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3 \ . PREFACE

: , This Note describes the findings of a Rand study of the cost of
P i

special education and related services for handicapped children, using

i

% information from-a national survey taken in 1977-1978. A summary of the
3? findings of fh;s study appears in J.S. Kakalik, W.S. Furry, M.A. Thomas,
;% and M.F. Carney, The Cost of Special Education: Summary of Study Find-

ings, The Rand Corporation, R-2858-ED, ,and in Chap. IY of this Note.
! The work was performed under Contract No. 300-79-0733 from the U.S.
Department of Education, Office of Special Education.

The objective of the study is to assist in the férmulation of poli-~
cies and the allocation of resources for the education of handicapped
children by providing accurate informatiop on the cost of various types

of special education and related services. This cost information is to

be provided by age level, type of handicapping condition, and type of
educational placement, and is to be based on data from a nationally

representative sample of localities of various sizes.
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SUMMARY

The objectiVe_df this study is to assist in the formulation of pol-

icies and the allocation of resources for the education of handicapped

r
\,

children by providing accurate information on the cost of various types

-

of special education and related services.

Information about the cost of special education will aid in deter-
mining the levels of financing required to provide an appropriate educa-
tion for handicapped childzen; faciiitate setting policies on service
requirements and related matters by enhancing understanding of tﬂe costs
of diffgrent types of ser;ices and educational pidcements, and allow
adjustment of state and federal sp;cial eéucation finance formulas to
match local need and reduce fiscal incentives for inappropriate classif-
ication and placement of children. We believe that using this study's
more accurate and detailed cost information will yield major improve-
ments in special education policies and programs. ’

Using data collécted in person from a nationeally representative

sample of localities in 1977-1978, this study addresses the following

questions:

1. What are the total costs of special education and related ser-
vices for (a) different age levels, (b) different handicapped
populations, (c) various educational placements, and (d) vari-

ous sizes of school districts?

2. What are the costs of such services for handicapped students as

’
assessment and placement, instructional services, related ser-

vices, and edministrative services?

(Pt |
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3. What are the added costs of special education and related ser-
vices for handicapped children above the cost of regular educa-

tion services for nonhandicapped children?

4
~ How much do variog§ﬁ§ype§ of special education and related services
for handicapped children cost? For the 1977-1978 school year, total
nationwide expenditures for the "added cost" of special education (those
costs above the cost of regular education) were over*$7 billion. The
‘total costgbf special education and related services per handicapped
child served in 1977-1978 was an estimated $3577. This was 2.17 times
greater than the cost o; regular’education per nonhandicapped child.

The added cost of Qpecial education and relatéa services above the cost
§ﬁ1a;/education for a nonhandicapped child was an estimated $1927
per handicapped child served.

In the\three-year time span from the 1977-1978 school year to the
1980-1981 school year, the estimated annual current expenditures per
éupil in average daily attendance in public elemgﬁ%ary and secondary
days schools increased 37 percent. Assuming that both.the cost éf regu-
lar education per pupil and the cost of special education per pupil
}ncreased by the same 37 percent during that period, then over §$10 bil-
lib; was spent nationwide in the 1980-1981 schocl year for the added
cost of special education. For that school year total and added costs
of special education and related services per handicapped pupil were an
éstimated $4898 and $2638, respectively. ' %

Various breakdowns of the estimated total cost of educating handi-

capped children during the 1977-1978 school year are presented below.

Unless otherwise indicgted, the costs are per handicapped child.

’
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Instruction by special education teacheérs and aides cost $551 and
$106, respectively, including salaries and fringe benefits. Instruction
by regular‘education teachers cost an estimated $743, of which $206 was
for time spent per handicapped child abové and beyond the average time
spent per nonhandicapped child. Related services, such as physical
therapy or speech therapy, cost an average of $191. Assessment of the
children’s handicapéing conditions and speci;1 educstion needs cost an
estimated $100 per child. Admission to special education, placement,
and individual education program development cost $103 per child in
salaries and fringe benefits. Technical assistance from one staff
member to another regarding special education and related services cost
§135. Regular and)speciai transportation cf handicapped students cost
estimated averages of $48 and §111, respectively, per child. Special
education administratfve costs were $87 per child. General district-
level administration and school level administration cost $200 and $209,
respectively. Food services cost $88. Facility operations and mainte-
nance costs totaled $378, and interest plus debt retirement was $245.
All other types of costs combined totaled $282 out of the grand total of
$3577 per handicapped child.

By age level, the costs were a total of $3526 .($3526 added cost) at
the preschool level, a total of $3267 ($1617 added cost) at the elemen-
tary level, and a total of $4099 ($2449 added cost) at the secondary
level per handicapped child in 1977-1978. -

By type of handicap, the range in the total cost per child was from
a low of $2253 ($603 added cost) for speech impaired children up to

$9664 (58014 added cost) for functionally blind children. The mo:ie
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severe the handicap of the average child in a category, the higher the
average cost. For example, providing an education for severely retarded
children cost $§5926, while serving educable mentally retarded children
cost $3795. ;
By type of educational placement, the range in. total cost was from
a low of $901 (a savings of $749 instead of an added cost) per handi-
capped child whs worked full time under the auspices of the speQ§a1 edu-
cation program rather than attending classes, up to $5352 ($3702laddéd
cost) per child in a special day school only for handicapped children.
Other children in the lower-cost placements were in a regular class
receiving indirect special services only ($2550 total cost and $900
added cost) or in a r;gular class receiving related services only ($2267
total cost and $617 added cost). ‘The homebound placements ($2228 total /
cost and §578 added cost) and short-term, hospital-bound placements
($1981 total cost and $331 added cost) were also lower-cost placements
because the children wer=z away from school for only a small fraction of
the year. Also, the short-term homebound and short-term hospital bound
children often received no related services from the school district and
often did not have an individualized education program written for them.
Children in regular class who received itinerant special téacher
services were in the second most expensive placement ($5218 total cost
and $3568 added cost), and entailed costs just slightly less than those
of children in special day schools. The reason for the high cost of the:

itinerant special teacher placement was the expensive one-to-one teach-

ing that was usually provided.
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% .
The two "mainstream" placements of regular class plus part time

special class (54709 total cost and $3059 added cost), and special class

plus part time regular—class ($4345 total cost and $2695 added cost)
were nearly as expensive as a full time special class ($4733 total cost
and $3083 added cost). Much of the cost of the "mainstream" placements
was not in the special education budget, but in the regular education
budget (e.g., the cost of the time spent by regular education teachers
who teach handicapped children in the regular education classroom).
Mainstreaming, as currently implemented, should not be looked upon as a
way to reduce costs, but rather should be used when it is the most
appropriate placement for a child.

Within each handicap, total cost per pupil varied widely depending
on the educational placement. Similarly, within each educational place-
merit, the;e was a great variation in total cost per pupil depending on
the child's handicapping condition.

Within the highest-cost handicap category--functionally blind

children-~-the cost varied from $11,189 per pupil receiving itinerant

special teacher services down to $5966 per pupil in.a full time special

class. Within the lowest-cost handicap category--speech handicapped

children--the total cost per child in a regular class who received only
speech therapy was $2244, whereas the cost per speech impaired child in
a full time special glass was $5439. Within the full time special class
placement, the cost per educable mentally retarded child was $3265,
whereas the cost per severely -mentally retarded child was $7695.

The message is that if only age level, or only handicapping condi-

tion, or only type of placement, is considered in estimating the average
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total cost per child, the e;timate will not indicate the thousands of
dollars of var;ation in cost per child within ééch of the categ;ries,
and therefore will not differentiste among districts whose needs depart
sharply from the average. If cune district has a disproportionate number
of severely handicapped children who need high cost placements, for
example, it will need Highér than average funding per child.

We indicated above that it cost an estimated 2.17 times as much tg
edﬁcate the average handicapped child as it did to educate the average
nonhandicapped child in 1977-1978. This cost weighting factor varied by
age level from 1.98 at the elementary level to 2.48 at the secondary
level. It varied £yltype of handicap firom 1.37 for speech impaired
children up to 5.86 for funétionally blind children. It varied by type
of educational placement from 0.55 for students working full time under
the auspices of the speciél education program rather than attending :
classes, +~ to 3.é4 for students in special day schools for only handi-
capped pupils. The highest cost category, gonsidering both type of
handicap and educational placement combined, was the functionally blind
child in regular education class receiving itinerant special teacher
services at a cost ﬁeighting factor of 6.78 (a to;al cost of $11,189 per

¢hild during the 1977-1978 sLhool year).
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DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY

* INTRODUCTION

Information about the cost of special education is needed to aid in

e

determining the levels of financing required to provide an appropriate

education for handicapped children, to facilitate setting policies on

service requirements and related matters by enhancing understanding of

-

the costs of different types of services and educational blacements, and

to allow adjustment of state and federal special education finance for- :

' mulas to match local need and to reduce fiscal incentives for inap-

~ propriate classification and placement of children.

) A major stﬁdy of the cost of special education was essential for
three reasons: Recent federal and state court rulings and legislation
have resulted in rapid éxpansion of special education‘érograms;
knowledge of cost that would be useful in deciding on special education
policies and funding levels has Seen deficient because research con-
ducted before this study was limited and inadequate; and education agen-

.?ﬂhéies' collection and reporting of data on the cost of special education

has been inadequate.

S The 197§ Federal Education for All Handicapped Children Act, P.L.
94-142, as well as recent federal and state court rulings and legisla-
tion,\mandated and stimulated the provision of appropriﬁée special edu-~
cation for all handicapped children. These rulings and legislation

greatly affected both the special education service delivery system and

the total cost of special education. Ongoing reforms in the delivery
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system for special education services have major implications for cost.
Special education costs and finance policy can strongly influence imple-

@enpation of desired reforms in the special education delivery system.

*

Consequently, the cost of special education is an especially relevant

e e N

—t

£

policy igsue at this time.

Sevezél s;udies on the cost éf special education have been con~
ducted in recent fears,[l] but their results have been of limited use-
fulness. .host were small studies condﬁcted in limited geographic areas
(such as a gﬁggle state), and hence were not generalizable. The few
multistate stu&ies useéd aggregated reported data or subjective esti-
mates, or a nonrepresentative sample, rather than collecting detailed
new empiricél data from a nationally representative sample of locali-
ties.

Local education agencies seldom compile and report cost data
separately for a particular type of educational placement for a particu-
lar type of handicapped child. Also, before this study the available
data invarﬁably combined some expenditures for handicapped children with
those for nonhaﬁdicapped chiléren ‘and combined some expenditures for one
type of special educat&on placement with those for another. Hence,
research was needed to collect and analyze new expenditure and
resource-use data from local education agencies to learn the costs of

providing various types of special education and related services. -

AN R
\\b [1] For a review of these studies, see J.S. Kakalik, Issues in the
Cost and Finance of Special Education, The Rand Corporation, P-6217,
Santa Monica, September 1978.

\
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OBJECTIVE OF THE STUDY |

The objective of the study "is to assist in the formulation of poli-

\
i

cies and the allocation of resources for the education of hgndicappéd
children by providing accuraﬁe information on the cost of various types
of special education and rel%ted services. .
The study uses data colfected in person from a nationally represen-
tative sample of localities of various sizes during the 1977-1978 schosl

year.[2] The study was designed to answer the following questions:

1. What are the total costs of special education and related ser-
vices for the-following categories: various age levels, vari-
ous handicapped populations, various educational placements,
and various sizes of school districts? .

2. What-are-the costs of such types of services for handicapped

. ?
children as assessment and placement, instructional services,

§
related services, and administrative services? .
3. What are the added costs of special education and related ser-

vices for:handicapped children above the cost of regular educa-

. A
tion services for nonhandicapped children? \
4

This study is concerned with the costs of specii@ education and
o b
related services actually provided to handicapped children. Policy con-

cerns that are beyond the scope of this study include: the amournt of

funding required to provide all needed services or the most effective

[2] Data collection and some .preliminary data analysis were" con-
ducted under Grant Nos. G007701354 and G007902507 from the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education, Office &f Special Education. Final data analysis was
conducted under Contract No, 300-79-0733 from the U.S. Department of
Education, Office of Special Education.
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services; the types of.services that should be provided to various
categories of handicggped children if available funding is insufficient

to proviae all needed services; the funding roles of different levels of
government ; and the design of state and federal fund-distribution formu-

However, the results of this cost study can be helpful in address-

las.
ing these policy concerns in the future.

o
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IT. SUMMARY OF STUDY FINDINGS

OVERVIEW OF FINDINGS

For the 1977-1978 school year, total nationwide expéﬁditures for
the "added cost" of special education (those costs above the cost of
regular education) were over $7 billion. The total cost of speciél edu-
cation and related services per handicapped child served in 1977-1978

) was an estimated $3577. This was 2#17 times greatér than the cost of
regula; education per nonhandicapped child. The added éost of special
education and related services above the cost of regular education for a
nonhandicapped child was an estimated $1927 per handicapped child
served.

In tﬂ; three-year time span from the 1977-1978 school year to the ) .
1980-1981 school year, the estimated annual current exﬁenditures per
pupil in average daily attendance in public elementary and secondary day
schools increased 37 pe;cent.[l] Assuming that both the cost of ragular

education per pupil and the cost of special education per pupil

increased by the same 37 percent during that period, then over $10 bil-

lion was spent nationwide in the 1980-1981 school year for the added *
cost of speciél education. For that school year, total and added costs *

. ,
of special education and related services per handicapped pupil were an .

estimated $4898 and $2638, respectively.

[1] National Center for Educational Statistics, "Statistics of Pub-
lic Elementary and Secondary Schools: 1977-1978 School Year," p. 34;
and "Estimates for Financial Statistics of Public Elementary and Secon-
dary Education: 1980-1981 School year," Table 3 (Draft).
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DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLE STATES AND LOCALITIES

A stratified probabilistic sample of educaticn agencies was
selected to be representative Bf the nation, the variety of local condi-
tions that influence the provision of special educaticn and related ser-
vices, and the range of age levels, héndicapping conditions, and educa-
tional plaéements found in special education programs. We sémpled and
collected empirical data in person from 14.states, 46- localities within
the statgs, and nearly 900 teachers within these localities.

The sample consisted of ali publicly provided nonresidential spe-
cial education and related services programs sefving all handicapped
children f;om a "localit§,6 which was defined as a geographic boundary
of the local education agency (LEA) selected to be in the sample. If
any o£;the children from the locality (i.e., who lived within the boun-
daries of the sample LEA) were served by some other intermediate,
cooperative, regional, or state agency, then the sample of agencies
inclgded that other agency. However, the sample of childrean ser%ed by
the other agepcies included only children from the sample LEA. o

. The localities in the ;ample consisted of 42 unified school dis-
tricts, four elementary districts and their four associated secondary
districts, and 22 inﬁermediate education agencies. In addition, the
sample included 35 cooperating LEAs, state-operated programs, and-other
organizations that provided services to students who resided in the 46
localities. Given the amount of funding available for thié project, the
size of the sample was as large as it could be and still allow us to

collect high-quality data in each locality. The probabilistically

selected sample is nationally representative from a statistical

22
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viewpoint and permits esfimates to be made about the cost of special
education and related services in the nation.

The 46 localities were probabilistically sclected to be representa-
tive on the following variables: geographic region, total state school
enroliéent, population density, personal income per capita, average
enrollment per LEA,,type‘of state special education funding formula, and
percentage of special edggation funds from local -sources.

In selecting the LEAs, we drew a stratified probabilistic sample
from the set of all unifi;d LEAs plus all nonunified elementary LgAs
within each of the 14 states. If we selected a nonunified elementary
district, then we also selected thé corresponding secondary LEA. 1In
selecting locaiities within states, districts were stratified by total
enrollment, per capita income, percent minority enrollment,‘énd the
degree to which they were urban or rural. b

The U.S. Office of Special Education requested that we exclude dis-
tricts that were not providing even minimally comprehensive programs for

handicapped children. Accordingly, we applied four comprehensiveness

criteria to screen out certain districts: those that served, or made

_arrangements with other districts to serve, only zero, one, or two

handicaps (including speech therapyj; less than 4 percent oi the
district's enrollment; handicapped students in only one educational
placement; or handicapped students of ogly one age level. The districts
excluded by these c;:iteria were typicasmall, remote rural districts.
fhe districts that passed the screens represented 96 percent of the spe-

cial education.students in the nation--a statistically representative

sample that should be adequate for the purposes of most readers.

. e 57:3
~
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The 46 localities were well distributed geographically: 9 were in
the northeast census region, 12 in the southern region, 14 in the north-
central region, and 11 in the westérn region.

! The, sample included 18 major urban localities (defined as urban
districts with student enrollments of 15,000 or more), 14 rural dis-
tricts (defined as districts with student enrollments of less than 2,500
that were located at least 50 miles from an urban center of 100,C00 or -
more populatfon and at least 50 mﬁles from each of the three largest
cities in the state) and 14 residual category localities (defined as,
neither major urban nor rural.)

In terms of 1974 personal income per capita, the localities ranged
from a low of $3200 to a high of $6100, with a weighte& average of
$4993. (1978 data were not available for the localities.) Nationwide,
the 1974 average was $5434. -

“ The 1977-1978 elementary and secondary school enrollment in our
sample LEAs ranged from a low of 91 to a high of over 200,000 pupils.
Fifteen were districts of less than 2500 enro;&ment. Of the 23 U.S.
cities with a total population of over 500,%66 in 1977, five were in our
sample. ’

The ﬁinority school enrcllment in tﬁp sample localities ranged from
0 to 86 percent; with g weighted average of 19 percent.. Nationwide the
percentage was known to be 20.2.

The average teacher's salary without fringe benefits ranged from a
low of $9,000 to a high of $19,000 per year for the localities in the

sample, with a weighted avérage of $14,949. The comparable national

average for the 1977-1978 school year was $15,027, according to the

National Center for Educational Stacistics.
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DATA COLLECTION AND AQALYSIS METHODS
In estimating the\ggggl cost of special education and related ser-
vices, we took the pres of service one at a time. For example, total
cost was estimated separately for screening for handicapping conditions,
preparing individualized education programs, and providing direct
instructional services. In arriving at total costs, we estimated the
cost per child for each senvice by age level, handicapping cond;tion,
and type of educational pla'ement. This was done in three major steps.
First, wevestimated the minutes of each type of service per child (or

equivalently, the full-time-efuivalent--FTE--personnel per child) in,

each district, for each different type of personnel, and for each age
level, handicapping condition,)and type of educational placement.
Second, we took the sample weights and salaries and fringe benefits per
FTE ;Faff member and estimated -the national average cost for .hat par-
ticular service and type of perspnnel. %Third, we estimated the support
seryices costs (such as for facility opgrations and district administra=-
tion) .and nonpersonnel costs (sudh as for instructional supplies per
handicapped pupil) by age level, [handicapping condition, and type of
educational placement.
| Calculations of the added cost of special education and related
s?rvices per handicapped child abpve the costs of regular education per
nonhandicapped child required two| major steps. First, we estimated the

total cost of regular education per nonhandicapped child from detailed

data collected in this study. Second, we estimated the added cost of

O




special education and related services by subtracting the total cost of
regular education per nonhandicapped child from the total cost of spe-
cial education and related services per handicapped child.
After defining the program by-its services, its types of students, :
\ B 5
its personnel and other resource requirements, we determined the cost of !
the program on a comparable basis across districts by using national T
average salaries developed from our sample data to calculate personnel
costs. We used stahﬂéfd p;ices or salaries for eachlspecific type of
N L.

ﬁersonnel in this st%dy because we needed to be able to comparé programs .

across districts withou; having local salary variations obscure differ-

ences among programs. When we are comparing alte;native programs acros; :j
districts nationwide, the use of national average salaries and nationas
average work-hours per vear allows the comparison of service levels of
programs consistently across districts using the same scale. However,
the actual costs in individual localities may justifiably vary from our
nationwide average estimates. Our data base also containé local
salaries, and those can be used for specialized analyses if desired in
the future.

All education agency costs are included in thelanalysis except for
the costs of summer and adult evening school and the added costs of
other target population programs such as those for disadvantaged and
bilingual children. No costs were counted more than once; for example,
any duplicate costs of new building construction and debt retirement
were not double-counted. All est;mates are per child enrolled, not per \

?
child in average daily attendance, because student enrollment data were

’

more readily available by type of handicapping condition, age level, and
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type of educational placement. The estimated cost of special education

included all the costs fbr all types of services provided for handi-
capped children;wheth§f<6irnot they were paid for by the "special educa-
tioﬁ" budget.

Data were collected and analyzed for prekindergarten, elementary,
and secondary age levels, and for the following catégories of handicap-
ping c;ndition: “learning disability, educable mental retardation,

trainable mental retardation, severe mental retardation, serious emo-

tional disturbance, profound deafness, partial hearing, functional

blindness, partial sightedness, orthopedic impairment, other health

impairment, speech impairment, and multiple impairment.

_ Data were collected and analyzed for several types of educational.
placements: full time regular education class plus indirect services
only, regular education class plus special related services only, regu-
lar education class plushitinerant special instruction, regular educa-
tion class a majority of the time plus part time special class, special
education class a majority of the time plus part time regular education
class, full time special class, special public day séhool for only
handicapped’ children, homebound’ instruction, short-term hoséital
instruction, and full time work under -the auspices of the special educa-
tion program instead of class attendance. The study did not include any
private or residential placements.

Data were collected and analyzed for various types of direct educa-

tional and related services including: instruction by special educaticn

‘teachers and aides, services by regular education teachersi®and aides

o
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(including the extra time spent on handicapped children), adapted physi-
cal education, counseling, occupational therapy, physical therapy,
hedical-related services, mobility training, psychological services,
special, vocational services, social services, and speech therapy.

Indirect servicegbon which data were collected and analyzed
included‘screening for handicapping condi;i;ns, assessment of handicap-
ping conditions and s;rvice needs, admission and placement into a spe-
cial education program, individual education program deve}opment, tech-
nical assistance to professionals regarding special educat.on, staff

' .

in-service training, s&pplies and equipment, transportation, food ser-

~

Viifs’ facility operations and maintenance, ané‘district and school
administratign. .

The probabilistic sampiﬁng technique used to select the sample
localities allowed the calculation of a weighted national average for
all types of costs for all groups of students classified by age lével,
haﬁdicapping condition, type of educational Rlacement, size of school
disfrict, and type of service. Viewed in simple terms, the weight we
assigned can be interpreted as the total number of handicapped children

in the nation that the average individual child of a particular type in

the sample locality represented.

PERSONNEL SALARIES AND WORKYEARS

Based on nationwide estimates obtained by appropriately weighting

1978 data from our national sample, all teachers combined had an average
annual salary of $14,949. Special education teachers and aides earned

an average of $13,877'and $4,854 per year, respectively. The lowest-

paying 10 percent of the districts in our sample paid their professionals

2
<8
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less than $11,500, which was approximately half the salary paid by the
higheSt-paying 10 percent. Related services personnel typically were
paid salaries that were comparable to those of teachers, although

there were ekceptiéns. For example, speech therapists ;Veraged;$14,727,
psychologists $18,737, and medical doctors $40,461 per year. (

Fringe benefits averaged 18 percent of salary for teachers and 29
percent for aides (higher for aides because certain fringe benefits such
as health insurance were usually a fixed dollar‘amount per staff
member). s

Nationwide, teachers worked aﬂ average of 74,808 minutes per year.

This represented approximatély a seven-hour workday based on a workyear

of 180 days.

All teachers averaged ten years' experience; special education \\\
tedchers averaged seven years' experience, which accounted for their
lower averége salaries. The percentages of all teachers and special
education teachers with Master's degrees or the equivalent number of

Y
credits was approximately the same, 46 percent and 48 percent, respec-

/
’

tively. Fully 70 percent of the speech therapists and 98 percent of the
psychologists had advanced degrees or the equivalent number of credits.
In districts that paid special education teachers a bonus above the

standard salary schedule, the extra pay averaged $371 per year. The

average extra pay for all districts, including those that did and did

not pay such a bonus, was $96 per year.
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EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENTS AND AGE LEVELS OF HANDICAPPED STUDENTS

0f all handicapped students in special education in public schools
nationwide during the 1977-1978 school year (excluding public residen-
tial schools and institutions), 2 percent were preschool age, 66 percent
were elementary age, and 32 percent were secondary age: O0f those handi-
capped students served in public schools, 1 percent were in regular edu-
cation class full time and received‘indirect services only, 41 percent
were in regular education class and‘received special related services
only (including speech impaired children who .received speech therapy
only), 2 percent were in regular education class and received itinerant
special teaching services, 31 percent were in a regular class a majority
of the time and in a special class ; minority of the time, 11 percent
were in a special class a majority of the time, 5 percent were in/é spe-
cial class full time, 5 percent were in a special day school for only

handicapped pupils, and 3 percent were homebound. Of the special educa-

\
tion students, 87 percent spent at .least part of the school day in regu-
\

K

lar education programs with nonhandicapped children, and they were usu-
ally counted as part of the normal. class size. However, the educational
placement of the children depended significantly on the nature and
sevérity of their handicapping condition. For example, 98 percent of
the children who were speech impaired and had no other handicap were in
a regular education class full time and received speech therapy only,

while 91 percent of the severely mentally retarded children were placed

in special day schools that served only handicapped children.
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INSTRUCTIONAL COSTS OF SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS

Thg total salary and fringe benefits cost for instructional ser-
vices provided by special education teachers was estimated to be $551
per handicapped child during the 1977-1978 school year. This estimate
inclﬁdes the cost of all paid work-time by special education teachers,
with the exception of time spent on screening children to detect po-
tential handicaps; assessing the needs of handicappéd children; admit-
tihg children to§specia1 education, placement, ;nd iqdividual educati;n
program‘developmeht; special education inservice training; and consult-
ing with other professionals relative to special education.

The estimated cost for instructiona% services varied from $0 for
yandicaéééd students placed in a regular edﬂcation class full time up to
$1578 per handicapped student in a full time spgcial class. In general,
children served in less restrictive edycational placeaents received less
instructional service time from special education teachers.

The more severely handicapped s;udents received the most instruc-
tional services from special education teachers, with the highest cost
per child estimated- to be $2336 per year for profoundly deaf children
and $2516 per year for functionally blind children. The least instruc-
tional services went.to speech imﬁaired children, estimated‘to cost only
$6 per year.

N

SPECIAL EDUCATION AIDE COSTS

The total salary and fringe benefits cost for special education
aides was estimated to be $106 per handicapped child per year. This

varied from $0 for handicapped students placed in a regular education

3
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class full time up to $598 per child who was placed in a special day
school for only handicapped children. In general, those children served
in less restrictive educational placements were provided less aide
assistance. The most severely handicapped students recéived the most
special education aide assistance, with the highest costs per child
estimated to be $1210 per severely mentally retarded student and $1143
per multiple ﬁandicapped child per year. The least special education
aiae assistance &ent to other health impaired children, estimated to
cost $5 per year: Considering both the type of handicap and the educa-
tionall;lacement, the highest special education aide cost was $1586 per

year per mulfiple handicapped child placed in a special day school.

INSTRUCTIONAL COSTS OF REGULAR EDUCATION TEACHERS AND AIDES

In estimating the total cost of special education for'handicapped
children, we found if~necessary to estimate the cost of services pro-
yided by regular education teachers and aides during any time the handi-
capped pupil spent in the regular education classroom. In addition, the
cost of regular educatién was needed tc estimate the added cost ~f spe-
cial education for handicapped pupils.

The national average school. year was estimated to be 177 days. The
length of the school day was approximately 3.3 hours at the preschool
level, 5.6 hours at the elementary level, and 6.0 hours é; the secondary
level during 1977-1978.

To estimate the cost of services provided to handicapped students
by regular education teachers, it was necessary to estimaté the propor-

tions of time that different type: of handicapped student< spent in the

.
gt
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regular classroom, (as opposed to the special education classroom).

,Handicapped students who were in a regular class full time, and received

o
indirect or related services only, spent no time with special teachers

and hence incurred the same regular education teachers' cost as #

. nonhandicapped students (with the exception of certain special services

provided by the regular education teachers that are described below).
Students served by an itinerant special teacher spent an estimated 8
percent of their school week with that teacher. Children who were in
regular class the majority of time, plus a part time special class,
spent 22 percent of their time in that special class on the average.
Child¥en who were in the special class the majority of time with part
time regular class placement generally spent 77 percent of their time ih
the special education class. Homebound students averaged 46 percent of
the schog} year at home and the remainder of the school year at the pub-
lic school facility. Short term hospital students spent 18 percent oé
their time at the hospital during the school year. .
The estimated total cost per nonhandicapped pupil for regular edu-
cation instructional activities was $761 pef year. This varied by age
level from $632 at the preschool level to $708 at the elementary level
to $808 at the secondary level. Before dividing the cost of the FTE
regular education teachers by the number of FTE regular education chil-
dren, we first excluded the cost of special services to handicapped
children proyided by regular teachers such as.assessment, screening,

special education inservice training time, and extra time spent on the

handicapped children in the regular education classroom above and beyond

#*

the average time spent on nonhandicapped children.
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The regular education teacher instructional cost per handicapped

pupil per year Enot including the costs noted above) varied considerably
by:ﬁandicap, from $§1 for severely mentally retarded students who were

" almost never "mai;streamed" into a ;egular education classroom up to
$694 per year for speech impaired children who were almost always served
. in the regular classroom full time with related speech services only.
The range by type of educational placement was from $0 for children in
special classes and special day schools up to $761 per year for those
handicapped students who were placed in regular classes full time and
received indirect se{vices only.[2]

Regular educétion aides cost an average of $8 per year per
nonthandicapped child in 1977-¥?Z&~j_This figure does not include the
cost of aides paid for by "other target population” programs such as
compensatory educatioq. The cost of regular education aides for handi-
capped children during the time they were in the regular education
classroom was $8 per year or less on the average for all types of handi-
caps and educational placements.

When handicapped children were placed in regular education class-
rooms, the regular education teacher sometimes spe?t extra time on the
handicapped child above and beyond the time spent on the average
'nonhandicapped child. The average handicapped child received five

minutes per day extra attention from regular education teachers at an

[2] When a handicapped student spends time in a regular education
classroom, a portion of the regular education teacher's time is devoted
to serving that handicapped child. Consequently, a portion of the cost
of that regular teacher should be included in the total cost of educat-
ing the handicapped child. ‘
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estimated extra cost per year of $206.{3] This was above and beyond any
other costs reported for any other services. This extra cost varied by
type of handicap from $5 extra per year for other health impsired chil-
dren up to $928 extra per year for functionally blind children. It
varied by type of educational placement from $0 for those students who
were not served in a regular education classroom at all up to $746 extra
per year for those students in regular education classes who were also
served by an itinerant special education teacher. Emotionally disturbed
and functionally blind children were the two categories of:handicaps
that received the most extra atténtion. However, most haﬁdicapped chil-
dren placed iq regular edrcation classrooms received very iittle extra
attention from the regular education teacher, as the average of five
minutes extra per day for all types of handicapped children combined
reveals.

We estimated an extra expenditure by regular education aides of $14
per handicapped child per year agd an extra amount of service of one

minute per day per special education ¢hild.

COSTS FOR RELATED SERVICES PERSONNEL

Various types of related services personnel often provided services
for special education students. Services most frequently provided were
adaptive physical education, counseling, nursing, occupational therapy,
physical therapy, psycholcgzical services, social work services, special

vocational services, and speech therapy services. Services provided by

(3] The amount of extra time spent on handicapped children was es-
timated by the teachers we interviewed; we recognize that those teach-
ers' estimates may not be entirely accurate, but they are both reason-

i able and the best information available.

ERIC : 3

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

(W




=20~

some of these types of personnel, espécially by counselqrs, librarians,
and school nurses, were also p£ovided to nonhandicapped students.

The 1977-1978 national average cost of various related services was
estimated to total $61 per nonhandicapped child and $191 per handicapped
child, including both salary and fringe benefits. These cost estimates
were for all time spent by all types of related services pefsonnel,

!
except for time spent on screeéning, assessment, admission of children to

special eduqation,~i;dividua1 education program (IEP) development, staff
inservice training, and consulting with otﬁer professidnﬁls relafive to
special education. (Those related service costs that wére excluded here
are discussed separately later.) Also exgluded from tpe above cost
estimate was all time spent providing related serviceé for "other target
population" programs such as tho;e for disadvantaged or bilingual chil-
dren.

For nonhandicapped children, the three types ;f personnel who pro-
vided the greatest amount of related services were counselors (§29 per
year), librarians ($22 per year), and nurses ($4 per year). For handi-
capped children, the largest amount of service per child was provided by
speech therapists ($81 per year for every child in special education,
whether or not that child received speech therapy). Other types of per-
sonnel who provided major related services for handicapped children
included adaptive physical education specialists (S5 per year for every
child in special education), counselors ($29 per year), librarians ($22
per year), nurses ($8 per year), occupational therapists ($3 per year),
physical therapists (S5 per year), psychologists ($6 per year), social
workers ($9 per year), special vocétional personnel (S12 per vear), and

related services aides (54 per yeaf).
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The amount of related s;rvices per pupil varied éreatly by type of
educational placement. Nonhandicapped students received $61 per year of
these related services, as did handicapped students placed in regular
education classes full time who received indirect special services only.
The largest amount of these related services by type of educational
placement went to students in special day schools for only ha#dicapped
students, at an estim;ted cost of $630 per year.

Considering the costs by type of handicap, the lowest costs were
for services to learning disabled students ($120 per year) and other
health impaired students ($123 per year). Speech impaired students
received $196 per year in related services, inclﬁding speech therapy.
The greatest estimated cost was for children with multiple handicaps
($1179 per year). Inxgenerél, the more severe the handicap, the more

related services provided.

" SCREENING COSTS .

All or part of the general student population may be screened each
ye;r to identify children who might benefit from s;reening--némely those
who need special éducation and related services and those with less than
handicapping conditions whose parents may need to obtain certain assis-
tance, such as glasses, that will enable their children to make the most
effective progress in school. Screening does not include time spent
assessing students who are referred as possibly handicapped but rather
includes the brief screening of segments of the entire stﬁdent popula-

tion, such as all students at a certain grade level.

»
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Nationwide, 50 percent of the student population was screened for
|
hearing impairment during the 1977-1978 school year. This was usually . ‘

done by nurses or speech therapists and took an average-of eight minutes ; :

per student screened at a cost of $1.48. When these costs were allo-

cated to the categories of students receiving the benefits, the cost for

the average nonhandicapped student was 85 cents, and the cost for the

average deaf or partial hearing student was approximately §$22.

\
1
1
About half of the student population was also screened for vision .
impairments, usually by nurses. This took an average of eight minute;
and cost $1.73 per child. When these costs were allocated to the )
categories of students receiving the benefits, the cost for the

average nonhandicapped student was 89 cents, and the cost for the aver-
age visually handicapped student was approximately $6.

Physical screening was less prevalent, encompassing only 19 percent ‘
of the general student population. The screening was usually by nurses
or medical doctors and took an average of 29 minutes per student at a |
cost of $5.84. Considering that not all students were screened, this
amounted to approximately $1 for the average student per year.

Approximately 12 percent of the general student population was
screened by speech therapists for speech impairments. This took 15
minutes per student on the average at a cost of $3.51. Considering that
not all students were screened each year, and that only handicapped stu-
dents benefited from the program, the cost of the screening program for i
the average handicapped student was approximately $6 per year.

Nationwide, less than 4 percent of the general student population

was screened for learning disabilities or mental retardation. None of
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the districts in our sample screened for emotional disturbances. The
mental screening was usually done by psychologists or teache.s and took
an average of 21 minutes per student at a cost of $5.20.

In‘total, considering all five types of screening combined, the
cost for the average nonhandicapped student in the nation was only $2.66
per year, and for the average handicapped student was only $8.34 per

year.

ASSESSMENT COSTS

Children's handicapping conditions and service needs in the special
education and related services areas were assessed both for children who
weée known to be handicapped and for children who were referred as pos-
sibly handicapped.

Assessment by related services professionals and nonclassroom
teachers such as psychologists, speech therapists, and homebound teach-
ers took 164 minutes on the average and cost $43 per child, including
salary and fringe benefits. The lowest cost per assessment was $8 by
adaptive physical education teachers and the highest was $108 by psychi-
atrists. The average special education child nationwide received 1.6
assessments per year by all related services professionals and nonclass®
room teachers combined. The total cost per child per year for all
assessments by all types of related services professionals and nonclass-
room teachers combined averaged $72.

Related services aides assessed less than 1 percent of the handi-

capped children.
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Assessment QX special education teachers took 233 minutes per child
\

on the average (abéut a half day) and cost §51. The percent of handi-
cabped children assesged each year by special education classroom and
resource room teagherslyas 100 percent for the children who received
direct instructional services from the;e teachers, but was _near zero for
certain educational placements (such as a full time regular education
classroom placement with special related services only). Considering
that not every handicapped: child was assessed by special education
teachers, the cost per yéar for the average handicapped child was $26.

Only abnut 1.4 percent of the handicapped students had their spe-
cial education and relafed services needs formally assessed by regular
eéucation teachers during the 1977-1978 school year.

Considering all types of personnel combined, the average handi-

capped child was assesséd*2.1 times during the year, at a combined total

cost per child of $100, including salary and fringe benefits. This

-

. varied by age level from 1.8 assessments per year (595) for preschool

\

children up to 2.5 assessments per year ($127) for secondary age chil-
dren. It ranged by handicap from 1.0 assessment per year ($36) for a

speezﬁ impaired child up to 3.5 assessments per year ($198) for an emo-

tionally disturbed child. It ranged by educational placement from 1.0

\ .
assessment per year ($33) for children who were in a regular education

class full time and were receiving special related services only up to

i

2.6 assessments per year ($190) for children in special day schools for

only handicapped children.
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O . ADMISSION AND IEP DEVELOPMENT COSTS -

Children who are referred to the special education program because

they may have some type of physical or mental impairment must proceed
. <

through an admission, placement, and individualized education ‘program

&

(IEP) development process prior to the provision of special education

and related services. ‘

The estimatéﬂ cost for the admission and IEP developmenffproccss,
excluding assessment costs, was $103 per child in 1977-1978. This cost
included the salaries and fringe genefits of all personnel attending the
meetings, the costs of documenting the results of the meetings and deci-
sions, and the time spent writing and revis;ng the JEP for each child.

The typical admission and IEP deveiopment process in the ave§hge*\\
district involved three people, usually one teacher, one administrator,
and one related se;vices person.

The average admission meeting took 42 minutes. If a special educa-
tion teacher was\i&volyed in pre?ifffg an IEP for the child, that
teacher generally spent*aﬁEﬁE’Ei;ee hours on the IEP,

While the cost per child averaged $103, it ranged by type of handi-
cap from $60 for speech impaired children hp to $177 for partially
sighted children, and it ranged from $33 for each child placed in a

short term hospital up to $170 ‘for each child placed in a regular educa-

tion class who received special indirect services only.

STAFF INSERVICE TRAINING COSTS

Nearly all local education agencies had an inservice training pro-

gram for professional staff members to help them maintain and improve

<

: 11
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their teaching and related service.skills in the area of special educa-
tion.

The total costs for inservice training in special education and - \

y\
\

related services provided to educatiop agency staff members during the : | -
1977-1978 school year was estimated to be $40 per special education stu- \
dent. This included $27 .for the time spent du;ing work hours by the

" staff who receivgd the inservice training, $7 for the time spent by the
education agency staff who provided the inservice training, and $6 for
other miscellaneous inservice training costs such as consultants and

materials.

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE COSTS !

Various types of special education teachers and other related ser-
vices personnel (e.g., psychologists) often gave technical assistance in
the area of speéial education to other professional staff members within
a district.

The national average cost of giving and receiving technical assis-
tance in the area of special education by all types of professipnaf'
staff members was estimated to be $135 per handicapped child per year in
salary and fringe benefits. The largest components of this total were
for special education teachers ($38), regular education teachers (S540),

and psychologists ($§16).

|
\
TRANSPORTATION COSTS i

Pupils were provided transportation by education agencies for a
number of reasons. Both handicapped and nonhandicapped students some-

times lived too far from school to walk. Some handicapped students were

~ v
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provided transportation because they had some physical, mental, or

“

A
behavioral disorder that made it impossible or inadvisable to have them

go to school on their own. Two types of transportation costs were

estimated. The first, ca}led special transportation, was provided at
‘education agenc& expense and involved handic;pped.students only. The
' second, called regular transportation,lin§61ved either nonhan&icapp;d
students or both handicapped an& nonhandicapped students in thg'same

vehicle .

During t£e 1977-1978 school year, the estimated cost of_ regular
transportation divided by the total number of nonhandicapped children
(whether or not they were provided regular transportation) was $73 per
year.

The estimated cost of both regular and special transportation pro-
vibed for the average handicapped student was $159--548 for regular and
$111 for special transportation.l'The latter two figures would be higher
if we counted only children who actually received transportation at edu-
cation agency expense: $187 for regular and $720 for special transpor-

tation. %

The total cost of regular and special transportation combined
varied from $0 per handicapped child working full time and not attending
classes, up to $581 per handicapped child in a special day school.
(These estimates are averages for all handicapped children, whether or

not they received any transportation at education agency expense.) The

total transportation cost per child by type of handicap varied from less
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than $100 per year for speech impaired and other health impa;;éd chil-

-

dren, up to- $980 per year for children with multiple handicaps. Again,
the cost per child increased with the ?everity of the handicapping con-

dition. K

’
’

’
’

. .' . . \ \)'. N -
OTHER COSTS OF EDUCATING HANDICAﬁPED CHILDREN

. A . .
The national average estjimated cost of instructional supplies and
" 7/

texts (including both those hsed in the regular and in the special edu;
cation classrooms) totaled $55 per handicapped child. Supplies for
related services staff and nonclassrodm teachers cost an estimated $10.
Instructional equipment cost $21 and equipment for related services
staff and nonclassroom teachers cost $7 per handicapped child. Tran-
sportation for related services staff and nonclassroom teachers cost $3.
The estimated cost of special education administrators and secretaries
was $76. Other special education nonclassroom administrative costs
totaled $11. Special education program specialists cost an estimated
$9. Related services staff and nonclassroom teacher administrators,
secretaries, and clerks cost $18. General district administration per
handicapped child cost an estimated $200.{4] School administration cost
an estimated $209.[4] "Food services for handicapped children cost an

estimated $88. Facility operations and maintenance costs totaled

$378.[5]) Facility modification and improvement for special education

[4] These administrative costs were totaled by age level for each
district and then allocated equally to each FTE teaching and related
services professional staff member by age level. We then estimated the
cost per handicapped or nonhandicapped child by multiplying the adminis-
trative costs per FTE staff member times the average fraction of an FTE
staff member per student by age level, handicap, and placement.

[5] These facility operations and maintenance costs were totaled by
age level for each district and then allocated equally to each FTE
“teacher. We then estimated the cost per handicapped or nonhandicapped
child by multiplying the facility operations and maintenance costs per

44
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cost an estimated §$12, whereas facility modification and improvement of

general education facilities cost an estimated $44 per handicapped

-

child. (To avo.? double-counting of costs of new facility construction
a&d aebt retireﬁent, the $152 cost of new facility‘constructibn for both
special and general education per handicapped child was not included.)
Interest and debt retirement cost an estimated $245 per handicapped

child.[6] All other misqellaneoﬁs costs totaled $25 per handicapped

child during the 1977-1978 school year.

OTHER COSTS OF EDUCATING NONHANDICAPPED CHILDREN

Cost estimates presented previously included the costs of all
teachers, aides, related service persohnel, and transportation for
nonhandicapped children. This section contains estimates of all cther

costs of educating nonhandicapped children during the 1977-1978 school
’ {

~

‘year.

Instructional supplies and texts cost an estimated $34 per non-
handicapped child per year and instructional equipment cost an es-
timated $14:. Supplies and equipment combined for related services
staff cost $3 per nonhandicapped child. Related services staff adminis-
trators, secretaries, and clerks cost an estimated $5. General district
level and school level administrative costs were estimated to be $105

and $96 per nonhandicapped child, respectively. Food services cost $84.

teacher times the fraction of ar FTE teacher per student by age level,
handicap, and placement.

[6] This estimate was made by allocating the total debt service
cost for each district equally per FTE teacher. We then estimated the
cost per handicapped or nonhandicapped child by multiplying the debt
service cost per FTE teacher times the average fraction of un FTE teach-
er per student by age level, handicap, and placement.

t
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All facility operations, maintenance, and utility costs totaled $207 per
child. Facility modification and improvement cost $26 (not including
the $93 per child in new gene£a1 education facility construction costs).
Interest and debt retirement totaled $147, and all other miscellaneous

costs were an estimated $23 per nonhandicapped child during the 1977-

[y

]

;1978 school yeat.:

TOTAL COST OF REGULAR EDUCATION

The estimated total cost of regular eduéation per nonhandicapped
"¢hild during the 1977-1978 school year was $1650. This was $0 per pre-
kindergarten child, $1500 éer elementary age child, and $1782 per secon-
dary age child.

A breakdown of our estimate of the total cost of regular education
per nonhandicapped child by the type of cost is shown in Table 2.1.

b For readers who might be interested, we compared one of our esti-
mates with a similar estimate p;epared by the U.S. National Center for
Edugational StatisticsA(NCES). Because NCES does not fully separate the
cost of special educetion and the cost of regular education from the
total cost of general education, however, a valid comparison between
Rand and NCES numbers can be made only for the total cost of general
education. NCES data[7] show a figure of $1854 as the total gener 'l
edﬁcation expenditure per pupil enrolled in public elementary and secon-

dary day schools during 1977-1978. This NCES estimate included all

current expenditures, capital outlay, and interest. It is an average

(7] The U.S. Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the
United States, 1980, p. 153.

1
|
.



Table 2.1 -

COST OF REGULAR EDUCATION PER NONHANDICAPPED W
CHILD IN 1977-1978

g i
3

Cost per C
." Type of Cost Year (§) _ 3
"Regular_education teachers o 761 ' Coe e
Facility operations and maintenance 207 :
Debt service 147 - i
General district administration 105 i
School administration 96 i
Food services 84 :
Transportation 73
Related services personnel 61
Instructiocnal supplies and texts 34
Facility modification and improvement 26
Miscellaneous costs 23
Instructional equipment 14
. Regular education aides 8
Related services staff administrators,
secretaries, and clerks - 5
Related services staff supplies
and equipment 3
Screening for nonhandicapping
physical impairments 3
Total 1650

-

per enrolled pupil for all education costs of regular education, special

education, and other target population programs combined. Using our %
sample data to make an estimate that is comparable in definition to that

$1854 estimate by NCES, we arrive at a figure of $1878. The difference

is 1 percent.

»»
TOTAL AND ADDED COSTS OF SPECIAL EDUCATION '

The estimated total cost of educating handicapped children during
the 1977-1978 school year was $3577 per pupil. A ‘breakdown of this

total by the type of cost is shown in Table 2.2.

L '
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The $3577 total cost of special education and related services per

handicapped child was an estimated 2.17 times larger than the $1650

7

total cost of regular education per nonhandicapped child during the
1977-1978 school year. The added cost of special education and related
,services above the cost of regular educition was an estimated $1927

) R

($3577 minus $1650) per handicapped pupil. .

TOTAL AND ADDED COS%S OF SPECIAL EDUCATION BY AGE LEVEL,
HANDICAP, AND TYPE OF EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENT

Our cost estimate for the average of all handicapped students
includes not only tﬁe high cost of severely handicapped students served
in special schoolég but also the fairly low cost of every speech
impaired student ;nd every temporarily homebound student served at any
time during the school year. I

For financing authorities such as state legislatures and local
school boards to allocate funds effectively for special education and
related services, it is desirable for them to know the cost per child by
age level, handicap, and type of edﬁcational placement. Tables 2.3-2.5
display both the total cost and the added cost of special education and
related services per child above the cost of regular education for vari-
ous combinations of age level, handicap, and type of educational place-

ment.

By age level, the costs were a total of $3526 ($3526 added cost) at

//;he preschool level, (8] a total of $3267 ($1617 added cost) at the

[8] At the preschool level, the added cost equals thé total cost
since nonhandicapped children do not attend prekindergarten public
school programs, hence the cost of regular education at the preschool
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Table 2.2

TOTAL COST OF SPECIAL EDUCATION PER HANDICAPPED
CHILD IN 1977-1978

. Cost per
Type of Cost Year ($)

Regular education teachers' .

instructional services .....cccceeecens 743

_ Instructional costs of special ‘

education teachers {........ P - 2
Facility operations and maintenance ..... 378
Debt S8ervice .eeecececcecns eeleseceeeces 245
School administration ....... eeescccnnes 209
General district administration‘......... 200
Related SEYVICES eeeceeescoscaeens veceece . 191
Technical assistance to staff members ... 135
Special transportation .....ccccceccecnen 111
Special education aides .....cccccecennen 106
Admission, placement, IEP development ... 103
ASSESSTMENTE +eceoesscocssasscsassasocccsas 100
Food services for handicapped children.. 88
Special education administrators

and secretaries .c.ciceccccrtstsiccncans 76
Instructional supplies and texts ........ 66
Regular transportation .......ecceceeecee 48
Facility modification and improvement

for general education c..scecccccccoses 44
Staff inservice training ......cce00ecenn 40
Miscellaneous COStS eececessssaccccccssss 25
Instructicnal equipment ....cecovcccccses 21
Regular education aides ..cccceececcacnes 19
Related services staff and nonclassroom

teacher secretaries and clerks ........ 14
Facility modification and improvement

for special education .eceeeeseeecccnns 12
Special education nonpersonnel

administrative cost8 .¢ceseee . eseane 11
Related services staff and nonclassroom

teacher supplies ..cceecececcee cevosonnnse 10
Special education program specialists ... 9

Screening for handicapping conditions ... 8
Related services staff and nonclassroom

teacher equipment ....eccccee . csceee 7
Related services staff and nonclassroom
teacher-administrators ...ccc.. cevessas 4
Related services staff and nonclassroom
teacher transportation ...e.ccecccceces 3
TOLB]l eecceesesassssssccssssances eees 3577
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Table 2.3 °

ESTIﬁATED TOTAL AND ADDED COST OF SPECIAL EDUCATION PER CHILD BY
AGE LEVEL AND TYPE OF HANDICAPPING CONDITION IN\1977-1978

Age level and Cost ($) \\

All Ages
Preschool Elementary Secondary Combined
Handicapping

Condition?  |Total Added |Total Added | Total Added | Total Added
LD .3392 . 3392 | 4488 2838 4856 2936 | 4525 ‘2875
EMR .1 3465 3465 | 3958 2308 | 3684 2034 | 3795 2145
TMR * w4715 4715 | 5078 3428 | 6008 4358 | 5519 ~ 3869
SMR 15352, 5352 | 6013 4363 | 5935 4285 | 5926 4276
Emotional | 3260 3260'| 5871 4221.| 6845 5195 6289 4639
Deaf * 7676 7676 | 8523 6873 5200 3550 ! 7311 5661
Partial hear | 5853 5853 | 4861 3211| 5204 3554' 5091 . 3441
Blind £ 6603 §603 |11725 10075 8917 = 7267 | 9664 8014
Partial sight ' 3254 3254 | 4063 2413| 5253 3603 | 4519 2869
Orthopedic . 5097 5097 | ‘3350 1700 | 3545 1895 | 3546 1896
Other health = 2319 2319 ; 2148 498! 2748 1098 ; 2502 852
Speech | 2490 2490 | 2214 5641 2580 930 | 2253 603
Multiple . 9382 9382 | 7165 5515 | 7773 6123 7642 5992
All 3526 ' 3526 | 3267 1617 | 4099 2449 | 3577 1927

aHandicapping conditions are defined in Cﬁap. Iv.




Table 2.4 ‘

ESTIMATED TOTAL AND ADDED COST OF SPECIAL EDUCATION PER CHILD, BY
AGE LEVEL AND TYPE OF EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENT, IN 1977-1978

-

4/ Age Level and Cost €))

Type of
Educational Placement

Preschool

Total Added

[
¢

&
Elementary Secondary

Total Added | Total Added

All Ages
Combined

Total Added

Regular class plus:

Indirect services . N.A. N.A. | 2362 712 { 2710 1060 | 2550 900
‘Related services 1871 1871 2231 581 | 2601 951 | 2267 617
Itinerant special teacher | 1167, 1167 5588 3938 |- 4247 2597 | 5218 3568
Part-time special class .| 2307 2307 | 4481 "2831 ) 4916 3266 | “4709 ~ 3059

Special class plus . . ;
part-time regular class | 2311 -.2311 | 5038 3388 | 3778 2128 | 4345 2695
Full-time special.class 5352 5352 | 5008- 3358 | 3710 - 2060 j 4733 3083
Special 'day school 5841 5841 | 4444 2794 ) 6669 5019 | 5352 3702
Momebound i 1629 1629 | 2106 456 | 2660 1010 | 2228 578
Short-term hospital 1921 1921 | 1804 154 | 2310 660 | 1981 kK3l
full-time work " N.A. N.A. | N.A. N.A. 901 (-749) 901 (-749)
All placements 3526 3526 | 3267 1617 | 4099 2449 | 3577 1927

NOTE: N.A. = data not %vaila

8pducational placements are defined in Chap. 1V.

o1

ble for this combination of age level and placement.
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. Table 2.5

ESTIMATED TOTAL AND ADDED COST OF SPECIAL EDUCATION PER CHILD IN 1977-1978
BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION AND TYPE OF EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENT

Type of Educational Placement

Regular | Special
Segular Class Clasa
Regular | Regular Class Plus Plus

Class Class ' Plus Part- Part~ Full Ald
Randi- Plus Plus Itinerant | tise’ time Time Special Short=~ Ffull |Place-
capping | Typerof | Indirect |“Related Special |Special | Regular {Special Day ‘Home= tera Tine |ments

Condition | Cost Services |Services” | Teacher Class Class ‘| Class |School |bound {Hospital | Work {Combined

Total: 2552 3338 4456 4714 | 4011 { 4432°] .7252 | 22681 NA 830 | 4525

i Added | 902 | 1688+ | 2806 3064 | 2361 | 2782 | 5602 | 618| NA  [(-820)| 2873,
Total| 3113 2488 | 3884 3874 | 4058 | 3265 | 3049 | 2629 | 2844 11069 | 3795

R Added| 1463 838 2234 2224 | 2408 | 1615 | 1399 | 979 | 1194 |(-581 | 2145

N, s . 4

. Total NA NA . NA 5283 | 5660 | 5853 | 5354 | 2600] Na | 807 | 5519
) Added| NA NA NA 3633 | 4010 | 4203 3704 | 750 Na [(-843)] 3869
- Total NA NA NA NA | 6600 | 7695 | 5997 | 2302 | NA NA | 5926
) Added NA NA NA NA | 4950 | 6045 | 4347 652 NA NA | 4276
Total | 3147 6501 7946 1 6904 | 5417 | 5750 | 6206} 3167 | 2624 | 2899 | 6289

Erot. Added | 1497 4851 | 6296 | 5254 | 3767 | 4100 | 4556 | 1517 [ 974 | 1249 | 4639
Total NA 9301 9276 5380 | 5963 | 7691 | 7909 | NA | NA NA 7311

Deat Added NA | 7651 7626 3730 | 4313 ] 6041 | 6259 | NA NA NA 5661
[ Part. Total | 2181 2480 4701 6979 | 5901 | 6631 | 6896 | 2167 | 3273 | Na | 5091
| Hear Added 531 830 3051 5329 | 4251 | 4981 [ 5246 | 5171623 | %a 3441
Mind Total]| NA NA 11189 9874 | 8779 | 5966 | 9126 | NA | NA NA | 9664

441 P3

Added| NA NA 9539 | 8224 | 7129 | 4316 | 7476 | NA | NA -NA | 8014

Part. Total| 2936 | 2740 | 4097 | 6369 | 5711 | 5220 | 7913|2078 | Na NA | 4519.
Stght Added | 1286 | 1090 | 2447 | 4719 | 4061 | 3570 | 6263 | 428 NA NA | 2869
Total| 2772 | 4884 | 4986 | 7175 | 5031 | 5495 | 5731 [2137f 1911 | Na | 3546
Added | 1122 | 3234 | 3336 | 5525 | 3381 | 3845 | 4081 | 487 | 261 | NA | 1896

Crtho

oh1 Total| NA | .2403 | 2021 | 4973 | 4937 | 4e64.] 3676 ] 2611 {1951 | wa | 2502

Added | NA 753 | 371 | 3323 | 3287 | 3014 | 2026] 961 301 | NA | 852

Total| 2477 | 2246 | 2360 | 4025 | 3500 | 5439 | 2936|1509 | NA | NA | 2253

Spesch | Added | 827 | 5% 710 | 2375 | 1850 | 3789 | 1286 [(-141)] NA | NA | 603

wiet | Totall ma | 2004 | wa 10187 | 8778 | 5183 | 9048 | 3376|1956 | Na | 7642

Added | NA 354 | _NA | 8537 | 7128 | 3533 | 7398|1726 306 | Na | 5992

" Total| 2550 | 2267 | 5218 | 4709 | 4345 | 4733 | 5352|2228 | 1981 [901 | 3577

Added | 900 | 617 | 3568 | 3059 | 2695 | 3083 | 3702 | 578] 331 [(~749)| 1927
Q 0
ERIC ‘ 92
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elementary level, and a total of $4099 ($2449 added cost) at the secon-
dary level per handicapped child.

By type of handicap, the range in the total cost per child was from
a low of $2253 ($603 added cost) for speech impaired children up to
$9664 ($8014 added cost) for functionally blind children. As indicated
in Table 2.3, the more severe the handicap of the average child in a

lcategory, the higher the average cost. For example, providing an educa-
tion for severely:retarded children cost $5926, while serving edﬁcable
meﬁtally reta;ded children ¢osts $37§5. |

By type éf educational placement, £he range in total cost per child
das from a low of $901 (a savings of $749 rather than an added cost) per
handicapped child who worke&\full timé under the auspices of the special
education program rather thanlattending classes, up to $5352 ($3702
added cost) per child in ; special day school for only handicapped chil-
dren.

Other children in the lower-cost placements were in a regular class
receiving indirect special services only ($§2550 total cost and $900
added coét) or in a regulax class réceiving related services only ($2267
total cost and $617 added cost). The homebound placement ($2228 total
cost and $578 added cost) and short-term hospital bound placements
($1981 total cost and $331 added cost) were also lower-cost placements
because the children were away from school for only a fraction of the

’
year. Also, the short-term homebound and short term hospital bound

level is zero. (The cost of preschool programs for other target popula-
tions, such as disadvantaged children, are not considered part of the
cost of regular education).

n
<o




-38-

children often received no related services from the school district and

.often did not have an individualized education program written. for them.

Children in regular class who received itinerant special teacher
services were in the second most expensive placement ($5218 total cost
and $3568 added cost) and cost just slightly less than those in special
day schools. The reason for the high cost of the itinerant special‘
teacher placement was the egpensive oﬂe-to-one teaching that was usually
provided. ‘ ‘ |

Two "main;tréam" placements--regular class plus part time spe-

. » :
cial class ($4709 totgl cost and $3059 added cost), and special class
plus part time regular class ($4345 total cost -and $2695 added cost)-- ,
were nearly as expensive as a full time special class ($4733 total cost
and $3083 added cost). Note that much of the cost of the "mainstream"
pla;ements was not in the special education budget, but in the regular
education budget (e.g., the cost of the time required by regular educa-
tion teachers who have handicapped children in the regular education
classroom). Mainstreaming, as currently implemented, should not be
looked upon as a way to reduce costs, but rather should be used when it
is the most appropriate placement for a child.

Within each handicap, total cost per pupil varied greatly, depend-
ing oh the educational placement. Similarly, within‘each educational
placement, total cost per pupil varied greatly, depending on.the child's
handicapping conditior. Table 2.5 shows the variation in total cost,
considering both ;he type of handicap and the type of educational place-
ment..

Within the highest-cost handicap category--functionally blind

children--the cost varied from $11,189 per pupil receiving itinerant

, 54 \
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special teacher services down to $5966 per pupil.in a full time special
class. Within the lowest-cost category--speech handicapped children--
the total cost for children in regular class receiving speech therapy

bnly was $2244; the cost for such children in a full time special class

was $5439.(9] Within the fu}l time specia}islass placement--the cost
per pupil for educable mentally ret;rded children was $3265, whereas the
cost pe¥ pupil for severely mentally retardea children wa§ $7695.

The message is that if only age lejel, or only handicapping condi-
tion, or only type of placement is considered in estimating the average
total cost per child, the estimate will not indicate the thousands of
dollars of variation in cost per child within each of the age level,
handicap, and placement categories. Such an estimate may put districts
wi;h special needs at‘a disadvantaée. If a district has a dispropor-\
tionate numbér o% severely “handicapped children who need high-cost

!
placements, it will need higher funding per child than the average

school district.

Other major factors influencing the cost per child are the average
teacher's salary,{10] the average fraction of an FTE teacher per child

and the average fractions of FTE related services professionals per

child.

[9] The cost for homebound speech handicapped children was only
$1509, which was less than the cost of regular education, because in our
sample of school districts only preschool-age, speech-handicapped chil-
dren were in homebound placement. It is reasonable to assume that
school age speech handicapped children can be more appropriately served
at's¢Wedl than at home. .

[10]) Salaries for other professional personnel are generally relat-
ed to the teacher's salary scale in a systematic way.
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Finally, the estimated cost figures per child reflect the cost of

seryicgsmaq;ually‘providgd_}?_1222:}9Z§: They do not necessarily indi-

cate the costs of all needed services or the most effective services,

which may differ from the cost of those actually provided.

COST WEIGHTING FACTORS BY AGE LEVEL, HANDICAPPING
CONDITION, AND TYPE OF EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENT

Since inflation' is a current fact of life, any data on total cost
per pupil collected in the past will cause low estimates of current
costs unless adjusted upward. One common méthod of adjustment is to
assume that the rate of cost inflation is the same for special educstion
as it is for-regular education. Although this is not absolutely true,
because programs change somewhat with time, it is a reasonable, if con-
servative, assumption. New data collection every year would provide
better estimates, but would be costly and time consuming; once every
five years would probably suffice.

This section presents cost-weighting factors that can be used to
compare cost-estimates of special education and related services per
handicapped child with those of regular education per nonhandicapped
child. The cost-weighting factors are shown in Tables 2.6, 2.7, and 2.8
by combinations of age level, handicapping condition, and type of educa-
tional placement. These factors are arrived at by dividing the total
cost of special education and related services (by age level, handicap-
ping condition, and placement) by the $1650 cost of regular education in
1977~1978.

Averaged over all handicapped children receiving special education

and related services, the cost-weighting factor was 2.17. In other
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Table 2.6
~~
RATIO OF TOTAL COST OF SPECIAL EDUCATION TO TOTAL COST OF
T REGULAR EDUCATION PER CHILD, BY AGE LEVEL AND
TYPE OF HANDICAPPING CONDITION
T T T e Age Level and Ratio
Handicapping All Ages
Condition? Preschool Elementary Secondary Combined
LD 2.06 2.72 2.78 2,74
EMR 2.10 2,40 2,23 2.30
TMR 2.86 3.08 3.64 3.34
SMR ~ 3.24 3.64 3.60 3.59
- Emotional 1.98 3.56 4,15 3.81
Deaf 4,65 5.17 3.15 4,43
Partial hear 3.55 2,95 3.15 3.09
s Blind 4,00 7.11 5.40 5.86
" Partial sight 1.97 T 2.46 3.18 2.74
Orthopedic 3.09 2.03 2.15 2,15
Other health 1.41 1.30 1.67 1.52
Speech 1.51 1.34 1.56 1.37
Multiple 5.69 4,34 4.71 4.63
All 2.14 1.98 . 2,48 2.17

aHandi.cappi.ng conditions are defined in Chap. IV.

=
<N
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Table 2.7

TYPE OF EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENT

. . ___RATIO.OF_TOTAL_COST OF SPECIAL EDUCATION TO TOTAL COST OF ___
' REGULAR EDUCATION PER CHILD, BY AGE LEVEL AND

Type of a
Educational Placement

Age Level and Ratio

All Ages

Preschool Elementary Secondary Cembined

Regular class plus:

Indirect services N.A. 1.43 1.64 1.55
Related services 1.13 1.35 1.58 1.37
Itinerant special teacher 0.71 3.39 2,57 3.16
Part-time special class - 1.40 2.72 2.98 2.85

Special class plus
part~-time regular class 1.40 3.05 2.29 2.63
Full-time special class 3.24 3.04 2.25 2.87
Special day school 3.54 2.69 4,04 3.24
Homebound 0.99 1.28 1.61 1.35
Short-term hospital 1.16 1.09 1.40 1.20
Full-time work N.A. N.A. 0.55 0.55
All placements 2.14 1.98 2.48 2,17

NOTE: N.A. = dsta not available for this combination of age level and placement.

8Educational placements are defined in Chap. 1V.
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AND TYPE OF EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENT

Table 2.8

RATIO OF TOTAL COST OF SPECIAL EDUCATION TO TOTAL COST OF -
REGULAR EDUCATION PER CHILD, BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

PRTY

[P

[N

Handicapping Condition?

Type of Emo~ Partial Partial Ortho- Otuer
Educational Placenan:a LD EMR TMR SMR tional pDeaf Hearing Blind Sight pedic Health Speech Multiple a1}
Regular class plus: |
Indirect services 1.55 1.89 N.A. N.A. 1.91 N.A. 1.32 N.A. 1.78 1.68 N.A. 1.50 N.A. 1.55°
_Related services 2.02 1.51 N.A. N.A. 3.94 5.64 1.50 N.A. 1.66 2.96 1.46 1.36 1.21 1.37
Itinerant special teacher 2.70 2.35 N.A. N.A. 4.82 . 5.62 2.85 6.78 2.48 3.02 1.22 1.43 N.A. 3.16
Part-time special class 2.8 2.35 3.20 N.A. 4.18 3.26 4.23 5.98 3.86 4.35 3.01 2.44 6.17 2.85
Special class blua %
part-time regular class 2.43 2.46 3.43 4.00 3.28 3.61 3.58 5.32 3.46  3.05 2.99 2.12 5.32 2.63
Full-time special class 2.69 1.98 3.55 4.66 3.48 4.66 4.02 3.62 3.16  3.33 2.83 3.3 3.14 2.87
Special day school 4.40 1.85 3.24 3.63 3.76  4.79 4.18 5.53 4.80 3.47 2.23 1.78 5.48 3.24
Homebound 1.37 1.59 1.45 1.40 1.92  N.A. 1.31 N.A. 1.26 1.3 1.58 0.91 2.05 1.35
Short-term hospital N.A. 1.72 N.A. N.A. 1.59 N.A. 1.98 N.A. N.A.  1.16 1.18 N.A. 1.19 1.20
Full-time work 0.50 0.65 0.49 N.A. 1.76  N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. 0.55
All placements 2.74 2.30 3.34 3.59 3.81 4.43 3.09 5.86 2.74  2.15 1.52 1.37 4.63 2.17_

NOTE:

N.A. = data not available for this combination of handicap and type of educational placement.

8gducational placements and handicapping conditions ‘are defined in Chap. 1V.
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words, it cost an estimated 2.17 times as much to educate the average
handicapped child as it did to educate the average nonhandicapped child
in 1977-1978.

The cost-weighting factor varied by age level, from 1.98 at the
elementary level to 2.48 at the secondary. It varied by type of handi-
cap from 1.37 for speech impaired children up to 5.86 for functionally
blind children. It varied by type of educational placement from 0.55
for students working full time under the aﬁspices of the special educa-
tion program rather than attending classes, up to 3.24 for students in
special day schools for only handicapped pupils. The highest-cost
category, considering type of handicap and educational placement com-
bfned, was the functionally blind child in regular education class
receiving itinerant special teacher services at a cost-weighting factor

of 6.78 ($11,189 per child during the 1977-1978 school year).

COST OF SPECIAL EDUCATION BY SIZE OF LEA ENROLLMENT

The cost per child of both regular and ;pecial education varies
greatly from one education agency to another for many reasons. A better
understanding of the causal factors should enable federal and state pol-
icymakers to "fine tune" their funding formulas and other policies in
order to control costs while allocating scarce funds according to dis-
tricts' need;.

Because research funds were limited for analyzing our data base, we
could only calculate how the cost of special education varies by the
size of enrollment of the local education agency (LEA). Future analyses

using the same data base could provide information on many other factors




that influence costs. To facilitate our calculations, we grouped the

LEAs in our sample into three categories cofitaining distinct types of l
LEAs. The magnitudes of the estimated average costs could be used in .«

adjusting state special education finance formulas to reflect higher and

lower costs for various sizes of districts.

Small LEAs enrolled fewer than 2500 total students each. All were ‘
rural districts. With the exception of one district that was about 20 -
miles from a large city, all were located at least 50 miles away from a
major urban center of 100,000 or greater population. Large LEAs
enrolled more than 15,000 students. All were major urban school dis-
tricts with the exception of one large suburban district. This group
included one of the largest school districts in each of the 14 states in
our sample and five of the 23 largest U.S. cities. The remaining
category of enrollment size, 2500 to 15,000 pupils, consisted of LEAs
that were neither rural nor large major urban districts.

The small districts had an estimated total cost per pupil of $3238;
the large districts had a lower cost per pupil of $2938. The highest
estimated total cost of special edgcation and related services was $4178
per pupil in the intermediate size districts.

Costs were higher for secondary than for elementary age pupils in
all three categories. Costs per preschool pupil were less than costs
per elementary pupil in small and intermediate size districts, but con-
siderably higher than costs per elementary pupil for the large dis-
tricts.

The patterns of variation in cost by type of handicap for the three
size categories generally resembled the pattern for all sizes of dis-

tricts combined. Functionally blind chiidren had the nighest cost per
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pupil regardless of district size. Speech impaired children had the
lowest césf pe; pupil of any type of handicapped child in each of the
three size qategories. The highest;cost type of pupil placement was
associated with special day schools for only handicapped, children,
regardless of LEA size.

Although the naéionwide cost of special education and related ser-
vices per pupil was 2.17 times greater than the cost of regular educa-
tion per nonhandicapped pupil, this ratio varied by size of LEA enroll-

ment from 1.78 in large LEAs, to 1.96 in small LEAs, to 2.53 in inter-

mediate size districts.
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ITI. DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLE STATES AND LOCALITIES

This chapter describes the method used to select a nationally

representative sample of education agencies for participation in this

study, as well as the characteristics of those education agencies. The
stratified probabilistic sample is nationally representative of the
variety of local conditions that influence the provision of special edu-

cation and related services, and of the range of age levelé, handicap- i

—

ping conditions, and educational placements found in special education

programs.

OVERVIEW OF THE SAMPLE

The sample consists of all publicly provided nonresidential special
education and related services programs serving all handicapped children
from a "locality," which is defined as the geographic boundary of the
local education agency (LEA) in the sample. If any children from the
locality (whoﬁlived within the boundaries of the sample LEA) were served
by some other intermediate, regional, or state agency, then the sample
of agencies included that other agency (which we call an IEA for brev-
ity). The sample of children served by the IEA included only children
from the sample LEA. '

The localities in the sample consist of 42 unified school dis-
tricts, four elementary districts and their four associated secondary
districts, and 22 intermediate education agencies. In addition to these
72 LEAs and 1EAs, the sample includes 35 cooperating LEAs, state-

operated programs, and other organizations that provided services to

e
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students who resided in the 46 localities. Given the amount of funding
available for this project, the size of the sample is as large as it
could be while still allowing us to collect high quality data in each
locality in the sample. The probabilistically selected sample is
nationally representative from a statistical viewpoint and permits
statements about the cost of special education and related services in

the nation.

SAMPLE OF STATES

The sample of 46 localities in 14 states (see Table 3.1) was
selected in two steps: firxst, the states were chosen; and then three to

five localities were selected within each state.

Table 3.1

STATES BY GEOGRAPHIC REGION

Region State
West California
Oregon
Montana

Northcentral Indiana
Michigan
Minnesota
! South Dakota

Northeast Rhode Island
New Jersey
New York

South Ok lahoma
"South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas

o
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State selection relied on guidelines from the theory of sample

design, including objectives such as minimizing sampling variability in

our statistical estimates and obtaining sample representation over cer-

tain subuniverses of poiicy relevance. The following variables were

incorporated into a probabilistic stratified sampling scheme to assure

as representative a sample as possible:

1.

Geographic Region of the United States. The data collection

was conducted on a nationwide geographic basis for both politi-
cal and scientific reasons. First, a project of national sig-
nificance carries a public expectation of wide geographic dis-
tribution of data collection. If the results ;{ the project
are to be accepted and applied nationally, the?e are major
aanntages to the involvement of communities throughout the
country. Second, geographic differences exist in special edu-
cation programming, in the relative prices of resources, and in
the demographic and socioeconomic characteristics of the l
states. Accordingly, special education programs and their cost
will differ from place to place and these differences should be
\

represented. \

State Elementary and Secondary Enrollments. A measure of the

size of the population of children in each state was desired so
that states could be stratified to assure representation of
both "big" and "small" states in the sample. Although nearly
all states have some small local education agencies, few have
very large LEAs. Picking some states with large populations

assured inclusion of some very large LEAS in our sample.
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Population Density. To assure representation of both densely

and sparsely popuiated states, and hence the feasibility of
obtaining adequate representation of urban and rural locali-
ties, the state sample was stratified on population density.

In addition, for a locality of a given geographic size, the
size of the group of handicapped children needing a particular
type of service will depend on population density and should
affect costs because of economies of scale.

wealth. Since

spenu. more on special education,[l] we stratified the sample to
assure it would be representative of per capita income. We did
not use assessed property value per capita in selecting states

because the relationship between assessed value and true market

value varies from state to state, and we did not have data on
that variation. The correlation between per capita income and
assessed property value per capita is 0.5.

Minority Enrollment. Since service to racial or ethnic minor-

ity groups is of major concern nationwide, we stratified states
on percent minority. This assured that we would be able to
obtain some localities with large percentages of minority stu-
dents.

Average Enrollment per Local Education Agency. Since the total

henrollmeﬂt in a local education agency should influence the

cost of special education because of economies of scale, we

[1] See, for example, G. D. Brewer and J. S. Kakalik, Handicapped
Children: Strategies for Improving Services, McGraw-Hill, New York,
1979.
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stratified the state sample by the average enrollment per LEA
in the state to assure that we would be able to pick both large

and small localities.
1

7. Type of State Speciél Education Finance Formula. Since finance
formulas contain explicit and implicit incentives that influ-
ence spécial education costs and programming, we stratified the
state sample to assure representation of each of the three

major classes of special education finance formulas: payment

for all or part of the excess cost of special education, pay-
ment of a flat or weighted grant per pupil served, and payment
per unit of service such as a special education teacher or
classroom.

8. Percent of Total Special Education Funds from Local Sources.

.

On the assumption that localities may spend more for special
education if a larger percentage of the cost is paid by state
and federal sources, we stratified the state sample by the per-
centage of total special education funds that come from local

-~

sources. This variable is difficult to use because for many

|
|
states reliable data do not exist on local expenditures for :
special education and hence must be estimated. Although the
estimates we used Qere of questionablie accuracy, we are sure we

\
have some states with high local contributions and some with

low ones.

8
A primary factor in designing ‘the method for selecting states was

the sample size relative to the number of strata (different sets of

state characteristics) that we wanted represented in the sample. In

L4
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conventional stratified sampling, the number of strata cannot exceed the
sample size. In our case, the sample size (14 states) is small relative
to the number of strata of interest.

Rather than drastically reduce the number of desired stratifying
vidriables, each\of which are of substantive interest, we decided’to
trans)ate the stratifying variables into a three-dimensional sampling
frame, and then select 14 states using the. technique of probability lat-

tice éampling (PLS) introduced by Jessen.[2] Each of the three dimen-

ables; the total number of levels for each such "superstratifier"
described in the next section could not exceed 14. . PLS provides a
method for selecting a probabilistic sample from such & frame in a way
that guarantees a specifié sample allocation for each level of each
superstratifier simultaneously. That is, states are grouped into these
"superstrata" based on their characteristics, and a specified number of
states are simultaneously selected from each stratum. }
One problem we had to address early ir the sample design was the
weighting of states. We considered three alternatives: equal weight-
ing, weighting proportional to the state's total school enroliment, and
a simple differential weighting for "large" and "small" states. Equal
weighting would have been the simplest but wouid have limited the ™
chances of obtaining enough of the very large states (and enough of the

very large LEAs) to support cc.parisons between very large and small

LEAs. Proportional-to-enrollment weighting would have had the opposite

[2] R. J. Jessen (1973), "Some Properties of Probability Lattice
Sampling," Journal of the American Statistical Association, 68, pp. 20-
28.
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N~
effect of limiting the inclusion of small population states; to illus- \
trate, the combined population of the 18 smallest states is less than
- that of California alone. We ultimately decided to use total state ele-
P
mentary and secondary school enrollment as a stratifying variable, put-
ting the eight largest states in one stratum and the remainder in the,
other; the sample allocation among the two strata was set at four and

ten, respectiveli, effectively giviné.the larger states twice the proba-

bility of selection as the smaller states.[3] !

Details of Construction of the Sampling
Frame for Selection of States \

) Before selection of the states, several steps were involved in : \
preparing the sampling frame from the potential stratifying variables.
We first examined the variables for possible mutual redundancy by .
preparing and examining a correlation matrix for the continuous vari-

\
|
4 |
ables (such as total state enrollment and pet capital income), and by
visual inspection of map diagrams plotted from. the noncontinuous vari-

“

ables {such as region and state finance formula). Based on this
/
analysis, we\eliminated the "percent minority" variable from explicit
~ inclusion in the state frame; states with highest percent minorities
coincided almost exactly with thekséuthern geographic stratum,.and
states with lafge percentages of sp;nish surname residents were highly -

-represented among the eight double-weighted, large-enrollment states.

After the sample was selected, we checked and found high percent minority

: J
[3] Alaska and Hawaii were excluded from the sample because they
are both unique, and costs in those two states will probably not be
representative of those in the rest of the United States.

. EMC o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



~-54-~

states to be adequately represented in the sample, without having used
this variable as an explicit stratifier. However, percent minority
—_— was included in the local sampling frame.

The next step was to determine three subsets of the seven remaining
stratifying variables for which the analyses of interactions of combina-
tions of these variables are most important to policymakers in order to
determine the composition of the three superstratifiers. PLS guarantees
joint representation of all levels of variables kwhich is necessary for
analyzing interactions) only for thos; stratifying variables combined

together in the same superstratifier. The component stratification

variables designated for the three superstratifiers were:

1. Superstratifier 1: geographic region (4 levels) and total
state school enrollment (2 levels)

2. Superstratifier 2: populaticn density (3 levels), per capita
income (2 levels), and average enrollment per LEA (2 levels) -

3. Superstratifier 3: state funding formula (3 levels), and per-

cent special education funding from local sources (2 levels)

Finally, we used probability lattice sampling (PLS) to obtain the

sample specified in Table 3.1. Without describihg PLS in detail, we

simply notc that PLS provides a method for selecting a probabilistic

sample from a multidimensional matrix where the sampling population is

nonuniformly distributed across the matrix, and where the number of
cells can be greater than the sample size; sample allocations specified
for each level of all stratifying dimensions are selected simultane-

ously.

Q LV
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Only one of the original sample of 14 states declined to volun-

tarily participate in this study; it was replaced in the sample by

- another state that most closely matched its characteristics.

4

Characterist:cs of the Selected States[4]

-

The states are weil distributed geographically. Each of the four
major census regions of the United States has three or four states in
the sample. At least one state in each region is a large population
state.

The population density of the states ranges from 5 (Montana) up to
974 (New Jersey) peoole per square mile, with an average of 75.[5]
Nationwide in 1978 the range for all 50 states was 0.7 up to 974 people
per square mile, with an average of 62.[6]

The 1978 averagé personal income per capita of the states in the .
sample ranged from $6242 (South Carolina) up to $8850 (California), with
an average of $7980. Nationwide, the range for all 50 states was from
$5736 (Mississippi) up to the second highest state of $9096 (Wyoming)
and the highest state at $10,851 (Alaska), with an average of $7810.[7]

The minority school enrollment in the 14 states was.22.4 percent.

Nationwide, the percentage is 20.2.[8]

{4] The state characteristics, summarized in this section, are
presented in detail in Appendix A.

{5] The sample of states was selected from strata with unequal pro-
babilities, and the averages shown in this section have been calculated
with the appropriate sample weights for each state.

[6] U.S. Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the Uniced
States, 1979, p. 14.

[7] Ibid., p. 445.

[8] Ibid., p. 143.




-56-

The average state in the sample had a total elementary and secon-
dary school enrollment of 985,000 children in 1978. The average for all
50 states was 850,000. (9]

The average enrollment per LEA in the sample was 2375 in 1978. The
national average was 2627.[10]

The various generic types of state special education finance formu-

las were also well represented: four of the 14 states used an excess.

'//

cost formula, five used a flat or weighted grant per pupfi, and the
remaining five used some type of unit reimbursement formula.

0f the total of state plus local funds expended for special educa-
tion (excluding federal funds), the 14 states contribute an estimated 62
percent. The comparable national figure for all 50 states was 64 per-
cent.[11]

The average public school current expenditure per pupil in FY 1978
in the 14 sample states was $1789, which is reasonably close to the
national average of $1739.[12]

State funds expended for special education per handicapped child

[9] National Center for Educational Statistics, Statistics for Pub-
lic Elementary and Secondary Day Schools, Fall 1978, No. 5, Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare, Washington, D.C., 1979.

[10] Ibid., and National Association of State Directors of Special
Education, State Profiles in Special Education, Washington, D.C., August
1977.

[11] W. H. Wilken et al., "State Aid for Special Education: Who
Benefits?" National Foundation for the Improvement of Education and the
National Conference of State Legislatures, Washington, D.C., May 21,
1976, estimate that the federal, state, and local shares are 14 percent,
S5 percent, and 31 percent, respectively.

[12] U.S. Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the United
States, 1979, p. 157.
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served in 1976 averaged $676 in the 14 sample states, and $731 nation-

wide.[13]
+ Finally, 7.2 percent of the school age children were served in spe-

cial education in 1977-78 in the sample states. This figure is quite

close to the nationwide average of 7.4 percent for all 50 states.|[14]

SAMPLE OF LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCIES WITHIN THE SAMPLE STATES

Since we are concerned with the cost of providiag special education
to handicapped children in a set of nationally representative locali-
ties, whether those children happen to be served by a local education
agency or a regional or intermediate education agency, we first selected
a probabilistic sample of LEAs. The geographic boundaries of the
selected LEA defined the locality, and then if any handicapped chiid
from that locality was sent to a public agency outside the LEA for spe-
cial educational service, that other public agency was automatically
included in the sample.

In selecting the sample LEAs, we drew a stratified probabilistic
sample from the set of all unified (combination elementary and secon-
dary) LEAs plus all nonunified elementary 1EAs within each state. If a
nonunified elementary district was selected, then we also automatically
selected the secondary LEA that received students after they graduated
from the selected elementary LEA.

In selecting localities within individual states, we stratified

districts by total enrollment, per capita income, percent minority

[13)National Association of State Directors of Special Education,
State Profiles in Special Education, Washington, D.C., August 1977.

[14)Progress Toward a Free Appropriate Public Education, Office of
Education, U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, January
1979, p. 160.
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enrollment, and the degree to which they were urban or rural, before
selection of the sample.[15] The 46 localities were then selected using
the technique of probability lattice sampling discussed earlier in con-
nection with the selection of the states.

The U.S. Office of Special Education asked us to explore the possdi-
bility of excluding districts with programs that cleariy lacked even
minimal comprehensiveness.

What is an appropriate education? Two basic components make up the
federal Education for All Handicapped Children Act's definition of an
appropriate education for all handicapped children. The first component
has to do with th~ "comprehensiveness' of the special education program.
For example, an education agency will come closer to the goal of an

appropriate education for all handicapped children as:

o the fraction of the handicapped children in the agency's jur-
isdiction being served increases,

o the range of the types and severities of handicapping condi-
tions being served increases,

o the range of service placement alternatives is broadened so
children can receive special education in the least restrictive

environment appropriate to their needs, and

[15] Data on the stratifying variables was obtained from several
sources: state departments of education; Education Directory, Public
School Systems, 1975-1976, National Center for Educational Statistics,
U.S. Department of Health, Education, and welfare, Washington, D.C.,
1976; Population Estimates and Projections, Series P-25, No. 653,
Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, May 1977. Superstrati-
fiers were not used in the locality sample frame.

A




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

..59..
o the age range of handicapped children being served increases.

The second "individualized" component of the definition of
"appropriate" under P.L. 94-142 concerns the appropriateness of the
types and intensity of services for a particular child. Appropriate
services for the individual are defined as whatever is specified in :the
child's "individual education program," which is developed at the local
level.

In selecting our sample, we were able to exclude only localities
whose special education programs were either nonexistent or lacked evyen
minimal comprehensiveness. We had no reasonable nationally accepted
standard on which to judge the appropriateness of the local decisions on
an individual child's education program. Objective data were not avail-
able to allow us to select among localities based on the effectiveness
of their programs in improving the functional abilities of handicapped\
children on various dimensions. Since objective data do not exist in a
form that is comparable across districts, use of such effectiveness
measures in selecting the localities would itself require a large and
expensive survey, carefully instrumented to assess program quality in a
consistent manner. Such a survey could lead to the selection of "effec-
tive" programs, but the expense would have been beyond the budget for
this project.

Another alternative that we did not use for selection of states and
localities is expert opinion regarding the quality or effectiveness of

special education programs. In his 1970 study of the cost of special

Lad
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education,[16] Richard Rossmiller subjectively identified districts
thought to have "exemplary" programs, by using a panel of experts.
Neither he, nor any of our other consultants, nor .he cognizant OSE pro-
ject officer recommended the use of such a panel in this study. The
1970 Rossmiller experience highlighted some of the deficiencies of the
use of such a panel. First, it is difficult to define and achieve con-
sensus on what constitutes a quality or exemplary program. Second, it
is difficult to find people who have current knowledge of all 50 states
and who are therefore able to make informed comparative judgments among
them. Third, it is difficult to select exemplary programs because an
agency's reputation may be based on a program that no longer exists or
an individual no longer connected to the agency. Fourth, selection is
difficult because an agency's program may be excellent in one area of
special education but poor in another. Finally, an agency's reputation
may be based on an individual's reputation, publications, or public
relations efforts that do not represent the quality of the current pro-
gram. The objective of this study also implies that we are not
interested only in- those localities that have exemplary programs.

The 46 localities were selected from the 14 states as follows:
five localities were selected from each of the two large states where
field testing of our data collection instruments was conducted (California
and Michigan), and thrée localities were selected from each of the other

12 states in the sample.

[16]) R. A. Rossmiller et al., Educational Programs for Exceptional
Children: FKesource Configurations and Costs, The University of Wiscon-
sin Department of Educational Administration, Madison, August 1970.
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Selection of localities was done within each state individually
rather than from the pool of all localities in all states. There were
several reasons for our adopting this procedure. First, data necessary
to select the localities were not available for all states at the time
data collection was'scheduled to begin. Second, to initiate field test-
ing, California localities were selected individually; subsequently the
other localities were selected individually within each state for con-
sistency. Third, e&en though analysis at the state level was not con-
ducted, many state directors of special education desired that we have
representation in terms of locality size within their states. -

Within states, district selection proceeded in two phases. Phase I
involved the selgction of a subset of all LEAs in each state. The sub-

, sets were selected because it would have been extremely time consuming
and costly and burdensome on the State Education Agencies (SEAs) to col-
lect the data on the four stratifying variables (enrollment, wealth,
minority enrollment, and urban/rural character) and on the program
"comprehensiveness” criteria for each disgrict in the 14 states.

In the Phase I selection, districts in each state in our sample
were stratified in two or three categories according to size. This was
done to assure that large dfgtricts in each state were included in the
sample; if the subset had been selected randomly without stratification,
probably the few large districts in each state would not have been
included in the subset. Thus, all of the largest districts in each
state were included in the subset--this ranged from one to six districts -

i

in each of the 14 states. The remaining smaller districts were randomly

ERIC ’
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sampled with varying probabilities degending on the total number of dis-
tricts in the state. For example, in one state, one of every 16 dis-
tricts was chosen, and in another state one of every five districts was
selected, to yield a total subset of about 50 districts for both states.
Table 3.2 displays the universe of districts and the size of the subsst

selected in each state.

Table 3.2

RESULTS OF PHASE I SELECTION AND DISTRICT SCREENING

Nur»er of
Number of Districts
Number of Number of Districts Eligible
Districts Districts Screened out by for
in Subset Comprehensiveness Phase II
in State Samplg Criteria Selection

b
California 1042 34 31
Indiana 304 47 36
Michigan 577 49 31
Minnesota 439 51 50
Montana 579 46 14
New Jersey 593 49 42
New York - 737 62 46

Ok lahoma 623 48 18

Oregon 332 20 12
Rhode Island 40 37 35
South Carelina 92 20 20
South Dakota 196 53 16
Tennessee 147 26 26
Texas 1116 47 43

TOTAL 6817 588 419

a

As of 1976, the year of the list used to draw the subset sample.

b

In these states the subset of districts was selected only from
those providing special education. Districts that provide no
special education are usually very sma11, remote dlstrlcts They
would have been screened out by the "comprehensiveness' criteria had
they been selected in the subset.
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Four program "comprehensiveness" criteria were applied following
the Phase I selection process.[17] As noted earlier, the intent was to
eliminate localities from this cost study that were either providing no
special education or were providing an inadequate, noncomprehensive pro-
gram for handicapped children. Localities were screened out if they
served in special edication or related programs (or made arrangements
with other districts to serve): (1) two or fewer handicaps (including
speech therapy);[18] (2) less than & percent of the district enroll-
ment; [19] (3) handicapped st;dents in only one educational place-
ment; [20] and (4)'handicapped students of only one age level (e.g., ele-

mentary but not secondary). The numbers of districts in the subset that

[17] Information on the four criteria was obtained from the state
departments of education.

[18] The U.S. Office of Special Education defines various
categories of handicapping conditions: hearing, vision, speech,
orthopedic, and other health impairments, serious emotional distur-
bances, specific learning disabilities, and mental retardation. Smaller
districts are not expected to have children with each of these various
conditions. However, they can be expected to have children in the more
prevalent categories such as speech impaired (a 3.5 percent national in-
cidence rate according to OSE), mentally retarded (2.3 percent), emotion-
ally disturbed (2.0 perent) and learning disabled (3.0) percent. Con-
sidering variations in definitions of handicapping conditions at the lo-
cal level, especially concerning the milder forms of retardation, learn-
ing disability, and emotional disturbance, it would not be unreasonable
to expect small local districts to serve at least three different types
of handicapped children, one of which may be speech impaired.

[19] The U.S. Office of Special Education estimates a national in-
cidence rate of 12.035 perce: for handicapping conditions in children
aged 6-19. Thus, districts s 2:ened out were those serving less than a
third of that 12 percent. E :onsidering reasonable variation and the
uncertainty about incidence ra..s by state and locality, it seems un-
likely that less than 4 percent of a district's population of children
will be handicapped.

[20] If a locality did not directly provide (or make arrangements
with other organizations or agencies to provide) at least one type of
special class placement and one type of regular class placement with
supplementary assistance, then the locality could not be of fering ser-
vice to handicapped children in the least restrictive environment ap-
propriate to the individuals' needs, and the locality was not selected.

rey,
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failed to pass these criteria in each state are shown in Table 3.2.

Such districts are typically small and remote, and together they

represent only 4 percent of the student population, althc.gh they .
represent 29 percent of the 588 districts in the subset. Even though

all districts had to pass four screens and demonstrate that they had at

least a minimally comprehensive special education program to be in the
sample, the localities that passed the screens represented 96 percent of

the special education students in the nation. Readers should find this
sample adequate fo¥ most of their purposes.

Of the 46 districts originaily selected in the sample, 44 volun-
tarily agreed to participate in the study. The two districts that
declined were in different stdtes. One was a rural district whose
superintendent (also the principal) said he was too overburdemed admin-
istratively to spend time on this research. The other was a major urban
district that was suffering a severe financial deficit and trying to
implement a major court order, so they did not want to participate in
the study. Each of these districts was replaced by another district
that was from the Phase I sample, from the same state, and most closely
matched its characteristics.

Important characteristics of the selected localities are discussed

later in this chapter. Table 3.3 displavs the joint probability of

selection of each of the localities.

| {S’)
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Table 3.3

JOINT PROBABILITY OF SELECTION OF LOCALITIES

a a
Joint Probability Joint Probability
Locality of Selection Locality of Selection /
/
1 1/320 24 1/80 /
2 1/128 25 17160 //
3 1/128 26 1/320 /
4 1/320 27 1/320 /
N 5 1/6 . 28 1/8 /
6 1/12 29 1/8
7 1/120 30 1/192
8 1/120 31 1/48
9 1/2 32 1/8
10 1/480 33 1/88
11 1/10 34 1/44
12 1/120 35 1/240
13 1/480 36 1/120
14 1/8 37 1/12
15 1/1664 38 1/4
16 1/832 39 1/490
17 1/8 40 1/80
18 1/40 41 1/80
19 1/80 42 1/360
20 1/20 43 1/16
21 1/140 44 1/120
22 1/64 45 1/1000
23 1/4 46 1/6

a
Joint Probability = state probability x Phase I probability
x Phase II probability.

Characteristics of the Selected Localities[21]

The 46 localities selected are well distributed geographically.
Nine are in the northeastern census region, 12 are in the southern
region, 14 are in the northcentral region, and 11 are in the western

census region.

[21] The characteristics of the localities summarized in this sec-
tion are presented in detail for each locality individually in App. B.
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The sample includes 18 major urban localities (defined as urban
districts with student enrollments of 15,000 or greater), 14 rural
lécalities,[22] and 14 other residual category localities (defined as
neither major urbaq nor rural).

The smallest locality in the sample encompassed a two square mile
geographic area and the largest over 1200 square miles. Thirteen of the
localities are greater than 200 square miles in size.

In terms of 1974 personal income per capita, the localities ranééd
from a low of $3200 up to a high of $6100, with a weighted average of
$4993. Nationwide, the 1974 average was $5434.[23])

The 1977-1978 elementary and secondary school en{gllment in the
1EAs in our sample ranged from a low of 91 to a high of over 200,000
pupils. Fifteen were small districts of less than 2500 enrollment and
six had over 50,000 enrollment. Of the 23 U.S. cities with a total
population of over 500,000 in 1977, five are in our sample.

The minority school enrollment in the sample localities ranged from
0 to 86 percent, with a weighted average of 19.0 percent. Nationwide,
the percentage was 20.2.[24]

The number of different handicapped children receiving special edu-
cation and related services during the 1977-1978 school year .as a per-

centage of total enrollment ranged from a low of 5 percent tc a high of

{22] Rural localities were defined as districts with student en-
rollments of less than 2500 that are located at least 50 miles from an
urban center with a populaticn of 100,000 or greater and that are locat-
ed at least 50 miles from each of the three largest cities in the state.

[23]) U.S. Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the United
States, 1976, p. 388.

[24) U.S. Bureau of the Census, Statistical nostract of the United
States, 1979, p. 143.
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24 percent (the higg was a small rural district with a substaqtial per-
centage of speech impaired children). The weighted sample a;erage was
8.9 percent. The difference bétween our average of 8.9 percegz and the
7.4 percent reported by the federal government under P.L. 24-142 is due
to our inclusion of children who were served during the’year i1n special
education but not on the days of the federal count. P.L. 94-142
requires a count of the number of children in special education on the
specific day of the count, rather than the number of different chiidren
served in special education during tne school vear. The difference is
mainly due to turnover of speech impaired children, whe often require
less than a full year of special service, and children who are homebound
or hospital bound for less than a full year.

iThe average teacher's salary without fringe benefits ranged from a
low of $§,000 to a high of $19,000 per year for theglocalities in the
sample. The weighted average for the sample localities was $14,949.
The comparable national average for the 1977-1978 school year was

: -

$15,027.[25]

Teacher Sample

For some data required in this study (e.g., related services per-
scnnel assessipgnt time per child and teacher instructional time per
g AN
handicapped child), district records were insufficient and we needed to

interview a sample of teachers. In order to select teachers at random

so as to represent each of the different age level, handicap, and

{25} U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Educationail
Statistics, "The Condition of Education: Statistical Report,” 1980 Edi-
t-on, washington, D.C., p. 76.
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placement combinations of students, we first determined which such com-
binations existed in the locality. Next, we obtained lists of the names
of special education teachers and related service personnel, along with
the numbers of children each staff member served by age level, handicap,
and placement combination (A/H/P). Then, to select an individual
teacher to represent a particular A/H/P combination for the study, we
grouped the teachers by the types of A/H/P combinations they served.[26]
We randomly selected one of the teachers whom we knew served a particu-
lar A/H/P combination.

For some A/H/P combindtions (such as amr elementary age, speech
impaired child who was in a regular class full-time except when receiv-
ing speech therapy), it was more appropriate from the viewpoint of data
available at the district office to make the selection of the teacher by

using a list of "related service" personnel (such as speech therapists)

to pick a random student and then to interview his or her tescher.

[26] District records almost always contain sufficient information
to identify the ages, placements, and handicap groups served by teach-
ers.

Lf‘

i




~69~ .
Appendix A
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SELECTED STATES o
. GEOGRAPHIC REGION N

The four major United States Bureau of the Census regions in which

the sample states fall are shown in Table A.1l.

Table A.1

STATES BY GEOGRAPHIC REGION

Region State
West . California
Oregon
Montana

Northcentral Indiana
Michigan
Minnesota
South Dakota

Northeast Rhode Island
New Jersey
New York

South Oklahoma
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
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POPULATION DENSITY

Of the 50 states, the most densely populated has 974 people per
square mile (New Jersey), and the least densely populated has 0.7 person

per square mile (Alaska). Data for the 14 sample states for 1978 are

’

shown in Table A.2.

Table A.2

.

1978 STATE POPULATION DENSITY

Population per

a
State Square Mile
New Jersey 974
Rhode Island 891
New York 371
Michigan 162
Indiana 149
California 143
Tennessee 105
South Carolina 97
Minnesota 51
Texas 50
Oklahoma 42
Oregon 25
South Dakota 9
Montana 5
a

U.S. Bureau of the Census,
Statistical Abstract of the
United States, 1979, p. 14.
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PERSONAL INCOME PER CAPITA

O0f the 30 states, the highest average 1978 per capita personal
income was $10,851 (&%aska), the second highest was $9,096 (Wyoming),
and the lowest was $5,736 (Mississippi). Personal income data for the

14 sample states are shown in Table A.3.

Table A.3

1978 PERSONAL INCOME PER CAPITA
. IN THE STATES

~ 777 Per Capita

— a

State Personal Income
California 8850
New Jersey . 8818
Michigan 8442
New Yerk 8267
Minnesota 7847
Oregon 7839
Texas 7697
Indiana 7696
Rhode Island 7526
Montana 7051
Oklahoma 6951
South Dakota 6841
Tennessee 6489
South Carolina 6242

a

U.S. Bureau of che Census,
Statistical Abstract of the
United States, 1979, p. 445.
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PERCENT MINORITY ENROLLMENT

Of the 50 states, the highest minority school enrollment is 51 per-
cent and the lowest is less than 1 percent. Nineteen states have more
than 20 percent total minority and 6 states have more than 10 percent
hispanic. The percentages for the 14 sample states for 1972 are shown

in Table A.4.

Table A.4

PERCENT MINORITY SCHOOL ENROLLMENT
IN THE STATES

Total Percent Percent

a a
Minority Hispanic
South Carolina 41.7 0
Texas 38.9 23
California 29.2 17
New York - 26.6 1C
Tennessee 21.6 0
New Jersey 21.3 5
Oklahoma 17.6 1
Michigan 16.0 2
Indiana 11.0 1
South Dakota 6.6 0
Montana 5.9 1
Rhode Isiand 5.2 1
Oregon 4.8 1
Minnesota 3.1 1
a

Office for Civil Rights, Directory
of Public Elementary and Secondary
Schools in Selected Districts: Enroll-
ment and Staff by Racial/Ethnic Group,

U.s. ﬁzsartment of Health, Education, and
Welfare, Washington, D.C., Fall 1972.
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SIZE OF TOTAL ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL ENROLLMENT

The largest of the 50 states had 4,188,000 (California), and the
smallest had 91,000 (Alaska) enrollment in 1978. Enrollments in the 14

sample states are shown in Table A.5.

Table A.5

SCHOOL ENROLLMENT IN THE STATES

a

State Region Enrollment
California West 4,188,000
New York Northeast 3,094,000
Texas South 2,867,000
Michigan Northcentral 1,911,000
New Jersey Northeast 1,337,000
Indiana Northcentral 1,113,000
Tennessee South 873,000
Minnesota Northcentral 808,000
South Carolina South 625,000
Oklahoma South 589,000
Oregon West 471,000
Montana West 164,000
Rhode Island Northeast 161,000

South Dakota Northcentral 138,000

a

National Center for Educational Sta-
tistics, Statistics of Public Elementary
and Secondary Day Schools, Fall 1978,
U.S. Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, Washington, D.C., 1979.




AVERAGE ENROLLMENT PER LEA

Of the 50 states, the highest average 1978 elementary and secondary
school enrollment per local education agency was 34,000 in Maryland
(exclusive of Hawaii, which has no LEAs) and the lowest was 255 in
Nebraska. Only five states average over 10,000. Data for the 14 sample

states are shown in Table A.6.

Table A.6
AVERAGE 1978 ENROLLMENT PER
LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY
IN THE STATES

Average Total

Enrollment
a
State per LEA

South Carolina 6800
Tennessee 5900
‘ New York 4200
Rhode Island 4000
Michigan 3800
Indiana 3700
California 3400
Texas 2500
New Jersey 2200
Minnesota 1800
Oregon 1400
Oklahoma 900
South Dakota 600
Montana 300

a
Calculated from enrcllment
data presented earlier in this
Appendix, and LEA data from
National Association of State
Directors of Special Education,
State Profiles in Special
Education, Washington, D.C.,
August 1977.

-
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TYPE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION FINANCE FORMULA

The 50 states use three generic types of formulas: payment for all
or part of the excess cost (21 states); payment of a flat or weighted

grant per pupil served (11 states); and payment per unit of service such

as a special education teacher or classroom (18 states). The generic
types of formulas used in the 14 sample states in 1978 are shown in
Table A.7. Note that most states in reality use some hybrid formula, so
the table indicates only the broad generic type of formula that is

closest to the specific formula used by the state.

Table A.7

1978 STATE SPECIAL EDUCATION
FINANCE FORMULA

a

State Type of Formula
Rhode Island Excess cost
Michigan Excess cost
Montana Excess cost
Oregon Excess cost
New Jersey Grant per pupil
New York Grant per pupil
Indiana Grant per pupil
South Dakota Grant per pupil
Tennessee Grant per pupil
California Unit
Minnesota Unit
Oklahoma Unit
South Carolina Unit
Texas Unit

a

Esther 0. Tron, Public
School Finance Programs, 1978-
1979, Bureau of School Systems,
Office of Education, Washington,
D.C., 1980; and National Associa-
tion of State Directors of
Special Education, State
Profiles in Special Education,
Washington, D.C., Aungust 1977.

(y
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ESTIMATED PERCENT OF SPECIAL EDUCATION FUNDS FROM LOCAL SOURCES

Of all the 50 states, the smallest percentage local expenditure for
the excess cost of special education is 0 percent (Montana) and the
largest is 71 percent (South Dakota). Since data on local expenditures
are not available for many states, the percentages shown in Table A.8

are based on available dats and estimates of questionable accuracy.

Table A.8

PERCENT OF SPECIAL EDUCATION FUNDS FROM
. LOCAL SOURCES IN THE STATES

Estimated
Percent
a Special Education
State Local Funds Finance Formula

South Dakota 71 Grant per pupil
Rhode Island 63 Excess cost
California 50 Unit
New Jersey 50 Grant per pupil
Oregon 46 Excess cost
New York 42 Grant per pupil
Indiana 41 Grant per pupil
Tennessee 38 Grant per pupil
Michigan 37 Excess cost
Minnesota 37 Unit
Oklahoma 30 Unit
Texas 20 Unit
South Carolina 1 Unit
Montana 0 Excess cost

a

Estimated from data contained in National
Association of State Directors of Special
Education, State Profiles in Special Educa-
tion, Washington, D.C., August 1977; and in
W. H. Wilken et al., "State Aid for Special
Education: Who Benefits?" National Founda-
tion for the Improvement of Education and the
National Conference of State Legislatures,
May 31, 1976. .
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GENERAL EDUCATION FUNDS PER CHILD

0f the 50 states, the highést total general education expenditure
per child in FY 1978 was $3,341 (Alaska), the second highest was $2,527
(New York), and the lowest was $1,189 (Georgia). No=:e that this vari-
able was not used in sample selection. Data are presented in Table A.9

for information purposes only.

Table A.9

1978 GENERAL EDUCATION EXPENDITURES
PER CHILD IN THE STATES

General Education

Expenditures
a
State per Child

New York 2527
Nes Jersey 2333
Michigan 1975
Minnesota 1962
Oregon 1929
Montana 1906
Rhode Island 1840
California 1674
Ok lahoma 1461
Indiana 1449
South Dakota 1385
Texas 1352
South Carolina 1340
Tennessee 1209

a

U.S. Bureau of the Census,
Statistical Abstract of the
United States, 1979, p. 157.
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STATE SPECIAL EDUCATION FUNDS PER HANDICAPPED CHILD

Of the 50 states, the highest expenditure of state funds per handi-
capped child served was $2370 (Montana), and the lowest was $136 (South
Dakota). Note that this variable was not used in sample selection.

Data are presented in Table A.10 for information purposes only.

Table A.10

STATE SPECIAL EDUCATION FUNDS PER
HANDICAPPED CHILD SERVED IN 1976

State Special Education
Funds Per Handicapped

a
State Child Served
Montana 2370
New York 1061
Texas 1001
Rhode Island 944
Michigan 881
California 838
New Jersey 548
Minnesota 545
Tennessee 396
Indiana 343
South Carolina 338
Oklahoma 219
Oregon 169 -
South Dakota 136
a

National Association of State
Directors of Special Education, State
Profiles in Special Education, P

Washington, D.C., August 1977.
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NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN IN SPECIAL EDUCATION

Of the 50 states, the largest number of handicapped children served
in any state in FY 1978 (averaging the October 1977 and February 1978
child counts under P.L. 94-142 for each state) was 325,000 (California);
the smallest was 7600 (Vermont). Considering the number served as a
percentage of the aged 5-17 population in each state, the largest was
11.5 percent (Utah) and the smallest was 5.2 percent (Wisconsin). Note
that this variable was not used in sample selection. Data are presented
in Taﬁle A.11 for information purposes only.

Table A.11
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN

IN SPECIAL EDUCATION, BY STATE IN
1977-1978

Number Served
Handicapped as Percent of

Children Aged 5-17
a b
State Served Population

South Carolina 69,000 10.2
Tennessee 95,000 10.0
Texas 267,000 9.5
New Jersey 142,000 8.9
Oklahoma 48,000 8.2
Minnesota 73,000 7.5
Oregon 32,000 7.0
Michigan 142,000 6.8
California 325,000 6.7
Rhode Island 13,000 6.6
Indiana 79,000 6.6
New York 215,000 5.7
Montana 10,000 5.6
South Dakota 8,000 5.5

a

Average of the P.L. 94-142 child
count data for October 1977 and February
1978 for ages 3-21 years, U.S. Office of
Education, Bureau of Education for the
Handicapped.

b

Progress Toward a Free Appropriate

Public Education, Office of Education,
U.S. Department of Health, Education, and .
Welfare, January 1979, p. 160. oo
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Appendix B >~

CHARACTERISTILS OF THE SELECTED LOCALITIES

GEOSRAPHIC REGION

The four major United States Bureau of the Census regions that the
sample localities are in are shown in Table B.1. Nine of the 46 locali-
ties in the sample are in 3 northeastern census region states, 12 are in

four south census region states, 14 are in four northcentral census

-

-,

region states, and 11 are in three western census region states.

Table B.1

LOCALITIES BY GEOGRAPHIC REGION

Locality Region Locality Region

1 West 24 Northeast

2 West 25 Northeast

3 West 26 South

4 West 27 South

5 West 28 South

6 Northcentral 29 West

7 Northcentral 30 West

8 Northcentral 31 West

9 Northcentral 32 Northeast

10 Northcentral 33 Northeast

11 Nor:hcentral 34 Northeast

12 Northcentral 35 south

13 Northcentral 36 South

14 Northcentral 37 South

15 Northcentral 38 Northcentral
16 Northcentral 39 Northcentral
17 West ‘ 40 Northcentral
18 West 41 South

19 West 42 South
20 Northeast 43 South
21 Northeast 44 South
22 Northeast 45 South
23 Northeast L€ South
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LOCATION (MAJOR URBAN-RURAt-OTHER RESIDUAL)

" The localities ;nclude representation from major urban districts
1

(defined as urban districts with student enrollments of 15,000 or
greater), rural districts (defined as districts with student enrollments

of less than 2500 that are located at least 50 miles from an urban
i

center of 100,000 or more population and that are located at least 50

miles from each of the three largest cities in the state),[1] and other

’

residual districts“Ydefined as neither rural nor major urban). For each

of the 14 states, at least one rural and one major urban locality was

i
~

selected in the stratified probabilistic sample. In total, the sample
of 46 localities contains 14 rural localities,, 18 major urban locali-

\
ties, and 14 residual category localities. The location category of

each locality is shown in Table B.2.

GEOGRAPHIC SIZE

!

The smallest locality in our sample encompassed a 2 square mile
geographic area, the largest over 1200 square miles. Data for the 46
sample localities for 1978 are shown in Table B.3 and have been coded

A

into size ranges to help prevent identification of the localities in our

sample.

[1] The one exception was in Rhode Island, where the small geo-
graphic size of the state required us to relax the 50 mile limit to 20
miles. The use of a "distance from an urban area” criterion means that
those districts classified as rural in our sample are not near an urban
area where specialized educational services can be readily obtained.

N
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Table B.2

o LOCALITIES BY LOCATION (MAJOR URBAN-RURAL-RESIDUAL)
Locality Location Locality = Location
1 Residual 24 Residual
2 - Major urban 25 Rural
3 Major urban 26 Rural
4 Rural 27 Major urban
5 Major urban 28 Major urban
6 - Major urban 29 Major urban
7 Residual 30 Residual
8 Rural 31 Rural
9 Major urban 32 Major urban
10 Residual 33 Residual
11 Major urban 34 Rural
12 Rural 35 Residual
13 Residual 36 Rural
14 Major urban 37 Major urban
15 Residual 38 Major urban
! 16 Rural 39 Residual
17 Major urban 40 Rural
18 Residual 41 Rural
19 Rural 42 Residual
20 Major urban 43 Major urban
21 Residual 44 Residual
22 Rural 45 Rural
23 Major urban 46 Major urban
£
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Table B.3

LOCALITIES BY GEOGRAPHIC SIZE. = . —
(Square miles)

Geographic Geographic
a
Locality Size Locality Size
1 >200 24 <100
2 <100 25 >200
3 <100 25 >100, <200
4 >200 27 <100
5 >200 28 >100, <200
1 6 <100 29 >200
; 7 >200 30 >200
8 >100, <20¢C 31 <100
9 >100, £200 32 <100
. 10 >1006, <200 33 <100
11 <100 34 <100
12 <100 35 >200
’ 13 <100 36 >100, <200 o
14 <100 37 >20C
15 - <100 38 <100
§ 16 >100, <200 39 >200
17 <100 40 <100
18 >200 41 <100
l 19 >200 42 >200
20 <100 43 <100
21 <106 46 <100
22 <100 45 >100, <200
; 23 <100 46 <100
a

1 Data provided by LEA personnel

PERSONAL INCOME PER CAPITA

Thé 1974 personal income per capita in the localities in our sample

'
1

ranged from a low of $3200 to a high of $6100. Data for each of the 46
sample localities are shown in\Table B.4 and have been rounded to the

! ,
nearest $1000 to heip prevent identification of the localities in our

sample.




L tin

Table B.4

LOCALITIES BY PER CAPITA INCOME in 1974
(Dollars rounded to nearest 1000)

Per Per
Capita Capita
. a

Locality Income Locality Income

1 5000 24 5000
2 5000 25 2000 b
3 5000 26 4000
4 4000 27 5006
5 5000 28 6000
6 5000 29 5000
7 4000 30 5000
8 4000 31 4000
9 5000 32 5000
10 5000 33 5000
11 5000 34 5000
T 12 4000 35 4000
‘ 13 6000 36 4000
14 5000 37 5000
15 6000 - 38 5000
16 4000 39 5000
Y, 5000 40 3000
18 5000 41 4000
19 4000 42 3000
20 5000 43 5000
21 6000 4 4000
22 5000 45 4000 ‘
23 5000 46 4000

U.S. Bureau of the Census,
Current Population Reports, Series
P-25, Nos. 649-699. 1977.

TOTAL ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY STUDENT ENROLLMENT

The 1977-1978 elementaxy and secondaxry school enrollment in the

local education agencies in our sample ranged from a low of 91 to a high K
of over 200,000 pupils. Data for each of the 46 sample localities are
shown in Table B.5 and have been coded into ranges to help prevent iden-

tificét%on of the localities.
|
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Table B.5

LOCALITIES BY TOTAL STUDENT ENROLLMENT

IN LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY '

a

Locality Enrollment Locality Enrollment
1 <2,500 24 >15,000, <50,000
2 >15,000, <50,000 25 <2,500
3 >15,000, £50,000 26 <2,500
4 <2,500 27 >15,000, <50,000
5 >50,000 28 >50,000
6 >50,000 29 >15,000, £50,000
7 <15,000, 22,500 30 <15,000, %;4560’
8 <2,500 31 <2,500
9 >50,000 32 >15,000, <50,000
10 <15,000, 22,500 33 '<15,000, 22,500 °
11— ——>155000,—<505000 34 <2500 B
12 <2,500 35 <15,000, 22,500
13 <15,000, 22,500 36 <2,500
14 >15,000, <50,000 37 >50,000
15 <15,000, 22,500 38 >15,000, <50,000
16 <2,500 39 <15,000, 22,500
17 >15,000, <50,000 40 <2,500
18 <15,000, 22,500 41 <2,500
19 <2,500 42 " <15,000, 22,500
20 >15,000, <50,000 43 >15,000, <50,000
21 <15,000, 22,500 44 <15,000, 22,500
22 <2,500 45 <2,500
23 >15,000, <50,000 46 >50,000
a

Data provided by LEA personnel.
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PERCENT MINORITY ENROLLMENT

The percent minority enrollment ranged from a low of 0 to a iigh of

~

86 percent. Data for each of the 46 sample localities are shown in
Table B.6 and have been coded into. ranges to help prevent identification

of the localities.

* Table B.6

LOCALITIES BY PERCENT MINORITY ENROLLMENT

Percent Percent
. a
"7 Locality Minority Locality Minority N T
1 <40, 210 24 T <10 NG
2 <40, 210 25 <10
3 >40 26 <40, 210
4 © <40, 210 27 <40, 210
5 <40, 210 28 <40, 210
6 >40 29 <10
7 <10 30 <10
8 <10 31 <10
9 >40 32 <40, 210
10 <10 33 <40, 210
11 <40, 210 34 <10
12 <10 35 <40, 210
13 <10 36 >40
14 <40, 210 37 <40, 210
15 <10 38 <10 ‘
16 <10 39 <10
17 <10 40 <10
18 <10 41 <40, 210
19 <10 42° <10
20 >40 43 <40, 210
21 <10 44 >40
22 <10 45 <10 . kﬁ
23 >40 46 >40 :
a
Data provided by LEA personnel.
//
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ANNUAL PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS ENROLLED IN SPECIAL EDUCATION

The number of different handicapped children receiving special edu-
cation and related services during the 1977-1978 school year as a per-
centage of total school enroilment ranged from a low of 5 percent to a
high of 24 percent. Data for each of the 46 sample localities are shown

in Table B.7.

Table B.7

LOCALITIES BY ANNUAL PERCENT OF STUDENTS
ENROLLED IN SPECIAL EDUCATION

a
Locality Percent Locality Percent

o T"““"f’#—"
1 6 24 6
2 11 25 8
3 7 26 12
4 7 27 9
5 7 28 8
6 12 29 8
7 8 30 11
8 ~ 13 31 7
9 7 32 10
10 5 33 7
11 15 34 5
12 9 35 15
13 9 36 10
14 12 37 12
15 7 38 8
16 9 39 8
17 9 40 7
18 8 41 9
19 16 42 8
20 10 43 14
21 9 44 20
22 5 45 24
23 11 46 11

Calculated from data provided by
LEA personnel.

b
-
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DISTANCE TO CITY OF 100,000 OR GREATER POPULATIOM

Table B.8

LOCALITIES BY DISTANCE TO CITY OF 100,000 POPULATION
(Miles)

sample localities are shown in Table B.8.

/

100,000 or greater population was 400 miles.

The maximum distance from any locality in the sample to a city of

Data for each of the 46

Locality Distance

a

Locality Distance

1 20
2 0
3 0
4 45
5 0
6 0
7 45
8 45
9 0

10 18
11 0
< 12 95
13 10
14 0
15 20
16 185
17 400
18 170
19 180
20 0
21 15
22 60
23 0

24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46

50
110
90
0

0

0
176
101

12
15
60
48

" 125

140
30
95

80
90
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TEACHER'S AVERAGE SALARY

The avérage teacher's salary without fringe benéfits ranged from a
low of $9000 to a high of $19,000 per year. Data for each of the 46
sample localities are showﬁ_in Table B.9 and have been rounded to the

nearest $1000 to help prevent identification of the localities.

'

T Table B.9

TEACHERS AVERAGE SALARY WITHOUT FRINGE BENEFITS
(Dollars rounded to nearest 1000)

a
Locality Salary

Locality Salary

1 16,000 24 19,000
2 17,000 25 15,000
3 18,000 26 10,000
4 19,000 27 12,000
5 19,000 28 14,000
6 14,000 29 15,000
7 14,000 30 14,000
8 13,000 31 12,000
9 19,000 32 17,000
10 19,000 33 15,000
11 14,000 34 16,000
12 14,000 35 11,000
13 17,000 36 10,000
14 17,000 37 12,000
15 18,000 38 14,000
16 13,000 39 12,000
17 15,000 40 9,000
18 13,000 41 12,000
.19 12,000 42 10,000
20 16,000 43 13,000
21 17,000 A 13,000
22 14,000 45 11,000
23 19,000 46 13,000

Data provided by LEA personnel.
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IV. DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS METHODS

ANALYSIS METHODS

The term "cost" does not have a universally acceptable specific
: - - A YO .
definition for cost accounting purposes, since in practice it is used in
many different ways. In many cases, cost can be meaningfully expressed

in dollar terms. In some cases, however, dollar terms alone are insuf-

ficient, and multivariate measures of cost must be utilized. In this
study, we were able to express the cost of special educétion exclusively
in dollar terms. However,.if this were a study of the effectiveness of
special education (which it is not), then m; e than monetary criteria
certainly would be required.

One of the first questions that arises in cost analysis is what
type of cost is of interest. For example, doe§ one want tc know the
added cost of imélementing a specific type of program in a specific
local district, or does one want to compare the costs of different types
of programs independent of the districts? From an era when student-
teacher ratios were used as a measure of total resource utilization in
an education program, and when the use of varied local prices of
resources confoundqg\fﬁg'interpretation of data, cost analysis in educa-
tion took a major step forward when the notions of comparable repliéa-

tion cost and incremental cost were transferred from previous areas of

application to the area of education.[1]

[1] S§. Haggert, Program Cost Analyéis in Education Planning, The
Rand Corporation, P-4744, Santa Monica, December 1971.

RS TIN _




\ In estimating the increase in cost if a particular new program is

to be 1mp1emented in a specific district, one should use the district
specific costs such as salaries for the additional resources requ1red by
the proposed program, and the resulting estimated program cost is the
incremental cost for that district.
To evaluate and compare both regular and special education programs
nationwide and indepenhent of-the district as this study>does,.the cost
i of interest is the comparable réblicationﬁcost for the program. After
defining a program by its services, its txpes of students, }ts personnei
and other resource requirements (etc.), wé\determine the cost of repli-
cating the program on a comparable basis aégoss districts by using
national average salaries and other resource prices developed from our !

sample data. ~ J

The reason for the use of standard prices or salaries in this séudy
is that programs can be compared across didtriats without having local
variationé in salaries obscurg the differences in the programs. The use
of local salaries and workhours per year in a nationwide analysis could
obscure the fact that two different districts are prcviding exactly the
same amount of service, or conversely could make it appear that two dif-
ferent districts are providing the same level of service when they are
really not. In a comparison of alternative programs across districts

nationwide, the use of national average salaries and national average

workhours per year allows the comparison of service levels of programs

consistently acrnss districts with the same scale. The standard

salaries used in this study are presented in Chap. V.

i
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0f course, for particular purposes the standard prices or salaries
used might need to be adjusted to reflect justified and systematic vari-

1
ations across districts. We made such adjustments for the analysis

i
1

bresented in Ch. XX showing variation in cost by size of school dis-

trict.

-

The magnitude of the problem that exists if one uses\local salaries
instead of nationgl average salaries, and if one uses local workyé;rs
instead of national average w°rxyears, is best illustrated by an exam-
ple. Consider a lécal education agency that pays an average teacher s
salary of $10,000 ‘for a 7.5 hour'work day and a 190-day wogkyear. In’
this agency one hour of educational service by the teachgr requires
$7.02 in salary expenditures. If the same agency paid an average salary
of $20,000, the teacher's salary expenditures per hour would be $14.04.
Now consider another local education agency that pays an average
teacher.'s salary of $10,000 for a six-hour work day and a 1§O-day
workyear. In this agency one hour of educational service requires $9.26
in salary expenditures. If the same agency were to pay an average
salary of $20,000, the teacher's salary expen@itures per hour of seryice
would be $18.52. . S

These two reasonable and typical cases illustrate that simply look-

ing at expenditures using local salaries and local work hours per year

can result in the same one hour of service costing anywhere from approx-

imately $7.00 to approximately $18.50 in salary expenditures per hour of

service.

We stress that when analyzing and comparing programs for .local pur-

poses one should use local salaries and work hours per year.

However,
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- LY
t» in comparisons of alternative programs across districts nationwide, the

>

use of national average salaries and national average work hours pér
year allows the comparison of service levels and programs consistently

across districts using the same scale.

13
- _ .

In estimating the total cost of special education-and related ser-

vices, we took each type of service one at a time. For example, total
cost was estimated separately for screening for handicapping conditions,

preparing Individualized Education Programs, and providing direct

’

instructional service. In arriving 4t total costs, we estimated the

cost per child for each type of sesrvice by age level, handicapping con-

’ \

- dition, and type of educational placement.’ This was done in three major

steps. First, we estimated the minutes of each type of service per ?

child (or equivalently, FTE‘personnel per chiid) in each district, for
edch different type of personnel, and for each age level, handicapping
condition, and type of educational p;acement. Second, we took the sam-
ple weights and salaries and fringe benefits per FTE staff m;mber and

estimated the national average cost for that particular service by type

14

of personnel. Third, we estimated the support services costs (such as
for facility operations and district administration) and nonpersonnel

costs {such as for instructional supplies per handicapped child) by age

.

level, handicapping condition, and type of edueafioqal placement.

~

(Details of the analysis method for each type of service are presented

~ R
in the subsequent chapter of this report where the analysis,results for
i T
Il \
—

that type of service are presented.) ‘ \\\\\\\
In calculating the added cost of special education and related ser-

vices—for handicapped children above the cost of regular education for

"ERIC
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nonhandicapped children, we performed two major steps. First, we

estimated the total cost of regular education per nonhandicapped child

from detailed data collected in this study. And second, we estimated

the added cost of special éduqation and related services by subtracging .

. the total cost of regqldr education per nonhandicapped child from the

" total cost of special education and related services per handicapped

0y
i

child.

All educaéion agency costs are included in the analysis with the
exceptions of (1) the costs of summer and adult evening school and (2)
the added costs of other target population programs such as those for
disadvantaged and bilingual children. No costs are counted more than
orice--e.g., any duplicage costs of new building construction and debt
service are not double counted. All estimates are per child enrolled, i
not per child in average daily attendance (ADA).[2]

The estimated costs of special education are all the costs for all
types of services for handicapped children, whether or not they are paid
for by the "special education" budget. Note that many of the costs of
e&ucating handicapped children are not recorded in "special education"

' -t

expenditure accounts--¢.g., the cost of the regular education teacher

who serves the hgpdicapped child in the regular education classroom. By
. //

»
’

interviewing hundreds of pérsonnel and focusing on how those personnel

spent their time; we were able to estimate all the costs of educating

A
~-

handicapped children and to separate those costs from the costs of edu-
cating nonhandicapped children, even if they were not separated in the

education agency budget.

S [2] Student enrollment data-were more readily available than ADA
\\dgE; by type of handicapping condition, age level, and type of educa-
tiohal placement.

~
-
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Both within and across localities, one unit of analysis was groups
of students with similar characté}istics. Our ability to group students
was limited by data availability in the localities. We were able to
obtain data on two important dimensions of student characteristics in
most localigies; these were (1) age level an& (2) type and sevérity of
handicapping condition.

‘ We would like to have been abie to group students in terms of their
functional abilities, but these data were not available in comprehensive
- or comparable form in localities across the nation. To obtain func~
“tional level data on studénté in-each locality would have fequi;;d a

level of effort beyond the resources available for this study.

Weighting Samplé Data to Obtain National Averages

Weighted averages rather than simple averages were necessary in
going from data collected in a stratified sample to nationwide time and

cost estimates. The probabilistic sampling technique used to select the

46 localities allowed the calculation of weighted national averages for i

all measures at the age level, handicapping condition, and educational

placement (A/H/P) group level. The weight used was the reciprocal of

the réspective sampling probability.
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‘age individual child in the sample locality represented. Alternatively,

‘therapy that a typical individual handicapped child received in each

L
T Y./P
f=4=1 + 1
n
z 1/p
=1 i
where Y = estimated average for a variable.
T QA—E sample size. ‘
Yi = measurement taken for the variable on
. sample unit i, oy
Pi = sampling probability of sample unit i. )
The numerator in the above formula can be interpreted as an o~

unbiased estimate of the national total for the variable Y. The denomi-

nator term can be interpreted as an unbiased estimate of the total

number of units in the entire nation. ~

Viewed in simple term. , the weight we assigned can be interpreted

as the total number of .handicapped children in the nation that the aver- .

if we were calculating a national average for particular types of staff
members, the weight can be interpreted as the total number of staff
members in the nation that one staff member in the sample locality ~ / #
represented.

Viewing the above weighting discussion in terms of an example, sup- /

pose we have collected data on the total minutes per week of speech /

locaiity. Suppose there were 20 children in the locality who got speech

therapy, that this locality was selected to be representative of 50
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other localities in the same state, and that this state was selected to
be representative of four other states in the natior. An unbiased way
to weight the data for these children is to say that the children from

this district are representative of 20 x 50 x 4 = 4000 children in the
The weight for the service data per

nation who receive speech therapy.
child would be 4000, which is the reciprocal of the probability that one

1/20 x 1/50 x 1/4 = 1/4000).

child was selected (P =
Because the sample was selected in three stages as outlined in

Chap. III, the number of localities in the nation that one particular
. locality in the sample represented was the reciprocal of the probability
that the locality's state was selected times the probability that the

locality was in the Phase I local sample times the probability that the

locality was selected in the Phase II local sample.
By definition, all children from the local education agency were in

the sample. However, for an intermediate,. regional, or cooperative edu-

cation agency, only those children sent to the intermediate, regional,

or cooperative education agency by the sample local education agency

were in the sample and were used in calculating nationwide averages.

’ Age Groups
Data were collected and. analyzed for three age level groups:

preschool, elementary, and secondary. Preschool age studenz%xwere con-
sidered to be about 0-4 years old; elementary age students wére about
~  5-11 years old; secondary age students were about 12-18 years old. Age

levels were used rather than grade levels because many handicapped stu-

dents are in ungraded programs.
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Type and Severity of Handicapping Condition
Data were collected and analyzed for several categories of handi-
capping condition. . .

In this study we followed the federal definition of handicapped

children pe;éhgned in P.L.94-142. Acéording to that definition, handi-

A
capped children are |

\
.mentally retarded, hard of hearing, deaf, speech impaired,
visually handicapped, seriously emotionally disturbed, ortho-
pedically impaired, or other health impaired children, or

children with specific learning disabilities who by reason
thereof require special education and related services.[3]

This study excluded other very important groups of students whose
exceptional educational needs were not primarily due to a mental or phy-

sical handiéap. Those categories of students that were beyond the scope

of this study, unless they were also mentally or physically handicapped,

~included the following: gifted and.talented students; pregnant stu-

dents; socially maladjusted students; juvenile offenders; and environ-
mentally, culturally; or economically disadvantaged students.

The federal definition of handicapped children is general and flex-
ible, hence compatible with the variety of definitions used in practice
by nearly all states and localities. Those state and local definitions
vary from one educational jurisdiction to another. In addition to
difference; among jurisdictions.in the words used in definitions, nearly
all definitions of handicapped children (including the detailed federal
;éfizftions specified in the Code of Federal Regulations) are non-

spec (}c in the sense that they permit & great deal of latitude on the

(3], 20 U.S.C. 1402 as amended.

114
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!
part of state and local educatioﬁ agencies and personnel in deciding who
actually are handicapped children. Because the interpretations of
definitions are not necessarily icomparable across jurisdictions, an
individual child might‘be "handicapped" if he lived in one location but

!
"normal" if he lived elsewhere. 'Or, he might ‘be ﬁategorized as having

¢ \‘ .
one type of handicap in one location and another type in another loca-
tion, even if both locations had the same set of possible categories of
handicapping conditions. Especially nebulous terms in common use

include "learning disabled," "

educationally handicapped," and "emotion-
ally disturbed."

This study did not attempt to reevaluate children's handicapping
conditions in the localities in which we collected data. Rather, we
asked local education pgrsonnelyto provide data on children they felt
were handicapped under the federal definitions, and to translate their
categories of handicapping conditions to the nearest equivalent federal
categories. This was not too difficult for most local education agen=-
cies, since und;r P.L. 94-142 the count of handicapped children must be

: \
reported using federal categories.[4] |

A

|
To the extent they were found in common usage, we uﬁed categories
|

that indicated the severity of the handicapping conditjoni, since iever-
ity is correlated with service requirements and éo;ts. Thus, we had

three categories for retardation, two for visual handicaps, and two for
hearing hai.dicaps. Howe;er, we relied on the district's determination

AN
of severity because it was beyond the scope of this project to

(4] A notable exception would be localities in the "noncategorical”
Commonwe.alth of Massachusetts, which was not selected in our probabilis-
tic sarple of states. )

T r—
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independently assess the severity of the student's handicaps in the
selecte: localities. |

In order to select and develop definitions for our study, we
reviewed those used by the federal government,{5] by each state educa-
tion agéncy,[G] and' by mgjor special educgtio# textbook authors.[7]

In the remainder of this section we summarize the definitions of
handicapping conditions used in this study. In all cases but two, the
definitions of handicapping conditions were those used Ly the federal
government, which were also those most often used in practice throughout
the United States. In the remaining two-categories (Mentally Retarded
and Visually Impaired) the federal definition was used, supplemented by
a breakdown by severity found to be used in many of” the states. We were
able to find meaningful and commonly used subcategories of handicapping

conditions by degree of severity only for hearing impairment, mental

retardation, and vision impairment.

Ledrning Disabled. Those childrén having "a disorder in one or

\ .
morg of the basic psychological processes involved in understanding
" or ig using language, spoken or written, which may manifest itself

" in aniimperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read, write,
.)

[5] Federal Register, Vol 42, No. 163, August 23, 1977, pp.
42478-79. ;
[6] Based on information contained in Diane Newkirk, “An Analysis

“~ of Categorical Definitions, Diagnostic Methods, Diagnostic Criteria, g d

Personnel Utilization im the Classification .of Handicapped Children,"/,
The Council for Exceptional Children, Reston, Virginia, March 1978.

(7] Lloyd M. Dunn (ed.), Exceptional Children in the Schools, Spe-
cial Education in Transition (2d ed.), Holt, Rinehard & Winston, Inc.,
-New York, 1973; “Sam A. Kirk, Educating Exceptional Children (2d ed.),
~ Houghton Mifflin Boston, 1972; and Robert M. Smith and John T.

Neisworth, The Exceptional Child, A Functional Approach, McGraw-Hill
Book Company, New York, 1975.

.
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spell, or to do mathematical calculations. The term includes such
conditions as perceptual handicaps, brain injury, minimal brain

‘dys function, dyslexia, and developmental aphasia. The term does
not include children who have learning problems which are primarily
? the result of visuél, hearing, or motor handicaps, of mental retar-
dation, or of environmental, cuitural, or economic disadvan-

tages."{8]

Mentally Retarded. Those children with "significantly subaverage

general intellectual functioning existing concurrently with defi-
cits in adaptive behavior and manifested during the developmental

period, which adversely affects their educational performance.''[9]

State definitions often make distinctions between Educable and

Trainable, or between Educable, Trainable, and Severely Retarded
children, based on one or a combination of the follo&ihg types of -
characteri%éics: intelligence scores, adaptive behavior, predicted
learning rates, predicted functioning levels, or inatility to bene-
fit from certain types of placements. We have adafted Kirk's
definition of these three subcategories of severity of retarda~

tion.[10]

Educable. Those children who are considered to have potential
for development in three areas: (A) educability in academic

/ subjects at a minimum level, (B) educability in social adjustment

[8] Federal Register, Vol. 42, No. 163, August 23, 1977., p. 42478,

[9] Tbid. :

[10] S. A. Kirk, Educating Exceptional Childrén (2d ed.), Houghton
Hifflin, Boston, 1972, pp. 164-166. -
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to & point where they can get along independently in the commun-
ity, and (C) ability to achieve minimal occupational developmenﬁ
td such a degree that they can later support themselves paftially

or totally at the adulg level.

Trainable. Tﬁose child;en who have potential for learning: (A)
self-help skills, (B) social adjustment in the family and in the
neighborhood, and (C) economic usefulness in the home or in a
sheltered work environmeﬁ¥.

-~y

-
Severe. Those children unable to-be trained in total self-care,

socialization, or z2conomic usefulness and who need continued help

in taking care of their personal needs.

Seriottsly Emotionally Disturbed. Those children "exhibiting one or

more of the following characteristics over a long period of time
and to a marked degree, which adversely affects educational perfor-
mance: (A) an inability to learn which cannot be explained by
intellectual, sensory, or health factors, (B) an inability to build
or maintain satisfactory }nterpersonai relationships with peers and
teachers, (C) inappropriate types of behavior or feelings under - -
normal circumstances, (D) a general pervasive mood of unhappiness
or depression, or (E) a tendency to develop physical symptoms or

fears associated with personal or school problems. The term

includes children who are schizophrenic or autistic. The term does

,\\N. .
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i

not include children who are socially maladjusted, unless it is
/

/" determined that they are seriously emotionally disturbed."[11]

-

Hearing Impaired. Children having hearing impairments, that after

correction adversely affect their educational performance.

Profoundly Deaf. Children with;"a hearing impairment which is so
severe that the child is impaired in processing linguistic infor-
a5
* mation through hearing, with or withopt amplification, which

PN

: adversely affects educational performance."[iZ]

Partially Hearing. Those children with "a hearing impairment,

whether permanent or fluctuating, which adversely affects their

educational performance but which is not included under the

>

definition of 'deaf'.'[13]

Visually Impaired. Those children having "a visual impairment
which, even with correction, adversely affects [their] educational
/ °  performance. The term includes both partially seeing and blind .

/ childrern."[14]

\ In the federal definition, the gubcategories of Partially Seeing

and Blind are mentioned but are not defined. Upon examining the

\

i definitions used by various states, we found three major types of

\ definitions: (1) definitions making no distinction between Par-
tially Seeing and Blind, (2) definitions citing the legal defini-

tion of blindness (which has very limited usefulness in educational

[11] Federal Register, Vol. 42, No. 163, August 23, 1977, p. 42478.

{12] Ibid.
{13] Ibid.
Q \ {14] Federal Register, Vol. 42, No. 163, August 23, 1977, p. 42479.

¢ i | : 1 15} >
N . . . <+
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. programing since some legally blind people are functionally blind
but most have some degree of functional vision),[15]
and (3) functional definiticns. The functional definitions are

most relevant for educational piurposes.

Functionally Blind. Children with a visual impairment so severe

that their vision is nonfunctional for the purposes of educa-

tional performance.

Partially Sighted. Children with a visual impairment that

adversely affects their educational performance but which is not

. [

included under the definition of "blind."

-

Orthopedically Impaired. Children having "a severe orthopedic

impairment which adversely affects [their] educational performance.
The term includes~impairments caused by congenital anomaly (club-
foot, absence of some member, etc.) impairments caused by disease
(poliomyelitis, bone tuberculosis, etc.) and impairments from other
causes (cerebral palsy, amputations and f;;ctures or burns which

cause contractures)."[16]

Other Health Impaired. Those children, with "limited strength,

’

vitality or alertness, due to chroni¢lor acute health problems such

-

as a heart condition, tuberculosis, rheumatic fever, nephritis,

asthma, sickle cell anemia, hemophilia, epilepsy, lead poisoning,

(15] G. D. Brewer, and J. S. Kakalik, Handicapped Children: Stra-
tegies for Improving Services, McGraw-Hill, New York, 1979.
(16] Federal Register, Vol. 42, No. 163, August 23, 1977, p. 42478.

~
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leukemia, or diabetes, which adversely affects [their] educational

A

performance."[17]
£

Speech Impaired. Those children with "a communication disorder, N

such as stuttering, impaired articulation, a language impairment,
| ‘
or a voice impairment, which adversely affects [their] educational

performance.'[18)

Multi-Impaired. Those children "with concomitant impairments (such

as mentally retarded-blind, mentally retarded-orthopedically
impaired, etc.), the combination of which causes such severe educa~
tional problems that they cannot be accommodated in special educa- N

tion programs solely for one of the impairments."[19]

Included for purposes of this study are children who are both deaf
and blind. Excluded from this definition are children with rela-
tively mild secondary handicapping conditions that do not require a

substantial change in their individua{ized educational programs

f
because of their secondary impairments.

“Type of ﬁducational Placement

A major determinant of the cost of educating a handicapped child is
the type of educational placement used. For example, alternative educa-~
tional placements might include regular class placement with various
types of supplementary service, various types of special classes, a spe-

cial day school, hospital or homebound instruction, or a residential

institution.

[17] Ibid.
[18] Ibid.
[19] Ibid.




tion personnel resulted in a consensus that we should collect data on

»

public education agency, nonresidential education programs only. The

decision to exclude private and residential placements wasvmade because
théy are s;;;;Ete‘organizatio;al universes for data collection purposes,
because they pose different and difficult data access problems, and
because the data collection costs would have exceed=d our project's
budget . [20]

For the purposes of data collection and analysis‘of the cost of
special education, we have defined tea educational placement categories.
This categorization scheme is patterned after ;ne”develpped by Rey-
nolds, [21] and one used by the U.S. Office of Special Education.([22]

In certain cases, however, we felt additional subcategories were
useful in collecting and analyzing cost information. First, we distin-

|
guish three subcategories within regular class placement: those with

[20] In his 1970 study of special education costs, Rossmiller ex-
perienced problems in obtaining financial and cost data from private
school personnel. (Richard Rossmiller, James Hale, and Lloyd Frohreich,
Educational Programs for Exceptional Children: Resource Configurations
and Costs, Department of Educational Administration, The University of
Wisconsin, Madison, August 1970; and interview with Richard Rossmiller,
August &4, 1977.) Public residential inctitutions would also require sig-
nificant additiorial research time and costs because they usually would
require obtaining cooperation and working with personnel in agencies
outside the primary state education agency, and because of the difficul-
ty in separating educational costs from residential living and other
service costs.

[21] M. C. Reynolds, "A Framework for Considering Some Issues in
Special Education," Exceptional Children, Vol. 28, 1962, -pp. 367-370.

[22] Bureau of Education for the Handicapped, "Amended Annual Pro-
gram Plan Data Requirements, FY 1978," in Fiscal Year 1978, Annugl Pro-
gram Plan Amendment for Part B of the Education of the Handicapped Act

o e — ———— —

-as Amended by P.L. 94-142, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Washington, D.C., March 1977. .

Our discussion with our advisors and U.S. Office of Special Educa- '

-
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only indirect specialvﬁgrvices; those with ancillary or related direct
services; and those with an itinerant special teacher part time.
(Detailed definitions are provided below.) Second, we distinguish three
subcategories of ;pecial‘dpy class placement; full time in special
classes; majority but not full time in special classes; and minority of
time in special instructional settings.

In addition, we excluded three subcategories included in the
federal classification scheme (private day schools,[23] private residen-
tial school facilities),[24] and public residential school facili-
ties),[25] since beoth private organizations and residential institutisns
were beyond the scope of this study.

“In the remainder of this subsection, we summarize the educational

placement categories used in this study.

1. Full-Time Regular Class Plus Indirect Services. Education is

provided in "a general type of class in which most students

receive instruction, including most classes other than those

4.

[23] A school that is controlled by an individual or by an agency
other than a local, state, or federal government that usually is sup-
ported by other than public funds, and the operation of whose.program
rests with other than publicly elected or appointed officials, and that
"students attend during a part of the day, as digkinguished from a
residential school where students are boarded and lodged as well as
taught.

[24] An educational institution in which students are boarded and
lodged as well d4s taught, and that is controlled by an individual or an
agency other than a local, state, or federal government that usually is
supported by other than public funds, and the operation of whose program
rests with other than publicly elected or appointed officials.

[25] An educational institution in which students are boarded and
lodged as well as taught and that is supported by public funds and
operated by publicly elected or appointed school officials who control
the school programs and activities.

.
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that are composed of handicapped children."[26] Additiopal
indirect services provided may include identification of the
handicapped child, assessment of the child's special educa-
tional needs and developmént of an "individual education pro-

gram," and the provision of support services (such as special

_materials, consultant assistance, and inservice teacher train-

ing) to the regular class teacher to enable the handicapped
child to perform in the regular class with nonhandicapped stu-
dents. Note that regular and special classes are defined in
terms of types of students, not:in terms of types of certifica-
tion of the teachers.

Regular Class Plus Related Direct Services. Education is pro-

vided in a regular class, plus direct provision to the child of
ancillary related services such as speech and language ser-
vices, psychological services, physical therapy, occupational
therapy, school health services, and social work services.
Children may also benefit from the assessment and other

indirect services described above in placement Category 1.

Itinerant Special Ingtruction. Education is provided in a reg-
ﬁlar class, plus direct provision of”ﬁhstructional services to
the handicapped student by an itinerant special education
teacher. Children may also benefit from the indirect and
related direct services described above in placement Categories

1 and 2.

[26] Bureau of Education for the Handicapped, "Amended Annual Pro-
gram Plan Data Requirements, FY 1978," in Fiscal Year 1978, Annual Pro-,
gram Plan Amendment for Part B of the Education of the Handicapped Act

- —— d— et S—

as Amended by P.L. 94-142, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Washingten, D.C., March 1977.
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4. Regular Class Plus Part-Time Special Class. Education is pro-

vided a majority of the time in a regular class, plus part-time
special instruction in a setting designed or adaptgg as a place
in which handicapped children receive a part of their school-
ing, such as a resource room or a special classroom for indivi-
dual or group instruction.

5. Special Class Plus Part-Time Regular Class. Education is pro-

vided a majority of the time in a special class, plus part-time °
in a regular class.

6. Full-Time Special Class. Education is provided in a class that

has a special education teacher for all or most of the daily
session and that is composed of only handicapped children for
whom a program of special education is provided.

7. Special Public Day'School. A program of special education is

provided in a nonresidential school attended only by handi-

e

capped children, operated by publicly elected or appointed
school officials who have control over the school's programs
and activities, and supported primarily by public funds.

\ -

8. Homebound Instruction. Individual instruction is provided by a

teacher (or other education agency staff member), usually at )

>

the home of a student who is unable to attend classes.

9. Short-term Hospital. Formal instructional activities are pro-

vided during a short-term hospitalization.[27]

. [27] The National Center for Health Statistics in its publication
Hospitals (Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Washington,
D.C., 1976, pp. 1-3), defines hospitals as general or short-term hospi-
tals and specialty or long-term hospitals. '"A general hospital (short-
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10.Full-Time Work. Handicapped student works full time under

at least partial supervision of the education agency, and does :

not attend any classes.

Types, of Educational and Related Services

Direct services are instructional or related services in which the
handicapped child participates that are designed to produce cognitive,
affective, or physical development. Service categories upon waich we

collected data included, but were not limited to, the following:

o instruction by special education teachers and aides
o instruction by regular education teachers and aides (iﬁpludihg

the extra time spent on handicapped children) /

o adapted physical education

o counseling

o occupational therapy )
o physical therapy

o medical related services

o mobility training

o psychological services

term) is an establishment that provides, through an organized medical
staff, permanent facilities that include at least six inpatient beds,
medical services, and continuous nursing services, and diagnosis and
treatment, both surgical and nonsurgical, fer, patients who have any of a
variety of medical conditions." Short-term means that ''the average
length of stay for all patients in the hospital is less than 30 days.'
(Note that an individual child may stay more than 30 days in a short-
term hospital.) Long-term hospitals are grouped by NCHS into four
categories: psychiatric, chronic disease, tuberculosis, and others.

125 L
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o special vocational services
o social services

o speech therapy

Indirect services are activities designed to support the implemen- ;

tation of direct services. Service categories upon which we collected

data included the following:

©

o screening for handicapping conditions .
s
o assessment for handicapping conditions and service needs
\
o admission and placement into a special education program k
" \

o —individual education program (IEP) development

tion ' :

o technical assistance to professionhls regarding special ech - A
. 1
o staff in-service training |

o supplies and equipment

o transportation

-

o food services } \
o facility operations and maintenance ‘ \

o district and school administration b =

\

i

The principal measure of the quantity of each type of service %eingx
delivered was the time spent by various types of persomnnel in delivering ,

that service. The total amount of a service received by a particuldr
child was the sum of all the time spent by personnel delivering that
i

H

service, expressed in terms of fractions of FTE personnel per year. ' By

translating all services into FTE personnel, and then multiplying by

annual salary plus fringe benefits, we could easily compare costs and
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group size receiving the service.

ties placed the least burden on the respondents and was the method used

'different types of data.

-112-

services between different groups of children. These measures of ser-
vice took into account other measures including: the length of service

\

. ! . . .
sessions, the frequency of sessions, the duration of a service,.and the

Service costs were analyzed in terms of a threée dimensional
categorization of students involving age level, type of‘handicapping
condition, and type of educational placement. The probabiiistic sam~
pling technique used to select the saméle localities allowed the calcu-
lation of a weighted national average for all measures for all groups of

students classified according to the three dimensions.

DATA COLLECTION METHODS

In determining the methods and sources of data collection, four
criteria were carefully weighed and balanced: data collection cost,
respondent ‘burden, data validity, and data comparability. We attempted
to minimize costs and respondent burden while maintaining high validity
and comparability through extensive use of sampling, careful selection

of sources for each datum, and use of different collection methods for

Two different data collection methods were used in this study:
on-site .inspection of district records and in-person interviews. -

Inspection of records by our research staff on site in the locali-

whenever the required data were found in district documents. Primary
records contained data that were more accurate than that in the memories
of district persor el. Also, record data provided iarge amounts of

information at fairly low cost to both researcher and respondent.
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Much of the information we sought required extraction from district

records (e.g., personnel, student enrollment, income, budget, and expen-
diture records).” This was done by thé”Rand researchers; local personnel
were not askeéd to compile large amounts’of information. Rather, local
respondents directed the interviewer to the data source. The researcher
then transformed tﬁe available record data into the format required for
this survey. For example, local expenditure accounts were translated by
Rand researchers into a common set of accounts used for all localities
in the sample. This %;ocedure enhanced the comparability of information
across..localities, and the respondents were not b;rdened with the task
of preparing data in the required format.'

Interviews placed greater burden on respondents but were necessary
to obtain informatién that was not recorded in standard district docu-
ments (e.g., the average related services personnel time needed to
assess a handicapped child and the average teacher time spent instruct-
ing a handicapped child). Interviews were also needed when interpreta-
tion of the information (e.g., the definition of a local expenditure
account) was necessary to ensure validity and comparability across
localities. Interviews were costly to both researcher and respondent
but were necessary to exp}ore the subtleties and fine points in the
desired data. The director of special education directed us té or pro-
vided us with much of the information needed. Other central office
admiq;stfato;s had the best information on expenditures, salaries and

fringe benefits, transportation, regular education personmnel, district

enrollment, and district cBaracteristics. Questions concerning related

te
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services personnel, such as FIE staff,\B:ganization of services by age
level and type of handicapping condition, contracted services, and aide
activities, were best answered by thq.superviso; in each related service
area. (Over 500 such interviews were conducted.) We asked questions
about spécial day schools for only ygndicapped children of principals in
those schools. Thé teachers were, of course, the appropriate respén-
dents for much of the information concerning student services.
Data collection methods were field tested and rev;sed in the early
fall of 1977. Data collection was completed by June of 1978. Data
within each lgcality were gathere& by a team 8f one to three members;

team size was ed to allow complete data collection in five busi-

ness days or less in égch district. The principal investigators led the
data collection team in the largest, most complex districts.

Upon return to Rand; data collectors coded all data into a compar -
able format for keypunching. Data were checked by the collectors and by
computer programs for inconsistencies and missing data and, whenever
essential, a telephone callback was made to the district in order to
resolve the inconsistency or to fill in the data gaps. The amount of
time required for data reduction and cleaning for each site was approxi-
mately equal to the person-days on site.

After the data sets were prepared, they were keypunched and rro-

cessed by computer check ﬁrograms. As errors were identified by these

' data check programs, the collectors responsible for the data set

corrected the data errors. The data check progrzams conteined over 300
checks for simple errors (e.g., the wrong district code number) and for

complex errors (e.g., the amount of time devoted to services exceeded
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the available staff time). The data check programs assured that all
variable values fell within valid ranges, that different responses from -
individuals were consistent, and that data from different sources within
the locality were consistent.

After all data collection, coding, checking, and correction wo;k
was complete, the computer-readable data file was ready for analysis.
For a complete description of the data file, which cont;ins information
on over 15,000 variables for each school district in the sample, see

"The. Cost of Special Education: - Documentation of Data Analysis Tape,"

by J. S. Kakalik et al., N-1778-ED, November 1981.




V. ~PERSONNEL SALARIES AND WORKYEARS

NATIONAL .AVERAGE SALARIES

i

In order to estimate the comparable replication cost of special

~education programs, wg‘obtained cosF information by multipl&iﬁg the
amount of local personné% time and other resources by the esgimated
national average salary or price of those other resources. ’Appropri-
ately weighting the local humbers gives a national cost estimate. Oux
rationale for using national average salaries and workyea;s was the fol-
lowing: if actual local salaries were used, the résulting program cost
‘'would have diminished meaning when we compared programé/across dis-
tricts, since the differénces among programs' costs Yould reflect both
the programs' service levels and.personnel salaries énd workyears.

We collected data on the average salary of eve;y different type of
personnel employed by each of the local and intermediate education agen-
cies in onur sample. This included 64 different types of related service
personneI? several types of teachers, and several types of aides and
other district sprort and administrative peréonnel. The national aver-
age salaries for illustratiYe types of personnel are shown in Table 5.1
for the school year 1977-1978. All teacher§ combined had an estimated
average salary éf $14,949 based on taking thé wéighted average from our
Aationally representative data. We note that this estimate is very

" close to the $15,027 reported by the National Center for Educational

Statistics[1] for the average teacher's salary during the same school

-[1]U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Educational
Statistics, "The Coudition of Education: Statistical Report,' 1980 edi-
tion, Washington, D.C., Table 2.11, p. 76.
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Tab#e 5.1

NATIONAL AVERAGE SALARIES FOR EDUCATION AND
RELATED SERVICES PERSONNEL

Salary'| Salary with

Type of . Only |Fringe Benefits
Personnel ($) (%)

All Teachers 14949 17644
Special Education Teachers | 13877 16441
Regular Education Teachers | 15110 «17834
Itinerant Special Teachers | 13336 16003
Homebound Teachers 11265 13440
Hospital Teachers 13111 15066
All Addes 4788 | 6179
Special Education Aides 4854 6264
District Administrators 23927 28386
Special Education Directors | 22737 26733
- Special Education Handicap/ )
" Program Specialists 19006 22714
School Administrators 23751 28140
Secretaries and Clerks 8063 9906
Special Education
Secretaries and Clerks 7754 9626
Operations and Maintenance
Managers 15451 18298
Operations and Maintenance :
Workers <1 10874 13095
Custodians 9236 11253
Transportation Managers 13417 15921
Transportation Drivers @ 5102 6316
' Transportation Aides 3556 4573
Transportation Support
Staff - : 7985 9711
Food Service Managers 13070 15406
Food Service Workers 4543 5691
Adaptive Physical
Education Teachers 15366 18239
Audiologists 17154 20284
Behavior Modification
Specialists 12000 14580
Contract Screening
Personnel ; 16406 19368
Counselors 17719 20893
Daily Living Specialists 14829 17034
Deaf Interpreters 7542 8703
Piagnostic Prescriptive
Specialists 16113 19127
Due Process Specialists 18200 21840
Librarians 16484 19616
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Table 5.1--continued

Salary Salary with
Type of Only | Fringe Benefits
, _Personnel (%) ($) -

Media Specialists 17021 20597
Medical Doctors ) 40461 48858
Mobility Specialists 16249 18995
Nurses 13959 16508
Occupational Therapists 13559 16203
Physical Therapists 15815 18953
Psychiatrists 33336 39764
Psychologists 18737 22308

"Search and Serve"
Personnel . 17680 20759
Social Workers 17045 20335

Special Vocational
. Personnel 18556 21982
Speech Therapists 14727 ‘ 17567
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year. The difference bétween the NCES estimate of the average teacher's
salary and ours is 1/2 percent.

Note that special education teachers made slightly less per year
than regular education teachers, an indication of their lesser average
years of experience since they were typically paid on the same salary
Esﬁedule (with perhaps a slight bonus of $300 to $503\per year paid to
thé\Special teachers). Special education aides averaged $4,854 per
year. Relaté& services personnel typically were paid salaries that were
roughly comparable to salaries for teachers, although there were excep-
tions. For example, medical doctors were typically paid approximately
$40;000 per year.

Table 5.1 also presents data on the salaries with fringe benefits,
which were obtained by taking each locality separately and calculating
the avérage salary including fringe for that district by type of person-
nel. The national average of salaries with fringe was then obtained
using the same weighting procedure‘as was used for salaries without
fringe.

The fringe benefits included in the total were social security,
other retirement plans, life insurance, health insurance, dental
insurance, long-term disability insurance, unemployment compensation,
workmen's compensation, and other similar items. Fringe benefits in
each IOCality.were calculated based\on the cost per person for the
fringe benefit and the percentage of the people of each particular type
in that district who received them. Hence, these are representative of

the actual expenditures at local levels for fringe benefits plus any
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expenditures at the state level for kringe benéfi;s for local employees
that did not show &é\in the local budget (for example, some states pafd
for ;eachers' retirement directly‘iﬁto a state retiremert fund and this
fringe benefit expeqﬁit‘rg ﬁfr local personnel did not show up in the
local budget). We did not include in the package expenditures- for vaca-
tion or holiday pay, since these expenditures.were iacluded in our
salary data.

Fringe benefits for all teachers natio;wide averaged 18 percent of
salary. For all aides nationwide they averaged 29 pexzcent of salary.
There are several reasons for the difference in fringe benefit percent-
ages by type of personnel. One reason is that some fringe benefits, for
example health insurance, were a flat ambunt for each person (such as
$500 per staff member). Those would obviou%ly be a higher percen%age of
a low paid person's salary than they were of a highly paid person's
salary. A second reason for a difference in the frihge benefits as a

percentage of salary is that some personnel, such as certificated staff

P
members, received fringe benefits that noncertificated staff members did

: not. Finally, in some districts some types of pers;hnel, for example

food service workers or bus drivers, who worked less than half-time,

received no fringe benefits.

In computing the 5Verage salaries for personnel in a local dis-

trict, sometimes the local district had only employees of a particular

‘type, sometimes they had only consultant or contract Workers of a par-

ticular type, and sometimesﬁthey had both. Whenever employees of a par-
ticular type existed in a district, we usad the employees' salary to

compute the national average. &f only contract or consultant workers

Chry
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existed in that local district, we annualized the consultant's daily
rate and included it in the calculation -of the national average. In
most cases there was little difference in the national average that was
obtained with or without this method of incorporating consultants’
salaries. For a few types of related services per§?nne1 where there
were frequently consultants rather than employees, there was a signifi-
cant differenc;, however. The two largest differences observed in the
national averages were for medical docters, where for doctors who were

employees of districts the average salary without fringe was $32,987;

Pa

the.comparable figure averaging in consultant doctors was $40,461. Tke
second large difference occurred for audiologisis wher; the average of
employees only was $13,543, and the average including consultants was
$17,154. For all other types of personnel the averages with or without

consultants were quite close to one another. ‘
\ -
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DISTRIBUTION OF SALARIES

>

The distributions of district average salaries with fringe benefits

. for various types of personnel are shown in Table 5.2. The average is a

weighted average of\each of the district's salaries for the particular
type of personnel and is the same as was shown on Table 5.1. The per-
centiles shown on Table §.2 are not weighted but rather are raw percen-
tiles of the average district salaries for those districts in our sam-
ple. Although the average special education teacher in the United
States made $16,441 in 1977-1978, 10 percent of the districts in our
sample had special education teacherg receiving an average salary of

~

$11,800 or less while 10 percent of the districts in our sample had

R/
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Table 5.2

DISTRIBUTION OF DISTRICT AVERAGE SALARY WITH FRINGE BENEFITS FOR VARIOUS PERSONNEL

I

Average or
Percentile

All
Teachers

Special
Education
Teachers

All Aides

Special
Education
Aldes

Psychologists

Special
Therapists

Special é
Education'
Directors%

10th
25th

. Average
75th
90th -

12,400
14,200
17,644
18,800
21,200

11,800
13,100
16,441
18,400
20,900

3,900
4,800
6,179
7,600
9,200

3,900
4,900
6,264
7,800
9,500

13,800
17,500
22,308
25,700
28,600

11,100
13,500
17,567
18,400
20,800

18,600
22,700
26,733
31,600
35,800

A
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teachers receiving an average salary of $20,900 or more. The lowest 10
' percent of the districts, then, paid their professionals approximately
half the salary paid by the highest 10 percent of the districts. How-
ever, for aides the range between the IOWest‘and the highest 10 percent
was even greater, closer to 2.5 times. These wide ranges on salaries
between the lower paying and the higher paying districts%graphically
illustrate the difficulties one would have in interpreting the results
of a nationwide study if only local salaries rather than national aver-

age salaries were used. Of course, the analyses can be done both wayss

if desired.

NATIONAL AVERAGE WORKYEAR

| The 1577?1978 contract workyears for various types of personnel are
shown in Table 5.3. The data are weighted national averages and
represent the amoun£ of time the teachers or other types of personnel
were supposed to work--their official workyear based on their official
work day times their official number of days of work per year.

Nationwide, t:achers worked an average of approximately 75,000

minutes per year. Based on a typical 180 day workyear, this represented
approximately a seven hour workday. District level administrative per-
sonnel had the longest average workyear. Their average workyear was

slightly less than 110,400 minutes, which was what a full-time eight

hour per day, 230 day per year person would work. Aides typically

worked approximately 71,000 minutes per year, which was approximately a
6-1/2 hour day for the 180 day workyear. Other types of personnel who
normally worked less time than teachers were bus drivers and food ser-

vice workers. Personnel whose average workyear was longer than teachers

o 129
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Table 5.3

NATIONAL AVERAGE WORKYEAR FOR EDUCATION
AND RELATED SERVICE§ PERSONNEL

£

. Average
Type of | Workyear '
~Personnel’ (minutes) i
All Teachers /' 74,808°
Homebound Teachers 72,777
Hospital Teachers 73,219
All Adides 71,084
. " District Administrators 106,519
. Special Education Directors | 106,796
Special Education Handicap/
Program Specialists '~ 107,733
School Administrators 99,294
Secretaries and Clerks 99,063
Special Education
Secretaries and Clerks 104,598
Operations and Maintenance
Managers 107,957
Operations and Maintenance
‘Workers 107,957
Custodians ) 102,893
" Transportation Managers 98,645
. Transportation Drivers . 60,648
Transportation Aides 56,199
Transportation Support
Staff oo 81,395
Food Service Managers 94,473 °
Food Service Workers 70,166
Adaptive Physicail Education
Teachers 74,808
Audiologists 74,808
Behavior Modification
Specialists 74,808
Contract Screening
Personnel 73,110
Counselors 77,624
Daily Living Specialists 74,808
Deaf Interpreters 73,735
Diagnostic Prescriptive -
Specialists 82,453
Due Process Specialists 77,700
, Librarians 74,808
. Media Specialists 99,665
Medical Doctors 74,749
Mobility Specialists 74,808

Ao 140 L
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\ Table 5.3--continued

: ‘Average

Type ol Workyear

Personnel (ninutes)

Nurses 77,100

Occupational Therapists 74,808

Physical Therapists 74,808

Psychiatrists 74,749

Psychologists 77,662
"Search and Serve"

Personnel i 76,544
Social Workers 77,934
Special Vocational .

Personnel 84,048
Speech Therapists 74,808

%A 180-day workyear and a 7-
hour day equals 75,600 minutes.
A 230-day workyear'hnd an 8-
hour workday equals' 110,400
minutes. A 180-day ﬁorkyear
and a 4-hour workday equals

43, 200 minutes.
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but less than full-time year round were typically related services per-
sonnel, some of whom worked year-round and some‘of whom worked the
school §ear. So, nationwide, they averaged somewhere in betWeen.

The distribution of the workyear for teachers and aides is illus-
trated in Table 5.4. Note that in approximately 10 percent of the dis-
tricts in our sample, teachers worked 6-1/4 hours or less and in approx-
imately 10 percent of the districts teachers worked 7-3/4 hours per day
or more.

In calculating the national averages for workyears, we grouped

*together all types of teachers before calculating the average workyear
since the contract year was almost always the same for all types of
teaéhers-within a single district. Also, before taking national aver-
ages we grouped certain types of related services peésonnel such as med-

ical doctors and psychiatrists.

" Table 5.4

DISTRIBUTION OF WORKYEAR FOR TEACHERS AND AIDES

Teachers Aides

Average or a b e b
Percentile aﬁ?hutes/Year Hours/Day Minutes/Year Hours/Day

10th 67,500 6.25 63,400 5.87

25th 71,000 6.57 67,700 6.27
Average 74,808 6.93 71,084 6.58

75th 79,400 7.35 78,500 7.27

90th 83,300 7.71 85,100 7.88

a

Calculated using actual days per year times hours per day.
b .

We assumed a 180 day workyear, which was typical.
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EXTRA DOLLARS PAID TEACHERS WHO SERVE HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

Although regular education teachers and special education teachers
were almost always paid on the same salary scale, many districts paid

-

' This extra

special education teachers & small annual salary "bonus.'
payment averaged $96 per year nationwide if both districts that paid and
districts that didn;t pay the extra amount were included in the weighted
average. If only districts that paid an extra amount were considered in
the weighted average, those districts averaged $371 per year extra per
special education teacher.

We .investigated whethér regular education teachers were paid any'’
extra amount for service to handicapped children piaced-at least part-
time in the regular classroom. None of the districts in our representa-
tive nationwide sample paid any regular teacher any extra amount when
they served a handic;pped child in the regular classroom, but that

handicapped child was counted as part of the normal class size.

}"-.
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NATIONAL AVERAGE YEARS EXPERIENCE AND PERCENT WITH GRADUATE EDUCATION

As two of the indicators of the quality of personnel and as two
possible reasons for-variation in salary levels between districts, we
col}ected data on the national average vears of experience by type of
pers;nnel and on the percent of each type of personnel who possessed a
master's degree or the equivalenf number of credits of graduate educa-
tion.

As. shown in Table 5.5, in 1977-78 all teachers averaged ten years

experience whereas special education teachers averaged seven years

experience. Ihlypercentage of all teachers and of special education ,J
.. teacﬁers with master's Qegrees or the éguivalent number of credits orl
more was hpproximafely the same at 46 percent and 48 percent respec-
tively. In the section of this chapter on national averaée salaries, we
indicated that all teachers nationwide averaged $14,949 whereas special
education teachers nationwide averaged $13,877 per year. One reason for
the lower salaries paid to special education teachers was the average of

three years less experience those special education teachers possessed
than the averaée.

With the exception of school nurses, the principal types of related
services personnel had a proportion of the staff with graduate degrees
or the equivalent credits that was larger than it was for teachers. As
shown in Table 5.5, for example, 70 percent of speech therapists and 98
percent of psychologists had advanced dégrees or the equivalent number
of credits but only 22 bercent of the nurses possessed advanced degrees
/pé‘the equivalent number of credits. In terms of the average years of

experience, most related services personnel had more experience than

special education teachers.

’ 171




(
l

e -129-

Table 5.5

NATIONAL AVERAGE PERCENT WITH GRADUATE DEGREES
AND YEARS OF EXPERIENCE BY TYPE OF PERSONNEL

Percent with Master's
Degrees (or the
Equivalent Number of

Average Years Credits) or More
Type of Personnel of Experience Graduate Education
All Teachers 10 46
Special Education Teachers 7 48
Adaptive P.E. Teachers 12 86
Audiologists 9 . r74
‘Counselors ' 11 96
.Diagnostic’Prescriptiye Specialists 7 87
Homebound Teachers 7 : 56
Hospital Teachers /8 © 61 .
Itinerant Special Teachers 7 85°
Media Specialists . 4 100
Medical Doctors ’ (a) 100
Mobility Specialists P 11 100
Nurses 13 22
Occupational Therapists 4 (a)
Physical Therapists 10 (a)
Psychiatrists (a) 100
Psychologists 5 98
Search and Serve Personnel 5 95
Social Workers 8 94
Special Vocational Personnel 11 77
Speech Therapists 7 70

a
Data not available.
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WI. AGE, HANDICAPPING CONDITION, AND TYPE OF EDUCATIONAL
PLACEMENT OF THE HANDICAPPED STUDENT POPULATION

In analyzing services and their costs for handicapped\children by
age’level, handicap, and educational placement of the student, we found
it was necessary to collect information on the number of students in
each category. This descriptive information goes beyond thaé obtained
from the P.L. 94-142 reporting forms that describe only the students
served at one point in time according to their type of handicap.

For each of the 13 categories of handicapped students (plus all
combinéd) used in this study, Tables 6.1.1-6.1.15 provide estimates of °
the percentage of the handicapped populétion of each age level served
dﬂring 1977;1978'in each different educational placement. We used the
percentages of numbers Pf different children served duriné the'eﬁtire
school year (annual student count) for all placements except the four
involving full or part time special classes and special day schools.
For those four placements school districts usually did not have student
turnover data so we were forced to use thé current student count for the
day of data collection insteéd of the count for the entire year.

Note from Table 6.1.1 that nationwide, of all handicapped students
in special education in public schools (excluding public residential
échools and institutions), 2 percent were school age, 66 percent were

elémentary age, and 32 percent were secondary age. Excluding speech

.impaired children, the comparable figures were 2, 50, and 49 percent for

the preschool, elementary, and secondary age levels.




Nationwide, of those handicapped studeﬁts in public schools, 1 per-
cent of all handicapped students were in regular education classes full
time and received indirect services only, 41 percent were in regular
education classes and received special related services only (this
category includes the annual caseload of speech impaired children whe
received only speech therapy), and 2 percent were in regular education
classes and received itinerant special teacher services. Thirty-one
percent of the special education students were in a regular class a
majority of the time and in a special class a minority of the time, 11
percent were in & special class a majority of the time, 5 percént were
in a special class full time, 5 percent were in a special day school,
and 3 percent were homebound. Note that all but 13 percent of the spe-

cial education students sbenp at least part of the school day in a regu~

' ’

lar education proéram with nonhandicapped children.

The comparable percentages for all types of handicapped children
combined excluding speech impaired children are as follows: 2 percent
received indirect sgrvices only, 2 percent received related sefvices
only, 4 percent received itinerant teacher services, 53 percent Were in
a regular clas; a majority of the time, 18 percent were in ‘a special
class a majority of the time, 8 percent j&re in a full time special
class, 8 percent were in a special day school, 5 percent were homebound,
and 1 percent were in a short term hospital.

For several types of handicaps, no children were served in a regu-

lar education class full time with only special indirect services. The
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types of handicapped children with the maximum percentage in tgﬁs place-
ment were hard of hearing children (8 percent) and partial sighted chil-
dren (li percent).

For several categories of handicapping conditions no students were
in regular education classes full time and received special related ser-
vices only. However, 98 bercent of the speech impaired children and 39
percent of the other health impaired children were in this placement.

Placemen£ in a regular education class plus'itinerant special
teacher services was the most likely placement for partially hearing
children (43 percent), for functionally blind children (42 percent), and™
for partial sighted children (48 percent).

| Piacement in a regular education class a majority of the time and

in a special education class a minority'of the time was the most likely

placement for learnihg‘disabled children (77 percenﬁ), emotionally dis-

\
turbed children (46 pefcent), and educable mentally retarded children

(41 pe;cent). Soﬁg funckidnally blind (28 percent) and partially
sighted children (20 percent) were aiso in this placement. '

Placement iﬁ a special education .class the majority of the time and
in a regular education class a minority .of the time was the most likely
plac?ﬁent for deaf children (28 percent). Many educable mentally
reta;ded (38 percen?), emotionally disturbed (27 percent), and hard of
heaging children (ﬁ& percent) were also in this placement.

Placement in a full time special education class was not the most
likely placement for any category of handicapped children although it

was the second most 1ikely placement for trainable mentally retarded (34

percent) and profoundly deaf children (23 pefcent).

113




~133-

Placement in a special day school where only handicapped children
are served was the most likely placement for trainable mentally retarded
childr?n (60 percent), severely mentally retarded children (91 percent),
and multiple handicapped children (52 percent). No other categories of
handicapping condition had more than 15 percent of the children in spe~
cial day schools.

Service in the homebound setting was the most likely placement for
orthopedically impaired children (49 percent) and other health impaired
children (47 percent).

Service in' a short term hospital was not‘thg most likely placement

for any category of hﬁndicapped children, although approximately 7 per-

cent of the orthopedically and other health impaired children were

Y \

\

served in this setting. .

Full time work under the supervision of the specidl education pros
gram\was the educational placement for less than 1 percent of the chil-

dren, usually those of secondary age who were learning disabled, educa-

ble mentally retarded, or trainable mentally retarded.

11y




Table 6.1.1
AGE LEVELS AND EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENTS OF ALL TYPES OF HANDICAPPED STUDENTS COMBINED
(in percent) \
Type of Educational Placement ) '
. Regular Regular Special . K
Regular | Regular Class Class Class
Age . Class Class Plus Plus Plus Full
Level Plus Plus Itinerant | Part~time | Part~time | Time Special Full All
Indirect | '"Related | Special Special Regular |Special Day Short-term | TAme |Placements
Services |Services"| Teacher Class Class Class Schecol |Homebound | Hospital |[Work | Combined
Pre-school
Age 0 0.38 0.02 o 0.01 0.70 0.32 0.65 0.02 o 2.10
: - ~
. W
Elementary ) T
Age 0.52 26,48 1.71 14.89 4,76 2.87 2.67 1.51 0.24 0| 65.64
] d )
ec:;eary 0.61 b.35 0.59 16.39 5.78 1.19 | 1.72 1.33 0.17  |o0.12 ] 32.25
All Ages 1.13 41,21 | (2.31 31.28 10.55 4.76 4.71 3.49 0.44 0.12 | 100
Combined . - ’
el
121




- \\

~ Table 6.1.2

( AGE LEVELS AND EDUCATIONAL éLACEMENTS OF ALL TYPES OF HANDICAPPED STUDENTS
' EXCEPT SPEECH IMPAIRED

(in percent)

Type of Educaticnal Placement
Regular Regular Special
Regular | Regular Class Class Class
Age Class Class Plus Plus Plus Full
Level Plus Plus Itinerant | Part-time |Part-time | Time Special Full All
Indirect | "Related | Special Special Regular |Special Day Short-term | Time |Placements
Sérvices |Services"| Teacher Class Class Class |School |Homebound Hospital |[Work | Combined
P‘e;9°h°°1 0 0.13 0.02 0 0.02 0.83 | 0.50 0.16 0.04 o| 1.70
ge
me‘:e“ta“ 0.85 0.57 2.88 25.13 8.06 4.84 4.52 2.55 0.41 0| 49.82
ge
Sec:“d"fy 1.04 1.25 1.00 27.73 9.78 2,02 2.92 2.25 0.29  |0.21| 48.48
ge
ALl Ages 1.89 1.95 3.90 52.87 17.86 7.69 7.93 4.96 0.74 0.21| 100
Combined
4 =) ” ,
—~ =
iz =)
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Table 6.1.3

(in percent)

AGE LEVELS AND EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENTS OF LEARNING DISABILITY STUDENTS

Age
Level

Type of Educational Placement

Regular
Ciass
Plus

Indirect
Services

Regular
Class
Plus

"Related
Services"

Regular
Class
Plus

Itinerant
Special
Teacher

Regular
Class
Plus

Part—time

Special

Class

Special
Class
Plus

Part-time

Regular

Class

Full

Time
Special

Class

Special
Day
School

Homebound

Short-term
Hospital

Full
Time
Work

All
Placements
Combined

Pre-school
tae

0.13

0.02
%

0.40

0.11

0.66

Elementary
pge

1.50

0.04

2.42

41,04

5.88

2.57

0.46

0.66

54.56

Secondary
Age

1.79

0.45

36.33

4,97

0.09

0.30

0.57

0.29

44.77

All Ages
Combined

3.28

0.17

2.90

77.37

10.85

3.05

0.86

1.23

0.29

100
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Table 6.1.4
AGE LEVELS AND EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENTS OF EDUCABLE MENTALLY RETARDED STUDENTS
- {in percent)
Type of Educatignal Placement
Regular Regular Special
Regular | Regular Class Class Class
Age Class Class Plus Plus Plus Full
Level Plus Plus Itinerant { Part-time |Part-time | Time Special Full All
Indirect | "Related | Special Special Regular |Special Day Short-term | Time |Placements
Services |Services"| Teacher Class - Class Class |School |Homebound | Hospital [Work | Combined
Froma ™l o 0 0 0 0.05 | 0.38 | 0.6 | 0.09 0 o] 0.9
}
: &
El tar
hge Y| 0.04 0.17 0.89 14.29 12.55 | 7.10 | 6.36 0.01 0 o 4142 |V
Secondary
" Age 0.02 0.05 0.06 26.95 25.09 3.61 1.52 0.08 0 0.22 57.59
All Ages ’
Combined 0.06 0.22 0.95 41.24 37.69 11.09 8.34 0.19 0 0.22 100
e < bt
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Table 6.1.5
AGE LEVELS AND EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENTS OF TRAINABLE MENTALLY RETARDED STUDENTS

(in percent)
Type of Educatiocnal Placement
Regular Regular Special '
Regular | Regular Class Class Class
Age Class Class Plus Plus Plus Full
Level Plus Plus Itinerant | Part~time |Part~time | Time Special Full All
Indirect | "Related | Special Special Regular |Special Day Short-term | Time |Placements
Services |Services'| Teacher Class Class Class |School |Homebound | Hospital |Work | Combined
Pre-school 0 0 0 0 0 0.98 0.53 0.43 0 0} 1.9
Age ‘ .
)
) ) =
El%;:ntary 0 0 0 0.12 1.58 17.64 30.53 0 0 0| 49.87 ®
e
Sec:niary 0 0 0 0.05 3.n 15.63 |28.60 0 0 0.20 | 48.19
8 .
All Ages 0 o 0 0.17 5.29 34,25 59.66 0.43 0 0.20 100
Combined
:(
ice

pard
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Table 6.1.6

AGE LEVELS AND EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENTS OF SEVERELY MENTALLY RETARDED
(in percent)

wa,

Type of Educational Placement
Regular Regular Special
Regular | Regular Class Class Class
Age Class Class Plus Plus Plus Full .
Level Plus Plus Itinerant | Part-time | Part-time | Time Special Full All
Indirect | '"Related | Special | Special Regular |[Special Day Short-term | Time |[Placements
Services |Services'"| Teacher Class Class Class |School |Homebound | Hospital |Work | Combined
Pre-school 0 0 0 0 0 0.32 4.18 3.74 0 0 8.24
Age
Elementary 0 0 0 0 1.65 2.97  |45.16 0 0
Age
Secondary 0 0 0 0 0 0.19 41.80 0 0
Age .
All Ages 0 0 0 0 1.65 3.48 91.13 3.74 0
Combined
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Table 6.1.7

AGE LEVELS AND EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENTS OF EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED STUDENTS
(in percent)

Type of Educational Placement
Regular Regular Special
Regular | Regular Class Class Class
Age Class Class Plus Plus Plus Full
Level Plus Plus Itinerant | Part~-time |Part-time | Time Special Full All
Indirect | "Related | Special Special Regular |Special Day Short-term | Time |Placements
Services |Services"| Teacher Class Class Class |School |Homebound | Hospital |Work | Combined
Pre-school
Age 0 0 0.11 0 0 1.27 0.75 0.58 0 0 2.71
AR
)
Ele:::taty 0.07 0.41 7.40 11.70 20.29 5.40 1.42 0.29 0.13 0 47.13 |
Secondary
Age 0.12 0 0.17 34.50 6.99 2.82 3.27 1.26 1.02 0.0z 50.16
All Ages 0.19 0.41 7.67 46.20 27.28 9.49 5.45 2.13 1.15 0.02 100
Combined .
oo 107
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Table 6.1.8

AGE LEVELS AND EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENTS OF FUNCTIONALLY DEAF STUDENTS
(in percent) T - -
Type of Educational Placement
Regular Regular Special
Regular | Regular Class Class Class
Age: Class Class Plus Plus Plus Full
Level Plus Plus Itinerant | Part-time | Part-time | Time Special Full All
Indirect | '"Related Special Special Regular Special Day Short-term | Time |[Placements
Services |Services"| Teacher Class Class Class |[School Hospital |Work | Combined
Pre-school 0 0 0 0 5.03 0.86 0 0 5.89
Age
l
[
f~d
Elementary v
A U 5.27 5.87 6.81 11.81 17.72 11.65 0 0 59.13
ge
Seczndary 0 0.85 10.62 5.41 16.44 0.09 1.58 0 0 34.98
ge .
All Ages 0 6.12 16.48 12,22 28.25 22.84  |14.09 0 0 100
Combined
&
O~
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Table 6.1.9
ACE LEVELS AND EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENTS OF HARD OF HEARING STUDENTS

{in percent)
Type of Educational Placement
Regular Regular Special
Regular { Regular Class Class Class
Age Class Class Plus Plus Plus Full
Level Pius Plus Itinerant | Part—time |Part-time | Time Special Full All
Indirect | "Related | Special Special Regular |Special Day Short-term | Time jPlacements
Services |Services"] Teacher Class Class Class School |Homebound | Hospital |[Work | Combined
Pfe;:‘:*‘“1 0 0 0 0 0.53 4.29 0.67 1.38 0 0 6.87
_ ]
H
Elementar S
Age Y1 2.99 1.97 18.71 2.18 14,77 4,52 0.90 0 0.03 0 46.07 !
Sec:;dafy 5.00 0.61 24.68 6.18 8.79 0 0.99 0.82 0 0 47.06
e
All Ages | 7 9g 2.58 | 43.39 8.36 24.1 2
Comb ined . .10 8.81 .55 2.20 0.03 0 100
’ -g {\,_‘
- S A‘
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Table 6.1.10

ACE LEVELS AND EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENTS OF FUNCTIONALLY BLIND STUDENTS
(in percent)

Type of Educational Placement
) Regular Regular Special
Regular | Regular Class Class Class
Age Class Class Plus Plus Plus Full
Level Plus Plus Itinerant | Part-time |Parc-time | Time Special Full All
Indirect | "Related | Special Special Regular |Special Day Short-term | Time |Placements
Services |[Services'| Teacher Class Class Class |School |Homebound | Hospital |[Work | Combined
Fre-achool | o 0 0 0 o |14.78 l4.64 0 0 o | 19.42
ge
El .
°’A"::t°” 0 0 31.96 4.81 3.61 1.72 |o.s2 0 0 o | s2.61
sec:;‘i“’ 0 0 9.97 23.02 0.34 o |4.64 0 0 o | 37.97
All Ages
Combined 0 0 41,92 27.84 3.95 16.49 9.79 0 0 0 100
e MO
V- 1y




Table 6.1.11

AGE LEVELS AND EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENTS OF PARTIALLY SIGHTED STUDENTS

(in percent)
Type of Educational Placement
Regular Regular Special
Regular | Regular Class Class Class
Age Class Class . Plus Plus Plus Full
Level Plusg Plus Itinerant | Part-time | Part-time | Time Special Full All
Indirect | "Related | Special Special Regular |Special Day Short-term | Time |Placements
Services |Servicesg"] Teacher Class Class Class |School |Homebound | Hospital [Work | Combined
Pre-school
Age 0 0 0.06 0 0 1.81 1.17% 3.93 0 0 6.97 ,
[
E o
JI.\
Elementary
Age 6.67 0 33.38 3.58 1.10 4,15 0.512 0.60 0 0 50.00
Secondary
Age 4,73 1.93 14,21 16.59 3.2 0 1.90 0.482 0 0 43.93
All Ages
Comb ined 11.39 1.93 47.65 20.17 4,30 5.96 3.58 5.012 0 0 100
1er
H‘l.
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Table 6.1.12

AGE LEVELS AND EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENTS OF ORTHOPEDICALLY IMPAIRED STUDENTS

(in percent)

ERhRA

Type of Educational Placement -
Regular Regular Special
Regular | Regular Class Class Class
Age Class Class Plus Plus Plus Full
Level - Plus Plus Itinerant | Part-time |Part-time | Time Special Full All
Indirect | "Related | Special Special Regular |Special Day Short-term | Time |Placements
Services | Services'| Teacher Class Class Class School |Homebound Hospital |Work | Combined
Pre-school
reAsc oo 0 0 0 0 0 4.69 1.28 0.25 0.86 0 7.08
ge
l
H
Elementa
A;: Y1 o.09 3.82 7.65 0.76 0.22 2.19 8.56 27.58 4.84 0 55.71 /?
S“X;‘:‘“y 0.45 2.12 1,74 3.84 0.72 1.33 | 4.05 | 21.58 1.37 0 | 37.21
All Ages )
Comb ined 0.54 5.94 9.39 4,61 0.94 8.21 13.89 49.41 7.07 0 100
1»'.‘,
§ 7

‘ 10
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Table 6.1.13

AGE LEVELS AND EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENTS OF OTHER HEALTH IMPAIRED STUDENTS
(in percent) - -

Type of Educational Placement

Regular Regular Special
Regular | Regular Class Class Class
Age Class Class Plus Plus Plus Full
Level Plus Plus Itinerant | Part-time | Part-time | Time Special Full All
Indirect | "Related | Special Special Regular |Special Day Short-term |Time |Placements
Services | Services'| Teacuer Class Class Class |School |Homebound | Hospital |Work Combined
Pre-school '
“rge 0 1.96 0 0 0 o | o.03 0.01 0 0 2.00
Elementary
Age 0 5.08 0.59 0.17 0.09 0.21 0 23.54 4,32 0 34.02
Secondary -
Age 0 32,17 1.27 2.68 0.19 0 0 23.84 3.82 0 63.97
All Ages
Comb ined 0 39.20 1.87 2.85 0.29 0.21 0.03 47.40 8.14 0 100
=~ A ‘
1.1 7=
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Table 6.1.14

AGE LEVELS AND EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENTS OF SPEECH IMPAIRED STUDENTS
(in percent)

A S

Type of Educational Placement
Regular Regular Special
Regular | Regular Class Class Class
Age Class Class Plus Plus Plus Full
Level Plus Plus Itinerant | Part-time |Part-time | Time Special Full | All
Indirect | "Related | Special Special Regular |Special Day Short-term | Time |Placements
Services [Services'"| Teacher Class Class Class Sghool Homebound | Hospital |[Work | Combined
Pre-school 0 0.73 0.01 0 0 0.51 /0.07“ 1.35 0 0 2.68
Age /
/
/
Elementary | g o3 88.30 0.01 0.10 0.02 0.02 0 0 0 0 88.48
Age /
Secondary 0 8.83 0 0.01 0 0 0 0 0 0 8.84
Age ,
All Ages 0.03 97.86 0.02 0.11 0.02 0.53 0.07 1.35 0 0 100
Combined

1
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Table 6.1.15

AGE LEVELS AND EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENTS OF MULTIPLE HANDICAPPED STUDENTS

(in percent)

Type of Educational Placement

Regular Regular Special
Regular | Regular Class Class Class
Age Class Class Plus Plus Plus Full
Level Plus Plus Itinerant | Part-time | Part-time | Time Special Full A1l
Indirect |'"Related | Special Special Regular |Special Day Short-term | Time |Placements
Services |Services"| Teacher Class Class Class School |Homebound Hospital |Work | Combined
Pre-school
Age 0 0 0 0 0 1.80 |10.58 0.05 0 0 12.43
Ele:\efe}tary 0 1.51 0 3.25 11.99 8.27 20.79 6.81 1.88 0 54.50
:4
5“:;‘3"2“ 0 0 0 1.19 3.21 5.15  [20.80 0.50 2.22 o | 33.08
All Ages 0 1.51 0 4,44
Comb ined . 4 15.19 15.22 52.17 7.36 4.10 0 100
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VII. INSTRUCTIONAL COSTS OF SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS

INTRODUCTION

The total cost for instructional services provided by special edu-
cation teachers to handicapped children is estimated in this chapter.
Included as special education teachers are the full-time-equivalent
number of teachers who taught in special day schools for handicapped
children, who taught in self-contained special education classes, who
taught in special education resource rooms or special classrooms wh.re
students attended for part of the school day, who taught in an itinerant
program that involved visiting more than one school for the purpose of
providing special instructional services for handicapped children, who
taught hendicapped children at home, and who taught handicapped children
in short term hospitals. If the school district employed part time or
hourly teachers, such as frequently was dome to provide instructional
services to homebound handicapped children, then we converted those part
time and hourly persomnel to full-time-equivalent personnel.

The information used to estimate the cost was outained through
interviews with a stratified random sample of teachers in each district,
through an interview with the director of personnel in each school dis-
trict, and through an interview with the special education administrator
in each school district. The information used included the number of
special education teachers, the number of each type of handicapped stu-
dent served by each teacher (the type of student was defined by age

level, handicap, and type of educational placement,, and salaries and

1,
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

fringe benefits. In addition, when individual special education teach-
ers served more than one type of special education student, we collected
data in our interviews on the relative amount of time that they spent on

each different type of special education student.

We define instructional services time to be the total workyear of

the special education teacher excluding the time spent on: (1) scree&-
ing children to detect potential handicaps; (1) assessment of the needs
of handicapped children; (3) admission of children to special education,
placement, and IEP development; (4) staff inservice training; and (5)
consultation with other professionals relative to special education.
Instructional services time is all teacher work time not specifically
excluded and hence includes any preparation time during the work day,
and travel time between schools or between school and the student's home
during the work day.

In order to estimate the cost per pupil for instructional services
provided by special education teachers, we first had to calculate the
number of FTE special education teachers in the school district by the
age levels, handicapping conditions, and types of educational placements
of the students served by the teachers. Special education students were
defined to be the number of different children who were enrolled for
special education and related services at any ti-e during the school
year. Thus, if a child was homebound for two months out of the school
year, he or she was counted as one special education student. If a
child was in a special classroom half time and was in a regular class-
room half time, he or she was counted as one special education student

for purposes of the estimates in this chapter.




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The estimates of the cost of instruction by special education

teachg;s per handicapped child were obtained by dividing the FTE number
of special education teachers (excluding the time on certain services
described above) by the number of different students in special educa-
tion and then multiplying the estimated number of instructional minutes
spent per child by the cost per minute. The cost estimates in this
chapter utilize national average workyears and salaries with fringe

/
benefits estimated from our sample.

COST OF INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES BY SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS

The estimated average total cost of instructional services provided
by special education teachers, including both salary and fringe bene-
fits, was $551 per handicapped child in 1977-1978. This was the
equivalent of an average of 2514 minutes per special education student
per year. These special education teacher instructional costé ;£e not
the total of all teacher instructional costs for handicapped pupils,
pecause the great majority of these students received part of their edu-
caticn in & regular education classroom. Regular education teacher
instructional cost estimates for handicapped students are presented in
Ch. IX.

Estimates of the special education teacher instructional time and
cost pver pupil are shown in Table 7.1 by age level and educational
placement. In generul the more restrictive the educational placement,
the higher the cost for the special education teacher's instructional

time. This was because the more severely handicapped students who

required more attention per student were usually in the more restrictive




Table 7.1

SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS ESTIMATED AVERAGE INSTRUCTIONAL TIME

(Minutes per year and dollars)

AND COST PER PUPIL BY EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENT AND AGE LEVEL

Educational Placement8

Regular Regular Special
Regular | Regular '} Class Class Class
Age— Class Class Plus Plus Plus Full
Level Plus Plus Itinerant | Part~time |Part-time | Time Special Full All
Indirect |"Related | Special Special Regular |Special Day Short~term | Time |Placements
Services |Services']| Teacher Class Class Class |School |Homebound | Hospital |[Work | Combined
Preschool 0 min 0 min |1172 min | 3755 min |3796 min |4990 min{5489 min| 367 min 344 min |0 min| 2626 min
Age $0 $0 $251 $825 $834 $1096 $1206 $68 $71 $0 $576
Elementary 0 min 0 min [2803 min | 3630 min |6494 min |[8168 min|6645 min| 2367 min 811 min |0 min| 2046 min
Age $0 $0 $600 $798 $1428 $1795 $1460 $438 $167 $0 $448
Secondary 0 min 0 min | 3761 min | 3604 min |4603 min |6085 min| 6904 min| 3821 min 635 min [0 min| 3458 min
Age $0 $0 $805 $791 $1011 $1337 $1517 $707 $131 $0 $758
All Ages 0 min 0 min | 3037 min | 3615 min | 5456 min | 7182 min| 6660 min| 2545 min 718 min |0 min] 2514 min
Combined $0 $0 $650 $794 $1198 $1578 $1463 $471 $148 $0 $551

8Educational placements are defined in Chap.

L-'
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placements. Those students who were in a regular education class full
time and received only indirect or related services incurred no special

' education teacher instructional costs. Those students in regular educa-
tion classes who received services from an itinerant special education
teacher cost an estimated $650 annually. Those who were in full time
special education classes cost an estimated $1578 annually. The yearly
cost for children in special schools for handicapped students was
slightly less at $1463. However, as will be seeén in Ch. VIII, those
students in special day schools fér handicapped students incurred sub-
stantially higher special education aide costs than those students in
full time special class placement, and hence the total cost of instruc~
tional services by both special education teachers and aides combined
was highest for those students in the most restrictive placement, the
special day school serving only handicapped children. Children in home-
bound or’ short term hospital placements incurred less cost per year
(471 and $148 per child, respectively) because those students were usu-
ally not homebound or hospital bound for the entire year. 1]

The instructional cost per pupil for special education teachers was
estimated to vary by age level from $576 at the preschool age to $448 at
the elementary age to $758 at the secondary age level. One of the major
reasons why the elementary age cost per pupil was significantly less
than the secondary age cost per pupil was because of the large numbers

of speech impaired students served at the elementary level who received

[1] The proportion of the year that those students spent in the
regular education class as opposed to being homebound or in a short term
hospital is described in Ch. IX.
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no direct instructional services from a special education teacher but
who were included in the average.

The variations by handicappiﬁg condition and age level in the
estimated instructional time and cost per pupil for special education
teachers are shown in Table 7.2. The estimated cost per pupil varied
from a low of $6 per vear (29 minutes) for speech impaired children up
to $2336 per year (10,691 minutes) for profoundly deaf children, and
$2516 per year (11,612 minutes) for functionally blind children. In
general, the greater the severity of the handicap the greater the cost
of direct instructional services by special education teachers. In some
cases, however, more severely handicapped children appeared to receive
fewer instructional services. For example, the instructional cost of
special education teachers for severely mentally retarded students was
less than that for trainable mentally retarded students. But this was
compensated for because the school districts were substituting special
education aide services for instructional services of special education
teachers in situations where the districts felt those aides could pro-
vide the services effectively. The cost of inscructidﬁal services of
special education teachers and aides combined for severely mentally
retarded students was $2500, whereas the comparable cost for trainable
mentally retarded students was $2430.{2]

The variation by educational placement and handicap in the
estimated average special education teacher instructional time and cost
per pupil is shown in Table 7.3. Considering the combination of both

handicap and type of educational placement, the highest estimated annual

[2] Special education aide cost estimates are presented in Ch.
VIII.
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Table 7.2

SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS ESTIMATED AVERAGE INSTRUCTIONAL TIME
AND COST PER PUPIL BY HANDICAP AND AGE LEVEL
(minutes per year and dollars)

Handicapping Conditions®
T
Age Part. Part.

Level LD -~ EMR TMR SMR Emot. Deaf Hear Blind Sight Ortho OHI Speech Mulcd All
Preschool | 3164 min [4088 min |5675 min |3332 min (3049 min 9506 min{9097 min {11943 miq 4717 min {3712 min 78 min | 899 min | 6784 min | 2526 min
Age $695 $898 $1247 $731 $668 $2089 $1996 $2623 $1026 $815 $17 $197 $1491 $576
Elementary | 3833 =in 4510 min |9464 min |6851 min [5923 min |[12915 min|{6002 min {15884 min 4557 min {3142 min [1139 min 8 min | 8347 min | 2046 min
Age $841 $991 $2073 $1505 $1300 $2821 $1311 $3414 $984 $681 $244 $2 $1827 $448
Secondary | 3331 min 3778 min |6786 min {5213 min {4547 min | 7140 min[5512 min }6646 min! 6028 min {4221 min [1292 wmin 1 min | 7977 min|{ 3458 min
Age $780 $830 71491 $1145 $998 $1560 $1195 $1454 $1316 $914 $277 $0 $1751 $758
All Ages 3704 min 14084 min |8102 min {5873 min [S154 min [10691 min|5982 min [L1612 mif 5200 min (3584 ain |1216 min 29 min | 8031 min| 2514 =in
Comb ined $813 ;$897 $1780 $1290 $1131 $2336 $1303 $2516 $1129 $m $261 $6 $1760 $551

i !

aHandicapping conditions are

O
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defined in Chap. IV.

-661-




-156-

Table 7.3

' SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS ESTIMATED AVERAGE INSTRUCTIONAL TIME
AND COST PER PUPIL BY EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENT AND HANDICAP
(minutes per year and dollars)

Educational Placement
Regular Regular Special
Regular | Regular Class Class Class
Handi- Class Class Plus Plus Plus Full All
capping Plus Plus Itinerant | Part-time | Part-time | Time Spectal Short~ Place-
Con- Indirect | "Related Special Special Reguldr | Special Day tern Full Time | wents
dition Services | Services"” | Teacher Class Clas: Class | School | Homebound] Hospital Work Combined
Lb 0 min 0 ain 1635 min 3643 min | 5049 min | 6363 min 8070 min{ 2335 min 0 min 0 min 3704 zin
$0 30 $350 _5800 $1109 1398  §S1773 $432 S0 S0 $811%
BR 0 min 0 min 2271 min 3145 min | 4777 min | 5155 mir 4653 minf 2583 min|7849 ain 0 win | 4084 win
S0 $0 $486 $691 $1049 1132 F1022' $478 $1417 ] $897
R 0 min 0 min 0 min | 5145 min | 6999 min 0343 i 7002 min] 184 min 0 min 0 min | 8102 =in
$0 $0 $0 $1130 $1538 2273 1539 $34 $0 50 $1780
0 min 0 min 0 min 0 min | 17248 min 15283 i 5542 min] 232 win 0 oin 0 oin | 5873 win
SMR $0 $0 $0 $0 $3791 3358 1218 $43 S0 $0 $1290
"0 min 0 min 1514 =min | 3820 min 7135 min | 8742 mirL6925 win| 5562 min |1533 min 0 min | 5154 =min
Emot. $0 $0 §324 $839 $1568 51921 1521 $1029 $316 $0 §1131
0 ain 0 min 11411 min | 10442 min [ 10976 min P123) minfl 3289 min 0 =in 0 min 0 min 10691 min
Deaf S0 $0 §2442 $2277 $2410 52468 52920 $0 $0 S0 §2336
Part. 0 min 0 ain 4457 min 6378 min 9485 min P092) mird 9084 min] 1951 a@in |7849 min 0 min |5982 rin
Hear $0 $0 §954 $1401 $2084 F2400 51996 $361 51617 $0 $1303
Blind 0 zin 0 min 14037 ain 7513 min | 12504 min 12707 winfl0683 min 0 oin 0 min 0 zin }1612 min
S0 $0 $3004 $1649 $2736 K2790 F2346 $6 S0 $0 52516
Part, 0 min 0 ain 4336 min | 8702 win | 9752 min [ 9001 wmin| 8316 min| 2913 min 0 min 0 oir | 520V min
Sight S0 $0 o $928 §1911 $2140 51975 1817 $539 $0 S0 $1129
Ortho 0 min 0 min 2331 min | 6065 min | 7972 min } 5707 miq 7602 min| 3383 min | 582 min 0 oin 3584 min
$0 $0 $499 $1332 $1752 F1254 1670 $626 $120 $0 $7117
0 min 0 m=in 1644 min | 4645 min 6755 min | 3395 min| 3093 min| 2416 min | 456 min 0 min |[1216 min
‘| OHL $0 $4 $352 $1020 $1686 £746 5679 $447 $94 $0 $261
0 min 0 zin 967 min | 4930 min | 4805 min | 3790 min§ 4296 min| 135 min 0 min 0 ain 29 min
Speech $0 $0 $207 $1083 $1056 b 832 5944 $25 S0 $0 $6
0 min 0 oin 0 ain 8506 min | 10492 min | 8349 min{ 8305 min| 6129 min 616 win 0 nin 8031 =in
Hulti S0 $0 $0 $1856 §2301 p1833 51824 51134 §$333 $0 $1760
0 ain 0 oin 3037 wmin | 3615 min | 5456 min {7182 win] 6660. min| 2545 min | 718 min 0 min |25L% min
All $0 $0 $650 $794 $1198 b1578 51463 $471 $148 $0 $551
[ Q4 )
(R
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cost per student for instructional services of special education teach-
ers was $3791 for severely mentally retarded students who were in spe-
cial classes most of the time with a small amount of part time regular
class attendance and $3358 for severely mentally retarded students
attending special classes full time. B

The estimated costs of other special education teacher services

such as screening, assessment, IEP development, inservice training, and

technical assistance will be described in subsequent chapters.

RV




VIII. SPECIAL EDUCATION AIDE COST

_ i
The information used to estimate special education aide costs was
obtained through interviews with a stratified random sample of teachers
in each district, with the Director of Personnel in each schoo® uis-
trict, and with the special education administrator in each district.
This information included the number of special education aides, the
type of handicapped students served by each aide (the type of étudent

was defined by age level, handicap, and type of educational placement),

and salaries and fringe benefits. We also collected information on the

s
’

‘number of each different type of special education student in each dis-
trict. In addition, if aides generally served more than one type of
special education student, then the interview data we collected from
teachers indicated the relative amount of time the aides spent on each
different type of special education student.

We obtained the special education aide cost e imates by first
using the above types of information to calculate iae FIE number of spe-
cial education aides serving each different type of handicapped student.
Then we divided the FTE number of aides by the number of students to
estimate the amount of service provided by aides per handicapped stu-
dent. Finally, we estimated the total cost by mulciplying the estimated
average number of minutes spent per child by the cost per minute. The
cost. estimates in this chapter utilize national average workyears and
salaries with fringe benetits estimsted from our sample.

The annual total coct of special education aides, including both

salary and fringe benefits, was estimated to be $106 per handicapped
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¢ child. gThisﬁwas the equivalent ‘of an average of 1203 minutes per spe-

. handicappeﬂ children.

e e

-cial -education student.per-year. :-\

\
\

\

P

Estimates of the special edchrion aide time and cost per pupil are
. 5 . -
sﬁpqﬁ\iﬁ‘TableAB.l/by age level and educational placement. The cost' of

special aducation aides aﬁd fhé time spent helping special education °

- o .
;;;;e;;;‘;;riea‘by\age level from $402 (4564 minutes) at the preschool\\\\\\\

level to $‘“s7 (987 minutes) at the elementary level to $125 (1419

é’

mxnutes) ae/the secordary level.

With respg;;&tovplacement the estimates varied from $0 for those
handicapped studerts placeh in a regular education class full time up to
6598 per ch11d (6787 minutes) who was placed 1n a special day school for
“In general, those children served in the less
restrictive educational placements were provided less e&de assistance.

‘ Estimates of the time spent per pupil, and the cost of the special
education aide per pupil, are shown in Table 8.2 Wy Eﬁndieap and age °

the student, the more
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the special education aide assistance that

. annual cost estimates per child were $1210

\

mentally retarded student and $1143 (12977
capped child. The least special education
be” $3 per year per child (52 minutes), was
children.

_The estimated time dn&\;ost per pupil

are shown by type of educational placement

was pro

?ided. &he hiéhest
(13737 minutes) per sev;reljy
minutes)\per multiple handi-
aide assi tepee,'estimated to
for "other health impaired"’

! '
] .

for special education aides,

and handicap in Table 8.3.

The largest amount of:service was estimated to be 17999 minutes per

child et a cost of $1586 for multiple handicapped children placed in

special day schools.
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Table 9.2 T
~. PROPORTION OF TIME STUDENTS SPENT WITH SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS \ -
.BY HANDICAP AND AGE LEVEL N\  §
_ . - \ . %l
~ Hand:l.capa . , 1
Age - Part. ) Part. . ”_‘M;
Level LD EMR | - TMR SMR | Emot.| Deaf | Hear | Blind| Sight| Ortho| OHI }Speech| Multi| All -
i o
Pre:§2°°1 .80 | .98 | 1.00 { 1.00 | 496 | 1.00] .97 [ 1.00 | .99 | .85 |1.00 | .71 | 1.00 | .81 T
Elementary | 37 | .66 | 1.00 | 1.00 | .61 | .67 41| .28 | .22 43| .23 .00 .83 | .22 o
Age <
. , /| <
’ S Ly
B S B o T ‘oo\
d —
Secxzeary 29 | .53 .99 | 1.00 | .45 | .49 22 | .31 | .29 | .46 | .01 |.00-|TT92 | .39 !
. {1 # . 4 . :
- [All Ages | 35 | 59 9 |1 ‘ 1 '
Combined b .9 .00 .54 .63 ‘.35 .43 .31 .48 .09 .02 .89 .29
8Hau'ldicapping conditions are defined in Chap. IV. \
.
onG %
W)
3
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Table 8.2 ‘

’ / . . _ ESTIMATED AVERAGE SPECIAL EDUCATION AIDE TIME AND COST PER PUPIL ) R
Y (R BY HANDICAP AND AGE LEVEL . n
‘ : (minutes per year and dollars) p
H
B @ h
N : !mndic;apa . -
! Age Part. Part. - f:
; Level LD EMR TMR SMR Emot. Deaf Hear Blind Sight Ortho OHI Speech Muled All £
, ¥
N Preschool | 3644 min {5835 min {8015 min {12103 min|3746 min 9552 min | 5370 min B 1228 miq 3599 min [4473 min | 83 min 2509 min R4096 min | 4564 min ;
. Age $321 $514 $706 $1056 $330 $841 $473 $989 $317 $394 $7 .. §221 Is2123 $402 - s
3

) Elementary | 1237 min {1769 min {7506 min {14430 min {3403 min 11115 min| 1242 min {6312 min| 295 min |1862 min | 68 air 4 oin 11319 min | 987 ain Y
’ <Age $109 §$155 $661 $1271 $299 $979 $109 $556 §26 $164 $6 $0 3997 $87 . ;
¢

Secondary 874 =in | 799 min [7231 min [13239 min[3918 mia | 650 min | 5041 min {1328 min| 1737 min [1827 min | 50 min 0 min 115464n 1619 sitn

Age $77 $70 $637 $1166 $345 §57 $444 $117 $153 161 $4 N $0 $1017 §125 ¢

All Ages 1089 min [1248 min |737% min [13737 min {3667 min {7357 min { 3303 min 5370 min| 1135 min 2043 min | 52 min 68 ain |12977 win | 1203 min [ :I

Combined $96 $110 §650 §1210 . [$323 $648° $291 $473 $100 $180 $5 §6 $1143 $106 T H

*®Handicapping conditions are defined in Chap. IV, - 3;5

\ :
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Table 8.3

.
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ESTIMATED AVERAGE SPECIAL EDUCATION AIDE' TIME AND COST PER PUPIL
BY., EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENT AND HANDICAP
. *  ‘(minutes per year and dollars)’

., Educational Pllceun:‘ﬁ' ‘
; . . Regular—| Kegular Special . / :
¢ F Regulsar | Regular | Class Class Class :
s Class Class Plus Plus Plus Full All 3
} \ } ) Plus Plus Itinerant | Part~time | Part~time | Time Special Short~ Place~ ;
! Handi- | Indirect | "Related Special Special Regular | Special Day tern Full Time | ments R
csp Services | Services" | Teacher Class Class Class | School | Homebound| Hospital Work .Combined H
; ) 0 min 0 min 215 min | 808 min | 2518 min K135 min| 7374 u 0 min ‘Omin]| Omin |1089 min i
: Lo $0 s $19 $71. $221 |s364 $649 | so $0 $0 $96 =
e . R ol .“,\:
' 0 min Omin | 158 min |- 727 min | 1694 min R047 min] 943 nin 3735 nin Omin| O min. |1248 min’ ;
L EMR $0, $0 /] s14 $64 $149 180 $83 $329 50 $0 $110 [
R 0 min 0 ain 0 min 0 min | 2835 min P558 min | 6580 8038 min Omin]| Omin {7379 min 8
1 so $0 $0 $0 $249 842 $579 | $708 $0 $0 $650 I
SR Cpin | 0 ain 0 min 0 ain | 17999 min 16531 winf13809 min| 7527 min Omin | Omin {3737 min 5
; $ T so $0 $0 $1586 1456 $1216 | $663 $C $0 $1210 3
Emot 0/ min 0 min 11 min {2713 min | 5151 min | 5745 miq 8072 min{ 1192 min Ouwin| Owmin |3667 min
S 0 _-1 Sl $239 $453 506 $711 $105 $0 $0 $323, 1
< :
Deat 0 nin 0 min 17893 min | 1458 min | 2765 min Laas7 2410124 0 min Omin|{ Omin |7357 min 3
. $0 $0 $1576 $128 $243 783 $892 $0 $2 $0 $648 )
Part. | Omin | O min 5041 min | 249 min | 2548 min | 4362 minf 4074 min] O min Omin | Oamin {3303 min’ 3
Hear $0 $0 $444 $22 $224 5384 $359 $0 $0 $0 $291 ;
, L 0 min 3235 min | 4462 min | 4633 min | 8678 minl1544 min] O min Omin | O min {5370 amin ?
n $0 $0 | 5285 $393 $408 782 1017 $0 $0 $0 $473 1
Part. | Omin | O min 193 min [ 2837 min | 2010 min [1703 min 8142 min| O min Omin| Omin |1135 min i
Sight | $0 $0 $17 $250 $177 $150 717 $0 $0 $0 $100 B
orti 0 min ' 0 min " 1998 min | 4956 min | 8212 min | 6533 min] $880 min 0 min 669 min 0 .in 2043 -min
Ttno | 5o $0 §176 $436 $723 5584 606 $0 $59 $0 - 1$180 }
oHI 0 min 0 min 0 min | 959 min 5568 min | 3483 5474 min] 11 min 0 min 0 min 52 ain N
$0 $0 $0 $84 $490 5306 482 $1 $0 $0 $5
Soeech | © nin 0 min 1271 min | 1624 min | 4879 min | 4993 minf 3132 =minf 2895 min 0Omin{ O min 68 min :
\ P $0 $0 $112 $143 $429 5440 276 $255 $0 $0 $6
Wk
Hult;. O min _|,0 min 0 min | 9026 min |13772 min | 7164 unl7999 win| O min Omin | Omin 12977 min
$0 | so $0 $795 $1213  b631 51586 $0 $0 $0 $1143 :
. ALL 0 min 0 min 2270 min | 934 min | 2520 min |51°3 min| 6787 win] 579 min | 306 min | O min 1202 min :
$0 $0 $200 $82 $222 £453 5598 $51 $27 $0 $106 !
LY '
/ Ik’ ;
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IX. INSTRUCTIONAL COSTS CF REGULAR EDUCATION TEACHERS AND AIDES

INTRODUCfION

In order to estimate the total cost of special education for handi-
capped children, it is necessary to estiméte the.cost of educational
services provided by regular education teachers and aides during any
tine‘the handicapped pupil way spend in the regular education classroom.
In a&diéién, we need the cost of regular education in order to estimate
the addgd cost of spgcial education for handicapped pupils above aad

beyond the cost of regular education for nonhandicapped pupils.

This chapter estimates tﬁo major costs of regular education (the - -

costs of regular educationfteacheré and aides) for both handicappea and

. b .4
nonhandicapped students. Data on the length of the school year- and day

and the fraction of time different types of handicapped students spend
p :

“with speciﬁl education teachers are also presented because they are

~

necessary to estimate .the other costs.

The information contfined in this chapter was obtained .through
through interviews with the personnel ana financial offices in each dis~
trict, and through interviews with both regular and séecial education
administrators in each district. The information collected included the
number of teachers and aides of various types, the numberlof students/éf
various typées (nonhgndicappad and handicapped students by aée levelv/

handicap, and type of educational placement), the fraction of time stu-

dents spend with special education personnel, and saleries and-fringe

£
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berefits. The regular education teacher and aide cost estimates were

‘ b

then obtained by multiplying the estimated avarage'ﬁumber of minutes
spent per child\by tﬁe cost per minute for the type of personnel spend-
iﬁg the time. The cost estimates in tlvis chapter utilize national aver-

age workyears and salaries with fringe benefits obtained from our. sam-

ple.

)
N

In order to estimate the cost per pupil for regular education -
teachers, we first had to calculate the number of FTE regular education
teachers in the sghool district by grade level (preschool, elementary;
secondary) and the number of FTE regular education students. Given
those two components, we’we;e then able to estimate the FTE teachers per
pupil and the associated costs.

<o

Regular education teachers are defined in our analysis to be all

. i
those personnel who are called teachers in the school district who are: /

(1) not special education teachers; (2) not teachers in "other target
population” programs such a; compensatory education, who provide sér-
vices above and beyornd those provided by some other regﬁiar education
classroom teacher; and (3) not district level or school level admiﬁis~

trators in practice.

~

Regular education students are defined in our analysis-to be the

U

entire enroliment of the district with the exception of the FTE number
of handicapped students not in regular education classrooms. This means

that if a handicapped child never attends a regular education class at
4

any time during the week, that child is not counted as a regular educa-

tion student. However, if the handicapped child attends the regular //
) /

. s . ./
education class full time with the exception.of the time a related services

/

’

P




%.
person works with the child; then that child is counted as a regular
education stu&ent full time. Finally, If the handicapped child
divides. his or her time bet;;;n special and regular education classes,
then the fraction of the child's time that is spent in the regular edu-
cation class is added to the total of the number of FIE regular educ;-
tion students. For example, if a child spends 1/2 time in a regular

education class and 1/2 time in a special education class, we count that

child as 1/2 of a FIE regular education student.

NATIONAL AVERAGE SCHOOL YEAR AND DAY

For some of the cost estimates, it is necessary to know the length

of time that chil&ren attend school each day and the number of days in
the school year. In estimating these variables for 1§77-1978, we used
data from the local education ageﬁcies in our sample appropriately
weighted as described in Chap. IV.

?he average number of\days in the s<hool year nationwide was
éstimhted to be 177 days.

The national average length of the school day varied for different
age levels. At the preschool ;;vel the estimated average was 200
minutes per day (3.33 hours). At the elementary level the average
schopl day was 337 minutes (5.62 hours), excluding lunch. At the secon-

dary level the length of the school day was 358 minutes (5.95 hours),

excludkng lunch.
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I

REDUCTION IN REGULAR EDUCATION CLASS SIZE DUE TO "MAINSTREAMING"

Since working with a handicapped child in a regular education
S classroom may require additional time by the regular education teacher,
some .teachers' organizations and others have suggested that ;he regular

education class size be reduced whenever one o;‘more handicapped ch%l—
dren are placed in the regular education classroom. We specifically
**askéa_eée;y district in our sample whether they made aﬁx such reductions
in regular education class size, and only two reported ghking any. Im
- _ one of the districts, they had two schools that were app;oximately half
handicapped students and half nonhandicapped tudents. In this large
metropolitan school district, the regular education class sizes were
reduced from 30 to 26 students for these.two schools gglx. In the
3 second district that reported making some adjustment, any handicapped
children placed iAto regular education were placed into classes designed
for slow learners rather than into classes designed for the general stu-
de;t population. Those slow learner classes were smaller than normal,
but there was no additional reduction because of the presencé of the
handicapped child. L h

l

PROPORTION OF TIME STUDENTS SPENT WITH SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS

In order to estimate the cost of services provided to handicapped
students by regular education and special education teachers, it was
necessary to estimate the proportions of time different types of hagdi’
capped students spent in regular educaticn and special education classes
during the total school day. The data were ébtained from a stratified

i
random sample of teachers in our national sample. Time spent wﬂfh
\
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‘were classified as spending no time with special teachers. Students
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itinerant special teacher;,~599ciéfieducation resource room teachers,
special education clég;room teachers, and speciél handicapped day'schOOI
teachers was considered to be time spent Qith special education teach-
ers. The generally small amount of time spent with related s;rvices
personnel, such as speech or physical therapists, was considered to be
time spent with the teather with whom the child spent the major portion
of his or her day. |

Estimates of the proportion of time students spent in 1977-1978
w1th special education teachers are shown in Tables 9.1-9.3 by various
combinations of educatlonal placement, age Qévol and handicap of the

special education student. Handicapped studePts who were in regular \

e . . . \ . |
class full time and received either indirect or related services only |

t

{

served by an itinerant spec1al\teacher spent\an estimated 8 percent of;
their day w&th that itlnerant téacher Chlldren who were in regular
class the majority of the time plus a part time special class spent 22
vercent of their time in that special class on the average. Children
who were in a special class the majority of the time with part time reg- -
ular class placement generally spent 77 percent of their time in the |
special education class. lTﬁose students who are in fqll time special
classes and special day schools for handicapped pupils:spent gll of

their time with special education teachers. Homebound Lnd short term

hospital special education students spent 100 percent of\fhe time with a

special education teacher but only duging the time period\when they were

either homebound or in a short-term hospital. Those homeb?und and short~

term hospital students generally did not spend the entire Qear at home
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: : - “Table 9.1 _
PROPORTION OF TIME STUDETS SPENT WITH SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS g
/ . BY EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENT AND- AGE LEVEL .
; . . ' : - Educational Placement? )
) ‘1 Régular ilegular Special 'Y
Regular | Regular Class Class Class

Class Class Plus _ ‘| Plus Plus Full !
' Plus Plus _ | Itinerant | Part-time | Part-time | Time. Special" All. i
Age , Indirect | "Related Special Special Regular |Special Day Short-term [Placements .
Level /| Services | Services" | Teacher Class Class Class | School | Homebound | Hospital Combined
Preich@l NAD .00 .04: .18 .69 1.00 | 1.00 1.00 , +02 81 §
ge = . 3
' 3
= :
o E;
Elementar . 1 7 3
y .00 .00 .08 .20 .82 1.00, 1.00 .33 .28 .22 '
Age . ‘ i N ;
ey .00 .00 .07 .24 .73 | 100 | 1.00 +33 07 -39 ¥
ALL Ages ) ' ~1.00° 46 .18 .29
Combined .00 .00 .08 .22 .77 +1.00 1.00 . 1- ’ .

ade_xcational placements ar_é" defined in Chap. 1V. ) ST °
bDat::.a not available for this educational placement and age level combinatiod. ~ ;
N, /
Ui .




Table 9.2

o~ ‘ PROPORTION OF TIME STUDENTS SPENT WITH SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS
‘BY HANDICAP AND AGE LEVEL

. *
4 - |

~ Handicapa _
Age - Part. ) Part. .
Level LD EMR |- TMR SMR | Emot.| Deaf | Hear | Blind| Sight| Ortho| OHI }|Speech{ Multi| All |
Pr¢§§2°°1‘ .80 | .98 | 1.00 | 1.00 | 96 | 1,00y .97 | 1.00 | .99 | .85 | 1.00 | .71 | 1.00 | .82
oEle::ztary .31 | .66 | 1.00 | 1.00 | .61 | .67 41| .28 | 22| 43| .23 | .00 .83 | .22
i B N
. 1 " o
Secz;gary 29 | .53 [ .99 | 1.00 | .45 | .49 22 | .31 | .20 | .46 | .or | .00|TT92 | .39
(1 # ) 1 .
AL Ages | 30 | 59 ‘
Combined 1 .99 | 1.00 | .54 | .63 235 | .43 | .31 | .48 | .09 | .02 .89 | ..29
V

aHandicapping conditions are defined in Chap. IV.
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Table 9.3

BY HANDICAP AND PLACEMENT

I

v

PROPORTION OF TIME STUDENTS SPENT WITH SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS

[N

'
eI R gt i P Ee

Educational Placement

Regular | Regular | Special’ “
Regular Regular Class Class Class
Class Class Plus Plus ~ Plus Rl All
Plus Plus Itinerant |Part-tise |Part~time | Time Special Short- Place-
Indirect | “Relasted | Special | Special | Regular |Specisl | Day term ments
Services | Services” | Teacher s Class Claas | School |Homebound {Hospital | Combinad
0 0 .08 .21 .77 1.0 1.0 | . .33 nad .30
0 0" .03 .25 -.75 1.0 1.9 .61 1.0 .59
0 o > wm .25 .89 1.0 1.0 .98 .1 mab .99
0 0 T\ RA® .98 1.0 | 10 1.0 |.mP 1.00
0 o .10 .25 .84 1.0 1.0 .83 .19 .54
' : b b
0 0 .06 .45 . 78 1.0 1.0 NA NA .63
nE
0 0 .06 .21 .76 1.0 1.0 .98 1.0 .35
b b )
0 0 .21 .22 .75 1,0 1.0 NA NA .43
0 0 .12 .34 .77 1.0 1.0 .83 ‘| wad L3
.0 ()} .10 .23 .62 1.0 1.0 42 .22 .48
0 0 .16 a6 | .1 1.0 1.0 .19 .07 .09
0 0 .03 .36 .58 1.0 1.0 .01 Nad .02
0 0 At .26 .89 1.0 1.0 69 .| .54 .89
s
0 0 .08 .22 .77 1.0 1.0 .46 .18 .29

b

*Handicapping conditions sre defined in Chap. IV. .
Data not svailabie for this handicap and placement combination.

~
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or in the hospital, but were typlcally back in the regular educatlon

program for the remainder of the year The time that they spent with
special educatien teachers during the entire year was 46 percent for
ﬁomebound students and 18 percent for short-term hospital students.[1]

We estimated that’ 81 percent of the preschool age children'; time
was spent with spe:}al education teachers. This contrasted witﬂ 22 per-
eent at the eleﬁenrary agellevel and 39 percent at the secondary age/
level. The overalf\everage percentage of time students spent with spe-
cial education teache§§, considering all handicapped students in special
educat}%p,\was'29 perceﬁr.

The proportion of time spent with special education teachers varied
considerably by handicap from 2 percent for those who &ere speech
impaired (who were usually pro&ide& sﬁeech services onlyj up to 100 per-

cent for severely mentally retarded students (who were usually served

either in a special class or special handicapped- day school setting).

o-,

COST OF INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES PROVIDED BY REGULAR EDUCATION TEACHERS

in estimétieg theﬁeost of regular education teachers’ instruetion§%
l;ervices for both handicapped~ana nonhandicapped children, recall thet
we used the total FTE number of reéular education teachers (ekcludipg

all special education teachers, "other target population" program teachers,

[1] Because we did not collect information on where homebound and
short-term hospital students weré placed during the portion of the
schonl year when they attended school rather than being at home or in
the hospital, we arbitrarily assumed that that time spent in school was
spent the regular education classroom. This is not unreasonable be-
cause most of the homebound and short-~term hospital students who re-
turned to school had some type of disability such as a broken leg or a
surgical operation necessitating only a short-term hospital stay.

»
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nonhandicapped children. Thus, the instructional sex:vic?s time

mentioned above.
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’

|

and persons.classified as teachers who are working in nonteaching posi-
tions).  The FTE number of regular education students was estimated by
taking the total students min§: the FTE special education students after
adjusting the number of special| education students for the fraction of
time spent in the regular education classroom. The time estimates shown
in Tables 9.4-9.5 for nonhandicapped students (column 1) and for handi-
capped students (columns 2-10" in Table 9.4 and columns 2-14 in Table

9. 5) are in minutes per child per year and were derived by first taking
the FTE number of regular education teachers at each age level, multir
plying by the length of the Workyear to get a total workyear in minutes,

. . .

and dividing by the FIE number of regular education students. To obtain
the instructionel services time preSented in the tables, we excluded all
the time that the regular education teachers spent per child on: (1)-

»
assessment of the needs of- handicapped children; (2) screening children

‘to detect potential handicaps, (3) admission of children to special edu~

cation, placement, and IEP development (4) special education inservice
training¢“(5) consultation with other professionals relative to special

education; and (6) extra time spent on the handicapped\children in the

'regular education classroom above and beyond the average time spent on

%and

costs presented in this section represent the "normal” amount of time

that the regular education teacher spends on all regular education

activities during the workyear, excluding those activities specifically
N

N

After estimating the cost of regular education teacher instruc-

tional services for each nonhandicapped student, (shown in column 1 of

.
bt
e
X




Table 9.4

*  REGULAR EDUbATION TEACHER INSTRUCTIONAL TIME AND COST PER PUPIL
% ° BY -EDUCATIONAL PLAC:4ENT AND AGE LEVEL
(Minutes per year and dollars)

Educational Placement?
All
. Hand.
w Regular | Regular | Special , . and .

Regular | Regular Class Class Class Non~"
Regular Class Class Plus Plus Plus Full * | hand. 3
. Class Plus Plus Itinerant |Part-time | Part-time | Time Special - Short-- | Place-- i
! Age (Non- | Indirect | "Related Special | Special Regular | Special| - Day Home- term’ ments
Level hand.) |Services | Services" | Teacher Class Class Class | School bound |Hospital { Combined
- y i H
s 3
Preschool | 2719 min NAD 2719 min 2543 min | 2434 min | 817 min . 0 0 0 2594 min | 2144 min E B
Age $632 $632 $607 $581 $195 0 0 0 $619 $512 1 7
Elementary { 2971 min | 2971 min | 2960 min 2333 min | 2493 min | 539 min 0 0 2072 win|223% min{ 2930 min ,
Age '$708 $708 $703 $555 $593 $127 0 0 4 $470 $511 $691 }
Secondary | 3385 min | 3385 mid {3347 min 3125 min | 2723 min | 979 min 0 0 /2267 min|3164 min| 3340 min ‘
Age $808 $808 $793 §746 $653 $234 0 0 $538 $754 $792
All Ages | 3191 min | 3191 min |3002 min | 2648 min | 2614 min | 783 min 0 0~ "'[1723 min|2669 min | 3142 min
Combined $761 $761 $710 $600 $624 $186 0 0 "|'$409 $622 §742 X

?Ed'ucja:tiional‘ plac-:ements"jare defined in Chap. IV. C ‘ ' ) .
bDat:a not av\‘a\ilable for this educational placement and age level combination. e
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Table 9.5

REGULAR EDUCATI\A‘! TEACHER INSTRUCTIONAL TIME AND COS’I‘ PER PUPIL
BY HANDICAP AND AGE LEVEL

{miaustes per year and dollars)

Y
¢ Handicap® : *
: | . Al
. and1~
cappad
and
Mon~ * " ¥~
Age hand1-~ . Pert. Part. "handi-
Lavel capped b . R |+ TMR SMR Emot. Daxf Hear Blind Sight Ortho ORY Speach Multi | capped |
Préschool | 2719 min sza@m S4min] Oain{ Omin | 105min] O min:| 8% min} O 25 'min| 407 min] 0 ‘767 min}| O min 5 44 min|
Age $632 $126 $13 $0 $0 $25 $0 §20 30-1.1 $6 -1 %97 $0 $183 - 0 . $5
' Lﬂmt“’ 2‘971 ain 2199 win | 1005 mtn] 17 nin 4 ain {1093 min [691 nin nsc;a nin .2090 niny 1973 minf 1680 un 228;;-111 2941 : 498 ” 2930 )
{ uin ain{2930 ain|
A;c $708 $525 $240 ) $1 $261 $165 $359 $499 $471 $401 $546 $702 $119 | 15691
1 ] . /
s.c.,“.,,. 3385 atn 530 min 11772 min| 42 min | O in 1936 ain (1303 winP751 ainf 2581 miny 2480 min|1822 win|3339"min| 3260 min 270 win{3340 min
: Age $808 $604 §423 $10 $0 $462 $311 $659 $616 $592 ~ $435 $797 $783 $64 /’ i 31.92‘
il Aan' 3191 min 2333 min [ 1437 nin] 0 win | 4 -;.n 1487 min | 863 minR002 min|1868 min| 2057 min}1642 min 2916 ; 2907 360/l :
/ 3142 ain
ined $761 $557 §$343 §7 $1 $355 $206 r $478 §446 $491 $392° §696 $694 386// $742
ullandicappln’g conditions are defined in Chap. 1IV. /
b
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Tables 9.4-9.§) we then estimated the cost for each of the various
groups of handicapped students. This was done by taking the cost for a

i

nonhandicapped regular education student in the district and multiplying
" by tﬁe fraction of time that the hﬁnﬁic;pped child in thé particular age

level, educational plécemeﬁt, and handicap group spent in the regular

-education classroom. For example, if a handicapped child spent 2/3 of

the day in the regular education classroom, he or she.was allocated 2/3

of the cost oé the full time nonhandicapéed student. The extra time

regulag education teachers spent above and beyond that spent on the typ- "
ical nonhandicapped child will be discussed in a }gter section of this

chapter. ’ §

As shown in ;olumn 1 of Tables 9.4-9.5, the total amount of time
per nonhandicapped pupil for these regular education instructional
activities is 3191 ginu;es ($761 per yeer). This varied by age level
from a low of 2719 minutes per year ($632) at the preschool 1e§e1 to
2971 minutes per year ($708) at the elementary level to 3385 minutes.per
year ($808) at the secondary school level. For handféapped children, as «
sﬂ;bh in Tables 9.4-9.6, the range by type of,educaﬂional placement is
from $0 for children in special classes and special day schools up to

‘ y

$761 p@r‘year”fof'those'handicapped“Etudéﬁfé ﬁ567ﬁ§re placed in regulaf :
classes full time and received indirect Special/services only. Note
that since homebound or hOSpiéal bound children were usually not in that

setting for the entire year, they incurred some costs for instruction by

a regular education teacher during the portion of the year that they

v
i

were not homebound or in a short-term hospital. The regular education
teacher instructionalf cost per pupil per vear varies by handicap consid-

erably from $1 for severely mentally retarded students who were almost

214




REGULAR EDUCATION T‘IEACHER' INSTRUCTIONAL TIME AND COST PER PUPIL 7z

3

Table. 9.6

" BY HANDICAP AND EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENT

(m;inutfes per year and dollars).

y -

I

L

NG
&

-
o

H T P .
il Educationsl: Placehent
. Regular | Regular | Special- N O

N Regular | Regular | -Class Class Class N
: Class Class Plus Plus Plus. ull . L
P Plus Plus Itinerant |Part-time Part~time Time Special Short- .
3 Handi- |Indirect | "Related | Special |'Special | Regular |Special Day tern N
cap & |Services | Services" | Teacher . Class Class Class School | Homebound Bonpit\n\l g
Lo . 3191:min [3191 min [2634 min | 2626 min | 826 min |Omin | Omin |2136 mia | b D
’, . §761 -$761 $621 ' $628 $196 $0° $0 $50 | CUEgEN
v ) 3191 ain | 3191 min | 2499.%1n | 2650 min | 824 min | O'min | O min {1248 min | G'min |
EMR _$761. $761 $596 $632 $196 $0 $0 $298 $0
: I ‘3191 1 wab 2902 mtn | 446 min |Omin | Omin | 67ntn | 'y X
: : $761 $761 . $691 $106 $0 $0 $16 = o
3 3191 min | 3191 min b 3min [Omin | Omin |.0 min !
: suR s761 .| $761 NA RA 527 $0 $0- 50 A
P ~ 13191 min | 3191 min 2871 min | 23813 | 535 min | Omin | Omin [553 min  [2576 min
< Enot. $761 $761 , $667 $570 $127 $0 $0 $132 $615
3191 min | 3191 adn | 3063 min | 1879 min | 7% min [Omin | O min
: Deat s161 | $761 $712 $436 $167 $0 $0 NA HA
: Part. [3191 min [3191 min [2999 min [.2755 min.| 723min |[O.un | Omin | 75 min 0 min
; Hear. | $761 $761 $681 $656 h. $172 $0 $0 $18 $0
3 . 3191 min | 3192 min [2426 min | 2972 m1a | 701 min | Omtn | O min |
§ Bind" Te761 |~ s761 §578 s708, | s167 /| so $0 HA e
Part. [3191 min {3191 min (2808 min | 2097 min | 774 min /| O.min- | O-min {536 min 'fm
Sight $761. $761 $653' | _ $500. 184 | 0 $0 $128 - .
a Oceh \1191 min [3191 min {2871 mtd, | 2498 min | 1240 min | O min | O min {1851 min |2501 min
: SLUTERe s | sT61- $667 $595 $261 $0 $0 $442 $597
: oHI 0191 min [3191 mirve| 2392 adn | 303l min | €38 min | Omin | Omin [2589 min 2966 min
: $761 $761 ~ | sst0 | §722 $199 $0 $0 $618  { $708
N Soeech P91 min [3191 min |2626 mtn [:2315min | 1329 min | O min | O min Gmtn |
: pe $761 | s761 $610 _, $540 $317 $0 $0 $1
y mies P19l mta 13191 min A 2859 min | M7 min |Omin | O'min | 980 min 11453 min
L IR s161 §761 ] $677 $83 $0 $0 $234 $347

al»lxmdicnppiug conditions are defined in Chap. IV.

Dsta not available for this handicap snd placemeat.
i
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(¢
never "mainstreamed” into & regular education classroom up to $694 per

year for speebh:dupaired children\who\are almost élwayg Served in tie
regular c1as§room full time with related speeoh servgles only:

Most anaf\Ses\by other' researchers of the cost of spec1a1 education
include only;those funds spec1f1ca11y earmarked for spec1al education.

and exclude the cost of any time the regular-edutation teacher may spend
. : Ly

: X
on the child. Our.analysis does not exclude the cost of the regular

v ‘}-;.
-

education teacher from the cost of special education because regula;§* ;
education teachers provide substantial instructioual services to the.
great majority of handicaprcd students, and because the amount of those
services varies considerably by age level, educational placeuent, and.
handicap. Using our methodoiogy, we estimate theiamount of regular edu-

cation teacher cost based on the amount of time the handlcapped children

. spent| in the re%ular educatlon classroom. %e will calculate the added

cost of education -per handlcapped child in a 1ater chapter by totallng

all expenditures for the education of the handicapped child and sub-

*tracting all expenditures for the education of the average nonhandi-

capped child.

COST OF INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES PROVIDED BY REGULAR EDUCATICJ AIDES

The analysis of data on regular education aides was conducted in
the same way as the analysis for regular education teachers described
above. The time and costs per child estimated here are for all activ£-
ties by reguldr education aides otler than the extra time provided to

handicapped children while they'were in the regular education classroom

L qlo]
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age‘nbnhandicappéd child. _.
ppef =

thiat was above and beyond the amount of time the aide spent on the aver-

1

“Fables 9.7-9.8 display our estimates of the number of minutes per

-

year and the associated cost per year for regular education 2ide time

per pupil for both nonhandicapped students (column 1) and for handi-
capped\sfudents (columns 2-10 in Table 9.7 and columns 2-14 in Table
9.8). For nonhandibappéd children,'regular education aides\spept an
average of 92'minuteg/;er year ($8), which indicates that there was very
little regular educatjon aide assistance in regulgr education’cléssrocms
during 1977-1978{"r522311 that our analysis excludes from the category
ofiregular educa%ion aides all those aides who are paid from either spe-

cial education or "other target population” program funds, such as com-

.pensatory or bilingual education funds. For handicapped children, our

estimates of the regular education aide time and cost per pupil are

" presented for various combinations of age level, educational placement,

and handicap in Tables 9.7-9:9.

Note that for all students combined, there are élightly more regu-
lar education aides at the’ elementary level (103 minutes per child and
$9 per year)“than at the secondary level (69 minutes per child'and $6
per year). None of the districts in our sample had any regular educa-
tion aides at the presahool.Iével. All aides at the preschool level

were either paid with special education or "other target population"

program funds.
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Table 9.7

REGULAR EDUCATION AIDE INSTRUCTIONAL TIME AND COST PER PUPIL
BY EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENT AND AGE LEVEL
(Minutes per year and dollars)

: Educational Placement w

Hand.

: Regular Regular Special and

.o Regular | Regular Class Class Class Non- -

Regular | Class Class Plus Plus; Plus Full hand.

Class Plus Plus Itinerant | Part-time |Part-time | Time Special Short- Place-
Age (Non~ |Indirect |"Related Special Speéial Regular |Special Day Home- term ments
Level hand.) |[Services |Services" | Teacher Class Class Class School bound |[Hospital | Combined ii
Preschool 0 min NA® 0 min 0 min 0 min Omin | O min 0 min 0 min 0 min 0 min ;\
Age $0 .$0 §0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 . 1
‘ 3 :
Elementary | 103 min { 103 min { 103 min 92 min 81 min 23 min 0 min 0 min 58 min | 103 min {103 min | L ;’1
Age $9 $9 $9 $8 §7 $2 $0 $0 $5 $9 $9 .
Secondary | 69 min | 69 min| 69 min 58min | 34min| 12min | Omin | Omin | 46 min | 69 min| 69 min ) :
" Age | $6 $6 $6 $5 $3 51 $0 $0 $4 $6 $6
All Ages 9é min 92 min 92 min 81 min 58 min 23 min | O min 0 min 46 min 92 min | 92 min :
Combined $8 $8 $8 $7 $5 $2 $0 $0 $4 $8 $8 )
®pata not available for this educational placement and age level combination.
i n4 '} :
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Table 9.8

< er s

< REGULAR EDUCATION AIDE INSTRUCTIONAL TIME AND COST PER PUPIL - / .
BY HANDICAP AND AGE LEVEL
(minutes per year and dollars)

.~k e

;
a ‘ i E
Handicap. . % c :
¢
' ’ Ail :
. lhndl- w3
. - cnpped . :
’ - and
Nog~ - Non-~- [y
Age Jhandi~ : Part. Part. handi- i
» .Level .} capped LD R MR SMR Emot. Deaf Hear Blind Sight Ortho OHI Speech Multi c'uppcd
.|Preschool | 0 min Omin | Omin | Omin | Omin | Omin | Omin | Omin] O min Omin| Omin{ Omin| Omin | Omin| [0 min 3
J Age $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0  §0 $0 90 !

Elementary | 103 ain | 69 min 23 min{ O min Omin | 23 min | 12 min| 23 min{ 12 min| 46 min| 92 mwin | 69 min| 92 mir | 23 min {103 min . 3

Age | $9 $6 $2 - .} $O $0 $2 $1 $2 §1 $4 $8 $6 $8 \5\2 [59
, % j - 5
[Secondary 69 min | 23 win 35 min| O min Omin [ 35min | 12 min| 35 min| 69 min| 46 min| 35 min | 58 min} 58 min | 12 min | 69 min o .

Age $6 $2 $3 $0 - | $0 $3 $1 $3 $6 $4 $3 $5 $5 1 $6 !
¢ ™ " / . ) A
11 Ages 92 min | 46 min 23 min| 0 ain Omin | 35min | 12 win{23 win| 46 min| 46 min | 58 min | 58 min| 92 min | 23 min/| 92 min K
ined $8 $4 : $§2 $0 S0 $3 $1 $2 $4 $4 §5 $5 $8 $2 ] $8 H
. . ) ; .
. ulluncﬂ.capplnm conditions ark defined in Chap. . \ /’ ’ ‘ , :
/ :
{ ;

\
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i v " Table 9.9
: REGULAR EDUCATION AIDE INSTRUCTIONAL TIME AND CQST PER PUPIL
a BY HANDICAP AND EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENT
‘ . (minutes per year and dollars) .
’ Educational Placement
. Regular - hgﬁhr Special
Sy Regular | Regular Class Class Class
i * Class Class Plus ‘Plus Plus Rill '
g Plus Plus | Itinerant |Part-time | Part~time Time Special Short~
s Handi~ |Indirect.| "Related Special }:Special Regular Special Day tern
cap? |[Services Servic’s" Teacher Class * Class Class School |Howebound | Hospital
i
b 3min | 69min | SBmin | S8Bmin | 12 min Omin | Omin | 12 min NAD
: $2 $6 $5 $5 $1 $0 50 $1
; e 92ain { 92min | dmin | U0 min | 32 min Omin | Omin | Omin | Omin
$8 $8 $0 $4 $2 $0 $0 $0 $0
b " 0 min “Omin | o.b 92 min 12 min 0 min 0 min 0 min NA
: TR $0° $0 $8 $1 $0 $0 $0
: 0 min 0 min b 12 min 0 min 0 min 0 min
SMR $0 $0 A NA $1 $0 $0 " 50 NA
69 min 35 min 0 min 46 min 23 min 0 min 0Omin { 12 wmin 92 min
Emot. | s6 $3 $0 $4 $2 $0 $0 $1 $8
0 min 0 min 0 min 46 min 23 min 0 min 0 min b
Deaf | 5o $0 $0 §4 $2 $0 $0 NA NA
Part. 0 min . 0 min 35 min 69 min 12 min 0 min 0 min 0 min 0 min
Hear. $0 $0 $3 $6 $1 $0 $0 $0 $0
0 nin "Omin | 58 min 69 mia 35 min 0 min 0 min
Mind | o so | ss s6 - | s3 $0 $0 NA NA
Part. 35 min 46 min | 46 min 81 min 23 min 0 min 0 min 0 min NA
Sight | $3 $4 $4 $7 $2 $0 $0 $0
1 92 min 92 min 69 min 46 min 23 min 0 min 0 min 46 min 92 min
Ortho | o5 $8 $6 $4 §2 $0 $0 $4 $8
1 our "0 min 35 min | 12 min 81 min 12 min 0 min 0 min 58 min | 92 min
$0 $3. $1 $7 $1 $0 $0 $5 $8
; ' 0 ain 92 min | 69 min 69 ain 35 min 0 mir 0 min 0 min’
: Speach | 5o 58 $6 $6 $3 $0 $0 $0 NA
. Omin | 92 min 92min | 12 min Omin | Omin | O min | 81 min
- Mt 1 oo $8 HA - 58" $1 $0 $0 $0 $7
aHand!.capp!.ng conditions are defined in Aghap. Iv.
& bData not availsble for this handicap and placement combination.
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EXTRA TIME REGULAR EDUCATION TEACHERS SPENT WITH HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

Although handicapped children are placed in regular education

-

.classrooms, the regular education teacher sometimes must spend addi-

tional or extra time on the handicapped thild above ard beyond the time

v

spent on the average nonhandicapped child. We obtained information on
the smount of extra time spent through interviews with a stratified ran-

dom sample of teachers in our nationwide sample. For those regular edu-

x

cation teachers who were interviewed, we asked about the amount of extra
W 0

’

time they spent per child. For those special education teachers who

. - X - .
were interviewed, we also always asked that teacher to estimate the
%

amount of extra time the regular education teachers spent per day per

child. Whenever *time permitted at the conclusion of an interview with a

N

special education teacher, we sought out and briefly interviewed a regu-

lar education teacher who also served the same child or children and

-

asked him or her directly about the amount of extra time spent. In each
case in making our national estimates we used the best available data,
giving preference to information from regular education teachers, but in

the absence of that, using the estimate provided by special education

7

teachers. .

'

Our estimates of the costs of the extra time regular education
teachers spent with handicapped children are shown in Tables 9.10-9.12

by various combinations of age level, educational placement, and handi-

cap. The average handicapped child receivéd an estimated five minutes
_per day extra from regular education teachers (an extra cost of $206 per

year). This varied by typeﬁgf handicap from nearly O extra time for

other health impaired children (an extra $5 per year) up to 22 minutes
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Table 9.10

COST -OF EXTRA TIME REGULAR EDUCATION TEACHERS SPEND WITH
EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENT AND AGE LEVEL

HANDICAPPED' CHILDREN B
(Minutes per d y’\and dollars per year)

o L i B sl > re S Py S N B g KSR o SR PP i 4 3 SRt 8 o s L TR S

P R ]

v Educaiiqnal Placement
. " Regular | Regular | Special
‘Regular | Regular | Class Class Class
Age Class. | Class Plus Plus Plug>: | Full '
Level Plus Plus Itinerant | Part-time | Part-time | Time Special Full All -,
Indirect | "Related | Special Special Regular |Special Day . Short~term {Time |Placements-
Services |Services"| Teacher Class Class Class ‘|School |Homebound | Hospital |Work | Combined
Preschool | . .a Smin | 0 min Omin | Omin | Omin | O min A xa  |0minl 1min
Age $198 $12 $0 $7 $0 $0 $0F | - $36
'Elementary |- 1 min 3min | 22 min | 11 min 2 min Omin | Omin | .. xa . |0mi8l 5 min
Age $42 $125 $962 $449 $80 $0 $0 $0 $203
Secondary | 0 min 0 min 3 min 9 min 4 min Omin | O min. NA NA 0 min{ 5 min
Age $19 $16 $139 $368 $181 $0 $0 $0 $224
f 2 .
. _ ‘/./’ . . .
All Ages 1 min 3 min 18 min 10 min 3 min 0 min { 0 min NA NA 0 min S min °
Combined $29 $115 $746 $406 $135 $0 $0 $0 $206
8pata not available for this educational placement and age level combination.
224 T
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‘Table 9.11

COST OF EXTRA TIME REGULAR EDUCATION TEACHERS SPEND WITH

" HANDICAPPED CHILDREN BY HANDICAP AND AGE LEVEL
(Minutes per day and dollars per year)

[

Handicapa /
- 3 A\
Age . : 3 Part Part./ : . a
Level 1 | BP | T™MR | SMR | Emot.| Deaf | Hear | Blind| Sight/| Ortho| OHI |speech| Multi| ALl
//
Preschool |O.min} O min{ O min| O min| O min| O min| O min| O min| O min Omin|{ O min{ 2 min| O min| 1 min
" Age $1 $0 |0 $0 $0° . [$0 $1  |$C $0 ,,’ $0, $e $68-  1$0 $36
- R . %‘, . ’
Elementary | 9 min 6 min{ 0 min| 0 min 1l min{ 2 min| 3 min|{27 min{ 6 min| 5 min| O min| 3smin| 1 min{ 5 min
Age $374 (8255 |$1 $1 $446 1$103 |$116 [$1152 |$253 |$191 |$6 $121 |$40 $203
/ |
Secondary |7 min| 4 min| O min| O min {18 min| 2 min| 2 min |27 min| 2 min| 1 min| O min| C min| 1 min{ 5 min
Age '$314 8162 |$1 - |$0O $767 |$78 $92 $1151 $82 $25 $6 $17 $27 -$22§ )
. + /‘ .
All Ages . 8min|5min| O min| O min (14 min| 2 min| 2 min|22 miin| 4 min| 3 min| O min| 3 min| 1 min { 5 min
Combined $345 18199 I$1 © |$1 $595 . |$88 $96 $928 161 [$115 iS5 $111° [$30 $206
aHandicapping conditious are defined in Chap. IV.
] ¥
/ oo ! Rl
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"xx B Table 9"12 -~

o COST OF EXTRA TIME REGULAR EDUCATION TEACHERS, SPEND WITH HANDICAPPED CHILDREN
N ’ ) -BY HANDICAP AND EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENT
(Minutes per day and dollars per year)

+

5, | . ’ ) R . Zducational Placement " i
s - ’ . Regular Regular Special . :
{ Regular | Regular Class Class Class : .t
H . -Class Class Plus Plus Zlus Full . All “
: Plus Plus Itinerant | Part~time | Part-tine | Time Special Short~- . Place- K
Handi- | Indirect | "Related Special Special Regular | Specfal Day . tera Full Time | manta :
cap B| Servicas |Servicea" | Teacher Class Class Clsss ] School |Homebound| Hospital Work Combined :
" [Omin | 2min [19min [10min | 2 min |[Omin| Omin| b naP 0 min| 8 min el
c |™ fs9 " |s87  ksos  [sw05 . |71 s0 |0 s0 |$345 2
oy |9min]| 4min | Smin | 7min | Smin |Omin| Omin| xo |- OQmin| 5min Rk
I $389° |$153 B199 $302 $191 | $0 $0 $0 $199 '
;o Ouwin [ Oaln | b Smin | Omdn | O min| O mdn| o A O min| 0 min :
P |™RTq%0 |80 $215  |s7 | %0 $0 - $0 $1 .
- 0 min | 0 min .| 0 min lmin | 0 min| O min Omin{ O min -
& e $0.. N lso '$43 so | $0 NA | WA 0 |$1 :
© [oo [Swin [60min |Simin [20min | 2min |OminlOmin| o [ y, | Ominléamin ?
: * 1$224  |$2538 2176 | $844 $100 $0 $0 $0 $595
‘ peaf | Omin | 9min | 4min | lmin | 3min | Omin} Omin| NA O min| 2 min .
$0 $360  [5149 $29 $135 $0 $0 $0 $88
* lpage, | 2 min | 2 min 3min | 6 min Omin | O min| O min NA NA Omin| 2 min
' Hear [$98 $81 147 $238 $12 $0 $0 $0 $96 ,
oo 1tag |0 min 0 min {28 min {36 min O min { O min} O min NA NA 0 min { 22 min’ 2y
S $0 k1203 [$1522 |$6 - $0 $0 1 so $928 | - ,
Part. | 4min | Omin | 6min | 2min | lmin [Omin| O min| NA O min| 4 min
Sight - 15166  [$0 $254 $96 $50 "$0 $0 $0 $161
Zmin (15min |19 min | lmin | 1min [Ominf Omin| NA Omin| 3 min
Ortho 1584 $652 800 - |$29 $28 $0 $0 $0 $115
4 J; 0 min | O min 1 min | 4 min lmin | O min} O min NA NA 0 min| O min
W I so so Bel $157  |s36 '~ [0 s | $0  |s$5 .
— 10min | 3min | Omin [ 1min | Omin | O min| O min ~Omin| 3 min
, Specch $429 |s113 k1 §53 $2 $0 | %0 NA NA so s
. ; Omin [ Omdn | o IZmin | Imin [Omin| O min| A Omin| 1 min X
el Multt 140 $0 $526 $50 $0 $0 $0 $30 ‘ .
.t 1 min | 3min {18 min |10 min 3min | 0O min| O min NA NA Omin| 5 min
P ML e suas B7ae [$406  |$135 | %0 | S0 S0 [ $206

aHandicapp:lng conditions are defined in Chap. IV.
bDat:a not available for this handicap and placement combination.
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per day extra for functionally blind.children (an extra $928 per year).

£ This varied by type of educational placement trom 0 minutes for those

-

students who are not served in a regular education classroom at all up .

N e m RN e s

to 18 minutes per day (an extra $746 per year) for those students in ;

=

regular education classes who were also served by an itinerant special

education teacher.

SPAS wad W vasrr b
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The largest number shown in Table 9.12 for any handicap and place-

SULTY

v

ment combination is an extra 60 minutes per day for emotionally dis- .

T e
v

o .
P Tt T

turbed children who are in a regular education classroom full time:and

& "
) .

receiving rélated services only. Only two districts in our national
sample had children with that handicap and eduéational placement, and in -
: both cases the regular education tgaéher provided substantial extra

time. Inspection of Table 9.12 reveals a tendency for emotionally dis- g
turbed children and blind children to be provided more extra time when

they are placed in the gegular education classroom than other types of

'hagdieapped children weée provided. Most handicapped chi}dren placed in

reéﬁlar education classrooms, however, received very little ;xtréfatfen-

tion.from the regular education teacher, as the five minutes extra per

day estimate for all types of handicapped children combined reveals. §

, - :

EXTRA TIME REGULAR EDUCATION AIDES SPENT WITH HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

In addition to the extra time regular education teachers spent with t

~en et

handicapped children, we also investigated how much extra time was pro=-
vided for handicapped children by regular education aides above that '
spent on nonhandicapped children. In total, we estimate an expenditure

of $14 per handicapped child in special education per yeér and an extra

;
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amount of service of oné mihﬁte per day per special education child by :
regular g&ﬁcation.ﬁides. As sﬁown in Tables 9.13-9.15, thé expenditure
rate varies from $0 for those children not placed in regular education

: . \

:l up to $25 per year per cﬁild for those in regular classrooms receiving 4
related services only. It varies by handicap from ﬁearly $0 for Fhosv -
¢ . types of handicapped children who are seldom placed in régular class-~

i rooms up to $118 per year (eight extra minutes per day) éor profoundly

.

: deaf children. *~ ‘ \

ﬁhen the combination of handicap and educational placement are con- ;
sidered, we estimate that the largest expénditure was an extra two hours N
per day ($1843 per year) for profoundly des® children placed in regular
education élassrooms full time with related services only. This partic-
ular estimate‘is higher than that for any other handicap or placement
combination by a factor of three. It is a rare combination of handicap L
and placemen® that was observed in only two districtg in our sample and

one of those two districts provided an unusually high -level of support

v
N a

by regular educdtion aides. Given the amount of time spent by regular
education aide= in that district, they could be considered special edu-

cation aides. After profoundly deaf children, orthopediqallyvimpaired 2

: children receive the most extra service. ;

«

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

N evae
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Table 9.13

COST OF EXTRA TIME REGULAR EDUCATION AIDES SPEND WITH HANDICAPPED CHILDREN
BY EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENT AND AGE LEVEL
(Minutes per day and dollars per year)

2

-88T~

Educational Placement
Regular Regular Special
Regular | Regular Class Class Class
Class Class Plus Plus Plus Full :
Plus Plus Itinerant | Part-time | Part-time | Time Special Full All
Indirect | "Related | Special Special Regular (Special Day | Short~term | Time Placements
Services |Serviceés"| Teacher Class Class “Class |School /Homebound | Hospital |[Work | Combined
PrZeschool NA® .13'min " 0 min -0 min 0 min 0 min 0 min NA NA 0 minj 2 min
Age $204 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $37
-
Elementary | 0 min 2 min 0 min 1 min 0 min 0 min | .0 min NA - L min| 1 min
., Age §7 $26 $5 - $19 1 81 $0 $0 ; oo $0 , 419 .
Secoridary 0 min 0 min 2 min 0 min 0 min 0 min 0 min NA NA O min| O min
Age $0 $3 . $30 $0 $3 $0 $0 $0 $2
AMl Ages 0 min 2 min 1 min 1 min 0 min 0 min 0 min NA NA 0 min{ 1 min
Combined $3 $25 $12 $10 $2 $0 $0 g . $0 $14
L a
3pata not available for this educational placement and age level combination.
) ".y S I B : a.
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Table

9.14

COST OF EXTRA TIME REGULAR EDUCATION AIDES SPEND WITH
HANDICAPPED CHILDREN BY HANDICAP AND AGE LEVEL
(Minutes per day and dollars per year)

Handicapa
Age ) Part.| Part. :
Level L EMR TMR SMR | Emot.| Deaf | Hear | Blind| Sight} Ortho| OHI |Speech| Multi| All
A T7
Preschool |0 min| O min| O min{ O min| O min| O min| O min| O min| O min| O min| O min| 5 min| O min{ 2 min
Age (O $0 $0 $0 . |80 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $70 $0 $37.
Elementary |1 min| 1 min| O min| O min| O min 11 min| O min! 1 min}] 1 min! 4 min| O min| 1 min{ 1 min| 1 min
Age 511 $17 $0 $0 34 $163 |$3 $9 $10 $57 $0 $22 $10 $19
Secondary |0 min} O min| O min{ O min 0 min| 4 min| 2 min] O min| 1. min| O min|{ O min| O min{ O min} O min
Age 50 $0 $0 $0 $1 $63 $30 $0 $21 $7 $1 $0 $0 $2
All Ages Omin| Omin|{ O min{ O min| O min|{ 8 min| 1 min| O min| 1 min|{ 2 min| O min\ lmin| O min 1 min
Combined 56 87 $0 $0 $2 . $118 |$15 $4 C|$14 $34 $0° $21 $5 514

|

!

#£

aHaﬁdicapping conditions are defined in Chap. 1IV.
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Table 9.15
. COST OF EXTRA TIME REGULAR EDUCATION AIDES SPEND WITH HANDICAPPED CHILDREN :é
BY HANDICAP AND EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENT g
(Minutes per day and dollars per year) R
Educational Placement .
Regular '| Regular 5pecial ' )
Regular | Regular Class Class Class
Class Class Plus Plus Plus Full Al)
Plus Plus Itinerant | Part-time | Part=time | Time Special Short- Place-
Handi- | Indirect | "Related Special | Special Regular | Special Day tera Full Time | wments
cap 8] services | Services" Teacher Class Class 'Class | School | Homebound| Hospital Work Combined
L 0 min 0 min Ominf lmin| O min | O min{ O min NAb NAP 0O min | O min
L $0 $6 §8 §2 $0 |so $0 $6
‘ Omin | 2min| Omin| lmin| Omin | O min| O min \ Omin | O min |
%] s0 §27 6 | 816 a1 $0 |0 NA NA 150 $7.
0 min ‘0 min b Omin| O min | 0 min| .0 min 0 min | O min
™R
$0_. | $0 N lso lso . jso  lso | N NA_ fso  lso
. 0 min: 0 min Omin| O min | O min| O min 0 min | O min
SR |50 $0 NA - g0 |s0 0 . |s0 NA N Tso [so
0 min 0 min Omin| Omin| O min | O min| O min 0 min | O min
ot fs0 |7 $6 - |s3  ls2  lso  |[so NA Mo lso g2
pear ‘|0 min 1120 min Omin] 1min| 1 nin | O min{/0 min NA NA O min | 8 min
$0 $1843 | $5 -$20. | $9 so\ $0 $0 - Isus
Pare, |'0 min 2 min 2 min] Omin{ O min \min 0 min NA NA 0 min | 1 min
'hear | $0 ' | $35 $33 $0 - |s0.. [so|\]so $0 $15
0 min . 0 min lmin|] Omin| Omin { O min 0 min Omin {0 min
PP s0 o | s10 | s07 . fso fso\ g0 | M S R :
anrt. 0 min Omin|- "2 min{ 1 min| O mih | O min O\Ein‘,‘NA NA 0 min 1 nin J;
Sight | 86 $0- . | $24 $9 $0 $0 %0 $0 $14 = :
3 min 32 min{ . 0 minf 3 min/[15 min | O min| O min | %A | Na 0 min |2 min b
Ortho | $45 .| $501 $2 | $39 $228  |$0 $0 .0 $34 %
oy |0 min Omin| Ominl lumin| Omin |Omin| Omin| “Na | Omin [0 min :
$0 $0 $7 . $12 $0 $0 $0 $0 - $0 :
nf{l5min | .1min| Omin| Omin| O min | O min| O min 0 min |1 min j
SPecchi 5226 | 22 $0 $0 $0 0 |s0 NA M 1so $21 :
J O min 0 min NA 8min| O min [ O min|[ O min NA NA 0 min | 0 min :
wiet | g0 | g0 $117 | $0 S0 1s0 0 %5 i
) 0 min 2 min lminj] 1l min| O min [ O min| O min NA NA 0 min | 1 min :
L §25 $12 | s10 |2 $0 |50 $0 $14

aHandicapping conditions are defined in Chap. 1Iv.

Data not available for this handicap and placement combination.
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+¥X. COSTS FOR RELIATED SERVICES PERSONNEL

W \

/ . x s .

RO

INTRODUCTION

Various types of related services personnel often provide services

e b A ek .
At e

»

for special education students. Thé most frequent are adaptive physical

SF e
H

v

education, counseling, nursing, occupational therapy, physical therapy,

psychological services, social work services, special vocational ser-

| v

vices, and speech therapy services. Some of these types of personnel,

LOESC SR ANt SOy LR N

/ H s 4 . . ' .
. especially counselors, librarians, and school nurses, also provide ser-

vices to nonhahdicapped students. . .

This chapter contains.estimates for the cost of all time spent by

+ LN

each of these different types of related services personnel excluding'

-

the time spent on:. (1) screening children to detect potential handi-

N

caps; (2)‘asses$ment of the needs of handicﬁppedﬂchildrgn; (3) admissioa .

of children to special educationl placement, and individual education ‘ \l é
: program development; (ﬁ) staff inservice training; (5) consulting with
other profe;sionals relative to special education; and (6) providing

services for "other target population" programs such as those for disad-

‘
13 rervr e kit

vantaged or bilingual children. Nonpersonnel costs such as those for

R e F

facilities, equipment, supplies, staff travel, and ove .d are also

s

excluded. (All of these costs that are excluded from this chapter will

e

N
e

be discussed in subsequent chapters of this report). The cost estimates

Sy WV men Yk mhe

”,

. ‘ © are fér all related services personnel work time that is not specifi-

cally excluded. Hence, these above estimates include any preparation

‘g
B
)
§

5
)

3

time and travel time between schools during the work day.
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" The estimates in this chapter include not only special related ser-~
vices p;ovided to handicapped children (such as a school nurse adminis-
tering some special medication to a hardicapped child), but also the
regulér related servites that are normally provided\to both nonhandi-
capped and handicapped child;én (such as services provided by a school
nurse to any child who becémes ill or is injured at school). Esfimatés

for both of the ahove types of services are needed in order to estimate

(1) the average total éost of educating handicapped children, (2) the

average total cost of educating nonhandicapped children, and (3) the

added cost of educating handicappgd‘chil§ren (which is.the difference

between' (1) and (2) above.) . -

‘ The info¥mation contained in this chapter was obtained in part

. through‘interviews with superviscrs. of each of the different types of
related service; perso;nel and with the director of gg?cial education in
each\district in our nationwide sample. Additional information needed
to estimate the costs of related services personnel was obtained from ‘
the director of personnél and the director of finance and budgetiﬁg in
each district.

Intexrviews were conducted with the supervisors of each different
type of related services personnél in each of the school districts in
the sample if that type of personnel provided any special services for
handicapped children or spent any time for handicapped éhildren above
the time that was normally spent providing the same services fs} the
ave?ﬁée nonhandicapped child. We conducted no interview in some dis~
tricts for some types of related services personnel, most frequently

school librarians and counselors. In those cases, tﬁf district director

4
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of special education!had assured us that that type of related services - e
: persohnel served all jnonhandicapped and handicapped children equally,

hence we allocated the cost of those personnel equally to every student.

The information jused in making the cost estimates included the FTE

ntimber of each different type of related services personnel both

¢ et

employed by the district and hired on & contract or consulting basis.

e ¥ Tns

The information used élso included the a&dﬁnt of time‘§pent by each of _ o
these different types 6f related services personnel providing services
for each diﬁferent\type of handicapped student (thé type of student was
Ce . . \ o . ! ;
defined by age level, handicap, and type‘of educational placement).
' In order to estimate the cost per pupil for related services, we
first calculated the number of FIE related services staff members in the

school district by the age levels, handicaps, and types of educational

lacements of the students served. Special education students were ‘
place . p \

' <
—

defined to be the numbe# of different children who were enrolled for
special education and related services at any time during the school

i year: Thus, if a child was in a special classroom half ti?e; he or she
was counted as one special education student for purposes of the esti-
mates in this chapter.{1] Regular education students were then defined
as total stud;nts minus special education students so that each child is

counted only once. Estimates of the cost per handicapped child were

: [1] Most "local education agencies and state funding agencies use
"head counts” of children as we have done rather than FTE children when
they collect statistics and distribute funds. Thus, our estimates of

‘ the costs per handicapped child are compatible with current education

: agency operating and funding procedures. Our data base does contain in-

forma%}éﬁ that would enable & secondary data analysis to produce esti-

mates./of the cost per handicapped childsreceiving related services and
the cost per FTE handicdpped student.
: $

. 203
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then obtained by dividing the FTE related services personnel time in

minutes (9xc}uding the time spent on certain services described above)

—

by the number of different students in special education and then multi-

plving the estimated number of minutes spent per child by the salaryﬂand

°

. fringe benefits cost. per minute for the type of peréonne} providing the

.service. The cost estimates in this chapter utilize national average

workyears and salaries with fringe benefits estimated from our sample.

s,

t
\ . o ¢
. a N
' .

RELATED SERVICES COSTS BY TYPE OF PERSONNEL LY
k|

[y

The 1977-1978 national average cost of the various "relhted'ser-
vices" described ?bove was estimated to be $61‘per nonhpndicapped\chi18
and $191 per.handicapped child including both salary and fringe bene-
fits. These c6§ts vwere f;r the equivalent of 239 minutes‘of service per
nonhandicapped child per year and 806 minutes of service per handicapped
child per year. ; C |

The estimated ti;;\gnd cost of ‘the various related services per
child are shown in Tgble\}Q.l by type of pe;sonnel. Recall that these
costs exclude certain servicés\thaﬁ will be discussed in subsequent
chapters. For nonhanaicqpped cgildren, the three types of personnel who
provided the greatest aggunt of relate§ services were ;ounselors (5829
per year), liﬁrarians (422 per year), and nurses (S4 per year). For

handicapped children, the largest amount of service per child was pro-

¢ .
vided by speech therapists ($81 per year for every child in special edu-~

cation, whethér or not that child received speech therapy). Other types,

7
of personnel who provided major related services for handicapped chil-
' *

dren included adaptivé physical education specialists (S5 per vear for

230
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" Table 10.1

A

ESTIMATED TIME AND COST OF VARIOUS "RELATED SERVICES"
PER CHILD BY TYPE OF PERSONNEL

Dollar Cost Dollar Cost

Per Non- -Per Minutes ~ Minutes
handicapped Handicapped Per Non- Per:
Child Per Child Per handicapped Handicapped
. T U a , GChild Pex- .Child Per. ..
Type of Pe?éonné},‘_“ " Year' " .Year . Year * . Year
‘Adaptive physical educa- - . ’ * ) S
. tion specialist c 5 0 21
* Counselor 29 29 108 108 ,
Librarian 22 22 84 84
Nurse . 4 8 19 37
Occupational therapist 0 3 0 14
Physical therapist 0 5 0 20
Psychologist 2 6 7 21
Social worker 3 9 12 34
Special vocational ,
personnel 0 12 0 46
Speech therapist 0 81 0 345
Other related service
. b .
professional ) 0 7 0 28
Related service aide 1 4 9 48
All of the above types X
of personnel $6? $§191 239 min 806 min

a ;
Including salary and fringe benefits.

b .

Such as activities of daily living specialist, behavior modification

specialist, deaf interpreter, mental health specialist, and mobility trainer.

every child in special education), counselors ($29 per year), librarians
($22 per year), nurses ($8%pef year), occupational therapists ($3 per
year); physical therapists ($5 per year), psychologists (§6 per year),

social workers ($9 per year), special vocational personnel ($12 per

year), and related services aides ($4 per year). All other types of

240 ‘



related services professionals combined cost an estimated $7 per child

per year. These other types of personnel included activities of daily

living specialists, behavior modification specialists, deaf inter-

* «

preters, mental health specialists, and mobility trainers, among others.

N

RELATED SERVICES COSTS BY' AGE LEVEL, HANDICAP, AND
TYPE OF EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENT

i i)
. /.
. As'shown in‘Table:10.2;;the estimated, time and cost of various.related

an ‘ se;vicéskbér pupil varieé cons;derably fér students differing in age . | o
lével and type of educstionél p acement:' Altﬁgugh the averaéé ﬁgn&i-
capped student in special education nationwide received $191 of various
related services per year, this varied by age level from $497 per child
at the preschool level to $164 be child at the elementary level to $202

.| per child at the secandary lével. The preschool estimate is higher pri-

marily because the average preschdol child served tended to be more
severely handicappea than the average child served at the older age lev-
els. Recall that ceg}ain specifif types of related services such as
screening and assessm;nt will be/discussed in subsequent chapters and
hence the dollar figures presentfed here afi not the totalffor all ser-
vices by these‘bersonnel.

There was great variation/in the amount of related services per

pupil by type of educational placement. Nonhandiqqpped students

received $61 per year of thege related services, as did handicapped stu-
dents placed in regular edugation classes full time who received

iridirect special services gnly. The largest amount of these related

services by type of educatfional placement went at an estimated cost of

$630 per year to students/in special day schools serving only handi-

% B : capped students. , .
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ESTIMATED TIME
: BY EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENT AND AGE LEVEL

Table 10.2

(Minutes per year and dollars) .

— -

AND COST OF VARIOUS RELATED SERVICES PER PUPIL

Zducational Placement®

Regular Regular Special
N . ‘Regular | Ragular Class Class Class All
Regular Class Class Plus Plus Plus Full Special
- Class Plus Plus Itinerant | Part-tims| Part-time Time Special Full Educatiod
s | Age {(Non~ Indirect | "Related Special Special Regular Special Day Short-tera Time ‘Placements
‘| Level hand.) Services | Services” | Teacher | Class Class Class School | Homebound | Hospital Work Combined
" preschool 142 min b 1124 min 686 min| 711 min 122 min | 4111 min { 4259 min 539 min 32 min 0 min | 2324 min
. Age $35 NA $277 $169 $175 $30 $806 $1049 $133 $8 $0 $497
‘Elementary | 183 ®n | 183 mta 755 win | 917 min| 430 min | 804 min | 670 min | 1843 min 252 min 156 min | O min | 666 min
Age ,t’ $45 $45 1 %186 $226 .| $106 $198 $165 $454 $62 $38 $0° * $164
— . . N N . ]
deconda 321 min | 321 min 1210'min | 1112'min{ 706 min 824 min | 1145 min | 3345 min 276 min 430 min |1583 min 820 min
Age o4 $79 $79 §298 'l $274 $174 $203 $282 1 $824 $68 ‘ $106 $413 $202 i
. ~ 3 L}
All Ages 239 min | 247 min 803 min 962 min| 576 min 812 min | 1165 min | 2557 min 305 min 263 min (1583 min 806 min
Combined $61 $61 $198 $237 $142 $200 $287 $630 $75 $65 $413 $191

%pducational placemerita are defined in Chap. 1V,

bData not available for thia educational placement and age level combination.
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. Estimates of the time and cost of varidus related services per
pupil are shown by type of han&icapyin Table 10.3. The lowest costs
were for services to learning disabledlstudents (8120 per year) and
other health impaired students ($123 per year). The greatest estimated'

cost was for children with multiple handicaps (§$1179 per year). As can’

[y

_ within hearing and vision impairments, in general the more sevqrelthé

handicap, the.greater'the ﬁmqunt_bf‘related serviceé pr?vid;d.

The variation‘in‘the estimated %%me and cost of various related
ces per.pu§11 is shown by educational placement and. handicap in
Table |10.4. Considering the combination of both handicap and type of

|
educaﬁional placement, the highest annual cost per student for various

related\services was estimated to be $2113 éor profoundly deaf children
placed-in regular educati&n classes full time who were also receiving
related sérvi;es, such as those provided by deaf. interpreters. The
second high;;t cost was estimated to be §1620 for children with multiple
handicaps placed in special day schools serving o;fy handicapped chil-
dren. ‘

The estimated costs of other related services personnel activities

such ’as screening, assessment, IEP development, inservice training, and

technical assistance will be described in subsequent chapters.

.
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Table 10.3

BY AGE LEVEL AND TYPE OF HANDICAP
(Minutes per year and dollars)

ESTIMATED TIME AND COST OF VARIOUS RELATED SERVICES PER PUPIL

Handicapping Conditions®

Elementary

Age

394 min
§97

633 min
$156

1425 ain
$351

2606
$642

min

630 min
$170

-

2602 min
$641

1.+2 min
$sL1

1749 minf
$431

483 ain
$11%

1384 min
§341

207 min
$51

770 nin
$18l

3633 min
$895

666 ain
$164

Seqondary
Age

560 min !718 win

$138

i
i

$177

2748 nin
$677

2971
$732

min

1449 nin
$357

1822 min
$449

1380 min
$340

2805 nin|
$691

897 min
$221

1246 min
$307

654 min
$161

1197 =in
§281

5287 min
$1295

850 min
$202

All Ages
Cozbhinad

487 min .

§120

1

714 min
$176

2066 min
$509

2177
$684

1079 nin
$266

2224 min
$548

1263 min
$311

2346 miq
$578

779 min
$192

1862 min
. $391

499 min
$123

834 min
$196

4786 min
$1179

806 min
$191

aHandicapping conditions are

O

defined in Chap. 1IV.

TR T T Y TN it o

Age Part, Part. All
Level LD EMR TMR SHR Emot. Deaf Hear Blind Sight Ortho OHI Speech Muled Hand. o
- 3
Preschool | 2099 min | 909 ain | 1140 min | 3262 min {1124 min | 767 min | 414 min {2679 min] 2164 min 6576 ain | 572 min {1546 min [€550 min {2324 min ¥
Age $517 $224 $281 §649 $277 $189 $102 $660 $533 $1222 $141 §381 $2106 $497 .
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Table 10.4

ESTIMATED TIME AND COST OF VARIOUS RELATED SERVICES PER PUPIL
BY HANDICAP AND TYPE OF EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENT
(Minutes per year and dollars)

sydn T arn

. Educational Placement

Regular Regular Special

Regular | Regular Class Class Class All,
[Handi- Class Class Plus Plus Plus Full Sp. Ed.
capping| plys | Plus Itinerant | Part-time | Part-time | Time | Special Short~ Place-
Condi- 1 indirect | "Related | Special | Special | Regular | Special| Day term | Full Time | ments
tion Services | Sexvices" | Teacher Class Class Class | School | Homebound| Hospital Work Combined
w0 247 ain 580 min 414 min 459 min 426 min 820 minf 2180 min] 183 wmin 0 min [2371 min 487 min
i $61 $143 $102 $113 $105 $202 $537 $45 $0 $584 $120
! PR 247 min 280 min 292 min 613 min 958 min 637 wird 406 min] 146 min|' 77 min [1989 min 714 min
$61 $69 $72 $151 $236 - $157 $100 $36 $19 - |$490 §176
MR 247 min 0 min 0 min | 1027 min |2086 min |1205 miny 2586 min| 101 min 0 min |1514 win {2066 win
- $61 $0 $0 $253 $514 $297 $637 §25; $0 $373 $509
SMR 247 min 0 min 0 min 0 min 247 min 945 min} 2984 min{ 101 ain 0 min 0 min [2777 min
$61 $0 $0 $0 $61 $233 $735 $25 $0 $0 $684
247 win }1266 min 443 min 1478 min 682 min 816 ml;l 1453 min| 207 min | 414 min {3288 min [1079 min
Emot. |$61 $312 $109 $364 $168 $201 $358 $51 $102 $810 $266
~ \
Deaf 247 min 8578 win |[3999 min |1408 ain 544 min 459 minj “57\ nin 0 min 0 min 0 min 2224 min
§61 $2113 $985 $347 $134 $113 $1098. $0 . $0 $0 $548 .
Part, [247 min (1189 min {1579 min |2984 min 552 min 917 min} 2862 min 166 min 81 min ° 0 min 1263 min
Hear $61  , 185293 $389 $735 $136 $226 $705 $41 $20 $0 $311
247 min 0 min 12419 win [1985 min |1762 min 726 min} 5452 min 0 min 0 min 0 win 2346 min
Blind |s61 $0 $596 $489 $434 $179 $1343 $0 $0 $0 $578
N,
Part. |247 min {2042 min 585 min 544 min 637 min 771 min} 5789 min 49 min 0 min 0 mi’:: 779 min
Sight |se61 $503 $144 $134 $157 $190 $1426 \| $12 $0 $0 $192
AN , 1
Ortho 247 min 12464 min |1929 min [ 3060 min [2236 min |6073 min] 5556 min ‘2\23 min 211 min 0 min [1862 min '
$61 $607- $367 $607 $435 - $1127 $1245 $55 $52 $0 $391 '
247 win {1027 min 463 min 264 min 633 min 893 min| 718 min| 187'min 296 min 0 min 499 min
oHI $61 {8253 $114 $65 $156 $220 $177 $46 $73 $0 $123 '
247 min 787 min 455 min 816 min 438 min 15456 min] 1449 min 702%nin 0 win 0 min 834 min
Speech | 561 $194 $112 $201 $108 T+ 151033 $357 $173 $0 $0 $196
247 min 247 min 247 min |5606 min }4835 min 990 min] 6577 min}| 2980 min | 158 min 0 oin [4786 min
Hultd {61 $61 $61 $1381 $1191 $244. $1620 $734 $39 $0 $1179
a1l 247 nin 803 min 962 min 576 min 812 min [1165 min|2557 min| 305 min | 263 min [1583 min 806 min
Hand. |$61 $198 $237 $142 $200 $287 $630 $75 §65 8413 $191
\
\
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XI. SCREENING COSTS K

INTRODUCTION J

Various types of personnel may screen all or part of the general
student population for handicapping conditions or impairments that are
less than handicapping. The purposes of a screening program are two-

fold: first, children who need épecial education and related services

P I T .

because of a physical or mental handicap need to be identified befcre
they can be served; and children with less than handicapping impairments .
need to be identified so that they may receive certain assistance that
will enable them to make the most effective progress in school. Exam-
ples of children who fall into the latter categury and benefit from the
screening even though the&xare not handicapped are children who need
gla;ses, children with a mild hearing impairment that is medically
correctable, and children with a mild physical impairment that is medi- .
cally correctable.

Screening does not include time spent assessing students who are
referred as possibly handicapped, but rather includes the brief screen-
ing of segmentéAof the entire student population such as all students at
a certain age or grade level or all students entering the school dis-
trict for the first time. The data in this chapter are a combination of
the time spent testing the child being screened; the time spent inter-
preting, recording, and reporting the screening test results; and the

time spent in preparation and travel related to the tests.

Al
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"
We collected data on the number of children screened pér year in .
)

TR

L en g et

district categorized by the type of impairment being screened for

¥

and by the type of personnel doing the screening. We also collected
dayi on the total person-days per year spent by each type of personnel
for each type of screening. For example, if the professional whom we
interviewed indicated that he or she spent the equivalent of ten
ﬁerson-days for all activities related to screening 800 children for .
physical impairments, then the amount of time spent on those screening \ ;
: \ activities would be 1/80 of a dayhpér child. A

L *
We collected screening data from all types of related services pro-

|
]
1

'fessionals, from aides, and from classroom teachers. This information
'is reported in the remaining sections of this chapter.

|
From a methodological standpoint, we developed information on
screening costs by first collecting information on the type of handicap
or impairment being screened for, the total amount of time spent on this
e

screening, and the number of students screened per year. This was done

during interviews with supervisors of each different type of personnel
in the school disfrict. The district's data files on screening were
used whenever possible. We also collected data on the lengq& of +the
workday, the length of the workyear, and the salary and fringe benefits.
for each type of personnel. The cost information was then obtained by
multiplying the number of minutes spent screening each child by the cest
per minute for the type of personnel conducting the screening. The
information in this chapter utilizes nationél average workyears and

a salaries with fringe benefits obtained from our sample to calculate

costs.

-
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In the school districts, five general types of screening programs
were aimed at discovering impairments of hearing, mental, physical,
speech, and vision abilities. Each was analyzed separately.

* i
For vision screening programs, two major categories of students

!

benefited and hence each of those two categories of students was allo-

cated a portion of the costs of the vision screening. Children who were
visually handicapped and needed special education and related services

benefited when their need was identified. Children who were visually

3 .
Lmem nl aan

a
.LlllthJ.L T s

th

cd corrective lenses but who were not so impaired that
they were handicapped and in need of special education or related ser-
vices also benefited by being identified so that their parents could
obtain help for them.

_ Since the philosophy underlying this cost analysis is to allocate
service costs to those students who were intended to benefit from the
serv?ces, it was necessary to estimate the number of visually handi-
capped children and the number of visually impaired but not handicapped
children in each district. W¥e did not collect data on the percené of
children in each district who "failed" the screening test, or on the
percent of those who "failed" who had a vision disorder confirmed by
subsequent in-depth diagnosis. We also did not collect data on the per-
cent of those children with confirmed vision disorders who needed spe-
cial educational and related services. However, from a review of the
literature on vision screening, approximately 10 percent of the children

screened "fail" the school vision screening programs on the average.[1]

[1] Garry D. Brewer and James S. Kakalik, Handicapped Children:
Strategies for Improving Services, McGraw-Hill, New York, 1979.
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Most of these 10 percent require corrective lenmses, but the majority do
not require special education. Thus, the benefits of the vision screen-

ing program accrue to visually handicapped students new to special edu-
cation programs each yeér as well as to visually impaired students who
are identified but do not require special education. Nationwide 0.06
percent of the age 5-17 year old population are visually handicapped in
special education.[2] We assumed that of thé 10 percent who "fail" 0.06
percerit need sp?cial education or related services. The fraction of the
total screening cost allocated to special education students was 6.06/10
or 0.6 percent. The time aﬁd cost associated with special education was
then allocated equally to each student who was either visually handi-
capped or had some other éfimary handicap but who received services due
Fo a concﬁrrent visual problem (for example, a mentally retarded studenf
who was served by the'itinerant vision teacher or the itinerant mobility
instructor). The cost allocated to the impaired students was divided
amonglall nonhandicapped students in the district. We also analyzed the
cost to screen one individual child.

For the hearing screening analysis, we followed a similar pro-
cedure. Nationwide, approximately 3.5 percent of the children screeﬁed
for hearing "fail" the test.[3] Since 0.16 percent of the aged 5-17
year old population in the United States is hard of hearing or deaf and

~N
in special education,[4] we allocated 0.16/3.5 or 4.57 percent of the

[2] U.S. Department of Educafion, National Center for Educational
Statistics, "The Condition of Education: Statistical Report,"” 1980 edi-
tion, p. 68.

[3] Brewer and Kakalik, Handicapped Children, 1979.

[4] U.S. Department of Education, Natioral Center for Educational
Statistics, "The Condition of Education: Statistical Report,” 1980 edi-
tion, p. 68.
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heéring screening cost to the hearing handicapped children and the
remainder to thg peaging impaired children who were not in need of spe-
cial education or“¥e1ated services. For hearing handicapped childreq,
the screening costs were allocated equally among all deaf and hard of
hearing children and all children witl other handicaps who also received
hearing-related services such as itiherant%hearing teacher services.

For physica} screening, every student in the school district could
potentially benefit from detection of an impairment and so we divided
the costs between the handicapped and the nonhandicapped students i
proportion to the numbers of such students. The reason for analyzing

physical screggii§~j?/t is manner is that the great majority of the
physical screening programs we found in the school districts were either
the general "height and weight and ask a few questions" type of cursory
physical or they were scoliosis screening. As such, they would not nor-
mally detect a physical handicap that required special education and
that was not already obvious to the teachers.

For the speech screening andlysis, it was assumed that only those
students who are or will be placed into special education or related
services programs benefit, and hence none of the speech screening costs
were allocated to nonhsndicapped students. Rather, the speech screening
costs were allocated among age level, handicap, and educational place-
ment groups in proportion to the number of students in each of those
groups who received spesch services. '

For mental screening, none of the costs were allocated to the

nonhandicapped population. Rather, all the costs were allocated to

handicapped students who were either learning disabled or mentally

ne Ll
L™




-206-

\
\

retarded. None of the school districts in our sample screened the gen-

eral stu&ent population looking for children with serious emotional dis-

turbances. ‘ ) \
In calgulating national average data, data on children in each age \

level, handicap, and placement group in each district were combined

¢ using' the appropriate sample weights. \

Tans b

AVERAGE SCREENING TIME AND COST BY TYPE OF PERSONNEL

% gere screened during the 1977-1978 school year for hearing impairment.
An estimated 61 percent of that screening was done by nurses¥ and 14
percent was done by speech therapists, as shown in Table 11.1. Note
that audiometrists screened only approximately 7 percent of the popula-
tion,gPecause audiometrists usually assessed children who had been
referr;d rather than screening the general student population.

Screening for vi§ion impairments was also quite pie@alent, encom-
passing 49 percent of the student population nationwide in 1977-1978.
Seventy-eight percent of the vision screening was done by nurses.

’ Physical screening was much less prevalent; encompassing only 19
percent of the general student population. Two-thirds of the physical
screening was done by nurses, and 23 percent of the screening was done
by medical doctors.

Approximately 12 percent of the general student population was

screened by professionals for speech impairments, and all of this

screening was done by speech therapists.




SCREENING BY TYPE OF PERSONNEL

Table 11.1

Screened for Handicaps

Percent of Students

fercen; of Each Type of
Screening Done

Typer of Hear. |Ment. | Phys. | Sp. | Vis. |Hear. | Ment. Phys. | Sp. | Vis.
Personnel (%) (%) ) | &) | (@ (%) (%) ) 1@ | @
Teachers 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0} 2.5 0 68 0 0 5 .
Adaptive 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 e 0 6 0 0
P.E. Teach.
Audiometrist 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.01 0.0 7 0 0 0 0
Diagnostician | 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0} 0.0 0 3 0 0 ]
Itinerant
Teach, 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0} 0.0 1 1 0 0 0
M.D. 0.0 0.0 4.5 0.0| 0.0 0 0 23 0 0
. Nurse 30.8 0.0 113.0 0.0 ] 38.1 61 1 67 0] 78
Psychologist 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 29 0 0 0
Speech
Therapist 7.0 0.0 0.0 }11.7 ] O: 14 0 0 {100 0
Other 8.6 0.0 0.6 0.0] 8.1 17 0 4 0| 17
Total 50.1 3.8 [19.2 [11.7 |48.7} 100 100 100 100 100
NOTE: Parts may not exactly sum to totals because of rounding off.
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Nationwide, only|3.8 percent of the general student population was
screened for mental impairments such as learning disabilities and mental
retardation. “None off the districts in our study screened for emotional

disturbanzes. Nearly all mental screening was done by psychologists (29

percent) and teachers (68 percent).

SCREENING TIME AND COST BY TYPE OF HANDICAP

In our analysis|we calculated the cost and the time to screen one

child by each type of personnel, and by age level, handicap, and type of
educational placement. In this section we discuss the results by type
of impairment screeqed for and by type of handicap of the -child to whom
the cost of screeniég was allocated.

In Table 11.2 kthe time and cost per student screened is shown by
the type of impairment being screened for. Screening for either hearing
or vision took approximately eight minutes, and costs of salary plus
fringe benefits pgr student screened were less than $2.00. Mental,

physical, and sp?ech screening each took between 15 and 29 minutes and

/

| Table 11.2
| TIME AND COST Pgﬁ\STUDENT SCREENED
I N
|

Type of Minutes per Salary Plus Fringe
Impairment Student Per Student
Screened for Screened Screened
| Hearing 8 S 1.48
! Mental 21 5.20
[ Physical 29 5.84
/ Speech 15 3.51
Vision 8 1.73
All Types 81 17.76

DS
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cost between $3.51 and $5.84 depending on which of the three handicaps
was being screened for. Note that screening one child for all five
types of impaiéﬁents cost $17.76, given the time spent per child.

Recall that about half of the general student population was screened
for hearing and vision, but only a small minority was screened for phys-
ical impairment, speech impairment, a learning disability, or mental
retardation. In the area of screening for learning disabilities and
mental retardation, for example, less than 4 percent of the students
were screened and the 21 minutes spent per child screened indicates that
the scregning mechanism used was not an extensive one. In a few dis-
tricts, aides assisted the professionals with screening. When this
occurred, we added their time and cost to the figures in Table 11.2.

The results of our analysis of cost for handicapped and nonhandi-
capped students according to the impairment screened for are shown in
Table 11.3. Nonhandicapped students were allocated none of the costs of
mental or speech screening, but each nonhandicapped itudent was allo-
cated $0.85, $0.97, and $0.84 for hearing, physical, and vision screen-
ing, respectively. Those costs were considerably less than the cost of
screening one child because only a fraction of all the children were
screened during the year.

Hearing screening added approximately $22 to the cost of educating
a hearing handicapped child. Vision screening added approximately $6 to
the cost of edus§ting/the average visually handicapped child in the
nation. Physical screening added approximately $1 per year to the cost

of educating each handicapped child.

I]:’\'l\
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Table 11.3

COST ALLOCATED PER PUPIL FOR SCR_EENINGa
5 o
Handicapb
Type of All
Impairment . Part. Handicaps
Screened for | LD TMR | SMR Sight Combined
Hearing 0.0 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 .41
Mental 4.79 | 6.02 |3.17]0.22 0.00 .85
. Physical 1.11 | 1.00 }0.81|0.12} 1.01 ] .89 1.16 .65 1,07 .82 |1.42 .59 0.79 1.00 .97
1
- , e
Speech 2.03 | 3.08 |2.42]1.38 1.50 |4.66 3.03f 1.41) 0.37 | 1.11 {0.01 |11.46 2,60 6.02 0.00 e
Vieion 0.00 | 0.00 |[0.00 0.00{ 0.00 |{0.00 0.00| 5.84| 6.12 | 0.00 {0.00 | 0.00 .17 .06 .84
All Types 7.93 {10.10 |6.40|1.72] 2.51 p7.69 }|26.79{ 7.90{ 7.56 | 1.93 |1.43 |12.05 3.61 8.34 2.66
8salary plus fringe benefits, in dollars. <
bHandicapping conditions are defined in Chap. IV.
My o
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Mental scréening also added an insignificant amount; $6 or less per
year, for each learning disabled and mentally retarded ch?ld. The cost
per child for the mental screening would have been considerably higher
if more than 4 percent of :he school population had been screened. No'e
that even though we allocated the mental screening cost to each learning
disabled and mentally retarded child equally in each distric;, the cost
for those handicaps shown in the table are not “he same. This is
because different districts had different mixes of students and the dis-
tricts that were doing the mental screening, for example, did not tend
to be those with significant numbers of trainable or severely retarded
students.

Screening fsr speech impairments added $11.46 to the cost of edu-
cating each speech impaired child and between $0.01 and $4.66 for each
other type of handicapped child depending on the fraction of children
with that major handicap who also received speech services.[5] The cost
allocated to other health impaired children was low, and the cost allo-
cated to deaf children was higher becsuse a much smaller fraction of the
other health impaired children than the deaf children received speech
services.

In total, considering all five types of screening combined, the
cost for the average nonhandicapped student in the nation was only $2.66

per year, and for the average handicapped student was only $8.34 per

year.

{5] Recall that this does not include assessment costs, which are
described in the next chapter.




XII. ASSESSMENT COSTS

EETRODUQTION .

Various types of personnel may assess children's handicapping con-
ditions and service needs in the education and related services areas.
Assessments are done both for children who are known to be handicapped

\

and for childrea who have been referred by some mechanism as possibly

handicapped. In assessment time and cost data in this chapter we

_include time spent:’ ,testing and observing the child to diagnose hand-

icapping conditions and service needs; analyzing information about the
child; airiting up information related to the activities just described;
and preparing assessment-related information for admission, discharge,
and placement meetings for children who are handicapped or possibly
handicapped. Assessment as we have defined it dces not include screen-
ing of the general student population. Nor does assessment inc'ude the
routine evaluations of the student's progress that are not cognected
with decisions to admit the child to special education, tc determine the
child's educational plecement, to discharge the child from special edu-
cation, or to establish components of the individualized education pro-
gram for the child. The assessmentrtime and cost figures reported here
include not only the time the professional spent directly in contact
with the child but also sll preparation, write up, and travel time asso-
ciated with the assessment activity. For example, if the professional

we interviewed indicated that he or she spent the equivalent of 10

person~days during the year assessing 20 children's needs (including
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preparation, travel, and write up), then the amount of time spent on the

assessment activity would be one-half day per child.

We collected data on the number and type of handicapped children

assessed by each type of related services professional, by aides, and by

classroom teachers. This information is reported in the remaining sec-
\
tions of this chapter.

ASSESSMENT BY RELATED SERVICES PROFESSIONALS AND
NONCLASSROOM TEACHERS

In this section we discuss the assessment of handicapped children

by related services professionals such aé nurses, psychologists, and
speech therapists. Also included here are assessments by certain types
of teachers who wvere not assigned full time to a standard classroom,
such as those who provided adaptive physical education, homebound,
short-term hospital, and itinerant special education teaching services.
Regular education and special education classroom teachers who worked
only a; one school are discussed in a later section of this chapter.

From a methodological standpoint, we developed information on

assessment costs by first collecting information on the type of handicap

year.

or possible handicap of the children being assessed, the total amount of
time spent on those assessments, and the number of students assessed per

This was done for each different type of personnel in the school
district.

We also collected data on the length of the work day, the

length of the work year, ind the salary and fringe benefits for that
type of personnel.

We then obtained the cost information by multiplying
the number of minutes spent assessing the child by the cost per minute

for the type of personnel conducting the assessment.

The information in

f)(\ -
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this chapter utilizes national average work years and salaries with
fringe benefits obtained from our sample to obtain the costs. «

In anélyzing the interview data for each type of handicapped éﬁild
assessed, we assumed that the children assessed included those who also

received direct education or related services from the personne! being

interviewed. However, the number of children assessed by a particular

type of personnel often exceeded the number of children directly iggggd—f

-
by that type of personnel. One reason for this was that it was normal

for some of the children who were assessed to be determined to be
nonhandicapped. Another reason was that some personnel provided no
direct eduzggion or related services, such as psychologists in many dis-
tricts, and hence none of the children they assessed appeared on their
direct service caseload. For our analysis, if the number of children
assessed by the type of personnel was not more than twice the number
receiving direct education or related services from that type of person-
nel, then the analysis assumed that the number of children assessed for
each age, handicap, and placement group was proportional to the number
of children in that age, handicap, and placement group on the direct
service caseload of that type of personnel. If the number of children
assessed was more than twice the direct service caseload, or if the
direct service caselcad was zero, then the analysis assumed that the
number of children assessed who exceeded twice the direct service
caseload were distributed across the age and placement groups for the
handicap being assessed in proportion to the distribution across the age

and placement groups of all children in the district with that handicap

who were not on the direct service caseload of this type of personnel.

”/),)
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In a few cases the analysis of the ages and educational placements of

‘the handicapped children who were assessed was made in recognition of
- L

the fact that certain types of personnel did not serve certain age chil-
! dren and certain eﬁucational placements. For example, special voca-
tional personnel ﬁsually did not serve preschool or elementary age chil-
dren and most related services personnel usually did not asséss home-~
bound children. '

In calculating national average data, we combined data on children

in eéch age, handicap, and placement group who were assessed by each ;
type of personnel in each local district using the appropriate sample

weights that were described in an earlier chapter. Also, since we had

interview data covering 95 percent of the related services professionals

in the sample who assessed handicapped children, the national average

data on the number of assessments done was adjusted upward to compensate

for the missing 5 percent.

Average Assessment Time and Cost by Type of Related Services
Professional and Nonclassroom Teacher

Nationwide, the average related services professional spent 164
/
minutes completing an assessment for one child. The cost of this one

assessment of one child by a related services person, including fringe

benefits, was $43. Table 12.1 displays the minutes per child per

assessment and the dollar cost per child per assessment by type of per-
sonnel. Of those types of personnel shown, the shortest amount of time ]
spent assessing a child was 33 minutes by adaptive physical education

teachers whereas the longest was by "search and serve" personnel who

spent nearly six hours. The lowest cost per assessment was approximately

EMC ) [ FRVEY)
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Table 12.1

NATIONAL AVERAGE ASSESSMENT TIME AND COST PER
HANDICAPPED CHILD ASSESSED BY TYPE OF RELATED
SERVICES PERSONNEL AND NONCLASSROOM TEACHER

Dollar Cost
Minutes Per Child

Type of ‘ Per Child a

Personnel Assessed Assessed
Adaptive P.F. Teachers 33 $ 8.11
Audiologists 99 26.80
Counselors 334 89.79
Daily Living Specialists 142 32.38
Diagnostic Prescriptive Specialists 264 61.29
Homebound 184 34.03
Hospital 76 15.60
Itinerant Special Teachers 146 31.45
Media Specialists 205 42.33
Medical Doctors 41 26.72
Mobility Specialists 43 11.16
Nurses 63 13.48
Occupational Therapists 68 14.69
Physical Therapists 104 26.37
Psychiatrists 205 108.90
Psychologists 267 .76.83
Search and Serve Personnel 350 94.97
Social Workers 165 42.97
Special Vocational Personnel 122 32.28
Speech Therapists 129 30.32
All of the Above Types of Personnel 164 $ 42.69

a

Including salary and fringe benefits.
$8 by adaptive physical education teachers and the highest cost per
assessment was $108 by psychiatrists. The assessment time and cost
for other types of commonly employed related services personnel were one
hour ($13) by nurses, approximately four and one-half hours ($77) by

psychologists, and approximately two hours ($30) by speech therapists.
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Assessment Time and Cost for Related Services Personnel and Non-
- classroom Teachers by Age, Handicap, and Tvpe of Educational Flacement

In our ana’ysis we calculated the cost and the time to assess one
child by each type of related service and nonclassroom teaching person-
nel, and by age level, handicap, and type of educational placement. The
results by type of personnel only have already been discussed. In this
section we will discuss the results in a set of tables showing various
age level, handicap, and educational placement combinations.

The average time to complete one assessment of one child by the
average related services ?rofessional and nonclassroom teacher is shown
in Table 12.2 by age iyé/type of handicap. Note that assessing the typ-
ical preschool age péndicapped child took the typical such person 183
minutes. The comp;rable times of assessment for elementary and secon-
dary age children were 155 minutes and 177 minutes respectively. The
grand average across all ages and handicaps was 164 minutes per child
assessed. The amount of time to complete an assessment of one child
varied by handicap from a low of 146 minutes for a speech impaired child
up to a high of 206 minutes for a multiply handicapped child.

The average time to complete assessment of one child by the average
related services professional and nonclassroom teacher varied by educa-
tional placement as shown in Table 12.3. The shortest amount of assess-
ment time was 143 minutes for those children who were in regular classes
full time and were also receiving related services. The longest assess-
ment time was for those children who worked full time under the auspices

of the school district's special vocational personnel, and the assess-

ment time for thém was 224 minutes.




Table 12.2

. AVERAGE TIME TO COMPLETE ONE ASSESSMENT OF ONE_CHILD-BY RELATED SERVICES
— SUS PROFESSIONALS AND NONCLASSROOM TEACHERS2

~ Handicapb

Age Part. Part.

Level LD EMR TMR SMR Emot, | Deaf Hear Blind | Sight| Ortho OHI [Speech| Multi All
Pre-school | 207 | 190 [ 191 | 169 | 180 | 145 | 165 | 172 | 194 | 175 53 | 185 163 | 183

Age

: Ele:;ztary 157 | 170 | 185 | 159 | 178 | 136 | 155 | 197 | ‘173 | 145 | 191 | 136 | .219 | 155

Seczzgary 168 | 189 | 197 | 155 | 170 | 124 | 173 | 176 | 191 | 172 | 153 | 219 199 | 177
topiees | we2 | usn | von | teo | e | 132 | 163 | 182 | 183 | 156 | 166 | 146 | 206 | 164
Combined

#Includes all professionals other than regular education teachers and special education teachers who work
at one school. Homebound, hospital, and itinerant special teachers are included.

bHandicapping conditions are defined in Chap. IV.
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- Table 12.3 !

AVERAGE TIME TO COMPLETE ONE ASSESSMENT OF OlgE CHILD BY RELATED SERVICES
PROFESSIONALS AND NONCLASSROOM TEACHERS,~ ALL HANDICAPS COMBINED

31ncludes all professionals other than regular cducation teachers and special education teachers who work at one school.
Homebound, hospital, and itinerant special teachers are included.

Educational Placement E
Regular |. Regular Speéial ¢ 1
Regular | Regular Class Class Class §
Age Class Class Plus Plus Plus Full . ;
Level Plus Plus Itinerant | Part-time |Part-time | Time Special ‘ Full A1l :
) Indirect | "Related | Special Special Regular |Special Day Short~term | Time |Placements
Services |Services"| Teacher Class Class Class |School |Homebound | Hospital |Work | Combined '
Pre-school | = —- 58 208 121 124 200 185 194 114 - 183 L~
Age
0
N
H
Elementary N © i
Age 202 137 158 153 169 193 157 197 166 - 155
7
Secondary 222 187 165 169 171 185 247 210 190 224 177
Age ' . .
All Azes 213 143 159 162 \ 170 192 199 203 170 ° 224 164
Co~oined

'3 Y S °
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The cost, including fringe benefits, to complete the assessment of

one child by the average related services prefessional and nonclassroom
teacher was $43. As shown in Table 12.4, chis varied from $40 per ele-
mentary age child up to $47 per sec;ndary age child. By type of hand-
icap, the cost varied from a low of $34 for a speech impaired child up
to a high of $54 for a multiply handicapped child. By type of educa-
tional placement, as shown in Table 12.5, the cost of assessing one
child varied from a low of $33 for children in regular classes who
received related services up to a high of $60 for those children who
worked full time under the auspices of the school district's special
vocational personnel,

Since children typically rgceived more than one’assessment per
year, another cost that was\of interest was the total cost for the aver-
age child of all assessments by all types of related services profes-
sionals. and nonclassroom teachers combined. While the cost of one
assessment for the average child by the average type of these personnel
was $43, when you allow for the fact that the average child received 1.6
assessments per year, the average assessment cost per child per year for
all assessments that the child received combined by related services
professionals and by homebound, hospital, and itinerant teachers was
$72.

The number of assessments and the cost per child per year by the
related servicgs professionals and nonclassroom teachers varied by age
from 1.3 for preschool age children ($60), to 1.5 for elementary age
children ($57), up to 1.7 for secondary age children ($94). As shown in

Tables 12.6 and 12.8, the average number of assessments and the cost per

.




Table 12.4 .

\
AVERAGE .COST TO COMPLETE ONE ASSESSMENT OF ONE CHILD BY RELATED SERVICES Y
PROFESSIONALS AND NONCLASSROOM TEACHERS
(in dollars)a
Handicap .
Age Part. Part. ) ' ,
Level LD EMR TMR SMR | Emot.| Deaf | Hear | Blind| Sight| Ortho} OHI |[Speech|{ Multi| All
: S N
Pre-school 55 49 | 50 43 50 38 . 41 . 43 48 46 14 40 43 46 N
Age ’
Ele;‘::"“y 42 | 45| so| as| 48| 35 s | s2| 46| 39| so| 3 s6 | 40 |
| / y .1,
/ A N
Secondary 44 51 53 45 47 33 44 46 50 47 46 50 54 47 !
Age , |
All Ages 43 49 51 45 48 34 42 48 48 42 47 34 54 $43
Combined

3Includes all professionals other than regular education teachers and special education teachers who work
at one school. Homebound, hospital, and itinerant special teachers are included.

.
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Table 12.5

AVERAGE COST TO COMPLETE ONE ASSESSMENT OF ONE éHILD BY RELATED SERVICES
PROFESSIONALS AND NONCLASSROOM TEACHERS, ALL HANDICAPS COMBINED
. . (in dollarg)?@

' Educational Placement
: - Regular Regular Special
Regular | Regular Class Class Class
Age Class Class Plus Plus Plus Full
Level - Plus Plus Itinerant | Part-time | Part-time | Time Special Full All
Indirect j'"Related | Special Special Regular | Special Day Short-term | Time |Placements
Services |[Services"| Teacher Class Class Class |School |Homebound | Hospital |work | Combined
Pre-school )
Age -— 14 62 34 34 51 51 42 33 - 46
o i
Blementary ’ 0
Age 54 32 39 41 45 54 44 L3 46 -— 49 »
Secondary
Age 61 43 43 45 46 51 69 62 56 60 47
All Ages . ,
Comb i{ned 58 33 40 43 46 53 56 55 49 60 $43

aInclucies; all professionals other than regular education teachers and special education teachers who work at one school.
Homebound, hospital, and itinerant specifal teachers are included.
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Table 12,6

. AVERAGE NUMBER OF ASSESSMENTS PER CHILD PER YEAR BY RELATED SERVICES
2 PROFESSIONALS AND NONCLASSROOM TEACHERS®

Handicap

Age Part. Part, ’

Level LD EMR TMR SMR | Emot.| Deaf | Hear | Blind| Sight| Ortho| OHI |Speech| Multi]| All
_re;zzhool 2.2 2.4 2.9 2.9 2.8 | 1.9 1.6 3.2 1.4 2,2 1.1 | 0.9 0.8 1.3
Ble::gtary 1.8 | 1.9} 1.7} 1,7} 2.7 {20 }-2,1| 18| 1.6 | 1.6 | 1.3 | 1.0 1.2 | 1.5
Secxrglgary 1.7 | 1.5 | 1.3 ] 1.5 | 2.6 | 1.75 1.8 3.2 | 1.8 | 1.4} 1.8 | 1.0 1.6 | 1.7
All Ages 8 | 1.7 6 | 1 2.6 | 1.9 1 2.4 | 1.6 | 1.6 | 1.7 | 1.0 1.3 | 1.6
conbined 1. L] 1. .8 L] L] .9 . . b4

81ncludes all professicnals other Lhan‘regular education teachers and special educatlion teachers who work
at one school. Homebound, hospital, and itinerant special teachers are included.

1 ; |
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child per year varied by handicap from 1.0 for speech impaired children
($35) 'up to 2.6 for emotionally disturbed children ($165). As shown in
Tables 12.7 and 12.9, the 'variation in the numb;r of assessments and the
cost per year per child by related services professionals and nonclass-
room teachers varied by type of educational placement from 1.0 time per
child for those in regular classes who were also receiving related ser-
vicés ($33) up to 2.5 times per year for children wh; were in regular
classes ana also were receiving itinerant special education teacher ser-

vices ($120).

ASSESSMENT BY RELATED SERVICES AIDES

Related services aides, such as aides to psychometricians, some- ‘
times assessed or helped to assess childrenfs handicapping conditions
and special education service needs.

The methodology used for this analysis was the same as was
described for related services ﬁrofessionals. However, it is unneces-
sary to present detailed descriptive tables since the number of assess-
ments and the cost for assessment by aides was so small.

Only four types of aides did any assessing in the school districts
in our sample: psychologists', physical and occupational therapist§',
diegnosticians’', and itinerant special education teachers' aides. Each
of these four types of aides assessed less than 0.3 percent of the hand-
icapped students and all four type< combined assessed only Ofé éercent
of the handicapped students in the nationwide sample. They averaged 90
minutes per child actuélly assessed for a cost of $§9.21 per child
assessed. The cost per year for the average specia} education child,
considering that only 0.6 percent were actually assessed by the aides,

was $0.07 per child.
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Table 12.7

AVERAGE NUMBEﬁ OF ASSESSMENTS PER CHILD PER YEAR BY RELATED SERVICES

PROFESSIONALS AND NONCLASSROOM TEACHERS,a ALL HANDICAPS COMBINED

5
N\ Educational Placement .
Regular Regular Special
Regular | Regular Class Clacs Ciass
Age Class Class Plus Plus Plus Full
Level Plus Plus Itinerant | Part-time | Part-time | Time Special Full All
Indirect | 'Related | Special Special Regular |Special Day Short-term | Time |Placements
Services |Services'| Teacher © Class Class Class School |Homebound | Hospital |Work | Combined
Pre-school - " 1.0 1.3 0.4 1.5 1.8 ho1.9 0.4 3.9 - 1.3
Age - /
H
3 ! S
Elemeritary 1.4 1,0 2.7 1.8 2.3 1.7 1.7 1.3 1.7 - 1.5 B
Age . !
——= —— i
Secondary 1.3 1.0 1.9 1.3 1.7 1.6 1.3 1.8 1.6 1.7 1.7 |
Age 1
All Ages 1.4 1.0 2.5 1.8 .+ 1.9 1.7 1.6 1.4 1.8 1.7 1.6 |
Combined -

81ncludes all professionals other than regular education teachers and special education teachers who work at one school.

Homebound, hospital, and itinerant special teachers are included.
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Table 12.8

AVERAGE ASSESSMENT COST PER YEAR PER CHILD IN SPECIAL EDUCATION FOR RELATED SERVICES

-92¢-

PROFESSIONALS AND NONCLASSROOM TEACHERS
(in dollars)?
’ Handicap”
Age Part. Part.
Level LD EMR TMR SMR | Emot,| Deaf | Hear | Blind| Sight] Ortho| OHI |Speech| Multi| All
Pfe;::h"d 150 128 | 166 174 | 183 | 84 78 145 68 | 97 12 36 - 41 | 60
Ele:::ta;y 86 98 85 78 166 85 101 119 85 80 86 31 71 57
Sec:;g_‘"y 94 85 68 67 | 161 | 79 91 153 | 104 | &5 74 50 105 | 94
ALl Ages 91 | ci| 77| 90| 165| 83 | 95 137 | 92| 84 7 | 35 19 72
Combined
%ncludes all professionals other than regular education teachers and special education teachers who work

Homebound, hospital, and itinerant special teachers are included,

at one school,
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Table 12.9

AVERAGE ASSESSMENT COST PER YEAR PER CHILD IN SPECIAL EDUCATION FOR RELATED SERVICES

PROFESSIONALS AND NONCLASSROOM TEACHERS, ALL HANDICAPS COMBINED

(in dollars)@ /
Educational Placcment /
Regular Regular Special /
Regular | Regular Class Class Class
Age Class Class Plus Plus Plus Full
Level Plus Plus Itinerant | Part-time | Part-time | Time Special Full All
Indirect |"Related | Special Special Regular |Special Day Short~term | Time |Placements
Services {Services'| Teacher Class Class Class School |Homebound Hog ital |[Work | Combined
Pre-school | __ 17 62 10 78 95 96 32 87 — 60
Age
/ &
Ele;‘::‘“y 77 32 126 82 123 97 76 97 83 - 57 S
/
Seczg‘:a“ 85 43 92 96 94 80 92 126/ 96 81 94
/
,’ —————
AlL Ages 81 33 120 89 108 93 84 6 88 81 72
gpmblned

Homebound, hospital, and itinerant special teachers are included.

Lai]
64
r-d

/
#Includes all professionals other than regular education teachers and special education teachers who work at one school.
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ASSESSMENT BY CLASSROOM TEACHERS

From a methodological standpoiﬁt, we developed information on
assessment costs by regular and special education teachers by first ask-
ing them([1l] how many hours they spent per child per year assessing edu-
cational needs, not including meeting or writing time for the child's
individualized education program. We then obtained cost informaticn by
multiplying the minutes spent per child t-.mes the salaries plus fringe
benefits per minute for each type of teacher. It was assumed that each
teacher interviewed assessed the same types of children (by age, hand-
icap, and educational placement) as were in his or her classes.

In calculating national average data, we combined data on children
in ea~h age, handicap, and placement group who were assessed by each
type of teacher in each local district using the appropriate sample
weights that were described in an earlier chapter. Also, since we only
had interview data for a sample of teachers in each district,[2] we
assumed that all those teachers not interviewed had the same assessment
time per child as those who were interviewed. The same assumption was
made for the 4 percent of the teachers who were interviewed but for whom

assessment data were too incomplete to use.

[1] The sample included 872 teachers.

[2] Selected at random from groups of teachers stratified by the
age level, handicap, and educational placement of the children they
teach.

-
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Assessment by Special Education Teachers

Nationwide, the average special education teacher spent 233 minutes
(about & half day) completing an assessment for oﬁe child. The cost of
this assessmen;, including fringe benefits, was $51. These figures are
slightly higher than those for related services professionals, which
were 164 minutes and $43 respectively.

The average time for a special education teacher to assess a child
is shown by age level and handicap in Table 12.10. Note that the time
decreased with age from 313 minutes at the preschool level to 189
minutes at the secondary level. The amount of time gy type of handicap
ranged from 105 minutes for "other health impaired" to 350 minutes for
multihandicapped children. Table 12.11 shows assessment time by type of
educational placement. It ranged from zero for placements (such as reg-
ular class plus related services only) not served by special education
teachers, up to 481 minutes per special day school student. Tables
12.12 and 12.13 show the cost for a special education teacher to assess
one child. The range by handicap was from $23 per other health impaired
child up to $77 per multihandicapped child. The range by placement was
from 0 for placements not served by special education teachers up to
$106 per special day school child.

As shown in Tables 12.14 and 12.15, 51 percent of handicapped chil-
dren were assessed per year by special education teachers. It was 100
percent for children directly served by special education classroom and
resource room teachers, Sut a very small or zero percent for certain
placements that were usually assessed only by nonclassroom teachers or

related services personnel. Only 1 percent of the children whose only




AVERAGE TIME TO COMPLETE ONE ASSESSMENT OF- ONE CHILD

Table 12.10

BY A SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHER?

Handicap
Age ) Part. __| part.

Level LD EMR TMR SMR | Emot,| Deaf | Hear | Blind| Sight| Ortho| OHI |Speech| Multi] All
P‘e;:§h°°l 303 | 145 | 444 | 439 | 207 | 730 | 361 | 337 | 127 | 326 | o | 364 | 186 | 313
Elementary | 238 | 369 | 411 | 352 | 173 | 218 | 124 114 | 103 | 271 | 234 | 282 | 506 | 278

Age -
Seczgiary 185 | 180 | 282 | 314 | 165 | 374 | 309 127 | 160 | 163 97 | 210 214 | 189
AL 8ges | ‘13| 255 | 343 | 339 | 169 | 303 | 217 | 241 | 147 | 258 | 105 | 350 | 350 | 233
Combined !

ot including homebound, hospital, and itinefant special teachers.
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Table 12.11

AVERAGE TIME TO COMPLETE ONE ASSESSMENT OF ONE CHILD
BY A SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHER,&
ALL HANDICAPS COMBINED

Educational Placement

Regular Special
Regular Class Class
Class |, lus Plus

Plus - | Part-time | Part-time Special All
Age Indirect | Special Regular Day Placements
Level Services Class Class School Combined

H

Pre-school 300 | 198 204 313
Age N .

1

i _Elementary
Age

Secondary -
Age

A1l A
< cimbiﬁzz 68 196 209 | 319 481 | 233

|
A ‘
ot including homebound, hospital, and itinerant special teachers. {
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Table 12.12

’

AVERAGE COST TO COMPLETE ONE ASSESSMENT OF ONE CHILD
BY A SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHER

(in dollars)@

A}

Handicap
Aéb . : Part. Part.
Level LD EMR T™R SMR | Emot,| Deaf | Hear | Blind{ Sight| Ortho
Pre-school | g 32 97 96 | 46 | 160 79 74 28 71
Age '
Elementary 52 81 90 77 38 48 27 25 23 59
Age
Secondary 40° 40 62 . 69 36 82 68 28 35 36
Age )
All Ages 47 56 75 75 37 66 48 53 32 57
Combined :

:aNot including homebound, hospital, and itinerant special teachers.




Table 12.13

AVERAGE COST TO COMPLETE ONE AéSESSMENT OF ONE CHILD
v BY A SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHER,
‘ ALL HANDICAPS COMBINED ’
(in dollars)?

Educational Placement
Regular Special
Regular Class Class
Class Plus Plus 1 Full
) Plus Part-time | Part-time | Time Special All
Age Indirect | Special Regular | Special Day Placements
Level Services Class Class Class | School Combined
Pre-school : ) N
Age -~ 67 44 80 45 69
Elementary
Age 66 44 65 75 151 61
Secondary 13 43 34 48 57 42
Age
All Ages
Combﬁe q 15 43 46 70 106 $51

ot including homebound, hospital, and itinerant special teachers.
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Table 12,14

AVERAGE NUMBER OF ASSESSMENTS PER CHILQ PER YEAR
BY SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS

Handicap
Age Part. Part.
Level LD | EMR | TMR | SMR | Emot,| Deaf | Hear | Blind| Sight| Ortho| OHI |Speech| Multi| All
Pfe;zzh°°1 .80 | .90 | .80 | .59 .76 | 1,00 | .81} 1,00 | .50 | .8 | .00 | .22 | 1.00 | .50
)
Ele::ztary .92 97 | 1,00 { 1,00 | .83 | .81 | .46 .25 | 419 .21 | .01 | .00 8L | .38
_ .4 N
Sec:;zary .93 | .99 | 1,00 | 1,00 | .95 68 | .33 | .74 | .50 | .27 .04 | .00 .92 | .78 +
// -
All Ages 92 | .98 | .99 | .96 | .89 | .77 | .42 | .58 | .34 | .28 | .03 .01 .87 | .51
Combined

8Not including

Do
(2

homebound, hospital, and itinerant special teachers.

T




Table 12.15

AVERAGE NUMBER OF ASSESSMENTS PER CHILD PER YEAR
BY SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS,2
ALL HANDICAPS COMBINED

-

Educational Placement

Regular Special
Regular Class Class
Class Plus Plus Full
Plus Part~-time | Part-time | Time Special 11
Age Indirect | Special Regular | Special Day Placements
Level Services Class Class Class | School Combined
Pre-school| _. 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 .50
Age
Elementary| g04 | 1.00 1.00 | 1.00 1.00 .38
Age .
Secondary | 5 1.00 '1.00 1.00 1.00 .78
Age
All Ages .08 1.00 1.00 | 1.00 1.00 .51
Combined

FNot including homebound, hospital, and itinerant special teachers.
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impairment was speech were assessed by special education teachers,
whereas nearly all mentally retarded students were assessed annually by
special education teachers.

Considering that not all specialyeducation students were assessed
each year by special education teachers, we also calculated the assess~
ment cost for .the average special education student. As shown in Tables
12.16 and 12.i7, it was $26. The range by handicap was from less tham
$1 for speech impaired up to $74 for trainable mentally retarded chiI;
dren.

Assessment by Regular Education Teachers

Only a very small fraétion, 1.4 percent, of the special education
students were assess;d by regular education teachers in our nationwide
sample. Clearly, such assessments were left to special education teach-
ers and related services personnel. Those few regular education teach-
ers who did assess handicapped children reported spending an average of
751 minutes, or $179 per child. Considering the small percentage of the
children 'assessed, the cost for the average special education child was

only $2.
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Table 12.16 ‘
<
AVERAGE ASSESSMENT COST PER YEAR PER CHILD IN SPECIAL EDUCATION
FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS
» . (in dollars)?@
Handicap .
Age - Part. Part. )
Level LD EMR T™MR SMR' | Emot,| Deaf | Hear | Blind| Sight| Ortho| OHI |Speech| Multi| All
' Prexzzh°°l 53 | 29 78 57 35 | 160 64 74 14 60 0 18 4 .| 35
Elementary | 4g | 79 90 77 32 39 12 7 4 12 1 0 90 23
Age \ ' - -
I
N
Secondary @
hoe 37 | 40 62 69 34 56 22 21 18 10 1 0 43 33 ,
All Ages 43 | 55 74 72 33 51 20 31 11 16 1 1 67 26
Combined .

<

a‘Not including homebound, hospital, and itinerant special teachers.,
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Table 12.17

AVERAGE ASSESSMENT COST PER_YEAR éER CHILD IN SPECIAL EDUCATION
FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS, ALL HANDICAPS COMBINED

{(in dollars)a

Educational Placement

Regular Special
Regular Class Class
Class Plus Plus Full .
Plus Part=time | Part-time | Time Special All
Age Indirect | Special Regular | Special Dav Placements
Level Services Class Class qlass School Combined
Pre-school \
Age o 67 44 80 45 35
Elementary
Age 0 44 65 75 151 23
Secondary
Age 2 43 34 48 57 33
All Ages \
Combined 1 43 46 70 106 $26

“Not including homebound, hospital, and itinerant special teachers.
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XIII. ADMISSION AND IEP DEVELOPHéﬁ% COSTS

INTRODUCTION

-

Children who are referred to the special education program because
i o

\
they may have some type of physical or mental impairment must proceed

-

through an admission, blacement, and individualized education program
developmentvgrocess before the provision of special education and
related servites. P.L. 9%4-142, The Education for Al) Handicapped Chil-
dren Act, requires that all handicapped studerts have an individualized
education program (IEP) developed for them each year. This includes
potential new special education students as well as those handicapped
students continuing in the progvam.

ks specified in P.L. 94-142, each IEP "shall include (&) a state-
ment oé the present levels of educational perfofmance of such child, (b)
a statement cf annual goals, including short-teri instructiopal objec-
tives, (¢) a statement of the specific educational services tO\Pe pro-
vided to such child, and the extent to which such child will be‘a le to
participate in regular educational programs, (d) the p;ojected date for
initiation and anticipated duration of such services, and appropriate
objective criteria and evaluation procedures and schedules for determin-
ing, on at least an annual basis, whether instructional objectives are
being acéieved."[l]

The admission, placement, and IEP development proceés thus includes

decisions on admission to the special education program, on long-term

[1) P.L. 94-142, Section 4(a).
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objectives for' the child, on educational placement, on the specific con-

tents of the IEP, and finally, a decision on discharge of the student

’
s

from spécial.education.
The cost estimates in this chapter include the salary and fringe

benefits for all time spent preéparing for meetings relative to the above

-decisions, with the exception of assessment costs that were described in

the previous chapter. The costs in this chapter also include the costs
of all personnel attending the meetings, the costs of aocumentation of
the results of the meetings and decisions, and the time spent writing
and revising the IEP for each child. No direct services costs are
included.

We found a wide variety of different procedures’ used in different
school districts to accomplish the a&mission, placement, and IEP
development process for the children.  For example; some school dis-
tricts have only one meeting for a chiid at\whicﬁ:all decisions are
Other districts have

made, including the full development of the IEP.

one meeting to decide on admission and placement and a separate meeting

‘fbr development of the IEP for the child. In districts that have two .

‘separate meetings, the types.of decisions mentioned above that are made

at the first of the two meetings varies considerably. We also found
that school districts sometimes usgg‘ﬁifferent procedures for different

types of students. For example, an exgahsive proceés of admission,
. ~.
placement, and IEP development may be used for the majority of the stu-

-

dents, but a much abbreviated process may be used for cEftgiQ\types of

-~

~——

—

students, such as those who appear to need speech therapy only and those—

who probahly need homebound services on a short-ferm basis only. In

N T
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four districts we found that during the 1977-1978 school year there were

no IEPs written for short-term homebound students; for these students in
those four districts the pProcess consisted of one meeting at which a
decisicn was made on admission of the child to the homebounq program

1688 pércéhﬁ of the distficts/in our nationwide sample, the'admis-
sion, placement, and Iﬁ? devélopment process involved at least two
-separate meetings for eacé child. ﬁIn the remaining 12 percent of the
districts in oﬁr sampie, qll decisions regarding the child's program
were made in one comprehensive meeting.

Wpen we-refer to the adm.ssion and placement (A&P) costs iﬂ the
following sections of this chapter, we are referring to the first meet-
ing for a child each year at which at least the decision on admission is
maée. By the IEP development!COSts we mean all meetings and activities
in the process tﬁat occur after the A&P meeting and that culminate in
the final approved IEP for the child each year.i Note that we have arbi-
trarily divided this process into at most_two*pafts, and the division
line between the two parts depends on the policies of ghe individual
districts. In districts that revise each child's IEP one or more times
after the initial IEP.is written each year, the costs of those revisions
are included in the iEP developazent costs reported here. In districts
that hold an admission and placement méeting for all new students, and
"as needed?,fo{‘continuing studen?s (with a‘meeting held at least once
every two or three years for each child), the A&P costs reported here
hgée’b;;Q adjﬁgfed to account for the fact that not every child has an

A&P meeting every year. Since the dividing line between A&P and IEP

costs depends on the policies of the districts and creates a data

vy J
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interpretation problem,‘we also report the sum of those two costs in
this chapter. |
The information contained in this chapter was obtained “through

interviews with a stratified random sample of teachers in each district,
*-»thfough i;tervieWS and inspection of recorded data avgilablé from super-

visors of each of the different types of related services in each dis-

trict,‘and’through interviews with the special education administrator

in each district. Thé fypes of information collected included the

number of children who were the subject of A&P and IEP activities during

the 1977-1978 school year, the amount of time spent on preparation, on -

meetings, and on writing (with the exception of gssessmeﬁt/activities)
by each different type Bf personnei in the school district that partici-
pated in the process. If the process in the district differed signifi-
cantly by handicap, ;ge level, or type of educational placement, then
data on the differences were recorded.

We also collected data on the length of the work day, the length of
the workyear, and the salary and fringe benefits for each type of per-
sonnel. The cost information was then obtained by multiplying the
number of minutes spent on the A&P and IEP process for each child by the
cost per minute for the type of personnel spending the time. The infor-
mation in this chapter utilizes national average workyears and salaries

<with fringe benefits obtained from our sample to calculat? costs. I
calculating national average data, data on children in each age levél,
handicap, and placement group in each district were combined using

appropriate sample weights.

ot
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\ AxP AND IEP TIME AND COSTS BY TYPE OF PERSONNEL

The total salary élus fringe benefit costs for the admission and

IEP development process during the 1977-1978 school year was estimated
from our nationally repre;entatiﬁé sample data to be $103 per child.
" Approximately one-third of that total was expended for admission and

placement and two-thirds for development of the IEP. As shown in Table

W

13.1, the largest component of the $103 total was $28 per child expended

.- for the special education teacher's role--e.g., writing the IEP--in this
process. The second largest component was $19 expended for the school V
administrator's role. Other prominent participants in the process are
regular gducation teachers, psycholegists, speech therapists, and spe-

.. cial edﬁcation administrators. Secretarial york in producing the final

;5ersion of the IEP cost $2 for the average child.
> The costs shown in Table 13.1 are for the average child receiving .
special education whether or not the particular type of personnel parti-
cipated in the adq}ssion and IEP development process for all the chil-
dren. The table also shows the fraction of children for whom each type
of staff participated. Note that special education teachers partici-
pated in developing IEPs for 57 percent\of the special education chil-

{ !

dren. This was' not 100 percent because special education teachers gen-

erally did not participate in developing the IEP for a child who was to\* ] »

[

receive related services only, such as speech therap&. In addition, in’

several of the districts in our sample, the IEP was developed by a com+
mittee that did not include the special education teacher who would

eventually teach tkz child.

o
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Table 13.1

ADMISSION AND IEP INFORMATION BY TYPE OF PERSONNEL

Proportion of Children
Cost per Child for Whom This Type

(in $) Staff Participated
Type of Personnel A&P IEP Total A&P IEP
Special Education Teachers 5 23 28 .46 .57
Regular Education Teachers 4 4 8- .38 .22
Counselors 1 1 2 .13 .0¢
Diagnostic/Placement/IEP
Specialists 1 1 1 .03 .08
Nurses 2 1 3 .23 .06
Psychologists 5 3 8 .35 .16
Social Workers 3 1 4 .18 .07
peech Therapists 3 9 13 .39 .44
School Administrators 9 10 19 .56 .39
Special Education
Administrators 2 2 5 .18 .08
Secretaries NA 2 2 NA .26
a a a b b
Other 2 9 10 .21 41
c c
Total 37 66 103 3.10 2.80

NOTE: Parts may not exactly sum to totals because of rounding off.
a
No single type of persomnnel cost over $0.50 per year.

bNo single type of personnel participated for over 3 perCEEZABQ
the children. )
cThis number is the sum of the proportions in the column above.
In general, the average admission and placemenf/committee in the
typical district in our sample consisted of three érlfour people. Gen-
erally there was one teacher, one school or district administrator, and

one or two related services staff members. If there was a separate

meeting for development of éhe IEP, it was generally attended By three
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people and consisted of one teacher, one administrator, and one related

services person.

) The amount of time spent on thg admission and IEP development pro-
cess by v;;}ous types of personnel is shown by type of handicap in Table
13.2. Téble 15.3 érovides the same information by type of eﬁucational
f:placement.\‘}n both of these tables the time is given in minutes for
, each child‘fsk whom the staff persor actually assists in the admission
and IEP developﬁent process. This is in contrast to the numbers
\presented in the previous section that were for all children in special
education whether or not this type of personnel participat;d in the pro-
cess for that child. .
The average admission qnd placement meeting for a single child for
whom such & meeting is held lasted approximately 42 minutes. The pro-
cess of developing an IEP for a single child consumed 176 minutes of a
special education teacher's time if that teacher was involved and 71
minutes of a regular education classroom teacher's time if that teacher
was involved. A speech therapist generally spent 90 minutes developing
the IEP if he or she participated in the process. If administrators
were involved in the IEP development, they spent slightly more than one
hour per child. If related services staff members or nonclassroom
\\\ teachers (such as itinerant special teachers or homebound teachers) were
N\ involved, they spent approximately 1-1/2 hours per child on the IEP

N
6g3elopmen;. If a secretary was involved in producing the final IEP,

this, took approximately 50 minutes of effort. The amount of time




| Table 13.2

ADMISSION AND IEP TIME PER CHILD BY TYPE OF HANDICAPPING CONDITION
(in minutes)

v
\

\

|
| Handicapping Condition®
\
Type Type -‘
of of i Part. ‘Part.

Personnel Aetivity | LD EMR T™MR SMR 1 Emot. | Deaf | Hear. [Blind | Sight } Ortho | OHI [Speech |Multi'| All
Classroom ASF 45 45 52 53 46 47 49 40 47 46 38 39 47 44
Teachers . e

1EP 141 152 176 169 138 170 188 211 168 158 168 136 193, 146
: - \
Adminis- ASP 42 45 1{6 52 45 37 46 38 44 44 35 31 47 [\ 40
trators . \
1EP 65 86 86 63 |. 79 58 103 75 118 82 84 61 72 71
Related
Services ASP 45 48 49 55. 46 38 43 42 42 45 41 36 56 43
Staff and . -
Nonclsssroom 1EP 83 95 90 8 |11 75 | 107 | 111 | 129 | 103 76 85 88 88’
Teachers -
a}landicapping conditiona are defined in Chap. IV.
\ "
‘ Ve, e
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Table 13.3
nySSION AND IEP TIME PER CHILD BY TYZ£ OF EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENT
(in minutes)
Educational Placement of Child
Regular Special
Regular Class Class
Regular | Regular Class Plus Plus
Class Class ‘Plus Part- Part- Full All
Type Type Plus Plus Itinerant Time Time Time Special Short- | Full | Place~
of of Indirect { "Related Special Special Regular | Special Day Home~ term time | ments
Personnel | Activity | Services | Services" | Teacher Class Class Class | School | bound |Hospital | Work |Combined
58
Classroom AsP 38 45 45 40 48 60 41 39 13 44
Teachers IEP 159 140 185 142 138 172 183 116 110 77 146
Antnts~ | AP 58 31 46 44 38 44 59 35 42 13 40
trators 1IEP 61 62 128 73 63 106 60 60 69 60, 71
Related
.Servicea
Staff and | A5F - 35 38 46 43 47 57 49 | w0 |3 43
Non- 5
classroom | IEF ? 82 154 88 84 101 79 101 63 65 88
Teachera
Secre- )
taried 1eP 43 43 80 56 58 7 37 42 90 40 50
i
\ LA RN
\ Vu
Q \
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involved in the admission and placement meeting varied somewhat by type
of handicap and educational placement but always averaged less than one

<

hour.
‘ Tables 13.4 and 13.5 show the sum of the proportions of children
for whom various types of staff participated in the §§mission and IEP
process by type of handicapping condition and educational placement.
The sum of the proportions are greater than 1.0 if more than one staff
msember of a particular type usualiy participated in the process. Note
. . :

that while there was usually a classroom teacher involved in the process
for most types of handicaps and educational placementé, classroom teach-
ers were involved with half or less of the children who were speech
impaired and with half or less of the children who were orthopedically -
impaired and who were served in a homebound or short-term hospital
placement. While an administrator was vsually involved in the A&P and
IEP process for most handicapping conditions and pf@cements, they were
less likely to be involved in the process for those children who were to
receive their education in a regular-classroom with special related ser-
;ices only, or in a homebound or short~term hospital placement. No
matter what the type of handicap or educational placement, one related
services professional or nonciéssroom teacher was usually involved in
the admission and IEP -development process.

Tables 13.6 and 13.7 present the cost per child by type of persc
nel, for the admission and placement and IEP developuent process. The
cost per child averaged $103 and ranges from $60 for speech impaired‘

children to $177 for partially sighted children. The cost per child

ranged by type of educational placement from a low of £33 for those

JU7




Table 13.4

SUM OF PROPORTIONS OF Cti -DREN FOR WHOM VARIQUS TYPES OF STAFF PARTICIPATED
: IN THE ADMISSION AND FLACEMENT PROCESS BY TYPE OF HaNDICAP3

Handicapping Condition
Type Type .
of of . Part. Part.
Personnel Activity | LD EMR THR SMR |Ewot. | Deaf | Hear. |Blind | Sight | Ortho | OHI |Speech [Multi | All
/ A&P 1.2 1.0 0.8 0.5 1. 0.9 0.9 1.2.} 1.0 0.5 0.9 0.5 0.3 0.8 :
Classroom | - . R
Teachers . .
LEP 1.2 1.2 1.0 1.0 0.2 |1.0 1.0 0.7 0.9 0.5 0.7 0.3 1.1 0.8 ‘
1.1 1.0 0.6 0.6 1.3 }o0.7 a.7 1.0 0.9 0.6 0.8 . . . /
Adminte- A&P 0.5 0.9 0.8
w | trators . :
IEP 0.7 0.8 0.4 0.3 0.3 {0.5 c.5 0.3 | 0.6 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.7 0.5 /
Related )
Services ASP 1.7 1.5 1.4 1,2 2.0 (1.9 2.0 2,5 | 2.4 1.5 2.4 1.3 1.5 1.5
Staff and -
Nonclassroom 1EP 1.3 1.4 0.9 0.7 1.4 }1.0 1.5 1.4 1.7 0.8 1.0 1.0 1.4 1.2 /:
Teachers !
Secretaries 1EP 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.2 c.2 0.2 0.2 4 0.3 0.3 0.1 .0 0.3 0.2 0.3

“The numbers shown are the sum of the proportions for andividual types of staff nembers and consequently may be
greater than 1.0¥f more than one staff mewber of that type usually participates in the process.
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Table 13.5

SUM OF PROPORTIONS OF CHILDREN FOR WHOM VARIOUS TYPES OF STAFF PARTICIPATED
IN THE ADMISSION AND PLACEMENT PROCESS BY EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENT@

Educational Placement of Child
. ! Regular Special '
Regular Class Class
Regular | Regular Class Plus Plus
Class Class Plus Part- Part- Full All
Type Type Plus Plus Itinerant Time Tige Tine Special Short- | Full | Place-
of of Indirect | "Related Special Speclal Regular | Special Day Home~ term time | ments
Pergonnel { A.tivity | Sexvices |Services" | Teacher Class Class Class | School | bound |Hospital | Work |Combined
& 3 g )
3
171, 2% .
Classroom | ASF [R1.2% | 0.5 1.0 1.3 1.1 0.9 0.7 0.4 0.1 1.8 0.8
¥
Teachers 1EP ‘1.6 0.4 0.7 1.3 1.0 1.2 0.8 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.8
Adnints- | AP 0.7 0.6 1.1 1.1 1.2 0.8 |o.s 0.6 | 0.05 (1.8 | 0.8
trators 1EP 0.9 0.3 0.6 0.7 0.5 0.7 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.5 0.5
Related
Services
Staff and | ASF 1.5 1.3 1.9 1.6 1.8 1.7 1.2 1.8 1.3 0.9 1.5
Non- T
classrocm | [EP 1.6 1.0 1.6 1.3 1.3 1.3 0.9 0.9 0.9 1.0 1.2
Teachers
Secre~ .
taries IeP 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.3

D
-

“The numbers shown are the sum of the proportions for individusl types of staff members and consequently may be greater
than 1.0 if more than one staff member of that type usually participates in the process.




Table 13:6

ADMISSION AND IEP DEVELOPMENT COST PER CHILD BY TYPE OF HANDICAP
(in dollars)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Handicapping Condition
Type Type
of of Part. Part.
Personnel Activity | LD EMR ™R SMR |Emot. | Deaf | Hear. |Blind | Sight | Ortho | OHI |Speech |Multi | All
l

ASP 13 10 10 5 12 10 9 12 10 5 8 4 10 8
Classrocom
Teacherxs

1EP 41 43 39 36 25 40 45 37 38 17 33 11 46 27
Adminie- A&P 16 15 13 13 24 9 11 16 16 10 11 5 20 12
trators '

1EP 17 27 13 6 10 10 21 10 27 8 13 6 23 13
Related . .
Services Asp 21 20 20 21 24 21 23 29 30 19 27 11 26 17
Staff and
.Nonclassroom 1EP 23 30 19 16 29 | 19 42 40 54 20 22 |%22 36 24
Teachera
Secretsries 1EP 2 1 2 1 3 1 1 6 2 1 i 2 2 2
All Types Both 133 147 115 98 127 110 152 151 177 79 115 60 161 103
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Table 13.7

ADMISSION AND IEP DEVELOPMENT COST PER CHILD
BY TYPE OF EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENT
(in dollars)

\

Educational Placement of Child
Regular Special
Regular Class Class
2 Regular | Regular Class Plus Plus
Class Class Plus Part- Part~- Full All
Type . Typs - Plus Plus Itinerant Time Time Time Special Short- | Full | Place~
of of Indirect | "Related Special Special Regular | Special Day Home- tern time | ments

| Personnel | Activity | Services | Services" | Teacher Class Class Class | School | bound |Hospital | Work |Comsined’

Classroom | *F 16 4 10 13 10 10 10 4 1 6 8
_| Teachers IEP 66 12 32 42 34 45 32 5 5 9 27
| Admints- A&P 15 i 6 19 17 17 12 15 8 1 9 12

trat
f rators IEP 22 7 26 20 13 26 9 3 2 12 13

Related

Services

2

Scatt and | AEP 3 1 20 20 22 23 21 22 12 7 17

Non=-

classroom TEP 28 21 53 24 22 37 18 23 13 15 24

Teachers

Secre-

taries 1EP 0 2 1 2 3 2 1 0 0 1 2

\
ALl BOTH 170 62 161 40 120 15
Types 1 2 6 | 106 66 33 60 | 103
€y § 3
— . 4k
O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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placed in a short-term hospital up to $170 for those children who'were
educated full time in a regular class with only special indirect ser-
vices. One cculd hypothesize that the children in the "indirect ser-
vices" placement had a more extensive admission and IﬁP development pro-
~ .

cess because the special education professionals wanted to be sure that
detailed guidénce was given to the regular education teacher who would
have ;o work directly with the child but who was usgally not fully
trained in special education. |

When both handicap and educational placement were considéiea, the
most costly process was that for multiply handicapped children who were
in a regular education class plus a part time special class placement

($307 per child) and multiply handicapped children who wer2 in a special

class plus a pa}t time regular education class placement ($274 per

" child)..
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XIV. STAFF INSERVICE TRAINING COSTS

s 4
Nearly all—local education agencies have an inservice training pro-

gram for pro}éssional staff members to help them maintain and improve
£heir'teaching and;éelaged service skills inh the area of special educa-
tion. - . ,
The cost es;ima;es in th}s chapter include salary and fringe bene-
Lfits for all paid time spent on inservice training related to special
“education. We excluded the cost of inservice trainirng conducted oufside
of normal working hours for which professionals are not,paid.

The iﬁformatioh co;tained in this chapter was obtained through
interviews with a stratified random sample of teachers in each district,
with supervisors of each of the different types of related serv&ces in
each district, and &ith fhe special education administrator in each dis-
trict. The information collected included the number of hours per year
various types of‘professional staff members spent receiving and giving‘
insegvice training related to special education during the 1977-1978
school year, the fraction of that»time spent during paid working hours,
and the nonpersonnel costs of special education inservice training pro-
grams. 4

The personnef cost information was then obtained by multiplying the
number of minutes spent on inservice training by the cost per minute‘for
the type of personnel spending the time and dividing by the number. of
special education students. The cost estimates in this chapté; utilize

national average workyears and salaries with fringe benefits obtained

from our sample.
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The total salary plus fringe benefit costs for inservice training
related to special education and related services provided to education -
agenéy staff members during the 1977-1978 school year was estimated to
be $Ad-per~special éducation Student. Thié included $27 for the time

spent during work hours by the staff who received the inservice train-

- .

~ v
ing, $7 for the time spent by the education agency staff who provided

the inservice training, and $6 for other miscellaneous inservice train-
ing costs such as consultants and materials. |
Natioﬂwide, we estimate that the average special education Feacher
received 19 hours of inservice training per year, of which 89 percent
was provided during working hours. T£e estimated cost per staff member
. was $255. The estimated cost per sp%cial education sgudent per year was
$9.06. .
Some regular education teachers also received inservice training in E
special education. When such training was providéd, it averaged 4.8
hours in length. During 1977-1978, 35 percent of the districts in our
sample reported that they provided such training. Nationwide, we esti-
mate that inservice training in special educatjon for regular education
teachers averaged 1.7 hours per teacher or approximately $1i per special
education student per year.
The time and cost for selected t;pes of related services personnel
who received inservice training are shown in Table 14.1.
The time and costs for the staff members who provided the inservice
training related to special education to other staff members are shown
in Table 14.2. Inservice training in special education was most often

provided by special education administrators (an estimated cost of $2.87
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Table 14.1

STAFF INSERVICE TRAINING RECEIVED

Average é
Hours of -
Inservice Average Average
Training Cost Per Cost Per .
Received ) Staff Special 4
a a Education Child :
Type of Personnel Per Year Member in the Nation §
: . Special Education Teachers 19 255 2.06 E
: . b !
. Regular Education Teachers 5 69 11.32
Diagnostic/Placement/
IEP Specialists 58 809 0.18
Nurses 17 219 0.29
Psychologists 22 372 0.89 :
Social Workers 28 441 0.53 T
Speech Therapists 36 508 - 3.27
. c
All Except the Above Types -- -- 1.51
a

This averagezﬁas calculated for those staff members who received such
training, not for all staff members.
b
Inservice in special education only.
c
Largest component for any single type of staff member included was $0.34.

[
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Table 14.2

INSERVICE TRAINING STAFF MEMBERS GAVE

Average
Hours of Average
Insexvice Cost Average Cost
Training Per Staff Per Special
a a Education Child
Type of Personnel Given by Staff Member in the Nation
Special Education Teachers 19° . 246 1.64
‘Special Education b b

Administrators NA NA 2.87
Diagnostic/Placement/

IEP Specialists : 56 784 0.15
Nurses 44 562 0.07
Psychologists 20 358 0.73
Social Workers 20 : 314 : 0.08
Speech Therapists : 30 425 G.61

N N k4 , C
All Except the Above Types - -- 0.66
/
a

This average was calculated for those staff members who gave such
training, not for all staff members.
b
Data not available.
c

\

Largest component for any single type of staff member included was $0.15.

per handicapped student) or the more highly skilled and experienced spe-
cial education teachers (an estimated cost of $1.64 per handicapped stu-
dent). |
In addition to the costs of the education agency's personnel time
spent giving and receiving inservice.training, there are certain other
inservice training costs such as payments for travel expenses or fees to

consultant instructors. Nationwide, we estimate these costs amounted to

$6 per year per special education student.
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XV. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE COSTS

INTRODUCTION
Various types of special education teachers and other related ser-
vices personnel (e.g., psychologists) often give technical assistince in
the area of special edﬁcation to other professional staff members within
a district. This chapter contains estimates of the total time spent on
giving and receiving such technical assistance. For related services
personnel, the cost estimates are for "technical advice and assistance
. to other staff members" for the benefit of special education students.
For teachers, the cost estimates are for "consultation'time with other
teachers and specialists" regarding special education, but not including
discussions relative to student assessment, admission to special educa-
tion, or development of the students' individualized education program.
To obtain the information in this éhapter, we interviewed a strati-
fied random sample of teachers in each district and supervisors of each
of the different types of related services in each district. The infor-
mation collegFed included the number of hours per year varjous types of
' professional staff members spent on technical assistance during the
1977-1978 school year. We then obtained the cost estimates by multiply~
ing the time by the cost per minute (including both salary and fringe
benefits) for the type of personnel involved in the technical assis-~
tance. This resulting total cost was then allocated to different types
of special education students in proportion to the amount of direct and
other service time spent by that type of personnel for each different

type of handicapped student.
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TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE COSTS BY TYPE OF PERSONNEL

We estimated the national average time spent giving and receiving
technical assistance in the area of special education by all types of
professionl staff members to and from other staff members in the same
education agency during 1977-1978 to be 574 minutes per child per year
(or nearly 10 hours per child). This amounted to $135 per handicapped
child per year in salary and fringe benefits. The largest components of
this total were for special education teachers ($38), regular education
- teachers ($40), and psychologists ($16). Time and cost estimates for
other types of personnel are shown in Table 15.1.

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE COSTS BY AGE LEVEL, HANDICAP,
AND TYPE OF EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENT

As shown in Tables 15.2-15.4, the estimates of technical assistance
costs vary considerably for students differing in age level, handicap,
and type of educational placement. By type of handicap, the lowest two
costs were $81 for orthopedically impaired children and $85 for speech
impaired children; the highest two were $307 for emotionally disturbed
children and $378 for functionally blind children. By type of educa-
tional placement, the lowest cost was for those children in & short-term
hospital ($36) and the highest by far was for those children who were in
a regular class full time except while being taught by an itinerant spe-

cial education teacher ($287).
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Table 15.1

ESTIMATED AVERAGES FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TIME AND COST
PER HANDICAPPED CHILD BY TYPE OF PERSONNEL

. »
Dollar
Cost per
a Minutes Per
Type of Personnel Child per Year Child per Year
Regular education teachers 40 168
Special education teachers 38 173
Homebound teachers 2 11
Itinerant special teachers 4 19
Céunselors 5 19
Nurses 4 19
Psychologists * 16 - 56
Social workers "9 34
Speech therapists 9 38
Educational media specialists 2 10
All other related services staff 6 27
All of the above types of
personnel $135 574 minutes

/ -

a
Including salary-and fringe benefits,
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Table 15.2

ESTIMATED NATIONAL AVERAGE\TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TIME AND COST PER HANDICAPPED CHILD
BY AGE LEVEL AND TYPE OF EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENT
(Minutes and dollars per year)

Educational Placement

Regular Regular Special
Regular | Regular Class Class Class
Age Class Class Plus Plus Plus Full
Level Plus Plus Itiperant | Part-time | Part-time | Time Special Full All
Indirect |'"Related | Special Special Regular |Special Day Short-term |Time |Placements
Services |Services"| Teacher Class Class Class |[School |Homebound | Hospital |Work | Combined
Preschool NA2 204 ﬁin 298 min 