.DOCUMENT RESUME

N [ Y
@

ED 216 491 _ - EC 142 445 -
AUTHOR Wright, Anfe R.; And Others ¢ .
{TITLE Local Implementation of PL 94-142: Second Year-Report' . ;
. of a Longitudinal Study. , .
INSTITUTION Stanford Research Inst., Menlo Park, Calif.

- Edutational Policy Research Center. ) - ST
SPONS AGENCY Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative
’ Services (ED), Washington, DC. ’ :

REPORT NO SRI-P-7124 .

PUB DATE . - Oct 80 ° - ' '

CONTRACT 300-78-0030 . ' C-

NOTE l7§p.; For related documents, see EC 142 446 and ED
201 157. . : :

AVAILABLE FROM ° SRI International, Education and Human Services
" Research Center, 333 Ravenswood Ave., Menlo Park, CA
94025 ($9.00). * S
. AR -
EDRS PRICE , MF01/PC07 Plus Postage. » o
~ " DESCRIPTORS *Compliange (Legal); *Delivefy Systems;’'
' : ’ *Disabil¥ties; Due Process;“Elementary Secondary
Education; *Federal Legislation; Inservice Education;
Longitudinal Studies; *Program Implementation;
Research’ Methodology; Rple Perception; *School
‘Districts; Student Placement -
IDENTIFIERS *Education- for All Handicapped Children Act

[y

ABSTRACT i .
The document contains the ‘second annual report of
findings from a longitudinal study.of 17 local education agencies
, (LEAs) on the< implementation of P.L. 94-142 (the Education for All
- Handicapped Children Act). An introductory section describes the
content of the report and design of the study. Chabter II considers
the observed changes in the special education delivery system$ in
terms of strategies to.decrease backlogs in children awaitling
evaluation or placement; expansion of services to the preschool,
elementary, and secondary student populations; changes in personnel
and roles with particylar emphasis on the boundary crosser role'
between special and regular education; and'issues pertaining to |
borders of ‘LEAs' responsibility. A third chapter discusses the ; . i
responses, primarily at the school level, to those requirements of |
"the law that directly affect the extent to which the needs of - -
individual students are met. Discussion focuses op criteria for .
dgt!Fmining who receives special edudcation and procedutes .from
evaluation to placement. Included among the summary of findings ipra
final chapter are that .LEAs had either tightened 'eligibility rules
for the mildly handicapped or they expanded service® allowing an
. increase in special education placements; that inservice training for
regular education and administrative personnel remained minimal;.and
that there was continued progress in implementing procedural
requiremengs at the school level. Appendixes.prese the study's
conceptual framework and method of approach:. '-(SB) )
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UNITE'15 STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATI'ON
’ WASHINGTON, D.C. 20202 ,

.

_FOREWORD ‘
. R —— ) (
R ~
) This study is”one of. a series supported by the Office_ of Spectal
+ Educatien to describe the progregslbeing made by local educdtion agdencies
in implementing P.L. 94-142 and the challenges-remaining. - The informatign
presented in this report was gathered during the 1979-1980 school year .
- ands illustrates. the continued commitment and effort being made in our .
nation's schools to peovide all handicapped childrén a free appropriate : .
pub]Zc.edudétiOn. . 3 v . .

s At the same time it is.clear that there are remaining challenges in
- assuring that each handicapped child receives a free .appropriate public
¢ . " education. This report suggests certain points whére policies may be . '
. unclear, or where practices may deviate from the ideals set foth in the
. Act. These findings are consistent with those of the monitor ng visits T
7 ‘made biannually by Office of Special staff to each state participating in
s P.L. 94-142. Where such deviations have been found, the Office of Special
. Education has worked with the states to clarify poligi®s, hasfrequirgd’
5 that ‘corrective actions be taken, and.has required verification that -
' : prescribed corrective actions are made. In addition, the Office of ‘
Special Education sponsors technical assistance activities to assist -
. -, state and local administrators ip appropriately serving all handicapped
' children. . . '

P It is_our hope that the findings from this study will assist state
.*~, ‘and local education agency personnel in examining their own policies and
procediwes and in making any changes necessary.to achieve the quality’
" educatfonal services for all hahdicapped students that are the promise of

7 P.L. 94-142,

. R .
. ' ' . ‘ [

~

3 s )
. . %
o
X 3
. "
* -
W oo A
] ) %
*. / %
. . Y t /
. .
i
* .
F
- Al \
{ . &
. ) »
- N
”~ . c.
o .
"~ -
7. :
) K ' > # i \
¢ $ N a
o A\ . ' \. Viis' - ‘
o ~ [ N

|
.

a -, -

ERIC .. .. SR

™~ » -

« . ~ ’ -

AFunText provide c [ . a .. .

s = - , e - .




N

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY -
% S ’
\ . : ) . .
This is the second annual report of ‘findings from SRI'International s
longitudinal study of the implementation of PL 94~ 142 The Education for'
All Handicapped Children Act, in local school systems The multiyear

study was commissioned by th;ipffice of Special Education (OSE), which

~ was formerly the Bureau of EHucation for the Handicapped, as part of its

overall evaluatibn of progréss in meeting the intent of the law. It is

designed as a set of in-depth case studies of local .school systems.

Last year, we described how local systems were responding to the-

law's requirements during 1978-79, the first year of full implementation

thatris, the first year when a noticeable amount of federal funds reached

local districts. That report was based on interviews with a variety of
respondents in 22 lgcal education agencies (LEAs)* representing nine
states. This report presents the(data collected during the secend year,
1979-80, from 17 of the original 22 LEAs. '

For the 1978-79 school year, we concluded.that most new,procedures

required by the law were in place but that there was nevertheless aif
considerable distance to go to fully implement, the intent of the law.‘|

The main factors affecting tite speed witqbwhich full implementation e

,

" can occur, we reported, include the resources and knowledgg available

and orgapizational barriers (such as the boundary between.regular_and

-

special education and between schools and other agencies).

LY

- . LI
A .
-

*LEAs are a diverse group of administrative units below the state level »

In addition to local school districts), EFAS in our study include county A
school systems, intermediate units, and joint agreements or consdrtia\ )
among districts. . . ..
Bl &
X ix ) . 3#;' \ ‘
\ r' 4 .
-, . T it
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In view of these first year findings, the second year of data col+
lection focused on (1) how LEAs dealt with these factors in attempts
to meet the full services mandate for their handicapped populations and
(2) whether, within these local service delivery systems, school staffs
were better able to meet the intent of the law. We summarize the second

4 . ‘
year findings, compar%pg them to[tﬁe first year, and then draw general

conclusions about each focus. .- ' - '

. . . 4
s . .

The Local Service Delivery System ' .

»

‘In 1978~79 we found that decisions about special education services
and pldcements were shaped by the services that are currently available.
In 1979-80 we found this still to be true although tne tension between
supply and demand had lessened somewhat; LEAs' had either tightened’
eligibility rules for -.the mildly nandicapped thus reducing the rate of
childrEn entering the system, or they expanded services allowing an

-y

increase in special education placements. '

-

)
Largely n response to external pressure (1nclud1ng compliance

monitorin%)‘ emphasis was placed on decreasing backlogs and walting 11sts

for services in a majority of sites. This was accomplished by hiring

[y

more evaluaﬁ‘;s, increaslng the number of programs or the class size,®

decreasing referrals, or generally. streaml1n1ng the procedures 1nvolved

-~ s 4
in evaluating, and placing students . -

. Dur1ng 1979-80 all LEAs in the sample used their available resources

to continue. to expand services in one way or another. All the sites

- ’ 3
expanded existing services, half‘egpanded related services, and a third

‘ developed new programs for unsérved or undersemwed populations. In con-

trast to last year's fimding that sites expanded or refined services at
y € 1

either the preschool level or the secondary level, this year we found

several instances of s§multaneous expansion in both directions. Such

expansion occurred in LEASK ith- s;rong enough core service delivery

systems (e.g., sufficie
level) which enabled LEA administrators to. develop or refine services

at the preschool and ‘sécondary levels. ' ,

-




informally by boundary crossers. 1nservice training for special educators

Y

At the secondary level, some sites made ﬁrogress in expanding

vocational and SLD programs and ‘services for handicapped studdnts.
4
However, the delivery of SEARS at the secondary 1evelicont£gued to lag

\.

seriously behind that at the elementary level. .Only rarely did-a com- . . /
prehensive range of options exist at the secondary level. Overall, the
scope of both elementary and secondary service delivery systems varied

greatly across districts, depending primarily on the characteristlics of

the. district (such as 1oca§ X bas¢, parent expe'ctations, or state

funding formulas). Common cross istricts, however, were two key
proglems that we noted the first year: the provision of services for
the SED population and for the handicapped population between tpe ages
of 18 and 21.

2 ! 4
~

With tne increase ‘in serviges came an increase in instructional
personnel requiredlto staff the programs. The number;and types of = .
boundary crossers also increased in several LEAs The roles and -
responsibilities 5f the boundary cnossers varied among LEAs but their . :
primary function was to bridge the d?ganizational barriers between -

régular- and special education serviced and personnel. ‘ - A
- v A !

Inservice training for regular education and administratiye per- N

- sonnel remained minimal with the most relevant training still provided °

‘
was generally better coordinated than the ptevious year, but reflected

‘only a slight increase in the amount of substantial gu1dance provided.

Overalb, training . activlties were not high prigrity items within LEAs
nor was training offered by the SEA viewed as é&rticularly useful to .
1oca1 staff. , \\/

. > \ -
Durlng the first year of the sbud{ LEAs encdunﬁﬁred the issue of ~

the-borders of their responsibility to meet the seemfngiy open-ended

mandate to provide SEARS fo all eligible- children In 19 80, tHe

dimerisions of this issue became clearer as LEAs experienc:>\more ques-

tions surrounding relatedd services In some cages, the bordé{s of fis~

cal and legal responsibilfity were clarified by court cases, OSE monitoring .

-or changes, in state policy For example, OSE review of one state plan
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influenced the state 10 clarify the paymen;-pfbv}é}qns' or OT/PT services.
Two SEAs stated clear policies that LEAs are not requirdd to provide
psychiatric services beyond diagnosis. The pr'ovisio%of mental health
services (psychologlcal or psychiatric counseling) 1s an ssue-that is
st111 pf* d1rect concern to most LEAs in. 6ur study. Other Bnreas in which
LEAs are‘confrontlng the borders‘of their respon51b111ty far prov151on

of and payment for services are: (1) parochial andgfflvateischogls,

(2) institutionalized hapdicapped and delinquent'chi}dren, ) vocational

3

rehabilitation and (4) extended year (summer) schooling.

) . , » .
School Level Practices . \

We' saw continued progress in implementing procedural requ&remengs
at™ the school level. Procedures were refined and streamlined épd were\/
more incorporated as routine p;actices Réther than ﬁeing viewEd as
new, time consuming tasks, most admlnlstratlve procedures (the EEPv ‘.
procegs in particular).were-a more generally accepted part of th job ’

afd viewed as legs difficult to perform dn a mago;lty of the sités.

Techniqués were also tried-that were designed to increase tAF
appropriateness ot referrals. 'In particular, we found an increask in
prereferral intervention, such as specialists working in the classroom
and trial interventions prior to determining if formal referral is needed.

; Although the trend toward prereferral screening and ingerventiOn pre-
dates PL 94-142, its provisions support the trend and, acgording to
professional staffs in Gites with these strategies, these strategiks R

serve to increase the appropriateness of referrals. The trend toward
multidiscipl#hary assessments and individualized evaluation practices

also nfinued this year, sometimes in response to the eiternal preasure o

- . 4 N

of court cases.
LY
.

However, in determininé children's services on thg basis of indi-
vidual needs, the professional staffs were still constrainediby whaﬁ
‘sgrvices were currently availeble. THis.remaihéd true even though
the é&qtinuum of alternative ;lacement settings*was extended in some .

LEAs (with the mildly handicap;ed having the greatest nufber of options) ..

P
[ xii

“
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system--is constrained by the lotal service delivery ¢9ystem which 1n

o
-

v

And,‘in spite of the best intentions of-service delivery staff, the —
IEP proces$ rarely ﬁncluded consideration of serVices ot already
offered or settings that were not in use. Finally, throughout the
process “of. determining a‘placement,; little change was evident in-the
;;;olVement of parents. Their participatiod remained most syperficial

pro.;orma rather than substantive.

, ) .
Conclusions ) i '
"On the basis of the data collected during the second year in 17 '
of -the qriginal 22 sites, we conclude that LEAs are continuing to make
some progress in implement;ng tﬁe,law. Progress is continu1ng~at the
level of incorporating new procEdures into daily practice which in turn
allows professionals:to concern themselves'with whether the procedures
are accomplishing the purposg intended. Moreover, the more procedures o
become ‘routinized, the more iime'and energy remain for delive%y of '
services. However, progress toward f impl tation of the law=-

in the sense of its intent %o have an individuallzed, ch11d driven ’ .

-

turn is,constrained by the three problem areas described last year. . .
. N ] .-

The first ‘of these problems is the inadéquacy of available resources:
to the extent that services are limited relative to the demand for them, ¢
the system cannot provide the, range of" options nec“Bsary to allow services
to be tailored to meet each chi&d s unique needs. The second is informa-
tion and skills: to the extent that staff continue to suffer from ipade-
quate traininj (partic;larly regular geachers), realizing the spirit

of the law will be problemmatic. The third problem area is that of the

1’borders of responsibility, particylarly between schools and other service

delivery agencies. Until SEAs are able to resolve this.issue, LEAs will
suffer the consequences of vague boundaries and uncertainties about the

limitat&bns of their responsibility. ' .

In the face of these problems, however, there are some positive
signs. LEAs are becoming more aware of the dimensions of the constraifts
under which they must operate and the extent to which they.have controi P ‘-

/. ’ .
Coxtie /o .
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ove}’them. ‘As the dimensions become clearer, LEAs are better able to

work out solutions w1th what they have: As the system level flndlngs
reflect, 'LEAs are trying to develop mere eff1c1ent and accurate procedures .
‘for getting children into special education at the referral andﬂevaluation
stageshof the process, as hell as trying to increase 'the caﬁacity of the

]
system by further expanding special education and related services.

©

. N

hast year we concluded thatflocal staff needed as$istance from .
federal staff in elarifying their borders of‘responsibility, coordinatirng ’
with other agenciesz and improving the substance and deliﬁ%ry of inservice
training. We also suggested that aésistance designed to enhance local
capacity be emphasiZed by_fedéral adninistrators; rather than traditional
lmonitoring for procedu*al'compliance. On. the basis of the second year 7°
findingSS our conclusions are similar with a slightly. dlfferent -emphasis.
Clearly, federal administrators :ﬁso have limits on the resources‘upon
which they can.draw in monitoring anS providing assistance. We also
recognize that cpmeliance monitoring is.an essential andj&ndispénsible
tool for the OSE. In this context we conclude that OSE consider. focusing
i#s compliance monitoring--that is,-to use monitoring as a consgious

strategy to focus attention on ‘those aspects 6f the system that are

working least well and to g?ovide assistance that—can help LEA practices
to become more consisteﬁ% with policy and procedures associated with .

"PL 94-}42. ’ . : . )

OSE might also provioe specific technical assistance'through - R

encouraging such concepts as boundary crossers- and, sharing creative

solutions to problems. Showing how the boundary crosser role can provide
one-fo~one training is one example of how assistance might be provided .

{ie murky area of inservice tralning.. Finally, we infer frem our

local level findipgs b&at states need assistance in identitying‘ana

solving the problems associated with_coordinating services across s -
\agencies in olrder to better meet tke need for'related services.

e N .
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This is the second annual neport~of flndlngs from SRI International's
longitudinal study of ‘the implementation of - PL 94-142 The Education for
All Handicapped Children Act, in loc school systems. The mult1year
study was commissioned ‘b \the “0ffice of Special Education (OSE) which'

. was formerly the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped, as part of its
overall evaluation of progress in meeting the intent of the law. It is

.designed as a set of in-depth case studies, of"local school systems. ~

Last year, we described how local systems were responding to the
law's requirements during 1978~ 1979, the first'year of full impl mentation,
i . that is, the first year when a noticable amount of federal fundg reached .
;5 .local districts. That report as based on interviews with a v iety of . - /jg,,/
xespondents in 22 local education agencies (LEAs)* representing nine .
states, s report pp/sents the,data collected during ‘the second year,
1979-1980, from 17 of the original 22 LEAs. Y

[

The main finding from the first year of the study was that procedures -

s had been establisheéd, but because of limited resources and knowledge and

organizational barriersr»sqhool districts still ‘had a considerable dis-

tance t@ go to realize the intent of the law. - Specifically, we found *

that the LEAs had by and large developed procedures to meet the literal

- requirements of the law, from holding individualiz;f,edqcation program ’ )
These new procedural

' »
mechanisms were n'ot enough to fully implement the law, however, in _that

(1IEP) meetings to notifying parents of their right

~they did not constitute a system wherein each child's nee%f were
identified and matched with a variety of services that wefe then prqwided

-

' »
v

*LEAs are a- diverse group of administrative units below the state level,
In addition to local school districts, LEAs in our study include county
achool $§ stems, intermédiate imnits and joint agreements or consortia »
among districts.

4 ! , I3
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in the least restriétivé,éhvirqpment (LRE). We concluded that meetiné v
the intent of PL 94-142 and achieving full implementation would fqpuire
strapegies for obtaining additional resources and for usihg more effi-
ciently the limited available resources, as well as strategies for pro-

*. ‘ » . . . . .
viding teachers with more effective training and for ¢rossing current

~ ~__

-
organizational boundaries.

-

During the secbnd*year of-datd collection, therefore, we focused
og the gap between the .needs to be met and the available resources to
detgrmine how LEAs cope with demands that exceed resources. \ye then
inferred the extent to which LEAs' practices appear to be exteading.beyond

procedural compliance to meeting the .intent of the law.

Content of the Report .
. * %

The second vear's findings are presented in two chapters. The f1r§t
déscribes findings on changes in the local service delivery system. We
concluded ast year that the gap between demand for services and limited
resources would require’ that limits be plaged on who enters the special
educatioq/system or ghat services be expéhded, or both. Hence, the

first two parts of Chapter II examihe‘how districts are handling backlogs

and the extehg'to which services a}e continuing to expand. _We>also con-
cluded after the first year that meeting the intent of the law would
require'changes in personnel roles and .responsibilities and a clearer
derineation of responsibilities across organizational boundaries. The

last two parts of €hapter II consider these system-level topics.

Cﬁapter III presents the findihgé on Héw'zhe needs of individual
children are.being met. Last year's findings had indicated ¥hat the
LEAs still had much éo‘accoﬁpliéh;in meeting the intent of the law in
terms of individualization, and Chapter IIT describes the progress in
this area Huring_1979;1980. Described first are the changes that occurred
in identification and referral and the effect state)eligibility require~

&Mﬁ‘ments oroduced. We then present our findings about procedures from I

evaluation to placement (including parent involvement, restrictiveness

~
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. toward full implementabxoﬁ reflecting the sp1r1t of the Zaw, .

&

of the environment, andiadministrative burden) relative to movement

" The 1nteqt df> both chapters is to compare the findings from the )

second year with those from the first year wherever possible, so that?

.plignce, and to highlight ‘examples of strategd

conclusions can b% drawn about change and movement beyond minimal com—
Z; districts are using

that exemplify movement toward full implementation. f

. 3 S
v 1 .
. v : %

-

‘ Design'of the Study" - °
= st ~N

RN

" The desién(of the second—year study was based fon the conceptual
framework and method of approach developed during {ie first year and

described in the a;pendix. Our basic procedure for data colléction is

to conduct interviews in“the study sites twice each school year for a
’period of severalwdays In the case of four small distf}cts we .con= N
ducted telephone interviews in the fall of 1979 and only visited .the
sites in the spriﬁg Interv1ews were conducted with school and district -
staff, school board members, and parents of children with special needs L.

as well as other persons affected by various requirements of the law.
. b
- Our original site selection procedure (including the selective

elimination of some sites from the study this year) was designed to
ensure maximum variation among LEAs in the study on the ‘factors most
likely to explain differences in local implementation of the law. These
factors include the match between state and federal requirements, state
funding formulas, and special education administrative structures and
local availability and accessibility of resources. The sites, repre—
:.sehting a variety of these factors, included in the second year were:

i 'California ¥

- Butte County Consortium
. -~ Fresno Unified School District
! ) - San Diego Unified Sc¢hool District *

) L Florida ~ - -
T -~ Hillsborough Countf Schoéls
. 3
~ . N
. *
'5 v ~ s .
8 v b e v e » A




;¥5 Illinois ,§’ ‘ ) R\ .
. - - Lee County Joint Agreement . T )
- Northern Suburbag Special Education District .
. I f' Mississippi . I -
e ' - Pascagoula Municipal Separate School District. -
®,.0klahoma -

-

-~ Guthrie Independent Schapl Distr1ct
-.Tul'sa Independent Schooi District

- »

‘ ’ a° Pennsylvania

-

- Bucks County Intermediate Unit #22
2 Philadelppia Intermediate Unit #26

) ®+@__ ¥hode Island . ? ‘

- - Coventry ‘School Distritt
—'Woonsocket School District 4

. ® Teunnessee . o .

0~ 4 : - Campbell County School System ' ) .
. = Memphis City School—Swstem « . . .
* % 9 "W Metropolitan Nashville Public Schools |

S ® "Washington -

N

. ' - Edmonds School District |,

. -

- . Thef%indings presented in this report are derived fron a cross—site
analysis 6f the’1979-80‘case study data. Our analysis of findiggé/across
the 17 case studies permits us to make inferences about what explains

. progress or lack of progress in sltes beyond those in our sample. When

: " we explain why something 4s done or when the way something is done is

" connected to features or characteristics of school districts, génerally,

we are reasonably certain that the re1ationship is applicable to LEAs
beyond our sample acrosg the country. In contrast, when we repdrt how

. frequently we observed dome gvent or activity (e.g., all LEAs were.pro-

: vidigg additional special educafion services, the majority -of the sites

had decreasing backlogs), our ofaims about prevalence are explicitly
~limited to the 17 LEAs we actually visited A study pf this type cannot

support any inference or extrapolation about prevalence to the nation as
- . . . - "\
a whole, -

. t
.

¥

"
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eral monitoring via, the state; hence,
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I1 SERVICE DELIVERY SYSTEM -« . ' Qo

>

. ’ . . < 4

This chapter descr1bes the changes we observed 1n the special edu- I

cation 'service ,delivery systems in the 17 study s1tes during the 1979 80 -
s¢hool year. We beg1n with a disc

decrease backlogs of chlldren awalﬁ

Updates are provide

ion of strategies that LEAs use to
g evaluatlon or placement, or both. °
d on both the status of initial evaluations .and the

mandated 3-year reevaluatlons Next 1s described in deta11 the expan-

sion of, special educat1on and T lated services, in terms of both new pro-
grams being provided and expanszon of existing programs. 1In particular,
the- focus is ‘on expandlng services to the preschool, elementary, and

secondary student populations and presenting the remaining challenges‘

thatespecial education service delivery systems must confront. We then

‘\\‘

discuss changes in personnel and roles with particular emphasls on the
boundary crosser role between special and regular educatlon Following

an update on inservige training thi//ye » We present various issues

pertaivang to borders of LEAs' responsibillty including due process pro- ‘

cedures and hearings. g .

Backlogs-

iChanges in Backlogs

During 1978 79, we found in all the study sites that limits in avail-
able services and in staff trained in conducting evaluations ‘resulted in
In
1979-80, we investigated the backlog problem in greater depth and dis-

backlogs of children awaiting evalugtion or ‘placement, or both.

covered that backlogs had decreased in the majority of sites visited
this year and were even elimihated (at least temporarily) in some of
them. The development of strategies to decrease backlogs apparently was

in response to external pressures in the form of court decisions and fad-

decreasing backlogs was a priority .

for action in many of the sites during the past year. *




.

Decreases.in backlogs were achieved through a variety of LEA syrat-

»

S egies including:

e Hiring more evaluation personnel )
. . . (4 ]
: e Opening new programs or expanding existing programs

e Increasing class sizes v oe

[

-

“
o Decreasing referrals

e Streamliring the testing process A

e Using a "second—most—appropriate” placement.
‘ ’

The most common strategy was to simultaneously hire additional evaluation
personnel so that more children could be processed more quickly and
. expand services to accommodate more special education students. One
1arge yrban site decreased its backlogs by hiring "tons 'and tons' ot
*psychologists and cgﬁtinhing to implément a district-wide referral-to-
placement model that facilitates efficient processing of children. Prior
. . to this model, evaluation ard decisionmaking took 3lace pr1matily at
the LEA .level. This often resulted in extensive backlogs and placemefit
. éecisions that ueze/ﬂadé by individuals who rarely .saw the child on a ’
day~to-da$§ basis. The. cﬁryent model decentralizes decisionmaking ‘to .
. school-based assessment teams. %ecause of establisﬁed\timelines, this.
revised process expediates the. time bétween referra¥. and placement, and
. invplves those individuals (e.g., paéénts, teachers, counselors, ‘prin-
cipals, assessment personnel and the like) who are most familiar with °*
| the child s unique ngeds. ‘This district was alsoxanéreasing the services
provided primarily in responSe to various court orders. One suburban )
district hired two new psychologists and decreaéed the time from referral
to assessment from 6 months to 30 days because the' state education agency
_ (SEA) had identified the backlo% as an aréa of noncompfiance. With the
. more rapid‘assessmeﬁt, the number of students evaluated increased by
more than 200 during the school yeat. Because tRatlstate funds sahool
districts, according to the number of students formally identified as

requiring special education and related services (SEARS), there wag

[
[

little difficulty for the LEA in establishing additipnal classes to

serve those seudents.




Lot . * AN incredse in services alone may be insufficient to reduce waiting

.
.

llsts«ﬁnd caﬁ even create certain backlog problems. For example, in

‘one district a dramatic eﬁpan51on of the resource program (the addition

’a

s
of 144 resource specialists?) resulted in an evaluation backlog beciuse

%

)t v the number of ebalua ton personnel~was insufficient.
] A,

® ‘ N L4 LN
‘2‘, "’} The,other backlo reduc1ng strategies were less commonly used.
About half the s1tes visited successfully reduced backlogs by 1ncrgas1ng
\a;}"class sizes toward the maximumsizes allowed by their respective states.
The perceived effects-of this pra\tice varied among service delivery per-
. sonnel. 1In one site), spec1al education teachers were considering f{llng
. ~ . a grievance against the LEA on the ground\\tha;e;ncgeased class size. . .

\

constitutes inappropriate serv1?e to, their st ts. However, teachers PR

in another district did not share’ thig coneern. becahsswthe LEA had pro-

vided additional flassroom aidest . . \\\\\\ 1 -

Many LEAs have adopted strategies for obtaining more appropriate

referrals this affects the number of referrals and hence the bahklogs : B

Where referrals were decreased backlogs were reduced. This was generi;iy Lo

: accompllshed by use of improved prerefermnal" screening techniques or iat

. N,

ventions attempted to maintain the child in the.regular classroom. (These
intervention straeegies are described in detail in Chapter III). 1In
other cases, 1ncreased in referrals led to corresponding it reases in

bzghlogs. In an urban district3 a backlog for evaluation developed

{f. .+ b&cause an increased emphdsis was placed\on identifying children., Work-
ing together, & special .education teaqher and a psychologist searched
. (\ the files and -talked to teachers in each school to 1ocate children in §

A

possible néed of special education services. - '
-\
Similarly, changes:in evaluation procedures affected backldgs. In

one rural site, a backlog-in evaluation developed because therdistrict
began requiring more comprggggsive'evaluationé, inckuding a psychological
evaluation, of ch11dren referred to the specific learning disability
(SLD) program In contrast, the evaluation backlog was 1essened in
another LEA that had reduced the test battery from the previous year.

In addition, 'expected caseloads and. quotas were set for the psychologists,

and three times as manyisoudents were tested in Fall 1979 than in Fall
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1978. This streamllnlng of the evaluation process ‘ocgurred in several

dlstricts. In another district, the LEA reduced’ ‘backlogs by diffusing
the testing burden. Although the LEA did notﬂreceive funds tp hire -
additional psychometrists to assist the bne\}zihas; the LEA 1£quested .
that special education teachers complete ac%démic testing, which form-

erly was part of the psychometrist's requpsibility. ' J ’

The least’satisfactor§ solution to,backlogs was "second-most—
appropriate" placement of children. Mere expansion of current pro-
grams to accommodate the backlogs can, also thwart the intent of the
law to place. children appropriately:' In a site witpﬂplacement.back-
logs and. pressure created by due process activity, the district merged
the SLD and educable mentally retarded (EMR) categories ,so that one ’
broad placement option instead of either an SLD or an EMR class e§isted
at each school; at the same time, the district permitted an increase
in the number of ch1ldren per class. Moreover, although these prac~
tices were uncommon, we;found that a few sites with especialdy lim&ted
resources resorted to placing children in the Title I program instead
of in spec1aﬂ education.or in resource rooms 1nstead of in self-
contained classes In one site, high school students needing a resou?%e
room were placed in self-contained classes on a part- day basi's becausg
the school did not have a resotrce room. * :
. . )

o
. Status of Reevaluations .

The requirement to complete reevaluations,every 3 years also

results in backlogs. Under the regulations, a’ ' reevaluation must be

‘conducted every 3 years, or more frequently if necessary, and it should

be based on the procedures used in the initial evaluation. Historice
ally, few districts have been accustomed to systematigally conducting
reevaluations in a formal way. -Hence, this is a problem for most dis-
tricts in‘the samp le. However, several sites had depeloped some coping
strategies, which included hiring more evaluation personnel and stream=

LY

lining the reevaluation process.

.

A

One district fouﬁd through a needs assessment that it could’ com-
plete only 70\ of the required 160 reevaluations during 1978-79: Conse-
quently, in 1979-80, it allocated part of its PL 94-142 funds to

¥

-~

1




consulting_cont.acts ¥§th two psychologists to assist in conducting
reevaluations. ?Another district has been overwhelmed with a reevalua-
* tion backlog since the passage of the law. In Spring 1978 (our first S
visit), this large urban district was under court order to reevaluate
. ‘' approximately 6,000 mentally retarded students alone'. During the past ',
N 2 years, the LEA has-hired many additional psychologists to cope with .
“the evaluatlon and reevaluation backlogs. The addition of persotnnel
has helped to ease the backlogs in that LEA,‘as'has a recently mple-~
mented multidisciplinary evaluation model. Under this model, special
educat10n teachers perform educatlonal assessments every year to peview

’

a child's progress Every 2 years, the team meets to discuss each child's

o placement. If the team determlnes that the child is appropriately placed,
no additional psycholog1cal testing is recommended. This LEA is in com-
pllance with SEA gu1del1nes, which do not require a full case study eval-

uation to meet the 3-year reevaluation requirements. 1In most sites,
. however, a full educat10nal and psychologlcal reevaluatlon is stlll

performed, : ' -t ' '

Other LEAs are attemptlng to ‘streanline the reevaluatlon process. h
Most often, they }mplement an annual educatlonal assessment (usually

"when IEPs are updated), which is accompanied by.a psychologlcal evalua~

.tlon every 3 years., During the past 2 years'’, .a few d1str1cts acquired
management informatlon systems (MIS) that they plan to use as a mechan-

. 1sm for keeping track of reevaluations and, hence £acilitat1ng their
scheduling. For example, in a site that had a backlog of reevaluations
A dicated ‘that this’ year;

"with the MIS, we will be-abld to keep better tradk of them." ;
@ - - N 4
In general, the study sites are just beginwing to address the prob- /

last year, the LEA special education direc

“lem-of reevaluation backlogs, which are already less severe this ‘year
than 1dst. Nevertheless, in a few' places the backlogs are serious and
apparently'will remain so. The”womst case is‘thatdof an urban district
with limited resources and a reevaluation backlog that increased from
4,000 to 5,000 in 1979-80 and is ekpected to -reach 7,500 next year:

. The LEA lacks sufficient influence with the mental health agency which

v

has the responsibility for conducting psychological reevaluations. The




~ during 1979-1980:

mental health agency, a separate facility regulated by the state depart-
ment,_ of . mental health, has numerous priorities aside from prov1ding -

serv1ces for the school district and hence is slow to conduct reevdﬁ-

- ES

uations. Compoundlng thls problem are fundlng regulatlons Title XX
funds provide a large share of the agency's budget and Eafse funds can-
not be used for the evaluation of special education children. With a
worsening‘financial situation, the LEA ha; little recourse for.sdlving

the problem. ' «

v

Summary i ‘ R
The following are the highlights of our investigation of backlogs”

~

e Overall, we found greater emphasis on reduging backlogs this
year than during last year.:

o In terms of initial evaluation and placement ‘backlogs, two
effective strategies were implemented to relieve the problem--
addlng evaluation personnel and expanding services.

° Where .resources were not available to accompllsh either or
both of thosa strategies, the backlogs were reduced somewhat B
through strategies to, reduce Ueferrals, enlarge class sizes,
aﬁd streamline testing.

) Dlstrlcts are just beginning to tackle the reevaluation back-
logs. The two main approaches are adding personnel and devis~

1ng'a more systemmatlc and streamlined reevaluation p'rocess
) -

M X, . .

E;ﬁanding Services and Increasing Beneficiaries

_wigh some notable exceptions.

N

Overview of New Programs and Expansion of Existing Programs

During 1979-80, we reexamined patterns %f program development and

program expansion. Our findings are similar to those of Tast year but
. . ;'A N .
..Last year, we reported that one of the most visible effects~of o

PL 94-142 was on the scope of services provided for handicapped young-
Sters. . Every district we visited in the 1978-79 schbol year either
had increased its existing service delivery system or had added new
programs; exlsting programs were expanded, in abqut half the$22 sites

'
.
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studied, and new types-of services were introduced in the others. This

year, we found evidence in each of the 17 study sites that additional

special educatfon and related services, are being provided for hand1-

-

" capped students in one or more of the following .ways:

~ : >
¢ The 1ntroduct10n of new types of programs for the unserved
- or underserved (6 sites). » -

¢ The expansion of existing programs tg serve more students
in need of spec1al ‘education and rélated services (alle 51tes)

o .The provision of additional related services enabling stu- -
. dests to benefit more fully from their educational experi-
ence’ (9 sites). . A

In addition, last year we reported that services were expanded for second-
ary students inyonly 7 of the 22 sites, whereas this year activity was
increased at the secondary level and more’serv1ces and more program

options were available to hand1capped secondary students in 14 of the
17 LEAs.

Last year, we had reported that a common theme among sites was expan-
sion of sérvices in a stepw1se manner, desp1te the law's requirement for
proviszon of approprfate services for all handicapped students simultane-
ously. Even with the infusion of federal funds, no district was able

X0 simultaneoust extend new services to both. preschool children and ™
secondary students.’ In contrast, _this year four sites that had kxpanded V
or refined existing preschool programs by adding services such a% music

therapy or by increasing the number of beneficiaries served by exﬁending

" services to younger children (such as those 6 months to 2 years old)

also were able to ref1ne or expand the secondary level program as well
Despite some progress in this area, resource lim1tations continue to
constrain LEA administrators from ensuring a free appropriate public
edycation (€§PE) to all’handicapped children. Districts are still

i

forced to as gn priorities among their special education populations.

In summary, during the 1979-80 school year, new program development
or expansiOn of existing programs; or both, was evident in each of the
17 LEAs. More activity was appdrent at the secondary le’el than was
reported last year; and, unlike last year, program expansion and refine-

ment were occurring at the preschool and secondary levels simultan50usly.

11 . . T

i
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+ Thus, LEAs still seem to be striving to meet the full service goal of
PL 94-142, with perhaps a slightly greater emphasis on program expan-—
sion and refinement. However, challenges still remain, such as provi—
sion of programs for seriously emotionally disturbed (SED) students and
for the 18- to 2l-year-old population. These challenges must be met

N\
beforé LEAs will be aGle to ensure FAPE for all handicapped children.

\ ' - 4 - ‘ ‘
Extending Services to Handicapped Preschool Children

-

During our 1979-80 visits,.we found at the preschool level two . . N

interesting examples of new programs for previously unserved students$
as well- as program expansion and refinement. One, a small rural site,'
introduced its first program for handicapped preschoolers thié year.

It is aimed at serving studentS from é months to 5 yeérs old--a population
that had been recognized as being in need for several years. LEA ‘adminis-
trators were especiallx pleased when the SEA approved this new program
pecause\they had made several unsuccessful attempts at initiating a

preschooﬂ program in the past.

4 In addition to these new pteschool programs, we found examples of
preschool program expansion and refinement in four LEAs. One preschool .
program was expanded to include a home/school facilitator oomponent.
This program strives to‘enaple stndents to generalize to the home skills
acguired at school. 1In adﬁitiong a rural site éxpaéﬁﬁh’a preschool
program serving handicapped youngsters 3 to 5 years. 31d to inc¢lude those .
from birth to 2 years. Still another site- added two spec1al day classes
to its existing preschool program this year and put a special emphasis ‘
on the expansion of the program for autistic youngsters. A resource:
rich suburban site_that is at the point 6f refining services used PL 94-142
‘funds to add music therapy to its pyeschoo} program. '
%
. v : - -

- . . R +

Program Expansion at the Elementary Level

L[4

Activity at the elementary level seems to be focusquprincipally on

the expan51on of existing programs, this being true at 12 of the 17 study
sites. In more than half of the sites, ser\“es available for SLD young-

tsters were increased kompared with last year. For example, a district

v 4
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in one of the intermediate education agencies opened 45 pew special )
eddcatiqn classes this year, a repo 75 to 80% of wh1ch were for, SLD
‘ youngsters. Th1s was described by Z:::>§ct personnel as an oyerwhelmlng
increase in LD (Learnlng dqsablllty) services. Another site has added .
.50 new SLD teachers to the staff in ‘the past 2 years and has allocated
funds for 18 more for the 1930-81 school year. In addition, several _
ex1st1ng element/;y -level programs for mlidly retarded and SED thldren

were expanded. .- .
" o TN R

?wo of the California'sites-: ve achieved dramatic program expan-

N .
sions, particularly in, the resoufcg)specialist program under the planped

phase in of the Master Plan for" Spec1al Education Since last year, one *

' these sitesrhas hired 144 resource spec1a11sts and, now has resource
sgsb&allsts in each school in the district (including high schools).
The other site has expanded the resourcé specialisas program to'includé
practically every elementary school. Under California's Mastér, Plan,
the ijsource specialist'has a part-instructional,‘part-coordinZting role
in pr viding'individually appropriate special education for mildly handi-
capped children. . . “ai\

'Y -
s

B ¢

In other LEAsglseveral new programs\yere introduced. this yelAr, some
of which include services for students beyond the elementary level. For
examnle, a class for visually-impaired students was'introduced in an:
urban site in the South: those handicapped younésters had been previously
anserved. A rural site }s using its PL' 94-142 funds for a pilot prograh
for’elementary a econdary SED students, which has long been "a recog-
nized need in this community The program provides a d1agnost1c class~
room,‘strong psychological support, and direct assiistance by aides to?
reinforce positlve behavior patterns as, well ag to support the 1ntegra—
tion of the .stwdertts back into their home school program when;such a

transition is appropz e . This year, a programmatic emphasis was on
us fos

snch integration, sfirlng the LRE concept and minimizing®the

. costly transportation of students, which had become a major concern in

this rural area this year. Next year, this program is expected to con-

» tain an additional full-time component.
* . *

- L -
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-Two ather sites have inltiated ,new SED programs that offer services
to elementary and secondary students. ‘A resource-rich suburban site
used some of its PL 94-142 funds to 1ngtoduce an alternative half —day
program fer gtoups of two to four severely d1sturbed pnlmary and inter-
mediate SED students. These students had prev1ous1y been served either
! " through homebound ingtruction or with a full-time a1de. This né%,pro—

\

gram option is representative of that site's ongoing goal of program

-

refinement.

4

If summary, several new programs were intrgnuced at the elementary
level this yeas. The primary activity at the elementary level, however,
seemed to be the expans1on of existing programs Although this included
the expansion of services for students w1th a number of different handi-

capping conditions, more than half the s1tes provided increased services
. . i . 'S

¢

for SLD youngsters. ° ¥
- ’ Prngram‘Expansion at the Secondary Level
L 2

. As noted earlier, 14 of the 17 LEAs either expanded or refined

existing programs or instituted new program options for secondary special @ ~
education students this year. This represents considenabiy more activity

. at the secondary level than was reporteﬁ last year. The most growth was
- T o -
seen in-~ !

..+ ® Vocationalgprogram options . .
» . .t . ‘ . - 4
. . & o Nocatlonalaassessments RS . v

“ . - ‘o SLD program options. . ' “ o

This year, steral sites focused on improving vocationally oriéhted

o L services for handicabped‘secohdary students, a traéitional problem area.’
For example, in an eastern.industrial site, the area vocational benter >
~ hired a special educator to develop appropriate vocational trainfng’

Programs for the handicapped. His role includes working with the nigh. -

—~—

school's work experience‘prég%am arid expanding a specific skill-training .’

- . course at the vocational center. 1In addition, an urban site that has -

- been faced with severe budéetary constrafnts, introduced a new sheltered - ©
‘ 1 ? .
. \ workshop for students 16 to 21 years old. Another large urbap LEA used

PL 94- 142 funds to expand services provided by vocational skill centers
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= to include more ‘appropriate services for the handicapped. A suburban ) \
site instituted a new woodwofking program at its special fatility for v
- ~ A * 0 ’ ’
- the more severely impaired students.
- In addition to some expansion of vocational program options, we also

noted increased efforts in the area of vocational assessments for handi-
capped youngsters. Three %stes added a vocat10na1 assessment component
to their secondary spec1a1 education programs this year. One site reported ¢

that this vocatlonal assessment will allow focusing more attention on the

- individual vocational needs of special education students,

many of whith

.have not been attended to in the past.

- site said,

-

A vocat10na1 evaluator from apother

- - ¢
- - ) - . '

By exposing the client to a variety of work tasks and work )
experiences, as well as aptitude and achievement tests and
interest inventories, the work evaluation helps the client
select vocational goals which he or she will find relevant

. afld meaningful. Clients who Jmay have been exposed to minimal
work experiences in the past may now make vocational choices .
based on ‘information rdther than lack of it.

. We also found that the-trend of providing more SLD services for
secondary students continued. ~ For exampl®, a large than site used some
of its Ry/ﬂEEIﬁZ funds to increase the’ number of SLD resource rooms at
Anqther'LEA introduced its first high school SLD
Students who needed SLD sexgices had been e

' routinely served previously in a speciat ducation prévocational program. !

the secondary level.

resource room this year.

*Finally, a high SChOOl*ln an. intermedia ducation agency, which histor-
ically had served SLD youngsters in resource rooms, opened its first

¢ full-time secondary SLD program. Under this program, students who need

) more extensive remediation are served more appropriately. than they can

a

beﬂin the resource room setting. : .

~
%

¢
Several of the new programs for, SED youngsters described under /
"Program Expansion at the Elementary Level" inc}ude placement options *

for secondary‘students asﬂﬁell ‘ ,

sg @

o

Thus, we found .continued progress at the Qecondary level in expanding
vocational and SLD programs and services for handicapped students. Second-
NS

ary special education programming is still considered to be 1agging behind,
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however. . Some of the particular difficulties, found at the Secondary .;
level are discussed later in this chapter undet "§econdary Special .

Education Programs." S
-

1Y

. * Provision of Additional Related Services

. Almost half of the study sites.reporfed prbviding additicnal related
l services this year, as compared with last year. Two sites are providing
new related services (that is, services never previously offered by the
o ‘ districts), including music therapy and play therapy. Music therapy is
being offered to severely handlcapped 3~ to 5- -year- olds at an early ch11d— '
hood center in one site; in another LEA, play therapy 1s being used in '
a new program for SED youngsters. Other sites have added related ser- ) p

vices that have existed but not with adequate coverage. Such services L
s " - \

> typically included:V : S

Y ) Qccupationazéand/or physical therapy
. . ., Adaptive physical education .
‘e Speech therapy ) ,

e Psychiatric coggultation services. ' !
i

Several sites used PL 94-142 funds to increase the availability of i

related services to handicapped students. For instance, .one intermediate N

< ~

. educatieh agency used the funds specifically to provide additional sup-
_port services such as occupational therapy (OTZ_ésg .physical therapy
(PT) in the individual districts in its service area. Two sites used

. PL 94-142 funds for additional g!;ptlve physical 'education (PE) services.
For example, one district hired an assistant to deliver‘d%;ect and sup-

‘plementary adaptive PE services, as well as to consult with regular PE

- - - ’ , ‘
3 M *
Secondary Special Education Programs ) ' :
) . B . ,
~ . The data on the school-level impadt of rhe dmplementation of PL 94-142,

teachers.

that were collected and analyzed during the school year 1978-79 mainly
concerned special education at the eleneﬁ?hry school level. Therefore,

duting the Fall 1979 site visits, our emphasis was on investigating spe- ¢

cial education at the secondary level, considering' the problems and

»
; . ;16 : .
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| solutions'specific‘to'this level, High school programming is generally
<.
b

regarded’ as a problem area.in special education. For example, in most
of the sites we visited, secondary programming is still catching up to
T that proGided for elementary school students. Districts are having

to add and/or gxpand programs for handlcapped*aﬁlldren (e.g., SLD) just
coming up through té;g:chool system. -

~

Because of this lag in special education, we discuss it here in

« greater depth*and highlight some ot the specific difficulties and suc—_
cessful prdctices th

e identified in the study sites. To understand

the organizational com ities of secondary schools and the various

placement‘options availdle to secondary students, a knowledge of some

of the purposes and assumptions underlying secondary special education
. 3

as expressed by;administrators, counselors, and teachers is helpful.

s
-~

. 4

. Purposes and Assumptions of Secondary Special Education

s
-

The purposes and Assumptions of special education at .the secondar&

level differ from those at the elementary level in two fundamental ways:

. Edugators perceive that the role they can play becomes more
> limited as children ‘grow older. With older ch11dren, edu-
. “cators can control fewer of she factors 1mportant in deter-
hlnlng whether a child will learn.

. * . 3

[ Tﬁe educational goals for secondary students are necessarily
different. What the school attempts to accomplish (or is

i ’ capable of accompL&shing) for a special education student
differs’ at the secondary level.
~ N K

At‘the Secqndary level, the effectiveness of the educational pro-
gram depends .more on the.student's effort to learn and agreement with

his or hen;educatlon plan. . Younger children are more easily put into

a situataon “for- their own good" and are more likely to accept their

secondary students must make themselves available for help--both phJsi-
calIy (by not dropping out of school) and mentally . Because secondary

to adulthbod, educators recanize that the students

3

Bl
.
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L. Fof these,reasons, and because secondary students are often included
*‘in placement dec151onmak1ng, educators pay more attentlon to the second- \
ary student's desires and emotlonal needs, in addltion to’ academic needs,
in deciding,hie or her educational placement. Consequently, educdtors
may not plgce a mildly handicapped secondary student in special education
"even though the placement would be appropriate. ’This decision is made .
-relétiveiy often when the student expresses a preference not to be placed
in special education because of peer pressure, feaesof the stigma, or
£ ‘othep concerns of high school students. These attitudes of eeucators
" toward secondary-students were expressed by a resource teacher in one *
site we visited who stated, "I take what I can get...if a person doesn't’
want'to be there [in the special education resource rooml there's no
point iﬁ having‘fhem‘éhere,.hthese'aré young adults." This teacher was
also very careful of the students' emotional needs: '"For some kids,
'iwm aﬁéaid to order [psychological tests] because it would hurt their
egos too much.' " . ’ R
Parents' input is encouraged as well. School staff members in
: several‘sites however, expressed the belief that parents are not as
actively involved in their children's hlgh school program as they had
been at-the elementary level. For example, one high school teacher said.

"We don't have time to beat the bushes to get parents in," whereas an

glementary counselor at the same site said "I'll go out and pound on

the doors if necessary to, get a kid placed."”
=

ki

The primary differencehfnneducational goals for secondary and ele-

*mentary students is that secondary educators focus'less on determining

\'

ithé{causes of the student's problem and remedying it. Instead, they

tend to deal with the-student as he or she is; they do not assume that

'

\\//// » the causal factors can be eliminated so that the student will become }
) . "normil.” Therefo:‘e, the goal shifts from remedying the original prob-
lem to achieving spécific objectives such as gaining work ‘experieace
and related basic skills, gaining spec1fic vocational skill training,

passing competepcy tests, and stayiﬁg in school to graduate.

*

Secondaqy educators must prepare the student to leave school rather

than deal with his or her ﬁpotentiél." Although remediation efforts

‘e ‘ o
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do ,not necessarily cease, éhe focus shifts to providing the secondary,

"level student with "real worfﬁi'experiences so as to help him or her Z#
‘betome ‘an independent citizen. In addition, attempts are made to direct :

students with a history of academic failure into an area such as Voca-

tional training, where suc(jii/depends less on réading and writing skills.

. L

Organizational Complexities of Sgcondary Schools

In addition to having slightly different underlying assumptions and
goals than elementary schools, high schools have certain organizational
. - -

? . .
. features that make secondary special education programming more problem-

P tic. Secondary schools differ from elementary schools in the following
” ways !
h ". ‘ '/ 0‘
Y ¢ High schools are generally larger and more bureaucratic (i.e.,
1

more departmentalized and more administratively complex)
- than elementary schools, so’ coordination of programming is
, A \, =~ not facilitated. Indeed, fragmentation of programming can
. be a problem for the secondary special education st:ﬁ
i R PR\

. o Within the high school are more boundaries because _
, groups or agencies. (e.g., vocational education, special ’ Ve
. ; education,,the English Department, the Mathematics Depart- ]
) ment) are involved in high school programming. )

. e In hig; school each student generally has many teachets, 4

) whereas in elementary school gach child may only have one;

) thus, each high school teacher faces scores of students
each day. Because of graduation requirements,- competency ¢

- tests, and the like, high school teachefs must be more
subject focused, less child focused, and less oriented
toward individualized instruction.

LY

-
-

"The comments of several educatotrs in the study sites reflected these.

~

¢ issues. The following comment, from ‘a high school administrator, is

representative:

]

There is a lot of resigtance to special edycation at.the
| secondary level. It's not a priority. The structure of . ‘
secondary schools makes individualization difficult. Logk *

at it from a practical point of view--there is too much chang-

ing of classes; graduation requirements are an issue-~now ’
we're talking competency_testing. All of this on top of

"LRE' and "appropriate educatidn." 1I'm ready to give up.
v ' .

1
! . ‘ - ’ -
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An example of a coordination problem was found in a district where
'a child had_left a special education school for the handicapped and
enrolled-himself in a fregular high school. Sevetal weeks elapsed before

the high school adm1n1strators realized he was from the special school

and needed specialized help. A principal from another site said that
many secondary teachers are not really attuned to detecting problems
related to special education; they assume that such students have %een
identified in the earlier grades. They tend to believe that a j;udent
who is not achieving either is "not trying" or is "just slow." Many
teachers, conduct their'classes inla traditional lecture style and stu-

4
dents "sink or swim.'f

- v
A further examp le ?4/:he/type of program fragmentation that can

easily occur at the high school level was. prov1ded by an administrator

at a suburban site. Thorough vocation:éiassessments are given to all
ninth and tenth grade sQECial education students in this LEA. The results ) '

of these 4ssessments, however, are rarely used to match a student with

an appropriate vocational and academic program. This .information is ’ I
not always passed along becahse a vocational assessmeht specialist must ‘
share relevant data®with a spec1al educator 1n time to haye it reflected
on the IEP and consequently in time for it to affect the type of program

4

and JOb the student will pursue. The school administrator did a random
,check and discovered that one student who, according to thg data suppliéd
. by the vocational assessment, has a strong aptitude for mechanical work’, ~ /7
and enjoys the outdoors, is spending his aftern?on wiping tables at the

local mall. In the mornings he has PE, band, and English before going '

to work. ! This is what his program has consisted of all year. The admin-

istrator was distressed to find such a situation and suspects that it

is not all that uncommon . He called the parents of this student and

asked if they were satisfied with this arrangement. Their major concern

tvas whether their son would have enough credits to graduate. The adminis-

trator told them they were.asking the wrong questions-~-they should be

. - -

asking "What skills will:he have when he -graduates?" v
. . - \

Some reorganization is to occur at this‘site over the summer, aimed
at better coordinating high school students' IEPs with the data provided
by the vocat:onal assessment. A higher priorjty will be placed on

L\ N s /\
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nonitoring job placements ds well. 1In addition, the goal of the district
has become to provide:each parent of seventh or eighth grade handicapped
students with a long-range gducational and vocational- plan for their
child. This would include:

]

¢ Recommended course work in academic and nonacademic areas.

/ e Suggested job training and vocational skill building
N activities.

® Suggested job-related activities and experiences. .
e Suggested extracurricular activities- to be offered to the
students rhrough grade 12 or age 21.
This plan would also identify specific opportunities that may be
-Available to the stndent upon’graduation from the district's program.
An LEA administrator, who has a special interest in secondary education,

4
views this as a positive step, however long overdue.

F1nally, & supervisor from a large urban site expressed frustration
at high school special education programming, saying "At the secondary

level it's atrocious; so much is needed--teachers are isolated, %kids
/

1"t
'are not acceptedilf' . _ // .

Range of Programs and Placement -Options at the Secondagy Level’

A wide ramge of programs and placement options are available to
secondary handicapped students across the 17 study sités. These programs

.

include: o

+

e Low-level tracking (in regnlar edugation)

e Re#Burce rooms L .

e Self-contained special education cIasses

® Regular vocational education or vocational technical centers
e Work-study/work experience \

o\‘Separate‘facilities for special edJcation students,
’ 3

These options are not mutually exclusive; a special education student
often has an educational pgbgram‘conbining several options such as low-

level tracking, resource room, and regular vocational education.

* -
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However, a major problem we found is that rarely does such a compre- .L
hensive range of options exist within a given LEA., For example, a high
school in one site has no low-level tracking because the school is small
and geared to college-bound students; thus, special education teachers
complain about the lack of appropriate classes into which students can

be mainstreamed. The range of options available 7t a given4éite thus , - ¢
necessarily influences how a student with a specific handicap will be '
served, and this varies substantially across sites (probably more at

the secondary 1eve} éhan at the elementary level). To illustrate, we
pres’ent a pair of contr}ﬁting sites; one in which SLD students are
primarily in vocationally oriented programs and one in which the focus

for SLD students is more academic. These programs vary because of the -

range of options available in each site,

3
The first site has no resource rooms at the high school level,

Secondary SLD students are automatically r;uted into the special educa- -
tion prevocational program comprising students in various handicap cate- .
gories, such as SLD, SED, and EMR. Prevocational advisors organize and
individually set up schedule; for each special education studeht. Theq—J
retically, the possible components of a program include regular educa-
tioh academic classes, regular vocational education classes, classes in
basic academics and job readiness skills Egught by the érevoéationai
advigors, and work experience. Despite the fact that an SLD student can
be scbeduléd for a program with an gcademic focus, this did not seem to -
b%jhappening. ‘Typically, SLD students received work experience and a
minimal academic program. . ' -
4 In contrast,‘we visited a high school in .a different LEA where SLD -
students spend the majority of their?day in the_fow-level track and
receiye academic remediation in a resource room. This high scheol does

not have a work-study program, and the ¢only vocational training an SLD

student might receive is an industrial irts or shop class. j’

“In summary, although we found a wide range of placement pptions -
available to secondary students across all 17 sites; we rarely found
this range of options within sites. Thus, the nature of the program in

which a seconda;y student participates is largely determined by what is _

-




available at the sites, whiep seems to vary substantrally Following

s QT_—’is an elaboration of the types of vocatlonal program optidns avallable

h at thé secondary level.

4 —

[
K

Vocational Program Options--As mentioned, a frequent emphasis at -

the secondary level is on involving special educatlon students in activ-
ities that prepare them for the world of work. Although academic sub-
jects are not totally disregardea, roational‘education and, work-study/
work experience activities often® become an integral part of a student's
~progFam. Consequently, we explored the various vocational program options

L8]

existing with the 17 sites.

We found that vocational education is defined differently in dif«»
ferent schools and communities. It often includes.suah vocationally
oriented classes as typing, busjhess mathematics, home economics, and
industrial arts. However, some nigh schools have more specialized voca-
tional programs (such as carpentry and dratting) that are designed to-

prepare students for specific careers or vocatiors. Generally, voca-

tional education was designed for regular education students who, would’
be' entering the world of work soon after graduation. Most often, only

v the upper range of special education students (SLD and a limited number
of higher functioning EMR and SED students) participate in regular voca-
tional education programs. £

Some LEAs have separate vocational'facilities; often called vocational
technical centers or vocational high schools. :These schools o6ffer spe-
cialized vocational or career training in areas such as carpentrf, elec-
tronics, foed service, auto mechanLCS, and the like. They can include

) a work-study component as well. As with vocational education in a com~
prehensive high school, these programs are most often geared for regular
4 education students and usually oély the upper range of special education

students participate in them: 1In certain cases, however, these vocational

facilities have separate programs for EMR students; for example, in one

site the school had a separate EMR program located in a wing of the
building. . ] . f .

-~
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l v Because both regular vocational education and ,vocational technical '
centers were primarily established for regular/educatlon students, spe-
.. c1¥1 education students encounter problems in entering these placements,
Special education students have tendeg'to be excluded from these options
.in the past, but this seems to be changing. Fat exagple,- several sites
. have used the 10% vocational education set-aside fundsiand have allocated

' A R Ve
spaces for special education students.*

Several factors interfere with the full participation of spec1a1

education students in vocational programs, The maJor 1nh1b1ting factor ,

» courses include an academic component, many special education students
have problems, particularly with reading. Other academic skills can also

4
create problems; for example, some trades (such as electrical) require

|
|
|
|
r
|
|
|
|
for many special education students is academic skllls. When vocational

mathematical skill levels beyond the capacity of many specidl educati .

-

i students. For these reasons, certain special education students are
t excluded from many of the vocational program options; special education

students may only be admitted to those courses geared toward careefs

level academic skills. Other factors that may act to ex¢lude special
education students from some regular vocational education programs include
the possible danger'involved in some options (é.g.,,courses in which |
compllcated machina!y must be used), financial problems involved in trans-
portlng students (e.g., physically handicapped) to the vocational or

- work options involved in these programs, and the resistance of many regu-

lar vocational education teachers toward special education students.

i
:
'

However, we found evidenfe of -increasing attempts to adapt vocational
training programs to handieapped students and to reduce teachers' rgsisténce
to the inclusion of special education students. Some examples of adapting

€

these-programs include:

— . >

* Under the Vocational Education Act Amendments of 1976 (PL 94-482), at y
least 10% of each state's allotment is available to pay a portion of
the cost of vocational education for handicapped persons. _-

[

LA
. (such as food service, masonry, or maintenance work) not involving higher-
|
|
|
l
|
’
i
|
|
\
}
|
\

J
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o« The use ‘of vocational resource rooms to provide additional
support to special educatign students participating in.regular
vocational or shop settings in at least two sites.

o The use of resource teachers to assist vocational education
teachers adapt programs to accommodate special education
students.

* In addition, one LEA wrote an inservice grant that would provide aides

and training to regular vocatienal education teachers working with handi-
capped children. The special education department in another site is
proposing to design maxerials for use by handicapped gtudents in voca-
tional education. Finally, to overcome teacher, resistance, vocational
teachers in several sites were not told that a particular student was in
special education until after the student had been in the class for a

while and had been given a chance to succeed.

Vo

« York Study/Work Experience--Some sites had work-study/work-experience

programs (emphasizing basic skills related to the world of work, work
readiness skills, and on-the-job experience) designed specifically for
special education students although regular edication students were some-
times ipcluded. Histo;ically, these programs were designed for special
education stud?nts (e.g., EMR) who could not be admitted to-the regular
vocational education program or to vogational technical centers either .
because they did not have the necessary skills or because the history or
tradition of the school or district was'to serve them separately. Thys,
these programs most often served EMR students in the sites we visited;
however, sometimes otheg'special education students (e.g., SLD, SED)

“

participated as well.

- ] .
Work-study programs were designed principally to provide students
4

with on-the-job experience. However, sites varied in terms of these
programs. SometiTes the nature of the job.was viewed as less important )
than the fact that the student\iéd_g job and was exposed to the world < 9y

of work. These work-study programs often emphasized '"prevocational

skills such as how Lo find a jo;, how to fill in an‘application, how to

act on a job--instead of spegg?gc job skills. Altﬂough the,prevocgtional -
emphasis of many work-study ?rog{efivright be aﬁbroprigteofor_many sper

cial education students, we found‘at least one site whéf?qminy parents: T

complained about the lack of specific training in job-related skills,

z
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Successful Program'StrategXVat the Secondary Level
Despite problems at the secondary level related to coordination,
! . :
*Bbundaries, and limited placement options, we found an exceptional voca-
tional program inpa small industrial site. ‘It illustrates how creative il

~
N

program plannlng can be blended with the local contextual features of LS
a communlty "to best meet the needs of all sti4dents. . This program took
the form of a vocational technical center, fun by the district's voca-
tional education staff. The majority of th regular education @and
special education high schonl students in the district go to this center
on a part-day basis. The center's conprehensive and effective' program
involves both vocational educatlon and work-stud; in fields such as cos-
metology, industrial foods, welding, plumbing, masonry, carpentry, office

management, and secretarial skills, -

The center, through its advisory council coffiposed of business and
community representatives, has made an effort to involve local business
in program development. Tne advisory council is an integral part'of the
center, reviewing new‘programs to determine whether they are relevant,
keeping the center advised of’new techniques, and reviewing the technical
qualifications of new staff. This ensures that the training received at
this center‘willlbe relevant and applicable to the jobs available in the )
community. In addition, employers of former students know that they
can call upon the center for help with students ptaced with them if any
problems arise at worg. This involvement of the community has‘given it

a stake in the program's successful operation and has enabled students

» to find jobs after graduation more easily.

The LEA administration has taken a unique approach to developing a
program\that will serve:regular students as well as all students with
special needs. Instead of applying for federal program funds (e.g., the
10% vocational educatien set-aside for the handicapped), which require
that separate services be provided for separate greups of students to
avoid /comingling of funds, the LEA has developed a program'that comprises
ah agsessment component, vocational training, academic support, and work

experience for all groups (regular students, disadvantaged students,

handicapped 3tudents, and so on). For example, instead of exc;udlng some

s

o .
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special education students from a welding class because of the level of
difflculty involved or developing a4 separate ,class for them to master .
the skllls necessary to functlon as a welder, -the staff has broken weldlng
down 1nto various componentssso that a student can learn weldlng at -his -
or her own level of abilityw/ the student can later get a iob at this level
and be successful. The specfal education students also receixf help from ‘
the special education teacherk at the regular high school. This support

is related to studegE§> work at the vocational program for example, a
student learns to spell words related to his or her chosen trade, to do
mathematics with work-related problems, and tﬂe like. 1In addition, the
vocational counselors often do notﬁinform the vocational teacher that

some of the students are in special education until after the students
have been in the vocational class for @ while and are working out well;
this helps to overcome any initial resistance the vocational teachers

may have to having special education students in their classes: -

This excellent vocational education progran .depends greatly on the
local context. 1In this city, heavy industry is the largest employer and
therefore provides’ employment in a wide range of skill areas and levels.
The city is also off such a size that school, commun1ty, and buQiness
interaction are conducted on a one-to-one, first-name basis; school- *
community~-busihess relations are quite jyod. Finally: for the majority
of the commurity, a blue collar job is & successful career and not a

low-status expectation.
-

: Remaining Challenges o .

-

\ ‘ Despite overall progress in expanding special education delgvery
systems at all levels, individual sites still have specific aréégyof
need that depend primarily on the locaI context, These.unlque needs or
remadining challenges continue to be heavily influenced by such diverse
factors. as ‘the local tax base,_parental expectatlonsh-state funding
formulas, and the hjistory and tradition of special education service
delivery. For example, several study sites have difficulty in supplying
adequate amounts of related ,services such- as OT PT, ahd speech therapy.

One reason given for .this gap is that OT and PT in particular have not

I
4 ~
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' been historlcally provided by the ‘public’ schools in some. sites. Typlc—
ally, these’ services have been available at med1ca1\fac111ties ﬁor a
fee. They have not been perceived as being the responsib111ty of the
LEA. In othet sites, the SEA special education re1mbursement systéi.‘
does not directly support these services. THus, LEAs faced "with severe
%udgetary constraints often do.not have adequate funds to supply theséi%

_services 1n appropr1ate quantitlii s .
“ - . .

{ ) Similarly, the need for additional’counselons was mentioned in

' L several sites. Omne administrator said that, eiementary counselors were

particuIarly d1ff1cult to add because although they are badly needed at

the school level, hey are Wot mandated by the SEA; -qbug, they are not"

state‘reihbursed. As he stated, "The problem is we have to pay for them

>

’ out ,of our pocket." . .
s ) . . - 4

and’ serv1ces, but all/fhese are insufficie‘n’f to wthe students' needs.
This results mainly/from a pattern of budget cuts "for special education
. over the pas several years. Reduced enrollment’of white students has
resulted frd&?"white flight" in-the face of forced busing and, because
' oi lac% of .local support for public schools,~the LEA has not been able to
’.pass 3 school tax levy for several years. The fact that taxes‘haye‘not
L .. 1ncreased desp1te rising costs has left the d1strrct with 1nsuff1c1ent
funds and cuts have’ thus occurred across the board{b
ln contrast, a wealthy guburban site that has an increasing SED
population with gbundant needs and parents with h1gh expectatxons is
' faced with the challenge of developing a range of pro%i:m optiens for

these students' as well as providing psyctrological coun ling, therapy,

» A

- and‘s0c1a1 uprk servicds. This district! s need for adequate amounts of

therapy and an- extensive range of placement options reflects community %

expectations as_well as the high‘caliber of special education program—"'
v

ming in the district. 7 -

%

One large urban site offers a wide range of programs, placemepts, *

g
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Program gaps vary &idely among sites, The pProblems in secondary
,special education—-particularly the need for work-study and vocational

.education—-have been’ discussed. In addition, we have identified the

¢

follow1ng,neifs as particularly great.

»

3

. . e SED programs_ . . !
- ) e Se ces for the handicap/e% population aged 18 to 21. .

Y

The probléms associated with meet1ng these needs aﬁe discussed below.
. -

"SED Programs .
J/ v s
Providing appropriate special education and related services for

Y

SED students is still regarded as an area of difficulty and underservice

in many of the LEAs in our study, Thirteen sites reported specif1c pro-~

blems with the provision of appropriate services to this éroup of hand-
icapped students. The nature and degree of their problems vary greatly,

hawever. For example, two sites do not have special education programs

for -the emotionally disturbed. In one of these districts, such programs

are not considered an urgent need because the school psychologist is
convinced that emotional ‘problems are caused by learning problems." ’

Therefore, the focus is on remedying the learning difficulty, sometimes

with outside counseling for the emotional problem In the other.district

o - - SED students are simply not formally identified because no programs exist *

7 to serve them. 'We don t have problems with ED--there aren't any ED

v children here'qxwe were told in a half-sexious manner. Next year, however,'

o this district plans to introduce three new SED programs that may be called

Y "behavior management" classes so that parents will b accepting of

Such a placement. In this site., parents are par siti to

the stigma attached to emotiona& disturbances‘
commented "They will send thedx kids privately for help so no.
}__;_~/ In contrast, one reghurce rich suburban site that routinely provides psych-
~ iatric dounseling to SED students who need.it to benefit from special —
education is concerned with the ‘need’ to develop a broader range of place-
- %# ment options for SED students within the district.

» ')
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. such as a day treatment center or crisis intervention facility4 She

‘to be a dgnger to himself. She was trying to use other community

« available for him within the state. This particular ! ate does not,‘in

Common concérns across sites regarding SED prngémns include: B

Fya,

° Waiting lists ‘ ‘ '\& T
" Limited full-time placements F v : R
e Lack of appropriate treatment facilities T ST

e Inadequate counseling services .
e Coordination with other agencies .

e -Staff availability. . . .

-

Many LEA directors and teachers expressed concerns about inadequate
amounts-of available services for SED students. They spoke of waiting
lists and the lack of available placement slots for these students. In
some sites, for example, not enough programs exist to serve all the iden-
tified SED youngsters. Therefore, when all of the classes are full a
student might have to wait for an opening and be inappropriately seryed

in a regular schgol program in the interid. ) ! -

13

." A similar program gap was found in limited full- time SED" placements. e

For example, .some students might be receiving only several hours of

resource room services when they really need a more intensSve full-ti e”
placement with support services ad well. As one junior high ceunselor =

lamented, "They need more than a resource room.'"

ke - -
An assistant superintendent from a large urban site said that her

greatest need was for an SED placement option separate from the school, .

said that she had been working for, several months trying to find an

appropriate plbcement for a junior high school boy whom she considers

resources because "We have no funding to set up our own program.” ‘Simi-
" . > z
larly”, another LEA was faced with inade te programming for a l5-year-
old schizophrenic who was.said to hg‘E;%::ing around the community rather s

than in 4 special education placement' because no appropriate program %f

fact, have an institutional program for SED youngstefz. Children .needing
an institutional placement are‘usually served outside the state. However,

this LEA administration is against placing students in private out-of-stare

= ———
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- ) residential schools becau8e of their costs. As the LFA superintendent
. , stated "Ehe only thing we really resent, and we shouldn't, is to pay -
fo; a child ‘toe go to Missouri or Texas to a private,mes1dential school..."
Thus, districts faced w1th such a dilemma sometimes choose to inappro-
priately serve an SED student rather than set the precedent of u$ing

private out-of-state placements

-

Adequate counseling was a gap found in some sites as well. As one

teacher bluntly put it "It s impossible for the district to Supply all

the needed counselors. T

\___/because _psychologis,ts at‘chool counselors are "spread too thin" per-
) forming evaluations, trying to reduce backlogs, and tending to such

adminzstrative tasks as student scheduling and parent conferences
*

Other sites that\hlstorlcally have relied on community agencies to
’ sipply counsellng ‘have encountered difficulties as well, part1cularly
with guaranteeing the prov1sion of counseling-services to the students
T in need as re@pired undér»PL‘94 142, Th1s/?ssue of-borders of responsi-
bdlity rega;&ing mental healmh services is' discussed more full} in a

- iater sectioﬁ of - this repogt \

£y J ,(’ v . .

In addition to the previously ‘mentioned problems, several LEAS have

-

v, aMperienced éiificulties in recruiting qualified staff to operate pro-
a
- grams for emotionallx distirbed youngsters. We found this 'to be the

*

~ .case even in{the most*ﬁ? essive resource~rich district To illustrate

* the problem}bf staffing the distfict's SED program, the LEA director of

+ personnel said; "Often I ﬂeed to search for a live warm body.'
,f':-’ -

[
. . Nonethe ess, w emphasize that despite the diff1culties involved ™
‘ in appropriately serving SED youngsters, three sites did- add new SED
programs th}siyear, three other sites expapded,their exist1ng programs,

and ofie site hés plans to introduce a SED program next year
L ~ .

} The Handicapped ﬁopulation 18 to 21 Years 0ld- “\ii

[ : \
According to PL 94- 142, a free apprbpriate public educatfon is: to
”ade available for all- handicapped children aged 3 to 21 not later *
. than September*l, 1980. This requirement does bt apply, however,\to

Some -sites have inadequate counseling services’

"
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handicapped children aged 3 to 5 0r 18 to 21 if it is 1ncons1stent w1th .

~ state law. We found that six of the nine states participating in our

¥

study specify in the1r state laws and regulations that special education
and related services’ must bé prov1ded to exceptional children between

the ages of 18 to 21. One state req01res that these services be provided
for ind1v1duals 18 to 20‘years'old, and in the remaining two states the

prov1s10n,of services to the 18- to 21-year-old hand1capped populatlon

v

is permissive. . ’ ’ . ' .
Despite his appareht commitment by the nine statesvto extend ser-
. vioes, in general we found that efforts aimed at expanding programs and
A #‘debelopfng new options for handieapped students aged 18 to 21 were less K
R . systemaflc than those for preschool youngsters. The general trend seems i
¥ . to be to offer secondary students the opportunlty to stay in existing
‘programs until they are 21. * Although many of the more severely impaired \
) y6ungsters (such as the’trainable mentally retarded, TMR) ohoose to stay i
- in the programs until they reich age 21, we found relatiﬁely few examples
of mildly handicapped students following this pattern. Generally, mildly
handlcapped students tended either to graduate or to drop out by the time
they turned 18, although we did frhd some exceptions. For example, one
site opened a new sheltered workshop this year for severely handicapped
youngsters from the ages of 16 to 21.‘ Another site has provided individ-

walized services to a 20-year-old student in response to a parental
request. The student attended the state school for the deaf and gradu-
ated without anysformal vocational training. The parent requested that g
~the LEA provide this type of training, which it agreed to do until the l
student reaches.age 21. The LEA'has assigned an interpretor for the

deaf to work with her in class to allow her to participate fully in voca-

- tional classes. This has cost the district $15 an hour.

P .
Several sites have informal mechanisms for following up on students R

in the 18 to 21 age range. In one site, students can return to high

school after graduatiom (or after they.have dropped out) for academic
' _ remediation such as to improve réading skills needed to enhance their
job performance. In another site, employers know th%y can call on the

area vocational center (which serves handicapped youngsters) for help

. . - )
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.with former students if problems arise at work. In several other sites,

’

i ] ,
directors of special education fry to maintaim informal contact with

students after graduation. T
»

Students with certain handicapping conditions often have the oppor-
tunity to receive services from aéfncies (such as state departments of
vocational rehabilitation)'af?;; they graduate or after they leave the

public schools. Interesfingly, little formal coordination with area

.~ Jjunior colleges has been pursued to.provide ‘additional services for the

18- to 2l-year-old “students. However, one LEA in an academically oriented

éommunity provided SLD students and their parénts with information about

a college prograﬁ designed for students with specific learning disabilities.

" In summary, LEAs have not directed. a significant amount of attention
toward expanding or developing new programs specifically for students
aged 18 to 21. This has remained a relatively low priority for many of
the LEAs. ’ Lo

Summary
The most significant of our findingg/guring the 1979-80 school year
_—

z

‘regarding expansion of services and increasing the bengficiaries\of them

7

are the following:

- ¢ New program development and/or expansion of existing programs

was evident in each of the 17 LEAs. Unlike last year, this "/

year a few instances were found of progr&m expansion and

refinement occurring at the preschool and secondary levels .
e simul t'angnu sly.

e o At the preschool level, new programs or program expansion
and refinement occurred in one-third of the study sites.

2

® " Several new programs ‘were introduced at the elementary level
this year. The primary activity seemed to be the expansion
of existing programs. Although this included the expansion

* of services for a number of différent handicapping conditions,
more than half of the sites noted an increase in ‘services
for SLD students. .

-® Progress cont d at the secondary level in expandiééW
vocational and ) programs and services to handicapped
d students. However, secondary special education program- .
ming is still lagging.

Co K ~
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e The amount of related services being provided to handicappéd'
students was increased in almost half of the study sites.

e Educators perceive that they play a more limited role in
the lives of students at the secondary level. In recog-
nition of their increasing responsibility for their own .
lives, secondary-level students are often included in the e
special education placement . decisionmaking process.

e The gducational goals for.secondary students are neces-
sarily different from those for elémentary students., The {
nature of the goals shifte from remedying a student's : -
original problem to preparing him or her to leave school

(_ and enter tHe world of work —

e Certain organizational features unique to secondary schools
make special education programming at. that level more prob-
lematic- than at the elementary level. Examples of coordina- . v
tion problems and program fragmentation were found more
. frequently at the high school level.

e Although a wide range of pregram gytions exists at the
secondary level across the 17 study sites, rarely does a, ~ - 5
comprehensive range of options exist within a given LEA,
The nature of the program for a high school student is [
-~ > largely determined by what is available within the LEA,
which varies substantially acro%s the Study sites.

o Special education delivery system gaps vary greatly amoiig -
sites. Specific areas of need most oftén depend on the
local context of a given LEA. For example, such factors !
as the lbcal tax base, parental expectatiéns, state funding
formula, as well as the history and tradition of special;
education heavily influence the unique needs of ﬂhdistrict.
However, we have identified the following gaps to be common
témain%ng challenges for LEAs:

— SED programs. .

-~ Services for the handicapped populatiom aged 18 to 21.

.
]

>
Changes in Personnel, New Roles, and Inservice Training
- } LA
The first part of this section describes the overall change in the

personnel who lonstitute the special education delivery system. Next .y
we discusq the "bound?ry cgosser" role and its expansion at the elemen-

tary and secondary levels, as well as at the aQE;nistrafive level. +Then
follows a description of other new roles that have been developed, partly

in response to the law. Finally, an\update on inservice training is

provided.




Changes in Personnel

’ L
The major pérsonnel change observed this year in the LEAs was the

*addition of teachers required for the new classes and/or expanded pro-

grams described in the preceding section; i.e., where large program
expansion occurred, the teaching staff was increased significantly. 1In
aﬂéition, some LEAs haye hired more.psychoIogists and more personnel- to
deliver related services, such as occupational or physical therapists

and social workers.

- *

The Boundary Crosser Role

‘

Last year we identified boundaries, partfcularly the boundary
beggween special education and regular education, as a source of problens
for implementing PL 94~142, This was especially true in areas that
required sdfie type of coordination in such activities as mainstreaming
and IEP devélopment and use. We found that the personnel whose role
is to faciiitgte such coordination, whom we called 'boundary crossers"
haﬂ a significant effect in minimizipg barriers to implementation, Such
staff members afe performing either a new role or their old role signi-

>

ficantly expanded. A prime example is the expanding role of the diag-

‘nostic/prescriptive teacher, an education position that is. becoming of

importance. \

This year, wé found ekpansion in bhoth the number and types 6f bound-
ary crossers. Last year, 8 of this yﬁZr's 17 sites had boundary crossers.
This year, weﬂfound that the role haJ expanded in four of the eight sites
and two new sites had boundary crossers. These roles exist at both the
elementary and secondary level, although the prevalence is far less at
the-gecondary ievel and at the adminisgzative level. Exdmples of how
the boundary crosser's role is being performed at these levels are as

folioWS‘

,

Elementary Level

.
]

The following descriptions demonstrate how this role operates in
the LEAs. Some districts may have the same boundary crosser rdle (e.g.,

respurce sgpecialists).
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Resource Specialists-~In one state in our sample, many more resource

—t” s )
speciglists were hired for the 1979~80 school year. In fact, one large
district hired 144 resource specialists since last year as part of its

expansion into the state's Master Plan for Special Educaf®on; and the =

-

_LEA now. has a resource speéiélist:in évéry sehool in the district. ~ Under
"the Master Plam, resource specialists provide individually appropriate

instruction for learning handicapped children thxgugh a part-ipstructiohal,

part—coofdination role. In addition to t?e instructional  responsibilities,*

resource specialists--

Y 5 ,
e Provide inse;vice training for school staffs.

e Provide consultation services and materials for regular
. classroom teachers.

[ “Act as a liaison with teachers of self-contained special |
education classqg to expedite successful integration of
students. '

. ® Coordinate placement and IEP meetings.

~ .

System-Wide Itinerant Resource Teachers--One large urban district

has four teams of system-wide itinerant resource teachers. These selected
special eduéatisn teachers travel from school to school Eo heip regular -’
teachers who have mainstreamgd special education students in their classes.
In addition, they assist both regular and special education teachers in
writing IEPs, implementing the IEPs, and evaluating objectives. This’
frogram continue& to expand this year because of increased numbers\qf
school-level training teams, consisting of one regular education teacher
and one special education teacher at each school. The itinerant teams
__,frain these school-based teams to provide ongoing inservice training for
the rest of the faculty, as well ds to act as on-site resource personnel

to facilitate goordination between regular and special education teachers.

o
8

&«

*To allow theSe teachers to concentrate their efforts more on teaching,
the SEA is planning.some changes in the role of the resource specialists
to yelieve them of some of their administrative dugies in the area of

, evaluation: -
- !
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Mainstreaming Aide--A progressive site that had a district-level

boundary crosser in the past (the special education supervisor) used

PL 94-142 grant funds.to hire an additional school—level boundary .

crosser at one -elementary school The role of the maipstreaming aide* ) ‘o
is to facilitate the coordination vf mainstreaming -activities so that £
. the school s commitment to mainstreaming 'wouldn't just be rhetor1c

. The role has been successful, and the special education supervisor
plans to use available money to<fund more mainstreaming aides in other

buildings.

£
w
<

School -Based Resource Teacher——Iq/a s1te that previously did not

have bnuadary crossing personnel at the school level

» & new position of
school-based resource teacher has been created in, one elementary school.

Thus far, this is the only school based position in the district; all

A\l
other resource teachers work on an 1tinerant basis. The pos1tlon was *

created in response to the need to coordinate services to the large
number of physically handicappeé students at the school. The teacher

. attends IEP meetings, coordinates service delivery to special education
st;dents, follqysgup on service delivery, and serves as liaison wi'th

the regular education teachers to facilitate mainstreaming.
. T "
4

Special Education Instructional Advisor——In a 1arge urban site that

*had few boundary crossing persomnel in the past, the role of one member

of each school based multidisciplinary team is evolving into that of a

boundary crosser. This person is the special education instructional

isor, whose or1gina1 role was to perform educational evaluations.

tHowever, as evaluation backlogs come under control the emphasis of this

role is shifting to include more consulting with regular education teachers.

For example, an instructional adydﬁor who 1s assigned to several schools

said that "the job is what you make it." As the evaluation backlog is

diminished, the advisor acts as a liaison to the regular classroom for

<

*This is a redefipition of a similar position that existed a few years
ago but was eliminated because of budget problems.

2
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mainstreamed children, divising technidues (such as special forms) to
facilitate communication ‘between special education and regular teachers

éoﬂcenning special education students (e.g., their backgroumd; special

e
.problems, areas to work on).

>
- Nonclassroom, Resource Specialist--In a site that already had boundary
. Y . \
, . crossers between regular and special education teachers, we saw evidence

of a role designed to cross a boundary within speciai education-~between
district- ‘and school-level special education staff. The nonclassroom
resource specialist is intended to interpret the‘ps;chological‘jargon

. of district-level evaluations to meet the needs of the receiving special
education teacher. As the special education supervisor stated, '"We

' The ngﬁélassroonﬁ

wanted someone speaking the language of teachers.'

resource specialist's responsibiyities include the administration of

educational eva}uations, the interpretation of psychological terms for .

- the‘receivizé special education teacher and their implications for teach-
ing Ze.g., the formulation of instructional goals), consultation with
parents, and coordinatipon of personnel involved in a child's special edu-
cation placemgpt. Unlike many other boundary crosséré, this person has
not generally been inQolved_in any follow-up after the studegt has been
placed. '

Many boundary crossing personnel perform innovative functions to

: facilitate coordination between regular and special education. For
example, one district employs an itinerant teacher of the orthopedically
handicapped (OH) to coordinate mainstreaming for OH cﬁildren. *This

person acts as a coordinator by-- ~

e Providing one-to-one training for regular teachers.

e Taking over the regular class”so that the regular teacher
can observe the students occupational or physical therapy.

e Teaching the OH class so that the OH teacher can observe the
regular classes to see the progress of the fully mainstreamed
students and to determine what is required to help prepare
other students for mainstreaming.

v
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Secondary Level

Most boundary crossers are at the elementary level, but we did find

a few+in the secondary—leve% programs as well. Several strategies of

interest are described below.

Tutor-Counselor--The role of the tutor-counselor in one site was

significantly expanded to éncompass the high school as well as the junior
high school. This role was created as part of a strategy by the special
education director 2 }ears ago to ensure that students mainstreamed at
the secondary level would mee: stated IEP goals. The tutorﬁcouhselqr
coordinates programming for high school students who are in a low-level
track -and who also may be receiving some special education help and/or
some work experience. The student reports to the tutor-counselor every
other day The counselor monitors the student's program and progress,
talks with both the regular and special education teachers involved with
. .the student, advises and counsels the student, and may arrange for or
provide additional tutefing. One high school mathematics teacher, who
has two special educatzzg students mainstreamed into one of his classes,
~— - was positive about the program and believed the tutor-counselor role was
"giving me a crutch to fall back on, and coordinating (their programs)

11] 'S
for me. '

ReSource Specialist--At two sites, the role of the resource special-

ist is also that of a boundary crosser at the secondary level. This
combined role is complicated by the complex orgahization at this level

< (e.g., departmentalization, size of the student populationm), particularly
at large high schools. To alleviate.the problem of the lack of vbcational
education for the handicapped at the secondery level, the SEA plans to
have the high school resource specialist act as the program manager to
attempt to tie together academic and vocational education (functional/life

skills) for special education students. .o

Liaison Program-~-Some special education teachers in one’ high school

district are 1iaisons who provide consultation for regular education teach-
ers with mainstreamed students.‘ The 1liaison’ program is not a new o6ne and

its* acceptance varies across the district.

39 ’ [
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] As discussed in the preceding section, the boundaries to be crossed
to implement'the intent of PL 94-142 at the Secondary level are more-
numerous than the elementary level. Althoygh only a few sites had for-
mal secondary-level boundary crossing persocnel, more than half had
informal coordination with vocational education to provide improved
programqing for special education students. Three examples are pre-

sented below. .

Prevocational Advisor--One LEA developed the role of the prevoca-

tional_edvisor a number of years ago as part of a strategy to provide
a high school special education vocational program flexible enough to
meet the heeds of various.stuéents. .A prevocational. advisor spends the
morning in the high school providing\direct services to special educa-
tion students and the afternoon in the community seeking potential
employers, checking students on- the-Job performance, and coordinating
= with -various agencies and with regular education teachers in the high
school. With the increased emphasis on mainstreaming and with more voca-
tional education classes and blocks being opened to shecial education
studentsu the need to coordinate with regular teachers has increased.
The role of the prevocational advisor allows some time for this coordina-

tioc:/ijt it is still on\en informal basis.

Work Experience Coordinator--The work experience coordinator in one

small district coordinates special education students"instructional bto—

grams with their work experlence. This is accomplished by mainstreaming

students with teachers who are able to deal with their special needs,

by following.up on student progress, and sometimes by providing individ-
’/\\? ual tutoriqg. The rest of the coordinator's time is spent locating jobs

for students in the community. °

.o .. L3
Vocational Placement Specialist--The vocational placement specialist

in another large district coordinates the various components involved in

vocational programming of special education students. The specialists

«

work with: °
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~ . ¢ Employers to identify jobs wua to define the skills
‘' needed for the jobs.

-*

. ‘Regular education teachers to help them find ways to <
‘incorporate job-related concepts and skills irn regular . .
classes, . '
. Soecial education students directly to help them qualify « »
for jobs. i t ) . .
. ‘k , ° ¢ -
X .
Administrative Level . ,

- -~ ¢

‘Klthougﬁ the majority of the roles _just described were'developed : -
to promote boundary crossing at the school level,,this year we discover
the following two new roles designed to cfoss boundaries at the adminisg-

. trative level: . - :

2 g .

\

-

-Assistant Director of Special Education--As part of a plan to increase -

inservice training and to promote communication between regular and ‘spe-
s cial education teaching an& administrative staff, the new position of
assistant diree%or of special education was created at one small site
with rather traditional practices. In addition to facilitating communi-
cation between staff members, the assistant‘director-also coordinates )
efforts between the schools and parents to increase parent involvement. ‘.
The assistant director initiated an inservice program this year that will at
provide for ongoing communication among parents, teachersr-and adminis~ C0

-

! ‘trators invo(ved in special educagion. ‘ » .

Inservice Coordinator--This year the administration at one site

) abproved the creation of a new pbsition, inservice co EginatBr, at the , ’ .
ﬂh %spggial education adminstrative level’, This job involves coordinating '
all 1

;% (e. g » principals, regular and special~education teachers, parents, and

nservice regarding ‘special education among a‘wide variety of people s

school bus drivers). Before this position was createa little interac- N
tion occurred between special and regular education personnel at the »
pfogram specialist level (curriculum coordinators). This sitpation was

~

."an obvious hindrance to cooperative planning at the administrative level;
‘whith also influenced cooperation at the school level. To help overcome .
‘“‘*eeﬁighgfoblem, the inservice coordinator is planning inservice sessions o .
{n cooperation with the elementary principals and elementary curriculum '

coordina®hrs, .
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) - Overall, during the 1979280 school year, we detected an increase in -
. houndafy crossers--those°peo§ig who are responsible for ﬁ&idging the gap -
‘ between regular and special education. We not only found a formal houndz
i ) ar;Ecrossing role in more than half of the sites but also saw evidence
2 similar rgles in, some of*the other sites. Some personnel--such as \
“E‘%ncipa{bs r

acted as bou

‘am specialists, specialveducatlon teachers--informally

ry crossers, particulanly in small® sites. In some of the

il
_:smaller and rural sites, the d1rector of spec1al education -or occaslon-

t
ally thetpsychologist, personally coordinated services for ch11dren, v
hence br1dg1ng the gap. However, as more ch11dren are 1dent1f1ed as
i being in need of special education in ER;se sites, it is becoming more

difficult ‘for one pérson to maintain thig\role.
o . Nare,

& . A ; ’. : - "._ .

) Other New Roles " . - ot ’ <. s

—~ . . ? - & N

: - In addition to boundary crossing roles, two other new roles became .
D evident during‘the 1979 80 school year. Thqﬁﬁh;ess traditional roles

, . . arfh described below. .. Z

‘ ., .

> . . ‘e

. . < »

Vocational Assessment PeYsonnel--As part of its new work evaluat!lh

[
.program for handicapped students, a la&ge rural district has h¥red 4
. pérson to provide vocational evaluation services for special education )
) students. The job entails adTFnlstration of aptitude and achievement
tests and, interest inventorles, as’well as exposing students¢to aovariety<%i
‘s &

' of woq; tasks and work experiggces The results of, the Wofk evaluation

. assists each student whd may have beenlexposed to minimal work eXperlences ®

in the past to select vocational goals that r she will find rewarding.~

departnent this’ year. ,
~

.
. . .
.
1Y . .
. ’ - -
< ' . o ] .

. Vocational Aides--One site hirea vocational aides this year as part -

of a vocational education initiated grant. The aides work with special
« ™ education students rimarily high functioning EMR and SLD students)

[y

‘@" Ve in...r.he‘&cational classgs to.assist therf-in ?cquiring the skills necessaf}’ ¥
P - . ~ey . . N
@ . Py . ' ’ .
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. "for various types of |jobs. The aides prov1de tife additional assistance

required (e. g » the alded safety factor, oae-On-one training) for*special .

education students evelop a widef’variety oﬁ/skills Thys is the. ‘

v

first attempt that vocational education department hasr\§ken to

facilitate the integration of handicapped students into its programs

o : \. ! ) - - , -

‘o Inservice Training- . N ’ .

-~ 1

-

In the school year l978-79 we found that all except one of the
study es had some inservice training rega'rding PL 94~ l&Z 1mplementa-

tion.; Th1s training was offered primarily to special education adminis-

) trative and teaching staff however, regular school administrators and
7 ”s .~ regular classroom teach;;s_receiged little orientation or tra1n1ng .
« Much of the‘training offered was strictly an or1entat10n to the law '
| o . and generally was procedural, it was not perceived as be1ng directly - l

relevant or applicable to staff problems. All groups expressed the

-

need for more preparation to meet the eXpectations of their roles under b

’ the new law Two factors appeared to be universally influential for ~ .
. 4 this state of affairs ’ ) ’ ~ .
- R 4
' - ® slnservice was a low. priority while LEAs were impl%menting
new services and programs, creating new roles, changing .
- ’ prdcedures, and performing other actiV1ties .
. . e Training for the staff had to be initially oriented toward ’ .
the new procedpres and requirements in order for them to .
‘be. imp lemen ted. > . ‘ )
' Al - e b
Vd = . ¢
Changes iw Training - ™
¢ o ' -

‘ Given these reasons, we anticipated that we would find increases
7

in inservite training and/Ehhnges in emphasis as staffs became more -
familiar with the procedural requirements. We ‘did"not find considerable
changes in the amount of inservice training or in the priority attached

to.dt, although trainihg did increase in six districts. We did find

. some changes in the type of training, however. 1In the majorit§ of the !
study sites, the indication was that training was better coordinated
L . &
and addressed more substantive issues'than during last year. Topics»

Mkaddressed by inservi:e training reflected a variety 4f substantiVe ..
- T -
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needs, and mainstreaming ‘topic# ranked high on priority lists, For

>
example, in one suburban site that significantly increased the scope of

N 4
” its inservice prS?ram this year, the f%llowing topics, were addressed, .
L
. e Mainstreaming severely OH students and visually impaired - -
students. - . ’ 7
* e Sensitivity sessions on bandicapplng conditions (e.g., films
and tapes explaining various handicaps, examining Special " .
¢ - equipment), sponsored by the parent advisory council for - ,
-~ regular education students. and their teachers who have ’
special education students mainstreamed into their classes. ‘

e Integrating handicapped students into the vocational educa- ; -
tion programs organized by the vocational education depart- ¥
meg;,ﬁer—v?catlonal education teachers, advisors, and teacher
assistants e

3 ® A public relations type of session aimeds at music and PE , N
staffs who have special education students mainstreamed - .
into their tlasses for the first time. v . i .
e - Health and safety for high-risk students and emergency care <
. practices for teacher assistants. . . . -
v ’ o : '
Training in other sites covered such topics as due process hearings,
, writing IEPs, precision teaching, neurological screening, communicatiorr
L skills and self-concept, classroom mariagement, training for child count, .
language arts, -and mathematics. A number of factors appear to have facili-
tated the move toward more relevant inservice sessions, some of which are
- discussedsbelow. o ..
Sltes with a school-level person (particularly a boundary crosser*) )
=
S e who Py foer inservice training specifically" geared.to school personnel
-
tend to provide more relevant training. Several districts have increased ,
the number of on-site trainers. With the significant, increase ir the ) .
number of resource specialistsiunder California's.MasteY Plan, for exam- s ’
ple, regular teachers have been given the opportunity for training oriented
more to on-site problems. In addition, in a district in another state, ’
N . L ' “w . )
. . s, X
, ) [ N :
2 * . . ’ - . . N
’ *Many of the boundary crosser roles include formal inservice training of
. on-site personnel as part of the job description. . ’
. ¥ A » ‘ ' . -

uA 2 .
g »
» . . - - ¥ A
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?} this is. the first year that the school-based teams which provide on-slu!
v‘ e inservice training, (descrxibed earlier in the dLscusslon of boundary

L

crossers) ure in all elementary and junior high schools *

" - Administrators at two sites belleved that their inserviceheffortsi
' are much more focused and . bqiﬁer coord1nated since the creation or expan-
B 2 . sion of'an inservtce coordlnator role. “fhe responslhllity of that per-
son is“to develo op'la coordinated inservice program that addresses the
needs of district’ staff and other, personnel In one of these sites,
the expansion of the inservice coordindtor's role was‘a log1cal -use of
. their PL 94-142 inmservice funds This year, an_ assistant 1nserv1ce coor-
d1nator asdisted in planning and carrying out inservice act1v1t1es.
Since the passage of PL 94 142, this LEA; 1like the others in the state,
ey has been required to use 10% of its PL 94-142 grant for 1nserv1ce/staff
¢ development (/his requirement is the SEA's approach to the establlshment

T of a comprehensive system of personnel development within the state).

Several LEAs have targete their inservice efforts (also called pub-
lic relations campaigns by ,some) on principals. Principals are a target
because they can be very autonom s and either can pose the greatest

"administrative barrier to special‘education implementation or can facili: -
tate it, particularly in districts with school-based management systems.
- : In one LEA with such a system, the special eduoatlon director also must
deal with the restrictions imposed through unipn negotiations on establish-
'y * 1ing a comprehensive program of staff development. Thatfis, teachers at
e rach school select the inservice topics they want covered at their school.
> The result s a good match between expressed needs and inservice topics
but it aliows some toplcs such as those.associated with special education
'to be a low priority. Ope educator commented Teachefs knoW'what they

* 'want. They don't know what they need " . '

: ¢

. [} AY
i . .7 © e ' oo ‘ SR
o *Next year, however, because of fiscal problems, the resdurces for followeup
. and individual applications of inservice training will be cut. The result
- will be a weakened inservice program for the district's teachers. .

] . '
.
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A number of LEAs have been able to turn their attention to more
substantive training because procedural matters had been fairly well
covered in the past, although refinements of procedures and the addition
of new staff members has reauired some procedurally oriented training.
Other factors that influenced the type of inservice conducted in sites /
included:

) Receipt of additional money targeted for staff development-- ¢

The special education department in one district wrote proposals —
to the SEA and was awarded a number of grants to provide inser-
vice training. In addition, the vocational education depart-

- ment received a federal grant to train its vocational education
teachers. ’ — 7

s
e Incentive pldfis for staff--At one site, the district holds
,» 5 inservice days for special educati?n staff at the beginning
of the year, but it requires that teachers earn an-additional
. - 50 points per year on their own time if they want a salary . .
- increase (e.g., take courses -at one of the local universities): e |
Through this strategy, the LEA loses control over what teachers |
, learn through their inservice, but the district gains lighter )

administrative ;égﬁbnsibiligg for planning inservices.
v ‘ * -

5 e A means of reducing ‘{nap riate referrals--One of the study
sites had/made some efforts to provide regular education teachers
' , gith more substantive inservice this year, largely because of

s
increasing number of inappropriate referrals.

-

Informal Training .

-

v

- Informal training increased during the year, and many sites provided

[ . .
P one-to-one training or consultation, particularly for regular teachers.

This tvpe of informal ffaining spems be acgsonciated with raoleg that

-

Laporporéte constultation with<other staff members as part of the job.

For example, many.of the bouﬂdary crossers provide one;to—one trainihg
informaily throJéh their interactian with school staff: (In at least one
site, sueh personnel noted that informal training had replaced formal inger-

vice sessions because they gid not have sufficient time to perfowm the

- latter, even though it is a job réquirement.) ) ) .

\.‘ ) .
Some ular. teachers believe that formal inservice training'may not
be as impo::§;3 as support by special education personnel--boundary cros-

sers, individual special edﬁcation~teaéhers, and aides. \We found several

. examples of regular teachers reacting very favorably to this kind of help.

Ay

For example, the sydtem-wide itinerant resource teachers, as.well as the

-

¢ - -
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'school-based teams trained by them, of}gr both general and one-to-one
tréining. QBhey have made regu{ar tegcherstsee that special education 1is

a team effort rather than exclusively the job of special educators. Regu-
lar geachers consequently are now more willing to perform the observa-
tions necessary for referral, and they even offer to help the special edu-
"cation teachers. In another site, special education aides in one district
within an intermedigte education agency typibally go into the regular
classroom.to work with mainstreamed students. However, they also work
with regular students, who need help. This is viewed as a favoréble.trade-
off by the regular teachers; they are more willing t% take mainstreamed
students when their other students also receive additional help. .

b N
Unmet Needs

& -

""n - 2 & :.t:’ A . .._ - .
Despite’ the improvements in the nature of inservice training provided

- . - a L .

.this year, respondents noted a number of unmet needs. ,These needs can
A1 .

T . . !
be summarized as follows: , ’ .

® Increased substantive trainingafor both regular and special
education personnel regarding #orking with handicapped
students (e.g., instructional strategies, classroom manage-

v

. ' ment, child identification).

¢ How to work with students who do not qualify for special
education services (i.e., the "s1dw learner'),* T

¢ Comprehensive orientation or procedural requirements such
as referrals, due process, and IEPs for those groupg that
have not received- any training regarding special-eduocatisn
to daie (brimarily regular education teachers and administrators).

State Involvement ifi Inservice Training .

K r hed

" This year, for the first time, we inquired‘about the rple of the state
in*providing and fostering inservice training at the local 1eve1§ We were
intérested in learning the loM1 perceptions bf the state's comprehenéive

system of personnel development and whether the LEAs had taken advantage

: of it.’ Tt .
¢ b . L * ,
We found that seven of the nine states in the study have established

: “state-wide ins€rvice resources that LEAs can draw on to meet their training

needs under PL 94-142. These vary greatly by state an@lmay include regional




A ' M . .

-~ 1

. . resource centers, workshops condueted by specialists covering a variety
. Co. of topics, and state grants to develop local inservice programs. The

other two states have required that their LEAs spend 5 to 107 of their

PL 94-142 flow through funds for inservice training, which suffices as

the state's system of staff development.*
- 4

In general, rural or small sites tended to take advantage of SEA
inservice resouxnces more "than the large urban and suburban sites. Respond-
% T
ents provided a number of reasons as to why their district did not "buy

into" their state's system, and they can be summarized as follows:

, ' e A feeling that their LEA programs are better than those of

the SEAs (e.g., theirs are more sophisticated because the state
must meet the needs of both progressive and less progressive
districts). .

o A dislike of the SEA's selection of inservice topics (e.g.,
. a poorly oriented needs assessment, too procedurally oriented). -~

e Too much trouble to coordinate efforts (e.g., in one site,

. staff did not take advantage of inservice resources provided
'by the SEA because they were too far away from the training .
site).

Except for one state, which last year provided orientation courses
in every district throughout the state university system, the services

offered by states seem to be of limited utility to most LEAs.

i\

*PL 95—142 regulations require that states initiate:

Inservice personnel development programs based on the assessed
needs of state-wide significance related to the implementation
of the Act....The state education agency may enter into contracts
. with institutions of higher education, local educational agencies
N or other agencies, institutions, or organizations (which may
include parent, handicapped, or other advocacy organizations),
to carry out: (1) experimental ‘or innovative personnel develop-
ment programs; (2) development or modification of instructional
- .o materials; and (3) dissemindtion of significant information
* derived from educational research and demonstration projects.

’ ' i -
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‘ Summary - ~ X
To suﬁmarize, the findings from the 1979-80 examination of personnel

. changes, new roles, and inservice training were the following:

¢ In districts where large program expansion occurred, there
were large numbers of education personnel hired to staff the
new-programs and to provide related services.

¢ The number and types of boundary crosser roles dncreased En

« several sites. Boidndary crossers are most abundant at the
elementary level, although a few also exist at the secondary
and administrative levels. ‘

® In some of the smaller and rural sites, such people as psycholo-
gists, acted as informal boundary crossers, but in view.of the
increasing size of the handicapped population these individuals
are having difficulty in maintaining this role. .

. e The amount of inservice training has not increased significantly

. . in the study sites, but the training provided in the 1979-80
) school year was generally better coordinated and addressed
more substantive issues. Accerding te respondents, the most
relevant training was provided by school-level personnel, par-

icularly boundary crossers. ,Boundary crossers provided not
only formal on-site training, but also considerable informal
tra*ning. °

e Continued improGements in inservice training aré reéuired to
. ! implement the law's requirements. Specific improvements include:
increased substantive trairfng for regular and special education
' personnel, instruction on strategies for dealing with the slow
learner, and comprehensive orientation for regular education
and administrative personnel on special education procedural
requiréments. '

® SEA training is generally of limited utility according to
respondents in most study sites because of its general nature;
topics were not relevant to the specific needs of individual oo
LEAs and coordinating with the SEA system is difficult.

LEA Borders of Responsibility and Due Process *

During the 1978-79 school year, LEAs were primarily occupied with
establishing new procedures to meet the mandates of PL 94~142. They had
'not yet addressed the issue of definiqg thg limits on their legal and
: ‘ - fiscal responéiBIT}ties in the face of the seemingly open-ended mandate

"to meet all’ the educational and related needs of all handicapped children.

1
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This year, the dimensions.of this issue were becoming clearer, and.LEAs
were most concerned with the extent of the responsibility they have

;egardidg~- ) .

. Mediéal services

e Parochial school and privat; school placements

e Institutionalized children

. Vbcational rehapilitation services

e Extended school year, -«

In every LEA, problems arose in one or more of these areas because
ihe LEAs were being pressured to provide more services than they cﬁuld
afford and because limits of responsibilities in each of thg areas had
not been clearly defined. Borders of responsibility began to be defined
by the court in some cases and by state policy and local tradition in
others. .As of the 1979-80 year, however, most of the issues of responsi-
bility remained unresolved as administrators struggled primarily to fill
gaps in the‘service delivery system until the larger political, policy,

and fiscal issues could be tackled.

Following is a descriptioﬁ of the dimensions of these problems in
the areas listed. Next are described the activities that occurred under
the due process provisions, which‘constitute one of the-greatest sources
of pressure for resolwing the limits of responsibility.,

Medical Services ",
Y

All LEAs are faced with the problem of defining the border between

educational services and medical services. Most frequently, this concerns
the responsibility for provisi f and paymeht for mental health services
(psychological or psychiatr}c(fz::seling) and occupasional ;hd 5hysical

therapy (OT and PT)» '

. .
Mental Hegl;h Services

Section 12?a.13 of the final regulations defines counseling services

as "services provided by qualified social workers, psychologists, guidance’

counselors, or other qualified personnel." Currently, the policy issue

@ Ay —

v
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‘result of the hearing helped to clarify the SEA' s policy regarding the A

’

whether or not schools should provide special education students with

necessary mental health services, such as psychotherapy and psychiatric
counseling, is still unresolved at the federal level, The majority of

sites in this study regard psychiatric servites as medical, not educa- -

tional, services. For example/, one- LEA spec1al education director

stated:

~
[N

The district doesn't provide psychological or psychiatric
counseling...if it's a medical problem, it's not education's
role...though for diagnosis, it's okay to do a medical exam
or a psychiatric one.

LEAs in two of the nine states have had no problem in determining .
where to draw the line between Psychiatric counseling as an educational
or medical service because the SEAs in these states have stated that LEAs
are not required to provide psychiatric services beyond diagnosis. A
large district in one of these states operates under a state law that *
prohibits LEAs from providing direct psycHiatric serv1ces. If an SED .
student requires Psychiatric services, the state department of mental
health provides the services at no cost to the parents through the chil-
dren's services agency. In the other state, we found a rare example this

year of an LEA due process hearing having a systematic influence. The

provision of psychiatric counseling. The case concerned a child who
was attending a special education program housed in a mental health
facility. The LEA assumed responsibility for the academic component d
of the program and the mencai health agency provided psychiatric coun-
seling services, However, the mental health agency did require that- °*
the parents make part1al payment for the cqQunseling services. The par-
ents, therefore, filed for a due process hearing stating that PL 94-142
requires the LEA to pay. The LEA appealed the case to the SEA -to force
the SEA to take a stand on this issue of responsibility. The state
appeals officer decided that psychiatric counseling is a medical service

and not the responsibility of the LEA.

Two LEAs in one state are constrained by the conflict between the
state's education ‘and mental health codes, Under\the education code, } \\\

LEAs’can provide counseldng services such as those given by school }

.
»
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counselors or school psychologists. Counseling as such can be written
into a special education student's P. However, direct stchiatric,’
services other than diagnostic evaf%ftions are considered 'medical
tredtment” and LEAs cannot expend education funds for medical Qreatmeq}
services under the education code. Direct psychiatric services must

* be provided hy regiohal service units operated under the department of
mental health and mental retardation. . Because the regional service units
operate under the medical model, they require a fee, typically a sliding,
scale based on family income, so their services are hot free to parents
of children who qualif; for these services. Thus, LEAs are eonstrained
in working out any cooperative agreement (at no cost to parents) with

the regional’ servlce units for SED students who require their services.

An additional complication g that thesé service units are mandated to

- provide "...only those services for which sufficient funds are available."

L3

Currently, mental health funds are diminishing, and when the funds run
out the units are not responsible for providing services at all. There-
: ] fore, the LEAs cannot depend on the units for needed services even if
parents can partially pay-for the services or use third-party payments

.- (e.g., SSI, medical insurance) to cover‘ghe cost.

Districts in other states interpret the education/medical services
issue‘in varying ways. Typically, the LEA has'some kind of counseling
services provided by a schpol~socia1 worker, guidance counselor, or

* sc¢hool psythologist. However, given the requirements 'of PL 94-142 imple-
mentation, these specialis?s often cannot meet the demand for such ser-
vices. If a child might benefit from additional psychological or

. psychiatric couhseling, th% LEA informally ''suggests''* that the parents

seek counseling at thé 1oca1 mental health clinic. ’eln most cases, the N

10ca1 clinic charges parenxs on a sliding-fee scale. N

‘
:
|

N . !

. 4 N - n

|
|
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i

N

>*The suggestion does .not Lppear as a service recommended on the child's
+IEP |

. j
v
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In a few sites, LEA administrators have sought to work out solutions
with local mental health agencies. 1In one site, the LEA's agreement with
the county mental health agency includes the provision of two group coun-
selinhg sessions for SED students on a regular basis that the LEA pays
for on a sliding-scalfybasig. This counseling is considered to be "edu-
cation in human relations" rather than therapeutic in nature. A rural
$ite has a fixed-fee contract with the county guidance center to provide

’ counseling and psychological Eherapy for the small number oféétudents

in need of these services.

In one state, the two'study sites are in different stages of coopera-

tion with their local menta{ health agencies. One LEA has had a history

of cooperation with its local agency that seems to be continuing. ,This

year, the new director of special education is making the agr&ement a

bit clearer. In his view, "there has to be consistency on who will pay

and why." The other LEA has not had an arrangement with the relatively ’
new mental health agency. The LEA's position is that family counsé&ing
services are not educational services and ghould be perided by Ehe mental -~
health agency. The special education director's viewJ;s that the mental
health agency "...things the law makes them absolved bf responsibility."f (\l
According to the mental health agency informant, the agency cannot servé

. all’?ﬂé“raéfrrals from LEAs because of limited resources. Children's
services apé not a high priority in the agency, but it will contract
with somg/ZiAs in the area'to provide as much service as possible. How-
gver, thg 3ginly represeuniative had scheduled a meeting with the special
educatio‘ director to see i;/ﬁbay could work out an agreement similar to

LY

the onefin the other study site.

*In two other sites thig year, the mental health agehcy, citing PL\94-142
provisions, tried to shift- to the LEAs financial responsibility fdr

. students placed by the agency in private, out-of-state schools or g ;

institutions. The agencies were unsuccessful in their attempts because

both ‘special education directors responded that an LEA is not responsiﬁ

ble for payment of tuition for students who have not undergone-—the

LEA's evaluation or placement- process.

L g ‘ \
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Only one suburban site regularly provides psychiatric therapy as
part of its related services options. Psychiatric social workers (hired
in 1978-79 with PL 94-142 funds) directly serve'SED students. A district
agreement with a local mental health clinic provides these social workers.
with psychiatric'consultation. This year, the district has retaimed two
psychiatric consultants to diagnose and screen cases. Each case is then
presented to a newly formed "therapy diagnostic cofmittee" to determine
which cases qualify for therapy as a necessary IEP-related service.

‘Occupational Therapy and Physical Therapy

The borders of responéibility are less problematic in the areas of
_OT and PT than mental health in the study sites because most of the LEAs
provide these serviges through their own personnel or through existing
agreements with local agencies or hpspi%éls.JLIn one urban LEA, PT ser-
vices are now being recommended on IEPs and being provided without cost
to parents under a new contract with a local ﬁospital.{ The LEA had not
provided PT services and was forced to f£ill this gap in service delivery
as a result of a due process hearing. Another LEA has an exemplary "OT/PT
program that has n in existence for several years. The district offers "
OT/PT (including hydrotherapy) at a special center within the LEA. The

program is sufficiently flexible that most students can remain in their P

home schools yet still receive services. f

' T — - - .
This year, however, the California LEAs have been in a conflict

regarding responsibility for OT/PT services that stems from confusion
between LEAs and thenfffgiled Children's Services (CCS) about payment

for OT/PT and the ways of diagnosing the need’iﬁr OT/PT. As a result

of OSE's refusal to approve California's 1980’state application until
pgyment provisions for OT/PT services were clarified, the SEA negotiated
a new agreement with CCS. 1If a child meets CCS criferia, CCS provide%
and pays for OT/PT services; if a child  does not meet CCS criteria but'
still needs OT/PT services, the LEA is responsible-fo; payment antl either
CCS or thke LEA.can provide the services. In one large district, CCS is
now providing services according to the new agreement in the following

manner: .

54
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® .
.- .
¢ For.recommendation of OT services, a medical sgrjfning .
is required.

® The LEA will provide motor exploration traip}ng, whereas'
QCS will provide sensory motor training. ' v

3

Other Medical/Educational Border Issues’ : 3

Although mental health and OT/PT services are the-areas about which

border questions most eften arise, a few others do confront séme LEAs.
For example, an urban LEA had a long~standing arrangement whereby the
department of public health provided certain supplementary aids on a

sliding scale' however, that agency is Pulling back. The LEA conse-

"quertly has had to assume responsibility for the purchase and provision
of Opticons and hearing aids The LEA polle thus far has been to pro-
.vide such ai#s for the instructional day (8 hours) only, not for home
\use. In Spring 1980, a governor's committee was attempting to sort out ’
the interagenéy égree:i§E§>atthe st;te'level. However, the SEA's posi-

tion is that if the L cannot secure services or aids from state agen- ‘

¢ies, the LEA "will be ultimately responsible."

The provision of vision therapy has been of concern in a east two -
distri¢ts this year. The special educatipn department in one $LEA is
organizing a medical advisory group comprising doctors from various fields
to advise the multidisciplinary team on Services that border between
‘medical and educational setvices., This group will decide all questions
on vision therapy. The othér LEA contracted with an optometrist to per-
form evaluations for children referred for «vision therapy.

C
FN

-

Parochial and Private Schools

Under Section 121a.452 of PL 94-142's final reguLatioﬁs,-each LEA
"...shall provide special education and related services designed to
meet the needs of private school handicapped, chi}ldren residing in the
jurisdiction of the agency." This year, we examined more closely the
relationship between LEAS and parochial and other private schools within

their jurisdictions,

.
.
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The Service delivery to children in’ nonpubllc schools is at various
?5eve1s dmong the LEAs -in th1s study. Given the limited resources "and «
the already great demands of, the public school population, not surpris-_'
s ingly,. mos# LEAs are ,not providing direct seruices to the prlvate sector., "
. However, mére thgﬁ\hglﬁ/ofdthe districts do provide evaluations if they
: i receive referrals from priuate schools or from parents of children enrolled .
“in nonpublic:schools. ih at least three states, LEAs have .traditionally .
providedkdiagnostic,testing services forxfhe private schools within their'
- jurisdicfions. In a fourth state, some question had arisen'about whether
v ) ) LEAs.are_responsibIe for evaluating children-in private schools. After.
OSE_monitoring this 'year, this SEA stipulated that LEAs must assume this’
" requpsibility An Lﬁé special education d1rector in this sta:e indicated
that the d1str1ct would Jpow conduct evaluatlons on students attending

private schools, but the staff of the private schools must intetpret the

. . results and write the IEPs. - ~ .o , - - .

A

. At least'fﬁo LEAs 1n other states expanded the1r d1agnost1c efforts

' ' this year to the private sector. A rural LEA allocated add1t1onal staff «

* time for its p§ycholog1sts tdf perform the necessary special educatlon i

testing in the parochial and other private schools. A suburban LEA deSig—

nated -an LEA social worker as the "liaison cdonsultant" to the nonpubllc !ﬁ

T schools in ‘the area., As part of this role, the social worker helps an

4

educatlonal diagnostlcian in preréeferral screen1ng in the private schools

=, @nd -_coordinates,a_ll referrals.‘from tle privage schools. i

- Overall,'not,much has occurred'in‘proyision of services'’to the pri- .
- vate Sector, although.LEAs/ﬁre doing more if .the private sector:requests v
.o 1t. While it is true that/LEAs are not typically reachlng out, about -
\ half of the study sites prov1de d1rect serv1ces to nonpubl1c school chii- " ’
“ dren with special needs:,,Typlcally, speech therapy and SLD services are
theﬂmost comnonly provide‘r “In some states, the issue of where nonpublic
. school ‘children should be served has ar1sen. In one state, the REA insql—-
s .tuted dual enrollment procedures because they did not want LEAs to serve
§tudents on the private school, grounds. knother state igsued a policy |
,* statement this year to the efféct that LEAs should serve nonpubllc school

* children in the ", ,.setting most conducive to education' so that LEAs ¢

A can determine what is apbropriate.‘- - e . v
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. In general LEAs in- this study tend to serve nonpublic school cnil- e’
dren w1tpin the publlc schooIs For .example, an urban district runs a ) ‘
S ' "shar”H—time program ‘with the parochial schools. Although the students N

continué to be enrolled in the .parochial school, spécial education ser-
|%

‘vices aré deligered at the public school. As a'special education super-

tt

v L4
N visor in another laYge district jndicated, ..1f they need a program,
" ’

thest~kids musc,be bu to‘public schodls."

Jhe issue of f1scal liability for the full costs of educating handi-

s

Al

. capped children placed in private schools became & major concern this L
- year in Illinois and Pennsylvania In December 1979, the Children's ‘ - f
-t Mental Health Coalition (a’ gr0up of parents of SED childreh) filed a
»class actidh suit in the U)S. District Court for the: Northern District ) .

* . of Illinois. The plaintiff in Gary B. v Cronin contended that I£31n01s .

‘5 Governor's Purchased Care Review Board (GPCRB) regulations are in viola-

‘ tion of PI» 94-142 and Section 564 Under these regulations, GPCRB rates !"

.

wil 3 pay for children to yeceive psychotherapy as a related service

,f“““y Y. . in private redddential placements; parengf-must pay for this related i
service. 1In February' 1980, the Office of Civil Rights (OCR) sent a let-

ter of findings to _the Illinois Stafe Board of Education and the GPCRB

Q

citing violations of Section 504. Accgr ing to an OCR investigation, 1 ..
Illinois parehts frequently must pay the difference between GPCRB-approyed “%

-~ rates and the actual costs of se?ving handicapped children in private ~
viac ties. By refusing to pay for \the full cgsts of such placements,

the GPCRB is failing to prov1de FAPE for many handicapped children.

1

! The problems in Pennsylvania weé% similar In Marclr 1980, the Edu- v

. lation Law Center (ELC) filed a class action suit, Gittelman v. Scanlonh

against "the state depaftment of education and an LEA for refusing to pay

the full costs of edutating handicapped students that the state tras placed '
in private schools Parents are charged the difference between thé cost '

of special education in the private school and what the state pays toward:

, ' tuition and related services. The lawsult was brought on behalf af a* .-

~ child whose parents had to pay the difference betweeq'the state's maximum . s
. « of $9,500 and the actual %harges for residential treatment of more than
s +$20,000 a year at a private school. The allegations: are similar to thdse
f N ‘ * » = « v
\ . ) : -
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in a complaint ELC. "filed in Fall 1979 with OCR. OCR's repobrt. on the
complaint against the SEA was in final review in Spring 1980, and a

written letter of findkpgs was anticipated 4t the time of our spring

- data‘collect&on.
R 1 "‘ , .
+ - In anothexr state, an urban LEA requests that parents use SSI to o
oL v cover counseling/therapy services for studénts placed in private resi- \
BN S

dential settings. Thus far, no one has,obJected to this practice. For
- the most part most of the LEAs in our study do not have very many chil-,
dren in pr1vate residential settings In most instances when they do
place children 1n such sagtings, the LEA and other human services agen-'
cies (e.g., department of mental health) cover the full costs of the
placeme ts. t L. . ‘ . . X
~ ‘ - . - . - hY
Even when LEAs do aﬁsume fiscalwliability, however, the strain on %
their budgets is of concern,. ' For erample,‘a_Fall 1979 due process hear-
ing in one LEA OVer a private placement left the special education direc-
. ter wondering how far the limits of LEA responsibility can‘be pushed.
v ‘ ﬁfter appeal to the'-BEA, the LEA -lost the hearing "and placed the studept
in a private residential‘school in another state. The LEA will be liable
for $2;000 per month tuition, plus the child's transportation to :nd from
the schdel andathe mother's transportation cost to visit her child More-
, \ ovar, tHﬂ&special educatlon director 1nd1cateéﬁbe ‘would not. be surprised
if the ﬁbther demands, or the private school recommends, that the Chlld

-

* + neads yef;;round services, also at LEA expense.' ) ) i ’ :

* ~

1

Institutionalized Childrén T

- . - . R
. Determining their fiscal Zbd legal requnsibilit),to\institutional-

ized chlldren remainss a problem for LEAs. Last y¢ar,-one rural intermedi-
aﬁe education, agency served ZS/EShpné-aged chi'ldre Weye residents
, of a local state mental facility in the LEA's TMR facility. Although
‘8 _th!‘LEA had assumediisgal responsibifity for providing these children
with tne'educational component and will continue this service to more chil-
dren ggxt year, reimbursement to the LEA is still problematic teragency-.'
s coordinatio; was heretofore unnecessary, but the 1adk of it now and the
unclear directiv?s from the‘SEA are posing problgms for the LEA director-

of special education. -~ o

&
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For the most part, LEAs continued to cope with de1nst1tut10nalized

children this year as they had last year. In one state this year, the
department of mental health began tg de1nst1tut10nallze adolescent juve-
nile delinquents to grqup homes with1n ,the jurisdiction of an urban
district. Under state law, if these adolescents are legal res1dents of

the district, the LEA must pay for any special educatiodfor them untll o L
they reach age 21. In many cases, these adolescents are frop all over
the state, but the group homes‘have been located in the d1str1ct s metro-
politan area. Because the {Em\does not have a strong secondary'SﬁD pro-
gram and/}s already taxed to the limit" in serving adolescents w1th1n
+ its own community, LEA administrators}are reluctant tg pay. for students
- mov1ng out of institutions and intd the group homes in the city. To
force the payment issue, the group home staffﬁmembers are having these
adolescents register to vote so that they are legal residents of the .

city, thus making the LEA responsible for educating them. s

Another state is expanding the borders of LEA legal and fiscal .
responsibility,this year through a staté-yide movement toward deinstitu~
tionalization.' Unlike :other states where such a move has been mandated
by the courts, the state legislative and executive branches are under- -

"taking this act10n ‘in an orderly step-by-= step manner. In fact, the

LY
-

documentatlun of their efforts may be used as a technical assistance

outline for other states' considering de1nst1tutiona112ation. During

the 1978-79 school year, the state departmept” of, education began shift- N
0f these §E;2ents from the

human services department to the LEAS. One of the study s1tes, like

ing the responsibility for the educatio

. . other LEﬁs in this state, was awa%h of the shift. Accord1ngly; the
' district 5 phasing in the SEA policy to expand services (e.g., pre-
school programs and services for the 18 to 21 population)'ﬂ—_‘\addition ot
to the pr0posed penefit to students, the deinstitutionalization move

' was also facilitated by the fact that both parties had something to

’

gain: _ . ' ' .
. @ The state department of educatiop now has regulatory
-~ authority ewer children’ for whom they are ultimately
. responible. o .

' N 59




> ~ » The human services department wished{to abandon its role ,
T in education because it never had thegfunds to provide
an appropriate educational program for these institu~ ,
tionalized children., .

e s

~

) At the wstate level, the education and human services departments
. ' formed'a joint &£ask force to ssolve the nnmerous problems involved in the
. transition, To ensure that the mechanlcs of the changeover will WOrk
at the LEA 1eve1, some task force members are working with®LEA and 1oca1
human services administrators to facilitate the }EA agreements that must
be negotiated with local human services administrators by, the 1980-81
school year. . fhis year, however, the study site negotiated a general
agreement with the lecdl human services administrators to initiate the
. fransition. Details will be worked out through a committee of LEA and
human servlce superv1sofs, even after the final agreement has been signed,
the committee-will continue to meet ;eekly to solve problems. The
‘,admlnlstratlon is in favor of the deln%tltutionallzatlon because, e
»  administrator put it: "It's the only way toigd. There's too much dopli-
" © _ cation otherwise." . \\

]

4
Vocational Rehabilitation

- 3 - .
° 'y - id
For the most part, LEAs in our study have few problems in vocational

.

‘ rehabilitation, partly because they traditionally have had cooperative -

. agreemenfs with departmepks -of vocational rehabilitation (DVR). None- .
theless, LEAs are now eiperiencing some problems in coordinating services\’
with DVRs. ) T

. Two sites.had problemp with DRVs curtaillng services. In one site
that had- received considerable support from .the DVR in secondary spec1a1
. education programming, the DVR reevaluvared its role in the coopeﬂ&tive

agreement it had entered with the LEA since PL 94-L42 and cut back its

€

services this year, 50 that it now--

e Serves only twelfth graders where it had served tenth
) \‘g - through twelfth graders in the past.

e Participates in fewer staffings.

19

e Provides fewer social workers, counseling services, and
other related service support. -
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The DVR's position is that "duplication of services" has occurred. It

is no lonﬁer;>upplying certain services because it believes that PL 94-142

.clearly make& such services the responsibility of the LEA.

Y

The othereLEA, which is in a different state, h;d problems with a

DVR that ceased providing medical evaluation servi;es. 'Efﬁgibility for

DVR services was an additivnal problem area. Speéial gducation students ) :
with the most obviaus disabilities--the visually impaired (VI), PH; and
TMR--usually do not have a problem in éualifying for DVR services, but
students with milder handicaps, suchoas SLD and :EMR, have more difficulty
meeting the e;igibility criteria. Certain special educatioé students v

consequently might ndt qualify for DVR services.

Eligibility criteria were a broblemqin at least Fhree other states.
Under DVR criteria in one state, a ﬁandicapped person must be demogs%%ébly
able to benefit from services because the DVR counselors are under pres-
‘sure to obtain employment for a certain numbe; of clients. Thus, they '
are selective with clienteie and expect the LEA to "habilitate" students
so they can ready them for actual work, DVR eligibility criteria’ in
another stéte‘Speqif& that'a clignt must Be "employable." An urban LEA
in this séate'has found Soordinatioﬁ with DVR difficult beéause the -
district personne P codfused about what sg?cific type of prevoéational
training iﬁmrequired‘tq enagle.students to be "empioyable.” The third
state was embroiled this year in a battle over the appropriate adminis-
tration of the state's vocational rehabilitation program, which has left

. the fuquée'of continued sérvices in question. Consequently, DVR personnel
bhave not aétively‘maintarned their serwvices, partiéularf& Tor students’
over {8. The DVR told.the director of special education in a large LEA
in that state that it would no&\servg on%y higher functioning students

P f
in its work-study programs. .,

On the positibe side, two States reéorted increased progress toward _
'cooperétioanith the DVR. 1In one state. the DVR i taking the initiative
. in trying to iﬁprozé vocational programming for hZ::icappiQ students by
linking improved traihing to work opportunities. Thé’DVR administration

is making efforts .to gain the cooperation of CETA, the department of

vocdtionah education, and the state board of education to address this :
. . . < .

4 _ , . : &
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issue. The DVR is willing to work dhoperatively with the-~other agenc}eg,
but it expects them to expend equal efforts--an expectatdion not yet fuli
filled. In ahother state, SEA personnel characterized their agreement
with DVR as "the best we have and it works.'" The DVR provides numerous
: services to.special education students when the LEAs are rot able to,
provide them, such as'medigal examinations, aptitude asséssments, work
v opportunities - In addition, iF provide% counseling services for stu-
dents and coordinates their work-study programs.
. 4 ¥
{ . et '

Extended School Year

- Concern for the pravision of an extended school year arises primarily

I

because of the Armstrong v. Kline decision in Pennsylvania. On June’21,
’ 1979, the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania‘
ruled that the stafe's blanket refusal to provide 12-month education
services violated PL 94-142. That is, the Armstrong Court held that,.
under federal law, each handicapped child in the Commonwealth is entitled
L= to receive a "free appropriate public education" and recognized that,
to h;ve meaningfui access to publig edukation,shandicapped students may
. - require a continuou% program of specﬁal education and rela}ed services
" in-excess of the normal 180-day school yeér.
<f According to Remedial Order No. 2 (the court-approved SEA guidelines
to implement class relief), a special educagion student is entitled to - >
an education program in excess o180 days per year-r
eeif regression* caused by} an interruption in educational
programming, together with the student's limited recoupment
capacity,** renders it impossible or unlikely that the student
) . will atFain the level of self-sufficiency and independence
from caretakers that the student would otherwise be expected

s o reach in view of his/her handicapping condition. (Education .
- for the Handicapped Jlaw Report, 1980)

+

*Regression is defined ‘as "a reversion to a lower level of fungtioning
as evidenced by a decrease in the level of adaptive behaviors attained
. or learned skills, which occurs as a result of a break or interruption
in educational progrqmming."

I

*%Recoupment capdcity is defined as "the ability to regain and/or recover
the level of adaptive behavior skills learned prior to the interruption
of programming."

' | | v .
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Thé SEA ﬁtﬁdellnes provide for written notification by district
administrators to parents of potentially eliglble students, establish
deadlines for IEP team review of the students' programs, and stipulate
the standard to be applied in determining a stugdent' S e11g1b111ty for ¢

programming in excess of 180 days. .

o

Although the Pennsylvania Department of Education has appealed the

decision, a rullng was still pending in the case‘gs of Spring 1980
Accordingly, the LEAs in that state have moved ahead and have 1nformed

parents of Armstrong v. Kline. 1In addition, the d1str1cts have developedx

eligibility criteria to determine whidh children qualify for symmer
v school programming Both- Pennsylvanla LEAs in, this study will prov1de .
summer school programs for ellglble students. This year, the A is
e providing the districts with unexpended Educatlon for All Fand capped
Children Act'(EHA) Title B funds to finance this addltlonal dellvery
of services. However, yet to be determined is how extended—year pro-

-3
grams will be financed in the future. v

b .

As of May 1980, the ELC reported that at least eight states have -
initiated some action regarding 12-mgnth education. The ELC counsel

for plaintiffs termed Armstrong v. Rline a "burgeoning business." Of

the other eight states in our study, only Mississippi has recently {1led

a sgit similar to the Pennsylvania case.* Illlnois state superintendent

of education essentially has adopted the Armstrong decision as a guide-~

®ne for Illinois. State 1egislation passed this year provides for

summer school reimbursement for severely or profoundly handicapped chil-

dren. 1In Fezyﬁasy 1980; the state superintendent sent a memorandum to

all LEAS advising them that, , . : e

- Although special education summer school is not mandated for J

all handicapped students, the district must determine each .

individual handicapped student's eligibility and provide summer
school to those students with a demonstrated need. "

3
+

*Insight, May 23, 1980. N PO s
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One of the LEAs in this\state is already providing éummer school for most -
of its TMR pbpulqtion. \ig\texmf of other children being eligible for

_ summer sghool, the special education director indicated that "We've told
our peopie to use common sepse in recommending it.'" The other LEA that

is being studied in this state has been providing extended-year programs
for its more severely handicapped students for some time. The district
has also been operating a joint summer school prog%am with the local
recreatigh\Q§sociation for several years. The latte proéram had been
open to all special educatfbn students. The district paid for the edu-
cational component and parenfs paid a recreation fee as part of the cost.
This year, the special education director planned to limit the Summer 1980
program to the more sevérely handicapped children. In an_effort to con-
trol costs and parent expgctations, itinerant SLD children would not be

of fered this option.

ééDistricts in other states in our stﬁdy seemed less concerned about
the ?z—month‘program issue, and no trend was apparent toward an_extended
school year. 1In ; few LEAs that vpre already providing *summer school
programs, this was not an issue. LEA administrators in two sites in ong
staEe indicated that the state law alréady allows 230 days per year of‘:é
service for severely handicapped students, s; that thus far they had
encountered no challenges to provide more than that amount of time.
Typically, financial constraints are cited as‘the reason tpat summer
§chool is not provided in some LEAs. 1In one urban LEA, for e§amp1e,

the school board policy this year explicitly excludes the provision of

services beyond the normal school year.

Finally, the summer_school issue was the basis for a due process
hearing last year in one LEA. Both the hearing officer and appeals
'board determined that the parents were making '"unrealistic' and
"unreasonable” demands in that par}icular case. The issue has not

arisen again this year.
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“®onsidered were appropriate (e.g., private school placement, cértain

Due Process Procedures/Hearings

.

LEA Posture Toward Parent Demands

-

) N &

Last year, we reported that due process mechané@ms from notificat%on
and consent through complaint and fair hearings procedures were in place’
across our sites. .We observed th;t in most issues resolved through hear-~
ings rather than througp other dispute resolution pfocedures, the ﬁEA

believed it .should not or could not pay for the sen&igys that parents

related services). We also noted that resolution of complaints without

a due process'hearing depended on a variety of local factors?.sucH as

the presence of parent advocates and availability of mediatiéz as a prior
aiternative. Two factors appeared to be universally influential:

e Past history and g;neral tone ot parent~school' relationships
in the district. . ’

N~ H

® The desire and capacity of the particular individuals ) )
involved te“use informal dispute resolution procedurgs. . ‘>

This~year, we examined in more depth some of the techniques various
LEAs are using to resolve disputes that arise when parents demand more
than the LEA is willing or able to progide. 1In approximately half of
the 17 sites, parents' demands typically do not exceed LEA resources.
hhen a pareht does ask for more services, the LEA special education
administrators are usually skillful at working out a solution. If an
administrator congiders the requests are rep;onable, parents' demands
.are met. In one LEA, for example, the‘pqrent of a child with cerebral
palsy believed that her child.could‘benefft.from additional OT and made .
such a request to the director of gpecial educatjon. Accordingly, the
director agreed to provide extra service almost immediately. 1In another
district; the LEA psychologist meets with parents to discuss their
request and‘to point out what the digtrict can offer, thus attempting
to ensure a "reasonable" request. This district, which lies within the
third poorest-county in the state, has limited available resources. As
a local social service agency person commented:’ "The schools are trying
to do the best they can. Parents*respect that. Parents understand that

the dollars are few and the schools are really tryin§."

'h\

- S




~

Other Informal Dispute—-Resolution Strategies

Last year, one district created the role of '"child advocate" within
the LEA's special educatiop office. The advocate continues to handle
all parent complaints that cannpt be resolved at the school level. She

"usually either succeeds in convincing the parents that the child is
being appropriately served or arranges for another placement that better
meets the cnildfs needs from the parents' perspective. Another district

. tends to rely routinely on its progrim coordinators to meet with dis-
K satisfied parents frequently, to talk openly, and to try to meet their
demands with available resources. The role that these individuals play
accounts in part for the absence of an adversar1al atmosphere between

parents and the LEA.

0y

! In one state, "prehearing conferences' are integral to the state's
dub process procedures. Although due process activity in the two sites
we study in this state is still substantial, d1sputes frequently are . ‘
resolved informally in these prehearing conferences. _Ina large urban
district in the state, school/LEA personnel and parent advocates. both
. expressed the desire to solve special education placement and program

problems in these prehearing conferences. As-am advocate indicated:

‘The prehearing conferences are most effective. We don't"

- . recommend a due process hearing very often...it's a sham...
the hearing officers are school people from neighboring
communities.

It* should be noted tHgf this city has a strong advocacy network that
can provide the necessary support to parents willing to' negotiate place—

ment and services with the LEA in a prehearing conference.

An urban district in another state uses negotiation to try to
' resolve parent demands for appropriate placement or services. This
LEA starts negotiating after parents have already filed for a due pro—
cess hearing. This year, more due process hearings were filed, but ,
12 of the 17 filed have been withdrawn because!tpe LEA has taken some

action to negotiate with parents and to satisfy their demands without

going through with g hearing. e hearings filed actually increase
‘ﬂ the special education”department's nfluence with the school board;
66
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the board can be pushed to provide more services, given serious parent
demands. Unfortuqately, because of limited tesources, the LEA could

only agree this year to place the cpildten concerned in these cases in

an overcrowded class or to put their names on a waiting list and guarantee

the de51red placement next year.

Fbr several years, another district has been using a three-step

mediaé@on Process that has helped to resolve issues that might have gone

to a due'process hearing. If a problem cannot be resolved at the school
level, a district-level team attempts to settle it. If it is unsuccessful,
the director of special education calls a "case conference' with the .
relevant spécial education personnel to review the case and try to resolve
the problem. Tﬁ&s year, the SEA in this state was investigating the use

of mediation in due process procedures to identify techniques that might

prove to be useful to LEAs.

Due Process Hearings

This year, we observed that in sites that had considerable due pro-
cess hearing activity last year, the number of hearings was either about
the same or actually lower. In three of the sites, due process activity

occurred for the.first time this year.
f -

In the sites with several due process hearings, the issues generally
were still rprimarily private school placement or related se;ylces In
one sité where more than 50 hearings were held on the private school *
placement issue last year, only 3 hearings were held this year. The
director qf special education indicated that the private school associa-
tion advocetes were taking a less aggressive stance toward the LEA this
year. This change occurred because the circumstances under which stu-
dents can be removed fyom private placement and placed in newly formed
LEA programs has been clarified some at by all the due process ‘hearings
through the clearer delineation of p licy and procedures No longer is,
a cqﬂid unilaterally placed in a privatelachool by parents, who then .
ask that the district be. financially liable for payment. 1In addition

the LEAs no longer pull back students from private school placements to
]

+
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what they regard as an appropriate placement within the LEAs without

o 5

proper documentation. Although a few exceptions exist, other LEAs tend

N
to win cases over private school placement. .

Other issues that have arisen in hearings this year includé denial
of placement (child is on a wdiglng list) or inappropriate'services.
In one district, where special education placements are udsually filled
by late autumn, all the hearings filed were over these issues. In another
district, a parent contended that her multiply handicapped preschool

child was inappropriately served at the district's TMR facility.

In the three sites that experienced their first due process hearing

¢ activity this year, the issues varied. In one district, the only due

process hearihg concerned parents' unilateral placement, of a child in a

private school without permitting the LEA staff to be(;nvolved in deter-
mining appropriate placement. In the second district, one hearing related
*to appropriate plagemenE and the second concerned a parent demanding a
computer for her child's indivi&hal mathematics program. In the third
diétrict, two hearings were filed but one was withdrawn. The actual
hearing was initiated by the LBA against Christian Scientist parents

who refused consent for a physical or' psychological evaluation of theirn

child. ; , «

Typically, fit is still a small number -of dissatisfied parents with
. abéve—ave;age educational backgrodnds and income levels who go through
. with due process hearings..-Pursuing due process hearings is costly for
parents unless a parent advocate group is available to them. In terms
of cost to the LEA, hea}ings can vi%?gfrom about $1,000 to as much as
$10,000 per hearing. In a large urban district, approximately $30,000
of the total special education budget is set aside exclusfbely for the
co;duct of‘pearings. ,Although this is not a s;gnific§nt percentage of

the budget in this city, the LEA also.allocates another $50,000 for per-

. sonnel working on due process matters and legal consultative services.

Last vear, we found no evidence that due process hearing decisions
. per se produce programmatic or systematic'chénges,in LEA policy. That
3 »

is, such decisions rarelyméffected more than the individiial child involved

-

+ {n the case. We .also observed some instances in which a district's
L ) , - N -~
» . s ! ¥
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experience with due pfocess hearfngs resulted in a more conservative
policy relative to recdhmending services on a child's IEP (i.e., only
recommend what you know can be provided). Although this situation J
appears<to gontinue to be *true for the most part, some districts have
given more consideration to the 8aps in their service deliver;:éystems.

Fof example, the director of special education in one urban district
indicated that "Servicés only benefit the individual:kids, but hearings

% 5
have “mulatec}éhinking about the types of programs needed." In another

ng? the fear of additional due process hearings has prompted an effort

. td anticipate parent demands rather than just react to them. The district
’ - S

is planning to add three new classes for quotionally disturbed children

to the special education program next year, thus addressing a serious

gap in service delivery.

Certainly, disagreements béfieen parents and schools concerning the
meaning of “appropriateness" still rajise questions about the borders of
the schools' legitimate responsibilities. .

. =
Summary ) .
The principal observations on this &spect of the study during the :)

<

1979-80 schdol year were the following:
e All tﬁe LEAs we visited continued to have difficulties in deter-
mining the extent of their responsibilities in the provdgion of

certain services.
\

e The majoritﬁ of LEAs in the study consider mental health services
. as medical, not educational, services. The provision of OT and
PT by LEAs poses fewer problems. .

~

® Whereas more than-haf of the LEAs we visited provide diggnostic
services if they receive referrals from the nonpublie sector, '
188s than half provide direct services for nonpublic school

children with special needs. . B

® The issue of fiscal liability for the full costs of educating -
handicapped children placed in private schools became a major ®
concern this year in two of the states in which we have study ¢
sites: TIllinois and Pennsylvania.”

s

. ® Determining their fiseal an al ieéponsibility to institu~ .
tionalized children remains a prd ‘ LEAs. Most L@As in
the study are continuing td cope” with, deinstitutionalized chil-

dren in much the same way as last year. However, one state is

.

13
,
3
\
&L
.
-
.
o

(‘.;




£

P . £ N
. _}“ \ . . . . o
" implementing a state-wide movement toward de1nstitutLonallzatlon -
i N in a stép-hy-step manner that‘may provide useful suggestions as

' a model for other states.

‘o Although most LEAs have f‘y problems in coordlnatlng vocational
. rehabilitdtion services, g few instance’s of vocational rehab111-
v . tation agencies curtailing services were’notgd - e

Although Pennsyf%ania s Armstrong.v. Kline dec1§jon has caused
* some concern in othex‘s states, np growing trend toward an extended
school year-was apparent in the sites part1c1pat1ng in our study.

>
e

or the most part, LEAs contlnue to rely on 1nforma1 d1spute reso-
iés to resolva.parent demandsgpn their spec1a1,g§u- ,e

'aetivity this year was about the same or hear— - .
were actually [fewer. ' Due process hearing activity occur? ed .
’ for the flngt tamelln a few LEAs. '

. -

“—
°

. ) -Due process hearin s generall till concern private-school place-
* ment and related skrvices. ial of placement and inappropriate
e - sexvices arose as’ issues gn hearings this year. . . .

. ) AWhereas due process hearzng Yecisions per se do not generally -

o produce programmatié or systematlc changes in LEA policy, hearings ;
- have prompted some LEAs to focus more-atténtion to gaps in their ° . ..
serv1ez dellvery*systemgﬁﬂ,\‘ N B . ) .
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s ’ ITI+ MEETING INDIVIDUAL NEEDS

oL L)” | {‘\ -
> L L A ~ T
. . . . :

Y The precéding séction presented findings on the responses of LEAs——
as systems--to the reéuiremgnt of PL 94-142 to provide a full program ) _
‘v ’ Jof special education and related services for all children in the local . »

Jurisdiction. In this«section we distuss the responses--at the gchool
~ 7 1evel primarily--to those requirements of the law that d1rectly affect
the extent to which the needs of indiv1dua1 studentsware mex First - -
are presented findings en how special educatio recipients are- selected
'changes in identification and referral/proced:ies and the effect of state
" eligibility requirements are discusse‘.‘ Next, the procedures from evalu-
ation to placement (including parent involvement and they adminiQueative
burden), are examined relative to Whether they are becoming mor&ro-f’ .
g?essiVe, that is, wheth@r the procedures are béing desiéhed to reflect )
the spirit -of thealaw rather than merely ensure minimal compliance.
{ T e ) . ‘ s .
Determining Who Receives Special Education

&

. .
. ¥
. . .
-~ . -

o : ' ) . .
4 - Changes in Child Find and Identification . . .

In the 1978-79 school year, we found that most of the public school .
systems in the sample, conduct "child fing" prolects or participate in o
" those conducted by their state or~intermediate education agencies " These L

| N

projects tended to be media campaigns designed to inform the general

i’
A

v

' public that out-of-schoél handicapped children have a right .to receive «
services and that they should be brought to the attention of the schools.'\
e . These efforts were focused primarily on the identification of pﬁeschool- - - L

¥ age handicapped children.» . . - .
L] - \

. -

In the 1979-80 gchool year, we detected very few changes in the
LE@S' child find efforts"\pne sw?urban district added a hot line that

provides a 24—hour answering service that people can call to make

- ]'I v
’ ”

.
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referrals. A few sites were also attempting to screen nonpublic scifBol
4).

chjldren who are possibly in need of .SEARS. ' Otherwise, out-of-school

screening efforts are‘much,the same and still focus primarily on pre-

%~ schoolers. " ] ) b

UL Changes in Preréferral Intdrvention Strategies.

P

In about half of the LEAs, we found that usé‘of prereferral inter~
vention strategies had increased this year compared with last. ~These
strategies were, designed to decrease the number of inapproprilte referrals

. ’ and thereby to reduge the number of referrals generally. The trend

~ toward prereferral screening and intervention ss;ategies, which, predated
PL 94-142, 'i8 fostered” by the expressed intent not to misclagsify chil-

d‘ﬁn and to retain children in their regular classrooms with support

(3

rather than to remove them

- * - - — e - - e~ e . - =
- — e e Y P VG

- ggfse strategies are based on providing the regular teachers with

(3

- - the foXlowing types of assistance[ﬁefore formal refecralz
. . (] ..
e Specialists to work with the regular classroom teacher.
e School-based assessment teams available for consultation.

" ) e Use of observatioss,.trial interventions, and parent-
. teacher conferences. ) .

»
. .
- e . .

Last year, changes'in California's Master Plan regulations required
s that alte;native strategies be tried beforg a problem child is referred
; for formalaevaluati \dlypically, a school-based resource specialist
is a;ailaole to régular’ teachers»to provide ‘assistance with intervention
) strangies. Fo examplez‘when a teacher has a student with a‘learning
‘,oroblen who may?or may not require.a special education referral, the
_ " resource spdpialiet may observe the<Ehild in the classroom several timeé,

perform some* diagnostic testing,* and work with the regular’ teacher to
P

L4 ~

*In at least one site, testing is performed in a’ group setting because,
according to the regulations, resource specialists cannot deal with a
child on an individual basis before a special education referral has
been made. - "o . Y

£
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e
determine what shoulg be done, Regular teachers in one Master Plan site

. commented that they like the idea of a full ‘time resource specialist in
) 1
) theﬁr school because they can now rapidly obtain feedback on their
students learning problems. as well as obtain immediate help on special

materials and teaching techniques.

Although one of the California sites is not yet- under the Master
~+en_ Plan and its regulations, that LEA decided to try prereferral intervention
his year. Thus beforg‘lnitiating referral procedures for special

education, schools in the district musf exhaust other appropriate avail- !
o able options to provlde service for students with spec1al needs. School
personnel are expeéted to au!empt to resolve problems ‘by modlfying the

.regular classroom’ program or using alternative instructional methods

. such as: T ) 5 . "
e Specialists (e.g., reading, counsellng) ‘ -
* e _Support staff. v ot
~ ) e Alternative ipnstructionai methods or materials’ . . T
. (e.g., shorter assignments, easier material,_peer‘ v
. cross-age tutor1ng) ‘ S . N
* ° AdJustment of School day ‘ ) '
, e “Tutorial prog%ams. ’ e ; ’ C‘ ) .-
' v ° e Title I. - : Q e /"
“ o . e Bilingual education. = . - N . P ’ . ' .5;
- o Available community agencies aird sé‘iices. . '

?In a few sites in obher states, an increased emphasis ‘on intervention * -
+  seemed to be the direct result of systemmatic LEA plans td implement the I ‘ﬁiz
~LRE concept One progressive LEA considers..that: the role of the regular
teacher is to be actively ‘involved’ in individuélizing instruc!ﬁon for 4 .
children with learnin or behaviodral problems: within the regular cclass<
. room environment. HE distrlct expanded its school- based screening ¢
of "high risk" children this year. 1In one school, all regular teachers
rediewed‘}Qeir class lists wiE‘%the school—based asseSSmEnt team (composed
Y of the principal’ 'SLD teacher and school social worker) to identify . *e
. ‘ children gy whom interventions in the regular classroom might- be ] .
. necessary JIf intervention appeared to be appr0priate, the SLD teacher"

suggested materials or techniques. fot the regular ‘teacher to usé in

{ working with children with problems ' '\,‘ .

& -

o . .. .
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Also new in thls d1str1ct thls year is¥a pllot project, the Teacher
° Assistance Team (TAT), whitch is- being tried inm twovelementary schools.
The TAT approach provides a support system to help regular teachers cope
o ) with probleh thildwen. The team may include ‘regular or specigl edua-
, . - tion teachers; it operates as'a~daylto-da§°problem-sglving unit for

teachers, providing direct assistance or helpiné them obtain follow-up

. ]
\ from special-education personnel. .o .- -
~ £ ] - i

.o \

s In another site, teachers were. becoming mote familiar wfth'previously
instituteld intervention strategies. Last year, a new state pracedure

requ1red regular teachers to document that two observations, some trlal

’

1ntervent10ns, and two parent-teacher conferences had been completed
before a speclal education referral; the procedure is mdﬁeﬁroytlne this
Qear. As one psychologlst 1nd1cated "It re&hces the tendency to put

‘ a kid out of_the regular classroqm summarily.”

-
»

v In yet another siti. the motivation f;!‘an increased focus*®on inter—
- )

ooy yention this' year was ferent. It was.part of . an LEA strategy to pre-

vent the,ggoccurrence of last year's huge placemént backlog. To prevent-
. letting "everyone' into special eqacatlon, this district w1ll not accept
referrals from the schools unless'documentatlon ig submltted on prlor

: attempts made to serve problem ch1ldfen En the regular classroom.

.

o

. _ 1Ip sum, we saw a definite increase.in prereferral intervention
'. > o s . * - *
- “ strategies, all based on the provisiop of supp;rt to regular classroom - ] !

teachers Dependfng‘on the resources javailable (and hence the’abilityl

*

‘. oL a given svstem ‘to meet the needs f individuals), the pract1ce can

serve *primarily to ach1eve the spirit’ of the law by lim1t1ng 1nappropr1ate
-
referrals and by supportlng mlldlv handicapped children im re%ular class=

Q

rooms whenever possible, or it can serve miﬁely to keep the flow of chil- .
dten to manageable levels wlthéut regard t

appropriateness We met many-’

staff members who were aware that caution must be used in establishlng

» t ghch procedures so as to ensure that children who need S?@RS are not )
"« ‘excluded from the'servfce dellvery system. . . . - )
G . . B ] - ‘ R . m
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' +
Changes in Appropriateness.of Referrals * .

[

-

In those sites where prereferral interVentions are'being used, LEA
aand school personnel reported that the appropriateness o'f referrals has T 4
improved since last year. The staffs.believe that the cﬁf}dren béfng_

referred are thosé ;ho truly‘need)tné.extra help that special education

L] ’
can provigé. This increase in appropriateness ‘seems to result from one
Ze

. : [Pngt ¢
or more-of the following factors:
I ° . - - 1 » , »

¢ Increased use of and/or familiarity.with interveptions
(and with the need to document them) before referral.
e Reguilar teachers' accumulation of knowledge about special :
© .education and their increasing exposure tg handicapped ‘
children over time. ’ . .

e Regular teachers' ability to dbtain help thtough general
" inservice training and one-to-one training (e.g., help from
boundary cros§ers, special ‘education teachers) regarding

- " what types of children to refer. . .. w (//T\\ '

e _g}igibility‘criteria being interpreted more explicitly -—. -
N -and/or being better understood. '
£ .

N
A

» o, ) : . .
In one site, several people ggncurred that regular teacher§ know
dhicﬂichildren to refer to séecf!ﬁ education. A special edycation teacher

commented that ''Regular teachers jre pretty good én§ aware when it comesgg

v ‘tpvmaking appropriate referndffls."‘ An LEA supervisor in the same distric

noted fhat "Referrals are valid and well documented.",

Last year, we described a resourcé~rich site that was attempting to
put rational controls on the number of ineligi&le children being referred
for SLD services. is year, -the educational &iagnqscician,hwhéuwés§“"”""”

J ‘ -
hired-2 years ago (with PL 94-142 funds) to develop. consistent educatioral
. ° *

»

evaluation prbcedureé acréss thg‘LEA, réported that a change has occurred
N .

in the number of appronriéte referrals to SLD.

- & ’q
Eligibility for SLD, EMR, ‘and SED Services ;
-— ! . - _." . ;.' 1 ,
. Last year, we found a shift in the characteristics of the fildly R

handicapped pcpulation/being served; in pargticular, we found that the
nupber of childreh found eligible for SLD programs was increasing rela-
tive to thé number of EMR children.

We thérefore pursued this topic,, |

dnring the second year to gain-a better understanding qf-w’y this increase

is oecurring. N



L]
“ ; .
<
. 4 ‘ .- .

i - @ In general, we found considerable variation not only il:l who receives
' " SLD sérvices, but also in what services they ‘receive. We also found that . " u y
' some sites were attempting to stem the increases in 'tha SLD population
by tighfening erigibility requirements. Other sites were just beginning
to experience an increase. The varidtion occurs.both among states and .
. . among LEAs within the same state. This is not surprising because the
sites, ii’xit‘ially differed -in sophistication and because'SLD involves con-
51derabl,é /).scr-etlon in determmrng both whq is 1dent1f1ed and what ser-—.

* vices are recelved \
v

"

K . <
We also followed up the problem of J'gray-area' children identified
€ g

last year. These are .hildren who are not id;ntl‘fiad as handicapped but

ENS are still in need of services: & . i »
Vs , ) . ;
R . M i ¢
. . State Definitions of SLD Eligibility ot o

v

In seven oF thp nine states part1c1lﬁt1ng m our~8tudy, the state
definition for SLD éligibility closely resem'bles the federal def1n1t10n

. (Section 121a.5, Section 12la.541). . As one state director of ‘specidl .

¥

/jucatlon noted: |’ ) ’
/\ ,’ ’ .
N . £ »

We parrot the federal definition on LD, but it' s a mess still.
We're in the same bind as a lot of states on this issue. The “
districts .say the:definition is nof precise at all, ’ .- 4

. .. . . o H

Another sState director of special education "indicated that the state

L]

department of education intentionally has' left the SLD definition Jpﬁn .
cemieree N eiien.. because. it.wdhts. LEAs ,Lo:_deuelophthei_r;wn..mriwr_i.aﬂ..f.on..tentx;y.) and.exit. . .

N
»

iﬁ@o their local programs. In a third state’, the SEAfchanged its SLD

) v .

., eligibility requirements inm Spring- 1979 4n rgsponsé to a court decisian
that found a dis;‘ro?ortlonate number of- Black chlldren\had been placed
in EMR classes: Lnder the rev1sed eligibilitv criteria, LEAs dn this

] state have more flex1bility this year in plac1ng childrenﬁwho might not
have qdallfled prev1ously in.-SLD programs. . o 8 kN

-
s kg

"'l-n two stat_es‘,.the definitions of SLD eligibility are.stricter than '

the federal defmlticm One state has a strict categorical svsbem and .

correspondmgly rigid state program eliglbl lity requirements. The SLD .

. i criteria specify that ‘evidence of a disordér in one or.‘n'ore of tﬁe basic,
. ‘ g

an
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ogical processes must exist (e.g., visual or auditory channel °
processe%, haptic channel pr;cesses, sensory 1ntegrated processes),

@The criteria also requ1re that evidence of academic deficits be based

on expected levels of student, functioning such as "85% expectancy age

below for 3-6 years of school attendance.” The other state auiqgs‘

functioning level of two—thirds_gr be low expected academic pggjormance,

#s well as a deficit ogggreater than or equal'to l.S'standard deviations ' .

below the mean in one o;émore-of the basic psychological processes.

Moreover, both states have imposed 11m1ts on the percentage of the school

populatlon that can be identified as SLD P

In one state LEA personnel feel pressure to minimize SLD refer;als/
program placements at a time when the SLD identified population is -
1ncreas1ng Consequently, some, chlldren ‘may remain 1nappropriately

served. .The other state lifted its SLD limit this year so that LEA

admlnlstrators no. longer havge a disancentlve to classiﬁyﬂstudents as )

'3 - -

- ’SLD. ’ N -

«
L4 . .

- .

Local Definftions of SLD Eligibility

*

Because mBst states have fairly unspecific cr1ter1a for determ1n1ng

»

SLD eligibility and ‘because of the limited state of the.art in diagnosls
of nerceptual processing and learnlng problems, LEA staffs must struggle
wf%h the question of who belongs in SLD.* Each LEA tends to adopt its .
own critéria, leading to signlficant local variation. LEA guidelines

.

_dnclude criteria’sych as:. ... %o oo
1]

2

.

- & Two years be low grade level in two major aca&emic areas, ”

e One and one~half standard dev1at10ns below mean in one of
‘three areas of age, IQ, or grade level.

-

' -~

*LD definitions generally cover a continuum ‘of studentsKhaving 1earning
problems ranging frpm severe perceptual end/or academic deficiencies to

" milder learning difficulties. General agreement exists about the diag-
nostic.procedures to use to identify those students at the seVEre end
of the LD cont{nuum, but LD professionals (administrators, psydhologists
teachers) have difficulties,in determining where’to graw -the Iine regard-
ing students at the milder- &nd of the continuum, those with academic .
learning problems and/er mild psychohoglcal process deficiencies. -

~ . 5

~

- * .
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e 1Q cutoffs plus.discrepancy in grade level and ability. «
e Average or aAbove-average IQ but severe memory, perceptual
s or dyslegia problems. ) ) . *
i
ve e Evidence of neurological prohlems.

However, aq;osé LEAs, the personaf discréetion of’the evaluator (i.e.h
clinical judgments, interpretation of eligibility guidelines, profes-

sional philosophy) is still a.major determinant of which chil@aen qualify

°* for SLD. As. one local psychologist stated: . .

'The state definition 1s really a hindrance. It makes too
maﬁy kids [with minor reading problems] potential LD kids.
I'm not sure the diagnostic tools we have distinguish kids

’

.t LY *

appropriately. Generally, we use a rule-of-thumb for LD--
. 6 months behind in the primary grades and 2-years' lag at
' secondary . '
L -
- ) Tightening SLD Eligibility Criteria ) : : o
o - Ahong EEAS th;tﬁ;re dz;llng with the diagmostic problems as well as .
' . with increasing awareness SLD prcblems angxpressures to avoic EMR ,and

! . SED labels by 1dent1fy1ng ch11dren w1th learning disablllﬁles, some have

n
attempted to tlghten SLD e11g1b111ty'cr1ter1a to. control which children .
L ‘ belong in SLD.

As one director of special education remarked "We have
‘to draw the liie somewhere." One LEA, for exampge, changed 1ts SLD, <;\
» program eligibility guidelines thds year in anticipation of an SEA plan Y

. to do the same. With this éhangek some children with milder learning

disorders may be inellgible for SLD serv1ces, but the LEA w111 have a

o e e m ARamnAR e A e af = e AL e e e W

‘more- etfectlve screening device and will e11m1nate the need for much

b e e 2

reevaluatlon if In one rural \

LEA,

and when the SEA revises its criterla

the *district Lormed a comm\ttee to develop a good,practices"

. manual regardlng the interpretation of SLD e11g1b111ty criterta so as -
’

to tighten them. . ' oo . N

~/ L
3 T L . B o A
* ¢ . Services for kEray-Area ildren
. : £

«

\ ) . -

This year, we focused mpre attpntion on the°children who are found’

o R s o n s mmamewin

fhese are the students who-"fall

to be-ineligible for either [SLD or EMR.
. o

through the cracks'

referred to as slow learners or as the gray-area chiddren.

3 .

of special ‘education categoties.

" They are typically

The majority



classroom

this year\speci 1cally to focus on the needs of slow le ners. Each ele~

‘o .
. v -

’
.

of our sites have‘suchigray—area children, who typically fall rooghly
within the 80 to 90 IQ range. Often assessment results indicate that

a child is neither SLb or EMR because 'he or she is in the dull normal

.

range without the signs of a "classic SLD case" but with an IQ too high .

t / - .
bd

Whether or not such a child receives some special help depends

to qualify as EMR.

&

largely on the range of services available within the LEA and the child's

eligi 1lity‘for éther programs. The following wre the typical program

ith supportive services: -
. Remedial reading ' ’ . ’ N
e Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) Title I N
. State compensatory edaeation - %"f
"o Bilingual educatiqn . - {f
¢ ® Migrant educatlon _— . / (“\;3 : k

e Indian education. -
?

In one district, alternatives available to slow learners range from Title I

to bilingual,.migrant, or Indian educatioq fa‘ggn;;al more options ex1st -
for remediation at Tltfe I schools than at non~Titl#.I schools within the ‘
same district.’ . *

2 ! 4 r

-

erall, most Lhﬁé acknowledge that the slow learners dre not Being

- adequately served for the most part. One LEA establashgd a task fOrce g

-~

mentary school's. stals developed plans for tﬁese students nd created new
alternatives such as having the SLD teacher work with the learning- center

teacher and extending the hours of .the.learning center for individual
students. _ e . " : -
] ' )

-

- Locdl Interpretation of SED Eligibility Criteria K\ .
S i - ’

In léss than half of tﬁe study sites, confusion exists over who bblongs

- in SED,programs. State definitions for SED eligibility are generally
vague enough to allow for corfiderable discretion «at the LEA level Hav1ng

's

such leeway, some. LEAs question what, the boyndaries are for ‘their defining

i K R
' ‘ . , <
. . 9 N - :




. )
and serving the SEg‘population A mental health representative in one

site commented that the SEA has not satisfactorily defined "emotionally v
disturbed." A distrlct psychologist concurred that the SED classifica-
tion is !an unclear area" but indicated that the operatienal definition

of *SED ".. is the youngster who is funcétioniag adequately in school but. .,

/\bs other problems like acting-out beha%iors . : . ,

N e

. & M
In one of the rural sites, admlnistrators during a recent meeting

© . dealt with the " approprlateness of the SED pnogram for students with
e delinquent behaviors. ‘fhe group questioned whether delinquent behavior
R constitutes a "'severe emotional disturbance'" and whether speagial eduéa—
tion services should apply for delinquent- youths., The issue was not

resolved; typically, the LEA'psychalogist looks fqi evidence sf'"psycho—

v e logical disturbance" as part of determining SED eligibility. w
. .. ' ’ ) .

e, This year, one suburban site also struggled with the SED eligibility ,

— ?N\ igsue. In the past 5 years, the district's SED population has grown from T,

43'to 100 students., The LEA director of special educatiom is ﬁuestégi-
1ng .whether all these students’ belong in the SED prpgram. She be%i

-that the program should not be serving students who are merely "acting
A
. out" ia. school In an effort to ensure that the program will serve those .

} C . students who have serious emotional d1sturbances, the director set up
S
L | a-conlttee th1s year to discuss and better define who appropriately

’ belongs % SED. The LEA will work % i th.the committee to:

. Wtitéfan LEA-definition bf' ~2Thé deTinition developed -
) will probably be exclusionaky (i.e., not unmotivated, not
Z» .o using drugs\L ot 3 truant) :

as . e Develop a auestionnalte ‘to be used by the diqgnoslng E
psychiatrist+-The LEA wants .to focuséciagnostlc evdluatibn
more on analyticthan behabloral diagnoses: It wants -
spec1£1c answers as to the causes of the student's problem,

‘ ‘not just the '‘statement that he or she is truant.

14 v ~
. . o Overlagﬁof Special Education and Ritle I" w .
‘ . v N - o

Some chlldren with 1earn1ng problems meet hoth spec1al‘educétion and .

)

"ESEA Title 1 ellglbllity criterla These . dually 1dent1fie? students tepd
-to meet SLD ellglbllitn criteria as well as Title I school+lgvel cr1ter1a,

- i ~ . LI 4
. N
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. . » B
. . “ 80 - .
.




. \which .are based on educatlonal deprlvatlon {defined usually as 1ow scores
. Y -
% ’ on,achxevement tests). Because last year we saw that placement declsions
for 1ndiv1dual children depended heavily on the availability of program

- slots, we focused this year on how schaol and LEA educators decide qﬁat

¢ s services a dually identified student’ should teceive from among- the range ﬁ!?g
, ’ .
o of alnernatives (e.g. regular classroom,. Title I, SLD program). We also

Title I ser-

~
. %ices in addition to special education. . - -

’ . . . PR ~

« 1nvestlgated whether spec1a1 education students can receiv

4 ) In the LEAs in our study_this year, only a few were decldlng to place
’duaily'ldentlfled children in Title I because of the lack of openings in
spec1a1 educatlon. In a site with both Title I remedial reading and spe-
c1al egicarlhn {S1D) services available, the director of special educa-
tion 1n fact expressed concern about the overlap of populatlons 1n the -
three programs. The_director is concerned because he thlnks that some
children sérved in ,either the remedidl 4!ad1ng program or in Title i

’ might be “served nore approprrately in the special education resource room.

‘ In one urban, resource-poor d1ctr1ct, however, the overlap of the
spec1al educatlon and Tatle I populatlons is a major problem for service
v ,dellvery. Because Ofu§€r10U9 fund1ng problems and a subsequent discrep-
ancy 'between resources and need§, the LEA has encoaraged gu1dance coun-—
selors serving Title I schébls .not to’overload special éducatlon classes
with children who quallfy for” both Speclal educatlon and Title I The
counselots are adv1sed tb pﬂace chlldren in Tltle I because the program *

has more money to work wi and more spaces available 4nd Title I teachers
&,

‘.

can have larger, classes. ]
K - r "

- To a 1arge degree, in the respurte- r1ch 51te, as well as others
the type of recommended placement - depends on tEe ava11ab111ty of program- !

. 7ming options in the sc¢hool that the 1ndiv1dual chiid attends As an

LEA diagnostician c0mmanted * - N
, .

~ o

Overlap is a continuing problem between resource special
education and remedial ‘reading...there is a grgat -déal of -
variability from school to school, school locatinn and tbe
size-of the student body [in how the child's placement 1s .
decided] . . ’

UL ‘ R
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B 0verall the presence of Title I in an LEA offers edhcators a brgader ;~
range of service delivery alternatives to consider when maKing decisions .
> about students with- learn1ng pg%blems ' . F‘
y ’

.
Y * e s s ’

. . 3 .
The issue of whether speclal education students can also receive

-

“Title I services is ge?erally problematic in most LEAs. In a“recent ‘s .
" study (Blrman, 1979) SRI_ investigatéd whether dually 1dent1f1ed students .
received Title I serv1ces, only special education services (funded in® - e
part, by 'PL 94-142), both or neither. The finding was that whlle dupl;-

cation of serv1ces ‘was mot a problem, exclus1on from serv1ces.was a )

<

ﬁproblem Some dually identified children did not receive both sets of !

services because of confusion resultlng from the ambi'guities'in federal .

»
L

\
policies governing overlap issues.* .
- ‘ . 13 . e

In the LEAs in the longitudinal study, we found considerable varia-

- L) j;»?‘—f I3 :
tion regarding whether special education, students Tan also receive Title I

o

serdices. For example, several LEAs were concerned about the supplanting

issue and made an effort not to provide handicapped children with.Title I ) <i

services. ' In one rural LEA, there was allarge Title I program;(Title I

and the SLD programs were kept very separdte in this LEA, and an SLD

student could not also receive Title I services. In another state, the
'SEA told an urban LEA that a child enrolled in full-time spec1al educa-

tion, although ellglble for Title I, may not also be enrolled in Title I

L

because that would dupllcate services. However, this LEA does serve

less-than-50%~timk students in both programs, which is perm1ss1ble under -
2

. SEA gu1de11nes. T . -

]

' Other'LEAs "blur the lines" between speclal education and Title 1

~

SO that hahdlcapped ch11dren may receive Title I services that seemj

-

necessary. . For example, a special education director in a large d1str1ct

has worked out an arrangement this year with the local Title I group \

- .

- *Recently published proposed’Title I regulations address the pervading

issue of exclusion of handicapped children from Title I services. The

revised regulations state that handicapped students "who can reasonably

be expected to make substantial progress should be able to participate.

in Title I" (Eduecation Daily, 6/5/80). ‘ : v

° . ’ L
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. whereby if Title I services are ifdicated on the IEP, a child can receive:

l- (] (] 3 . ,.~ I3 -
Title I services in addition to special-educatied’services whan the par-

eﬁt,signs the IEP.’ Unfortuﬁatély, if thé;pafent does not sign the IEP, . -

then the child not only AOég not receive Title I serviées‘bht\he or she ] e
<

-

cannot receive special education services. . Otherwise, this coudd be ST
interpreted as supplanting (i.e., the Tirle I Program would be~seeh as

, . ? '
. ~ ‘ - - «
g~ : .

-
« . « ¢
2

* replacing special education). ~ -
. -, -

- », . - - )
-
» - .

‘Overall, LEAs remain confused by the provision of Title I sefvices * 5 1
& ) . n o e €

ol to special education students. - Forthcoming revised Title I regulations , ° - .
. . " , .:- . ~ o ' ) B - : [
. \\\) should help“to #larify the issue in the future. . “« e : .-
' N M ; v < N ~ ~ L. T - ~
N N 'S Y . i R . N Vs .
' vs , - ° e . ., v . Lo . R - R
N ‘.!" S * 3 T e - LE vt -‘ . .o - [ o
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v St Regarding the LEAs' detggmlnation-of\who vegeives special educdtion, SR
S & . B - L ’ - N o » [P
" our findings in 1979-80 we?e'asxfpilo$s: ) ) - P .
N . Y . \‘ - . - - , ot - -
. . Y4 ' N
) ‘e IﬁITﬁe changa'haQ occurred 4n LEAS™ child_find projeat effores,
. . -which still focus primarily on the preschool population.” & ° . .
. -~ - . a ] )\ ~ v . -

- - ¥
. - e “Prereferral infervention str iggdesipred to decrease. the' .
: " number“of inapprOpriatebté?g?fzizengz;zzggl education, incrjﬁsed.
T this, year. Thes §trategie§33upport_thévinteng of the 'law ’
' : not to‘misclasgi%y children and to rgpginbﬁhilgren-in the. regu- !

lar ctlassroom-with support. - -, - N -

is, numerous 'LEA and school persqnnel'geﬁOrted that children
. . being referred for SEARS“now are truly eligiblé for agd in”
' . need of sich services. The use of .prereferral intervention

. about special education are two factors that enhanced the L
apprepriateness of referrals.

e In general, the inte}pretacion of §LD eligibility criteria, .
B varies considerably racross sites:” A state-of~the-art problem ’
. still‘éxists‘in diagnosing who belongs 4in SLD. THis problem .
‘results in part because fgderal and state definitions allow
“ substantial local discretion in establisﬁing‘ideﬁtification
|, criteria; Also intdgra] to the problem ts.the' limited consensus
among educators ~ab t'apprgpriate diagnostic procedures- for
assessing potentia]l SLD children. . ~ =~ '

N ~ ~

r ’ = ’ ~

‘for SLD programs relative' to” the number of EMR' children con-,

® The trend toward an increasing number of children found €ligible

~

=

!

tinued. ‘Some.LEAs were tightening their SLD eligibility. crbe

4

‘Thg appropriateness*of referrals increased Ehjs year; that < P

)

—— e L e e e SEXAegIies and the regular Eeaeher&'—ﬂceug_)u};atim -of kngw}};ed‘ge""’“- e

. teria to control which children are placed 4in SED.
~ . - n T
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? ~ N LD R ’
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Procedural Compliance: Letter or Spirit of:‘the., Law?

1 i‘. -

e In the majority of the stuﬂy sites are gray-area children who
do not meet the éligibility cr1ter1a for either SLD or EMR.
Whether such children receive Some special help depends largely
pn the range of services available within a giver® LEA.

e About half of.the LEAs were confused about who belongs in ‘ .
their SED programs.  The confusion stems from generally vague
state definitions of SED, as well as from a question about

* what tHe LEAs* boundaries of respoﬁéibility are fdr other
agencies' target populations (e.g., delinquents). _ .

e In LEAs that have' Title I .services, educators can consider
a breader range of service delivery alternatives for children
who meet both Title I and SLD eligibility criteria. However,
most LEAs are still confused about whether children receiving -
.special education services can also receive Title I services '
. without violating the regulations against supplanting services.

r

€
.
o

“involvement, and LRE. Next, we discuss the tpade- oﬁ;s (i.e., administrative/

s e .

Laft year, wel re ted that LEAs by andggarge weTt meetlng the let-
ter of PL 94-142,’hav%§z establvsPed pi ocedures frdé evaluation to place- . .
ment. We_cohcludgd,_however, that a substantial distance remained between
procedurel.compliance and iﬁplementatidn of the intent or spirit of the
law. Hence, this year we sought evidenée‘of movemenr from implementation
of the 1etker of the law to reflection of its intent; thft ié, we examined
whether the procedures are fostaring attention to individual needs. This

issue is discussed below under the topics of evaluation, IEPs, parent

paperwork burden) that dlStrlCtS have made to 1mplement the procedural
A
requirements of the law. . ] .

-
s

Individualization of Evaluation Practices,
Al ¥

~ +

‘In recent.years, and even before ‘the passage of PL 94-~142, the trend

has been to use a more multidisciplinary approach to evaluating children

for special education. Last year we reported thatanearly every study

51te used this broadened approach which is consistent with the ma30r,f/‘
requirements of  PL 94-142. This year, we probed in'mgfe depth the extent
to which changes have occurred in local evaluation practices that result

in greater attention focused on the unique needs ef'iqdividuals (for \
examal%? as opposed to use of standard test Battetries or fitting of éH{l—'
dren into available slots), '

’

' 84 . s




\ RN ~ .
We found‘generally‘that placement decisions at the elementary level .
are stil{ strongly governed by what services e available and by eligi-
) j bility requirements, particularly in states ‘?Eh strict catégsrical sys-—
3 tems. Hence, highly individualized evalygation results. can be 1ncorporated
\1n the decisionmaking prockss to only a limited extent. Although most
of the sites continued to use the mu1t1d1sc1p11nary approach to assess-
ment for special education, 4 of the 17 sites repBrted that adherance
to strict interpré&ations of eligibility requirements has hindered atten-
tion' to individual needs. For example, even though a variety of informa- /
tieg was gathered by the placement team in one study site, state special ) ,: !
educatibn eligibility requ1rements were still the major factor 1n place-
ment dec1s10nmak1ng Some flexibility can be exercised in 1nterpret1ng
the test results of a child on the border of special education eligibility;
nonetheless, in the strict categor1cal system in that state, only limited N

attention can be focused on unique needs during the evaluation process.

Where eligibility for gpecial education is less strictly connected

to eligibility for a particular service, LEAs have been able to be mare

flexlble 1n matching serv1ces to needs,’ ignoring part1cu1ar labels; for
example,  a child may be served in a particular SLD class that is well
suited to his or her neceds even though the child is diagnosed as behavior
disordered. Such praetices may somewhat ignore the nonerroneous classi-
fication requirement of the law, but they allow consideration of dlfferences

]

in individual needs for service.

- In the majority of LEAs, we found few instances of dramatic change
in evaluation practices; Where 51gn1f1cant changes did occur, they tended
to; result from pressures of the court or federal monitors, which was also
the case last year. The only significant changes in evaluation practices
during the 1979-80 school year resulted from outs1de intervention such :

*

as the Larry P. and Mattie T. court decisicns and monitoring by OSE and
/ * A
OCR. .

. 1 1
- Last year, we reported €hat Because of recent litigation in one

state, confusion‘had arisen dbout the use of IQ tests in determining
. . eligibility for special education. This year, we found that'some confu~
sion still exists among ‘he state's LEA$ regard1ng IQ tests (particularly

. for potential EMR placements) but the SEA has issued a mor#torium on

-El{lle/ . 9 m L9517, ] . ,
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the use of IQ tests in special education evaluations. Unforf

the state of the art is such that\no adequate alternat# as been pro-

posed, leav1ng the LEAs 29 a quandary. For the mos part, the LEAs
interpret the court ruling to mean that the reéult of an 1Q test cannot

’ ¥

¢ be used as the sole criterion for EMR'giacement.

We also reported last year that a court decree ew evaluation prac-
_tices was pending in another state. This year, in response to the court
,decree, the state'restructured its entire evaluation process to incorpor- .
ate ‘intervention strategies, an emphasis on ;ultidisciplinary assessment,
and new eligibility criteria. The' impact on one of its LEAs has been
greafer flexibility in establishing special education eligibility.  That
is, changes in practices ‘and eligibility criteria have allowedsldentlfl-
cat10n of some children in the district as SLD when in the ‘past they
probably would have fallen in the high EMR range or mlght have been

classified as a slow learner and would not have been eligible for spe-

v

‘ cial education (iﬁi., borderline cases).

-

-, This year, as a result of OSE monitoring, one state was told that
all SLD students counted for federal special education reimbursement
must- receive a complete case studX.evaluation (not just an educational

. assegsment). OCR also charged that in one LEA in that state, a dispro-

‘ 'portlonate number of Blagk children were in self-contained se?tlngs.

Lo Therefore, the LEA elected to include an additional test (adaptive

behavior scale) in its standard battery to help staff make more appro-

priate,placement decisions.
h p

v 1 . . :
° Althoﬁgﬁrsignificant changes in evaluation practices in the majority

of s1tes were lacking, we observed the follow rng refinements in practices: ‘\\\'

. v ., - e Movement toward educatlonal assessments instead of or in \\§
addition to psychological assessments. ) ”
e Streamlining of practices. '
‘- . e Postplacement assessments to check the validtty of placement. ,
P . - ’ . ‘ 7

In two states, the SEA has promoted a policy of using motre education-
v based assessment, which incorporates greater teacher 1nput into the .

evaluation,process. One of the twd states made this move as part of "

Aauconprehensive restructurxhg of the state's evaluation practices to
. N T * : " ‘ P

) had

C
.
.
i
oo
-
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make them less "test—based‘“ the restructuring‘is being undertaken in

response to a federal court dec151on that the state's former evaluation

(A}

practices were rac1ally dlscr1m1natory

-

— On the other hand, two LEAs in two-other states increased psycho-

. ; logical ‘assessments. In one LLA, this change resulted from Ehe LEA
special education d1rector s reallzatlon that with Just tha//ﬂe of an
educationail assessment, ''we found we werefWorklng with non~LD kldsu'

who were-flllxng.up the'SLD classes. As a distritt psycholagist stated:
. - *Before thls year, LD was based on a basic EeducatlonalJ
screening...I think the new policy was in response to the .
state regulatlons JsStatemerit that if a child needs 50% or %
more time in class [special educatlonJ the young€ter must ¢ .
have a psychologlcal : .
L 3 — (el ¢ - “_\/ N

Although the Iével of assessment hagfﬁémalned generally stable in

W

the majority of our sites, two LEAs aftempted this year to streamline
A
ré,ébeif’évaluation procedures. In one LEA, the spécial education director

. is streamllnlng the evaluation and placement procedures to save tlme

> ' and money by involv1ng only hlmsel/)/the psychologlst * the ré?%rrlng
* teacher; and the parents in the mult1d15c1p11nary team meetfng ‘\nfter
having been accused of "overkill".in its evaluation practices by SEA

. monltors, the other LEA has reduced the number of tests giveén for spe—

cial education evaluations.: In addltlon the adm1nistrat10n has glven

~,

.the psychologists quotas (an average number pf/Ellents to assess) in an

attempt to accelerate the evdluation process

»

- . To supplement evaluations,.one LEA has used some of its PL 94—142

funds to purchase addibional psychologist time to institﬁte specially
tailored ev tions of chlldren after they have been placed in special
educatlon pregrams. Through these postplacement agsessments, the LEA .
intends to obtain a better understanding of a child's learn1ng problems
and strengths this is achieved by adm}nlstering; for example, tests

that indicate how students process informatioﬁ‘and tests of teading that

‘ circumvent articulation problems. This. information is Shared with teachers

so that they can more appf’priately serve their students !
b4

. y; .

As is true at rhe elementary level, placement decisions regardlng
- - high school students are also generally governed by. the services abailable

and eligibility requirememts Particularly troublesome at the high sthool

. ERIC . o e
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level in some districts is the iﬁ%re;;ed agreement/burden (i.e., through.
‘the use of a multidisciplinary approach that requires more time to com-
plete), which results in® fewer m1sclass1f1c&t¢ons but fewer children °*.
being. processed through the system. The backlog problem at one LEA,

. created by the increased ssessment burden and the lack of sufflc1ent
evaluation personnel mide evaluatlon and placement of high school stu— i
dents referred to special education very difficult. As one placement
kchairman indicated: . ° .

Counselors are qu1tt1ng...they won't refer anybody again.
Referrals made in September still were ‘not granted [services]

4 by the end of the year...it's out of the question to refer
a senior. Referring a junior is a problem.

So that these students would be served in the interim, 'temporary" spe-+
cial education placements were made. The net result was that students

were not receiving appropriate services in a tizely'manner.

5

Except when stimulated by outside forc® suth as the courts or fed-

. eral monitoring, most LEAs initiated little change in evaluation practices

- since last year, althouéh they did refine practites. Changes in evalua*
tion practices, however, do not guarantee implementation of the spirit
of the law.™Even though LEAs are using multidisciplinary approaches to
evaluation practices, special education placement decisions are generally g
not based on pighly individualized evaluation results because of the
strict connection between eligibilit& (diagnostic) criteria and criteria

for particular reimbursed services in some states. The majority of LEA

-
.

evaluation practices have been designed to meet the intent of individually
tailored evaluations, but the end result may not be an appropriate place7/

-
ment because of other constraints’. ) -

-
Individfialization of IEP Practices

r

; Last year, we reported that the .major activity at «all the study sites
was to implement the IEP requirements of PL 94-142, particularly the writ-
ten IEP document. We found that IEP meetings had been held with the\required

participants and that IEP documents had been developed for handlcapped
children and signed by,parents. 4 - ) w

ERIC . .
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' We also found, however, that LEAs were reluctant to recommend in

. * the IEP the student's needs and seryices that,, although necessary,
were currently unavailable or too costly - to the district. LEAs that

had experignced due process hearings were part1cular1y sensitive. )

N
7 -

+ This situation remained generally the.-same this year, although we
found sqme indications of movement toward more- individualized IEPs. .

These instandes w%re a direct résult of streamlined IEP development
and expansion of services. v N
A~ .- - &

N “
-

. ;/ s ’ Chanées in the IEP Process

. +s This year, we found that several sites had desiéned shortcuts to
the IEP process. For example, two-'sites comp11ed curriculum ghidelines
“for each disability area, providlng a list of 1ong- and short-term °
uobJectlves from which to draw In another site, a boundary crosser ; .
t dEVeloped checklists to help develop annual and short-term goals. She
writes the IEPs.and claims that these lists have made her "a tad more -
efficient;" they enable her to individualize each child's program
. "without writing 2 book on each kid." 1In the past year, other sites

S .
adopted such shortcuts. as: : .

‘e Shortening the IEP form.

J ‘ . “Golor~coding the form to indicate whether the short-term
. goals have been met. . . N

¢ Using computerized systems to help determine the goals'
based on test .results.

fa

o ’ . Changlng ‘the size and shap% of the IEP form so that it .

. fits into a typewriter. *

LY ¢ L] M ~ .

Several other factors are also ‘leading to less burdensome IEP °
» Pprocesses in thertudy‘sites In one site/ the IEP %gocess was per-
;r' ceived as belng easier because the multidisciplinary teams 1nvolved'

ot

in writing init{al IEPs were functionlng better as teams. In addition, 5 ~
F

inthat site ‘more teachers now claim they are using the "negative:

- option clauae," that is, when parents fail g0 -attend the meetings, .

.
. -, .
. . . ~
- N PRI = .
3 ~ . - . »
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IEPs are sent to parents by certified majl and if no response from the .

parents is received within 10 days, parentalvapproval is automatically .
assumed.* ) , ) . . p

. ~
[y

. Recommendation of Services * ) *

e _ As was true last year, we found this year that recommendations ‘
written in the IEP*are.usually téempered by the extent or variety of
available services. This practice is most often reflected in the lack.
. . . .-

of reccmmendation of certain, related services such as counseling, physi-
>

3

» cal therapy,* occupational tperapy, and psychiatnic‘services.

In }iﬁe sites, we found that the LEAs had issued explicit written
p011c1es on recommending services and/or had attempted to regulate the ' "
types of recommended related services written in the IEPs. For example,

~one LEA established‘a policy of not promising services that cannot be s~
p;pvided because it feared lawsuits--a direct.result of the more-than '
y 50¢ due process hearings that were filed by pargnts last year over the
issue of private schopl placements. In two sites, the LEA made a dis- .
tinction between 'binding recommendations” and suggestlons" for ser-
. vices; these policies were established affér the- passage of PL 94- 1&2 S
This year in another LEA, “the administration astablished a rule that
"no.services can be written on the IEP unless the service is ‘assessed
for’ [by alspecialist in the areal...[and] never specify the amount of
- - time [for servicel on the IEP." Apparently, recommendations had. been g

I4
made without regard to actual resources, particularly for services on - -

the education/medical border such as vision_therapy and pgychotherapy; . 4
; and no clear SEA guidelines existed.. RN ; ,
) Policies limlting recommendatlons on IEPS were 1ot~ restricted to . T

LEAs ® Respondents in one state told us that state law forbids LEAs to -
. use education funds to purchase’ treatment (med1cal services funded

.by other state agencies). Therefore, an official SEA policy is that |

psychological and psychiatric treatment servaces are not written on

IEPS developed by LEAs _(discussed in detail in Chapter 11). o T

i - . "ry

*The draft-OSE policy papgr on %EPs sta?ks that parents and persopne%
. at the IEP meeting are nhot required to’sign the IEP, but the signatures ooy
"could be a useful tool" for monitoring compliance- with the planm. o




-
~
.
7 [y
.
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. * * .
Six sites reported an implicit policy within the LP& that serviceés

were not recommended‘if they were not available although actugl practice - .

may have varied«ﬁithin the district. The PL 94-142 coprdinator in one .,
district commented that, practically speaking, teachefi know what ger; ¢
vices are available and word their recommendat{éné accordingly. An SLP
teacher in another district said that .the admiﬁistration had end?rsed

a conservative approach: '"Teachers have been told to be careful about , ‘

what tkey offer [on the IEP]." Z )

Several reasons explain why LEAs are cautious about vYrecommending

more services than they are able to provide, whether or not an explicit

or implicit policy exists on IEP recommendations. . These reasons inctude:
¢ ! :
¢ Lessons have been learned from actual due process hearings . -
and future hearings are feared. I

e Problems have been encountered with receiving services from
other agencies. For example, in one site a psychologist
ifated thatvthe problem is often not that the agencies are ,

unwilling, but that they are not adequately funded: "They're

« overwhelmed, [There arel 8 hours of counseling time avdilable

' for every 40-hours requested."

¢ Resources are limited and LEAs are- concerned about: "long-term
liability.7” ¢ . -

® State laws and/or regulations prohibit LEAs from recommending
partggular services,

e Political concerns arise within the local context. A special .,
educapyjon supervisor in a large urban district commentgd that
the political pressure in the community is very real and influ-

‘ences what services certain students get" - 4

We offer what we're able to--not always what's ideal.

Some students-who need related services 'S days a week -
get them; not many....The law says provide an "apRropriate"

*not "ideal prggram. oo '

B - {

\

‘

{
Individualization of IEPs

In the majority 'of the LEAs, we could not *determine whether IEPs
L] -
reflected more individualization this year than in the past. One LEA.

reported that a citatjon lag

- year By the state compliance team had
prdmpted a strong effort toJMave IEPs reflect individualization. In
another LEA, we found that ff?sghad become substantjally more vague

because the adminis;ration had issued new policies concerning what may oo\

be written and the degree of vagueness that must be used in writing the

. . - . *
. 91 > )




IEP. School personnel in four LEAé'reported that recommendationsson some '
IEPs are still made more on a program basis than on an individual basis,

»

particularly at the secondary level.
4

We did find, gpwever, that within the limits of“the resources avail-

able at a particular site, LEA personnel are attémpting to provide "indivi-

"

dualized" programs for handicapped students. Iﬁdividgalization occurs %n

several ways: ’ :

. - )

¢ Students are frquently provided with‘&gd1v1duallzed instruc-
tional goals.

- < . . M ’
e Students are provided with different support services depend-

. ing on their unique deeds. . . ;“ !
h)

e Students spend varying amounts of time in the speciai educa-
tion setting/mainstreaming activities. ‘ T 4

The following examples, provided by pareats, illustrate how studerit's

individuyal needs were taken into account by administrative and school staff

-

members in making decisions about special education services and placement.

f

-

A

v Case 1: AN ELEMENTARY STUDENT

L

-

An elementary age child had been served.in varloUS special
education classes for about 3 years. He is a compllcated
case and "has always needed extyaordinary intervention. He
started in a pew placement in Fall 1979, but it didn't work ’
out. The district then provided a full-time aide, who gave .
. the child one-to-one tutoring. However, the child continued 4
to regress, so the LEAsput him on a.homebound program while
a psychlatrlst reevaluated him. _At the subsequent multidis= " |»
, ciplinary stafffng conference, the district recommended to
the parents that they at least try another public school set-
ting. Placement at the TMR facility was also discussed, but
the child is functioning at too high a level for thatlto be
appropriate. As the mother commented, -"They could have. dumped
him there, but they didn't." Finally, the parents agreed.to
a "diagnostic placement" in another special education class
in a different LEA. Tht home district is also providing psy-
chotherapy two times a week. A® this point, the LEA has , .
recommerided that the child’'be placed in a 24-hour residential
school'and the parents have agreed to that suggestion. Thus,
the child remaine'in the diagnostic placement while the dis-
trict tries to work out the funding for the child to attend
a privgte school in another state.

+
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- b ) ‘
' .




-

- Case 2: 'A HIGH SCHOOL» STUDENT .

A tenth grader moved with her family to an irdustrjial site
several years ago from out of state. Her mother readily
admitted that special education in their new locale is qot
as sophisticated as ir; the other state , but she qglso feels
that school personnel in the new district ave shown gen--
uine cogcern for her child. She indicated that whenever she -
"has'made a request: regarding her daughter's program, it has
been carried out. For example, her daughter wanted to par-
ticipate in the Navy Jumior Reserve~Officer Training Corps
. program. The mother asked if this could be ar!ﬁnged, and - °
. the EMR teache¥ set about finding out if it was feasible.
With maneuvering and fiork, the child's classes were all
rescheduled so that she &ould enter the program. She is on
heavy medication, and thérefore additional arrapgements had
. -+ | *to be made so that the commander of the ROTC program would
be in,charge of administering the medication. T#e child
enjoys the program very much and is’ getting some such-needed
discipliné. | . i ‘
) +

. . - - ] t

.
& - -

Pérénf Involvement in Dépisionmakiqg
i » .
¢ Last year, weé reported that most schbols had met their legal obliga-

tion to involvé parents in decisions, concerning their children. Forms

and procedutes had+been designéd for informing parents of their legal
rights, for Hofifying them about actions‘takéﬁ regarding their children,
and for obtaining their signed consent to these actions. Althéugh these
proceduFes were uééd,'this did not necessarily mean that parental consent
was "informed" nor that parents were making substantive congributions

to school decisionmaking. We found that both of these goals require sig-.
nificaqt changes in the ways parents and schools work together, and

-therefore that jchieving such change will be-a gradual process.

T’*s };gar, we tried to assess whether any .change had occurred in
‘ ‘- the quantig&'as well as quality of parent-school interactions and to
determine the effect of thesegiﬁgeractions. We examined, for example,
the garénzfv role in the evalugtion process, Ho% parents' views gre’taken
into account in making decisiong about services and plgpement, and whether
parénts' attitudes about involvement had'chénged te.g., whether ‘they were

, " questioning mare or actively seeking information). ’
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Qur data indicate. that no change has occurred in any of the’ 17 study//

sites in the number of contacts between paredtg\and the schools, however
-

th1s is not t&o surprising because 1ast year, the number of contacts had
already 1ncreased with the adoption of new notification and consent pro-»
This year, six LEAs had-made or were making an effort to better
In one

.

obsexrved

1nform and more actively involve the parents in théir districts
1te, we found that the pilot program of "parent facilitators

last year was to. be expanded from the preschool level to a systematic _

program at all grade levels. Parent facilitators are parents‘in each

school whom Egi\dIStrICt trains not only to understand parenss rights

under PL 94-142, bu'kalso to understand the district s constraints.

They ate to educate othér parents about how to operate in a new role for

*

- : , ’
parents--as a team member with school personnel. The district hopes that
these people see®both sideg; that is, as they learn that schools are not
withholding services they have hut rather cannot do everything and must

ill be maintained between parents'

-

set priorities, a balance expecta-

), k- .
tions and the d1str1ct ] willingness/capability to provide serv1ces So

that these parents would not be perceived by others as puppets of the

school administration, thé parents chosen were those who were not’ yes"
- L]

people id their relationéhips with the school. In another site, with

the hélp of the local association for retarded citizens the special

education director ig promoting a Parent Xction Network This group will

keep parents informed and educate the general. community, each ‘school will
. ' .’
have a representative who will serve as a_contact or liaison.

L , 7

. We found in the maJorithof gites. again this year ‘that parents do

not make substantive contributions to the dec1sionmaking process regard-
+

ing-their ildren,* and at IEP meetings they tend to .trust the placement

and serv1c s recommended by school personnel

parents ha%e limited information about options as well as a combination

’
\

' -~

) N v r 3

*Ig almost half the districts, we found that parent input was actively
sought by school personnel regarding the child's developmental history
(e.g., descriptions of behavior, family history, health). This infor-~!
mation can.affect placement decisions. A counselor in a large urban
district stated: "If you can get the parent in and get them to under-
stand,. Ibts of times this makes a big difference."

.
,
.
: } '
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of personal constraints and fears. .In addition, the amount of time '

school staff can (and'will) devote, to idvolving_each parent with all.

L .o Lo x
the necessary specific issues is limited. Comments from parents’ .

e .

Parents are not aware of changes in kids' schefules..,[but]"
v they've been encouraged to speak up. §
o A
They came with a plan [to the IEP meetingl,..you have to
'start somewhére, but I had py say. .
7 ; : ‘ N
From.'school and distr%pt personnel, wegheard:
N . ]
Parents are benign...IEP writing is really not a togetherness
venture; parents have limited ipput. .
The purpose of the IEP is.to allow parent input to an appro-
priate educational plan but not to have parents dictate what
. +
goes on in the classyoom. -
e
You can make the situation so that the parents can get inyolved,
but then it's up to the parents to take responsibility and agk
questions...giving the parents\ﬁhe opportunity is ng;,enough: . ‘
, B ]
. Parents seemed intimidated at first. I told them it's a plan
for your child. I told them they could add Xhihgs, but none &
# - did...they seemed real nervouss afraid to say\anything.
~ ) N .0 (]
We're not excluding them [parents] per se [from the placement
meétingl--just not making any real effort. —It.'s hassle enough
for them to,come to other meetings. .
2 - . .- - C o ,
Most parents don't come to the placement meeting. When they -
do, we make it clear they have the final say. Some, contribute, + -
but most don't. . ’ o . i . L,

.
» - .

As_noted in Chapter II, parent fnvo;vement'at “the secondary-lével
tends to be less than'at the elementary leyel. - Although variations occur

acrijﬁ'districts, some of the reasons for this situwation include:

- A . 1 -

. -

® A‘lfmiteJ‘numbef of initial placements made at the>High P : -~
" school level. % . ’ ’ .

® Greater student involvemerdt. ' ’ .

‘Parentg have been through i® all at the elementary level - oo
and either trust the schools or have become. apathetic or
frugrrated with the process.

'
High schOOLs‘take fewer steps to active1§ involve pfieniﬁ
in decisionmaking. . .

.

. , 4 - -
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i o Most decis:,ons concer-nlng serv1ces and placementsl@re proceed1%
o : generally as they d1d last year " As méntioned previously, ‘?hat s q

., wrltten on the IEP is usually related to what services are avallable

, . in a district; about half of the d1str1cts are éxerc;smng more caution
. in reecommending particular placements and services. As a result of this

¢, .

cautious stance, fewer free and opert d1scussions occur between parents
b

s - and school staff concernlng needed serv1cés, and possibly less attention
“ . A

. , . Jis given to individual needs In "one district where’expllclt d1rec€1ves
.~ .

. have been 1ssued on where the line 1s to be drawn on LEA llablllty, pa#& ’

"

" ents %{nse an undercurrent of walking'on eggs. In another LEA the .

r
central office has not prov1ded d1str1ct spec1al educatlon consultants

(who deal with parents) with clear directives about what thay be recom—
mended on the IEP, which has resulted in.a sense of mistrust among par- ,

. ents. In a large urban LEA, a psychologist stated:

v o *

‘ : In the past, I would have been more of an ‘advlcate for the !. !
children...I do less of that now. Laws like this [PL 94-142]1 ™
pervade the atmosphere with "let's be careful." . I no longer
tell parents what I think is best for the child. y

And from a teacher: , . , o
Is R ‘ ~
Even thqugh the speech therapist said she couldn't recommend
. ~more speecly therapy, I told the mother to go.[somewhere’ elsel
and get some, really thorough testing done. Parents here will .
g pay for their own services, so teachers recommend the service
. the ch11d~needs. We know which parents:are troublemakers,
: though; we'd never say this kind of thing to them.

Despite these constraints, parents who are very vocal can still influence
recommendations: "Thqfe is a bias in favor of parents_who look out for
the welfare of *their children.'" Some parents comménted "If you complain

loud and, long enough, you get things."

. .

,‘?r LY s . ;
In contrast td those findings, in four gites we found indications
that some changes have occurred in the leng?of parent involvement in the
decQ‘}onmaklng process regarding services. and placements. - For example,

‘one, LEA had previously used' a two- p}onged system of declslonmaking that

consisted of the school staff meeting first ‘to decide onm the placement

and then hgain to share this decision with 'the parents. This year, this
practice was collapsed into one meeting. The change was rt&ommended by
t A, v ,
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the SEA after its Spring 1979 monitorlng 3i51t ﬁbnd parents now‘have
more of an opportunity to offer_knput that will 1nfluence their child's

-

<program and placement.
In another LEA with a very active Association for Children -with

Learning Dlsabllltaes chapter, some ‘parents have begun fo putagiessure
on the psychologists to identify thezr chlldren as SLD. If the psy-
chologlst in the schobls dobes not ydentlfy the child as SLD, the parents
exercise their ¥ight to an independept evaluation and pay an out51de
. professional diagnos?_the "child as SLD and "bring in the papers Lok
prove it." Apparently some parents. get the1r way becalise no hearing
have,been held on such identifications, but the director of psychologlcal
services stated: "Some parents lose sighf of the child's rights in their
*effort to get an LD placement” (the SLD label is respectable and accept-
able to parents). One district hasrpressured parents this year to take
some responsibilitx in helping the1r children by telling then that if“‘
they do not participate in'ZE?%ings, the. LEA cannot appropriately serve
their child According to*the special education director, 'More parents.

are now a&mendlng staffings EbecauseJ parents have to commit to time,
e Y
money, and home reinforcement." .

Overall, we found that parent involvement 'and satisfaction,-although
not necessarily linked,-continue td vary greatly both within and between "
districts. Some of the’jaﬁtors that influence the level of parent involve-

ment and/or satisfaction include:

e History and traditions of particular communities (e.g., the
" level of parents' expectations, knowledge of the law and
- special education programming, parents' attitudes toward
the schools).

1

. Demograﬁhic!characteristics of nelghborhoods (e.g., the lack
of personal contacts in large urban, areas, the inaccessi-
bility of 4emote rural areas). . . éi

e The policy eStablished" by the principal or a_ handful of ‘
" teachers at a particular school, as well as across the LEA
by the administration (e.g., the quality of dialogue between
parents and school 'personnel, the degree of flexibility of
parties in resolving differences of opinion). -

-
4 ~ . Il “
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Factors outside/the local context have ‘also influenced parent involve=-

N ment to some extent. Some of these factors inclgyde: deiegnegatlon

orders (cross-town bu51ng makes parent-school meetlngs more dlfflcult),
SEA monitoring, and-court decisions. In general, however,: the geal of

. substantive parent involvement on a large scale is still quite a dis-

1
B

tance awey from realization.
-

P . b \ /
. — "
7 Least Restrictive Environment -

- b

L}

Last year, we found that cohsiderdtiquof LRE was drastically curbed
Hy a limited number of placement options (i.e., settings as opposed fo
s8rvices). This year, we examined the tontinuum of alternatvive place-
}' ment séttings'available at each of the LEAs that enables them to accomp-
e lish the'goal_of educating handicapped gHildren in the least restrictive N
environment. In addition, we sought téfidentify specific ways Ehat*
mutual exposure of handicapped and nonhandicapped children.is being

’
accomplished. -

. 9 ’
¥ Continuum of Placement Options . :

We found that thé widest continuum of placement options is avail-
. able tormildly handicapped studen;s‘(e.é.,vEMR, SLD). This continuum
at the elementary level usually consists of self-contained classes,
regource rooms, ard regular class placements with support services such
as’ speech therapy, OT, PT, or counseling. In some insténces, these
placement options are Cross- categorical or noncategorical (that is,
:»the§ serve students w1th a variety of handicaps), thus allowing for
more flexibility In placeméht. More severely handicapped Ftuden;s (e.g.,
SED, TMR5 rarely have a variety of placement‘options available to them.
Most frequently, these youngsters are served in self-contaihed classes,

~

which in many cases may in factebe apprdpriate.

We did find a few exceptions to thi; trend, howe;er * For example,
oﬁe site created axnew placement option to accommodate hlgh functlonlng
TMRs. Another site is developing a range of placement optiohs for SED
youngsters, including off-campus programs as well as part-time place-
ments.,.finally, a third site that has historicglly been progressivg

v

[
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in its provision of services for the orth0pediea11y handicapped offers
a wide range of program}opt1ons to those children. Placement ranges
from a self- conta1ned‘§lgss in g separate facility to a regular class
placement with numerox§/support services sych as special transportation,

full-time assfstants, and commun1cat10n devices for nonverbal students.

S.

We found that LEAs can independently and creatively extend their

range of special educatlon programmlng optlons as well. For example,

- 1n a high school with no resource rooms, sgme students were served in

a' resource- room-liﬁe way by .attending the self-contained classroom on a

. ~part-time basis. ' In another site, which has few placement options, an

SLD resource rogm is used as%ﬂ trans1t10nal placement for a number of
speclal education students comlng out of self-contpined classes and

moving toward reguiar classroom placements.

£

At the secondaxy level, we found ev1dence of a contlnhum of place-

ment opt10ns 'in only a relat1vely few sites. When sudyzkcont1nuum does

exist it mainly serves the. m11d1y handicapped. . 7

?
A, - o

Mainstneamigngct1v1t1es

At each of the 17 LEAs, mainstreaming activities cont1nued on both

_group and 1nd1vidual bases; ¥for example, an entire EMR class was main-

strcaged for art and music, and a child was individually taking a regu-
lar mathematies tlass. Our data thlS year -further support last year's

findlng that mainst?eamlng can be helped significantly by:

.

e A supportlve principal

o A good working relationship between the regular and special -
education teachers.

“e Aides and ass1stants to support régular teachers.

. Boundary crossing personnel who work with both regular and
) sp€cial education teachers to ensure a coordinated program
for indlvidual children.

- ~
'y

In several sites, we found that mainstreaming had ingreased this
year. For.example, one site reinstated art and music district-wide,
and for the first time distr{ct policy wads to have special education

students participate in thése classes with their age-appropriate peers.

” LY
£l & =
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P ' * wé also found evidence in some sites of hore individualized mainstream-
ing. As one teacher described, "The kids' schedules are independent...
they are Vsed .to coming, and-g01ng . We'learned in one site that .main-
streamlng still had mot begun, however, because "Up unt11 thié year,
compllance has.received high prioerity." -

'éommon themes expressed by many special and regular educators alike i
- were the need for better communication betyeen staffs and the ,need for

adﬁ}tlonal support for the handicapped child and regular teacher in the

-~

mainstream situation. As one teacher sald "Ma;nstreamlng helps alle-
.viate Some problems klds;have. But if you don't give them the appro-
p?fatajamount of help they are hurt personally. Thatﬁf why aides are

helpful." A teacher with a less positive opinion said: .

My big gripe about mainstreaming is. that these kids are thrown
/ " out of their rooms without adequate support. They're ‘disoriented
’ in the first place. I feel they should be given more individ-
ualized attention. Mainsxreaming takes away from why they
B ¥ uBat into special education. ,
3 .
We found a number of strategies being used to facilitate the main-

streaming practice, as follows:
e, In one site, a notebook is carried by the Special education
.student to his or her regular teacher, special education
teacher, and pareﬁts as a device for coordinating his or
‘her program. Each adult writes in’the notebook homework
assignments, suggestions of work for the others to do with 7
v ’ . " the child, and .the like and reads what the others have
’ written. For. example; the regular education reading "teacher
- might send a vocabulary 1list for the special education
teacher to work on with, the child, andg the special educa-.
tion teacher might then suggest that the parents also help
. the child learn the vocabulary list. This communicati
device is often written into the IEPs of special educaj?on
students in this district.

[

. . [ ~ - .
. | * ¢ .In the same district,®an assignment sheet (devised by the.
poundary crosser who dBveloped the notebook system, is

‘used "to aid regular and special education teachers, par- .
ents, and students Jn communicating about school expectations

- Ll

S




for special education students enrolled. in modified

regular education programs."
the regular class, which are
ing in that class, )

+

£

The sheet lists goals for
used asethe'basis fot grad-

4

¢ In one high school, a file was set up in the guidance -

e——

office containing information about students who are
.mainstreamed. " Although this system has just ‘started,

the hope is that the regular teachers will use it as av -
source of information about @pecific students who are
mainstreamed in their clas to supplement the geperal
knowledge of special education they have received through °
inservice training. ’ SRR

e ‘In another site, a teacher of SED students has a form
that her students carry to the regular classes? After
each period in the regulhr ‘tlass, the regular teacher

" indicites on the form hoE the child behaved, what the
child-needs to work on, 4nd so on. This form is then .
returnec to the special educatipn teacher. Becagfe the '
special education children were fnitially embarrassed
about having a special form im the regular class, this
proffess is handled vety discreetly; the child hands the
form to the regular teacher before class and then waits :
until after class tg receive the filled-out formfg3

These informal mechanisms were often use%sin eonjunction with, boundary Y

crossiﬁg pegsonnel and éiQes described in Chapter II.

1

Summary
Altﬁough the number and type of

-
N ™

placement options are still influ-

* ;?,}’f 2y

%Zntial factors in the placement of special education siudents, some pro-

lable in many

yress has\peen made in éktending the range of services avai
LEAs. The greatest number of options are available for mildly handicapped
‘students. Whereas somé sites ha;e creatively extended the'range'of place~
ments for all special eddcatién students, the more severély impaired still
have few choices. 1In short, consideratiog of LRE in the placement 5?

:ipecial educatio?,students does, not ,match the intent of_t?e law as yet.

s

Adminiétrative/Paperwor& Burden

A maior’effect of PL 94;142‘bn‘service deliggry staffs last year was

‘thed*ncreased amount of time .they had to spend on new tasks and ‘duties,

. A}

///,,—sﬁespecially those related to the IEP.. We found that teachers and support
»
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staff resented the extra time spent on coordination, planning, meetings,

/‘\ R
and paperwork that deérgased the time they could devote to delivery /

services to s§udents.’ '
Ay

This year, we investigated whether the attitude of service delivery

» ¥ ’

staffs regarding paperwork would change-as a'function of time, as they
’ ) * .
became more fami-liar and comfortable with procedures: We also attempted

to learn whether the actual costs of the administrative burden to teach-

ers and students had changed (e.g., less infringement on instructional

.

time).

Changég in the Level of Burden

The IEP process, conceived of as the major component of' the paper-
‘ 4

wo&ﬁjbupden last year, was.perceived as bécoming easier and taking less
- N rs -
stime in 9 of the 17 gites, although within a'site various individuals

tended to have differing perceptions. In the 9 sites, the. forms used

were generally the Sﬁme.as those used last year; so the process was

becoming. routine. Thus, personnel credited the decreased burden to

~fgéir increasedeésfi}tarity with the forms, té,thei; knowing what to .,

’

expect, and to the faet that théy did not have to start from "ground

.zero''; as one teacher stated, "THis is the first year we've gotten the

hand of doing IEPs...it seems to have gotten easier."
-’

+ In several of these sites, the décreased bufden was_also credited
‘/—_.

- .

. . 1 4
to the development of the shortcuts alreéay described to help with- the
IEP process. ' \ N igai - ‘ .

. - ZV » -

.

In only two sites were IEPs viewed as being‘more difficult; however,

- «

both of these sites were making major revisions in the IEP process this
year. In.one site, because of changes in the state regulations short—  *-

'term objectives must, now be written at the IEP meeting rather than after
0] 7 g

placement. The director of special education in this distrjct compented,.
[

"We're struggling, but we're in compliance." 1In %dditiog,'this site is
using IEP/forms that have élready been changed several times, and the |
current version is still beimg revised. In the other site where the

1EP process is now viewed as more difficult (and also as consuming more

4
time), neg,, more detailed IEP forms are being used as a result of state

1
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‘mon1toring this fall, which found the district to be not in compliance.

1
S ¢

- In tﬁe rest of the sites, IEPs are st111 considered to bé time-consuming

" and burdensome. Teachers are-still concerned about the amount of paper™
) A 7/

work involved. .

e ~

‘3

e dd elght of theé\ nine sites where the IEP process was perceived as
baing’eésier the administrative burden——time spent on scheduling and

:attending meetings, filling out forms——was also regarded as being'reduced

The reasons for this decrease included s ' . -

® Procedures had/become more.routine (e.g., fbrms were generklly
the same as 1ast year, better coord1nat10mkex1sts)

-

o Procedures had beeny streamlined (e.g., forms were shortened
. requiring fewer 1nd1V1Fua1? at meetings testing procedures} \ s !
‘were better organized, cur 1cu1um guidelines had been
developed). - .

4 . . M

Al
In the rema&ning nine sites, personnel reported that the administra-

tive burden had not decreaged, and ‘reports indigated that it had increased.

3

in four sites. 1In one of those four sites,, paperwork 1ncreased-s1gnif1—

cantly becapse the court had determined that some students ‘had been denjed -

. ’

.Specigl education services and required that the LEA hold a series of
meetings for admin1strat1ve personnel to review other studerfits who might

be entitled-to additional special education services. The review process
.
alone took 10 person—weeks and entailed sending letters to parents, preUL/*\\\

aring do¢umentation, and meeting with parents (10 steps in.all). AIn'

two of the LEAs, as a result of SEA monitoring, the number 6f forms was ) yz
increased 'or procedures were changed} which resulted in more admin1stra—

bee tasks. in the fourth site, school staff were spend1ng more time in

meetings (e.g., via home visits) because parents were requesting more

»

conferences with teachers.
1 3
In~the future, however, additional decreases to the administrative

s
burden may occur as a resﬂ%%sof proposed steps or steps just getting

under way that were described in several sites. For example: * )
® One LEA has established an MIS and a "forms committee"
for specifal education to help reduce the paperworK ‘burden;
the committee has changed the IEP to incorporate short-term
goals and due process forms to reflect continuing SEA _
changes. The SEA’ is also investigating the "administrative .

t
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burden on teachers and consequthIy has a task force

4 addressing the paperwork problem, and it is changifig the .
responsibilities of the resource ébécialists*.to rélieve

* « “them of some administrativeztasksgﬁo that a greater
egphasis can be put on teaching.’ -’ :

B "\; - ' s , .
e The teachers' union in another LEA has formed a committee o
to Study the problem of all the paperwork in their -
district. . :

e One district.hirgd a consulﬁing agency to andlyze the
LEA's entire clerical’situation. The agency recommended
the purchase of a word prdcessor for thelﬁpecial educa-
tion department to ease it$ burdena / )

. '

Impact on Service Delivery Time

Responses to inquiriés about the extent to which the gdmigistrative
burden has affected-qérvice deltvery time th;s year fell into three cai?-
gories: a,little,.it varies (particularly by role), and“significantlyij
Nine sites, six of wh{ch had reported that tﬂe overall administrative -
burden was reduced, reportei that the burden of administrative tasks
and papdrwork took little timé avay: from theiriservice delivery gf fbrtss

because the procedures had become more systematic or streamlined. A
. . k 3

i e 4 .
principal in a large disgggot observed thati “~ :

. s . . * . \
Last year, paperwosk cut intd service delivery. This year, the
regentment, is gone now. We've learned to live with it...it's !
routine. o LT .
’ Tt
In five other districts, we fouhd that opinions varied, about whether

paperwork cut in on service delivery. This Varfation éppeared to‘genter
+

around the job of the ipdividual (e.g., regular education vs. spegial

education Xeacher, resource specialist vs. self-cod¢aineq teacher), the

perceived benefit of the paperwork, and the time of year. In two of .

A 'oN

#The role 6f the resource specialist was designed .to providg a focal !
point for special education at the school level; therefore, responsi-
,bilities include a number of administrative tasks (e,g., coordinating
all'service delivery, scheduling meetings and conferences, screening,
referrals, conducting inservice training) as weill as instructional
responsibilities. . : - g
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" these sites, some of the }aperwork of regular educationkgeachers, such
as associated .wifth re;%rrals;"had been shifged to the special education
teach€rs, .theweby creating differences of‘Qé;ﬂion about the e&te?t of
the paperwork burden this"year. In another district, the superintendent
eﬁpressed a growing concern thst the special education stgff was gétting
bogged dowrd in paperwork. Fo£ example,’ to obtain inputs from a multi-
disciplinaty team, béychologists and spgech theraéists~spend 1 month

- participating in spring IEP update'meetinés;~thus, they do not pypovide
direct servcies for_ that l-month pe;;odu A spe;ch ‘therapist had told
that superinteﬂdent that this”year gshe had been spending 60% o hef .
time .dealing with documentation aﬁd forms and only 40% providing® direct

, . Ty
services for children. . . \

'

School peﬁsoﬁnel at one of those five sites: agreed that the paper-
Qork had not lessened but disagreed about whether or not all their efforts
are directed to a useful purposégg‘bng\grgup believed‘that all the _pro-
cedure§ and paperwgyk deléy serv%ce del%very from 2 to 4 months and had
taken away}teacher preparécion time, which;’foé’example, had'givén
them less time to prépare individuﬁlized materiais for‘studentsf',Other
teachers felt that alth&ugh the’ new proc?dufes and paperwork are a lot

of work, they are’ also ultimately beneficial for several reasons:

. o They will ease the burden bn the teacher in the long run
if he or she’ can_get the necessary help for a student.

They proteét the teachers from parents who come back and
say they had not authorized something.

The IEP helps parents and teachers discuss, in a realistic
manner, the goals of.a child. )
. . y .
Finally, in the remaining three sites (twet'o which‘ha@ian increase
in procedures and pggséwork this year), personnet”reported that the
administrative/paperwork burden is:still significantly infringing on

servicé delivery time. In one of the LEAs (vhere teachers are not pro-

. vided with any planning periods), &<;;;cial efication teacher commented:

The ,time factor is our bigges% concern--it's getting worse.
I'm out of class a lot of the time writing IEPs and I'm spending
more time with parents. We sKould have release time for that.
That's the big joke around here--when are we going to teach?
You either have to take it out of your personal life or take

" it out of the time with ybur kids. ~
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A teacher i® another district stated:
AN

Forms keep changing...some are.the same forms‘ylth different
. names. [This is] top much, Pthere arel 12 forms needed to

place kids....It takes  1less ﬁxrms to buy a house than to get .
‘ a kid into a’program. : . -

b

» . —
_In short, in addition to the effect on service delivery time, respond-

3 '

|
J . |

: ents nowed other costs and benefits of the current level of administra- ‘
tive burden. On the positive side were: l

~ 1
9 .
! .
- . e_ Greater interaction with parents. A special education
.teacher stated, '"our assessment meetings. are very helpful. «
We- get to explain the testing and discuss it w1th parents. °
N ‘ This meeting is very important for the parents.' ,
e A benefit to children in the long ruf. v
e ‘ Shifting the paperwork burden away from the regular education .
‘. teachers provides less discouragement of referrals. « )
1 . .
The additional costs included: . . . \\\‘v
i e “Dklays in service Helivery. A district psychelogist stated,
: * "The pendulum has swung in the other direction--we are now
denying kids expedient placements into programs. I see IEP
» paperwork impeding special education to some extent."
e Léss time for coordination of services. ) )
h ¢
’ g e Union pressure (e.g. over salary differences between regu-
) lar and special educatlon teachers when both have ihcreased
, admlnlstrarlve burdens). R 4

. |y - . - . .
In general, the degree of administrative burden differed little
between the elementary and secondary levels. '
' . \
. Summary .

E

In just over half the, sites, service dellvery staffs percefwed a
- . Qecrease in the amount of paperwork they were required to complete, which
.. iqeluded r?e preparation of IEPs. Persdnnel credited better coordina- .
tion and a streamlining of procedures. Where increases occurred, proce-
. dures had been added or chaﬂges. Opinions varied as to the extent to,
whicﬂ administrative burden affected service deliwery time, but the

. majority of staffs reéorted that services to students had not been signi-

4

ficahtly reduced.
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+ The findings during 1979-80 regarding LEAs' progress toward imple-
menting the spirit of PL 94—1&2 are summariééddas'follbws: ;
¢ The majority‘of LEAs have attempted to meet the intent of :>

the law through the use of a multidisciplinary approach
Their evaduation practices, howevery have

[y

to evaluation.
changed little over the last year except when stipulated
by outside forces such as the courts. Although most LEAs
= are emphasizing individyally tailored.evaluations, thd
availability of servicés and eligibility requirements
still strongly influence decisionmaking regarding student
A

-
2

placement.
¢ - Recommendations made on a child's IEP are still Eqmpe;edg
In some

by the extent ox variety of services available.

n implicit or explicit policy exists regarding IEP' .

sites,‘a
recommendations because of due process hearings, limited

services received from other agencies, limited local resources,
Although this situation represents little

and the 1like.
change from last year, movement toward more individualized

§
IEPs was indicated by streamlined IEP development and the
In addition, within the limits, of

expansion of services.
the resources available at a given site, attempts are. being

made to provide ‘individualized programs for special educa-
such as through individualized instructional ,

tion students,

goals. ’ ]
In genergl, parents continue to make few substantive contri-
'Y

butiong to the decisionmaking process regarding their chil-
In general, this is a result of their trust in the

rd
dren.
knowledge of sphobl personnél, their limited information

on options available, and a combination of personal con-
Because school personnel are exer-

straints and fears.

ciéing greater caution in recommending particular placements

and services, communication between parents and the schools
Parent involvement

has become less open in some sites.
and satisfaction vary greatly according to the traditions

of a conttunity, neighborhood demographics, and school

policy.
® The continuum of alternative placement settings has been

: exlinded in many LEAs. Mildly handicapped students have
the” greatest number of options, but fd options are avail-
able to the more severely impaired. We detected continued
movement toward greater individualized programming through
- the mutual exposure of handicapped and nonhaddicéﬁped chil-

dren. Mainstreaming is facilitated by aides and boundary

crossing personnel, as'well as by a number of strategies
such as use of notebooks and individual assignment sheets.

Hence, although progress has,been made toward the -goal
of educating children in the least restrictive environ-

ment, the goal has not yet been achieved. -
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Opinions varied about the perceived benefit. of the vast
quantity of procedures and paperwork resulting from PL 94-142
implementation. Nonetheless, the trade-off«between the
administrative burden created by the procedural aspécts of
the law and the intent of the law has not adversely affeéted\
students acdording to the majority of school staffs. This -

was due in part to a streamlining of procedures &nd better
coordination.

v
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IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS -

s

v
S
. LAY -

The findings presentéd in this report are based on data from the

second year of SRI 's ‘longitudinal study of. 1oca1 progress in 1mp1ement1ng

PL 94-142. In 1978-79, after bne year of data collection we concluded

that most new procedures required by the law were 1n place but that

~
a

there was neverthelesé, a considerable distance to go to’ fully implement

’ the intent of the law.

The main factors affecting the speed with which

full implementation can occur, we reportedtﬁ 1nc1ude the resources and
nowledge available and organizatlonal.barrlers (such as the boundary
E:?heen regular and special ed{ication and between schgﬁls and other
agencies).

col}lction focused on (1) how LEAs dealt with. these factors in attempts
to meet the fullserv1ces mandate for their handicapped p

-
.

In view of these first year findings, the second year of data

opulations and
(2) whether, within these local service delivery systems schoo]l staffs

were better able to meet the intent of the law. We summarlze the

second 'year findlngs, comparing them to the f1rst year

, and then draw
general conclusions about each focus.

/

- -

TheﬁLocal Service Delivery System

P

In 1978-79 we found that decisions about spec1a1 edication services
.and placements were shaped by the services that are currently avallable.

In 1979-80 we found this still to;be true’ although the tension between
“ supply and demand had lessened somewhat ;

A

LEAs had either tightened
eligibility rules for the mildly handicapped thus reducing the rate of
children entéring fhe sy

*l'll‘

em, or they expanded®services allow1ng an

increase in specidl education placements.

’, e
Yargely in response to external pressure (including compliance moni-~

toring), emphasis was placed on decreasing backlogs and waiting lists
for services in a majority of sites

=

. This was accomplished by ‘hiring

.
.

' -
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% more evaluators, ingreasing the number of programs or the class size,
; .

decreasing referraf%?xﬁr generally stredmlining~the procedures involved

" in evalhating and placing students. ' ‘ '

'
N .

‘ : During 1979-80 all LEAs in the sample used their available resources
to continue th'expand services in one way‘hr another. All the sites
expanded existing services, half expanded related serv1ces, and a third
developed new programs for unserved or underserved populations. In con~
trast to last year's tinding that sites expanded® or refined services

at either the preschool level or the secondary le@el, this year we found
several instances of simulataneous expansipn in both directions. Such
expansion occurred in LEAs with strong enough core serv1ces delivery
‘systems (e.g., suff1c1ent range of services primarily at the eleﬁéntary
level) which enabled LEA administrators X ‘develop or refine services 3 )

. at the preschool "and secondary levels.

At the secondary level,’some sites made progress in expanding
vocational and SLD programs and services for handicapped students. ‘
However»-the-delivery of SEARS at the secondary level continued to lag .
seriously behind that at the elementary.level. Only.rarely did a tom-
prehensive r%nge of options exist at the secondary level..‘Overall, the
. scope of both elementary, and'secondary service delivery systems varied
greatly across disﬂricts, depending* primarily on the characteristics of
the distfict (such as local tax basé, parent expectations, or state
vfunding £ormulas). Common across’districts, hovever, were two key
problems that we noted the first year. the provision of services for the
':53‘ SED population and £6r the handicapped population between the ages_of
*7n. .7 18 and 21. ; : . *
oot With 'the increase in services came an increase in ianstructional

personnel,gequired to staff the programs. The number of types_of boundary
crossers also increased in é;%eral LEAs. lhe roles and responsibilities >
of'the,bodndary crossers varied ‘among LEAs but their primar&gﬁundtion was

,to bridée the organizational barriers between regular and special education

. \services personnel. » . g .o
e ]

. -




'Inservice'training for regular,educatioh and administrative personnel \
remaired minimal with the most relevant training still prov{ded informally
by boundary crossers: frservice training for spesial educators was g
generally better coordinated than the previous. year, but reflected only
a slight increese in the amount of substantial guidance providedj Overall,
training activities were not high priority items within LEAs nor/waeg
shaff

o
training offered by the SEA viewed as particularly useful to logal

During the first year of the" study, LEAs encountered the issue of
the borders of their respons1b111ty to meet the seemlngly open~ended '/ '
mandate .to provide SEARS to all eligible children. 1In 1979-80, the
dlmenslons of this issue became clearer as LEAs experlenced more questlons . k
surrounding related services. 1In some casesy the borders of fiscal and &
legal responsibility were clarified by court cases, OSE monitoring or ;
changes in state policy. For example OSE review of one state. plan
1nf1uenced the state to clarify the payment provisions for QT/PT services.
Two SEAs stated clear policies that LEAs are not required to provide )
psychiatric services beyond diagnosis. The provision of mental health
services (psychological or psychiatric co%;seling) is an issue that is v
still of djzect concern to most LEAs in our study. 6%ﬁer areas in which
LEAs are confronting the borders of their rdsponsibllity for provision

of and payment for services are: (1) parochial and private schools,

(2) institutionalized handicapped and delinquent children, (3) vocational
rehabilitation and (4) extended year (sﬁmmer) schooling. = '

School Level Practices

P
We saw continued progress in .implementing procedural requirements

ét the school 1eve1 Procedures were refined and" streamlined and were

more incorporated as routine practices. Rather thao being v1ewed;as,

new, time consuming tasks, most administrative procedures (the IEP T e e

process in particular) wer% a more generally acc'ép.ted part of the job

and viewed as less difficult to perform in a majority of the sites.
Te€chniques were also tried that wére’desiéked to increase the ‘ %%

appropriateness of referrals. 1In partfbdlar, we found an increase in ¢

perferral intervention, such as specialists working in the classroom

.+ 111 . 1
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and trial-intervéntions prior to determining if fotmal refe;rgl is :

needed. 7Although the trend t&ward preferral screening and inEervehtion
. Aeredates"PL 94-142, it; provisions support the trepd and, according to
professional steffe in sites with these sgrategies, these strgtegies' .
serve to increase the "appropriateness of referrals. The trend toward
‘miltidisciplinary assessments and individualized evaluatioﬁ\practices
- : also continued this year, sometimes in response to the e%ternal(pressuie .

t
of court cases.

However, in determining children's services on the basis of . ' “
individual needs, the professional staffs were still constrained by .
what services were currently ava11ab1e This remained true even though e

AN

the continuum of algernative placement settings was extended in some
}i‘*" LEAs {with the mildly handlcapped having the greatest numbeq of options).
And, in épite of the best intentions of service delivery staff, tffe
1IEP process rarely included consideration of services fiot already
offefed or settings that werg not in use. Finally, throughout the : . ?
process of determining‘g placement, little change was evidenf in the . ’ f
inyolQement of parents. Their participation remdined most superf1CLa1
. and bro forma rather than substantive. . .
. : . ‘ ‘ ,
Conclusions ) _;}5 . :

> > - "

On the basis of the data qa;lected during the second year in 17’ ,' !

of the original 22 sites, we conclude that LEAs are continuing to make

. some progress in implementing the law. Progress is congzghing at the
level ef'incorporating new procedures into daily practice which in tuin .
allows‘professionals to concern themselves with whether the procedurgi
are accopplishing‘the purpose iritended. Moreover, the more procedures
become routinized, the more time and energy remain for deliyery of
services. However, progress towatd full iﬁpIementation of the iawi-
in the sense of its intent to have an individualized, child-driven
system-—is constrained by the local serv(‘e delivery system which-in
turn is constrained by the three problem areas described last year.

'y
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The first_of these probflems is the inadequacy of available resources:
to the extent that.services are limited relative to the demand for them,
the system cannot provide the range of options necessary to allow services
to be tallbred tQ meet each child's uriique need The second is infofmz;
tion and skills. to the extent that staff cont1nue to suffer from
inadequate training (particularly regular teachers), realizing the spirit

of the law wilk be problemmatic. The third problem area is that of the )

borders of r8sponsibi particularly between schools and other service )

delivery agencies. Unt S are able to resolve this issue, LEAs will
~ suffer the conséquences Vague boundaries and uncertainties about the

1imitat10ns of the1r responslbllity

l

In the face of these problems, however, there are some positive
‘signs. L@As are“becomlng more aware of the dimensions of the constraints
‘under which they musc operate and the extent to which they have control
over themf As. the dimensions become clearer, LEAs are better able to
work out solutions with what they have. As the system level findings
'reflect LEAs\are .trying to develop mere efficient and accurate procedures
for getting children into special education at the referred and evaluation
stages of the process, as well as try1ng to increase the capacity of the

a

. system'by further expanding special educatloﬁ and related services.

-
N -

Lastfyear we cencluded that locdl staff needed assistance from
federal staff in*clarifying -their borders of respons1b111ty, coordlnatingt
with othér agéfcies, and 1mprov1ng the substance and delivery of inservice
tra1ning - We also suggested that ass1stance designed to enhance local

capacity be’ emphasized by federal adminlstrators rather than tradition 1

: monltorin%?for procedural compliance. On the basis of the second’ year
findings, our conclusions are similar m;th-a slightly different emph
Clearly,: federal ‘administrators also'have limits on the resource
which they can draw in monitoring and providing assistance. * We Qlso i

. recognlze that cbmpliance mopftoring is an essential and indispensible

tool for the OSE “In this context we conclude that OSE consider focusing

its comp lianc monitoring——that is to use monitoting as a conscious

strategy fo focus attentiOn on those aspects of the systdm that are

& . 3’
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working least well and to provide assistance that can help LEA practlces

s

to become, more consistent with policy and procedures assoc1ated with

PL 94-142.

& )

&

OSE'miéhtaalso provide specific technical assistance through

- encouraging such concepts as boundary crossers and sharing creative

" solutions to problems. Showing how the boundary crosser role can provide

L 4

one-to-onpe trainiﬁg is one example of how assistance might be provided

" in-the murky area of inservice training. Finally, we infer from our

local 1eve1 findings that states need assistance in identifying and
,solv1ng the problems associated with coordinating services across

agenc1es in order to tetter meet the need for related services.

4
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Appendix A

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
N

Overview
4 - ¢
Pyblic Law 94-142 ig a federal mandate to change the way
state .and local school systeins operate, in providing services to
handicapped c¢hildren. The primary purpose of our gtudy is to .
inform BEH and Congress about whether gspecial education at the
local level is changing in the way the law intended and, to the
extent possible; to explain why or why not. We view local imple-
‘mentation of PL 94-147 as a process of mutual adaptation between
the requirements of the law and thk realities of local school
systems (cf. Berman and McLaughlin, 1978). The requirements of
the law dictate changzs that local school systems must undergo,
but the degree of thése changes and the forms they may take are
constrained by the organizational and financial structure of the
'schools and the political and social idiosyncracies of each local

-

_community® -

The basic gqrientation and focus of the>gtudy are provided by
our conceptual framework. In making explicif our -point of vféw,

it plays m roles in the actual conductépf the” study (see Appen-
dix B). /ngalggpceptual framework also 4llows the reade? to
judge the exte to which he or she sghares our point of view.

Its two major components are an analysis of the goals of local
implementation and a model of the context in which Jocal imple=
mentation occurs. The first component provides the study with a
benchmark against which to assess progress toward full impl emen-
tation. The gecond comporent gerves to define the domain within
which we expect to find most of the useful (i.e., policy-relevant)
explanations for why local implementation is proceeding one way
rather than another.

¢

-~ -

Goals of Local Implementation -

The firgt major component of our conceptual framework is an
analysis of the goals of local implementation of PL 94-142. 1t
was gerived from a careful scrutiny of the pertinent sections of
the Daw, incldding both legislative language and history and the

applicable federal rules and regulations. As the law and regu-
lations 'are written, the logical and practical relationghips
among the various requirements and goals are not always easy to
discern. Hence, we needed to provide our &tudy with an explicit
description of the most important of these relationships.

* -




Overriding Goals and Broad Implications - 'L_

PL 94-142 includes two overriding goals that pertain to
LEAs: 'the provision of a free appropriate public education ‘
(FAPE) to all handicapped children and the protection of the . ‘

//// rights of handicapped children and their parents. From the
perspective we adopted' in this study, PAPE is a broad, over-
arching concept that subsumes the "procedural gafeguards” con- al
cerned with placement in the least restrictive environment and o
with nondiscriminatory evaluation. 1In this view due process
procedures (e.g., for parental notification and informed consent,
and for due processg hearings to resolve disputes between parents
and the schools) seftve the specific function of proteeting the
right of all handicaaifd children to FAPE.*

Ng

L4

We presume that few, if any, LEAs presently operate.so as
. to achieve the goal of providing FAPE to all handicapped chil-
| dren. Idplementing the law, therefore, requires LEAs to bring
about change in prevailing practices. By comparing the current
operations of most local special education systems with the ideal
system implicitly described in the law, we ‘derived two fundameng
tal action implications, or implementation goals, that LEAs z? -
should strive for: 4 ’

e Increasing the scope and comprehensiveness of special
- education- services. . -

o Changing current procedures so they re;hlt in individu-
ally appropriate services for children.

AN . s

- * Requirements for placement in the least restrictive environ-
ment and for nondiscriminatory evaluation are classified dif- '
ferently in the regulations.than in the law itself. "In the
regulations, the procedures concerned with placement in the
least restrictive emvironment, and with nondiscriminatory eval-
uation are classified, along_with due process procedures,
under the rubric "Procedural Safeguards™ (subpart E). In the .
law itself, however, the section titled "Procedural Safeguards”
(Section 615) covers due process procedures exclusively. 1In
light of this classification difference between the law and

. - the regulations, we felt :free to decide for ourselves which
one best suited our purposes. We‘reasoned that the key dis- N
tinction is between that which is.being protected (i.e., t
FAPE rights thatﬂare,being guaranteed by the law) and that
which is doing the protecting (i.e., the due procesgs proce-
dures designed to back up the guarantee).- Although evaluation
procedures and placement procedures logically may be construed
as belongjing in either category, we opted to include them as
integral components of the FAPE goal.

N

- .
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) The first of these implementation goals requires LEAs to
reach out and Berve all children in need of special education
services (i.e., to eliminate/inappropriate exclusion from the
system).” It also encompasses ansincrease in the range and flexi- ' -~

bility of services available “to eligible children. This has

merit.{in its own right and is baged on the presumption that a

wide, flexible range of services facilitates mevement toward less
restrictive placements. 1In shorE, LEAs must identify and serve’ mP» o
all eligible ehildren. )

The second implementation goal requires changing’ traditional
practices in specific and fundamental ways; this amounts to a
paradigm shift in how schools decide what gervices each child _
receives. Tragitionally, specié{ education practices have Tested -
on classification: a child is classified as having one or more
handicapping conditions that then determine what services are to

.be deiivered, by whom, and where. The .Intent of PL 94-142 is to

alter this system fundamentally gy shifting the focus of .special

"education from categories of disahilities to individual chil-

dren's needs. The law now requires that a child's unique needs .o

be identified and that services appropriate to these needs be -

provided. 1Instead of fitting children to available programs,

schools are now required to design an individually appropriate

program for each child: The proéedunes specified to accogplish

this goal necessitate basic, stryctural chanées in hew edwtca-

tional programming decisions are made. These basic, structural ) '
changes myst be one of the fundamental implementation goals for

LEAs. . s .

~

) The FAPE Schema ¢

v

«

After visiting all of our sites during the planning phase of
the study, it became apparent that, with rare exceptions;, person- .
nel attracted to special educatidh are dedicated to providing an '
appropriate education for all handicapped children. It was also
apparent, however, that individuals working in these ‘22 diverse
LEAs met with greatly varying degrees of success in attaining the
ideals of .PL 94-142. Although it is always possible for excep~ ' ,
tional individuals to achieve their owm, different purposes in v
splte of a system that discourage’s them, it is far more common
for the structure of an organization to shape and direct indivi-
duals' actions. Therefore, we ddcided it was most useful to
study the degree to which goals were met in terms of how local ~
special education systems operate, rather than in terms of the

¢
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behavior of individuals or the degree of, their compliance Q%%h
specific provisigons of the law.* -~
Figure 1 is a schematic representation of what the law gsays
) about how an:ideal special education system should operate under
o . full implementation of PL 94-142. The schema omits the due
process procedureg, not because they are any less impertant than
the FAPE provisions, but simply because, concept 1lly and graph-
-~ 1ically, it is unwieldy to depict both on the same| diagram.
Parents who have a complaint may invoke due prsaes procedures
. with respect to virtually any matter shown in E schema.
Thus the protection afforded by the due process requirements is
intended to permeate the entire system rather thard be localized .
anywhere that might be usefully depicted in the schema. :
I'h
The FAPE schema explicitly represents the rglationships
‘hmbng the mechanisms, values, and goals in PL 94-142 that charac-
"terize an ideal local special education system. By this we mean
a school system that is set 'up to achieve the goal "of providing '
N FAPE “to all handicasfed children in its jurisdiction, and in
which due process procedures are functioning effectively. Thus,’
the FAPE schema serves our 'study as a working definition of the /)//
e

intent of the law. The remainder of this section desctibes th
. elements of the FAPE schema in some detail, thereby introducing -

theareader to most of the specific requirements of the law with

which our study was concerned. -

£

[

. * L 4

* The related decision, to conceptualize the spirit of the law
in terms of a special education system operating in a manfier
compatible wigh the law's intent, effectively eliminated our

'\\__d/// . need to address a*host-of questions dealing with individual
' motivation and blame. Thus, we were able to focus our atten-
tion where it was most likely to lead to policy-relevant
. observations: on incentives and disincentives, coping strat-
- efies, de facto priorities, and the practical difficulties of
achigving the law's intent in organizations that were set up
to operate differently.

-
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The ultimate goal of the system depicted in Figure 1 is to ’
provide a free appropriate public education for all handicapped
children. This requires that two complementary decisions be made N
about each handicapped child: What educational goals and ser-
vices are individually appropriate for the particular child? and
What is the least restrictive enviromment in which the child can
be provided yith the services appropriate to his/her needs? ’ -
Central to these decisions, and hence shown directly to T
their left in this schema, is a set of four basic values that can
be inferred from a close reading of th legislative history of

PL 942142. Most crucial is the need for individual attention.
Complementing this is the imperative of avoiding erroneous clas- g

sification. Together, these two values constitute a fundamental
shift in emphasis away from a system in which the asgignment of a
child to a category was the most significant event in the child's
special education career. The third basic value is that of par-

ental involvement. The final value derives from an awareness
that both handicapped and nonhan¥icapped children benefit from

the mutual exposure that "mainstreaming” provides.

Decisions about what is "appropriate”™ sghould res
treating the child individually, involving the child's parents,
avoiding erroneous’ classification, and considering the benefits
of mutual exposure. Decisions about what environment is least
regtrictive should result from a balancing act in which the

“"mainstreaming” goal of thé law is reconciled with the child's
best interest.

" The law alsq includes specific requirements that should
encouraBe the consideration of ' these basic values in the decision-~
making process. These Eequi}ements appear in the federal rules
and regulations which are shown to the left of the boxes labeled
"Underlying Values." 1In determining which services are most
appropriate for the child, the key regulations concern IEP proce-
dures, testing and evaluation procedures, and the need to justify
removing a child from the regular classroom. To determine the
least restrictive setting appropriate for the child, the salient
regulations are those concerning multiple sources of information ’
and multiple participants in decisionmaking, consideration of
potential harm to the child and, again, the justification for
removing a child from the.regular class setting.

These requirements, and the values they promote, are con-
siderations primarily dealt with by people at the school level
(teachers, evaluators, principals) who work directly with the
handicapped child. The role of the LEA administratiom in the
law's implementation hierarchy is to provide the conditions
necessary for school levél personnel to carry out their functions ..
as intende%; These conditions are presented in the shaded boxes.

.

g io choose a placement that isg the least restrictive environ-
ment appropriate:for the child, decisionmakers must have ‘some
range of pl%cemen%f/available from which to select. Similarly,

v
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and supplemental services in order to ensure that there ij a

s
~

.

placement, and services, and to permit the deé&sionmaking and'“
service delivery 'mechanisms to operate as intended, the LEA must
provide qualified personnel, in-service training, and the dis-
~semination of "state-of-the-art" knowledge. Thus, the LEA is
required to identify all children in need of.special education
and related services so that their individial needs can be detel—--
mined. Th;KLEK is also required to implement and use the statel's
.comprehens{ve system of personnel development. Finally, the LEA-
must provide a full variety of program optiong and nonacademic

continuum of alternative placements and supplementary se

ces .

The main EEQE;}age of the FAPE schema is that it shows ‘the
relationships among the literal and implied requirements of the
law and its regulations. It is not intended to descyibe what
actually happens in a school or district; instead, it describes
the considerations that ought to influence the way school s;}tems
refer, evaluate, place .and provide services for ,handicapped
children. °"If current practices in LEAs do not reflect these
considerations, then the law intends that such practices change.

s

Context for Local Implementation ) . <:?

The second major component of our conceptual framework is a
model of the context in which local implementation of PI, 94-142
occurs. Becauge they are relevant to studying the implementation
goals described'in the preceding section, certain features and
'.chayacteristicéigﬁ public service bureaucracies in-general and .
local special edlication systems in particular are describe&\in
this model. The law is designed to bring about some rather basic
changes in jow these systems operate; therefore, we have paid
particular attention to the charactei}stics most likely to pose
barriers to these changes. o :

.

Special’ Efication Systems C
Most local special educatiop systems: share three organiza-
tional characteristics that are likely to play a significant role
'in the implementation process: specialization of functions
divigion along the lines of different disabilities, and seﬁggz—
tion between the special and regular education systems. .Although
the structure of gpecial educag}on gystems does differ from place
.te place, particularly-as a function of the size of the adminiss
trative unit, these three characteristics are remarkably undform.
N - )

- Every special education system performs the same basic
functions in the.same basic Sequence: students are identified
and referred, evaluated, placed, and provided with services. In,
all but the smallest districts, different personnel are involved
at different stages in this seriesg of functions. Thus, to imple-

" ment change (e.g., bredking down the historic tendency to provide
services solely on the basis of a child's classification), the”
oL - ) -
, -9 W
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. - effort must be coordinated so that § rson in the process ‘is .
T working toward ‘.at goal. In a smafd :istrict, this effort may .
. amount to little more than the. psychologist who? is "in charge" of N
special education informally communicating, & new conc¢ept to ‘the
. - . appropriate people. In larger LEAd, however, adsessment func~.
S tions gnd service, delivery functions ate often performed by ° " .
: personnel reporting to entirely separate ¢ organizational entities, °

. neither of'whigh has a direct<line relationship to other schoolie .

. ' levél personnel. Specialization of function is at its greatest . o
S here: -before a ‘mew concept.can have signi ficant impact at the

' * * gchool level, coordination must have begun at the highest level (ﬁ%
of the administrative. ladder and been‘passed down step by step. )

-

- The: traditional division along -the liéEs of different dis—
abilities is an even more fundamental obstacle for PL 94-142
) , implementationg For historical reasons, the typical special
L education system of today is.literally desighed to channel \ e
. handicapped children into one of a fixed number of programs' the
larger the system, the Mgrger the organizationalggtmycture of ,
each separate program- In its most extreme form, eadh organiza—
tional unit charged with the delivery of services for a’particu-
lar disability may even have its own referfal form and its own
+ . IEP format. Within such a system, the best efforts of an EMR %
N ’ (educable mentally retarded) coo?dinator to teach regular teach-
' * ers to use a referral form may actually work at_cross purposes to
the efforts of Zz/f; (learning ‘disabilities) dinator doing
- the same job. early, it is difficult to imF ement goals that * - .
N emphasize the individual in a system sd’firm}y rooted in classi- . .
' ficationa type of disability.

‘ The organizational bodhdary between regular and special:edu-
catlon also has deep historical roots. Although districts.vary: -
. among themselves, special education has always been "differe "o
. ' either subordinate to the regular educatYon- system or autonomous ‘v EE.

- but with a much more limited budget or line autﬁgrity. This ’ .
geparation typically exacerbates'the' stigma oft®h associated with ;
handicapped children (and those who work with' them) and limits o

. the, ability of special education administrators to effect changes
S in policy. Given the emphasis in PL 94-142 on mainstreaming
: and other desiderata related to cookiination between regular and : '
. : ,special educatioh, this organizational boupdary merits atténtion.

~ -
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Public Servife Bureaucracies

N Local educational agencies share sevefal features with other

public service hureaucracies in which change has been studied.
Police departments, welfare gencies, and school systems, among
others, share certain charac erigtics that affect their capacity
to change. One such feature is their public gervice orientation.
Unlike anizatioms motivated primarily to maximize pfofité,

) public:sg ice bureaucracies are oriented towgrd'gatisfying their
clients' ngeds for-services; and client demand always expands to
absorb al) the services the system ‘can deliver. A cotollary is
that problems literally never\géghwayl Thus, a teacher could
never méét all the individual-needs of all her r his students,
.and at the same time meet thé.expectations of sglleagues and
superiors. Similarly, a“district office can never meet all the’
legitimate needs of all the schopls,it serves and the agencies Yo
which it is responsible. It follows that public service bureau-
cracies are chronfcally short of resources and are forced to
compete for a limited chare of them. Hencé, their most basic
neeéd, adequate and reliable financial supbort, is dependent on
politics and usually beyond their control. ’

This combination, unlimited demand and- 1imited reso&rces,
means that individuals-in public service bureaucracies inevitably
develop coping strategies in order to make the necegsary trade-

offs. Thése stratégies are not necessarily devised or implemented

.

consciously, but they are inevitable. Examples abound: estab-
lishing priorities among programs tbd support or clients to be
served, modifying goals, redefining or limiting clientele to be
served, establishing routines to handle more individuals ih less
time, rationing gervdces and, in general, exercising considerable
digcrgtion in day-to—-day practice. )

s

Fihally, although mission-oriented, public service bureau=
‘cracies, asicomplex organizations, are also structured to main~-
- tain stability. (Consisting of individuals whose ‘role relation-

shiﬁs are well defined, they’do not change readily or by fiat.
Hence, introducing fundamental change into a system like the -
public schools is bound to gncohnter some resistance and pre-
dictable problems.

The "BottomUp" -Perspective
- ’ i
On the basis -of Qur experience, 'the Rand study of educa
tional change by Berman and McLaughlin (1978),, and the hindsight .
afforded us by Weatherley's (1979) -detailed study of the imple-
.mentation of Chaptér 766 (the special education law) in Massachu-
setts, we know that local contextual factors play a major role
in shaping the specific nature of the inevitable trade-offs
and coping strategies of both individuals and organizations,
* Weatherley prévides many illustrations, such as the predictable
“tension between didentifying and serving a larger gumber of chil-
dren and providing more individualizeq attention for those -

+ ‘. \ ' ’ ( 5
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already in the system. A school prii .ipal, for example, must
decide whether to spend numerous hours arranging an in-serOice
training program te.help-dll his regulat’teangrs improve service
to handicapped children in their classes or o d those hours
helping a teacher solve the problem of one childf@ﬁheeds for more
appropriate. services. :

ong with the Weatherley and Lipsky (1977) "street level.
bureaucrat” model, we take the perspeédtive that policy is being .,

. made (i.e., "implemented”) by the behavior of the, individual most

closely. in contact with the client. From this point of view, the

- higher federal and state administrdative levels function as conm~

straints on the range of.options available to these local
"palicymakers.” These constraints can be either facilitators or
inhibitors when they are compared with some idealized standard ot
performance. For example, a state requirement that a psycholo-
gist use a particular battery of tests constitutes a constraint’
within which the psychologist has to operate in conducting an
evaluation. If the requirement is consistent with the goals of
PL 94-142, it facilitates brogress toward implementation; if .not,

the requirement inhibits it. ’ What this means is’that individuals °

in public service bureaucracies are always being "squeezed”
between constraints from above and demands frem below. _At any
point on the administrative ladder there is always some ‘level of *
the organization. that is under pressure, -

Our study of docal implementatifn focuses on two levels of
local special education systems: the administrative’ (district)’
level and the service delivery (school) level. In lat%f;jgaf’\\\
tions of this report, we oftén}ese the term district to~refer
to various administrative level staffs; similarly, we refe
all service delivery personnel (e.g., psychological evaluat

resource teacher, principal) as school level. Thesg two levels,
with their respective contexts, are depicted in Figure 2.

The top half of the figure represents the administrative
level. Assuming the administrative unit is a district office,
the SEA at the top sends down regulations and money, monitérs the
district office, and ptovides technical assistance.* Immediately

below are bpe’schools, needing and demanding as much help from

the district office as they can get. 'As an organization, .the
distrigt office has certain attributes ("within-office factors")
that may facilitate or 1nh1b1t its capacity to get things done .
An unusuadly competent administrator can increase the capacity ef
this office to deal with its problem I1f the administrator is
the only district-wide special ;gﬂﬁ;gj;n person—-—as is the case
in many small districts-—-then h{k or her capacity is the district
officé capability. In any case, we expect the office to be

) - . . \.

- = .

»

* The SEA itself is affected by its own context, of eourse, but
we take this”level into account in our study only.to~the
extent that it has a direct effect at the LEA level.
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. and bottom.

figurativel%/ bursting its seams”, because of pressures from top
Aacdording to our view of discretionary strategies,
the specific, concrete, day—to—day details of the local context
will determine where the figurative "bulges” occur. Thus, for
example, a district with little or no organized:' parent pressure
will find it relatively easy to place a low priority on the
parental involvement requirements of the law. On the othér hand,
a district with organized and vocal parent pressure cannot long
avoid-responding to the -parent involvement requirements, despite
the heavy commitment in time and personnel that this entails.

The bottom half, of Figure 2 depicts the service delivery
(school) level. At ‘the top is the district office, representing’
both the helpful and restrictive constraints that act on the
local 'schopl. Below are the children to be served. The quality
of school personnel and leadership (and other “within-school

’ factors ) varies,'as it does at the district level. Given the

view that schools operate at or near their capacity, when they
are caught up in the demands-resources squeeze, their priorities
depénd a great deal on-the specific, concrete, day-to-day details
of the immediate context. For example; when only one opening for
a special program exists, one ypuld expect that those with the

- loudest demands yill likely be given the most attention. Of

course, these'demands may come from frustrated teachers as well
as persistent parents. What our model suggests is that the
relative volume of demands is related to such ("locaﬁncontext")
factors as the economic and educational level of parents and the
traditional parent-school  relations in the neighborhood where the
gchool is located. .
i
In summary, our ‘model of the implementation context adopts a

"bottom up” perspective on implemefitation. To study the progress
of implementation, we focus our attention on the structural
features of local special education systgns and on a few basic .
"facts of life" common to all public servdce bureaucracies. In
doing so, we share the point of view of the -individuals who deal
most directly with handicapped children and their. parents. These
"gtreet: levedbBureaucrats,” be they teachers or school-level )
adminigtrators, are the individuals whdse responses to the require-
ments of PL 94-142 determine whether or not the intent of the law,is
met. Their responses, in turn, reflect the clrcumstances of

their daily lives, of which the federal law is only one factor.
Thus, to understand local implementation, we must understand how
the requirements of the law do or do not mesh with preexisting
local practice.

The "bottom up” perspective relegates PL 94-142 to 'just One
factor among many Influencing the practice~of special education.
While this is an accurate view begause the progress of implemen—
tation i8, in fact, multiplyadetermined it minimizes our ability ~
to attribute any particular fact or event to the law, per se.
Instead of attempting to isolate the effect of .the law by itself,
we study the effect of the law inm combination with preexisting
state and lbcal contextual factors. Because any change that {
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policymakers might institute in the law or regulations‘woulq'also
have to operate under this same combination of factors, this:

o approach seems suited to provide policypakers with the most
- + appropriate point of view.

.

- 4

\ This c¢onceptual framework has continued to qyolvg over the
- first year of the study: - As elaborated ir the following chapter,
.our basitc method of approach is iterative. For the conceptual
framework, this approach means continued revision and refinement,
such that, at any given point in our study, the 'current version
incorporates and represents_what\we have learned’about how best /
. " to think about local implementation of PL 94-142. In this sense,
the conceptual framework-is in itself an important product of our
Study.

»
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Appendix B

METHOD OF APPROACH “\

Appendix B is pages 23-50 of Local Implementation of PL 94~142: * First

Year Report of a Longitudinal Study, Marian S. Stearns, David Greene,
and Jane L. .
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‘ ' ‘ Appendix B s Co.
- METHOD OF APPROACH
 Overview : . | 4
In conceiving this study, OSE réqognized the.importan;e of ;': . - «

‘JHblving into the underlying dynamics of Iocal implementation. To =
best use its resources for this purpose, 0SE's request for a longi- -
tudinal study specified a multiple case study design. 1

This design has obvious advantages for leading to policy- B
relevant insights. The open—ended, intensive style of® cage study
. - regearch is ideally suited to investigating complex processes and
discovéring unexpected relationships that could elude a more ‘
structured, survey-type approach. Moreover, the main weakness of
a2 case study-~that it provides depth at the expenge of breadth--
8 obviated when the results of many similar case studies can be
compared and contrasted with each other. Nevertheless, all
designs have their pitfalls;vheﬁce, to maximize the validity and
T generalizability of our findingsy we infused oUT methods with .
. Precautions against the major pitfalls we could anticipate.
) A . .
~N v N
We knew that we could generalize relationships from our
"Bample to a larger population only if the sample included a wide )\\\
range of variation on important explanatory factors.* Thus, in
selectding our sample, we designed procedures to ensure that our >
22 gites varfed considerably on the factors then deemed most .
likely to explain differences in’ local implementation. After
three visits to each site,.our staff were able to develop a more
informed 1ist of factors on wh h it was essential there be

variation in order to protect against invalid inferences. We :
were then gble to confirm that our pPle selection procedures
* o had indeedlaccomplished this purposge.

In conducting the individual case studies, we designed
pracedures to ensure that we obtained multiple perspectives,
asked relevant questions, and avoided premature closure. These
procedures minimized the danger that our site-by-site findings '
would be trivial or unnecessarily contaminated by respbfident or
interviewer bias. Also, in performing cross-site analyses, we
adopted an. inductive logic of digconfirming or qualifying propo-"
sftions rather than a deductive logic of testing hypotheses.
This approach, among its other virtues, enabled us to avoid the
loss of interesting and important¢£indings that appeared in only
a few gites or in different forms in different siges.

-
-

. )
* We discuss the subject of generalizability at greater length
. on page B-8 ("Variation on Important Factors"). )

B-3

v - | 144 f




]

Finally, our methods included the validating step of peer
and practitioner review of our findings. By circulatkpg our
draft report among a score of critics with a wide variety of.
perspectives, we assuréd ourselves that our inbred limitations
had not produced a phantom picture of reality. Ultimately, of
course, vany ongitudinal study also benefits from the opportunity
to make improvements over time on the basis 0f-eontinuing feed-

v

back. ~The rest of this Overview section introduces two orienting ,

concepts that illustrate how this works in our study.
<
Cycles of Data Collection and Analysis

) The ‘iterative, cyclical nature of our study is illustrated
in Pigure 3. Each year of the longitudinal study includes two
cycles of data collection and analysis. Each cycle begins with
the current conceptual framework, which represents our current
understanding of how best to think about local implementation of
PL 94-142. In the fall of 1978 in particular, we had the benefit,
not only of our prior kifawledge and experience, but also of what

. we had learned from sit@ visits conducted during the planning

phase of this study. As described in more detail in subsequent

sections, the- concéptual .framework provides the starting point

for generating a working list of topics to pursue on ‘gsite (the
“debriefing format") and criteria for site visitors to use in
selecting respondents with whom to schedule interviews. It is
also the source of more general concepts that provide some of the
content of site visitor training. After this training, the cycle

continues with the site visits themselves, individual site analy-.

ses, and cross-site analyses. As illustrated in Figure 3, deci-
sions made during earlier stages in the cycle may be modified

~dictated by experience during later stages. Finally, the results

of data analyses feedback into the conceptual framework, where
the next cycle will begin.

There are two different ways in which our knowledge grows
with each cycle of .the study. First, we describe changes in the

status of special education in our sites that take place over
time on spetific topics of interest (e.g., uses of IEPs or the

range of currently available services). To the extent that the
game topics remain of interest over time, these descriptions of
changes in status are analogous to traditional longitudinal data.

Sec¢ond, with each cycle of the study we increase our ability
to judge what feature of each topic is most important to pursue




| ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-
e . .
E y
" )
« SITE .
SELECTION DEBRIEFING |_
FORMAT - .
=
1
. / Y
PRIOR .
KNOWLEDGE CONCEPTUAL < SITE - SITE INDIV. R CROSS-
OF PROJECT FRAMEWORK VISITOR VISITS SITE - SITE
STAFF AND TRAINING ANALYSES _ / ANALYSES
CONSULTANTS -
) 5 - lr 4 N
o /—-'
»1:"RESPONDENT .
* SELECTION [ -
. 'y .
;
13 - .
i . {
h ’
- ~d
T R . /7
® FIGURE 3 OVERVIEW OF METHOD OF APPROACH .
[ 13
. -
1 .
) [43 . .
r\ 3
Af ; . - "
xQ 147
-




effort must be coordinated so that each person in the process is
working toward that goal. In a small district, this effort may
amount to little more than the psychologist who is "in charge” of
special education infordiily communicating a new concept to the
appropriate people. In larger LEAs, however, assessment func-
tions and service delivery functions are often performed by
personnel reporting to entirelyrseparate organizational entities,
neither of which has a direct line relationship to other school
level personnel. Specialization of function is at its greatest

- here: before a2 new concept can have significant impact at the
school level, coordination must have begun at the highest level
of the administrative ladd{er and been passed down step by step.

The traditional division along the lines of different dis-
abilities is an even more fundamental obstacle for PL 94-142
implementation.‘ Fpr historical reasons, the typical special
. education system of today is literally designed to channel:

’ handicapped children into one of a fixed number of programs; the
larger the system, the larger the organizational structure of

each separate program. In its most extreme form, each organiza- -
tional unit charged iwith the delivery of services for a particu-

lar disability may 7ven have its own referral form and its own

IEP format. Within|such a system, the best efforts of an EMR
(educable mentally getarded) coordinator to teach regular teach-

ers to usk a referral form may actually work at cross purposes to

the efforts of an LD (learning disabilities)* coordinator doing

the same job. Clea&ly, it 1is difficult to ﬁmplement*goqls that
emphasize the indiyidual in a system so firmly rgpted im classi- *
fication by type'of disability. e >

The organiza&ional boundary between regulay and special edu-
cation also has deep- historical roots. AlthougH districts vary
among themselves, §pecial education has always heen "different,”
efther subordinate to the regular education systém or autonomous,

.but with a much more limited budget or line authority.--This
separation typically exacerbates the stigma often associated with.
handicapped children (and those who work with them) and limits

. . - the ability of special education administrators to effect changes

in policy. Given the emphasis in PL 94~142 on "mainstreaming”
* and other desiderata related to coordination 'between regular and

- spee}al education, this organizational boundary merits attention.

]
'

- i n L3
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%
]

t
* Children with specifiq learning disabilities (SLD) are
included as handicappé under PL, 94-142. Beacause the abbrevi~ .
ation LD is more commonly used in practice, we use it, rather
than SLD, through6ut the.rest of this report.
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The initial selection of sites is the only’stage 6f the
study that does not reflect its iterative nature, because the
sadple (or a portion of it) is kept constant for longitudinal
comparisons (Figure 3).. The following section describes the '
method by which we selected ourfsample and provides evidence of
the variation within the sample on important explanatory factors.

SuBsequent sections describe our data collection and analysis
procedures. -

Id

Sample Selection

.

The goal of sample selection was to choose a number of siteg :
Bmall enough to study intensively and yet varied enough to sup-
port generalizations to a larger population. To accomplish the" a
former, we limited the number of sites to 22. To accomplish the
latter, we selected factors that we believed would be most likely !

to explain differences in local responses to PL 947142 and that
could be ascertained, at least grossly, id advance. We then
devised procedures that would ensure maximum variation on these

factors among the LEAs in our sample. .

Selecting States

. -
3

The purpose of selecting states was to maximize the likeli-
hood ‘of obtaining relevant variations among the LEAs in the
resulting sample. To ensure this variation, we b&gan by select-
ing states ‘that represented the continuum on the match between
existing state special education laws and PL 94-142. We presumed s
that the extent to which states -had enacted requirements similar
to PL 94-142 before its passage would’ strongly influence the
responses of their LEAs to the new requirementgs. Hence, we used’
dtate level measures of policies similar to PL 94-142 as a proxy
for the extent to which LEAs in the state would have had a head
start in implementing the new law.

To measure the match between state laws and poficies and
PL 94-142, we first used information from the review of gtate
laws and regulations conducted by the National Association of
‘State Directors of Special Education (NASDSE). 1In keeping with
* the philosophy of our study, we also interviewed persons with
firsthand knowledge of state practices. These included NASDSE

staff and BEH state plan officers. This enabled us to sort \\\hﬂ(

states into three categories—--low, middle and high--according to
how closely their, gtate policies matched the major provisions of
PL 94-142 (individualized education programs, parent involvement,

a variety of placément settings, and allowances for least
restrictive placements).

L4

~s

To select the states in which LEAs would be chosen, we held
a conference in Washington, D.C., attended by SRI staff, OSE of fi-
cials, and NASDSE staff. During the"meeting we sought comments \
on the results of these classifications. Ac\the suggestdion of
ﬂ . . 2
TN . -, ‘ \
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what we meant by resourceg and the type of variation we tre

“~
)

the participants, two other state level factors were added to our |
selection criteria: state funding formulas for special education ~—~

and the state system of organization for special education.

Based on these criteria and the comments of thzkkonference par-
ticipants, we chose nine states that represented substantial
variation omwthe factors: California, Florida, Illinois, Missis-—
sippi, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Tennessee, and Wash-
ington. pS

A t

2

Selecting LEAs B

LEAs in these states were selected, so as to maximize varia- )

tion on_local factors that we expected would influence responses / s
to PL 94-142. We presumed that the availability and accessibil-
ity of resources would strongly affect ldcal special educatidn
practices. We defined availability of reqsources as the amount o
local funding, facilities, qualified staff, adminfstrative lead- i
ership, and community involvement. We defined accessibility of
resources in terms of geographic size and population dispersal, .
We alsd wanted to ensure variety on other potentially significéﬁt i
2zélﬁiices such as the presence of residential institutions,

11ab6ra§1ve relationships with other districts, state—supported
special schools, and separate buildings for special educationm.

To obtain information on these factors and nominations for
LEAs to be included for study, we spoke with theé state directors
of special education and other state level personnel in all nine
states. During these conversations we described both the pur-
poses of  the study and our definitdions of the factors on which we e
wanted variatiomm The former was necessary in order to communi-
cate that the success of the study rested on our ability to see
probleﬁﬁ'as well as solutions; hence, we pointed out" that the
study would'fail if only exemplary LEAs were nominated. Because
the factors were essentially clusters of variables and not indi-
vidually ‘measurable, we alsoc spent considerable time explaining

seeking. The nominations we received reflectei our crit§gia and
covered a range of districts from each of the nine states., From
these recommendations, we chose two or three LEAs from each

state, primarily to ensure variation across the entire group of -

them and on the basis of logistical concerns. This resulted in a
sample of 22 LEAs (Figure 4).

-

t

Variation on Important Factors

v

Before Iooking‘a; the evidence that shows we achieved requi-

‘-\-;/,/An{site varia?ion in our sample, we should consider how this evi-~

. weginfer from the data in our sample. To be useful to policy-

dence is related to the generalizability of our findings. We are
particularly concerned about the generalizability of the underly-
ing reasons or explanations for local responses tp PL 94-142 that —

makers, these explanations must be generalizable to a larger
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population than the 22 LEAs we visited. Because the requirements

for generalizability are an extemsion of the requirements for *
validity, we begin with amdiscussion of the latter.

e . v

A reason or explanation is valid only to the extent that N\ "
(1) it is nﬁéusible in its own rEght and (2) we.believe that -all
relevant al#ernatives have been adequately considered and
rejected.* Thus, one cannot prove that an explanation is valid; -
one can only persuade by argwment or by appeal to another's
experience that both these criteria have been met. ::&g,ﬁinimum,
e

* such persuasion requires that the explanation be derij#®d from a - :

‘sample containing the factors generally believed to be likely

_.explanatory factors. To make a case for validity, one ghould

maximize the variation on as'many of these factors as possible.
This is because the more a factor varies within a sample, the

more reliably its-relative importanct can be judged. To be even
more persuasive, it should be possible to argue that no reason—

able cgndédatj explanatory factor has been excluded from the
sample. .

The criteria for vaiid inference call attention to the g -
relative importance and relative exhaustiveness of.the explana-
tory factors inclided in the sample, not merely how much these
factors vary. 1Including all the releyant explanatory factors is < -
necessary to allow the possibility of valid inference, the higher
the variation on these factors, the higher the-likelihood that

- valid inference will be achieved in practice.**"

\

~ .

An explanation is gendralizable from a sample to a Iarger
population only to the extent that (1) it meets the criteria for
validity within the sample and (2) we believe that the ekplana-
tion would appear equally valid if it were tested, by the.same
criteria, against the data in any other.sample comparably. drawn

s : -~z
2 ‘

-

\ .
* This is the crux of all fnduqtive inference. Researchers vary

4P in their abilities to think of relevant alternative explana-
tiong, to collect and use data, skillfully-to test them, and to
persuade their audiences’ that they have done’'an adequate. job.
Similarly, the multiple audiences for and stakeholders in
research’ effotgs,vary in both ‘the sophistication and’ the neu-
trality with which they make judgments about the adequacy of :
these efforts. Hence, reasonable people sometimes disagree

about whether a particular research finding meets the criteria
for a valid explanation. . ‘

P

.+ %% For pufpogés of this discussion, we assume that the validity

.- of inductive inference is not limited by inadequac'fT®s #n the
"analysis of the data provided by the sample. (Our procedures
for data analysts are described in a separate section later in
this chapter.) .
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' + frbm the larger population.* Thus, the specific eriterion for <L
- generalizability from a'sample is the beljef that all the impor-
tant egplanatory factors in-the larger populatiog are adefjuately
N represented in the sample. Again, the more varition th
on these factors, the more confidence we have thdt they dequately '
represent’ the larger population. )

‘Asgessing the adequacy of ourisampling choices was a major
goal of the preliminary ,sji visits during the Spring 1978 plan-
. ning phase of our study. - Mthough the, site selection factors .
® 2, . themselves are hot directly measurablé (see "Selecting LEAs,” i

abovey, intervidws and documents collected on site provided
numerous facts and figures about. resource availability and* acces-
_— sibility. State laws,and regulatiéns also provided pelevant
. . information to confirm the expert advice we had accepted *in the
5 process of selecting states. .When we used this kind of informa-
e . tlon to assess the variability in our sample, we were satisfied
that it oet.any reasonable expectations. e ' \

. ' "_ . After, the Spring g979'site vigits, we were in a position to
Q@ﬁ see whether differences in implementation were associated.with
. differences in the.kinds of factqrs we had used to select our
e : sites. "With/a full year's formal data collection behind us, the
-gtaff held a series of meetings to reach some consensus on the
set of factors to include in a "site factor matrix.” The main
criterion for including a fadtor in the matrix was the same as it
had been for chooging the facitors that provided the basis for
sample selection: the belief\that it exercises a gignificant
influence on local PL 94-142 implementation. We also limited’ the
J) set to the kinds of factors that could be stated and defined so -
-as to apply, as least in principle, to" 411 22 LEAs.** The main ‘ ¢
difference was that this'time our judgments were based on what we
had each learned’ from interviewing respondents with'multiple ——
perspectives in several ‘LEAs.

-
-

Tables 1 and 2 present these state and local level factors- ‘o™ .
and their definitions. After a year's.experience in the fleld, - - i
A " these are the 11 explanatoty factors that we Judged collectively
to be most important 1ﬁ-account1ng for differénces among LEAs.in . *

- * -~ .
4 . . . y ’

”

-
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* In the case of s}atistiéal inference, this belief is ' justified
within knbwn limits to the extent that-certain asgumptions
about the populations are trué and certain procedures for sam-
ple gelection are followed. . ) . ~

1 . )

. %% At individual gites other factors (e.g., local ppliﬁics) yere
°'often, if not always, equally or even more irportamt influ- P
ences on PL 94-142 implementation. Moreover, the chosen fac-
“ tors so often act in combination with each other that their
individual effect at an individual site may be essentially

. L '

impossible to determine.

4
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\ TABLE 1

STATE LEVEL FACTORS AFFECT&NG LOCAL PL 94-142 IMPLEMENTATION

*
= .

.

FACTORS AND HOW THEY WERE DEFINED

DISTRIBUTION OF STATES IN OUR SAMPLE

+
.

+ Neither -
TRADITION: State special education law
as of 1977-1978; plus if progréessive, 6 2 1
facilitates; mintus if regressive, inhibits. 7
FINANCIAL SUPFORT: As pérceived by locals \ : T o
. during 1978~1979; plus if abundant, praised; 2 6 1
minus if meager, acute problem.!
; [
ADMINISTRATIVE LEADERSHIP: ;As percei\v‘eT//
by locals;: plus ishelpful, minus 1if -2 . 2 5.
detrimental. !
MONITORING: As perceived by logals; ) 7 )
plus 1if }}elpful;Wf detrimental. .
L e d . : * ' . L -
ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA: With regard to N
individualization of servicés; plus if * 1 "7 ]
reasonablyeflexible; minus if unreasonably -
-rigi’.d.' ’ .‘
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'LOCAL LEVEL FACTORS AFFECTING LOCAL PL 94-142 IMPLEMENTATION

®

> . f
DISTRIBUTION OF LEAS IN OUR SAMPLE

FACTORS AND HOW THEY WERE DEFINED

LS
B /’// + Neither -

pa A
TRADITION: Relative to general education, as of 1977-78; plus if good

support in*the past; minus if poor support in the past (even if getting 13 5 4
better now). . . . -

RESOURCES: Relative wealth and political clout within the state; plus _
- 1f facilitates implementation relative to other LEAs; minus if inhibits 7 -8, 7
» implementation relative to other LEAs. . T

b

ADMINISTRATIVE LEADERSHIP: Plus if ?acilitates relative to other LEAs; . ) . .
minus if inhibits relative#to other LEAs within the state. K , .. ) . !z,, o . ,ﬁg
.a s £ PR B - ] [ »;- - e .

SIZE OF ADMINISTRATION: of special education; plus if small or simple,

minus if large or complex enough to require attention in its own right. . 9 5‘

. 1
DISPERSION/COMMUNITY STRUCTURE: Plus 4f urbag, industrialized, densely popu-~ ! '
lated, many low-incidence handicapping condit®¥ons; minus 1if rural, not indus- 6% T9kk 7
trialized, sparsely populated, few low-incidence handicapping conditions.
PARENT PRESSURE: Plus if heavy pressure for services, high expectations
relative to resources, parents are organized; minys 1if passivity, need -4 3 8 11

t to reach out, expectations are met by present services.

*One also high dispersion. ‘ o . o -
**Ipcludes three suburbs and’one small town. . <

¢




their implementation of PL 94-142. -These factors are quite
similar to, albeit more proximal and differentiated than, the ‘
factorg on which our sites were originally sglected. We invite
our rejbers to compare this set of factors with their own
experiences. ‘

Tables 1 and 2 also provide the opportunity to look at the
variation in our sample on these factors. A few comments may be
helpful in interpreting the entries in the tables. The "neither”
column was used for two different purposes: to indicate an "in
between” point on the scale afid to indicate that the scale cquld
not be meaningfully applied to a given state or LEA. Because
thfee of the five state-leyel criteria were defined from the LEA
perspective, it was common for a state to be judged "neither”
when different LEAs saw the same SEA from conflicting perspec-
tives. This was particularly the case for monitoring, which
should .be no gurprise to our readers. It also appears that our
sample overrepresent8 progressive states and progressive LEAs or
that we came to view more of our sites in these terms after we
had visited them: Notwithstanding this tendency in the tables,
the data reinforce our conviction that the sample meets the
“bottom line" criterion for generalizability of ?zplanations. no
cell is empty. ) : '

Because the data reflect judgments that our respondents made
in confidence, we do not disclose.which states and.LEAs belong in
particular categories. Unfortunately, this constraint results in
tables that presdnt a very conservative picture of the variation
in our sample. To convey more accurately the extent to which our
22 LEAs represent a variety of combinations of explanatory fac-
tors, we present the following “Capsule descriptions of ‘each
site's. characteristics.

California

' Butte Cqunty is a consortium of 15 school districts in a
rural mountain area in northern California. The
congortium gerves 22,100 students of whom 1,600 are in
special education. The consortium was formed to prepare
to meet the full educational opportunity/free appropriate
public education requirements of PL 94-142 and .the
California Master Plan for Special Education. Chico
State :University lies within the county and trains
special education personnel.

Fresno Bwified School District is the sixth largest
disgg%it in California, servipg approximately 3,332
exceptional students., Two.colleges within the county
provide special education teacher preparation. The
economy is largely dependent on agribusiness, with a
large minority population. Although ranking low on
income, the district ranks high on expenditures for
instruction. A desegregation plan and the California

B-14
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Master Plan for Special Education-;re being implemented
simultaneously with PL 94-142,

 San Diego Unified School District is the 1lth largest
district in the United States, in a city with a large
senior citizen population, a large naval base, and two
large universities. The special education department isg
made up of a complex administrative structure that encom-
passes 5 divisions and 18. different subdepartments. The
school digtrict is implementing a court-ordered desegre~

- . gation plan and has been accepted into the California -
. Master Plan, while-in addition ad justing to cutbacks from o
the passage of the Jarvis-Gann property tax reduction
. initiative.
| \ <
\ .
Florida

o" Hillsborough County's public schools are consolidated
Y into a single school district which is the 22nd largest .-
. in the United States, serving approximately 11,500
" handicapped students. Tampa, the county geat, is the
. regional financial, service, and distribution center for :
» _Florida's west coast. A large minority population is
present in the county, and there are two universities
that provide trained special education personnel to the
"schools. 'LEAs in.Florida exhibit a great deal of
independence as do principals within LEAs through the
adoption of a schobl-based management system.

.

e Okeechobee is a poor, rural county in southern Florida
whose main.industry is agriculture. There isg a large
Spanigh-speaking, Indian, and migratory population within
the county. Like all LEAs within Florida, the Okeechobee
School District ig a count§ system and serves a highly
dispersed population of 4,300 gtudents of whom slightly
over 107 are in special education.' Because of itsg rural :

PV location, access to and attraction of tesources has been
limited. »

Illinois

® Lee County Joint Agrqéa;;t is a. special education éoopér-
ative locaEZ:jIn rurdl northcentral Illinois that was

formed in 1867 when it was mandated that I1linois schools
provide specfal education for all children, ages 3-21, .by
1969.. The joint agreement includes all of Lee County and
two or three districts from surrounding counties, and
serves '17% of the school-aged population in special edu-
cation. One of the largest employers is the residential
state mental health facility located in Dixon with an
’ estimated 400 school-aged children to be served.

ok —
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¢ Northern- Suburban Special Education District (NSSED) is a
joint agreement of 23 member .school districts on Lake
Michigan to the north of Chicago that is composed of a
serieg of affluent, politically astute, suburban
commmities. NSSED, which has been in existence since
1960, serves approximately 5,000 handicapped children in
a total school popu%?tion of 47,000.

Migsissippi

e Itawamba is a rural county in northeastern Mississippi
whose main industry is agriculture. The dispersed popu-
lation of 3,700 students is served by 7 schools in the
district. The special education program was instituted
in 1973 and serves 181 students. The program is supple-
mented by ¢lose cooperation with the SEA and state-
directed Area.Learning Resource Center.

—# “Pagcagoula Independent School District is located in
Jackson County, one of the most affluent in Misgsissippi,
due to an economy based on light and heavy industry. The
population is diverse, including Indians and Vietnamese
who :have settled in the area and who are supportive of
schosl programs. Two nearby universities provide the
district with technical assistance as well as teaching
persommel. The school district serves approximately

9,000 students of whom between 625 and 675 are’ in special
education.

¥
-

. Oklahoma

e Guthrie is a generally low-income, rural community lo-
cated in central Oklahoma whose population is largely
made up of migrant and retired individuals and
small-factory workers. The Guthrie School District
serves 2,700 to 3,000 students in grades K-12, of whom
222 are served by special education. Limited local fundg
have hindered the availability .of resoyrces and made the
district largely dependent on state and federal support.

e. Tulsa is the second largest city in Oklahoma; its major
employers are the aerospace and aviation industries. The
“Tulsa School District: serves approximately 60,000 chil-
dren located in 4 counties covering{%lmost 140 square
miles. ‘The parents and advocacy grdqups within the com-
munity are.strong and active. Qualified staff are an
accessible resource and theére are two nearby state
schools to serve the severely handicapped (Oklahoma law
.prohihits paying for services in private schools).

&
o

.
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Pennsylvania

- /
.® Bucks County Intermediate Unit consists of 13 school
districts located in a suburban area north of Philadel-
. ' phia. Intermediate units replaced the county school |
operations in the early 1970s and are responsible for the ~ |
' support services for all ool districts under their ‘ |
» Jurisdiction. An estimated 12,000 exceptional children
< in Bucks County are served by public.schools, a number of s
private schools, a ‘private;licensed facility, and a state
school and hospital.

. Central Susquehanna Intermediate Unit (CSIU) encompasses
17 school districts within a 5-county rural region of
central Pennsylvania. The CSIU provides approximately J
68% of all programs and services to the region®s 4,000 )

handicapped gtudents and is respgnaihlg_fgn_;haAgdugam_huﬂiiililiiii“u_l.n_
. tional programs at 2 state institutions.

® Philadelphia’School District is its own intermediate
unit, organized into 8 sub-districts, and has a public .
school population of approximately 153,000 students of
¢ whom 20,000 are in special education. Of the state's 44
approved private scM@ols for the handicapped, 33 are in
the Philadelphia area and the parochial school system is
almost as large as that of the public.

-

*Rhode Island . '

' Coventry ig"a middle-class community, considered to be a
suburb of Providence, and covers a fairly large geograph--

o < ical area. Of its approximately'5,500 students, between !
380 and 420 are identified as having some handicapping
condition. Due to its proximity to Providence and the *

small size of the state, the district has access to a
variety 9f state-supported and private facilities.

. . e Wognsocket is a manufacturing town whose population has a
v strong French background. The Woonsocket Public School

District consists of approximately.9,700 students and °
serves about 900 handicapped children. The special edu—

cation budget is largely subsidized by the state and,
because the town is fairly near to the capital, 4t hag
access to a variety of state-supported and*?rivate

’ N
s facilities. _\
!” Tennessee

-~

5\\~ st ¢ Campbell County is si;uated Just south of the Kentucky

o , border in northeast Tennessee and covers about 600 square
. miles of rural Appalachia. The area is the largest coal
producing district in Tennessee and people living in the
outlying areas of the county lead a very rural lifesgyle.

. : © 8
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The school district covers seven towns, and special edu-

cation serves approximat
children. Campbell Coun
erative that provides ma
state provides tecpnical
. toring through regional

e Memphis, noted as an edu
large urbam area located
Tennessee.’ Two large un
colleges provide the sch
nel. The Memphis City Sc

ly 17% of the 7,000 school-aged
y is part of a four-county coop-
y general services, and the
agsistance and compliance moni-
ffices.

ational and medical center, is a
in the southwest cormer of

versities and a'number of .

ol district with trained person-
hool System seryves 125,000

students in 126 schools, including 16,60Q handicapped
students. The private school population\has incgeased
gsince the institution of court-ordered buging.

Nastivitte—ts—the secomd targest city im Tennessee, the
home of country music and the state's capital. Within
the Nashville area there are several major colleges and
universities that the school district uses as a source
for staff development, program innovations, and personnel
recruitment. Advocacy groups are very active and were
instrumental in getting legislation,. based on the Council
for Exceptional Children model, enacted in the state.
The Metropolitan Public Schools sexrve approximately t
76,000 students, of whom about 11,000 or 1A% are .
handicapped. . ! “~
. : {
Washington : f

e Edmonds School District is located iin fiohomish County
and is considered a suburb of Seattle./ The major
employers are Boeing Aircraft and the School district;
the economic make-up if the district is diverse, ranging
from upper to lower income families. Edmonds is the
fourth largest school district in the state with a pupil
enrollment of 23,500. Special education programs serve
approximately 1,500 students and include a separate
facility for the severely handicapped. Several universi-
ties in the Seﬁffi%iarea provide trdingd personnel to the
.school district.

N

] Longviéw, Washington, is located on the Columbia River.
The sound ecanomic base of the city has made the Longview
school system the second wealthiest in the state of Wagh-
ington. The total enrollment is 8,052, with special
education pupils making up 241 of thaE number.

¢ Yakima is located in southcentral Washington in' the fer—
tile Yakima Valley whose economy is based on agriculture.
The West Valley School District is one of three in Yakima
proper. The district is small and rural, with a -school
population of 3,315 students that includes 230 students
-
served by special education.

1
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‘Data Collection

During'the 1978-79 school year, we collected data during two
2-4 day visits to each of our sites, one in the fall and one in
the spring., Each visit was conducted by two members ‘of our core

staff. Site visitors spent most of their time conducting inter~ -

views and collecting forms and documents to supplement interview
notes. (They also attended meetings and observed ongoing pro~
grams when these could be arranged.) Following each visit, the
primary site visitor wrote a case study report. The rest of this
section describes our data collection procedures more specif-

. ically.

Debriefing

Each cycle of data collection begins with a get of decisions

about what topics to pursue and in what depth to pursue them. To

ensure that the data collectiom results in information that is
comparable acrosi sites for the cross-gite analyses, we developed
what we call a “dgéfiefing“ format.* It serves both ag a guide
for the site visitor in collecting data ald as the actual ‘format
for writing up field notes after a site visit is ceompleted. The
debriefing format focuses the gite visitor's attention on a com-
mon set of topics yet, depending ‘upon the particular circum-.
stances of each site, also allows the site visitor the freedom
and flexibility to decide how and to’ what extent those topics are
pursued. ' .

The debrie‘\g format is derived from the current conceptual
framework (see Chapter II) and reflects the emphasis of the par-
ticular site visit. For example, during the 1978-79 school year
the fall site visits focused on school level personnel; much of

the debriefing format was therefore devoted to events that occur

at 'the school level, guch as referrals~and” IEP meetings. In con-
trast, the spring site visits focused on events at the district
or IU office, relations with groups outside the school (such as
parent advocacy organizations), and interagency coordination.

Before each site visit, a new debriefilg)format is developed
by the core analysis.gtaff.x* It lists the t pics to be covered

-

* To keep this report of tolerable length, we are not supplying
examples of our materials in an appendix. We will be happy to
& 8upply them to interested colleagues upon request. »

*% Uplif;/;;aq occurs in much case study research, the size of
our staff permits some specialization of functions between
gsite visitors (n=5) and those whosge primary responsibilities
are design and cross-~site analysis (n=3).

v
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during the gite visit,.is structured as an outliﬁ%, and is writs
ten at a level sufficiently general to _allow for differences
among sites. For examplap
- L g

Describe - the nature of the LEA"'s most satis—

factory relationship with another public ser-

vice agency. Include the reasons w it. is .
"most satisfactory,” whether there are formal

as well as informal agreements, and whether
- there is state or higher level local support

for the relationship. ‘

The draft debriefing format is circulated among the \site visitors
to determine if all the topics are clear, whether they will be
interpreted in the same way, and whether important one ave been
omitted. At the same time, a draff of the criteria for respon-
dent, selection is circulated. oth of these drafts are then

revised as necessary to reflect te visitors' reactions and
concerns.

An expanded version of the debriefing format allows for one
or more pages of writing space in response to each item. Upon -
returning from a site vigit, it takes a site visitor from 1 to 3
weeks to prepare a complete debriefing. When complete, the
debriefing is the record descriptive analysis/case study
report of a givem\site #Or a given visit. All the debriefings
for a given site are its case history. ’

.

Site Visitor Training

Training site visitors has two primary purposes. First, it
ensures that they have a shared understanding, along with the ‘
analysis staff, of "the conceptual framework, the debriefing
format, and the manner in which various topics are to be pursued
ori the upcoming visit.* This aspect of training is one way we
attempt to maximize reliability. The second purpose is to teach
the site visitors specific skills to maximize the validity of the
data they collect (primarily from interviews).

For the data to be comparable across sites and across site
vigitors, it is essential that the site visitor's view the study's
purposes.and conceptual grounding in the same way. For this to
happen, the site visitors must be immersed in the development of
the concepts on which the study is‘based and the ways in which
these abstractions are translated into data collection procedures,
and topics, Immersion cannot occur in a one-shot training ses—
gsion; therefore, the training for this, purpose is ongoing, as

n

~

* The site visitors' backgrounds are varied, each having begun
this study with experience or training in field-bhased
educational research, teaching, and/or special education.
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_exemplifted by site visitor involvement in ‘the final vérsionsof
o thé—dqpriefing sformat, apd criteria ¥Sr respondent selection.
ékﬁ? This aspect of Eraining has both formal and informal’ components.
, The site visitors are involved in each phase of the study, from .
* meetings to explain iterations in the .conceptual framewqrk to )
. participation in all stages of data analysis. The fact that the . - @
- .gsame viditors remain with the study from year to year means that

: the impact ofgphlg_;mmi;sibn/training is cumulative.

. Training for the purpose of imparting specific data collec~. ‘
- tion skills, although grounded in the shared understanding ' X
_ described. above, is more formal in its>procedures. Validity of -
the data must be assured; to‘accomplish this goal;*we rely on . e
fairly traditional methods such as "cross-examination" and
triangulation.  Through simulation exerciges with.volunteeg‘ . .
‘parents and school personnel from districts in the vicinity of .
‘SRI, for examplgm:site”v{sitofs,learn to probe respondents, . -
asking thevsaﬁefquéstion in different ways, and pursuing topics -
both directly dnd Mmdirectly to test relevance and consistency.
They are also traingi to draw inferences systematically on the )
basis of multiple sources of data. This so-called "triangulat-_
“ ing"” among respondents and other evidence sources 1s an important < -
'8kill in obtaining an accurate rendition of a particular event--
| ) wherg accuracy is defined as "the common understanding of an -
| . event that avoids the biases of a Bingle regpondent.” ‘Finally; -
: o - the site Vigitor training emphasizes that, when appropriate, they .
verify their perceptions -immediately by paraphrasing a respon-
- dent's answer and requesting the respondent ‘to acknowledge mutual
‘understanding. Thus, site visitors are trained to be concerned

) with establishing validity through structural corroboration™ - .
) - . (Guba, 1978), . .-» @ process of gathering data or informatjon . .
.and using it to establisH links that ntually create a.whole .
' .that is supported by the bits'ofievifénce~that constitute the \ )
- ‘whole. Evidence is structurally corroborative when pieces of .

E\evidence validate each ‘other” (Eisfrer, 1979, p. 215). ’

3

o
In addttion to these two purposes, formal training sé&ssions
provide an opportunity for the staff to read and discuss ‘relevant
.-litérature and ‘to strengthen their knowledge of the law and
regulations. These sessions occur in the last few days before

. the wave of site visits is scheduled to begin. Meanwhile, to. e
L - -prepare for their upcoming trips, the site visitors have been Co,
) ,» - engaged in other activities besides this training.- . :
\tA . . ) = ’ - ' . - S . *
- s . ’ & e
A $electing Resdpondents’ . . v
' KE“ ‘ Tt It ‘remains for the gite visicor,'iq prep@rafion for %ach \f ) .
. esite vigit, to perform the complex task of seélecting the actual -

respondents and setting up the interview schedule wirh his or her
- site-liaison, As described earlier, 'the topics to be covered

° during a given gite visit are specified in the debriefing format. ’,{'
. Also derived from the coneeptual.framework are criteria for Ty .
M selecting respondents to be ifterviewed om the spectfied topics., N d
° P . . - . , )
’, . “\ ' - M B~-21 ’

[y
D

- * . < »
Q ‘ . . . ‘1‘:‘ . . . u
. * U -




S ' ' . . L 1

o ;7
- _ . e &

- ]
These critéria may be in.the natUre of ‘a ﬂble description (e.g.,
"a- director of. special education”), or they\mav specify something
about -the ‘kind of infoérmation ‘needed (e g+, "a parent who can
presgnt a balanced point ofeview"). .The site visgitor's decisions
ate based on his or her unique combination.of knowledge of the
topics to be pursued and the particulars\of the site known from
previous visits. Within the common. guidelines, ‘the site visitor
determines which types of respondents are needed and makes spe-

cific choices based on the quality of information regeived from
particular Indiv§1gfls in the past and on accessibility and other

istical, gonce

« Wheré choices of respondent require sampling decisions to
be made (e.g., among districts in an irtermediate unit or among
schools in a district), our approach is modeled after the logic
and spirit of our strategy for selecting the original sample of
sites. In making these decdisions as well as less subtle ones,
the abjlity of the-site visitor to contact knowledgeable indivi—
duals on site by telephone in advance of the visit is crucial to
making the best choiced. Thus, an important aspect of the site
vigitor's role is to mAintain good relationships with key con-
tacts in the LEA. To underscore how ‘important we view these
relationships, we have established a policy.of ‘sending a Droject
@gletter to our sites i advance of each visit.

v

¢

~

Afteg an interview schedule has been developed, the site

visitor continues preparation fot:fi} visit by specifically
tailoring the debriefing format t he°particu1ars of the given

site. -This preparationvinvol reviewing past debriefings to
determine what further informatiof will now be sought from parti-
cular respondents. The results of these various preparatory
activitigs is an oPen-ended interv¥ew guideline, annotated to
prompt the site visitor not to overlook certain questions.

' , 'Rotating” Site Visitor v - ’ :

Each,visit itself is condusted by a two-person team. The,
(permanent) site visitor.is accompanied by a member of the analy-—
sig staff (or perhaps another regula% site visitor) in the role
of .“rotating” sitg visitor. The adVantages Tf having the_same
person return for every visit are obvious: familijarity with °
people on site greatly increases trust and gives the $ite visitor
greater access to more accurate and detailed information. The
advantages of-our rotating site visitor strategy merit some-’
explanation. ‘o R

' -~ IS

*

From the.case study point of view, the rotating site visitbr -

¢ontributes to improving both reliability and validity. ks a
classic reliability check, the rotating site v8#siter provides
partially independent confirmation of the permanent site visi-
tor's perceptions and interoretations. In addition, whatever
biases the permanent site visitor may bring as a result ‘'of hig or

Q-C\l ' B-22 .
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" different sites as posgible. A.rotating site visitor can inter- \tn\\\

.o : #psite cgntact. 1In spite df best efforts to plan a schedule of’

r - ~

. .
.. . N -
[N . . .

. N * v,

her continuing relationship with“people on site are at least dif=-
ferent from those of the rotating site visitor. Moreover, the" .
vrotating site vigitor has knowledge of other sites unfamiliar to
- the permanent site visitor and, by providing a new perspective
dyring the visit, may be able to prompt the permanent site,vigi-
tor to generate fresh hypotheses. This directly contributes to
the validfty of our findings. Finally, a two-pérsgn team can’
. divide the tasks of asking questions and téking notes ‘between - . : )
“themselves fn order to do both as well as possible. ‘This *
prodqces comprehensive field notes with many direct quotations.
From the cross-site analysis point of view, it is crucial . “ 9
* that members of the analysis staff be able to visit as many

pret events 'at one gite as instances of more:;general patterns.
Conversely,. what appe#s to be one kind of problem when inter- -
preted in thg‘bonteit of gne site may appear entirely different . . ’
when trasted with another gite. (For' example, the difference. ) ,
that ‘an excellent administrator ¢an make may he overlooked by N
someone who has never jseen oné in operation.) This subject is ¢
discussed at greater fgngcp in the follqwing section.

Apart from what we have described to this point, what ac-
tually happens on.site vigits varies as much as the sitesg them
selves. Last year, the visits were usially 2 or 3 days .in dura-
tion, but ranged from 1 to 4, depending on the ‘site visitors'
-Judgments of, the Eimg'necessary to do their jobs adequately. In

. the fall, when we focused on school level personnel, we inter-
viewed' agnfew as 10 and as many as 22 repondents. per visit.

Spring visits typicalLy'{nvolved fewer respondents. Most visits
begin “with & courtesy call to the administrator who is the key

L 4

-

’3hteryi ws, it 1s not unusual for site visftors to' have to do a~+ s
lot ofreshuffling once theyiar{ive. ) - -
X ’ \'//“-‘ ) ) .. »
The<one commonality worth mentioning is a conscious effort . ¥
“to schedule interviews in a "bottom-up" sequence. For example,
where gegéible, site visitors intérwview teachers before inter=-

viewing principals, principals befpre district administra;ors,,
and district administrators #fore school supetintendents. This
sequence is most consistent with the explanatory model 19 our ' L
conceptual framewor®. It allows the .site visithbr-fo construct or ’
‘follow a trail of explanations to_the limits of\th eong: of our
. study. It dlso has the advant5521§f giving the site visitor some
substance with which to motivate an'idierview with a "higher up”
\

i‘ the system. % N

Data#lnalysis » ) . i P _
¢ : ‘ P , .

This section is divided into two parts. The first part ’ ™

describes procedpres and methodological congcerns in the prepara- ’ .

tion of individual case study ‘reports ( debrie%ings"). The

v * ‘ ) -
+ * .
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second part describes procedures and considerations in performing
cross-site analyses on our data. :

- ¢ N

Individual Case Studies
. With few exceptions, our data are qualitative. Before being’
" analyzed by the permanent site yisitor, the data consist primar-
ily of interview notes. Whatever forms and documents that have
been collected-on gite are usually mere supplements to these |
notes, in the sense that their availabilify makes Yf possible to

focus interview time on questions that cannot be answered by

reference to the_documents: - - A
]

- . .

The format for ‘da#a reduction is the debriefing -format,.
whigﬁ wé described above (see "Debriefing"). The site:yisitor

responds to each item in this format with prose that may range
from a sentence or two to severa& typed pages. .ﬁesponses vary in’
depth and subtlety, and particularly in the thoroughnéss with
which each topic is treated at different sites. Each response
“describes some event or activity and, aécording to jthe approach
dictated by our conceptual framework, embeds these descriptions
in their local context. To illustrate the flavor of. these ',
responsés, here is a sample from an actual report:

)

Jrivate schools became an issue when district officials y
tried td bring back into district-sponsored programs-
all children (mostly LH [learning handicapped]) that
they had formerly placed in private schools. The
district felt that . . . they now had the programs to
serve these children. According to the special ed per-
- gsonnel, the transition was being accepted by parents
during conferences at which the district assured
parents that their child could go back to the private
school #£ thihgs didn't work out in the public program.
\\‘J;ﬂen a repregsentative from the private school associ- |
ation came .on the scene and, as regult 6f his persua-
sion, ‘many. parents decided t would e the change
back to public school »l ents through fair hearings,
(‘(the private schod}s~provided the resources).

113

) . f;%a particular example alsca illustrates the general point that
1anatibns are often conveyed most effeotively by stories or
quotations.

L% e The é&ssence of these case study reports is their context-
dependency. The original version of the first debriefing format
began with a section, called - background " which was intended to
be a cursory, mhinly historical description of the site's charac-
teristice. As the structure of the debriefing formats evolved in
use,. this segtion became.a "preamble.” “Simply, this evolution
reflects‘fhe degree to  which site Visitors feel the necessity of

B N ¢ '
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. providing a less cursory context for their responses to indi-
¢ vidual items. The best, debriefings are filled with cross-
references among items, because the format has forced the writer
’ .to’break a complexly interconnected story{kngo discrete units.’

specific items, the site visitor Hust reorganize the notes from. a
"by-respondent” structure to'a -topic” .structure. 1In doing
", - 80, the principal mental activity of the site visitor is gelec-
. tion. Each wisit confronts the gite visitor with a B%téntiaily
bewildering array of.possibly sighificant facts and explanatidns.
The process,of selection begins with the planning for the visit, }
continues throughout the interviews, and characterizes every’
decision that goes into the case study report. Between the ) &
guidelines of the conceptual framework and the techniques of
_establishing structural corroboration, the gite visitor must ‘
eliminate the insignificant and fix on what emerges asg salient -

. and important.‘egzigfprocess is imperfect; it is too subjective
, : for many resear 8’ taste; it relies on intuition and judgment .,

-Nevaftheless, given the experience of our staff and éppropriate ' p

, training,, the p:ocessxﬁorks. It produces fascinating descrip—
. tions and explanattons of what ihégﬁng on. at individual sites.

e To transform raw interviewq:;tes into discrete.responses to
y

-

The principal methodological issue in these case studieg™
t. concerns the degree of certainty onagcan have about a character-
,  -ization based 6n a limited number of respgndents. This concern
{8 one~of the most significant trade-offs we have to make between
~ depth, which implies spending more time at each site, an%(b
. breadth, which implies a greater number of sites than can\be
- invesgtigated optimally. JOf necessity, we adoptég a policy of
. pragmatism about,depth of evidence. When two sdutrces contradict
® 4 each other and no other relevant evidence exists, we always say
s0. Otherwise, our guidelines for writing debriefings advise ’
" sgite visitors to use language precisely’to convey the basis for )
Yy ~ any uchrtainty.’ This policy might have gerious ‘drawbacks if our :
. approach to cross-site analysis were more conventional. Given - N
the approach we adopted, however, the actual degree of uncer- -
. ‘tainty ;n individuyal case Studies°i§ more than tolerable.

.

v
‘

Cross-Site Analysisg® ) I

In performing cross-site analysis, we had several objecti®es.
that could only be met by data from a:variety of gites with
diverse characteristics. One important objective' was to provide .
gummary descriptiong of those aspects of local implementation: .
. that are reasonably uniform across sites. Examples of such find-
) dings are that all LEAs have IEP procedures in nlace and that they
tend to make placement decisions on the basis of openings in - °
available programs. - - ’
7 - /
Another important objective was to describe differences in
implementation frfom site to site and to attempt to explain these
. differencesg in implementation bv identifying other differences

1t
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among sites with which they are associated. One example of this
kind of finding is that LEAs in states whose regulations conflict
with fedgral regulations are having a more difficult time with
implementation than LEAs in states whose regulations do not

. conflict. This example is one that we anticipated in our site
gselection strategy. Another example is,that LEAs with "houndary
crossing” schpol-based personnel, such as resource teachers, are
having more success with "mainstreaming” than LEAs without such
personnel. This example emerged from our analyses. ¢

An additional objective of the cross-site analyses was to

test the generality of explanations'for events at individual
sites that appeared to provide support for our conceptual frame-

work. For example, we were told a& one site that informal meet-
ings for the .purpose of establishing prioritie’s among referrals
were necessary because there was no other way to keep from over-
loading the system's capacity‘to evaluate children within legal
timelines. This explanation, of coufse, fit our conceptual
framework perfectly. The relevant questions for cross—site
analysis were the bverall prevalence oft such "prescreening”

meetings and the extent to which their presence or absence is .

related to a percelved limit of the system to handle unpriori-
- tized referrals. ‘ ,

Thus, the purpose of cross—site analyses was to make infer-
enceg across sites about LEAs in general. Analyses were per-

e formed to test the extent to which statements of findings could ’
be suppotrted across all pur sites, or could be associated with

certain-charactédristics explaining differences among LEAs.

-~y
.

As a resulﬁou‘r’approach to the individual case studies,
the debriefings ained, descriptions anQ)éxplanations that
relied heavily oh details of each site's local context. For some
of the goals of our cross-site analyses, retrieving the relevant
information directly from the debriefings (e.g., whether notifi-
) cation and consent procedures are in place) was quite s%;aight-
- ) forward. For other purpdses (e.g., testing inferences about

« connections between timelines and prescreening mechanisms), 1
‘ was impossible. In many cases, directly retrieving relevant
information from the debriefings was logically possible but
logistically difficult and inefficient. Accordingly, we decided
) we could accomplish all our goals'most efficiently with an
, approach that madé more direct use of the field notes and knowl—-

edge* of the site visitors and less direct use. of the debriefings -

\ themselves * _ .

Ve I
. =
* We adlgo decided to capitalize on our iterative anproach by
mod ing our individual site case report“procedures for next

> . yeak by shaping them .more gpecifically to feed into our
© anticipated’ cross~site analyses.

r
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The approach to cross-site analysis we adopted recapitulates
the logic of an individual case\sﬂkdy. Each of the 22 individual
sites in our study is treated as a "respondent,” in the person of
the site visitor permanently assigned to that site. The topics
of interest are constrained by the.six BEH evaluation questions,
our concern for policy relevance, and our conceptual framework.

. Procedures 'are designed to ensure that a wide variety of hypoth-
eseg are generated and that the most reasonable and interesting
of them are tested against the data. Finally, the findings are
selected and organized with the goal of highlighting and exempli-
fying important themes and patterns. The remainder of this
section describes the procedures in more detail. »

The first step in our. ctiss-site analysis was to generate a
file of potential findings. Each member of the staff was asked
to generate an unStructured list of statements that he or she
"would like to see in the final report.” These statements were
written on file cards. The heuristic suggested to site visitors,
who were in the process of completing their debriefings, was to
think of interesting findings at their sites and then write, them
as if they were true at more than one site. Members of the ~
analysis staff who had been to several, gites as rotating site
visitors tended to write statements on a more general or abstract
plane than permanent gite vigitors. Statements were made in
varying degrees of detail and abstraction by everyone who par-
ticipated in this activity. Here are two- examples drawn arbi-

trarily from the orig/;iiffile' :
-~ .

Schools feel“pretty confident that they have
taken speciR;c and adequate steps to inform

parents of their rights. They typically say
they provide something in writing and present
the information verbally. ~

»

Although teachers spend a lot of time doing
IEPs, they don't find éhem all that usefqi on
a daily basis.

We were aware that our biases were not independent, and
therefore built into the procedure an ‘exhaustiveness heuristic.
We compiled .a list of sources for statements in addition to
0urf§lves (e.g.; BEH documents, periodic neWSletters, notes from
staf? meetings over the previoug year), and then systematically
went through these sourcés and wrote statements from them. By

4

_ the time our file had gfown to over.1500 cards, we wdre convinced

that we were -not omitting anything important.

The next steps began the first wave of selecting and organ-
izing the potential finddggs. A major effort was devoted to
gorting the cards according categories developed in a tenta-
tive final report outl®he. Aft the cards had been through this
gross sort, a member of the analygis team took each category and
broke it down into subtonics, eacH of which could be discussed in
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very similar statements were clipped together. This sort reduced
the total ngsber of cards to fewer than 1,000.

At this point, members of the core analysis staff went e
through the file and flagged those statements that were relative-
ly general and abstract (i.e., stated in a manner more like
crogss-site findings than like individual-site findings). The
cards that represented specific instances off more.general state- @
ments were removed and filed for later reference, We made cer-
tain that we included all the points we wanted to make (if they
were supported by data). From that time on, we continued to work

with only this subset (about 250) of the cardg.

" ~ L

Our next sorting was done according to the type of statement
on the card. A distinction was made among. assumptions, findings,€
and conclusions, though some overlap was tolerated. This sort
separated the assumptions or conclusions from the findings. From ‘
within the findings, the more specific statements.were grouped
under the related,' but more inclusive general statements. This
soft narrowed our file to about 30 categories of cards, ea h
category corresponding in one way or another to a set Qf findings
(e.g., IEP meetings, "mainstreaming,” due process hearings).

The next step was to fjfoat these 30 sets of cards ‘into an
outline of the findings in final report., The analvsis staff
worked "from both ends” to converge on this format. At one end
we worked with the set of cards in a spatial array, which we
moved around to represent relative distances, conceptually, among
topics. At the other.end, we tqok into account our sense of the
information needs of the various dudiences for the final report.
The result of this exercise was a new emergent outline that
became, in fact, the working outline for the findings chapters of
this report. ’ o

To summarize, at this point in our cross-site analysis we
had produced a set of a few hundred statements that were organ-
ized according to a possible final report outline. If all of -
these statements were unequivocally true, the findings chapters
essentiall® would have been written. Of course, the veracity and
generalt{y of. these statements remained to be tested.

The next step in our cross-site analysis was to produce a
"draft list of propositions for site visitor reyiew.” Unlike the
statements that served as input to this step, the propositions
were carefully worded to constitute an integrated whole. Under
each of 21 headings (e.g., “eligibility and identification,’

"in-service training”), propositions tiere listed in sequences
intended to convey an organized presentation of a finding.
Within each sequence, an attempt was made to brea' down the
structure of an argument into component statements. Following
are two examples of simple propositions: L

3.c. Regular classroom teachers express a na@d or desire
for more useful training in how to make referrals. a

. B-28
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16.a. The greatest impact of the law at the school level
Has been to add new duties to old ones.

These propositigns were written for the specific purpose of
systematically elicitdgg carefully structured responses from the =
site visitors. Accompan the 33-page list of propositions

were two pages of instructions and two different response for-

mats.. Site visitors responded for each of their sites independ-

" ently. For each prdbOSi:ion, the basic response format asked for
any "qualifications, examples, and quotations” that the site vig-

itor wanted to offer.* 1In practice, site visitors were encour-

aged to uge the "comments” column to indicate explicitly the
sengse in which a given proposition did or did not apply to each

site. )
\\ .

Several points about this exercise bear emphasis. First,
there was some presumption. that the propositions were generally
true but needed to be qualified appropriately. Everyone under-
stood that-the purpose of the exercise was to produce a report of
findings in which words would be used as precisely as possible to
convey the conditions under which the propositions were true and
the conditions under which they were not true. As a result, site
visitors were éncouraged to disagree with the implied genérqlity
of a proposition by explaining precisely how a given site was an
exception. 1In addition, they were free to use the “"don't know"
rgggonse category and often did so, particularly when they were
uncertain as to whether the evidence from a site was solid. -This
regponse option protected us against making inferences across
sites that relied on shaky data from an individual site. More-
over, many of the propositions made reference to conditions that
did not hold at éll sites (e.g., due.process wEarings). In these
cages, the appropriate response was "doesn't apply,” which was
often accompanied by & description of the reason. The same
responge format was used to elicit relevant examples and quota-

* tions, which were typically drawn directly .from the debriefings.

Thus, an important funetion served by the exercise was to make
the writing of the final report a truly collaborative enterprise.

Not only did site visitors' responses determine which proposi-

tions remained unchanged, they also provided cases in point,
exceptions, and the Spec}fics of qualifications.

After site visitor responses had been given to all the
propositions, 'the analysis gtaff was in a position analogous to
that of the site visitor writing a debriefing. For each of 21
topics, the "data collection” stage, of the cross-site analysis
procedure had produced 22 gets of responses to be integrated.

J
, . R |

* The other response format, rarely used, invited site visitors
to restate the proposition however they wished.
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_ this point, the analysis consisted of deep immersion in the data
on a topic-by—-topic basis. Our actual procedure involved assign-
ing a member of the analysis staff to study site visitor regponses
to a particular topic, and then to draft a Summary of the quali-
fications to the propositions necessitated by the site visitqr

| responses. Working with these notes, and sets of.examples and
| quotations from the debriefings, we were able to write each ]
gsection of -the findings chapters. e : -

!
| ,
L3
’ 4
Quélificationé to the propositions had come in many guises. At - .

When all site visitor responses‘were yes or no, or there

were one or two clear’ exceptions, it was relatively easy Lo
,  generate descriptive text from the propositions. When résponses
were divided, we referred to our "site factor matrix" to see if
the division could be explained by characteristics of sites
similar to our original site selection factors (see Tables 1
and 2 and accompanying text, above). We also looked for new
explanatory factors that emerged from the analysis (e.g., ,the
previously mentioned presence or absence of resource teacher .
types). When we failed ‘to make sense out of the pattern of
responses, we rejected the proposition as useless or decided to”
pursue the issue next year‘fsfher than attempt to report on it

p(gmaturely
By adoptin%/an inductive approach to cross-site analysis, we )

freed ourselves from the nece3sity to use every site to test .
every proposition. Instead, we limited our search for generaliz- ' >
able explanations to the subset of sites that provided both rele-
vant and reliable data on a particular matter. Thus, different
sites were used for different purposes, as appropriate. ‘This

. approach enabled us to avoid the loss of interesting and impor—
tant findings that appeared in only a few sites or in different
forms in different sites.

The:results of our cross—site analyses are presented in the
four following.chapters. . 1

.




