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- CHARTING NEW DIRECTIONS;

A BUDGET ANALYSIS OP THE

DIVISION OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

SUMMARY

;ntroduction

educ.W.on experience of a student with a handicapping

condition is ?taught with diff.itle. One may need special tutor

I

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

to communicate,effectively; and still airier may need a contrcale4

environmer4. in Order to learn. The rights due chi,ldren'with handi- "

tCaps, so that they mpy eve an equal educational opportuniiy, havt.

just begun to be recognized. Unfortunately, the long overdue en-

trance of these students into thd public schools has taken place

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

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

with limited tax dollars,'the use of funds fpr special education°

must be closely Monitored.

The fivision of Special Education (DSE) the)oard of
ir

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

almost 11.5 percent of the total Board budget. In the midit of

the 1975 Xiscalcrisie, the Deputy Chancellor notedt4t DSE was

in transition due to the rapid lrowth of the handicapped population.

a

S.

4

being served in. the publicschools arldthe increaping reporting

demands required by government. In 1981, th/As same observation

can be repeated. In fact, the handicapget population being Seftved

has doubled since 1975.

4
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Therefore, the Educational Priorities Panel, a coalition of 25

parent and civic, organizations which serves astan independent fiscal

. a
watchdog'over New York City's Board of Education, has prepared two

1

1/4 .6.
studies on special education. The first study, released on March i

1.

I

5th, 1981, examined the inadequate federal and state financing of ,

.

'

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

examines the expenditures of txe special education budget to

determine what the dollars are buying.
1

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

this Division has had three directois in as many years and several

chiefs of operations. On July 8, 1981; yet another director will be

appointed. So while this is only a study of what the dollars are

buying, it unavoidably raises certain management issues. These
<

include staffing patterns in administration,, instruction and support

services, and the efficiency and effectiveness" the reorganization

of the Division which is currently proceeding. 'Further investigation

should be conducted to determine the managerial implications of

tiet e situatiOns this study uncovers. This study has investigated

.

areas involving funding and resource allocation and makes several '

important recommendations for greater coordination and equity.

V
EPP has chosen to codlauct thisstudy because the Penn thinks

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

the benefit of children. (The findings and recommendations are pre-
,

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

the Division of Special Education with the goal of getting maximum

services from the special education budget.. The findings - reveal that

the Division's delay in making major pol/ty decision has impaired

3

er.
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special education services,

4. . .

The first chapter of s report will describe the organization
. . ,

ilk

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

has on the delivery of services in the schools will be illustrated-

/
by several case studies of programs win schools in the second

irj".
chapter. They reveal that paiterns of special education service

delivery vary widely, largely' due to diffeAncei-In philosophy

and, probably more importahgtly, to differences in the allocation

of resources.

For example,' he presence or lack of a coordinator or teacher-

in- charge (with minimal othMteeching duties)'and the role of the

principal seem to make a significant difference in the administration

and quality ofspecial education programs and their coordination

with the rest of the school.

pIrthermor, fragmented support 'services, including itinerant

and part-time help, is a constant hindrance.

8Rverage fobIlipch and duty-free periods remains chaotic, and

recruitment problems continue to plague teacliTs and administrators

alike.
.

>" Finally, high schools are subject to different funding patterns

,

0

which have made th

1

planning and funding of special education programs

particularly dif cult and lacking 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

0

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

study underscores repeated problems, in every area that arise from the

administrative confusion at the Division. The failure to establish a

coherent policy has produced a patchwork structure. Lines of authority

are unclear and funding responsibilities are connsing. gvdral

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

and operational.

As the Board Education discusses yet another reorggnization

of special education services, the following issues must be resolved

as the foundation of any new design.

- The administration of the Division of Special Education must

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

as the admiAistrative unit, duplicative offices should be dismantled.

The Division's resources and staffing must focus on school-based

services and on serving the child in the classroom.

- The division of Special Education must establish clear lines

of supervision and authority. Only then can education programs be
lip

monitored. Accountability is an essential component of a system

that IT diSpersed among almost 900 schools. For every ptogram, there

4

must/be.one person with Atear authority who can be answerable to

s parents ald students. 'Complementing this responsibility, there

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

programs comply with federal, state and pity mandates and standards

of quality.'

- On the school leQel, special education classes shouldbe

clustered to provide a range of services. It is important that a

I

4
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Staff person be designated as a coordinatora.nd have the time

- -

available to integrate the special education services with other

education programs in the school.
t

- Recruitment efforts must' be a priority, to ensure that there

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

and timely licensing should be recognized as an impor.8ant component

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

of effective recruitment. .4

able -manner.

The r ent increase in the number of students receiving special

education services demonstrates the Board of E cation's.commitment

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

this comMiment by providing the highest quality services to all

children needing special education...

CHAPTER I - DSE's ORGANIZATION (pp. 3-11)

, Findings

Special education personnel are responsible to the
central division, an tend to be isolated from other
school-baied oprallo .4

The budget doeslirict reflect DSE's organization, staffing
patterns and lines of responsibility because the organi-
zation keeps shiftplg, and some budget posltions do
not reflect the aOtualduties of the person employed'on

'.that line. .

Th

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

There is na centtal, supervisory structure for related
services, which often impairs service delivery. There-

are only six filled positions of the 32 budgeted district
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managers which results in a lacks of coordination between,
support and instructiogal services in the field.

Recommendations. (pp; 10.-11)

I.

; ,

I

The. Division. needs to organize its administrative and supervisory'r

un itsto allow the Divis'ion to function as.one system and to coordinatell'

adequately with regular education programs. The following goals
,

shouldbe ithefocu; of any reorganization: a lean administration,

clear supervisory lines within the Division, and integration of
4

`special and regular education programs at the school level,

CHAPTER II - CASE STUDIES (pp. 12-30)'

Sx 'case studies (2 elementary,schools, 2 junior high h schools,
,

P

2 high schools) are presented Cto illultrate the service implications

of budget and expenditure patterns which are examined in 'the remainder

of this report. Overall the programs reflect these differences: 0

'different levels ofsinvOlvement on the part of the principal;

f

different staffing levels for 'supervisio- n and for support; different

,

, classroom organization patterns; and different degrees of coordination

and integration in the school.

CHAPTER III - GROWTH AND CONSTRUCTION OF HE

EDUCATION 'BUDGET (pp. 31-60)

special Education Enrollment Over Time

Findings

(pp.

4

31-37).

4

Ni

!Between the 1975-76 and 1980 -Ell school.year9, the number of
students .in Special education has grown 106%,: notincluding
students servea by"the Bureau of Speech Improvement.

6

12
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The' sharp decline in ihe.population Served by the Bureaii ( ,, .

.

'of:SpeeCh Improvement since the,1975=16 sghpol year and --'''
:
r

the reappearance of the population in the 1980-al schoor , ,,.1
year after, the ,State began providing 'special educatAon '. . ..-- 1

.,,.

funding for these,chjadren, is a dramatic.example of both

. change' in the type of student receivingssirviees and the
0 . ...

. eff ct' oflunding'allocations.

.... '

In 1978-79 school year, the leaning '2 abled were ,

added. as a new handicaptategpry,eligib/ or state aid.
if- 'Since then, `,the number of students identife4 asp, learning.

*disabled has increased 'almost nineteen tlithes,.i.
. .

Since the 1475.76 school year, the HC-30 population has
increased 250C The:number of children withemOtional
handicips being served has increased 52% since the
1978-79.schoof year. Together with the HC -30 population'

,

these two handicaps comprise almost 50 %-of[the total
handicapped population being served in'the'schools: ,

Special Education Expenditures Over Time (pp...37-42)
7 do

Findings
.

,Prior to FY 1979, therewas a wideltivergence between
growth in dollars for special-'etucation and growth in
the handicappeakpoiliation.bein served, with dollars

". *rowing less rapidIrthan enrollment. This is no longer
the case --,dollaks and acrollment are growing together.

IF

The:Per Pupil Cost org,SPeciar EddcatiOn'Programs (pp 42-47)
Co . -

. .

I\

,

Per pupil costs (basedison clas staff only) for special
lucation programs for children with various handicapping

. conditions range from a low'of $810 per pupil in resource
rooms (p1 the student's cost. in the regularipplassroom
which may olgt $600-$950 more for teacher, salaries alone)
$3,149 for children with multiple handicaps. The State
grghted temporary variances from required class sizes
because of teacher recruitment difficultiestave ?educed
costs for most, but noteall programs.

tion of the Bud et (pp. 48-60)'

*
Findings.

The construction of the budget is based upon register -

ye rojections and staff ratios.

.,$
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For 1980-81e total register projectiOns were correct
although the underlying assuMptiops we e not accurate.

st.11"1; fewer evaluationp than projected' e completed
but the actual number of studentd plaCe 'in programs

was Also different from the projected raTe

ar By March .1, 1981, in addition t 4,624 students awaiting
a'site offering, tat least 4,514 students had been evalu-
ated; but. not placed because of processing delays.'

O 6 6

Budgeted staffing ratios did nit accoun-for reCruitment-
e difficulties which resulted in 284 lassroom teacher ''.

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

positions are not formalized -for examinations; examina-
tions are given very infrequentW, and grading is slowilk.

%.
.

leading to large numbers of per-diem certifications,
further,4iscquraging recruitment, exacerbating turnover,

and cqmpromising program .integrity. .

, Or f
Recommendations (p. 60)

.

'Tte Board of4Educition shout,. formalize special education
,

positions as quickly as possible so that teachers, supervisors

and administrators may be properly licensed and paid and have the

full authority of their positions. Vigorous recruitment efforts

should be undertaken and alterhative methods_explored. Licensing
,

tess must be given M equently and graded expeditiously.*
ii , .

,
Future projlecti staff needs should take' into account

- No.

the.experience of this year conckrning placement rates and patterns.
Oak.

6

Furthermore, the Board should investigate the cause for the delays

in,the
46,Rrocess of obtaining Option A parental consent forms.

* The EPP has consistently advocated the elimination of the Bo4d
.

of Examiners and alternative certification methods are wider

discussions at the state level. However, as long as the Board

had the responsibJaity of produ ng hiring lists, it must fulfill
4

that function in a timely man r. '

lex

r'
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CHAPTER IV - THE CURRENT BUDGET (198c-81) (pp.'61-96)

-Introduction, (pp. 61-66)

Findings

.

DSE'i budget forb'FY 1981 is composed of'administration (4.9%),
support (17.6%), and instruction (70.6%.).

Support Services (pp. 65-72)

Findings

'There.are few positions for special education guidance coun-
selJrs budgeted in the communj.ty school districts. Presently,
there is a paucitt)of school-based support teams budgeted in
the school districts.

.HOwever, some districts have better staffing than others.

Guidance counselors range from a ratio of counselors to
handicapped studentsof 1/247 to 1/859. The ratio Qf SBSTs
to referrals ranges from 1/13.5 to 1/57.1.

4

Recommendations (p. 72)

As additional SBST) are added, the Board of Education muSassign

them in an equitable manner.

Also, since guidance counselors play,an_important role in.

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

%.

/* made to coordinate the service activities of itinerant special. ,

education guidance counse lors. Furthermore, the activities of

regular guidan
.

counselors and special education counselors should

be coordinated so that all children receive appropriate guidgiiCe

services.

Instruction (pp., 73-78?

Findings

p

(
The distribution of teachers budgeted.fespecial
education programs fetlects the'distributi& of the
types of handicapped Students in the community school
districts.

se

1 5.4.
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District Budgetp (pt. 79-83)

Findings
°-

.

FUndin4'leilocatiop,to the .districts for coverage in
special educern'Pr6grans are complex. Depending on

-.the type of h Aidicappe student' served the responsi-
bility for teircher coverage of classes shifts between
the D4liaion of Special Eduoition and the Community
Sch6q1 Districts. Emotionally handicapped, neurologically
impaired emotiOA11A.handicapped, and Track ntrLdents.
are die-missed oneveri:cid earlier becauAthe Tbate la_w
requirement for a-full day is claimed to be met by
instructing these

4
students during lunch.

-4
--1%

../

-,RectiMmendatidms go. et % I

,.
. '.

Responsibility for all coverage must be vested intneplace.

Sharing coVerage.responsibilities for special education classes

impedes continuity and the auditing of resource allocation.

Untess a child's viduai Education Plan dictates otherwise,

. .

students should have'a fu school depend a separate lunch period
f Ne

with other students. 1.0

High Schools (pp., 8'4-91)
'1

Findings .0"

The Divisidn of S cial Education, and -the Division of

High Schools ED'STshare the responsibilities of over-
seeing special 4duation in the high sch ols according
to ho apparent, 4ivis n based on needs capabilities.

although DSEstalfs t siecial education classes in

the high echooleV 'ME rid DHS share supervisory and

administrative out In ,.return for this, funds are

allocated to tholtHigh chools through the high school

allocation formtilae i 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 which affectsloth staff .and supplies (OTPS); and

J.3) special shoat/ teachers in regular classroOms.
Next year atOurth allocati.on will be fUnded through an
edditiiSnal 4200 oar capita allotment in the unit
allocation. ."

16
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Recommendations (pp. 90. -911

1-
'1

Th'e Board of Education must' make major Policy decisions, to

'determine_the needs of specia1 students in the high schools and

who will be- responsible -for meeting those needs and"monitOring the

services, the Division of Special Educat.ori or the Division of High

1
Schools. .A.f.tet these decisions have been made, resources can be

_
A

a 1 cated in a more rational system.

Transportation (pp. 91-96)

Eindings -
`44,

25:7%. of all handicapped students with handicapping condi-
tions are served outside the home district. Most are'bused.
The,Bpard of Education expNcts to bus 35,000 students by May
1981 for a cost of approximately $101 million, Districts
with a high .space 641ization rate have a Igreater tendency
to' send students outa4de the district for services. Conversely,
districts with a 180spide.utilization rate tend-to serve
'students from outside the distilpt., Howevet, this simple
'relationship does not explain all busiripatterns. .Some
districts send out and take in equivalent numbers of student
The greatest percentage of students served outside the home 4 ,

district are in programs for the neurologically impaired
emotionally handicapped. 5.6% of all students with learning
disabilities in the city are served in generic resource rooms
outside then

P
home district.

.
.

Recommendations (pp.' 95-90

Special education staff ould try to return special students

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

appropriate programs exist the home district and travel training

40.0

a has been provided. Times o art-ilulation, when a child progresses

from elementary-to junior high or junior high to high school or

whe isiher Individual Education Plan is reviewed are ideal to

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

rT

t

0
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for their approval to'bring their children bacic,t6 the home,district

for servides. The rapid growth' of generic resource rooms in the

districts which serve students with learning,disabilities should
'

provide students access to a resource room in the home district.

As other special education programs proliferate, the'need to sen4

all typeeof students with handicapping conditions outside the home

district for services should decrease.

CHARTER lif7-WHERE THE DOLLARS ARE GOING (pp. 97-112)

Introduction (pp. 97-99)

Findings
. .

. .
, .

As of May 1,1.981, there weie 1,984 vacancies at the DSE.
A mid-year projdcted surplus was reallocated to fund one-
time expenditures at the-Beard, but was not -/ged for special
edutation services because DSE _did not ripest a budget
modification.

.

Administration and Supervision (pp: 99-105)

"-Findings

There were,102 vacant budget positions in administrative and
supervisbry personnel. The approved budget for DSE included
123 more positions than appear on the Apiil payrolls. iSome
Of these vacancies exist for establishment of regional offices
which are Only partially staffed. However, payrolls for some
units exceed budgets. Sdme of these have feweraff than
budgeted, but at higher salaries.

The totaladministrative costs for regional offices was $2.24
million-by November 1980. Costs range from $26 to $46 per
pupil in 'the regional offices.

411

Support Services (pp. 105-111)

'I

Findings de

The major problems with ,suppor seryijklgice staffing
problems. No,diltrict has,eno gh school based support
teams; some districts in poverty areas are not able to
fill their lines. .The range is from one team for every

off
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7.7 referrals to one team"for every 67.5 referrals. In

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

Recommendationvip. ill).

Stiict budget, modificatidn and position control's should be, applied

to DSE. Personnel should be hired only when essenti1 and within the

glary range for whict they are budgeted. 4

Support services (includin'g SBSTs, guidance6ounselors and occupa-

Itional and physical therapists) most be enriched and assigned equitably.

. Coordinating schdol services with developmental disabilities centers and

other private clinics should be explored to supplement support services.
141

All possible recruitment and planning efforts should be bursued.to

,attract professional staff.

I
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The education experience of a student with a handicapping condition
a

is fraught wit difficulty. Some need special tutors to conquer reading;
2 ' .

.

some need-a sp4ech therapist ix order to communicate effectively; some
a

i.

need `a controlled environment in order to barn. The rights due children

with handicaps, so that they may have an egual educational opportunity,

have j/st' begun to' be recognized. Unfortunately, the long overdue

latrance of these students into the public schools has taken place at

a time when cities are faced with increased financial difficulties.

ilCertainly; in order that children get the most fromServices provided

with liMited tax, dollars, the use of funds for special educaItion must

0#

be closely monitored.

ti

The Division of Special Education (DSE) within the Board of

=Education (BE) is responsible for. the, expenditure of $290 million, alMost

11.5 percent ofi the total'Board budget. In the midst of the 19754i&cal

crisis,.the Deputy Chanqiellor noted that DSE was in transition due to

the rapid growth f the handicapped population being serve4 in the public

,schools and the increasing reportinidemands required by government.
C

I .

n I981, this same observation-can repeated.1 In fact, the handi-

capped population being served has doubled since 1975.

Therefore,the Educational Priorities Panel, .a coalition-of 25

parent and civicorganizatiOns which, serves as an..independent fiscal

watchdog over New York City's'Board of Education, has prepared two studies

on special education.' The fi.rst study, released On Narch 5th, 3790,

- -

examined the inadequate federal and state financing of New York"City's
k

special education programs. This second study examinea,the expenditures

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

NSE -3/1 2o .
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Although this' is not a management, study, it musOcoinoted that
.

4

this Division has had three directors in as many years and several

cOiefs.of operations.' On Jul? 8, 1981, yet anothers,direct4r. will

be appointed. So while this is only a study of Whai the dollars

aie'buying, it'unavoidably raises certain manageMent issues, in-

cluding Staffing,patterns in a4ministrat on, instruction and support

services, and the efficiency And effectiveness of the reorgahization
. "

-t
of the Division currently proceeding. PUrther invest4gation would

,

be required to determine the managerial implications of thai situa-,
. L,.. .

tions this study uncovers. This study has investigated areas 1171

" -involving funding and resource allocation and makes several impor-
.- .

. .
,

-,.

tant recommendations for greater equity and coordination. -.

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

that every dolar in the educational budget must beused wisely for '

the benefit of'children. The findings and recommendations are pre,-

rented to assist in the current re-examination and restructuring of

Division of Speck Edtication with the goal ofd getting maximum

services from the special education budget. 'The findings reveal, that

the Division's delay in making majOr policy decisions nas *paired

sp4cialaedudation services.

The first Chapter of this 4liprt'wilf describe the organization

cif the Division of Special Education. The effects this ofganization'

has on the delivery of services'in the 'schools will be illustrated

by veral case studies of programs within schools in the second

chapter.

The iss s raised 'by these case studies will then be further

. -

explored the rest of the report by lOokinq at the budget process

and the allocation of funds.

NSE -3/1
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Findings

Special education persoinel are responsible to the ce tral
division, and tend to be isolated from-other school- ed '

operations.

The budget does not reflect DSE's organization, staffin,g
patterns and, lines of responsibility because the organize-
tiOn keeps.shifting, and some budge* positions do not reflect
the actual d ti s of the person, employed on that line.

fa
.

,

The division of nistrative responsibilities among thee
central office, t e Legions and the. districts is ill -

defined.
"

L

.

There is no al4ntri supervisory sttucture for related services,
whi often impairs service delivery. There are only six

..( filled ositions of the 3.2 budgeted district managers which

results a lack of coordination between support and instruc-
tional = rvices in the field.

-3-0

CHAPTER I

DSE's Organization

41

A. /
Inti d ion

The Divi ion- of pecial Education ties dramatically altered the

delivery of services to Students with handicaps in the past few years.

Problems that have plagued the Division since its sudden groyrth are

being addressed, specifically the long waiting lists for ev uatien

gerdrices, for placement in a special education setting pnd for related
0 /-

services such as counseling, and occupational therapy.

The 1974 decree in the Jose P. case,* affirming students' rights

to timely evaluation and placement, 'has4also had a significant impact

on thrDilsion of.Special Education. January and April Plans were

required under the judgment to detail, the implementation of the

* Jose P. et al v. Ambach et al, United` erebral Palsy v. Board of
Education elaal, and Dyrcia S. et al v. Board of Education et al.

NSE -3/1
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decision. The 'ongoing oversight of-the Special Master, applinted by

,the court to resolve disputes between the parties over implemen ion,

andmonitoring by the plaintiffs and friends of the court continue to

guide REE's Organization. However, much remains to be done.

Seivices for children with handicaps are delivered through a

'centralized system housed in the Central Board o dL3pation and 6

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

educatipn teach?s are placed by the Division of Special ,Education,

and they report through special education channels, std not to the

school in which they may be assigned. Although school principals

. .

participateift-their.evaluations, special education teachers are

supervised by special s pervisors from tje Division. The effect -.

Of these two reporting s terns is .to further isolate the Division
, .

frond the schooi-based operations.

SinCeDSE's organization is still changing, it is difficult to

clearly describe the Division's organizition and to delineate lines of

responsibility within the organization. Separating, administrators

and supervisors from staff who work directly with students is

impossible on the basis of the budget alone because in some areas

'
both types of positions are included Fin one budget code. Another

obstacle to understanding DSE's organization is that certain titl_:a

in special education have yet to be formalized. 'Tests and licenses

for am do not exist and eligibility and precise Xesponsibilitiei.

of the jobs remain unsettled. Since no official title or budget

line has been provided, staff acting in untitled positions appear

in the budget under their licensed title aad are 'paid according to

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

p

11,
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licensed guidance counselor and therefore would appear in the budget

as a guidance counselor and not as a District,Unager. Although this

practice is not pecular tp DSE, it makes it very difficult totrack

what positions are budgeted and on payroll in DSE's numerous-offices.

There 'ne-four broad functions that comprise the delivery of
,

- special education services. -They are: program (whicF inctudes

instruction, evaluation, teacher training and curriculum' velop-

ment)v-personnel;:budget; and monitoring. Questions concerning
.

whdre responsibility for these functions should lie, at the district,
*

'regional, or central level, are being conside And the current

Ar
-organization of DSE ;eflects those questions.

DSE's organization ls divided in three tiers: khe central board,

the regions, and the districts. The Segree,of administrative centrali-

zation within special education is ill-defined. Although technically

all instructional .programs and support services ere centralized, many

different offices for these programs exist at various tiers with

different administrative functions. The chart on the following page

illustrates the structure of the Division.

B. ?en/ilia
.

Under the executive director, central administration is divided

into four parts: (a)', the Office of Funded Programs, (b) the Office of

. '

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

and (d) the Office of Instructional Programs'and Support Services.

'1 40 The Office of Funded P2bgrams coordinates all reimbursable

dollars (Title I, VEA, EHA) for special education and writes grant

proposals.
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05) The Office of Finance and Management' administers the bud
*

4
d, $

deals with finance questions and manages DSE's data base as well as
ii , , ,

,

.

f
..

staff
...

resoarCes. 9 . ,

1 --

This pffice his three units:

1). Finance Administration dealing with
accounting .and the budget',

4,

2) Data Bank, dealing with the collection
and use of data for tracing students and
analyzing population trends;

3) Perionnel Liaison, inter acing between -
the Office of Finance 'a d Management, and

the Personnel Division. -

(c) The Office of Program Development, and Review examines

current DSE and desigps the continuum of services. It

'has two units:

4111

1) Program development which provides in rvice'
trailalpg to paraprofessionals, teachers and
supentsors, develops and implements standardT
zed testing programs, deVeldios and implements
educational progfams, and operates the Special
Education Training.and Resource-Center (SETRC).

2) program evaluation and review which evaldites
and auditeDSE.'s programs and coordinates and
'supervises allactivities to locate and*
identity handicapp0 students. 1

(d) The Office of Inst ctionel Programs and Support Service

OperAes, the dailto-day activities of the Division. (Deflations of

'the programs are in Appendix A.) 0

',. Under the Office of Indkructonal Prografah and Support Services,

40 , 4
. . .

are administrative offices for fie ,pervice, the generic resource room

, 40
progrramGandschooanlased suRport teims.'The Office of Field Services

is responsibA fOr regional and citywide classes, and speech, vision:,

and'hearing resource rooms. Regional classes include instruction and
.

4

tiSE -3/1
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supervision for the educable aiOntally retard, trainable mentally'

'reprded, emotionally handicapped, neurologically impaired emotionally

Handicapped, and health conservation s5udents. Ciltde classesare

mostly low incidence programs for the severely handicapped. Generic

resource rooms mostly serve the ;earning disabled and other mildly

handicapped students. '41°

In order to provide evaluation, 'placement and relateseiArices

' in a prompt and effective manner, DSE has recentlyecreated school- '

based suppeet teams (SBSTs) which deleve kthese services within the

school. Until last year,'studepts were Y ferred to district Committees

on the HandiApped (C01-1) .fOr'evaluation. At Centrkl, the Office of

School-Based Support Teams administers the teams and allocates SBST

Vtaff to the six regions.
4.011' 'r

There is no administrative offIce'at Central for relfted

services. Tnb principal components pf related services are defined

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

4' . and guidance counselors, These staff report to different offices

4i , ,
t,

at Central depending on their title. There ds no means to coordinate
. .

t . .

the delivery of relatedrservices and no clear supervisory structure
,

,..

-411,

at the central_ level. This situation exacerbates the overall shortage

of related service staff.

C. The Regions

One coordinator of instructional programs and one coordinator

-

of support services are planned i0each of the six regional offices.

The regional coordinator of instructional prograks is responsible

for ,all special education regional classes in the districts within the

NSEK"3/1
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region. The regional coordinator of support services is responsible

for SBST'administmation and divide's the teams allocated from Central
7

among the school districtSN4n the region.

/*
Until last year, students, evaluated as handicapped were placed,

-in their recommended programs through a placement unit which operated
p.

at the Central Board. In 1980-81, plac4ment officers were, positioned

in.eaqh district to place students in appropriite settings. There

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

Bronx, 'Brooklyn West, and Queens regional offices), who oversee the

414.

placement officers in the districts and place high school students.

tm

The Districts

At the district level, special education supervisors and managers

are being phased in to coordinate teachers of regional classes-and

school-based supports teams respectively. Teachers of citywide classes

are supervised independently. The position ..ef special:educatioil

supervisors ftas recently been.formalized'and 'there aze-159 supervisors

in the field. 226 special education supervise

111/

r onsite'supervisors,
A

.

here budgeted for the 1980-81 school year. A ratio of 35 classes to

one supervi-sdrsreated to determine he number of site supervisors

for the budget, but the ratio hall not.been achieved.

4In addition to supervising teachers of regional classes, the

411.

special education site supervisors are_also required to.observe and

-evaluate generic resource room teachers.

The position of district manager has not been formalized* and the

responsibilities of this jo uncertAin. As of April, 1981; there
N.)

* See page 4 ;or explanation.

NSEr3,1
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re only six district manageis ix the field although 32 positions

Were budgeted in Novem4Wr, 1980. This shortage means ther;Oe'little

or no coordination between support and instructional services in the

'field.

As mentioned, until last year, students were

imon.derHandicapped (COH) for evaluation.

refe2red to Committee's

In 1980-81, 449 psychologists,

and 449 social workers plus 349 educational evaluators were formed--
A

into school-based'sqpiort teams to visit each school to evaluate

students. Presently, the COM chairperson administers the schoAased
t

Supportsteam and collects data when there is no district manager.

The positdon o? -COH chairperson has also not been formally created,
es,

yet and the responsibilities of the position are fornhdable. Clinical

supervisors rep ?rt to the COH chairpersons in theik districts. These

(`--
supervisors .are required to do observations of SBST staff and to

provide technital assistance to SBSTs.

Recommendations

The Division, needs to organize its administrative and supervisory

'---11nits to allow. ihe, Division to function as one system and. to coordinate

adequately wit re4dlar educatiop, programs.

The Division's "transitional" structure is inadequate
Re.

and impedes

the efficient 'delivery of special education services. Major policy

decisions regarding EISE's organization have yet to be made. Currently,

the Division's staffing, structure, and

reviewed by the Boatd:of Education.

In order 'to aceve an efficient

administration are being

organization, the Division must

. ; 0
address-some fundaMent11 questiOns. 'Is it necessary to have district

44S4-3/1.
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.....rairiapreaMirlIo

and regional.offices in addition to the Central Board? How many %.

, .

,layers ofledministrative and supervisory offices are needed to

deliver special education services.effectively? Should administra-

tiarand delivery of InItructtonAI and support services be divided

in the field?

In any Ghee, the following goals should be the focui:of any

reorganization: a lean administration; clear supervisory lines

within'the Division; and integration of special education and regular,

education programs at the school level.

The siic case studies following illustiatethe diversity the

current hybrid system produces and raise-several management and/

budget issues Which will be explored in later sections of this

' report.

40

' r

r
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A. Introduction

./
The following. six casestudies are presented as illustrations of

CHAP ER II

CeseSfudies

. ti

7

V

the actual deliver.y of Special education services at, the schdol level.

These six schools .are not a statistically significant maple. However,

they have been carefully chosen to.demonstrate the service implications

of the budget and expenditure decisions, which this report examinesp

detail..
110

Three schools Are considered models for their provision of special

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

schools were Chosen based urn several criteria:

I,. attendance rates: the attendance for handicapped
students had to be as good as the regular students
in the school except for the several physically

'handicapped;
.-

2. graduation: 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 L tjhe process 'by which a'

child previously receiving special education services
is mainstreamed to this extent that special education
services are no longer.qeceseary;

4. mainstreaming: a strong canmixc
stafftO permit handicapped stun
to mainstream had to exist; -..

nt by the school
nts the opportunity

5. reputation: the fine reputation of these schools
had to be, known by DSE central and field staff;

, -

6. use of resources: the,special education staff in
the school had to takell advantage of resources
offered by BE such as *TRC.(Special Education
Teacher Resource Center);

7. outreach:-the special education staff ,and other
school staff hid to promote their program through

outreach 'materials.- 32
. -

SE-4/2



The BE has two model schools which were designed tor_optimum

mains earning of handicapped students, Edward R. Murrow High School

and Rachel Carson Junior High School. These schools were not chosen,
.

i
,-...-i- f 1'4

although both are excellent examples of fine special educational pro-

grams, because EPP sought to ekamine'schools that were not originally '

..

designed as models but rather grew -to be moddts. Eadh.model school

is paired with another' school with a similar handicapped poulatiOn

to compare their programs and staffing.

Overall,:it should be noted that the special educaiion programs

reflect these differences:, different levels of involvemqnt on the
/0

part of the principal; different staffing leVels both forsuper-

vision and suppoTt, different classroom Organization patterns; and

differfent degrees of integration and coordination with the school...

1

B. .ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

Elventary School 1: PS 279, Brbtklyn

a) Overview

P.S..279 was chosen as a model. 17,ha special +education programs

at PS 279 serve 137 students out, of a student bddy of approximately.
1

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

those mith severe physical handicaps. The children have a variety

of handicapping conditions' including physically handicapped (HC-20),

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

in resource rooms and speech impairments. Special educatioJ claises

have been in the school for the past erght years.

The building is 20 years old, three stories, with a

925 number*of students.* An elevator has been requested'for 9 years;

* HC pop: DSE data bank as of 10/31/80

idtal pop/ Bd. of Ed., as:9j 10/31/79
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however., the missing elevator has not prevented the students mixing

together because regular students join the special students on the

ground floor of the.:building (reverse mainstreaming).

,

The heart of_ the special education program lies with the

principal, Norma Sibgel: "We must see handicapped children as

Children; they are as much a part of our school as any other Child:"

- Norma Siegeldversees all ,aspects of the program, whether it be

, teachersuperyision, staff development, curriculum development or

record keeging.

b. Program Review .

114Y Staf fin of the Special Education Program

The special education teaching staff includes:
,

10 classroom teachers;
2 resource root teachers;
1 HC20 coordinator.

The support staff includes:

2 paraprofesdionals assigned_ to two readiness classes; r

4 health aides assigned to t) HC-20 unit;
1 speech teachex;for the speech center;
2 ppeech teachers for the HC-10 and HC-30population;
1 SBSteam (one day a week);
3 part-time guidance course rs;

1 full -time occupitional erapiSt;

1 part-tine phyricli. therapist;
1 Title I reading teacher;
1 Title I paraprofessional.

Of the present teaching staff, 6 had per diem licenies and

almost no training in special 'education.

J.
An itinerant supervisor frail,. the Division of Special Education

,

has responsibility; on the average, for 6 to 7 schoolsand sends

less than a day at each one.

34
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a

Program, Coordination

V.

715-

The HC-20 coordinator coordinated the entine-special education

program inclUding the HC-20 ii7dgram.. Norma Sieger cited this

coordinator as crucial -."I could not attempt the serious effort

. in mainstreaming that we achieve here without a coordinator." The

coordinator programs all spedial educatiom students into the main -
\

stream,- maintains all student records and plans procedures for

articulation, coordinates the school-basesd support teamschedule

when it is in the'sehool, takes care of transportation problems,

arranges reverse mainstreaming, and fully participates in irriculum'

development within the special education program.

PS 279 staff has brought AETRC, the Special iduCation Training

and Research Center staff,:into the building-several times for

/ -

workshops and training of both special education and regular Staff.

3) Class Organization

The four classes of HC-20 students with severe physical handl-

Caps are in regulargrades with regular teachers. The program is

a resource 'room progr with Students scheduled'to return'to HC-20

classes for remedial h 1p. Lunch also takes place in the mainstream.

Several students are totally mainstreamed in the HC-130 student

populat ion, While-most are mainstreamed for particular subjects.

Since reading and math in the school ares'racked4 a great deal of

reverse mainstreaming takes place where regular students go to et

special education classroom far reading and imatti. Teachers view

the reverse mainstreaming as particularly valuable for regulas

students ih academic trouble.

35
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c. Support services and staff utilization

PS 279 has 3 itinerant guidance counselors:, one guidance

counselor, comes 1/2 day every ? weeks for the readiness classroom;

the second guidance counselor comes every Monday and alternate ,

Wednesdays for special education; the third guidance counselor

comes 2 1/2 days a week for regular education..

This situation is fairly typical.,7=.3There are 130.4* special

education guidance counselors in,,,thescOO1 system budgeted for

special education in a'fairly randoth fashion. Almost all serve on

an itinerant basis, visiting special education populations in, each

school 1. or 2 dis a week.

Elementary School '2: PS '95, Bronx

. 'Cirk

PS 95 was chosen as a companion to9PS 279\based upon a similar

population of special education students.

a. Overview

The special education program at PC 95 serves 97 students out

0

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

conditions of -the Children are similar to Pp 279 although PS 95.does,,,,,,

,

not have a readiness class or a resource room for the "mildly handiy
c'

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

The building itself is quite old, built in 1931 with a capacity

of 1,289 students. It is 83% utilized. Students with physical
, A

I N .

handicaps are located on the first floor with access proAcled by/.
-- 'I

.

one ramp. Minimarly brain impaired-stufentS;(HC-30)-are on one

wing of the fourth floor. The school, _like most other .elementary

3t3
* DBE data bank as of -42/9/80

414,1(
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schools, has a class organization in which regular students stay

with one teacher all day, thuS limiting the opportunities for

.b. Program lieview

1) Staffing of special eetication programs

The special education program has :'

2 classroom teachers for the Fic20'populationf
5 classroom teachers for the HC -30 population.

Support staff consists of:

-2 health aides;4,

1 part-time adaptiv sical education teacher for the
Ec-20 population; .

1 speech teacher;
1 part-time guidance counselor;

1 Title I 'reading teacher with a paraprofessional
3 times a week;

1 SBST 2 days a week.

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

teachers had been in this school for a longtime and had established

a clesCsorking relationship.

2) Program Coordination

The two major units, HC-20 and HC-30, are separated by physical

location and have distinct programs. ;There is no Rrogram coordinator

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

programs or to administrate duties exclusively. Particularly in

the classes for the minimally brain impaired, the teachers were

quite overwhelmed with paperwork. Ope teapher had accepted the

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 pro essional, attempted to

SE-4/2
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spehd mbre7time at this school than other sites because of the
'

lack of extra support within the building.

3) Class Organizatlop

The special education program operates independently of and

isolated from the rest of tie school.

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

switch back and forth for reading and math. There is no mainstreaming

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

isolated, join the other istudents for lurich. ,

c. Support_ services and staff utilization

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

There is no guidance counselor; an itinerant supervisor comes once

a week. The_SMST is spending aliszf its time doing, evaluations in

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

There is no extra teacher for lunch coverage for 8C,720 classes%

The teachers double up their two classes at 2:00 so that the one

who covered lunch can release the other for lunch at 2:00. The

teak6rs 'of 90-30 classes have a break while ehe students are

mainstreamed for lunch, but this is difficult because the staff

coverage at lunch is minimal., One teacher of the HC-30 c*ss put

it, "It's especially difficult to settle my students down,iftar

lun ; it's crowded, noisy and hard for them."

Differences in Elementary Schools
4

1) Staffing r

TheAmost,obvious diffetlence in these two elemefttary schools is

the lack of a program coordinator iff P5 95. There is a large enough

33 4.
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unit at PS 279 to warrant an extra line for an HC-20 coordinat9r

who performs all the administratiue tasks and initiates the integra-

tion of all handicapped stuj3ent in regular educational programs.

At PS 95 there aie onlg two classes of HC-20'handicapped students

and no extra line is assigned. The five teachers of HC-30 classes are

particularly pressed for time, as are-all teachers of HC-30 classes,
I

but there are no coordinators for this program. Unless there are

a large number Of special education classes in a building, there

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

crisis intervention teachers for every two claSses of the emotionally

. handicapped and NIEH (not an elementary school level)-.-

In additidn PS 279 has more support staff, an occupational

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

hard to get an physical therapist in theieschool. 51.1t-bicourse as

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

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

2) Programming

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

mainstream special students. As a rule mainstreaming is rarelp
8

accomplished on the elementary school level because in most elemen-
t4 Lary school such as PS 95 the regular stu nts stay in the same

40,

class all day.

The lack of lunch coverage for the teachers of physically *

handicappedstudents is a serious p

discussed in a later section of this report.

This situation will be

* This practice would no longer be allowed under the April plan for
the Jose P. case, except where a 40.ild's Indiyidual Education Plan

requires it.

SE-4/2 .0/
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Junior"High School 1: JHS 185,, queens

a. Overview

The model junior high schoo' program Ch sen Was JHS 185 in

Queens.

The special education programs at JHS 185 serves 18'7 students

out 'of-a student body of 917*. The handicappe&students are of

three categories: BC-30 minimally brain impaired, e tionally

handicapped and mildly handicapped. Attendan:ce as o December

1980 for the BC-30 classes was 86%; for the EH classes, 73%.

The building' is 31 years old witha capacity of 1,059 Students.

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

integral part of the school program, as illustrated by the fact

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

must look at the student's` program card. The philosophy of the

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 stoecial education.teaching s includes:

1 coordinator;
8 HC-30 classes;
4 teachers for the emotionally handicapped students;

'2 EH teachers (crisis intervention3;
2 resource room teachers;.

Support staff are:
)

2 Title I teachers, one fo.elath and one

A for reading;

* Board of Education of 10/31/79

SE-4/2 r
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110 40

. 4 paraprofeasidnalsl
1 part time guidance' counselor;
1 school based spot tOad 3 days a week;
1 speech Valerapistr

1 adaptive physical education teacher; and
1 itinerant:supervisor.

Of the 14-classroom teachers,.8 were per diem with little

experience in-teaching 'special education.
.1%

r- '

2) Program Coordination andDevelopment

. ,

Like PS 279, JHS 185 has one coordinator for its special educa-

.

./ .tion program. who is assigned the HC -30 classes, but coordinates all ..°

41,the sificial education clapsep. Thy ZWerling,'did -

not think that the integratediprogram developed in JH 185 could here

been possible without a posipion for a coordinator. The school staff

had constantly made use of SETRQ for on site training of all teachers.
-

3) Class' Organization

'A profile is created for every entering 7th grade special educatidn

student. They are mainstreamed as much as possible.
a

, .

Seventh'graders are mainstreamed in at least one minor subject

eical 'education, music, art, extra cirricular activities) from"

iCh st day of school. By the 8th grade, students are mainstreamed

/

in ubjects 4f they are capable of the'Work. (This year 12 E}1

,

student re mainstreamed tOr at,ieast
,

one major subject.) All
..

'

4 ' /

\students use the lunch and bathrood,facilities together. EmotiOnal

handicaps are assigned to shop clasee with regulaf students.

Support Stiff Aid Staff Utilization

The lea to the highly suocessful program at JH 185 lies in its

`staffing.

studentl,

6E-4/2

A coordinator,J.s free td)plan the program of everi, speial
-

student cannot be mainstreamed for major 'subjects,
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then a departmental program is developed' within speci.il education

so the student can experience a subject oriented environment to_ \

the extent possible. 1

Junior High School 2: JHS 223, Brooklyn

Junior High School-22.3 was chosen as a companion aril JHS 185

based upon a similar population <If special education students.

a. Overview 4

The special edupation program at JHS 223 serves 131 students

out of a student body of 852*. Theie are three types of special .

pid4rams, similar to JHS 185: HC-30, emotionally handicapped, and

mildly handicapped students in a resource room setting. Attendance

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

The building is 51 years old with a building capacity of 1,461

....4t4dents*. The special education program in this school is separated

from the rest-of the school.
, .

b. Program Review

, A

1) Staffing of the Spedial 'Education Pro4-am

The spedial education teaching staff includes:

6 HC-'30 .teachers;

2eachers of emotionally handicapped
1 crisis intervention teacher;
1 teacher for the resource room.

Support stiff:

1 Title.I reading teach4r;-.
2 paraprofession&ls;
1 Title I paraprofessional;
,1 part time counselor;

Total popula on: Board of Education as 'of 10731/79

Handicapped-. ulatibn: DSE data bank as of 10/31/80
s 2

0

MEI

'

411.110111
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1 adaptive physical education teacher;

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

.

2) ProgramCoordination & Development

There is no coordinator for special education programs in the

building. Two assistant principals from the regular staff are

assigned to supervisory and administrative duties, one to. HCA30

d'aitel and the other, to classes fo ildren with emotional

handicaps. These assistant grin who have no training in

special education, are sympatheticile problems of special

students and were proud of individual students illohad achieved

some level of mainstreaming. However, they expressed doubts

,y about mainstreaming. One assistant principal said: "It's a fact

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

fted any more..!

No trained person coordinates students' programs or relates

to the curriculum of special education students other than a very

dedicated itinerant supervisor. SETRC has not been used in the

school, but the supervisor said she had encouraged staff to attend

district meetings of SETRC training programs.

4

The staff had been successful in decertifying special education .

students back into the regular curriculum:

c. Support Staff and Staff Utilization

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

by the special education teachers and assistant princiRals. "No

oneis here when you need help." The staff agreed that'one person
.

for five half-days was moreyosefUl than someone 2 or 3 days a week.

`SE-4/2
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Difference's in the Junior High Schools

o
1) SZaffing

Again, an extra line for an coordinator made a tremendous
-

difference*&t the junior high, school level. Their 'support services

.are about the same.°

2) Program

More kopportuhities for

are

students to be a part of -the mainstream

available at JHS 185. To a large extent this was the result

of a gull -tine coordinator althou*the principal at JHS 185 had

exteneAe input.in hOw the special education program is shape

D. HIGH SCHOOLS
.

Fi7,
4,

irre
High School-,1: J.F. Kenne4tHigh School

44 'A
,

a. Overview A-, .1 'JP s'46
* 41

Themodel)hiSh.9Ch001 pi144i4p: chosen is. Kennedy High School in

the Bronx.

The special education

216 students out

hairs twb` handicaps:
. .

in the building since

prog4m at Kennedy High tchool serves

tudeet-body4eroughly 5,253.* The students

-30 and emotional handicaps. They have been

pened. Attendance for HC -30 classes is

74%; fqx tH classes 47%.

' The new "building as a capacity 'of

is,a comprehensive high school offering college preparatory, business

4,117 students.** Kennedy

and vocetional,prrams. The success of its special education pro-

.

grams 4lies with- its principal, -Robert Mastruzzi, who is highly

* Total enrollmellp:. Boakd
Hindisapped enrollment:,

** HOsxd of Education as of

SE-4/2
2

'or,Education'as of 1011/79.-
OSE-data bank as of 10/31/80.

10/31/79.
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regarded in_his efforts,to provicle an integrated special educational

program.

Kennedy High School offers a work-study program at MOntefiora

Hospital,for special students as well as a bukiness/clerical skills

program. There is also anewly forked after-school program for

shops..

b. Program Review

1) Staffing-of the Special Education Program

The special education teaching staff includes:

7 SC-34 classroon-teichers;
1 coordinatcr;,

1

3 classroom teachers for emotionally handicapped students;
1 one crisis intervention teacher;
2 resource rook teachers;
5 classroom teachers for thethearing impaired;
I'work study teacher at Montefiore Hospital (part-time).

Support "Staff includes:*

3 paraprofessionals for EH classes;
1 full-time school-based support team consisting
of-',1 psychologist and social worker;

1 educational evaluator twicd a week;
1 guidance counselor one day a week.

'

Three of the classroom teachers have per diem licenses( others

were more experienced and several-had master's degrees in special

education.

2. Program Coordination and Development

The coordinator of HC -30 deals. with t# entire school. The

morale of this staff is quite high with far mo e'direction caning

from the regional office than is the case in other borOuggi largely

because the Bronx Regional Office has been in place for several

years. Two of the priorities of th4/Bronx Regional Office

to develop proper articulation of special Students in the high

SE-5/1
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schools and to develop vocational skills for these studenti. To

accomplish this the Bronx Regional staff has-developed a curriculum

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

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

. School. The curriculum establishes pace and sequence; the work on

one co inues ,until a student conquers at least 80% of that unit

bef going onto the next unit. 'Because so many teachers are new
,

to special education, the curriculum is espacially_useful.

3. Class Organization

The high schools require extensive programming for every

tudent. Most special education students are in their own home room

are mainstreamed to the extent, they are able. The programming

is done by crisis intervention teachers; tne coordinator plans

curriculum and se

conditions. In

is up classes for all students with handicapping

other words, there are two teachers who are not

classroom teachers who are available to organize the classes, for

the Andfcapped.

Some students remain in c1 for the handicapped fir part

of the day; same are totally m teared. As much as poesi 3.4L the

special education students are treated the same as reqular's dents.

They receive their program request forms at the same time, they go

to lunch with regular students; and they join In extra-curricular

activi es aS)much as possible.
.. ,

c. Support Staff and Staff,Utilization

Since EH classes are budgeted for a crisis intervention teacher,

the Bronx, region spreads these classes around the schools including

SE-5/1



the high sctiools. As a result, most schools have a crisis inter-
..

vention teacher whoecan take'the role of teacher-in-charge andr
coordinated program activities. Kennedy High School also has a

coordinator for HC-30 program who was responsible for the entiVe

special education program. Such support is far greater than what

an itinerant guidance counselor can provide once a week.

High School 2: Martin Luther King High School

4. Overview

The special education program at Martin Luther King High School.
o

in Manhattan serves 121 students out of a student body of 2,232,t;

including HC -30 and emotionally handicapped. Thersots dee resource

room in the school.

The building is new with a capacity of 3,211 imber of students.

Martin Luther King is a comprehensive high,school. There is a work-

study'program for special st nts at the multi-handicapped center

which enrolls six students. Attendance for HC -30 classes is 65%;

for EH classes 47%.

b. Program Review

1) Staffing

The spesga-
`

ucation teaching staff includes:

4 HC -30 classroom teachers;
5 classroom teachers for the emotionally handicapped
students;

1 crisis intervention teacher,
1 resource room teacher.

Support staff consists of:

SE-5/1

1 Title I reading teacher;
6 paraprofessionals;
1 itinerant speech teacher two days a week;
1 part-time guidance counselor;
1 SBST;

1 Title I readi aprofessional.

4
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Out of the ten classroom teachers and one crisis intervention

*teacher, -seven had per diem licenses and three of them were new.

2) Program Coordination and Development

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

is the crisis intervention teacher In the EH'classes. The program is/

small enough so that the teacher izi`tharge )(nor every student and

provides each with, an individual program. Mainstreaming is emphasized;

on the average every student was mainstreamed for a major subject.

3) Class Organization 0

The special education program is departmentalized is.are.most

programs at 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 students were

entirely mainstreamed and the special education teacher may see

that student only once a day. ,

c. Support Staff and Staff Utilization

It would be difficult to criticize the special education staff

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

around how would they manage a larger program, which was expected

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

education staff. His biggest complaint was the rapid growth in

the handicapped population' to be served while the staff was

constantly'new and untrained.

Difference in the High-Schools

1) 'Staffing ei

The difference in these schools is,partially the staffing.

Kennedy High 9chol had the extra line for a crisis intervention

SE-5/1 43
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teacher which meant that more program development anecoordination

went 'on. But the real difference lies in program.

2) Program

Kennedy High School has several vocational programs for handi-

capped studenti and the staff is constantly on the search for

-more. The influence of the Bronx Regional Office is clear. The

differences in the. high bchols is time; Kennedy has developed a

coordinated fully mainstreamed program over time that resulted in

six students graduating this years Martin Luther King High School

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

E. CONCLUSXONS

Obviously, patterns of special education service delivery vary

widely, largely due to differences in' philosophy and, probably more

importantly, to differences in the allocation of resources.

4.

For example, the presence or lack of a coordinator or teacher-)

in-charge (with limited other teaching duties) and the role of the

principal seem to make a significiht difference in the administration
. ,
and quality of special education programs and their coordiAation

with the rest of the school.
ip

The Bronx Regional Office has provided a nonclassrocm teacher

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

for Children with emotional handicaps were permitted a unit teacher,

the Bronx region sought to distribute these clasies so that every

school would have at least two. 1

) Wring the
I

1979-80 school year, DSE planned to place a program

coordinator in schools with eight or more special education classes.

Because of DSE'sdeficit that year/the plan was rejected.

SE-5/1 .*
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Furthermore, tfragmented support services, including itiner

and part-time help is a constant hindrance.

Coverage for lunch and duty-free periods remains chaotic, and

//-
recruitment problems contiA plague.to plague.teachers and adninistrators

. -

alike.

Finally, high schools are subject to different funding patterns

which have made planning for and funding special education programs'

particularly difficult and lacking in accountability.

All of these and other budgeting difficulties such as transpor-
-.. -

tation and evaluation are the/subjects of the next portion of this

teport. What is inescapable is that the programmatic and stiffing

problems Which emerge from the case studies find their roots in
Q.e.\

budgeting decisions.

The next three chapters of ,this report will discuss the

budgeting system in greater detail.

4
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CHAPTER III

Growth deConstruction of ihe,apecial Education Budget

A. , Introduction ,

7 %

Because of the increasing numbers of students with handicapping

conditions being served by the public schools and the reporting

reguirementslof the courts, both BE and DSE officials hiVe tiled to

gain item-by-item control of special education expenditures through

better budgeting procedures. Thii is not an easy task. First, it

is of primary importance to correctly estimate and project the number

of handikapped students that the Divisibn must sez've. In times of

rapid growth and changing organizationdl structures, it is especially

difficult to correctly estimate the ...wither of students who will be

evaluated and aptually placed in special education progralmq. Once

the timbers of handicapped students'are projected, then and'only

then canthe Division project the number and type of staff needed,

and how much that staff will cost.

B. Special Education Enrollment Over Time

Findings ir

Between the 1975-76 and 1980-81 school years, the ntmber of
students in special education has grown 100%, not including
students served by the Bureau of Speech Improvement.

The sharp decline in the popu'ation served by the Bureau
of Speech Improvement since the 1975-76 school year and `-

the reappearance of the 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 +Ale type of student 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.

NSE -3/1
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Since then,, the number of students identifed as, learning-
disabled has increased almost nineteen times.

Since the 1975-76 school year, the HC -30 population has

increased 25p%.

_

The number of children with emotional handicapsbeing'
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 'thy' schools.

1

Unlikeother aducational programs, programs for handicapped'

studentshave strict class size limits according to State regulations.:---,-

fte-tZdTge-t reflects these mandates. Teachers are allocated to schoop

based upon the-type of handicaps in the schools. Because of the close

relationships between budget and types of handicaps,,tke diversity of

the handicapped population in our schools must be explored in order

to understand the distribution of resources. Tbis'section focuses

on the numbers and types of handicapped students in the handitapped

poPulation.so that allocation patterns of staff are better underStood.*

The_number of handicapped students served in New York City's

public-schools has been growing rapidly. (See Table 1.) Between
1

1975T76 and_1980-81, the number of special education students has

grown 100%, not including thosi served by the Aureauioi Speech

Improvement.

4

* Data taken from PFIC -1 forms which are filled in by !DSE and returned

bo the State. Repotting dates vary from year,to year. Data are

meant to illustrate overall trends rather than specific yearly

changes. y he numerical changes between 1975-76 and 1976-77

may not gi as great as they appear because the datl for those

school years are less reliable than the data for s hpequent years.

NSE -3/1 52
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TABLE 1

Number of Hand pped Pupils Served in
New York City Public Schools*

'

* of Students',

39,654
48,103 ,

50,246
54,14? i

...
66,44
81,75

School Year

75-76

76-77
77-78

79-80

80-81

% Change

21%

4%

8%

23%

23%

* Not including children served by the B eau of Speech Improvement

marl

The special education population is divided into.handicap cate-4°'

gories. The following are the major di i ions in the handicapped

population:, educable mentally'retarded ( R), trainable mentally

retarded (TMR), emotional handicapped (EH).

(SI), speech' impaired other (SI Other), physically handicapped ortho-

severely speech impair001

pedic (PH Ortho)-, ph

Health Conservation
*

OICally handicapped ot)r (PH, Other, including

classes, EC-10, HC-20, HC-30

learning disabled (SLD). The number of students

, and specific

each handicap

also ch'nged.
V

category hap changed over time. The categories have

Brief program descriptions for each type of handicapp g condition.

hppear in Appendix A.

The graph.and Table 2 on the following two pages ill strate both so

structural changes in the categories of special education d changes

in the ,population receiving services.

The sharp decline in the population served by the Bureau pf

,

Speech Improvegent since the 1975-76 school year-and the' reappearance

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

both change in 'the type of student receiving services and the

NSE -3/1
501.) A
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effect of .funding alloc4tions. In 1975, 39,132 non-handicapped

children with mild speech defects received services twice a week

under the Bureau of Speech. mprovement. Ho4ever, as a result Of

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

entage of students served by the Bureau of Speech Improvement

0
of th= total handicapped population dropped from 49% in 1975, to

26% in 1976, to 1.6% in 1977. Then in FY 1980-81, more students

were identified as needing itinerant speech ,services because of a

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

included in the state aid formula for allocations to the handicapped

and so must be labelled handicapped in order for ,theibity to receive '

,state funds. 0

Another obvious change in the type of handicapped student-se ed

occurred in the 1978-79 school year with theinclusion of the learnin

disabled as a new handicap category eligible-for state aid.' Since the

1978-79 school year, the number of students identified in this cat-wary

has increased alm, nineteen times.

the physically handicapped population is the most numerous in

the schools; one quarter of thetotal handicapped population is

,

classified as physically handicapped. With the exception of the

1979-80 school year, the "physically handitapped other" population

has been increasing steadily. In that category, the popuiatidn

classified as HC-30, which is defined as a brain injury that.cArl//'

-lead to severe learning disability, has show\the most growth .since

the 1975-76 school year. 5,065 HC-30 students were identified
4111

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

NSE-;3/1 5
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% of Tdial
*handicapped pop:

cm1640par . 75-16

Educable .Menem 11.9%

tally Retarded ...

Treinable'Men-

rally istA-dold

EMOVOnall y
0 114ndic-epped

Speech Impaired

.41ftpeech Impaired ,

Other"

-Bening

Vigie
.4

fi -

2.9

# 1'1 4

Physically Handi- 2.2'
-` Caged. Orthopedic ,*

Physically Handl-. 11.8,

capped Other.
.Specif yle-4.6,6(?fin,

Disability
othek (Pre-
PIaCement;
Readiness)5.5

TOTALS

'or

oP

TABLE 2

Tyees of Handicaps 1975-76, - 1981

1975-76a 1976-77b

9,400 9,204

3,018

N/A

,r

39,132 .

4

0,. 145

833

(Ages 3-21)

1977-30 1978-79b

.

8,441 ' 7, 810
,

,6 4,125 3,5'96 2,964

4-,

.14,709 14,958' 13,906

855

1,919 1;409

790

171.451 1,516
- . .

782 . 7264

,2,073 433

44'

401k .

o t % of Total
oe handicapped ,op.

- 4009-80 1980781b 80-81.

6

4

, 7 ,1122 7, 395 9%

3,695 '4,047 5'
. ...

1e,669 , 21,110 25.8
OF

1,523
.

29 1,826 2.2 -.

r
1/2,631 t 3.2

1,040 1;391 1,201 1.5

444 569
.

e;
303 3,046 : 3.2

23, A ,A28:5cg 34.9

627 6,160, 11,788 14:4

A.3;1340 , 19'467 25,437

&

r.
78,786' --60,070

I

51,036t 54,149 66,447 81,756

'source,: a Bernard Gifford', "The. Cost of EdUcating Handicapped pupils, 4n New York City," Board of Educe in

of the City of New York,. January 1977; pp. 8, 10,1-11.

1 b PH1101, SectiOn I -Part 8, Ages .r3 -21,- Boar

The State Education Department, Office of E

'February 1, 1977, February 1, 1978, Decebber
,:cinisification system is not the same as the

0. ,,4 - .

itikuomktion data reported to the University of the

tion of Childr with Handicapping Conditior
.1, 1978, December , 1979, liecerber 1, 1980.

program descriptions used by thit Board of Edu

State,

Ca41101e

0"



21,000 y.

t I t!1 rt;
19,50- jriI sill.

ii r

18,00

#50
,Ittt I t

15,00k , r t

Ill 11
1111tritti,

I1E trip t.13,50 -t t i

44 ft
12,00

$thic41-.).114
10,50

iket,ardeg
1

9,00 .4.11
R. t .,

. pF-99
7,50 - t 14i, I

1,1ti t

6,00
1,1t1;-..tlf,!

4,50 7,

I 11111111111111111111 1 .111111111111

11111011 II III 1.11111111111 I II

11111111111110111101111111101011111111111111111111111111111111111111111

11101111111111110101111111111/110111111111111101110111111111

11111.01111111011111.11111111111IPIP
I

1111 011
78 79 79 80 80 -81



-37-

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

vit "*
year, 17,740 HC-30 students were identified, representing62% of

the "physically handicapped other" population. ** Since the 1975-76
Irk

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

The other significant classification is the emotionally handi-

capped, which since the 1978 -79 school year, has increasers 52%.
%

t

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

-----) almost 50% of the total handicapped population in the schools.

Asir educable mentally retarded, population h S been declining

since the 1975-76-schoO1 year, except for ah crease of 182 students
.

In the 1979-80 school year. The number of EMR students has declined

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

school year, or from comprising024% to 9% of the total hanpaiped

population. The trainable mentally retarded ,population 'es shown

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

'An the 1976-77 school year bo a low of 3,018 stlitents in the 1975-76

school year. In terms of growth, both the ERR and TRM populations
.

are exceptions to the pattern of rapid change evident in the .total

handicapped population'since the 1975-76 sclaol year. The reasons

for this exception to the:trend were not investigated for this report.

C. Special Education,Expenditurgs Over Time

. Findings

--Pr/of to FY 1979, there was a wide divergence' between
growth in- dollar. for special education and growth'in
the Itamditapped population being served, with dollars
growing less rapidly than enrollment. This is no longer
the case -- dollars and enrollment,are growing together.

414,

V

.

ir
/ Gifford, Ibid.

** Board of Education of New York City, DSE Data Bank.

NSE -3/1
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As can be seen in Table 3 and Chart 2. the first year of the

fi al crisis, 1975-76,,resulted in a major reduction of funding

r handiCapped students while the/served handicapped population

was growing. Problems of fundiAg special education continued in

the next few years of the fiscal crisis. All' DSE budget figures

in this report do not include transportation}, fringes, or pensidns.

Table i

OSE's Longitudinal Growth'in Dollars and Students
,

Dollars

toSchool.Year = Students _it Cke;Thill) Change Student
It of Handicapped Per Handicapped

., .

'.

1974-75 39,553 3 : $44.8 4 $3,661

1975-76 40,69 2 .
. 2.p 130.5 4 -9.9 '3;20g

1976-77 43,37, 2 6.6 138.3 4 +6 3,189

1977.-78 1 47,529 .6 141.0 2,967

1978 -79 1 52,829 11.24. ,e 170.1 +20.6 3,220

1979-80 1 61,995 17.4 ` 219.8 +29.2 3,545

1980-81 '.' 80,428 29.7 *290.5' +32.2 3,612,

.

Source: 1) Comparatiiie Statistics on'Special education,

9/33/80, DSE.

2r, Rick Jacobs, Office of Management and Budgat, NYC.

3) Bernard Gif ford, Strengthening Business Management
,page 12 (less'itineiant speech services) .

4) Five year analysis/Of LSE's expense budget, D5E,

10/78. A14-9umbers of handicapped students as of
October 31 of that school' year whiCh differs from
reporting dates requiredby the State Education
Department, and doesnot include students in

Correction facilities. 1"

fi

In earlier years there was wide divergence4tetween growth in ,dollars

and students with dollars growing .less rapidly than enrollment. This

no longer the case; dollars and enrollment are nOw, growing together.*

* This represents a significant increase in city tax levy funds since

federal and state funding have not kept pace with the. need. (See

"Special Education Funding: A Story of Broken Promises," EPP, March

1981)

NSE -3/1'
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C DIVISION OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

GROWTHIN THE BUDGET VS. GROWTH IN POPULATION SERVED
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There also was a dramatic increase in budgeted personnel between

f I

FY'80 and FY'81 (see Tables 4 and 5). Such a budgeted increase

of over $70 million was recognition of the quickly growing handicapped

population being owed. This increase reflected a much greater number

of teaching positions and evaluation positions for a-projected register

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

capped students this school year.
4

Table 4.

Personnel Increase FY'80 to FY'81 (Budgeted)

Pedag6gues and Administrators

4

t5

FY'80 . FY'81

Staff June 1980 Budgeted as of November lit ' % Indrease

Pedagogues 1,065 (a) 12,360 (b) 36.3

Administrative 315 782 930-----, 148.3

Subtotal 9,380 13,142 41

Paras . 2,434 3,782, (a) 55.,

0

Total 11,81A 16,924 43.3

'(a) Source: Comparative Statistics on special education, 9/3/81, psi.

(b) DSE's modified budget as of November 1, 1980.

NSE-3/1.
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Table 5

Personnel Increase FY'80 to FY'81 (Budgeted)
By- Budget Code

.Budget Code Program

Administration alupervision

FY'80(a) FY'81(b) %Increase

2001 Executive Director 11 18 + 63.6

2002 Office of Instructional. .

Programs and Support 9
(9

0

2101 Finance and Management 106 124* + 17.0

2103 Ceniral Support t a

(Sabbaticals,.leaves) 120 140 + 16.7

2105. Hearing-Office . 11 11 0

3701 Instructiodal-Services Admin. .117 62 - 47.0

3/11 Hearing, Speech, Vision 28 20 - 28.6

3721 : Program Development NA 45

3801 Support Services Admin.. NA 107

Subtotal 536

.
:Support

CC
°4

3613 Related Services NA 448

3803 School -based Support Teams). 771 1,990 , 158.1

Instruction

Subtotal 2,438

..-

/3703 -Regionalized Classes 2,847 4,403

3705 Citywide Classes 1,908 2,971

54.7

55.7

3713 Hearing, Speech, Vision Clset 4451. 1,237 178.0

3715 Generic Resource NA 1,529

3805 'Preplacement Classes 61 28 - 54'1

40
SUbtotal 10,168

Grand Total,. 9,380(c) 13,142 40.1

(a) Source: Modified budget 17180 fzam.DSE. The conversion to a
new budget format resulted in missing information (NA) in some
programs because DSE's crosswalk was incomplete.

(b) FY'81 Budget ScIeduleS, OSE, 11/1/80.

-(o) Comparative statistics in special education, 9/3/81, OSE

NSE -3/1
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The increase in the budget,to cover the srojectedincrease in

handicapped students was spbitantial. 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

DSE-Budget Growth
FY80-81

Audit FY'80 Adopted Budget FY'81
I # of . # of

__ dollars (a) students (b) dollars (c) students (d)

DSE .4219:9 million 51,995 $290.5 million , :80,428

BE 2,608.7 million 931,500 2,530.3 Million 914,299

% of

BE's budget 8.43% 6.66% -11.48% -8.8%

Sowce: (a) BE, Statement of Expenditures and Encumbrances,
FY'80 5rOm firm of Peat, Mkwick, Mitchell & Co.

(br) Eitimated October 31; 1979 register, Bureau of State
Financial Aid, Budget, Estimates, 1981-80.

(c) NYC adopted Budget, FY'81, after Board of Estimate/.
City Council changes.

(d) Net October 31, 1980 Register, Office of Student
Information Services.

D. The Per Pupil Cost of Special Education Programs er

Findings

Per pupil costs (based on classroom staff only) for special
education programs for children with various handicapping
Conditions range from a~ low of $810 per pupil in resource -

rooms (plus the student's cost in the regular classroom) to
$3,149 for children with'smultiple haddicOs. The State

NSi -3/1

4



-43-

. granted temporary variances from required class sizes
because of teacher recruitment difficulties have reduced
costs for most, but not all programs.

Teacher units are allocated to'community school districts based

on the type of handicaps identified in the ditrici. State Mandated

class size limitations determine the actual cost of special education

programs. In October 1980, the an;ed certain-class size

variances. The variance was d signed to accommodate more students

awaiting placement in a s cta1 education class because of the limited

number of teachers. In June 1981, the variance will end and the.

State Education Department will permit new class sizes similar'to

the 80/81 variances if the Board adopts certain new program struc-

tures. The financial implications o fth)variance are reflected in

Tables 7, 8, and 9.

The-most expensiye special education program is for the multiply

'helidicapped. The per,pupil cost-of $3,149 (based on the cost of class-
.

room staff only) is not affected by the variance.

The resource doom program is the least expengfve special edudation

\ program. Wilth.the variance, the cost of this program has been reduced

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

allocated to the special'educaflonSidget does not include the cost

of the student in the regular classroom, this program being totally

additive in nature. For all school levels, the per pupil cost of

the resource room program. without the variance is'$810. With the

variance, the per pupil cost at the elementary level $675, a 16.6%

savings of $135. At the junior high and high school level there is

NSE-3/1 65
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a 20% savings of $162 with the variance. As of December 1, 1980,

11,788 learning disabled students were counted on DSE's register.*

Except for the program foi multiply_ handicapped students, the NIEH,

EH, and'TMR (at the elementary level) have the highest per pupil cost

withost'the variance. Of these three, the per pupil cost of the.TMA ;

program at the elementary.level has been most 'significantly reduced

by the variance. At the elementAry level it has decreased from $2,159

without the variance_ to $1,799 with the variance,, a 16.7%'decrease band

per pupil savings of $360. Both the NIEH'and EH programs cost $2,159

per pupil without the variance. With the variance,'the per pupil cost

of the NIEH program has blen reduced by only .3.8% for a per pupil

saving of $83: The cost of the EH program was rediiced more signifi-

cantly by 9.1% for,' savings-of $196. _'The number of EH students on

s registers as of December 1, 1989 was 21,110.. ,

The, per pupil Cost of the HC-30 program at the junior high and

high school levels,ind the educable mentally retarded program az

the elementary level actually increased from $1,079 without thq

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

* PHC71, Board of Eduda tion data re ported to the State, Ibid.
.

66 I
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P=am

HC -30

Neurologically
impaized/
emotionally

.b.andicapped

Educable

mentally
retarded

Trainable
mentally
retarded

Emotionally
handicapped

Resource
rooms

Multiply
handicapped

Table 7

The Cost of Special Education - Without the Variance

Level

Elementary
Junior High
High School

Maximum
Class Size

10

15

15

Elementary 10

Junior High 10

'High School . 10

Elementary

Junior High
High School

15

18

18

Elementary 10

Junior High 12

Elementary 4

Junior High
High School

10

10

10

Elementary 20

Junior High an '-

High School 2d1

.Elementary
Junior High
High School

12

12

12

Additional
Staff'Support

,

Teacher
Salary

Para Salary

$5/hour for
6 hours

No $16, 190

No 16,190

No 16,136

16,190 $ 5,400
1 16,190 5,400

16,190 5,400

/No 16,190

No 16,190

No 16, 190

1 16,190 5,400

1 16,190 5e400

t 16,19 5,400

1 16,190 5,400

1 ..4h.

dlw
.

16?190 5,400
4

No
No
No

ant

4

4

'16,190
16,190

16,190

4110'

1

Source: State Education Department,

6,190 5,400
16,190 5,400-

16,190 5,400

3 y "20, 1978

1

Instructional
Cost -per Pupil,

$1,619

1,e79

1,079

2,159
2,159

2,159 ,

1,079

899
899

-

2,159
-1,799

2,159

2,159

2,159

810

810

810

3,149

3,149 ,

3,149

ti
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Table 8

The Cost of Special Education 1,- With the Variance

4

Program JAW:2LL--.

imam
la s Size

,'AddAiona/'
Staff Support

-5

ether
Salary

PATa Salary
$5/hour'for

6 hours

c=4

Instructional
Cost per Pupil

HC-30 Elemihtary 5 . 1 $16,190 $ 5,400 . $1,439

Junior High 1 . 16,190 400, 1,199

High School 8 1 16,190 ,400
,

'1,199

Neurologically Elementyy 3 2
,-,

16,190 5,400 2,076

1111iPairqd/ Junior High 3 2 16,190' 5,400 2;076

emotionally
handicapped

,.Jiigh School 3 2 16,190 5,400 2,076

Educable Elementary' ° 1 16,190 5,400 1,199

Mgptally Junior High No _, 16,190 899

retarded High School 18 NC/ 16,190 - 899

4
/

Trainable Elementary 15 2 1116,190 5,400 1,799'

'mentally
retarded

. -

Junior High

.

15 2 16,190 / 5,400 1,799

Emotionally Elementary 11 1 16,190 5;400 - 1,963 .

''handicapped 'Junior High 11 ' 1 16,190 5,400 . 1;963

High School 11 1 16,190 5,400 1,961

Resource Elementary 24 No 16,190 675

rooms Junior High 25 No 16,190 648

High School ---25 No 16,190 648

0

-Multiply ,Elementary 12, 4 16,190 5,400 .
3,149 ,

handicapped Junior High 12 16,190 5,480 3,149

High School 12 16,190 5,400 3,149

.
NSE -3/1

Source: State Education Department, October 17, 1989
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Tablee

11rnaparison:of-Instruttiona1 Cost2of,SPICial Education

With and With Out the Variance

.

proiram

MC-30'. ,

.

4
.4 3.

,Neutologically
impaired/
emotionally
Ilandicipped

ucable 'uca
mentally
etarded.

-

Trainable

medtally-
, retarded

0- .

Emotionally
hanpcapiled -

.

.

' wi tbi6 kit .Wit44

. the tile .

Level Variance Variance

Elementary $1,09- 41,439
Junior High 1,079 es 1,199

High SchogX, . 1,47 . .1;199

,
. e- - .

elementary 2,159 . 2,076

Junior-H*4h 2,159 2,076 ,

High School 2,159' .2,076
.i 1

0

, Elementary .1,199 ,

Junior. High 899 899.1."

: High School ,899 ,899

Elementary'; 2,159 1,799,

Junior High 1,799 1,799

IF

- Resource
'

or

4

xMultiply
.handicapped

alb

NSE-3/1

1

1ao/11,1%
+ 120/11.1
+ 120/11.1

.

- '83/3.8
- 83/3.8

- 83/3.8

+ 120/11.1

a

- 360/16.7,

Elementary 2,159 1,963 - 196/9.1.

Jdnior .pigh 2;159 , 1;963 - 196/9.1

High School 2,159 - 1,963 - 196/9.1

*
elementary 810 675

LOOMS i Junior High 810 648 \

High School, 810 648

f(11-IL -qM '"
- 165/16.7
=162/20.0'

, ,- 102/Z4.0.

.
tlem9ntary t,14-41, 3;149-

Junior High 3,149 3,149k

High School 3,149 3,149'

r
111

41,
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E. The Construction of the'Budget

44 Findings

The construction of..the budget is based upon register
projections and staff ratios.

' For 1984-81,utotal register projecti s were correct
although the underlying assumptions not accurate.
21% fewer evaluations than'projected wer completed
but the actual number of studenti placed in programs
was also different from the p402cted rate. .

.Ace'

By March 1, 1981, in additiOn,to 4,624 students awatting-
, . a site offering, at leagt 4,514 students had been e4alu-

ated, but not placed because of processing delays.

Budgeted rat not account for recruitment
'difficultiesOhich resulted in 284 classroom teacher
vacancies as of May, 1981.and a budget surplus. Some'
Rositions are not formalized for examinations;egamin*
,ions are,given yery infregUently, and grading id-slow,
leading to large numbers of per diem certifications,
further discouraging recruitment, exacerbating turnover,
and compromising program integrity.

DSE's Current budgetwas-based on register projections. From ap

actual base of 65,595 studentg'in January 1980, the Board projected

a 41.4% regigter increase to 92,734 students by end of this

school,yeart Oncethe Board established how many handicapped students
04

would be sSrved,a series ofloodel staffing ratios were designed to

indicate theopumber of staff needed to serve

students. When the Board was unable to f

projected number of

budgeted positions 4ecause

of the difficulty in hiring certain special ed,.7:tion staff, a budget

Surplus resulted.
f

1". Register projectlons

\ -___ '4
lib. .

.-1411.'N

/ The register base of 65,595 handitippedstudents waisg.reed.to by
. .

-.' both OMB and'QSE. This base theft assumed a wth by May.;.:,'14). tO1111.
.

. .

.

.

.

. 2,734 takihg attrition the number f students'leaving thp sygtem)
',.

into account: The assumed. tite .of growth was based upon, 3,500 average,

i completed. evaluations per month. A' show rate of 62.5% was estahlished
..\A

NgE-3/1
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f
as a weighted average af:'the percentage, of students who, began and

completed -the evaluations and placement prgcess. This weighted

average depended updn two factors:

li 40.3% of the completed evaluations would

for resource rooms,'52.5% recommended for

self-contained classrooms and 7.2% recommended

for non-handicapped *tps;

2) a 90% show rate was assumed for 'students

recommended for resource rooms and a'52%

show rate w&s assumed for self-contained

classrooms. Net/growth resulted frbm

using a 15% attrition rate.

a

How accurate were these projections for thenumbOr ofibompleted
*

evaluation and actual placekents? Were these assumptions useful for

estimating registers?

The total lumber of stddentsi counted'in the special education

register (91,511); including the number of students awaiting site

placement in special education classes, as of,the end of February,

1981, is only 1,211'students short of the Division's register pro-

jection (92,734) for May 1981. 4
%

,- In addition to
4
.the list students awaiting a site bffering,

there are two ,other waiting lists% One list is' for students who

have been

station

list is for students

offered a site but are.not placed, usmally because trans-

tc)...theg.i.te has no/t been arranged yet. The

who have been offered a site, but the

ird waiting

4

student's

Option A form, a parental consent form for placement, has not been

mit
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received. Once a itudent's'Option A form has been completed, that

student becomes part of the, legal waiting list and is therefore

subject to court mandates which, stip*ate that the child must be

placed in an appropriate setting within 60 days of referral (Sose P.

v. Ambach, 1979). This 60-day clock stops, however, if there is

delay in receipt of the Option A form whis4 is attributable to lack

I
of parental cooperation. ,Why is the list of students awaiting

parental consent for placement so large? One possible explanation

may 'be that SBST staff are' not pursuing thecopletion of the

Optionrntrm to keep the legal waiting list small. Onsthe other "

, T
hand, parents may not be responding to the form rn a timbly fashions

or, unintentionally, SBST staff may not be following ufon the

consent forms once they are sent to parents. These two lists,

for resource room students without Option A forms and site-offered

students, total'4,514 students: Togeier with he 4,624 students

I awaiting site offering, the three lists total 9,138 students. This.7'

sum does not include students without Option firms who have been
6 4

referred to programs other than resource rooms.

Even though the May 1981 register projection for the total

handicapped population seems to be quite close to or lower than

actual; the underlying assumption on which the? estimates were II, '

. ,
.e

sed were slightly off. First, the assumed rate,of growth of the
.

.
,

rdicapped population was based.dh an average of 3,500 completed
.

" +A
. o AW

.,, :G . .

'evaldkions ,pee month. .
.

*

A monthly average of 2,769 evaluationt were 'completed between.

4,
September, 980 and February, 1981. The number of completed evalua-

thetions for the six months is 4,384 less than the expected number

a
NSE-3/1
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G.

*V evaluations for 6 months. (See Table 10.) This represents a

20.9% decrease from the estimated number of completed evaluations.

Oct., 1980.

Nov., 1980

Dec.1 1980

Jan., 1981

Feb., 1981

Table 10

Actual Completed Evaluations

4or

Evaluations'

Narber greater or less
than assumed average of
3,500 monthly evaluations

3,735

3,550

+ 235

+ 50

2/088 - 10,412

1,917 - 1,583

'. 2,462' - 1,038
;

2,864. - 636 i

TOTALS 16,616 - 4,384
4

Allierage peg month: 2,769/20.9% decrease from 3,500,,e
'

,

6w
Since the register projeiLion for the total handicapped population

: 41IP

is close to the actual registers and the number of completed evaluations.

was less than expected, then either the assumed distribution of
.

..z

students by programer the assumed show rate was off in the May 1981
woo ' 0.

41
register projectign.

.

The most apparent difference between the register projections

andthe actual register is in the generic resource room program

(Table 11). The Board projected 8,103 more students in generic

resource rooms than the sum of the February 1981 actual register-

Slus the February 1991 waiting list of studentsl.who have not been

offered a site. This discrepancy is mitigated by the waiting list

RISE -3/ 1 7
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4

of students evaluated as needing services in a resource room whose

Option A form has not been received. As of February 1981, 2,333

Students evaluated as needing 2,814 hours of service in a resource

room were awaiting the parental consent form for.placement. When

the number of students awaiting placement in 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

still 9',770 stUdents short of the May 1981 ,register projection for

ptudentS served in a generic resource room, though it may be closer

by the end of the year.

'contained setting was also too low. As gf February 1981, 307 students

were awaiting a site offering in an HC-30 class, and 258 students were

baiting a site offering in an EH class. The number of students evalu-

9

The Ma 1981 estimate of the number of students served in a self

ated as needing services in, an HC-30 class or EH class requiring Option
4

A forms is unavailable. However, it isweife to gay that tap demand4for

HC-30 and ES classes is growing and accounts for the .growth of the self

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

category:totalling 41.3 by March 31, 1981, was alsd'uhderestiima
-ft

the May )981 projectforis. The increase in the numberof mildly speech
a

.impairdd students receiving itinerant servIces to 291 by March 31, 1981
'

Ar

p
accounts for the growth in this category.

2. StaffIneatios
.

:

. ,./

lOnce the BE established how many handicapped students would be
0

served, the number of staff needed to serve these-students had to
.;

be established. This was done through a series of staffing ratios

'fog each type of class.

NSE -3/1

.74. fe

I.



Tablp 11

,

A

1

Types of
Classes

AtkUal
1/80

Estimate
6180

Register Projections al Actual Registers
for Special Educa ion Cla4ses

ACtual Estimate Actual Estimate Actual

6/80 9/80 9/30/80 5/1/80 '2/8r

Wait. List
End of
2/81

Actual-
,2/81 +

Wait. List
2/81

$ /

Self- Contained

Generic Resource
Rooms

ft

Categorical
Resource Rooraso

Other

Private Schools

Totals

50,455

4,218

2,318

3,604

5,000

52,966

9,643

2,304

3,60h

5,000

53,438

8,083

2,765

2,750

5,823

54,475,

15,063

1

2,249

3,604

5,000

56,874

9,292

2,614

2,287,

5,878

56,911

24,598

4010,

2,136

3,604

5,485

58,533

13,734

2,770

.

5,692

6,160

1,494

2,761

187.

39

143

J

60,027/65.6%

16,495/18.0

. 2,957/3.2

5,731/6.3

6,303/6.9

65,995 73,457 72,859. 80,191 76,945 92,734 86,889

----.-

4,624 914513/100.0%

7

NSE -3/1

N

. Sourccj Division of Special Education 7 6'



-54-

The stiffingartice weit designed by DSE and represented the,

ideal model of staffing in each type of handicap program. This

differeddignificantly from previous years in which incremental

increases were budgeted disregarding the staffing each program

warranted. Such and approach was the first step fn the development

of a prograa budget.

The ideal 'model did have one flaw; the assumption that staff

for these models actually existed or could be recruited with tradi-

tipal methods. In fact, some staff is in great demand and short

supply, especially, teachers of resource rooms and occupational and

its

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

fill budgeted positions and a surplus in the Division of Special Educe-

tion. Accordingto the December budget variance r!port, a $8.5 million

d surplus existed in the BE, primarily in special tducation.

AP

As of May 2,1 1981, there were 284 teacher vacancigs in special

education in the following programs:

i

,

.
Astistic t

,Emotionally handicapped
Educable mentally retarded .

'

6

34.

3

2

3

1

2

6

5

1

1

.16

21

3

109

11-

Adult skills training center
RC-30
General Industrial lab S
Learning center II (readiness) .

Metrologically impaired emotionally handicapped
ScffoCIfor lanyuagy end healing impai2ed .

Speech improvemerit

Trainable mentally retarded A .

Title I 'Reading"

Title I Math a

Bilingual emotionally handicapped
.

Resource roam .Jr
Center for the Multiply handicapped
Occupational training center

....X 8
' Hard of hearing 14

i

Teacher mom . 1 .

Itidiness . 13 4

77

A

NSE-3/1
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Day treatment (cluster sites for the emotionally

handicapold) 32

Career development center 5

TOTAL 214

n
Source; Board of Education the Division of Personnel, May, 1981

There were 300-vacant claikroom positions in April, 1981, so the

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

student evaluatidns may require more teachers.

Teacher recruitment and hiring are the responsibilities of the

Personneltavision. Because there is an acute shortage of' resource

room teachers, the ac 'nistrative office for the generic- resource

room programs has,aSsignedia persopo'to be in charge of tsonnel.

This office conducted research to find the best methods for-teacher

recruitment hnd found that most.teachers are, hired through friends

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

in,the New York Times. To a degree, the administralp office for the

_generic resource room program has taken over recruitment responsibili-

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

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

the summer at this rate, there will be a maximum of 39 generic resource
6

room teacher vacancies by September 1981. However, children continue

to be 'Valuated all year, requiring more teachers, and teacher recruit-.

ument'for\short-term assignments is difficult.

There are five people in the Personnel Division who are directly

iesponsiblq fQr hiring special 'education staff. The Division adver-

tises openings in the major newspapers. For the prospective employee,

the'firpt step in the hiring process is to have official transcripts

NSE -3/1
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reviewed by the Board of Examiners. On the basis of that review, the

Board of Examiners will immediately indicate what licensing exam the

applicant is eligible to twice. Since the exams for regular special

education Licenses are given infrequently, the applicant can pursue

a temporary per diem certificate. The tests or temporary per diem

certificates are given a week to ten' days a ter the applicant has

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

given. The Chancellor's office requests exams for regular special

tad"; tion licenses to be given when the need arises. Once the exam'

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

- may hire, staff.

Dr. Gerald Brookes, the administrator of the Office of Field

/

Services in the Division 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 many vacancies in special education
4

teaching positions, he feels that the number of regular education

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

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

. position. Third is that the entry level salaries paid by the Boar&

are not as attractive as other offers« Finally, 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

City's public scho911A4..-Milassawer, certain districts are perceived

as parti larly undesirable and have,mare difficulties acquiring

necessary staff.

NSE:-3/1
4



Despite these admitted difficulties in teacher recruitment,

more could'be done to make it easier for applicants egotiate
_

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

' , applicant for a special education teaching position'in February

1981, reported the following difficulties:

- conflicting information from Personnel and the Board of

'Examintrs about qualifications and waivers; /

.

- 'failure to inform him about the availability of waivers:.

- conflicting information at different times from the Board

of Examiners about the application procedure;

- lack of direction from receptionists about where to apply;
vl

- the necessity to speak with §everal differentclfices.to

get all necessary information, material, and applications.,

The most severe teacher shortage problem is in the resource

room program. Recruiting bilingual staff in all specf%1 education

positions is another difficult problem for tile. Personnel Division. -

The following licenses are offered in special education:

Teacher Licenses:

Emotionally Handicapped
Health Conservation
Mentally Retarded
Speech Impropement
Limited Vision ,'"
Deaf and Hard.of Hearing
Blind

Other Licenses:

Social Worker _._

Psychiatrist
Psychologist

The following Is a list of the most-recent exams given, or scheduled

to be given for special:education teaching' licenses. Applications

for,these exams were made available January 30, 1980.

6

NSE -3/1 80
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License

Mentally Retarded

,Limited Vision
_

feat art} Hard of Hearing

Health 'Conservation

Speech-Improvement

-58-

Closing Date
for Applications Date of Exam!

-5/8 /10/81

5/8 6/10181\

5/1 6/3/81

5/1 6/4/81

3/19 4/9/81

Source: Board of Examiners, May 1981

Not only are special licensing exams given very infrequen

but once the exam is given, a great deal of time elApses before the

Board of Examiners promulgates an eligible list. For example,

June 30, 1980, an exam for An emotionally handicapped teaching license \

of a generic nature was given. This was the first emotionally handi-

capped licensifik exam given in five years and the first special

_,education licensing exaiviven in three years. At least 6,000 people

took the exam and the Board of Examiners,.a, year later, has yet to

promulgate a 113t. The last exam for the psychologist license was

given in 1974

There is no license speafically for resource .room teaciers.

Resource room teachers are required to ave masters degree' in'any

special-education-related discipline plus a minimum of f% credits_ in

reading. Applicants with 3 credits of math as well are preferred.

These requirements are more rigorous than those for other positions
. ,

11,

and may partially account for.the recru4tment problems. As of Au 27,

1981, one-third of all resource room teachers held temporary per diem
V.

certificates; the ,test Serve on other special education licenses.

NSE -3/1 S1
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401.

. This does not help program integrity, remarked the director of the

generic resource roam program, who would like to see a resource

room teaching license developed. Education evaluator, a mandated

member of all- Committees on the Handicapped and SBSTs, is another
4

position that has not been-formalized or wellrdefihed.,

k'
The drawbaq6i of the temporary per diem certificate far teachers

are that teachers are frozen on a low salary step, they have no job

a
a

security, and no pension plan. Approximately 3,500 special education

staff hold temporary per diem certificates as of May 1981. For the

resource roam program, temporary per diem ;eachers will take exams for

other special education; licenses to remove themselves froM temporary

per diem status'and obtain a degree of job security. Certainly the

temporary per:drgi certificate allows the Personnel Division'to hire

special education staff far more quickly, thus reducing the.problem

of teacher vacancies. The lower salary scales qf per diem teachers

also have contributed to the 1980-81 surplus at DSE. 'However, the

conditions for the temporary per diem certificate are not attractive

.

enough to keep teachers satisfied, and temporary per diem teachers

may _leave the system, for more promising positions.

The position of special education supervisor. only recently hai

been formalized. Therefore, many district managers are not properly

cebtified, or teachers or members of the Committeeon the Handicapped

with other duties are fulfilling this role. Their lack of a formal

tit1 has compromised the

this position.

supervisory authority of persons acting in

Staff acting in the position of mlperVisor are now facing a
±

rj formal hiring process which includes.ap exam and three steps o

NSET3/1 ti
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ti
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(./

o 4

intervientAupe,rintendnts report& that some acting special

,education supervisors, who had done an outstanding job, were not

malang:it tc,e.esecond interview. The resulting assignme

4111 .

q./au4e°further temporary disrur.tons in the Divisign's
icy

.

patterns. The'Divtsiqn is now reviewing these prbbl

_

-Xecommendations

wk.

staffing

The Board of Education should formalize special edu = ion

el positions as quickly aspossible'so that teachers, sup isors,

and administrators. may.l?e properly licensed Arid maid and have thl/. .

. .

full-authdrity of theile positions. Vigorous recrulment/efforts

should be Unartakeri 'and alternative methods eXpliored. Licensing

tests ilutit

..

iven m requently ipd graded expeditiously.i
. .

'
,w ,

..

=w
,

Future pejectiods for staff needs'
-

)4 4' ould take n account'
.

,,,,

b the experienee cf this year
.4
Concerning...placement rates nd.:patterns.

.. .

4

.

..*. -..

ApIrtherere, Zte Board.should investigate .W Cause for the delays e.0
..,

i. I , gib t .
in the process'elf-obtainingAOption A pai-ental consenlfforms.

A, le . .. .. . # . ,
I , * - - - .

. .. ., .14 . P .

.

40,

414

a.)

S

* The Enehas conSistentik advocated the eliminationli,cf the Eloard

pa Exaiiners and ,alternative certification methodslikare under'
discussion at 1116%.442te level. HoweVer, as long as the Board

hai the,esponlbtlity of prOducinfrIkring.listseit must441fii1
'Oat finctiorOm a timdty manner. ,

. *et
,
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CHAPTER P,7

.
4

The Current Budget (1980-81)

./

A. Introduction
r

VW ., .

Findings
.

e
.

DSE's budget for FY 1981 is made up of adMinistration
\(4.9%), support. (17.6%), and. instruction (70.6%):

The adChpted budget for DSE was $290,531,461 finr.this school
,

1

year. (DSE's bet does not include transportation, fringes, and

Ic .- ,

'pensions
Ar--
Of this, $251.99 million was for staff, salaries (PS) and

. -

$38.54 was for supplies and equipment (OTPS). For the purposes o 47

.

this report, the budget condition, in NovembelPwill be used because

't
the financial\plan savings will !'lave beerallocated: Thus, the

J..-- vember condi on is a more adequate reflection of the budget.
,

DSE'S budge is divided into 19 budget codes. (See AppendiX S.)

Each corresponds A program and can include administrative, super-.

. - . A
6

viSbry, and teach'
4. posa

itions. Therefore, in some budget codes it
?

. . .
.

is,imposa.ible to del neate whetheestaff are budgeted to work in an

.r., . .
, , :%

.

administrative office, to superVise special education staff, or ,to
,0 ..f

Os

work with children at t e school lersk. The budget codes are sub-
,

. ,

.
* . diiided in4f lines .which orrespond to the forMal,titles 9r positions

.:,

e . .
Nieelik. -

4

in'.whidh staff are paid. ince many staff positions a;"loe not formalized

thr lines are not an accura -indication of where staff are working.

Chart'3 illustr&tes- uctdte of the budget'. Thereeis one
o .

. .

A

7

box for eachObud4et the budge40code'inclUdei more than

one type of position variouss ff are listed parehthelically. .The

'number of full-time staff and the amount of money bUdgeted in each'

.

code are indioated in ea%box. Fi ally, the.peruitage of the
le0

NSE-3/1
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)

total amount budgetedfor staff saliries.(PS) in each budget code

is indicated at the bottom of each box. At the bottom le;1111hand-
g,

44.

/ -

corner are two boxes for Preplacement classes and Central' Support.
.0 ;.

0, I

pretacement classes are being phased out. When a child's diagnodis

is unsure, the"child is placed in a preplacement class for further

observation until an auiropriate diagnosis and program recommendation

V .

can be made by'the teacher. ,The central support unit is for teachers
0 r .

and'administrators On sibba.teical. . ., ,

0
.

Another, way to understand' DSE's budget is to group the budget
i .. .,--

cones according to.theFlition they represent 'tinder the brokd cate-
, .

.

glories of administi=ationsupport; and instructio n.

ill
Table 17a is DSE's current, budget for FY The administrative

share 0 the fidget is 4.9%. The support share is 17.57%. Instruction

takes up 70.62% o' the budget. The remainder lies in "colle'ctive bar-
.

1 /
gaining lump sums yet to be distributed. The difference between .- r

0 .., .
.

N I
.

pedagogical and administratift positions is not a simple divisio4

between administrators and teachers. Staff paid ,on ,pedagogical lines,
40.

in administrative offices:or supervisory positions mast meet the

educational and credit requirements' of the jobs,:which usually are

related in.some way to teachitig. Most supervisors and coordinators

are paid on pedagogical lines. The 031 code is for para-profistionals

4
who are paid by the hour. The 032 code is for staff'who are paid by ,

.

.

. .
tte day.(temporary per diem staff). '4 . .

I ' t

..4
e I

".. 1
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CHART 3

DSE BUDGET (November 1,44980)

a

I ExecUtive Director
I

I Budget Code: 2001 -I

"` I
Staff: 18 I

$372,736

I 415%

Program Devdlopmentl
Budget Code: 37211.

$1,005,384 .39%1

. -?ield $ervrces
Budget Code: 3701

(inclddes regional offices
& administrators fof city-
wide_programs) Staff: 62

$1,193,602 .46%

441,
I

IRegionalized Classes
faudget Code: 3703.

l(iricludes teachers'
lanq,site supervisors)

41 'Steer 4,403°

1$73,p5,663 30.05%

a

Y

Personnel (PS) $256,783,435
Staff: Only full-time positions

I
Office of Instructional4rograms I

I& Support Services Budget Code: 20421
.((includes administrators for related

I

IserviCes)44Staff: 9 $29b,4132 .09%1

I
Generic Resource ROOM 1

Wogram Midget Code: 37151

kincludes administrators andl
'teachers) Staff: 1,,529

I $18,638034 7.3%

Citywide Class's and
schools ,Budget Cede: 37051
(includes teachers and I /

supervisors) Staf2',971 [
$54,599,606 ),25.16% r

I. preplacement,Classes
Budget4Code: 3805

I

/ IStafft 28 $538,347 .21%1

On.

Central. Support t

pl. .Budget Code: 2103
JIBtaff: 140 $,659,434 1.89%1 .

NSE -31V-
t 4 (1 , li

I-

'Office of Finance and) I Hearing Office 1

1Management . Budget' 'Budget Code: 2105 I

ICOde: 2101 Staff: 1241 'Staff: 11 $185,0961

1$2,500,965 .97% I/ 1%07% 1

'Related ServiCes , Budget

ICode: 3613 linclIpdes

joccupetional ad physical
lihex-apisty, .guidance counselors,

Inurses and clerical staff)

IStaffk 48 $7;113,548 '2'.77%

\

1 Speech Vis.i,on anclitgaring I

1ResourceRom Adminitra- 1
\Itif Budget Code: 37111

ISta f: 20 $399,510 .14%1
I

IS peec h Vi sion and He ar i n

IResotirce Room Teachers

1Budget Code: 3713
1

Staff: 20 $20,286,698

e 0. 1.7.94 I

c

I

School-based
Stipport Teams

BddgetiCode:'3801
(includes .regional 1

ficesigtaff: 1071
,906,308 .74% ,1

I

I e
School-based Support Teams1
Budget Code: 3803 a 1

(includes clilical super- 1

visors, codMi ees on the 1

handicapped, and distric
managers) 'Staff: 1,990 1

$37,997,73i 14.8% 1
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A. ,Budget Code Administration
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Tab lelz

1980-81 si !s :411
. ,

.

4.1

Ini11:Time1Full-Time 1 ,

t .

2001:
i'lQ02:

, 2101:
2103:
2105:
3701:

..
Admin. 1Pedago-gues '1 H9urly1 Day,?:# PS. OTPS

- .

Executive Dir.
Office of Instsructional
Programs & Support

Finane & lianagement Services
Central Support
Hearing Off. on Appeals
Field Services

8

3

91
14Q

9
26

3711:: Speech, 'Vision & Hearing
Resource Room Admib,

3721: Off. of Program Development
3801: School -based Support Team

,Admin.
-lubtotal

B. Support

36113: Related Services.,
3803: SBST

Subtotal

C. Instruction

3703: Regionalizes Classrme.
3705:, Citywide Clses. & e

Hearing3713: Speech, Vision & Hearing
Ressource Roams

- '3715: Generic Res. Rms.
3805: Pre- Placement

Subtotal

D. OTPS loy

2104: NYSTL OTPS 975,000
'2110: Payments for Instr.

31,295,1)00

Lump Sum PS 17,8r2,299

` TOTAL

NSE -3/1

.

"It

4

of.

0

1

1l 10; .

1 6 lj
1' 33 1,038
I, 9,782
1 12 '3,580
1 36 1 /4,6413
I

.10 r 10. .. ." %92
1 35
35 72 24:4150

132 204 54,205

rv.

46
538

'12

5

2

2

372 106,543
1,528 4114,178

1,900 517,721

.S.. 372,73.§

238,1481
ri 2,500T9

43,044
41.

4,859434J
4. 186,956
ov.1,193, 632

\.
359,510

.1,05,3961
1,906,308

"</i

43,0441 12,621,503

7,113,548
842. 37,997,733

842

-4;96' A 124,46316.
2,939 1111,670,4611

,1,232 16,906k
1,563; ".241,83

26 8,5641

-43.0,,116 1,84'9,2331

4

1,
,
1.2,421,159

-S
Nt."1

$'. 799,0271
."1,151,7191'

170,250'
2,705,839

' 64,763.
1,442,1700

1g,b35,277

. .
45,111,2811 1,635.,277

77,175,663
64,599,606

0

20,286,698
18,638,034

518:347

r81 ;238,348
.

5'

43;8861 256 83,435140,

591,980

591,980

1

k
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B. -Administration.

DSE's administrative staff was budgeted for 536 positions as of

.November 1, 1980 for $12,621,507 Which is 469A of DSE's budget.*-4';Ut

these 536 positions, 140 are a central supports unit used for teachers

and administrators on sabbatical. This leaves 396 budgeted positions

within administration wh).ch includes, regional office staff. The

Office of the Executive Director is budgeted for eight administra-

tive staff and ten pedagogical for a total of 18. The Office of
,

. .
.

InstructOral Programs and Support Services hts,a budget ofthree
.

administrators and six pedagogues. Between the - central and regional

offices for instruction, 62 positions have been budgeted, with each

_._ _

004ional office, having 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 regiOna

structure also divided into. six regional offices with total budgeted

poeitioni of 107.

0-

C. Support Services

Finflings

These are few positions for special education guidbnce, coun,-
selors budgeted in the communityschool districts: Presently;

there is a paucity of school-based support teams budgeted in
the sckool districts.

However, some districts hate better staffing than others.
Gdidanop counselors range fro a ratio of counselors to
handicapped studentsof 1/247 to 1/859. The r io Of SBSTs -

to referrals ranges from 1/13.5 to 1/57.1.

,A.
Support services are primarily aimed at serving the handicapped

- chil in areas other thav instruction. They can be classified into

T ... .

94
* PS Only ($256,70,435).

.-i-

I

. - .. N4-3/1
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a*

evaluation; placement and related services such ounseling,

occupational and physical therapy. Support' services are reflected

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 members\ el

2) Budget Code 3803, School Based EUppOrTeams bUdgeted for,
. .

, .

$37,9'97,733, whic13 is 14.8% of the PS budget fic ,99D

staif -members .

at e . ,.,. , ,
1) Related service ar cdivided into "several staff ategories:

fe. e

Occupational therapists 25

physical!"'Therapidts 25

Stitt-Nurses
1,

23:-
SpecialEducation Guidance
Counselors 210

T.eacAex lines for physic,
handicapped orthbpedic
(adaptive physical education) 160

Other 5'

t; 448

The distribution of these budgeted Roitions a g the districts

is citegljite diverse. Occupatignal all physical therapists'and staff

nurses are primarily in special sclhools for tH4 phsically handicapped
' . -

child as are' teachers' for the physically, orthopedic.

4
The numbers of budgoted special education guidance counselors

.
.

0

.
in the community school districts vary from district to district. (Seery

.

Table 13.) 'They from a ratio of 1 counselor to .247 children in

IP, .

.District 5 t).1 to 859 in District 12. The average school. di strict

s
is budgeted ohe guidance counselor ;for every 441 Handicapped students.. -

Districts 10., 11, 12, 45,

one,guidance cieselor to

NSE -3/2 .

20, 21, 24 band 30 have ratios that exceed

every 500 students.

9 t) \
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I

Table 13

. .

Special Education Guidance Counselors
As Budgeted

.
.

Handicapped Guidance Coanse1Ors
Students , Budgeted Ratio

41/. 10/31/80 6. 11/17/80 GCs/HC Pop

MANHATTAN
1, 63.'l

1,524

3 \ 1,209.

4. . 1,142

5. -465,

6 720

4igh'Schools 1,490
tal 8,313

BRONX

7 1,434 4-

= 8 1,622

9 . -1,288

10 - - 24
11 2,056
12 1,375

High Schools-- --ZTET-----
Total 11,669

(.4

2.8

3.2 _

3.9

1 *1.4

"
.

3.4

4i
4

3.6

3.4

4.8.

2

3

' 1.6

5

11./372

1/363
1/432

1/4,57

1/247
1/45g
1/448

1/398
1/477
1/268
1/618
1/685
1/859

1/533

BROOKLYN_

13. : . 1,282

'.14 957

15. 1,701

16 + 1,069

17 . 907

20 2,076

High Schools ,

Tota14:.' 7,992

3
3.2

3'

3

2.2

3.4

3.3

'4111

1/427
1/299
1/567

1/356.
1/412
1/611

41,

BROOKUN E.
. .

18 -, 1,295% 3 1/432

19' 1,509 5.3 .4 1/285

21- 1,996- 3 1/665
,

22 --- Ir . 1,713 4.2 - ./' 1408
23 995 3.5'0

/
,' 1/284

32
4

.
892, 1.6 1/496

E&W 3,711' 2.6 +:3.3 1/629

Total' 13,111

.

5.9
High l'S

,,..

QUEENS

24 1,260

25 /,103

26 , 1,888

27 2,449

28 1,383

29 1,315
30 ' 1,221

High Schools. 2,787

Total 14,406

STATEN ISLAND
31 12,695

High Schools 635

Total,' 3,330

4 4

2

5.2

3.8

4.1

3.4
.
2.6

5.8

GRAND
frfyrit

6.4

91 1.4 I

1/630
1/404
.1/497

- 1/597
,1/407

*1/566
1/611
1/48i

1/421

1/454

r
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ways dollars will be spent, the wide discrepaincy i the dis ibution
.

. A
1

of gdidance couns6look should be examined. However, these conclusions

mujilbe considered in light of the fact that there are so few guidance

\

counselors. Almost all are itinerant usually averaging one day pee.

:

ll'week in a school.

The soiitio of special education 'dance counselor has not

been formalized. The hirin4 criteria or this position are-the same

as those for a non-;special education guidance counselor.

The principal of PS 27 (see case studies.) reported that

three guidance counselors visited her school, all part-time. One
- '

visited the regular students -2 1/2 days a week; one visited ik.he

readiness class 1/2 day every two weeks; one visited the other

. handicapped students 1 1/2 days a week. The principal wanted one
w

guidance counselor full-time. Thii is pOssible but would requir

a coordination of services between regular guidance counselors an

",10,
.14

1

special education guidance counselors. With a full-time guidance

counselor, or even one that'shares only t wo schools, the functions

of a, guidance counselor ca; be fulfilled.
.r

Similar disparities occur-in the distribution
0.,

zchool-based

support'teams (SBSTs). In 1979-80 three districts'were chosen as

model districts to develop and implement theiconcept of the school:,

based support team -- Districts 12, 15,, 31.. This school year

school-based.support'teass were installed throughout the city.

.440 teams were assigned to spend at'least one day in each school.

In &zder to budget SBSTs'in tile schools, the. actual needs of
;

each district were determined by'projecting the demands for their

NSE -3/2
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ilk

services. These projections were based.upon.data available a the

-time, namely, the referral rate of children who may be in need

special educational services, the demand for re-evaluations ancNt.

best estimate of the need for support services such as counseling.

Since SBSTs were going into the schools for the first time, the

budget a1 2ocation was a best estimate.

e

.In hindsight,it is possible to examine those budgeted posit.i.ons.

Again the questi% of. how to measure the need* for SBST's services

1 arises. Using availabl6 data4, EPP.totaled the number of referrare

to SBSTs in each district for "the first. thee. Months* September,

October, and November. The number of referrals includes students'

who have been referred to the SBST from regular education and students

from special education who required annual or triennial re-evaluations.

These were\ the major components of OSE's allocation formula. The

formula provided for no preventive services, although schools do

provide them. * Related services are a minor component in t formula

and were not included inothis analysis. Ratios 'were create4 for the .

number of teams compared to the monthly statistic, the number of

educational evaluators compared to the monthly statistic, and the

total number of professional staff (psychologists, social workers

4111161 educational evaluators) compared to the monthly statis,

o\rAs can be seen in Table 14, th e is a wide distribution pattern

'for any of these ratios.

r.

* Survey conducted by Office .of Budget Operations and Review, HOE,
February 1981.

NSE -3/2
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The ratios of SBSTs to the number of referrals or re-evaltiations

in each district varied from one team to 13.5 referrals in District

1

16-to one team to 57.1 referrals dn District 24- The ratio of

educational evaluators to these referrals ranges from to 16.6 in

District 14 to 1 to 18r in District 24. The ratio of total' profes-

,

sional staff to referrals ranges 'from 1 to.4 in District 16, to.1

to 468.5 in District 24. The average schOol district has a ratio of

one SBST for every 25.2 referrali. The following five districts

have ratios that exceed one SBST for every 35 "referrals: 10; 18,

24, 27and 30.

NSE -3/2
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X TABLE 14

School-Based Support Teams as Budgeted

*
.

.

,

.

. ,.

/ Ed.,

Evaluators

.

,
.

-

Ed. Eval./
Referrals_

September
__

, November
01080 Prof. srof. Staf

Referrals SBST/Referral Staff v Referral
.. i-c-

:

.

MANHATTAN
t 10

114,

2 15

3 11110'

4 8

5 8

6 7

.
, .

230 1/ 23 32 1/ 7.2

229 , 1/15.3 45 1/ 5.1

190 1/19 32 1/ 5.9

140 _ 1/17.5 .- .. 28 1/ 5

246 1/30.8 , 27 1/ 8.42-

183 -1/26.1 27_ 1/ 6.8,

__ .8

11

8 i

7

7 ,.

9

1/28.8. .

1/20.8

1/23.8 .-

1/20_,.-

1/3-.1

1/20.3

_BRONX

7 0

8
9 10

-10 : 11

11 16

12. '12 k

.

247 1/24.7 32 1/ 7.7

,257 1/21.4 36 1/ 7.1

236 1 .1/23.6 33 1/ 7._.,2

596 1/54.2 38 1/15.7

417 1/26.1 47 1/ 8.9.

215 1/17.-9 r 1/ 5.8 .0

8

. 8

9 '

112 7

P .11

8

,

1/30.9
1/32.1

1/26.2

1/49.7.

1/37.9
1/26.9

4

BROOKLYN W.'

13 - 9.5

14 8
15 -- 16

16- 8
17 8

20 11

-

199 1/20.9 31.5 1/ 6.3

166 1/20.8 30 . 1/.5.5
\---d--\

222 1/13.9 46 , 1/ 4.8

108, 1/13.5 27 1/ 4

221 1/27.6 31.5 1/ 7,.'

7263 1/23.9 34 1/ 7.9..

.

8 -

10

10

6

10

r

1/248
1/16.6.
41/22.2
1/18
1/72.1

1/32. "-

,

.

BROOKLYN E.

18 9

19 13

21 15

22 14

23 10

32 8

404 1/44.9 -30 1/13.5

216- 1/16.8' 39 1/ 5.5

397 1/26.5 - 45 1/ 8.8

471 1/33.6 45 1/10.5

272 1/27.2 32 1/ 8.5

185 1/23.1 28 l 6.6

8 '

9

11=k r

12

8

8

'

3

1/50.5

.
1/24

1/36.1

1/39.3
1/34
1/23.1

QUEENS-

24 12

25 14

'26 12
27 16

28 -. 12

29 13 '

30' 9

685 1/57.1 38 1/18-

335. 1/23.9 40 1/ 8.4

208 1/17.3 -35 1/-5.9

587 1/36.7- 49 1/12

370 1/30.8 39 1/ 9.5.

379 -1/29.2 45 1/ 8.4

325 1/36.1 30 1/10.8

,

10.

8

,7-

13

11

15

8

-

S
.

1/68.5
1/41.9
1/29.7

1/45.2
1/33.6
1/25.3

1/40.6/.../

STATEN ISLAND
31 19 365 1/19.2 55 1/ 6.6

.

14 1/2611 -)

TOTALS 365.5 9,199 + 1,125.2 1,164 1/ 7.9 300 1/30.7'

HIGH SCHOOLS
35

4g c

24
, 42

. 55

9.

7

.

.

-

P
Region 1 13

II 18

III 7

IV 15

V 21

VI 3

____.

3

. 8

10

11

2

GRAND'
TOTAL 44255

.

1,375 346
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A good
.
start,.was made this yedr when an allocation formula was,

, t .
. . .. .

%
developed to diitribute SBSTs. However, p remained.--triftrict

'''417r

,

-12-

. .
,

31 was buhgeted for 19 teams, but it,had 320 ewer.totat-referrals than
°N

----__,
District 24 which had budgeted for only IT teamg. District 15-

I -0
, k N. 4/

had low ratios with 16 SBSTi .;o 222 'referrals,. However, members of "1.4_

-

SBSTs .in Pisfrict 15 stated that they were understaffed; till, could

not possibly do an effective job__-0.nlesS' more teams eilisted so that
4 .

each team could have more time in the school tb offeipreventive

services to regular students. As &larch 1981', no BST is Agsigned

t to fewer thafi three sohools and 20% "a/eas igned to four or more.

Although the budgeted distribution of BSTsilis quedtionable, it

should berememberedthat, in total, there a e not enough teams tc !

go around and do an adequate job. A fairer allocation of SBSTs may

be found when more staff are added. If the budget request for FV.82

is granted and 240 additional teams are added, then the Beard of

Education must address what kinds of critetia Will be used to assign

these e in as fair a'way as possible.

I

Recommendations

As addi;Aonal SBSTs are

them in an equitable manner.

lded, the Board of Education must assign

Also, since guidance counselors play an imp9r nt'role in

special educatig.seand are in s arce-sApply, an4mernrt'should be

made to,poordinate the service
_ .

1 I

education guidance counselors::, -Ourtfiermore, the adViVities of i

of itiner4tt special-

..-

regular' guidance counselors and special education counselors should
-. .

/-,
,r.

be coordinated so that till children-receiVe.altropriate guidance
,, , ,, - .

. . ...- ,

services.
..i

9i3 ,.
T.

NSE -3/2
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D. Instruction

Findings

The distribution of teachers budgeted for special education

programs reflects'the distribution , e types of handicapped

students in the community school districts.

Instruction for handicapped students'has been divided into two

major divislons: regionalized classes and citywide classes and

schools. Regionalized classes are all those classes in elementary,

1111
junior highhigh schdols under supervision of t he_,six DSE regions.

The students placed in'these classes are those clith physical landicIps,

most Of those with emotional handicaps and the retarded students.

4
Low-incidence programs, sucks the autist c and Teacher-Mom students,

,remain centralized because there are too few students,to place these

. °programs if every distrjct. All the.special education schoo s, such

.

111.

as 4or the emotionally handicapped, are placed in the citywi

division and remain centralized. In addition to the low-inci enc*

programs and the special.schooig, resource room programs-have

remained centralized-.

There are several budget co

programs:.
..TAlie 1,5

sc

i h contain these instructional

-/``Budget for Instructional Services'

,

Budget Code: Program PS $ Amount % of PS # of Staff

3703 Regionalized Classes $77,175,663 30.05% 4,403

3705 Citywide Classes 54,5,99,606 25.16 2,971

3713 Hearing, Vision
Speech Classes 20,28,6;698 7.9 1,237

3715, *eneric Resource Rooms 186)638,034 7.3 1,529

3805 Preplacement Classes V8,342 .0.21 28

\70.62

% of PS 256,783,435.

NSE -3/2 .
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In t4 budget, teacher ,positions follow the child. The more

handicapped students in a district or high school, the more teachers

there are budgeted: If -these budgeted teacher lines are divided

into programs offered -for students with various handicapping condi-
.

tiods4 the distribution reflects the distribution of the types of
4

handicapped students, except for,related'serviceg. In order to,

control for size of_ the handicapped population, the districts have

been grouped according 18 size in Chart 4. The next two graphs

Chart the number of teacheis in each of the districts.

Resource allocatioris for-three types of services are _reflected

in Chart 5z-

1) generic resource, rooms, budget code 3715;

2). itinerant speech teachers, budget code 3713;

t) related services, budget code 3613.

Ir

The number of teachers budgeted for generic resource rooms

reflectS the ,current distqoution of students ,in gdneric resource

rooms. CSD 5, 9 and-12 'have few teachers budgeted for resource.

rooms. Itinerant speechteachers on the other hand are fairly

evenly distributed from group to group. The related services as

a group arepoorlx budgeted in District 12, 11 and 21 even when

compared "districts of similar size. ,

Chart 6, there are three types of services:

1) 'HC-30 Ihysically handicapped population, budget code'3703,

2) emotionally handicapped, budget code 3703;

3) educable mehtally retarded, budget code 3703.,

NSE -3/2
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Again, these bddgeted"lines follow the type of handicapping
4

conditions. CSD 10 serves a small populatiod.of emotionally

handicappXd children and therefore has few teachers budgeted
. .

for the emotionally handicapped. Simil.;.rly,'District 26 has

identified few handicapped-c)kldrenas mentally retarded and

4
therefo're few leachers arebudgeted for this population.

$k\

/

- Y

.NSE-73/2
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E. District Budgets

Findings-

Funding allocations to the districts for coverage in
special education programs are complex. Depending on
the type of handicapped student served, the respOnsi-
bility for teacher coverer of classes shifts between,
the Division Of Special Education and the Community

School.Districts. Emotionally handicapped, neurologically
impaired emotionally handicapped, and Track Iy. students.
are dismissed one period earlier because the State law-
reqUirement for a full day is claimed to be met by
instructing these students during lunch.

Funds for teacher 6overage of ,classes in special education
,

programs are allocated to the districts each year in far too

complicated, a manner. 'COverage'-is-funds-forprepiration, adminis-

trative and duty free lunch periods when teachers are not required

to be in the classroom. These funds are alloc.ited through Module,...)

)
. ,

5 of the community school district allocation formulae and equal

$13,255,079.

1. Preparation and administrative period coverage

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) CU!, NIEH and Track IV students are dismissed one period

earlier by 2:0,0 or 2:15. The state law. requirement of a full school

day is met by instructing these students during lunch. This means

that no coverage of preparation periods is paid because the teachers

can take their preparation periods at the endir the day, when handi-

capped students are ,rjift. there, However, this practice deprives the

children of a full school day and of a lunch break. The State

Education Department and the Ir York City Comptroller have both

NSE -3/2
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noted this practice in recent audits. Continuing the Practice would

violate the April plan under the requirements of the Jose 1:;''case.

(b) As shown in,Table 16 the community school districts 4ri.
.

not' responsible for all coverage of classes Within their schools.

'rhe division of responsibility between DSE and thedistricts follow

no rational pattern, which disrupts planning'and creates, confusion

atithe local school level. It is also difficdtt to hold anyone :

accountable for failure to cover a class under such circumstances.

NEE-3/2
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'1 Coverage 1$esponsibij.i5y. or Pzeparatjfon and Adthiniitration Perlods*

4 --4.
.

, Coverage Responsi6i.lit#

L

DiVidion of Special Education,
- y

, -

4

4

4 '
Division of Special Edudation/

Districts

bistricts**

4

.

Type of Special Education Clads

TetaChd r' Mom
Aueistic,

Transitional-
'CEH-- qunior sigh (Classes for

the Emotionally Handicapped
Type "X", Classes)

And
All Occupational Training.,;centers

cm! (Type "A" Classes) -Elementary
(Special education provides coverage
for every tw8 classes, i.e., 2, 4, 6',

etc.; Where odd number of-classed
obc1*, districts provide 'cnoverae

for one special education-the
balance,, e,g., '5 elementary CEH

,classes,' district covers 1 class,
Spect#1 Edittion covers 4:)

"HC-10
HC-20
HC730

NIEH

EMR'
EMR-;,DL

TMR
Trick IV

(Health conservation - 3.0)

(Neurologically Impaired and ,A0

Emotionally Handicapped)
(Educable Mentally Retarded)
(EMR - Delayed Learner).
(Trainable Mentally Retarded)

Doubly Handicapped (Forme=rly'
Handicapped)

Visually Handicapped
'Hearing Handicapped
Readiness ,

* Pupils in CAI NIEH and Track' IV programs, are sg2leduled for instruc-

,

P
'tion,dur,ing part of their lunch period and are dismissed one period

earlier. Fot these Classes, the special, education classrocim teacher's

duty0-free lunch period requires teacher coverage; preparationperiods,

taken' at the end of theday, require no coverage.
/ \ " '

1

. ,

** Special education unit teachers (crisis intervention tealhcers),
.

.

provide 5 periods of coverage per week to special education

. classes in their assigned school. '

NSE -3/2
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Duty-Free Lunch

,,Lunches for.special education students often require coverage

. .

, by parapro.fessionalfs. Qistricts have been allocated funds for pare-
:

prssional covers in these cues. Funds are arpo all ated io the

.4 districts ;45 teacher coverage for those classes In which lunch and
--

inbtrUction are combined so that special educationteachers have a

.

duty-free lunch. Table,17 dOduments:the,responsibilities of lunch

coverage either by the distridts or the Division.

The problem with this _arrangement is that' many classes
,

HC-20,.HC-30, ,EMR, AMR, Readiness) are in schools in which the
-?..10"" '

.., .
.

4.

Principals a]spadylhavelloresponsibilities for coverages of preparation

,, 1 ,

/ And administrative periods, but.not for ilunch.' This often results
V

c',' in,confus on, fa ilure to cover, ,and general 'aft of smooth* planning

and

. '

OT-Imuwity. so, it.is impossiole at the present time to
N.

au
-F-

t the rye; all cation ofcoveragegtUnllaSs responsibility
. . ,

.

iests -s...,o4 place' . -

, Recommendations ar.

\

, .

, , . Responsible for, all coverage, with'thepossible exception 'of
. .-'4 . # .

.

low-incidence classes, mu be vested in one. place. Sharinq'coverage
. -.

.

_ r

responsibilities for Special education classe s impedes continuity

7). *

and the auditing of re ources allociti9as.

41

d' s_ dOidual\ Education Plan dictates otherwise,
/.., :"

students should have a -full school day and a separate'lunchmeriod
.., .

"'with other stUdetnell. Compliance with the April plan under the
, ..

3ose. P. case should. be monitored to insure this.
1'

-,40940. NSE-3/2: r. .00
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Lunch Coverage

TABLE 17

Duty-Free Lunch Coverage

*ow

of Special EducatiOn Class

. Module 5' HC-30 (Health Conservtion - Elementary

Paraprofessional EMR-DL (Educable Mentally,Retarded Delayed

'Learner) - Elementary
>.

Readiness Elementary

Module 5 CEH (Type "A" Class) (Classes for the

Teacher* Emotionalrly Handicapped)

NIEH (Neurologically Impaired and
EMbtionally Handicapped)

Track IV

Special Education ** -4C-10 (Health Coneervation)

-,,. HC -20

8C-30 Juniof High
s EMR (Educable Mentally Retarded).

EMR-DL Junior High

. Readiness Junior High

TMR - (Trainable Mentally Retarded)

-
. Multiple- Handicapped

Visually Handicapped
- kearing.Han4capped ,.'

sb

Teacher, M4js

o
.Autisti
Transi

Qle Occupational Training Centers}

ASTC"-
r

p

* Pupils in CEH, NIEH and Track IV programs are scheduled for instruc-

tion during part of their lunch period and are dismisted one period

earlier. For these classes, the' special education classroom teacher's

duty-free lunch period requires teacher coverage; preparation periods,

taken at the end,fo the day, require no coverage.
- .

** Supervisionrequirements beyond normal school levels will .be determined

exclusively by the ivision of Special Education.' Staff to meet these
.1Yneeds will 8e prov'ded by that

.

1110
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.F. High Schools

Findings
4

The Oivision-of Special Education and the Division of
High Schools (DHS)Ishare e eeponsibilities of over-

,

seeing special educatio in the igh schools according
to no apparent division based on ne or capa ilities.
Although:DSE staffs the s. 'al educati. classe
the'high schools, DSE and DHS's supe sory and

_Ake
*"`"

administrative duties. In return for this, fund- - e

allocated. to the high schabls through the hi school
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 Which affe.cts both staff and supplies (OTPS); and
(3) special eddcation teachers in regular classrooms.
Next year a fourth allocatj*will be -funded through an
additional $200 per capita allotment in the unit
allo tig1.

a

T e Division of High Schools has 93 schools with special educa-

tion classes erving many different types of handicapped students in

a variety,of settings. Students are in segregated settings or fully

integrated settings. The number of special educatidn students ranges

from enough to fill one or two classes to more than a dozen classes,

which makes special education the largest departMent in some high

schools. The problem facing the Board of Education is how to plan.

and iaylemfnt a special education program for such a variety of

students in such diverse settings.'

The Divisions of al Education and High Schools share the

responsibilities of'overseeing special education in the high schools.

This is not an easy relations lip. DSE allocates the, sta for the

41b

special education classes which includes teachers, parer, speci4al

education guidance counselors, and school-based slApport eams. Super-

vision of special educatioi'i teachers is shared by t e high school

principals and.DSE through itinerant Ippervisors. Supervision of

.., .

4,,,.
' ...

*other staff is the responsibility of DSE which again is accomplished

.

NSE-3/2
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4

4tip
by itinerant supervisors. SuCh.joint

,
supe ion is not easy' to

implement, particularly when special education is growing 'quickly

in the high:schooisiegd high schifol staff,. faced with mounting
_ $

p 4t' '''..

staff reductionS.because of c4cliiiihg enrollment,' must cope. with a
1

e :growing department in their midst. 'Almost all high schoolshave
1 -

designated a staff person fr'bm the regular "educition to either:be a
_

. .,

liaison with special education staff or be the principal's designee to

share responsibility for the progra m. Some high shools have a good

.1
relationship with the special; eduettionvstaff, including schools where

special education staff comPrise,a full department in the high school.

Other high schools have a more segregated pattern of zelationship's.

Until recently, the Divi.siOns of High Schools, 'and Special Education

had no regular dhannel of communl ion to enable coordination. They

are 'currently in the midst of. 'agreei g upon.the appointment of, 35 on=

site spetial-edUcation supervisorf for whceboth DiviSions are jointly

responsible. It is hoped that 'the appointment of on-site.supervisory

staff will alleviate tensi.ons'beltween regular education and special

education in the high schooli.

1
. ,. 4.

The high-zchodls receive resources in two ways: (1) Each

, .---"<

high school with special education classes receives staff necessary
. .

for these classes from USE: '(2 a ds are also allocated to the
.

Division High Schools' through th
,
e high ch6O1 allocation formulae.'

a I

.

These.funds are quite small and in of ect haye come through 0.,

3

piecemeal approach Of meeting the costs of ,the-hand- icapped and

as a result of clear policy-decisions. These funds are, used at the

discretion of the principal and *ere is no Separate accounting pro-

cedure for this. The funds are based upon the number of handicapped

IF

.NSE -3/2
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students in special education classes andin mainstreamed glasses

in' the highschool'from the previous term.

The DivisiO of High SchoOls'operStes with a unit allocation
-'

system iather'than a'dollar alloCation. One unit 'equals one

:

teacher of average salary, for one semester. Other types of, staff

are either more or less than Viet dne unit.depending upon the, cost

of the staff. For sxample, school secretaries are -,63 of a unit;

guidance counselors are 1.14 units. The per capita allocation for

i

special education students is .04.

6

IMP Table 18 lists the number of handicapped s'tudents'in Spring '80,

andrFall '80 for .each high ,school which generated part of a unit for

that school's use.

I

.4
1

Table 18
f

High School Special Education, Registers aht nit AlloSations
( .e ,. ,

* of 'Sp.Ed.Stud. nit # of Sp.Ed.Stud.,

Spring 79-80 80-81 Fall 80-81High School

BROOKLYN

Abraham Lincoln i

Alex. Hamilton ,x
Bay Ridge
Boys and Girls,
Brooklyn 'Tech. ,

BushWick'

Canarsie
Clara Barton
East New York
Eastern Dii.Eiqt
Edward R. Morrow_
EliWhitney
Erismus Hall
Fort Hamilton
F.Dt Roosevelt
Franklin K. Lane

Geo. Westinghouse;
Geo. W. Wingate
James Madison
John Dewey ill

NSE -3/2

110 .49

51 .23

.17

.4397 .

26

49

121

YL

35

274

.124,

50

33

53
70'

111

'99

28

113

140

117

56

114

.22 86

.54 146

.19 87

.16 65

15

1.21 331

.55 209

.22 '53

.15 44

.24 77

.31 91

.50 131

.44 99

.61 167

.12 58

4
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Table 18 (cont'd)

110

e

I

At

# of Sp.Ed.Stud. ' Unit # of Sp.gd.Stud
.1)

S rin 79-80 -80-81 Fall 80-81_

BROOKLYN (cont'd)

Johy Jay 124 > .55. 151

Lafayette 122 \.54 137

Midwood 22 . .10 41

New Utrecht -173
.33

Prospect Heights 62 .27 103

Samuel J. Tilden 149 .66 191

Sarah,Je-Hale 4 59 .-. .27 71

Sheepshead Bay 137 ,61 156

South Shore 134 / .59 166 .---

Thomas Jefferson, 47 .21 70

Wm. E. Grady 35 .. .16 450

Wm. H. 'Maxwell 21 -_,10

Andrew Jackson 26 .11 27

August Martin 74 .33

Bayside 87 .39

......--87.

141

Beach Channel 82' .36 k- 111

Benj. N. Cardozo 76 u. 157

Far Rockaway 124 .55 171

.tlushing 145 .65 154

,Forst Hilly 101 .45 . 124

Francia Lewis 139 ,62

Grover Cleveland 56 .25 107

Hillcrest 12a .57 161

Jamaica' ,55 .25 56

John Adams 63 .28 65

John Bowne 23 '.11 1 29

Long Island City 64, .28 821

Martin Van Buret .49 17711

Newtown . 144 .64 198

Queens 1 46 .20' 51

Richmond Hill 69 .31 97

Springfield Gardens 105 -.47, 149

Thomas A. Edison 93 .42 128

William C. Bryant 48 .21 40

4
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Table-l8 (cont'd)

# of Sp.Ed.Stud. Unit # of Sp.Ed.Stud.
High School Spring 79-80 80-81 Fall 80-81

MANHATTAN

Art & Design
Benjamin Franklin
Chas. E. Hughes
Fashion Industries
George Washington

3 Julia Riehma
Louis D. Brandeis
Manhattan
Martin L. Ring Jr._

Murry Bergtraum
N.Y. Printing

Norman Thomas
Park West
Seward Park

BRONX
.

AY.ai,Stevensoll
A fred E. Smith

COlumbds
DeWiti Clinton
Evander-Childs
Harry S. Truman
Herbert Lehman IJames Ilonroe

John F. Kennedy

Aorris
Samuel Gompers
South Bronx
Theo. Roosevelt
Walton
William H. Taft,

4

STATEN ISLAND

Curtis
New Dorp

Port ,Richmond

Ralph McKee
t.isan E. Wagner

Tottgnville

NSE -3/2 1
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16
81 . .36 103

146 .651 146

40

\131

.18

.58 '

6],

146i
. . .49 134

139 .62 143'
62 .27 87

100 .44 109

24 .11 29

61' .27 84

' 40 .18 51

89 .40 111

97 .43' 91

.

197 # .48 222

47 :k21 '' 60

VI .67 204

125 .6 178

110, .49

148. 465 173

151- .87 194

-117 s .52 155

173 .77 204

106 .47 159

67 .30 116

.33 :15 60

, 147 .65 . 203

131 .58 167

124 '.55 155

44.- .19 \ 68

51 ,.23 56

47 ..21 \ 68

106 .47 98

728 .57

71 .J2 94

1,15

I
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In almost every caseporelandicapped students were present in
.

the high school in the fsll than the previous spring. However the

Unit the,high'scnocil. receives ias based upon last spring's register.

/
This results in a smaller pnit than if an. estimated register for

. .

the fall'Were used. An estimated regfiter would be cowistent
. .

with the higift.school formula as *whole.

.

The high schools receive 'additional parts of a unit in yet

another way,Ithiougq the curriculum index. The number of units

each high school receives varies aocordi gto four basic elements:

a) estimated register based on the previous term's

register adjusted by removing all Long,Term Absentees.

The register does not include'special education

students *except for those/ served in resource hooms.

b) percent of pupils reading two or,more years below

grade level (PSEW.

cY curriculum index which is the average daiikyrnumber

of subjects taken b studenV, igeighted for con- '

tractual4class size maximums.

d) class sizeof 31.5 students.

The curriculum' index is the average daily number of subjects
.

taken by all students in regular'classes including mainstreamed

hap:11400W students, weighted for contractual class size maximums:

It is calculated through a fraction:

NSE -3/2

# of subjects taken by all students
(including mainstreamed handicapped students)

high schbol register
(no handicapped students included) /

.116
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'
. -

. . ..,r.

Incluamg mainstreamed students in the numerator results,in:d.g.

k '.1

slightly infldted curriculum index and more funds for the school.."

4..
i

N
' 1

o

.

Mainstreamed handicapped students receive additional heWtprouge.' ?

0 . ..' .

the use of special education teachers in regular. classes. 'Special

education t eachers must give coverage to-regular high schoOl'

classes in exchange,fonthe'growing numbe? of handicapped students
--t

being mainstreamed. The current formula is one cqveragd of a
.

,

regulat high school class by a special education teacher for 41-. ,

every 34<CliasseS in which handicapp0 students are mainstrea0ed.
.*

ihu.s, there are at least thre4"methods by which high schools

receive wits dollars for their special education populations:

.a partial junit through'aspecial education component, thb curriculum

index which affects both staffing units and OTPS, and coveragei.

Next school year a $200 per capita allotment will be a.fodrth method

through which high schools receive resources for special education

students.
4

4- These allotment patterns raise a basic policy issue the) must

be resolved. What.are the funding needs of the high schools as they
.4, 4

it
paqicipate in the education of handicapped students? Such a

,

question cannot be'andWered until BE 'establishes what services the

. . ..

.high schools are responsible for as comparedabo the DSE. Once

these policy
i decision are made, then the policies can be imple-

4

mented through rational system of. allocation.,

(Recommendation

The Board of Education must make major policy decisions to

determine the needs of handicapped studentt in the high schools

NSE-3/2
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and who will be responsible for Meeting those needs and monitoring

the services, the Division of Special Education or the Division of
.0

High Schools. After these decisions have been made, resources can

be allocated according to'a more rational system.

G. Transportation

4
Findings

25.7% of all students with handicapping conditions are
served outside the home district. Most are buked. The
Board of Education expects to bus 39,008 students by
May 1981 for a cost of approximately $101 million.
Districts with a high space utilization rate have a
greater tendericy.to send .students outside the disc

. for services. Con6rsely, districts with a to 4 spac
utilization rate tend to serve students from outside
the distrikt. '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 ate, in programs fdr the neurologically impaired
emotionally/handilditpped. .6% of all students with}
learnihg disabilities in the city are served in gen'eric
resburde rooms outside the home district

ts,

Last year in.Fy 1980, 35,000 handicapped students were bused fot

a total cost of $96 'Million. This year the BE expedted tO bus 39,000

handicapped students by May for probably $101 million. Although busing

.0;

patterns themselves have not been obtained, it is possible to establish

!L,
the number of handicapped students served outside of their home district

through DSE's data Stoat of these children art.busedri EPP has

eitamined where students ,are served compared to where they live.

25.7% of X11 handiclpped students in District 1 through 32 are

served outside their home districts. The regional breakdown is as

NSE -3/2
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Region

Manhattan
Queens

Brooklyn West
Bronx

Brooklyn East
Staten Isiind

(

-92-

Percent of handicapped
students served outside

the home district

I

29.0
28.7 '

1 28.4
26.0

4.6

The original reason for serving handicapped students outsidp

th'e home district was that certain special education programs in the

.

home district were' either available or fully enrolled. However,

with the growth of special more classes are tiffered.flor

handicapped students throughout the districts and the need for students
.

to be served outside the home district is not as great. Part of the

11.1F

meaning of the "least restrictive environment" req ement is .that

children should be educated as close to home pos ible. Under the

Jose P. April plan, the Board has agreed to find home district place-

ments for September'where requested and possible for children, now sent
4

outside their home districts.

An examination of where handitapped students are served reveals
. .

( ,

cert patterns. On obvious pattern is that distiicts with a high

space utilization rate halIe a greater tendency to send handicapped

students out of the district to be served. These districts are also

less likely to take in handicapped students from outside the district.

For example, District 6 with the highest utilizationtorate in Manhattan

(109.3% *) sends 48% of its handicapped poptilatiOn outside, the district.

Brooklyn District 17' sends 50% of its handicapped population outside

of the district. District 17's space utilization rate is also the

highest in the borough, J02.9%.
II

* Board of Education, Enrollment Capacity Utilization, September 1980.

NSE -3/2

1 ! 9



41/*

7

-93-

Conversely, districts with a low utilization rate are more

likely to serve handicapped students from outside the district.

District 26 in Queens with a 54.1% space utilization rate serves

1,974 handicapped students from outside the districts

However, the number of handicapped students served outside the
.

home district .does\ ngt consiefently correlate to the space utilization

rate in the home district., For example, 58% of the handicapped

students served in District 4 live outside the district, but the

space utilization rate for the district is not particularly low, ,

66.9%. The space utilization rate for District 28 is rather high

at 81.5%, yet 351'% of all handicapped students served in the

district do not live'in the district. District 29 in Queens sends

the largest numb r of handicapped students of any school district

outside the district for services. 1,185 handicapped students are

sent outside District 29 for serviices which represents 47.8% of

. . (-

the total handiqapped populatioh living in the district. The space

utilization rate for District 29 is 86.l %.which, thOu,gh high, is

notthe highestratihfor a district in Queens.

Three districts send out and take in equivalent numbers of handi-
,

-capped students. District 10 serves.766 students from outside the

/ .1 district and aends 790 students living in the district outside the

district for services. The same' is true for Districts 11 and 18.

The available data do not suggest an explanation for this pattern.

Some districts exchange st4ients in the same handicap classification,

again for noiappalent reason.

The types of handicapped students served outside the home _

district were examined to determine if certain districts were or

F

NSE-3/2
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were riot serving a particular type of handicapped child. Table 19

i4dicates the percentalb of learning disabled, neurologically

impaired emotionally.handicaliped, HC-36.(brain injured), and emo-

tionally handicapped students served outside the home district of

the total handicapped populatIpn in each category living in the

district.

0

Table 19
-

The Percentage of Handicapped Students Served
Outside the Home District by Region-

Learning (A Classes)

Region Disabled NIEH HC-30 EH
. :

Manhattan 6.2% 26.7% 20. % 18.4%

BrOnx. 2.8% 19.2% 10.2%

Brooklyn Wes 6.7 %6.7%, 24. % 15.7

Brooklyn Elt 7.1% t 12.1%

Queens 5.3%_ 23.3%

Average 5.6% 20.1%

.2%

13. %

% 13.1%

,Source: Board of Education, DSE Data Bank, Pupil Distribution
by Program as of 10/31/80.

For every handicap category excelethe learning disabled, a

greater percentage of students are served outside the home district

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. In most programs, school districts

NSE -3/2
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in the Bronx and Brooklyn East send 4ess than the average citywide

percentage of students outside the home district to be served. 4 N

The greatest percentage, 20.1%, of handicapped students served,

outside the home district are programs for the neurologically

impaired emotionally han 'capped (+UM. Citywide, 13.1% of all

emotionally handicapped (E ) students in "A Classes" are served

outside the home district. The pattern of districts,that send cilut

or take in any neurologically impaired emotionally handicapped

irand emotionally handipapplStu,ents continues for the HC-30 (brain

injured) populatiop.

Only 5.6% 9f all learning disaarled students in the boroughs are

J served outside the home district. The districts that stand out as

sending out or taking in Many learning' disabled students are- in Queens.

Districts 29 ands:28 send 83 and 40 learning disabled. students respec-

tively out.gAde the idai%4rict toJoe.served. Districts 25 and 26 serve
.4w *V:".. -

,

.

.

60 and 90 learniig d4plibled students respectively from outside the" -

ff,*

-district'. There islilittle reason for the learning disabled students .*
. - . .

to be served outside the home district.\ With the rapid development

of generic resource rooms throughout the districts, a place for

the Aearning'disabled child within the home district should be

accessible.
**0

..

('Recommendations

tSpecial gr ucation staff should try to return special students

served outside their home district back to the home district where

appropriate pr grams exist in the home district,and travel training

has been provided. 'Times of articulation, when a child progresses

Ihow

or junior high fo high school orfrom elementary to junior

NSE -3/2
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,

when hi3/her Individual .Education Plan is'reviewed are ideal to

return the child to Ale home district. Parerjts should be solicited

for their approval to, bring their childlin*Vack,o.the hoae,district
9 AO 0,

for services. The rapio4growth of generic resource rooms in the
4

districts'which serve students with learning disabilities, should

provide students access to a resource boom in the home distriCt

Asher special education programs proliferate, the need to send

all types of students with handicapping conditions outside the home
1.01"

or
district for services should decrease.

--e

4

(
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CHAPTER V .0

Where the Dollars Are Going

As of May 1, 1981, there were 1,984 'vacancies bf the DSE.

A mid-year projected surplus was reallocated to funtrone-

time expenditures at the Board butwasItot used for special
education services because DSE did .not request a budget

modification.

How'dollars'are budgeted and how dollars are spent are sometimes

.
quite different.' Busigets are based upon projections; actual alloca-

k

il

tidns-are based upon reality. Although it is not posible to trace

actual expenditures of
special edugatiOn programs in each school, we

can trace the filled poqitions in different budget codes;

--"-----\---\-------

.
ad. budgeted positions compare to 'those actually filled

in the ivision of Special Education? As of Marl, 1981, there

were the following filled positions:

DSE .

Table 20

Headcount - 5/1/81
Budgeted Vs. Filled

Budgeted
itAtions

13,128

'Filled Positions
R Bank H Bank Total.

Pedagogues Admin. Filled Vacancies

10,714 430 11,144 1,984

Source: BE Wittiness and Administfation, Headcount Summary, Payrolls

as of 5/1/81.

- .

The charts on the following page indicates the number of full-time

staff on payroll in each budget code, the opt 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 bait (admintstraiors); paraprofessiOnal and per diem staff are no;

NSE -4/1
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CHART' 7

_ -
...

.

4 DSE PAYROLL. ' )

. ./
Source: Headcount Summary byii:A., Budget C ode, Line Number' and Payroll Bank from the Pentax Tape,

R Bank 4/30/81, H Bank 4/24/81. . -..

4

% PS of R. (pedagogues) andli (administrators) Banks; $212,945,141 ---
. . .

I

1- Executive Director 1

1 Budget Code: 2001 1

1 Staff: 15 1

$413,596 , 1

I .19 %. 1

,s /Office of Program Development'
I.& Review Budget Code: 37211
`,Staff: 33' $813,621 .38%1

4

1
Field Services ty

1 Budget Code: 3701' .

1 (includes regional- of fices
I& administrators for city -
.wide progams) S taff: 47
I $1,108, 20S .52%

1
Office of- instructional Programs 1

l& S4port Services Budget Cbde: '20021
(( includes administrators for related 1

services) Staff : 10 $290';521 :14%1

'I

Offiqs of Finance andi.
I Management Budge t1

ICode; 2101 Staff: 79 I'
1/1,441,756 108% I

I Hearing Oefics I

'Budget bde: 2105 I
ISt5ff: 9 $151,413,
1.07% 1

1

I I Generic Resource Roan I

'Program' ':4Budget COde: 37151'
1( includes adiiiiniStrators andl
Iteachers) Staff: 868 ; 1

1 /15,511,829 7.28%

Related Services Budget
Code: 3613,4 (includes 441
occupational and physical
thevapiets, guidance 'counselors
nurses an clerical staff ) . -
Staff: 283 $7;013,197 3.29%

1

'School. Based"

I SuPport Teams ' 1

,

'Budget Code: 3801. I-..-

1 (includes regional 1'
offices} Staff 601

1$1,201,717 .56%

Regionalized Classes,
Budget Code: 3703
(includes teachers
and site supervisors)
Staff: 4,441
$78,880,124 37.04%

...1

:5
\ .

i 7, 1 Central Support '(sabbatical, 1.
1 positions) Budget? Code: 21031

JCitywide Classet and I

1schoOls Budget Code: 37051
I (includgs teachers and 1

'Supervisor& ) Staff 2,570 I

1$§1,869,634 24.36%. ,

Preplacement Classes 1

r Budget Code: 3805 1

1btaff: 18 p339,270 .15%1

:4

1Staff : _169 $4,209,946 1.9FAI

k it 4

Speech Vision and Hearin
Resource Roan Adhnistra-
tion Budget Co'cle: 3711
Staff:. 20 $419, 506 .2%

S.pe.ech Vision and Hearing
Resource,. Roan Teachers
Budget Code: 3713
Staff '8 0"' .$15,394,836

7.

School Based Suppprt Teams(

'4,Budget Code: 3803 I-
(include& clinical snptr-
Visors,:, committees on the 1

handicapped, and distridt I

Managers) staff: 11;6-96 F

$33,885,970 1,5.91% .1

.7

.4/
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included. In several codes,.the sum of totalmpositions on payroll

plus'vacancies do not equaltotal budgeted positions indicating the

disCrepancies between the initial, budget and planned expenditures by .

the end of the year.

TO a large extent, these vacancies, combined'with the slOwer-

them-anticipated evaluation and placement rate, accounted for the

DSE projected budget surplus WhiCh emerged midyear. In February

1981, EPP proposed reallocation of funds for one -time expenditures

which_would meet several demonstrated special education needs.

(See-Appendix-C.). However, DSE never requested these or any other

reallocations of 'the Board's Budget office and thus lost theoppor-

tunity to-make use of avanable funds.

B.' Administration & Supervision

Findings

There were 102 vacant budget positions in administrlive 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 regidnal 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.
111.

The total administratiye costs for regional offices was $2.24

million by November 1980. Costs range from $26 to $46 per

pupil in the regional offices.

Table 21 compares payrolls to the November budget for admimk3-

trative offices at DSE. Table 22 compares payroll to the budget 4

modified by May 1,`1981.'

Patterns of expenditures vs. budgets are erratic. Although, in

general, administrative officei are understaffed, with a total of 123

44
fevier positions than budgeted, in several cases salaries, and hence,

NSE -4/1
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total expendituresiXceed-the budejliet. For Liple; the Office of the

Executive Director has three.fewer filled positions than budgeted,

but the cost of this office is 11% over budget, for an additional
.

cost of $411,860..One more person is on payroll than budgeted in the

) Office of Instructional Programs and Support Services, and the cost

of the office is 21.8% over budget, for an additional cost of $52,039.

In contrast, the Off ice of Finance and Management has 36.3%lewer

taff.(45 positions) on payroll than budgeted. Due to budget rabdifica-
.

ions, there are only 33 positions remaining as vacancies in this office.

$1,059,209 of the total amount budgeted, or 42.4 %' of that figure, has

not been spent. However, a portion of.funds allocated,to this office
. -

may be pdyin4 the salaries of paraprofe4ional and per diem staff

who'are not accounted for in the R and- H bank payrolls. Central

Support, the code for paying perionnel on sabbatical, included 29

more positions on yroll than were budgeted, but the cost of this .

unit is $649,488 ss than budgeted.

In the Office of Field Services (regional offices and administra-
IP

tors of citywide programs) there are 15 vacanciip (24.2%), but.the

payrolls are only $85,427 bellow budget or ThisThis would leave an
r s

average annual salary of $5,675 per vacant line, not including more

than 14,000 budgeted hours'a othee personnel which would further

deplete available funds. Again, actual salaries appear to signifi-

cantly exce those inthe.approved budget. There are no vacancies;

in Speech, Visi n, and Hearing Resource RI Administration, but the

office is 16.7% over budget for an additional cost of $59,996.

It is not clear whether more administrators were hired than

were planned or whether individual 'salaries were higher than

NSE -4/1
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.2001: Executive
Director

2002: Office of Instruc-
tional Programs &
Support Services,

2101: Finance &
Management

2105: Hearing Office
3701: Field Services

3711: Speech, Vision,
& Hearing
Resource Room
Administration ,

Program Development
School Based
Support Teams Admini

1

3721:

3801:

r) TOTALS

TABLE 2

Budget vs. Payroll

DSE Administration .;=e

DSE's Nov. 1980 Budget DSE's April 1981 Payroll

I
Budgeted Full-time 1 PS (Personnel)

I

1 ip Positions 1 iqcluAes Para -

1 R Bank 1J Bank' f professional's I

1Peda9ogueslAdmin.ITotal1 &Jer'diems 1

. I

10 8

6 3

'33 91

2 9

26

10 ' 10

10

W2 35

204 /192

* No paraprofessional or per diem staff budgeted

**Does not include:

2103: Central Support
(sabbatical positions') .140

PS - d9es I

not Include I

R Bank H Bank pares and I

Pedag9gues Admin. TOtal per diems

/8" $ -3/2,736* 6 15

9 238,482 ,,9 1 10

124 2,500,965 23 56 79

11 185,056 2 7 -9

62 1,193,632 34 47

20 359,510 11 9 20

45 1,005,384* 26 7 33

107 . 1,906,308 40 20 60

396 $ 7,762,07 154 273

t

140 4,859,434 169 '169

Sources: Budget - The Division of Special Education, - November 1, 1980.

NSg=4/1

Total.

Posi
tions
+ / -

$ 413,596

290,521 + 1

.1,441,756
15443: 2

1,108,205 -15

419,506
813,621 -12

r,201,717 -41

$ 5,840,335 -123

, -130

4,209,946'

Payroll - Headcount Summary by U.A., Budget Code,'Lide Number and Payroll Bank from the Pentax Tape; R Bank,

4/30/81; H,Bank, 4/24/81.

O
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11 Table'22

Headcount - 5/1/81
Budgeted vs. Filled

Administration and Supervision

Budget/ Budgeted Filled Positions
. Code Office Positions R.Bank H Bank Total Vacancies

2001 Executive Diredtor 18 9

2002 Office of .Instructional
Programs .& Support

Seiwices 10 9

210L Finance & Management 112 23

2103 Central Support Admin. 168 169

(Sabbaticals)

2105 Hearing Office 12

'3701 -Instructional Program
Administration 63 35

4

3711 ,Resource Room Admin. 20 .11

3721 Program Development 47 27

3801 Support Central
labstiistration 106 40

.TOTALS 546 325

6 15 3

1 10

56 . 79 33

169 (, -11)

7 9 3

13 48 15

9 20

7 34 13

20 60 46

119 444 102

Source: HeadcoLnt Summary, Board of Education, Payrolls as of 5/1/81.

NSE -4/1
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originally budgeted. The clear implication, howeve-r, is that

Board of Education internal controls over budget modifications
P

and hiring have no 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 or 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 allocate4 to this office

have nbt been spent, presUmably because 46 positions are vacant (the

total is 47 below budget). This code includes the regional offices.

The regional grganiza on for DSE can be divided into three

parts: support adminiViative staff for School based support teams;

administrative staff for instruction; and cidance and management.

141

Table 23 shows the budgets for the regional offices as of

November, 1980
a

Table 23

Regional Offices Budgets

Regions Support Field Finance Total # of Cost

Handicapped Sts. Per Stud.

Manhattan 22 $284,835 8 $125,534 1-$ 47,760 $458,129 10,058 $46'per
, 1

Bronx 14 188,804 14 207,753 3 57,100 457,657 12,429 37 V

Brooklyn E. 14 217,235 ,7 '148,600 3 49,141 - 374,976
11,

21,095 35

Brooklyn W. c8 216,021 6 92,542 3 57,100 355,663 .11,850 30*

Queens 19 251,543 7 114,726 3 56,080 422,349 16,354
.

Staten Island 7 115,757 2 19,490., 2 28,000 163,247 3,745 46
AP:

TOTAL 941 $1,274,195 44.$66t,645 17 $295,181 $2,235,085 75,535

0

4 Source: Division of Special Education, Memorandum, 11/19/80.

* Estimated, not included in memorandum.

msz-4/1
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.111

Manhattan and Staten Island regional offices have the largest

bud9et per handicapped child; primarily the dollars lie in the support

.

staff for SBSTs. The borough least staffed is Queens at $26 per child.

There is no apparent rationale for the distribution of regional staff.
Nc

The Bronx has the largest field services staff for instruction reflect-

ing the longevity and commitment.to developing instructional services

in the regioh, although total expenditures per student rank third.

4
. ,

The total administrative cost for the regions is $2.24 million,

or 38.3% of adm4nistrative costs

The continuing question is whether of DSE's organization

should blidompletely decentralized and 32 district,offices opened

or whether six regional offices should be maintained. At this

point the six regiorral offices exist to supervise the work in the

region whether it be of a supportive nature such as schdol-based

support teams or instruction such as the supervision of teachers.

Recently, itinerant clinical supervisors who were located in regional

Offices were relocated in the district offices of the District

Committees on the Handicapped. District managers have also been

recently hired for some districts.

The district level DSE staff consists of .the Distri4 COH, SBSTs,

and their support staff (clericals and office aides), and outreach

workers. In addition, district offices to coordinate placement,

problems, each with a supervisor and- a district Manager are planned,

although staffing is incemplete.kThe district managers are envi-

sioned as coordinators of special education for each dis ict. As

of November, only 7 of the 32 budgeted.lines for dis ict managei

were on the payroll ranging in salary from"$?2,16 to $32,705.

13
NSE-4/1
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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 problem of Whey major responsibility should

lie creates problems for building a proper organization. Until

40'
the basic policy is set as to where responsibilities will be located,

it is difficult for the Division to create a firm organiiational

structure. EFF'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

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

fill theivlines. The range is from one team for every

7.7 referrals to one team for every 67.5 referrals. to

fact, the actual disparity has widened since the budget

was approved. The shortage of occupational and physical

therapists is particularly acute.

Support services, whether school based support teams or

special education guidance counselors or occupational therapists

has major staffing problems. Tables 24 and 25 compare support

budgets to payrolls. They reflect the enormous number,of vacancies

in scho 1 based support teams and related services. The vacancies

fot both budget codes total 484.

4

131
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TABLE 24

Budget vs. Payroll

DSE Support Services

iDSE's Nov. 1980 Budget DSE's April 1981 Payroll

Totals
+ / -

. r

I 'Budg ted Full-time

I
ositions

I PS (Personnel) I

I incl4ges para- I

I proiAsionals I

I & per diems I

R Bank

'Pedagogues

H Bank

Admin. Total

PS - does I

not include
I

paras and I

per diems I

I R Bank t1J Bank'

1PedagogueblAdmin.41Total
I4

3613: Related i

Services 372 ; 76 448 7,113,548 259 24 283 '7,013,197 -165

I
3803: SBST /ODH 1,528 , 462 1,990 37,997,733 1,430 266 1,696 33,885,970 -294

1 i40,899,167TOTALS 8 I 1,900 2,438 45,111,281 1,689 390 1,979 -459

I ,J
Sources: Budget - DSE, Novembyr 1, 1980.

/

.

Payroll - Headcount Summary by U.A., Budget Code, Line Number and Payroll Bank from the Pen ax.Tapet it Bank,

4/30/81; It Bank 4/24/81.
I,

f

t.

TABLE 25

Headcount - 5/1/81

Budgeted vs. Filled
SUPPORT SERVICES

Filled Positions

Budget

Code Office

Budgeted

Positions

R Bank
Pedag.

J Bank
Admin. Total alcangies

3613 Related Services 450 259 24 283 167

3803 SBST/COH 2,014 1,431 266 1,697 317 G

$ TOTALS 2,464 1,690 290 1,980 484

435
NSE -4/1

.
.

Source: Headcount, Board of Education, Payrolls as of 5/1/81.
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el. 1. School Based'' Support Teams*
.

0 In the se of school-bAbedsupp°Tt teams, budgets and payrolls
. .

. .
. . _

are quite4simIlar. However, they.are in scarce supply. One principal
r

stated thAt.his SBST had not come to the school until February. Some .

- - ,

sclloold still do not have an assigned ,SBST. T

Although the budgeted ratios. are not exactly equal, the retie

areare quite dependent upolipe allocAtion criteria. However, criteria
4

aside, ,what is most disturbing about the 'allocation of SBS'is, since

, 0
there are not enough as it is, is tfiat'cerfain diatr16tscannot

staff SBST as can otheks.

Table 26 compares the numberf SSTs to referrals in each
e .

district. -. 4

; :1 The ratios of SBSTs on
.

payroll to the number of referralreferrals. and

.
.

'reevaluations for December, 1980'through February, 1981 range from a. .

,I N ,

104ofiene team for every 7.7- referrals ii ,District 15, to a high---
. .10

-,,L.

-Of
0
one team for every 67.5 referrals in District 28 (as compared to

....

, .
r , .

. budgete4...ra ranging from 1/13.5 to1/57.1). The ratios of
.

Al.40. . :' ,0 y '

'Y educational ev- tors on payroll to referrals range fkom,"1 to 13.3

w,

in District 32 t o 73.3, in District 28 (i01 compared to budgeted
2 .

4 .

ratio of d/16.6 7 1/68.5).. The ratios oeltotal professional staff
. .

, .
." .

on pay1161.1 to referrals range from 1 to 3.1 tn' Disttict 15, to 1 to

22.5 in :District 28 ,(as. compared to budgeted ratios of 1/4.0,40 1/18).
% .

. ..

liecruimer*prottlems explain we liak of staff and An increasein

the 'ratio of staff to referrals since ,the budget was' adopted. How -

ever, thews- is no fiscal justification for thine 17 districts that

have a'better 'staff;/referral rate ratio than budgeted Cohile 14 'other

districts, are faring worse. Recruitment problems and
o
the perceived

414 O



one SBST for every 28 referrals. The average ratio of budgeted

staff to referrals is onegSBST'for every 25.2 referrals which is

quite similar t6 the payroll ratio. Districts 9; 18, .24, 27, 28

and 3O have ratios that exceed one SBST on payroll for every 35

4 a

-108-

undesirability of placements in poverty,districts is allay a partial

explanation.

.

for each type of personnel, the disparity aftong

districts has increased over that indicated by the approved budget.

01, ...

The averagd district has a ratio of-one SBST on payroll for every

27 refetrals. The average ratio of budgeted staff to referralsAs

referrals. The following districts have fewer SBSTs on payroll in

ohy, 1981 than were budgeted in November, 1980: 2, 6, 16, 23, ',127,

-.28, 2/9; 31. Of that group, DiStricts 27 and 28 were cited as

AL.o
having high payroll ratios. Districts 5, 8, 10, 13 and 17'have

more SBSTAion payroll than were budgeted. Districts 10 was cited

as having a high ratio of budgeted staff, `and the increase in

Staff onloayroll improved that ratios Similarly, District 5 had a

high ratio of budgeted SBaTs and the payroll' ratio alsoiimbroved.

0,
The budget and payroll ratios for District 8 remain similar.

District 13, which had 5 more teams on payroll than were budgeted,

has'a significantly low ratio of one SBST on 'Payroll for every

.114.94 refefraIs. It is questionable whether:Distript 13 needed the

7Nr-
additional teams as urgently as other district when the ratio

of budgeted teams to referrals in Qistrict 13 is one team for

every 20.9 eferrals which is,below average. District 17, which

has 341iddi onal teams on payroll, also has a,low ratio of one

NSE -4/1

for every 15.2 referrals.

0

13-
1I

I
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TABLE 26
SBSTs ON PAYROLL

f

District

SBST
Teams

Dec. 1980-
Feb. 1981
Referrals

SB ST/

Referrals
Prof. Prof. Staff
Staff* Referrals

Ed.

Evaluators
Ed: 10als./
Referrals

MANHATTAN
1. 10- 166 1416.6 is 1/ 5.9 1/20.8

14 287 42 1/ 6.8 1/2?.9
3 .10 .4'257 1/25.7 28 1/ 9.2 1/32.1
4 8 144 1/18 24 1/ 6 7 1/20.6
5 9 ,4 141 1/15.7 . 27 1/ 5 7 1/20.1
6' 6 182 1/30.3t-.. 21 1 8 1/22.8

BRONX

.7 10 230 1/23 29 1 8 1/28.8
13 301 1/23.2- 34 1/ .9 8 1/37.6

9 10 373 i1/37.3 29 1/12.9 8 1/46.6
10
1k

13
16

311
303

:1123.9
1/18.9

39
43

1/ 8
1/ 7

10
10

1/31.1
1,30.3

12 12 -172, 1/14.3 32 1/ 5.4 7 1724.6

4,00KLYN W.
00

.191

-

13 10. 1/19.1 31 1/ 6.2 11 , 1/17.4
14' 8 147 1/18.4 25 1/ 5.9 8 1/184 s

.1/15.4
.

15 16 123 1/ 7.7. 40 1/ 3.1 8

'16 7 157 1/22.4 23 - 1/ 6.8 8 . 1/19:6
174' 11 167 1/15.2 33 1/ 5.1 1/16.7
20 11 506 1/46 32 146.8 10 1/0.6

BROOKLYN E.
18 9 338 1/37.6 26 1/13 8 1/42.3
19
21 410,

13
.15

355
495

1/27.3
1/33

35
41

1/10.1
1/12.1

9
11

'1/39.4
1/45

22 14 364 1/26 39 1/ 9.3 11 1/33.1
2r 9 146 1/16.2 27 1/ 5.4 9

32 8- 120 1/15 28 .1/ 4.3 9 1/13.3 .11

QUEENS

.1,24
25 \

12
14

689
441

1/57.4
1/31.5

34
36

1/20.3
1/12.3

lb
8

. 1/68.9
1/55.1

26 12 276 l/23 32 1/ 8.6 7 1/39.4
27 14 795 1/56:8 45 1/17.7 14 1/56.8

`28 11 743 1467.5 33 1/22.5 10 1/74.'3
29. 12 04407 1/33.9 40 1/10.2' 15 1/27.1
30 9 325 1/36.1 28 1/11.6 9 1/36.1

STATEN ISLAND
31 17 -5301 1/31..2_ 50 1/111.6 . 14 1/37.9

TOTALS 363" 10,182' 300

* Total Educationil Evaluators, Psychologists, and Social Workers.

NSE-4/1. 139



7110-

2. Related .Services and Instruction 1'

Related services 'and instruction also reflect major staffing

problems:

Table 27 ?,

C

Yell-time'staff .

4.
Budgeted

Occupational, Therapists 25

Physical Therapists 25
-. . b

Staff Nurse 23 ,

/

Filled Startint Salary

15, $16,171
, ..

' 9 16,171

8* 15,106

Source: Budgeted OSE, Board of Education, 11/18/80.
rilled.OSE, Board a Education, 5/1/81.

Alv

*as 'of 11/18/80. 4?

d 1' I:
o

'There are sources for tteese, staff o41%40141 full-time staff,

E-

Consultant-funds ;ace used to pay ocqupatio4liabd physical therapists
,,,,

at $14.28 per hour". In 116v5mber, there W sereight occupational

therapists and six physicalAherapists Afting part time for the

Board of Education. .The :rel4bursable,;Rrogram also fund:3 some staff.,

(

There are 19 stagi nurses pal foi 6 of PL 94-142 Part VIB.funding.
--."-'4'

The scarcity of support, staf1s,r a maoor problem at the Board

, *

of Education.
I.' .

/ *' 1

Similarly, 'able 28 on OStructional services,underscorgs the

ugh va1ancy rates for teaching staff. Specifically, the r=oouice

room program has not been istplemedted throughout) the system as

initially planted: This reflects two major problems discussed

previoubly in thiereport'--)eachar recruitment difficulties and

the, significant +restimate of students requiting resource room
A

services following evaluation..

1.1 ()

1
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Recommendations

Strict budget' modification and position controls'should be applied

toDSE..0 Personnel should be hired only when essential and within the

salary range for which they are budgeted.

Suppott services (including SEISTs, guidance counselors and occupa-

tional and physical therapists) must be enriched and assigned equitably.

Coordinating school services with .developmeital disabilities centers and

other private clinics should be explored to supplement support services.

All possible recruitment and planning efforts should be pursued to

attract professional staff:

141
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TABLE 28

Budget vs. Pay40111

DSE Instructional Set:Vices

DSE's Nov. 1980 Budget DSE's April 1981 Payroll

Budgeted Full-time 1 PS (Personnel) 1

1 Positions - 1 includes pars- 1

professionals 1

1 & per diems

R Bank

Pedagogues

H Bank

Admin.
I X Bank Id Bank!

1Pedagogues1Admin.ITotal
3703: Regionalized

Classes ' 4,196 7 4,403 $ 77,175,663 4,438 3

370: Citywide Classes
and schools 2,959 12- 2,971 64,599,606 2,566 4

3713: Speech, Vision,
& Hearing Resource
Room Teachers 1,232, 5 1,237 20,286,698 807' 3

3715: Generic Resource
Rosa Program 1,503 26 ,1,529 18,638,034 862 6

3805: Preplacement

Classes 26 2 28 538,347 18

TOTALS 10,116 52 10,168 181,238,348 8,707 16

Sources: Budget - DSE, November 1, 1980

Payroll - Headcount summary by U.A., Code, Line Number

4/30/81; H Bank 4/24/81
0

IN4M24/1

PS - does I

not include 1

pares and 1 Total

Total per diems I +/-

4,441

2,530

$ 78,880,124

we'

51,869,6 - 41

+

810 15,394,836 -427

868 '15,511,829 -661

'18 339,270 - 10

8,689 161,995,693 -1,478.

and Payroll Bank from the Pentax Tape; R Bank,

143
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composioN

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

administrative confusion at the Division. The "failure to establish a

coherent policy has produced a patchwork structure. Lines of authority -

are unclear and funding responsibilities are confusing. Several4

administrative layers are established, no40"Of which is fully staffed

and operational.

AS the Board of Education discusses yet another reorganization

of special education services, the following issues must be resolved

as the foundation of any new design.

- The administration of the Division of Special Education must

be pared down. Whether districts or regioqp are finally identified

as the administrative unit, duplicative offices should be dismantled.

The Division's resources and staffing must focus on school-based

services and on serving the Child in the classroom.

- The'Division of Special Education must establish clear lines

of supervision and authority. Only then can education programs be

monitored. Accountability is an essential component of a system

that is dispersed among almost 900 schools., For every program, there

must be one person with clear authority who can be answerable to

parents and students. To complement this responsibility, there must'

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

comply with federal, state and City mandates and standards of

quality.

NSE-4/1 144
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r On the school level, special education classes should be A.

clustered to provide a range of services. It is important that a

staff perSon.be designated 4s a coordinator and have the time

available to integrate the special education services with other

programs in the school.

- Recruitment efforts must be a priority, to ensure that there

are sufficient numbers of personnel to staff the system. Appropriate

viol timely licensing is and should be recognized as an important component

of effective recruitment.

- As staff and resources 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 quality services to all

children needing special education.

NSE -4/1
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4 ( APPENDIX A

44

PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS

rrror,,
rro

HC 'Health Conservation-Bus Classes

Certified chronic physical disabilities and, moderate orthopedic
handicapping condition, e.g., heart disease, fractures, Sickle
Cell Anemia, severe asthma, etc.

HC -20: Health Conservation 20 - Orthopedic Units

.Age, beginning at 4 years 8 months for screening. Certified condi-

tions such as cerebral palsy, muscular dyltrcphy, spina bifida`-etc.

must be so seriously Aisabled that the releatively minor adjustments
of the regular health conservation Class would not possibly serve
the complex needs of these children. Normal intellectual range.

HC -30: Health Conservation 30

Age, beginning at 6 years of age. Evidence of organically - certified

brain injured. Potentially normal intelligence -- not mentally

retarded. Learning difficulties which seem to be attributable to
perceptual disorders.. EMbtional disturbances, if present, not to
exceed those which would preclude successful participation in the
schoolbgroup. Absence of mental illness. Orthopedic, visual or

acoustical handicaps, seizure disorder, if present, alleviated by
appropriate measures, i.n order to minimize interference with the

individuals functioning in the class setting allowing for classroom-

management without undue hardship. Complete toilet training and

self-care in feeding and dressing. Favorable prognosis of adapta-

bility to a group situation.
4

NIEH: Neurologically Impaired - Emotionally Handicpaped

Minimum age of six years. diagnosed as neurologically impaired aI:
emotior.11y handicapped with an organically determined perceptual

disability. Classified as beingnormai or potentially normal
intellectually by formal examination. Favorable prognosis of

adaptability to a group situation.

006'
Multiply Handicapped

.

Multiple handicIps-which 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 childrerb for whom there is

NSE -4/2
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APPENDIX A - 2

no educational program within special educationarfacilitieS,
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.

Readiness

Children with severe learning disabilities ranging in age from
. four years nine months through sixyears. Children who have one
or a combination of the following: developmental lag; delayed
speech, hearing and language impairment, perceptual difficulties,
gross and/or fine motor impairment, as well as children who have
difficulty getting along with others, who are hyperactive or

withdrawn.
I

C.E.H.: Moderately and Profoundly Handicapped
(Formerly A and B Classes)

A primary diagnosis of moderate or severe, emotional handicaps.
Average or above average i ;tellectual capacity, an absence of
major neurological deficit and an ability to profit from group
experiences without damage.

T.M.R.: Trainable Mentally Retarded

Age ranges from five to twenty-one years old. Moderate degree of
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 occupa onal placement.

Marked ailay in learning to speak and walk. Not kely that

academic achievement will exceed third grade level.

E.M.R.: Educable Mentally Retarded

Mild mental retardation with an I.Q. of approrimitely 50-75. May

reach school achievement of about sixth graide. Goal is to achieve
social and vocational skills which will allow them to bl, partially
or totally, self-supporting, and perhaps capable of semi-independent

or independent living.

Generi Resource RDOM

Serves childreltwho cannot function productively in their regular

classes for a continuous school day: They attend the resource room

for specified periods of a regular scleule,daily.. Special resource
rooms serve children with sight and hearing handicaps.

14
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APPENDIX B

SCHEDULE D

DIVISION OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

COMPOSITION OF BUDGET CODES

Bud4et
Program

Principal
Components

2000
2001

2002

Lump Sums
Executive Director

Office of Idstructional Programs
SupparZ-SETTrices

Collective Bargaining

Executive Director
Student Advocacy Office
Office of Asst: Superintendent

2101 Finance and Managepent Finance and Management
OTPS for all of the above

2103 Central Support XSBST) Sabbaticals and Leaves
Per Diem Substitutes
Telephones for entire Division

2104 NYSTL Textbook Law NYSTL 'fo'r entire Division

2105 Hearing Office Hearing Office on Appeals

2110 Private Schools Tuition for Private Schools
for Handicapped -

Maintenance for Private'
Schools for Handicapped

3613 Related Services Nurses, 0.T., P.T.

Guidance Counselors

3701 Field Services Central & Regional Adminis-
tration, OFS

370 3 Regionalized Classes Instruction and Supervision. for
Day Schools, Autistic, Teacher-
Moms, Track IV, DH1 CMHC, OTC, /

ASTC, SCD, SLHIC, Hospital,
Readiness, Ipme Instruction

3711 Speech, Vision and Hearing Central Adminihtration for HVS

Resource Room

3713 Speech, Vision, and Hearing Instruction and Supervision for
classes, resource rooms, and
itinerant services in: hearing
vision, speech

iP
School for the Deaf
Speech Centers
Moderately Speech Iikpaired Program

3715 I ,Generic Resource Rooms Generic Resource Room Program

3721 I Program Development Central Administration at'Siogram
Development

3801 School Based Support Team Central Administration of OSSS

Administration Central Based Support Team
Program Development
Special Services

380 3 SBST School Based Support Teams

38Q5 Preplacement Classes Preplacement Program

Pis
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APPENDIX C

tio

Helen C. Heller. Cazzifipaiar
95 Madison Avenue

New York NY 10016
(212) 685.3563_

INTERFACE, Staff
251 Park Avenue South
law York NY 1001p
w (212) 574-2121

February 3, 1981

e

Dr. Jerry'Gross
'Board of Education
110 Livingston Streit
Brooklyn, NY 11201

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
have explored the needa of students and staff in the Division of
'Special Education and have established that there are needs which
could be funded this fiscal year the surplus. We have divided
these items into OTPS: Equipm t, Instructional Matokials,.Super-
visory Needs in the Districts, Consultants, and PS: Board of

Examiners and Reipitment.

1. PS

A. Recruitment Efforts

Certainly the 'Board
;ill!ign to. recruit

surveying the

e to fulfilling
reach beyond the

of Education must ha;v.e,a detailed and complete
teachers that includes active college recruit-
paraprofessional pool to determine who may be
the qecessary qualifications for teaching, and
immediate metropolitan area for new teachers.

B. Teacher and Psychologist Training

Reports from teachers in theliaelcr ar that they have not received ,
enough training to cope with t eir classes. The Board ought to
concentrate funding for on-site ttAining of teachers which could
be organized through cooneration with local' colleges.

-"The complete lack of training for inexperienced psychologists is a
glaring s tcoming of current staff development. This problem
could o addressed with funds for on-site training using
colleges or psychological associations torecruit trainers.
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'2. ,221

A. Equipment

As EPP staff members have visited schools, they have asked about the
needs of students in terms of equipment and identified various needs.
The follOwinit requests and recommendations are examples of OTPS needs:
The RC-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 tapdrecorders. On the

junior high school and high school level, there is a.definite need
for casettes and taperecorders. In particular, forthe'HC-30 (brain-.
injured) popelition, there is a need for videotaping equipment which
includes 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. Palknts
have often been forced to aegment supplies which ordinarily are
supplied by a'well run educational, program.

There is -no doubt that art and vocational education programs must
be targeted. Paints and clay are often at a minimum.

B. , Instructional Supplies

There must be an adjustment for OTPS for classroom supplies and
textbooks in classes that are affected by the class-size variance.
Ten textbooks no longer ServAwhen a classroom's population has
been increased to fifteen. is should take place immediately.

An allotment for those classes opening this spring should be made
so that supplies are available at the time that children begin to
attend. .

C.` Superv4c Needs in the Districts

A survey oftheir needs for typewriters and 'duplication of materials
should be taken.
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D. Consultants

Funds should be shifted from PS to OTPS to purcha41se consultants'-

time in the areas of occupational and physical therapy to address
.the recruitment problems.

Sincerely,

Helen C. Heller
Coordinator
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