“av 034 _ 157
.55 171
.65 154 .
.45 . 124 '
.62 :
.25 107
.57 161
* .25 56
-.28 . 65
W11 4 29
.28 82
.49 177‘
.64 . 198
.20 51
.31 97
" .47. 149 -
.42 128 )
.21 40

v

-
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. Table-18 (cont'd)
4 T~ ¢ - - .
. % of Sp.Ed.Stud. Unit # of Sp.Ed.Stud.
3 . High School Spring 79-80 80-81 Fall 80-81
, ’; ! - : h \
2 MANHATTAN
: - g ', . \ - . .
e Art & Design . ‘ : ‘ 16
| Benjamin Franklin 81l - .36 103
. chas. E. Hughes 146 - .65 1 140 _
1 Fashion Industries TN 40 . .18 61
| Geoyge Washington ’ \131 N .58 - 146
| » Julia Richmarf ) . . - .49 . 134 4,
| Louis D. Brandeis 139 ) .62 - 143"
5 ‘ Manhattan ' ~ . 62 ) .27 . 87
. Martin L. King Jr. . 100 .44 109
' Murry Bergtraum 7 24 ’ .11 29
N.Y. Printing ) 6L 27 84
. Norman Thomas * 40 . .18 51
Park West . i 89 . +40 111
Seward Park . - 97 . T .43 ’ 91
[ \ :
* BRONX.' . ' .
Achai .Stevénson . 197 ¢ .88 az22 '
Alfred E. Smith , 47 ' W21 ' 60
. Columbds . »I 67 204
. DeWwitf Clinton o 125 . .56 178 .
) Evander.Childs D ST I .49
Harry S. Truman , 148’ 65 ' 173
Herbert Lehman / 151- .87 . 194
James Monroe * 117 . .52 155
' John F. Kennedy 173 77 204
Morris - 106 .47 . 159
. ' Samuel Gompers =~ . 67 . 30 .. 116 .
South Bronx *33 315 ’ 60
. Theo. Rocsevelt ., 147 .65 . 203
walton ° TR & .58 167
William H. Taft, ‘ 124 ] .55 155 .
4 . ¢
° - - \
STATEN ISLAND : : \ (
e Curtis ; At as. C.19 ) 68
- New Dorp 51 . ©23 4 .. 56 -
port Richmond ' : 47 . .2l ) . 68
Ralph McKeé 06 .. . .47 98
\¢ Susan E. Wagner ‘128 ' A L
4 - Totefnville \\ - 71 ' 32 - 94 .
' 115 T
’ ! \ . '
. o NSE-3/2 ¢ g \ \ o ' . |
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: - - In almost every case morq?!andlcapped students were present in

( ) the hJ.gh. school in the fpl»l than the previous spring. However) the

unit the, h'igh'schosl recéiv«'es is based upon last spring’s register.

. . N 3 b .

‘ . ‘ . . / . (4 ~
This results in a smaller umit than if an, estimated register for

. ‘. . .
.
. 1 “ [ )

the fall 'were uged. An estimated i:egi%ter would be copgistent

+ "with the high .school formula as #gwhole.

s . . . .

.y & - '
The high sghools receive ‘additional parts of a unit in yet -
another way,tthrougy the curriculum index. The number of units
,( [ .. ™~ _y . .
¢+ each high scpool receives varies aocordj?g'to four basic eleménts:
b .

a) estimated register based on the previaus term's

register adjusted by rembving'all Long .Term Absentees.

The register does not inclu.de‘ Special education

v - -

students -except for tl’nse/s;erved in re\source LOOMmS »

. = b) pe;‘cént of pupils reading two or, more years below -

< -~ ®

- grade level (PSEN). ) ’ " :

S
¢) curriculum J.ndex which is the average da.1'iy' number

°

\ ' of su.bjects taken b{studenf‘s,' V'deighted for con-

. trdctual‘class size maximums. % " e

'

d) avjtaqe class size *of 31.5 students.

PR

. . The curriculum index is the average daily number of subjects
’ . » R - - . - ~
taken by all students in regular'clésseﬁ including mainstreamed
handisepged stuflents, weighéed for contractual class size maximums :
" 4 -

It ig calculated through a fraction:

# of subjects taken by all students
i (includji mainstreamed handicapped studentJ
. high school register . '
(no handicapped students inclugded)

L | g -
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Inclu ma:.nst.reamed students in the numerator results in‘a ¢« »

[
. ew

1
slightly infldted curriculum index and more funds for the schopll N
{ ‘ . 0
Mainstreamed -hand:.capped students receive additional helg“tproug}} :
‘ s

the use of spec:.al education teachers in regular: classes. Spec:.al
L] -

education teachers must give coverage ‘to-=.regular high schco‘l"

/ . .
classes in exchangg for: the 'growing number of handicapped students
being mainstreimed. The current formula is one cqveragé of a -, .

- a
Pl . [y
v -

reqular high school class by a special education teacher for e |
every 34(aasses in which handlcappe,d students are ma:.nstrea;;ed. ) st '

Thu's, there are at least thred methods by which high schools .

’ ' - A B .
receive ynits o® dollars for their special education populations:

”

+

B 8 .
.a partial unit througha‘'special education"component, the& curriculum
P !

index which affects both staffing units and OTPS, and coverages.
. M B . -t ’ v

>

*.” Next school year a $200 per capita gllotment will be a fourth method

through which highq schools receive resources for special education

n
.

students.

. ’ P y -
.. ) These allotment patterns raise a basic policy issue thap" must ’\
be resolved. What.are the funqi'.ng ‘needs’of the high schcols as they ‘ N
partfcipa*te in .the' education of handicapped stﬁudents? Such a v
question ca.nnét be ‘answered mtil B'E ‘esteblisl;es what services the . | o
i .high sch.ools. are responsible {or as ccmpared-‘o t-h'e DSE. Once ‘ ‘

4« .
these policy‘ decision are made, then the policies can be imple-

” ' .
'
' ’ v /. . . B

mented through rational system of allocation.- . N

' N Recommendat ion( , . ) - .

[ w .

- . . .. )
4 The Board of Educatiorn must make major policy decisions to o /
e “‘ . -

¢ determine the needs of handicapped studentd in the high schools

3

L7} ’
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and who will be responsible for meeting those needs and monitoring
. . i

' the services, the Division of Special Education or the Division of
] -

High Schools. After these decisions have been dﬁde, resources can

L4

be allocated accbrdiné:to'a more rational system.
. N

) \ . . ‘ . - /\
G. Transportation - ~ ‘ . .
4+ : .9 N
Findings . . -
e J ;
) 25.7% of all students ‘with handicapping condltlons are,
s * served outside the home district. Most are bused. The

Board of Education expects to bus 39,008 students by
- May 1981 for a cost of approxlmately $101 million.
District® with a high space utilization rate have a
greater tendedbywto send students outside the dlstféét
- . . . for services. Conversely, di'stricts with a loWw spac
utifization rate tend to serve students from outside
, the district. ‘However, this simple relationship does
’ . not explain all busing patterns. Some districts send /
out and take in equivalent numbers of students, The
greatest percentage of students served outside the home
» district 4¥e in programs féf the neurologically impaired
N emotlonallg,handip;pped. 6% of all students wltge
) learnihg disabilities in the city are served in gerteric
resburce rooms outside the home districts

a

Last year in FY 1980, 35,000 handicapped students were bused fof
- » ‘ !

a total cost of $96 million. _This year the BE expected £o bus 39,000
handicapped students by May for probably $101 mllL;on. Altheugh busing

patterns themselves have not been obtalned, it is possible to estabI&sh
’ »

. ’

the mumber of handicapped students served oﬁtside of their home district

<

through DSE's data % nost of these children are busedﬁt EPP hasg

\
.

eramined where students*are served campared to where they live.

25.7% of all handgcgpped students in District } throuqh 32 are

. served outside their home districts. The regional breakdown is as
» \ »

¢ ’ ’ .

folldws: . ' \

- ’ i v

o ‘
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' . .
: Percent of handigapped

e students served outside .
Region // the home district '
Manhattan ) 29.0 )
Queehs - 28.7 '
Brooklyn West * - v 28.4 .
Bronx : 26.0 :
Brooklyn East - ¢ 22,9 !
Staten Isiahd A} 4.6

The original reason for serving handicapped students outsi%;

the home district was that certain special education programs in the

3
»

home district were'either ;Ravailable or fully enrolled. Howeber,

5

with the growth of specjial educa(ion, more classes are éffered.for

handicappeg students éhroughout the districts and the need for sgudents

.

to be served outside the home district is not as great. Part of the
meaning of the "least restrictive environment" requjrement is -that

children should be educated as close to home ,as pos§ible. Under the

- a »

Jose P. April plan, the Board has agreed to find home district place-

ments for September‘where requested and possible for children now sent

- \

B

outside their home districts. -q
; , )

An examination of where handifapped students are served reveals

, (. N
?Esggzﬁ/;;;te:ns. One obvious pattern is that districts with a high

space utilization rate have a greater tendency to send handicapped

N ‘ ‘ .
students out of the district to be served. These districts are also !
less likely to take in handicapped students from outside the district.

(3

For example, District 6 with the highest'utilization‘rate in Manhattan

-

(109.3%*) sends 48% of its handicapped popﬁlatién outside. the district.

Brooklyn District 17 sends 50% of its handicapped popuiation outside -

. . ’ . .
of the district. District 17's space utilization rate is also the

highest in the borough, ,102.9%. ) X ,
- — . ¢
* poard of Education, Enrollment Capacity Utilization, September 1980.

- A
NSE-3/2 . . . . ’
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© " 1,974 handicapped students from outside the districts

-93- N

)

~ Conversely, districts with a low utilizatiion rate are more
/ -

liﬁely to serve hahdicapped students from outside the district.
' . ' R

District 26 in Queens with a 54.1% space utilization rate serves

.

-

However, the number of handicapped students served outside the
. r~ .
Yo, coL .
home district .does not consisfently correlate to the space utilization

"
.

rate in the homebdist}ict.. For example, 58% of th& handicapped .

students served in District'z live outside the district, but the , W\

space utilization rate for the district is not particularly Yow, .

‘ ‘ ’ -
66.9%. The space utilization rate for District 28 is rather fhigh

.

at 8l.5%, yet 35f§% of ali handicapped students served in the

. district do not\live ‘in the district. District 29 in Queens sends
(3 .
: L &
r ”& - v,
the largest n r of handicapped students of any school district

-

outside the disfrict for services. 1,185 handicapped students are .
sent outside District 29 for .serviices which represents 47.8% of .

the total handigapped popufatioh living in the dggtrict. The space
' ' .t 1

utilization rate for District 29 is 86.1% which, though high, is

-

not - the highest ratffyfor a district in Queens.
2 s
Three districts send out and take in equivalent numbers of handi-

»

-capped students. District 10 serves.766 gtudents from outside the

o district and ends 790 students living in the district outside the

district for services. The same’ is true for Distracts 11 and 18.
- . . -,
The available data do not suggest an explanation for this pattefn.
) ‘ T ’ . 3
Some districts exechange stﬁents in the same handicap glassi_fica\;\ion,

again for no/appaMent reason.

Thé types of handicapped students served outside the home . .

< 1}

- o

district were examjned to determine if certain districts were or

o

, )
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. J R
were not serving a particular type of handicapped child. Table 19
iAdicates the percentaf® of learning disabled, neurologically
. .
impaired emotibna;ly:handicaibed, HC-30. (brain injured), and emo-
. < . [ .
tionally handicapped Students served outside the home district of . %
{ the total handicapped populaéibn in each category living in the
. ]
- .
district. ] R !
b ] .
t Table 19 ; 5
' o .
. The Percentage of Handicapped Students Served -
° Ooutside the Home District by Region-
¥
4 .-
Learning . (A Classes)
g Region Disabled NIEH HC-30 EH
Manhattan 6.28  26.7% 20. % 18.4%
< - Bronx ’ 2.8% 19.2% 10.2% 14.2%
: Brooklyn wZipf 6.7% - 24. % 15.7 13(;% -
Brooklyn East 7.1%. b} 12.1% 2% 7.9%
\\ Queens - 5.35 . 23.3% 13. % 16.4% <7,
\ . )
| ¢
"[ ! Average 5.6% 20.1% 12, % 13.1% ;
’ e % . \
i N - 3 a# E 3
| LI
b - ~ Source: Board of Education, DSE Data Bank, Pupil Distribution
by Program as of 10/31/80. .
. . \\\’
’ M “ /
‘. - For every handicap-catggory exce%?rthe learning disabled, a y
‘ . |
greater percentage of students are served outside the home district '
e in Manhattan than in any other borough. School districts in Queens
and- Brooklyn West also send a greater percentage .of students out-
. <
side the home district to'be served than the average boroughwide
percentage for most programs.
"«
NSE-3/2

In most programs, school districts
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-

in the Bronx and BrooklyniEast send dess than the' average citywide
percentage of students outside the home district to be served.

The greatest percentage, 20.1%, of handicapped students served.
< S :

v

" outside _the home district are in programs for the neurologically ' @

] c. R .

impaired emotionally handjcapped (WIEH). Citywide, 13.1% of all

emotionally handicapped (EH) students' in "A Classes" are served
[ J

outside the home district. The pattern of districts.that send qut

P - .
or take in _mdny ne?rolggically impaired emotionally handicapped. Wise

r

and emotionally nandJ\capp s-tudents cqntinues for the HC-30 (brain
Y 2 "w\ o ~

LN
» ,

injured) popula tigp. 5

., 4

Only 5..5% of all learning disabled students in the boroughs are

-

s served outside the home district. The districts that stand out ag

=

sending out or taking in many learning' disabled students are in Queens. ¢

_— o “

D‘istricts 29 andy 28 send 83 and 40 learning disabled students respec-

tively outgide the diggrict to. be*served. Districts 25 and 26 serve
gEsl -

69 and 90 learning dxiybled students respectiveLy from outside th¢

-district. There ra,little reason for the learning disabled students .
. . ¢
to be served outside the home districts With the rapid development
, | .

* Ed
of generic resource roams throughout the districts, a placejfor

*
»

the .learning ‘disabled child within the home district should be

f wo \ Y —

accessible. T g
7
B R

~Recommendatiops

-

» Special ?ucation staff should try to return special students

served outside!their home d_i'strict back .to the home digtrict where

N

appropriate prc»grams exist in the home district and travel training

has been prov1ded. 'I‘imes of articulation, when a child progresses

A
from elementary to junior l*“gg or junior high to high school or

S } g . 122 .
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when his/her Indi{i'aual Education Plan is reviewed are ideal to

L4 - -

4

. return the child to $he home district} Paregts should be solicited

for their approval to. bring their chi.léﬂn’b‘ack,;o the home .district
) : ° ‘o v, Y

for services. The rapi& growth of gener[ic résource rooms in the

. [ % ’ ' , ) .

digtricts 'which serve students with learning disabilities, should

~ . . T

provide students access to a resource room in the home dJ.S_}%

7 : . .
Asaher special education programs proliferate, the need to send

. all types’ of students with handicapping conditions outside the home

* L3
-

- ’ . . .
digstrict for services should decrease. o 'j

a
. 4 »

»

- . .- ) ’
] S »
A o ® . .
. ‘. Y , _
"y -. . _‘. d . -~ :
i . . ‘
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4 CHAPTER V ¢ 4 .
. - “ T ) t ’
> where the Dollars Are Going ,
’ ) . . ° R , . -
a. %ntroductlon , o , ‘ "
-, Findingd ' , .
~ * " t v
ks of May 1, 1981, there were 1,984 apancies f the DSE.
' A mid-year projected surplus was reallocated to fund one-
time expenditures at the Board but:’was,ot used for special
. education services because DSE did -not request a budget . 2
_ modification. -
How’dollars "“are budgeted and how dollars are spent are gometimes . ’
'~\‘ ‘e L3 - - -
' . quite dif.ferent.’ Budgets are based upon projecgions; actual alloca- -
tionsg- are based upon reality. Although it is not possible to trace .
" i R \ . * . . R
. Aactual expenditures ofbspecial edugation programs in each school, we
’ can \grace the filled pogitions in different budget codes: =
" - ’ F
do, budgeted positions compare to those actually filled .
ivision of Special Education? As of May*1l, 1981, there
3 -
were the following filded positions: .
. Table 20 5 -
[ ) ‘ Headcount - 5/1/81 _ o o
» ¢ . Budgeted vs. Filled . ' ‘
g . 'Filled Positions
o Budgeted R Bank H Bank Total, : ‘
bo#tions Pedagogues Admin. Filled Vacancies '
DSE . 13,128 10,714 430" 11,144 1,984
Source: BE Bukiness and Administfation, Headcount Summary., ﬁa'yrollls A B,
as of 5/1/81. ) [ . A
~ . . ’
The:A on the following page indicates the number of full-time
— \ [
staff on payroll in each budget code, the agst of that staff, and the '
'. .. percentage- of PS (Personnel) each code takes. Please note that this
’ chart reflects only the payroll for the R bank (pedagogues) and the
H ban!( (admfnistrators); paraprofessiénal and per diem staff are not, .

»
- @

¢

NSE-4/1 : ' 124 ) . ‘
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CHART' 7
DSE PAYROLL-

Source:_
R Bank 4/30/81 H Bank 4/24/81. : . . -
. Ve

% PS of R*(pedagoques) and H (administrators) Banks; $212 945, 141

-~ > ‘
/s

| €xecitive Director | 7
| Budget Code: 2001 |
| = staff: 15 |
| $413,596 L
! .19% . |
I

»

Headcount Summary by UJA., Budget Code Line Number and Payroll Bank from the Pentax Tape,

-

-
i

51

A

N

|

|office of grogram_DevelopmentI |
Budget Code: 3721|
.38%]

|& Review .
‘fstaff: 33-

|& Support Services

$813,621
KB

N

|services) sStaff: 10

Offlce of - Instruct10nal=Programs O
deget Cbde: 2002|
| (ipcludes admlnistrators,for‘related |
$2905 521

| Managemént

.14%|

|of£fige of Finance and{ .

BudgetI

Jcode: 2101 staff:" 79 |’

) |

|$1,441,756

b
‘

, ‘ga%: I

| Hearingﬂoffice

|Budget Code: 2105 |
Istagf: 9 $151, 413[

| 07%

= -
> Ilu

o,

- N I

2 ‘ |

| Field Services
| Budget Code: 3701 A
] (includes regional-of fices|
| & administrators for c1ty-|
}wide programs) Staff: 47 |
151, 108 205

"
»

«52% | .

| Generic Resource Room |
| Program’
| (includes adiminigtrators and|
|teachers)  Staff: 868 - , |
| §i5,51£,829 7.28% , |

. 4

T

1’Buﬂget: Code : 3INs|

Budget
(includes

|Related Services
|[Code: 3613

| occupational and physical
| thegapists,
|nursesﬁan¢/;Yerical staff) ’

’t)

.‘\

| School Based *
| Support Teams

¥

|Budget Code: 3801
{(includes regiona

«

!
I
|

11°

loffices) staffs®6g]

+56%

|
N
-
guidance counselors, |
|
|

3.29%

181,201,717

jstaff: 283 $7,013,197

| —
Iigatonalized Classeg. |
| Budget Code: -3703 |
| (includes teachers |
|and site supervisors)| -
|
|

|staff: 4,441

|$78,880,124 37.04%

.
14

-

|citywide Classe$ and A
|schools
| (includgs teachers and |
| supervisord)
1$51,869,634

Budget Code: 3705|

staff: 2,570 |
'24.36%. |

-
4

.I
- ¥

|Staff: 18  $339,270

n

Preplacement Classes |
Budget Code: 3805 |

.15%[

4 N
M

1~u | Ceptral Support (sabbatical‘ |

| positions)

Budge& Code:
$4,209,946

2103|
1.98%]|

|staff: 169
i & X

F

“

.. *
.

°
:

1

.

JBudget Code:

I ~

I’

|speech Vision and Hearing

.|Resource Room Administra-

[tion Budget Code: 3711]
IStaff-.ZO $4l9 506 . 2%
(-, =
I%peech Visién and Hearing
| Regources Rocxn Teachers
3713
515,394,836

IStqff ‘810"
17.23 .

A )

ISchool Based Suppprt Teams|

~4Budget Code:

| (includes clinical super-
|visors.:committees on the
Ihandicappéd, and di s¥rict

|mdnagers) °

3803

Staff: 14696

|
|
I
I
b
1

1$33,885,970

15.91%

‘

]

-
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inclﬁded- In several codes,.the sum of totalespositions on payroll

plus'vacancies do not equalatotal budgeted positions indicating the

discrepancies between the initial budget and planned expenditures by

A SR s
the end of the year.
- A 3

To a large extent, these vacancies, combined with the slower-

.
.

tnan-anticipated evaluation and placement rate, accounted for the
DSEKPI‘OJeCted budget surplus which emerged midyear. In February
1981, EPP bropoeec reallocation of funds for one-time expenditures
which would ;;et several demonstiatec special education needs.

.
’

(SeE'Appendix~c.).However, DSE never requested these or any other

reallocations offthe Board's Budget office and thus lost the “oppor-
f : .
tunity to-make use of available funds.

B.  Administration & supervision
v Fr

Findings > » )

Pl " X

There were 102 vacant budget positions in administritive and

_supervisory personnel. The approved budget for DSE included

123 more positions than appear on the April payrolls. Some

of these vacancies exist, for establishment of regiconal offices

which are only partially staffed. However, payrolls for some

‘units exceed budgets. Some of these have fewer staff than

budgeted, but at higher-salaries.

—~——

The total administrative cdets for regional offices was $2.24
million by November 1980. Costs range from $26 to $46 per
pupil in the regional offices. :

////;L— ’ I
- - *

Table 21 compares payrolls to the November bidget for admimis-

trative offices at DSE. Table 22 compares payroll to the budget a
modified by May 1, 1981.°

)

Patterns of expenditures vs. budgets are erratic. Although, in

general, administrative offices are understaffed, with a total of 123

fewer positions than budgeted, in seveg:l cases salaries, and hence,

NSE-4/1
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total expenditures ,g«;eed-the buddet. For 4ainple; the Office of the

’

I € ¢
Execut ive Director has three -ggwer filled positions than budgeted,

but the cost of this office is 11% oer budget, for an additional

s+ cost of $40,860. . One more person is on payroll than budgeted in the

”’

) Office of Instructional Progré.ms ap'd Support Services, and the cost

of the office is 21.8% over b\idge.t, for an additional cost of $52,03§.

In contrast, the Offide of Finance and Management has 36.3% fewe’r

-~

staff (45 positjons) on payroll than budgeted. Due to budget mbdifica-

-

ions, there are only 33 positions rem@ining as vacancies in this office,

- .

$1,059,209 of the totgl‘ amount budgeted, or 42.4% of that figure, has
not been spent. iiqws;ver, a portion of funds allocated,to this office
may be pa'yging the salaries of paraprofe!xonal and per diem staff

who' are not accoufited for in the R and H bank payrolls- Central

-

Support, the code for paying personnel on sabbatical, included 29
- . . " ’ ‘ |

more poeitions on yro‘ll than were budgeted, But the cost of this

Ve .
unit is $649,488 ‘'Tess than budgeted.

In the Office of Field Services (regional offlces and adnunistra-

~

tors of-'cj.tywid.e progqrams) there are 15 vacancx‘§ (24.2%), but’ the
péyrolls‘ are only 585;427 b?l'ow pu;iget or ?.?,%. This would leav; an
- a‘ve‘rage annual salary of ‘$5',6'75 per vacant line, not including more
than 14,000 budgeted hours'd£ othet personnel which \‘would further
‘deplete available. fundg. Agqain, actual salari.es appear to signifi'—
cantly exce t’mse' in.thé’app'roved budget. There are no vacancies/‘
in Speech, Visidn, and Hearing Res;urce Rootq Administration, but the
office is }6.7& over bud’get for an additiona'l cost of $59,996.

It is not clear wheth?r more administra:t:ors ‘'were hired than

were planned or whether individual salaries were higher than

4 )

;‘83-4/1 , . . 12 b . -
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2101:

2105:
3701:
3711:

3721
3?01:

Executive
Director

Of fice of Instruc-
tional Programs &
Support Services,
Finance &
Management
Hearing Office
Field Services
Speech, Vision,

& Hearing
Resource Room

Administration .
Program Development

School Based

Support Teams Admin;

TOTALS

* No paraprofessional or

**Does not include:

+ 2103

Central Support

A Y

TABLE 2£>

' ]
Budget vs. Payroll

(sabbatical positions')

DSE Administration . Rl
" DSE's Nov. 1980 Budget DSE's April 1981 Payroll '

| Budgeted Full-time | PS (Personnel) | PS - does | Total
| Positions | igcludes para- | . - e ~ not include | Posi--

| R Bank |J Bank| | professionals | R Bank H Bank paras and | tions

| Pedagogues|Admin. |Total -] & per‘diems | Pedagpgues Admin. Total per diems - +/ =

s @ N .
10 8 1" s '372,736* s - 6 15 $ 413,596 - 37,
) o _
T . «

sf,‘;,, 6 3 9 238,482 9 1 10 290,521 L+

‘33 91 124 2,500,965 23 56 79 .1,441,756 ;45

2 9 11 185,056 2 7 - 151ﬁ4%3: -2

36 26 62 1,193,632 34 33 47 1,108,205 -15

. v . » '

10 - 10 20 359,510 - 11 re 9 20 419,506 =

35 10 45 1,005, 384* 26 7 33 813,621 -12

72 35 107 . . 1,906,308 40 - 20 60 ' I,201,717  -47

\ ' ' ) .
© 204 ’192 396\ $ 7,762,073 154 ' 273 $ 5,840,335 -123
f e - . RS
per diem staff budéeted //’, , ‘1-3()
O N . , N )
140 140 - -4,859,434 169 «169 4,209,946
. .
* Sources: dedet - The Division of Speciél éducation,—November'l, 1980. _ a, -,
. - L}
<

14

Payroll - Headecount Summary by U.A., Budget Code, 'Lifie ttumber and Payroll Bank

4/30/81; H Bank, 4/24/8l.

o

f (

from the Pentax Tape; R Bank,



- 3 . ~
"y ', Table'22

Headcount - 5/1/81
Budgeted vs. Filled

: . Administration and Supervision
Budgey ~ Budgeted Filled Positions
. Code Office Pogitions R.Bank H Bank Total Vacancies
. ' \ ’
. i ‘ AN
2001 Executive Director 18 9 6 15 3
2002 office of .Instructional
Programs & Support ) o 7
Services o 10 9 1 10 -
2101 Finance & Management 112 23 56 . 79 33
2103  Central Support Admin. 158 169 - 169 (-11)
(Sabbaticals) -
. ’ { ’
2105 Hearing Office 12 2 7 9 3
3701 . Instruc;:.ional Program ; ~
Administration ' 63 35 13 48 15
\ ’ - *
3711 ,Resource Room Admin. 20 11 9 20 -
3721 Program Development 47 27 7 34 13
3801 Support Central . . -
“Amministration 106 40 20 60 46
‘TOTALS 546 325 119 444 102

Source: andcoimt Summary, Board of Education, Payrolls as of 5/1/81.

NSE-4/1
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The clear implication, however, is that

N o . v

. ] originally budgeted.

' Board of Education internal controls over budget modi fications
- (‘vv - N
and hiring have not been applied in some DSE offices.

There were.13 vacancies (12 fewer positions than in the budget)

in the Office of Program Development and $191,763,,0r 10.1%, of ’

-

the dollars budgeted for this office are not spent. In the adminis-

— . . trative codes), the Office for School Based Support -Teams has the
most vacancies. $704,591 or 37% of funds allocateqd to this office -
have ndt been spent, presumably because 46 positions are vacant (the
total is 47 below budget). This code includes the regional of¥ices.
. The regional Qrganization for DSE can be divided into three ‘-
~ . , v,
parts: support admi‘niﬁative staff for school based support teams;
+— field aaministrat:.'ive staff for instruction; and ;irfar:ce and management.
. - - - L .
Table 23 shows the budgets for the regional offices ds of .
. November, 1980.. . o .
. Table 23 - B
\ ' T
) - ' Regional Offices Budgets
L N
Regions © Support Field Finance Total 4 of Cost
# $ # $ $ $ Handicapped Sts. Per Stud.
7 > - (o™
Manhattan 22 $284,835 8 $125,534 3-$ 47,760  $458,129 10,058 $46’per
- . . . CL L
Bronx 14 188,804 14 * 207,753 3 57,100 453,657 12,429 37 j,/
Brooklyn E. 14 217,235 -7 °108,600 3 49,141 - 374,976 21,095 35
A .
Brooklyn W. Ss 216,021 6 92,542 3 57,100 355,663 11,854* 30»
(4 4
] : ., . . N
”Qweens 19 251,543 7 114,726 3 56,080 422,349 16,354 26,
_Staten Island 7 115,757 2 19,490, 2 28,000 163,247 3,745 46
TOTAL 941 $l,27;t,195 44 $66¥,545 17 $295,181 $2,235,085 - 75,535
\ ;
. P Source: Division of Special Education, Memorandum, 11/19/80. .
'J"--timated, not includ?d in‘memrtandum.
ERIC,» - . : 132 . :




budget per handicapped child; primarily the dollars lie in the support

=104- . R ! f
4 -
v N L] ’
Manhattan and Staten Island regional offices have the largest

staff for SBSTs. The borouqh least staffed is Queens at $26 per child.

There is no apparent ratJ.onale for the d;stribut:.on of reg:.onal staff. . -
The Bronx has the largest —field serviees st\::ff 'for .i\n?t;ruc/tion refi:ect:.' .

ing- the longevity ané caommitment-to developing instructional services

[ -

i;x the regioh, 'although total expenditures per student rank third.
" The total administrative cost for the regions is $:2.24.millic.>n,
or 38.3% of adm.@istrative costs.. !

The contj;nuing question is whether 'ot DSE's organization
should b*éompletely decentralized and 32 district_offices opened
or whether six regional off:.ces should be maintained. A A'c this
po:.nt. the six regz.on'a_l offices exist to supervise the work in .the
region whether it be of a supportive nature sucl'; as schodol-based
support teams or instruction such as the supervision of teachers.

o~ ' .
Recently', itinerant clinical supervisors who were located in regional

offices were relocated in the district offices of the District
. ) 4

Committees on the Handicapped. District managers have also been

recently hired for some districts. - N

The district level DSE staff consists of .the Distri¢t COH, SBSYs.,

.

and theixr support staff (clericals and office aides), and outreach

workers. In addition, district offices to coordinate placement

-

problems, each with a supervisor and a district 'manage'r are planned,

- \

although staffing is incemplete..@e district managers are envi-

sioned as coordinators of special education for each dis ict. As’

of que‘mber, only 7 of the 32 budgeted lines for district manager

were on the payroll ranging in salary from $22,162"to $32,70S5.
' 133 '
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The disturbing question about the district administrative level

of DSE is whether its function is separate and distinct from a
|

_regional level. This prbblem_of whefe major responsibili;f should

lie creates problems for building a proper'orqanization. Until

the basic poiicy is set as to where responsibilities will be located,
it is difficult for the D;vision to create a firm organizational

structure. EPP's concern is that, until such a decision is made,

both organizations will be utilized, which is unnecessarily costly.

C. Support Services - Related Services & SBSTs

“Findings .
Y4 o
. The major problems with Support services are staffing
problems. No district has enough school based support
. teams; some districts in poverty areas are not able to
£ill their’ lines. The range is from one team for every
‘E 7.7 referrals to one team for every 67.5 referrals. In .
fact, the actual disparity has widened since the budget
was approved. » The shortage of occupational and physical
therapists is particularly acute.

L *

Support services, whether school based support teams or
special education guidance counselors or occupational therapists
has major staff&ng problems. Tables 24 and 25 comgare support
budgets to payrolls. They reflect the enormous number of vgpancies

in school based support teams and related services. The vacancies

fof both budget codes total 484. T

. u

NSEp4/1 ) .
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TABLE 24

Budget vs. Payroll
DSE Support Services

&

. {DSE's Nov. 1980 Budget DSE's April 1981 Payroll .
i
.y - ¢ .
] "Budggted Full-time | PS (Personnel) | . PS - does |
\ I Positions | includes para- | ’ not include |
] R Bank |]J Bank]| | profesionals | R Bank H Bank paras and | Totals
; | Pedagogues |Admirmr. |Total | & per diems | - Pedagogues Admin. Total per diems | + / -
)
3613: Related 2 f .
Services 372 76 . 448 7,113,548 259 24 . 283 7,013,197 -165
i » ‘
3803: SBST/COH 1,528 462 1,990 37,997,733 1,430 266 1,696 33,885,970 -294
M ' . .
TOTALS - , ! 8 E 1,900 2,438 45,111,281 1,689 390 1,979 ‘40,899,167 -459
y
. Sources: \Budget - DSE, quembér 1, 1980. '/
. ] -
" i .
? Payroll - Headcount Summary by U.A., Budget Code, Line Number and Payroll Bank from the Pentax.Tape; R Bank,
4/30/81; K Bank 4/24/8l. :
\ S Ve
f \
" " TABLE 25 :
- Headcount - 5/1/81 [
Budgeted vs. Filled / .
SUPPORT SERVICES , -
) ’ Filled Positions
) Budget Budgeted R Bank - J Bank :
Code Office Positions Pedag. Admin. Total Vacangdes .
3613 Related Services 450 259 24 283 167 ~
L 4
3803 SBST/COH 2,014 1,431 266 1,697 317 » /
‘ ' ¢ N “y ry
¢ roraLs 2,464 1,690 290 1,980 484 - 135
. .

} .
Source: Headcount, Board of Education, Payrolls as of 5/1/8l.

- o
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5, 0 "ol Scr‘xool Based" Support Teams' L R ’ . . . ’ ‘
' . - " In t:_he 23& of school-b&éd_ suppoert teams, budgets an;i p’ayroll‘s ‘
‘ are- quitersimtlar. However, t;iey' .are in §carée supplg;. One principal . .
r . : : 5
' . stated thdt_his SBST had not come to the sch:o_l 'until Februa'ﬁr. Some . .
éd . sciffold s:cili do not have an assi@ea.sés}r.' . .‘P:

. ‘ . ,

Although the budgeted ratios. are not exactly equal, the rat,
- & - . W U o .M ’ N - :
are quite dependent upon’-xe allocdation criteria. However, criteria .
- R M .

- . @

aside, ,what i;_ most disturbing about the allocation of SBSTs, since ot
uo, N ot . , ‘ . .
. ' therg are not enough as it is, is that’certain distrfts-cannot -
‘ B - %

S . - . ¢
- -

' staff SBST as can others.

. ﬁ;}f 3 ¢ .
' - « Table 26 compares the mml?eiof SESTs to referrals: in each e

. a - il -
. .

‘district. - . ' "
N L re : gaber of o
: v' The ratios of SBSTs on payroll to the number of referrals. and

-

. Sty ° .
‘reevaluations for Deqember:', 1980 through February, 1981 range from a

e s . : .
" low of .ene team for e;ery 7.7 referrals im District 15, to a higrr*“J

a

a‘ ’ ~_ - . = el N
. ofo one team for every 67.5 referrals in Distrigt 28 (as compared to

) 1 v
. R A . v X : ‘
.o : budge ted ‘.raWanging from 1/13.5 to'1/57.1). The ratios o .

. s
ier. e . R

. . e
.7 ‘g“. educational ev:

tors on payroll to referrals range from 'l to 13.3
. ° .
wo . .
in Distr'ict 32
. he ’ PR 3 .
ratiog of 1/16.6
v ¢ . » \(

on payWe}l to referralé'raiage from 1 to 3.1 dn District 15, to 1 to . o >

OIS

\ o' 73.3 in District 28 (3¢ compared to budgeted
1/68.5). The raEios pf\:o’cal profe'ssional staff -

’ . -

- \,’3 22.5 in(Dj.striét 28 _(as_cambared to budgeted ratios of 1/4.05%0 1/18).
\ N [ b A .\ . N o~ ﬂA’ v ’
Recrgigner)}:. prob.Lemg explain Qpe laf:_k of staff and an increase,: in )

the ratio of staff to referrals since'.the budget was' adopted.  How-

ever, thene is no fiscal justificau;on for th@se 17 districts that

@

2 '

' > districts are fa
R
Q " NSE-4/1

-

.

.

-

-

-

- ) . . - . v . . . .
e .*, have a better staff;’ref_.’erral rate ratio than budgeted %hile 14 other

ring worse. Recrui tmeht problems andl the perceived
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undesirability of placements in povert;fr‘districts is qnly a partial
A . ;
explanation.

. * [ ) -
In,fact, for each type of pe‘r/sonnel, the disparity among
L] v p

! districts has increased over that indicated by the approved budge.t.

The avera district has a ratio of one SBST on payroll for every ‘

- .

~

27 refefrals. _The average ratio of budgeted staff to r"eferralshs o
A 3 :
one SBST for every 28 referrals. The average ratio of budgeted

staff to referrals is one YsBST for every 25.2 referrals which is

-

quite similar t3 the payroll ratio. Districts 9, 18, 24, 27, 28

. and PO have ratios that exceed one SBST on payroll for ewvery 35
. referrals. The following districts have fewer SBSTs on payroll in

#ay, 1981 than were budgeted in November, 1980: 2, 6, 16, 23, 27, |

3 .
"8, 29, 31. Of that group, Districts 27 and 28 were cited as

"

’u ‘ having high payroll ratios. Districts 5, 8, 10, 13 and 17 have

» ® e

more SBSTédlon payroll than were budgeted.’ Districts 10 was cited
as having a }Eigh ratio of budgeted staff, and the increa;e m
staff on'bayroll improved that ratio, ' Similarly, District 5 had a
high ratio _°f budgei;ed SB?’I's a;ad th'e pf'xyroll‘ ratio also ‘x.n{:roved.
'_I'h.e( budg;t and payroll‘rati::s for District 8 remain similar.
District 13, which h;d 5 more t‘e;ms on payroll than were budge\ted,

has’ a significantly low ratio of one SBST on ”payrol\l for every

.Q.Q}l refexrals. It is questionable whether ‘Digtrixt 13 needed the

hd ’

addit‘iorf;l teams as urgently as other districtg when the ratio

4

of budget;,ed teams to refefrals in Ristrict 13 is one team for

"+ every 20.9ggeferrals which is below average. " District 1?7, which ~

has ?'gddi onal teams on payroll, also has a, low ratio ’of one

BN ,
tWoll‘ for every 15.2 referrals. -
. ot § . ‘

v

»

(4]
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Dec. 1980-
Feb. 1981

N
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Prof.

#
. TABLE 26
®5BSTs ON PAYROLL

v
[

) Prof. Staff
Referrals * Referrals Staff* Referrals  Evaluators Referrals -

Ed.

=

Ed; 'ﬁals./

—
’ S
J
4 SBST
« District Teams
MANHATTAN !
» 1 10
2. 14
3 .10
4 8
5 9
6, o 6
' 13
BRONX
7 10
_8 13
9 10
10 13
1% 16
12 12
ooKLYN W.
. 13. 10
14 8
15 16
'16 .7
17* 1
.20 . 11
BROOKLYN E. .
© 18 9
19 - 13
a1 & s
22 . 14
23 . 9
.. 32 - 8-
- i
QUEENS
, 24 12
25\ 14 -
~ 26 12
27 -° 14 -
- ‘28 11
., 29 12
. 30 . -9
STATEN ISLAND
. 31 17
TOTALS 363"

166
i 287
- 257
144
141
182

230
301

. 373
.31
303
-172,

191
147
123
157
167
506

338
355
495
364
146
120

689

441

276

795

) 743
- WQGg07

" 325

%
‘530,

10,182 "

1416.6
1/20.5
1/25.7
/18
1/15.7 .
1/30.3:.

1/23
1/23.2-
§1/37.3
[ 1/23.9
1/18.9

1/14.3 .2

1/19.1
1/184
1/ 7.7
" 1/22.4
1/15.2
1/46

L]

1/37.6
1/27.3
1/33
1/26
1/16.2
1/15

1/57.4
1/31.5
‘1723
1/56.8
1/467.5
1/33.9
1/36.1
-

1/31.2

28
42

4 28

24
27
21

29
34
29
39
43

§

32 .

31

25 ©

40
23
33
32

26
35
41
39
27
28

34
36
32
45
33
40
28

50

s

A

.,

1/13
1/10.1
1/12.1
1/ 9.3
1/ 5.4
1/ 4.3

1/20.3
1/12.3
1/ 8.6.
1/17.7
1/22.5

'1/10. 2

1/11.6

1/10.6

® \Jm.:g"m-

-

— .
NGO O W

[+ 4]

" 14

» Tqtal Educational Evaluators, Psychologis'ts, and Social Workers.

139 -

»

\

10
15

. 14

300

1/20.8
1/23.9
1/32.¢

. 1/20.6

1/20.1
1/22.8

.

1/28.8
1/37.6
1/46.6
1/31.1
1/30.3
1/24.6

.~\ -
1/17.4
1/18.4 -
'1/15.4
1/19.6 °
1/16.7
1/50.6

1/42.3
“1/39.4
1/45
1/33.1
1/16.3 -
1/13.3

1/68.9
1/55.1
1/39.4
1/56.8
1/74.3
1/27.1
1/36.1

® »

1/37.9

I
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problems: o .

‘ L © , Table 27 e

< * ) i -

. - » .
Full-time ’staff ., Budgeted Filled Starting Salary
Occupational. Therapists = 25 - 15, $16,171
Physical Therapists 25 © 9 16,17
Staff Nurse = - - - gw * 15,100

'at $14.28 per hour. In November, there were‘eight oeccupational

" There are 19 staff nurses pai$ for o

1

. . -110-

~
-~ .
o . -

2. Related ,Services .and Instruction : e

Relatéd services and instruction also ’reflect major staffing

Source: '.vBudgeted DSE, -Board of Education, 11/18/80.
Filled_DSE, Board of Educati&n’, 5/1/81.

<

*as of 11/18/80. -, 2
- * . " "\;: :a
- '

°
©

There are sources for t)(ese staff oﬁ%er&n full-ti.me staff. .-
Consultanf funds are used to pay ocqupath‘kféh aﬁd physical therapists
L LCT . \ :’ \&

therapists and six physical therapists ;”rgunq part time for the ,
w - [ 3
Board of Education_. . The reimburSah.le ,,Erogram also funds some staff..,

3 N ‘

of PL 94-142 Part VIB, fundlng.

N '

. . L4 " \'
The scarcity of suf;port, staifﬂr ins a megor problem at the Board

;' t . f ) ]
S A

Similarly, Table 28 on ‘rﬁstructional services underscores the
*

hdgh vegancy rates gor teaching stagf. Specifically, the resource
= . Vd 4 B !

of Ed\xcetion,.'

room program has not been ipplemex{ted throughout! the system as
- . A . . ’
initially planhed: This reflects two major problems discussed
3
previously in this report - ‘,eacher recruitment difficulties and -

the, signif.ican-t oferestimate of students requiring resource room
*

gervices following evaluation‘ . P o N -
' ’ ‘ 1 (‘ \) . - .
. t . ,
\‘ . : - ) .
st-47’1 P! »
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Recommendations

strict budget‘modification‘andgposition controls 'should be applied

. ) A .ol
to DSE~ Personnel should be hired only when essential and within the

'salary range for which they arg budgeted.
2

Support services (including SBSTS, gquidance counselors and occupa=
. i

tional and physical therapists) must be enr¥ched and assigned equitablxi

Coordinating school services with developmental disabilities centers and

other private clinics sho&ld be explored to supplement support services.

- ¥

All possible recruirment and planning efforts should be pursued to

-

. ' "
atfract professional staff?
L
» —
\‘ . .
- by »
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b
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. - -
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»
.
- . s
o .
hY ’ 1 3 '
‘ )
. - "
\ : . '
. ' .
[4 .
1 4 v/
\.E: *

emn S o




e

e e

!
o~
-
-

[}

o

TABLE 28

Budget vs. Payr@ll -
DSE Instructional Services .

3

! . . DSE’s Nov. 1980 Budget ) DSE's April 1981 Payroll -
- 3 ’ o N
. | Budgeted Full-time | PS (Personnel) | PS - does |
: ] Positions - | includes para- | . not include |
| X Bank |J Bank]| -| professionals | R Bank H Bank . paras and | Total
. - |pedagogues|Admin.|Total | & per diems | Pedagogques Admin. Total per diems | - +/-
3703: Regionalized ’ CoL
Classes * - 4,396 7 4,403 $ 77,175,663 ! 4,438 3 4,441 $ 78,880,124 + 38
3705: Citywide Classes ' * . -~
and schools 2,959 12 2,971 64,599,606 2,566 4 2,570 51,869,6’ - 41
3713: Speech, Vision, > \ ' ’
& Hearing Resource ~ .
Room Teachers 1,232 5 1,237 20,286,698 807 3 810 15,394,836 ~427
-
33715: Generic Resource . ) .
Room Program 1,503 26 1,529 18,638,034 ‘862 ° 6 868 15,511,829 =661
. ) . \ ’ - ' A
3805: Preplacement . N .
Classes 26 2 28 538,347 18 18 339,270 - 10
TOTALS 10,116 52 10,168 181,238,348 8,707 . 16 A 8,689 161,995,693 -1,478
A - .
- ' .
Sources: Budget - DSE, November 1, 1980

‘ Payroll - Headcount Summary by U.A.,

4/30/81; H Bank 4/24/81

B.Code', Line Number and Payroll Bank from the ‘Pentax Tape; R Bank,

» el
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CONCLUSION

- - )
. The Division of Special Education is responsible for educating

more than 90,000 of our most vulnerable public school students. This

study underscores repeated problems in every area that arise from the 7/

~
<

administrative confusion at the Division. The “Sailure to establish a
N . 3 . "
coherent policy has produced a patchwork structure. Lines of authority -

are unclear and funding responsibilities are confusing. Several,
. .

g —

administrative layers are established, nofp of which is fully staffed

and opeéational- ‘ .

¢

As the Board of Education discussgs'yet another reorganization
‘ -~
of special education sexvices, the following issues must be resoglved

* .

as the foundation of any new design. '

- . o

- fThe administration of the Division of Special Education must
be p&red down. Whether districts or regions are finally ident;fied
as the administrative unit, éuplicative oéfices should be diémantled.
The Division's reséurcea and staffing must focus on school-baseq
sirvic;s ané on serving the child in the classroom. |

-~ The Division of Special Education must establish clear lines
of supervision_agd authofity. Ohly then can éducation pr?grams be
monitored. Acéountability is an es§ential component of a system .
that is dispersed among almost 900 schools. For every program, there
must be one person wii:é clear authority who can be answerable to
parents and students. To'camplemept this responsibility, there must ’
be a system of monitoring and s;pctions to ensure that all programs

\

comply with federal, state and city mandates and standards of

. -

quality.

NSE-4/1 . 144 4,
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r On t-;he'school level, s(peci;al education cl'aséeg should b.e \‘
clystered to provide a range of services. It is important that a
staff peré.on ‘be designated 3s a coordinator and have the time
available to integrate the special educa}:ion services with other
programs in the school.

- Recruitment efforts must be a prio'rity, to eﬂsux:e that .there

4 L]

are sufficient. numbers of personnel to staff the system. Appropriate

—

and timely licensing is and should be recognized as an important component
of effective recruitment. P
- As staff and resqurces are added, they must be allocated in

an equitable manner.

The recent increase in the number of, students receiving special

" education services demonstrates the Board of Education's commitment

' to identify students with special needs. It is now time to fulfill

thys commitment by providing the highest quali'ty services to all

children needing special education. . {

)
&
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L . -
PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS .
N ~

HC-10: “Eéalth Conservation-Bus Clasées

Certified chronic physical disabilities and moderate orthopedic

handicapping condition, e.qg., heart disease, frgciuxés, Sickle .

Cell Anemia, severe asthma, etc.

&

HC-20: Health Conservation 20 - Orthopedic Units .

_Age, begimning at 4 years 8 months for screening.” Certified condi-

tions such as cerebral palsy, muscular dyStrophy, spina bifidaj—etc.
must be so seriously disabled that the releatively minor adjustments
of the regular health conservation 8s would nat possibly serve
the camplex needs of these children. Normal intellectual range.

-
3

HC-30: Health Conservation 30 ¢

: A
Age, beginning at 6 years of age. Evidence of organically-certifi?d
brain injured. Potentially normal intelligence -~ not mentally
retarded. Learning difficulties which seem to be attributable to
perceptual disorders.. Efotional disturbances, if present, not to
exceed those which would preclude successful participation in the
school’group. Absence of mental illness. Orthopedic, wvisual or
acoustical handicaps, seizure disorder, if present, alleviated by
appropriate measures, in order to minimize interference with the
individuals functioning in the class setting allowing for classrooar
management without undue hardship. Complete toilet training and
self-care in feeding and dressing. Favorable prognosis of adapta- 7
bility to a group situation.

]

«

-
NIEH: Neurologically Impaired - Emotionally Handicpaped

Minimum age of six years. ‘Blagnosed as neurologically impaired £;;
enstLoAhlly handicapped with an organically determined perceptual
digability. Classified as being'normal or potentially normal
intellectually by formal examination. Favorable Prognosis of
adaptability to a group situation.

1

A ”
Hultielz Handfbaggsd
7 ..

Maultiple handic;ps"uhich may include neurological impairment, physi-
cal handicaps and sensory disabilities in the areas of language,

hearing and vision. Children in the full range of intelligence are
acceptable. Serves multiple-handicapped ::hildrerb for whom there is

L]

. ks

NSE-4/2
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APPENDIX A - 2

no educational program within special educational” faciiitie's,
children with multiple disabilities whose primary educational
needs are not clearly determinable, and those children whose™ -
educational problems can be met only by more than one facility.

. ‘
A}

\ - ]
Readiness

children with severe ledrning disabilities ranging in age from
. four years nine months through six years. Children who have one
or a cambination of the following: developmental lag; delayed
speech, hearing and language impairment, perceptual difficulties,
grogs and/or fine motor impairmept, as well as children who have
difficulty getting along with others, who are hyperactive or
withdrawn. )

1

C.E.H.: Moderately and Profoundly Handicapped .
— (Pormerly A and B Classes)

: A primary diagnosis of moderate or severe, emotional handicaps.
Average or above average iptellectual capacity, an absence of.
major neurological deficit and an ability to proflt from group
experiences without damage.

T.M.R.: Trainable Mentally Retarded -

[

Age ranges from five to twenty-one years old. Moderate degree of
I retardation, generally below I.Q. of 50. Not usually capable of
. ' pursuing the goals of the E.M.R. program, and is more limited in
the potential for adequate interaction and occupafggonal placement.
Marked delay in learning to speak and walk. Not Mlkely that
academic achievement will exceed third grade level.

E.M.R.: Educable Mentally Retarded

Mild mental retardation with an I.Q. of approximately 50-75. May
reach school achievement of about sixth gréde. Goal is to achieve
social and wocational skills which will allow them to bg, partially
or totally, self-supporting, and perhaps capable of Bemi-independent

v or independent living.
{ \

; Generic\ Resource Room

Serves childre) who cannot function productively in their regular

classes for a continuous school day™. They attend the resource room
. for specified periods on a regular schgdule daily.. Special resource
rooms serve children with sight and hearing handicaps. -

o o 147
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'~ APPENDIX B
SCHEDULE D
pIVISION OF SPECIAL EDUCATION .
. ' -
- COMPOSITION OF BUDGET CODES
Budget ‘ - Principal
#; Program - . Components
2000 Lump Sums \ Collective Bargaining
2001 Executive Director ERecutive Director
‘ Student Advocacy Office
2002 Office of Irstructional Programs Office of Asst. Superintendent
Suppart—SE€rvices
2101 ) Finance and Management Finance and Management
. OTPS for all of the above T
2103 Central Suppert (SBST) Sabbaticals and Leaves ¢
. Per Diem Substitutes
Telephones for entire Division
2104 NYSTL Textbook Law NYSTL ¥for entire Division ‘
2105 Hearing Offige Hearing Office on Appeals
© 2110 Private Schools . Tuition for Private Schools
‘ for Handjcapped -
Maintenance for Private
schools for Handicapped
3613 . Related Services Nurses, O.T., P.T. ” "
' Guidance Counselors
3701 Field Setvices Central & Regional Adminis-
’ . tration, OFS .
3703 + , Regionalized Classes Instruction and Supervision-for
. . Day Schools, Autistic, Teacher-
Moms, Track IV, DH, CMHC, OTC, /
- . ASTC, SCD, SLHIC, Hospital,
. Readiness, Home Ingtruction
3711 Speech, Vision and Hearing Central AdminiStration for HVS
. . Resource Room )
3713 ) Speech, Vision, and Hearing Instruction and Supervision for
, . classes, resource rooms, and
.t . - itinerant services in: hearing
y " " vision, speech
School for the Deaf
.» ) : Speech Centers
. X . Moderately Speech Ihtpa'ired Program
3715 ( ,Generic Resource Rooms Generic Reasource Room Program
3721 ' Program Development Central Administration of ogram
d . Development ° .
3801 School Based Support Team Central Administration of OSSS
: Administratian Central Based Support Team
. Program Development
( . Special Services
3803 " SBST School Based Support Teams

* 3805 Preplacement Classes Preplagement Program °
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EOJCAT‘IONAL y . : i Helen C. Heller. Cadalinséor
pmgrngs - ) . - . ’ 95 Madison Avenue

New York NY 10018
/ APPENDIX C (212) 885-35663 _

INTERFACE, Staff

251 Park Avenue South

‘ York NY 10010
(212) 674-2121

L]

Q

‘Board of Education

. Brooklyn, NY 11201 ;

" Special Education and have established ‘that there are needs which

. Examiners and Reg:ui:men:. . R ) . .
1. ps \
7

::ileaign to, recruit teachers that includes active college recruit-
?

«<

February 3, 1981

Dr. Jerry Gross

110 Livingston Street . o

Dear. Jerry: .
A substantial surplus has been created in the Division of Special
Education because of the Board's inability to recruit and hire a

sufficient number of teachers and support staff. .

understand that the use of this surplus must be limited to one-
time expenses during the current fiscal year. Consequently, we ﬂ"
have explored the needs of students and staff in the Division of

could be funded this fiscal year Aith the surplus. We have divided
these items into OTPS: Equipmedt, Instructional Matgéials,' Super-
visory Needs in the Districts, Consultants, and PS: Board of

A. Recruitment Efforts ' v
Certainly the Board of Education must have,a detailed and complete
surveying the paraprofessional pool to determine who may be

ch(QI;;\fulfilling the necessary qualifications for teaching, aund \ »
reach beyond the immediate metropolitan area for new teachers. 4

B. JTeacher and Psychol&é;s: Training

Reports from teachers in :hé\{ield’arﬂr:ha: they have not received jf
enough training to cope with eir classes. The Board ought to
concentraté funding for on—site training of teachers which c0uld :
be organized through cooapzation with local colleges. ’

" The complete lack of training for inexperienced psychologists is a .

glaring s tcoming of current staff development. This problem
could o addrassed with funds for on-site training using
colleges or/psychological assoclations to-recruit trainers.

—

1 ' -

EMC uunsm» Advocates for Children ‘Am.nc.1 ? Children @ The-American JewisH Committee © ASP!R’NM York ® Association for
ork

Aruitoxt provided by Eric

Junior |

Heto of Retsrded Children @ C,tizens Committee 'or Children of New York, inc ® The City Club of New
Migh School Parents Associstions @ Cosiition of 100 Black Women @ Community Council of Greater N.w York @ Community Sm'c; Society @
O N o Y

e City-Wide Canfederation of

of 8rgokiyn @ Junidr | eague of New York City, Ing @ Leagus 9f Women v N
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_ the recruitment problems.

- . r
Dr.‘Jerry Gross 2= February 3, 1981
<
‘2. OTPS ' . L '
A. Equipament < . 7

"As EPP staff members have ‘{'is'ited schools, they have asked ab'out the

needs of students in terms of equipment and identified various needs.
The followin® requests and recommendations are examples of OTPS needs:
The HC-20 (orthopedically impaired) population should have electric
typewriters with guards on every level, elementary, junior high and
high school. On the elementary school level, sand and water tables
are in great demand as well as casettes and tapérecorders. On the
junior high school and high school level, there is a definite need

for casettes and taperecorders. In particular, for,the 'HC-30 (brain-.

injured) populd#ion, there is a need for videotaping equipment which
inecludes portable TV cameras and monitors. . .

“The TMR Track IV severe and profound retarded population has been

denied basic supplies for personal needs such as Pampers. Pai&nts
have often heen forced to asgment supplies which ordinarily are
supplied by a 'well run educational program. ,

There 1is no doubt that art and vocational education programs must
be targeted. Paints and clay are often at a miniamum.

»

B. nInstructional Supolies

-

There must be an ad justment for OTPS for classroom supplies and
textbooks in classes that are affected by the class-size variance.

. Ten textbooks no longer ‘servg when a classroom's population has

been increased to fifteen. is should take place immediately.

An allotment for those classes opening this spring shoulo be maée
so that supplles aré aVailable at the time that children begin to
attend.

Ll

C. ' Supervis&y Needs in the Districts

A Survey of ‘their needs for typewriters and duplication of materials
should be taken.

‘.
’

D. Consultants

.

L
Funds should be shifted from PS to OTPS to purchase consultants':
time in the areas of occupational and physical therapy to address

L)
S$incerely, .
Helen c. Heller 1.7;)
Coordinator ‘ = - ' -

' -
P % ]
v
“ .




