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INTRODUCTION

" In October 1979, the Massachusetts Board of Education
decided to evaluate the implementation of the Massachu-~
setts comprehensiye special education law, Chapter 766.
In effect since September 1974, Chapter 766 is a right-to-
educatiors law which preceded federal Public Law 94-142
by-three years and served as a model for the federal legis-
Jation in many respects. The evaluation of Chapter 766
took placeaver a two-year period and received high prio-
rity within the Department of Education.

The evaluation of a program as comprehensive as Chap-
ter 766 is of necessity an ongoing process and one that the
Department of Education will continue. This report rzp-
“resents the formal end of the Chapter 766 evaluation study
as funded jointly by the Massachusetts Department of
Education and the U.S. Office of Special Educatien. How-
ever, it is by no means the end of the process set in motion
by our effort to study special education in depth. The
evaluation included ten substudies conduuted by various
research organizations under contract to thg Depaztment
of -Education. : .

Most of the findings contained in the final report ars
based ort the coordinated case studies of fifteer school dis-
tricts,conducted by the Huron Institute and the statewide
survey conducted by the Gallup Organization because
these were the principal substudies. Information from the
other studies is included as it relates to major findings.

HIGHLIGHTS OF ,THé STUDY FINDINGS

The final report describes a nuinber of paradoxes which
illustrate the tensions Tacing special education (and educa-
tion) in Massachusetts today. Following is a brief preview:

e The Massachusetts comprehensive special educat-
jon law (Chapter 766) was one of the major right-to-
education laws passed in the early 1970s. Chapter 766
still enjoys support over a broad political spectrum, Ap-
proximately 95% of every educator group surveyed by
Gallup agreed witha key concept of the law, that handi-
capped children have as much right to a public school
education as any children. Fewer than 30% of the par-
~ ents of children in regular cducation believed that the
scope of Chapter 766 should be narrowed. And fewer
than 10% of members of the general public with no
children in the public schools had an unfavorable opin-
ion of Chapter 766. -

o_ Despite support for the concepts on which Chapter
766 is based, school staff expressed considerable resent-
ment about the paperwork involved in implementing the
law. Those least burdened often complained the most.
In every sample community, a few educators, parents,
and members ‘of the general public bitterly resented the
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cost involved in one or more individual cases, though the

cases cited were usually a small part of the education’

budget. The Huzron Institute found evidence in its case
studies suggesting that objections to” paperwork and
costs were shorthand for resentment toward state in-
trusion, through Chapter 766, into the erganization and
operation of local school systems. .

Q.

© Forthe most part, Chapter 766 has accomplished its
.major objective, making a range of appropriate special
education services available to all-handicapped youngs-
ters from age 3 to age 21. More than 75% of ~yery
educator group in the Gallup survey believed-that the
quality of special ‘education in the public schools was
better-than it had béer: tén years ago, Only 3% of parents
with children in special education at the elementary
- level and 7% of thase with children at the secondary
level believed their children had not improved since
being enrolled in special education, These responses
came ai a time when education generaljy had heer un-
der heavy fire and when 39% of those surveyed without
a youngster in public schools belicved that the quality of
education in pubiic schools in their communities was
only “fair” or “peor.” The price for the success of
Chapter 766, according to the Huron study, has been
the widespread misconception that special education is

responsible for high property taxes.

o Sccondary education is the area where Chapter 766
has brought. about the greatest advances in special
education. However, it is at the secondary level that the
most intractable problems siill face special education.
It may not be possible to make much more progress
with those problems without significantly changing
how all education at the secondary level op2rates and is
organized.

e Many of the fiscal issues which are the focus of
much controversy are issues that, in themselves; can be
resolved by relatively inéxpensive actions on the part of
the Massachusetts Department of Education or the
Massachusetts Legislature. They include the following:

—Paying = the state level the cost of individual ex-

pensive placements by local school systeéms;

—Reimbursing fully special 2ducation transportation

_expénses, especially those of Department of Mental
Health adults. '

e Since 1978-1979, the state had dramatically in-
creased reimbursament for the cost of education in poor
trban communities. Unfortunately, the state has fdiled
to claim and receive the credit for its accomplishments in
that rcgard. - .

, Specific findings and recommendations of the report fol-
ow. .

-

It
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Several important and unexpected points emerge from
analysis of findings in the fiscal area. Most of them are
points about which the general public and many educators
mhay be uiiinformed. They include the following:

; 4

o The casegtudies analysis refutes assertions that
. local administrators manipulate special education place-
ments to” maximize revenues. .

o Since Fiscal Year 1979, the requirenients of Chap-
ter 766 no longer place a great financial burden on poor
urban communities. .

o Iri general; revenues raised through local taxes tc

*support education.in Massachusetts have remained rel-
atively conStant since Fiscal Year 1978. .

e in Massachusectts, federal Public Law 94-142
funds are, in some respects, the most flexible part of
the special education budget, allowing local school
systems to develop new programs, improve management
of special education, train staff, and redesign existing
programs. 3
o o The dramatic increase in special education ex--
penditures for most communities occurred piior to
Fiscal Year 1979, although expenditures in some urban
communities,” especially for private day schoof’ and
substantially separate programs, have continued to
increase. -

e Generally, expenditures for, private placements
continued to grow at a rapid rate, at least through Fiscal
Year 1980. . - .

e In preparing éducation budgets generally, there is
seldom any undetitanding or discussion of the true{net)
cost to the community of any expenditure or line item.
The following are the principal recommendations in the

fiscal area: ,

e We recommend that the d8partment work to see
that Chapter 70 ensures adequate funding of the real
cost of special education. o F

¢ We recommend that the department make clear
explanations of financial issues related to special educa-
tion available to concerned audiences.

e We recommend that the legislature fully fund the
Bilingual and Special Education transportation provi-
sion of Chapter 367. : g

o We recommend that the Department of Education
shift tothe Departmentof Mental Health the functionsof
providing for and funding transportation of the adults
who are within their jurisdiction.

Special Eduéation Services )

As a result of Chapter 766, a wider range‘of programs
and services is available'than ever before to almost every
student with special education needs. The number of-stu-
dents in special eduzation doubled from October 1974 to
June 1978. Except foreurban school -systems, where the
growth in special education services continues, special edu-
cation programs in most school systems have grown more
slowly since 1977-1978. Most of the recent additions have

’ -

-

" ities of 4il groups of educators surveyed by Gallup found -

Q

" Koo
vit

o~

*

been‘in substantially ‘sepgrate programs in larger school
systems and in collaboragive programs for all communities.
Areas of particulanfgrowth since implementation of
Chapter 766 in Septefaber 1974 include collaborative and
pablic school facilit}ps for students with profound handi-
caps, secondary school programs, programs for students
with learning disatlities, and,preschool programs. Major-

Chapter 766 successful in terms of its main objective, the
provision of appropriate seryices to students needing spe-
ial education. )

The climate of fiscal c&s ¥t in education had not re- '

sulted in elimination of special

cation programsor serv- .

ices in any significant way at the time of the Huron'site -

visits in 1981. Specific changes at that time included pro-
grams in which students’ time in spegil education was cut

back from the maximum toithe minimum allowed in their-

‘prototypes, more children were introduced into programs
without increasing staff, and students with mild disabil-
ities were considered cured. The climate had intensified
crificism and resentmént toward special education. Many
special education directors felt pressured to control the rate
of increase in special education by tightening referral cri-
tefia. And, especially in urban systems, services were being
expanded in substantially separate programs, either ta're-

, tain youngsters who would have dropped out or to move
difficult-to-handle studénts out of regular classrooms.
Most lc:al educators believed that implementation of
Proposition 2% (the Massachusetts law limiting property
taxes) would accelerate the pressures to reduce services
and to move difficult studenis’out of regular classes.

In the case study communities, most administrators
seemed eager to return youngsters from private place-
ments. While the evidence suggestéd vigorous efforts in
preparation for such 4 move in many communities and
‘negotiations between administrators dnd parents, the data
showed little actual movement in that direction to date. If
that movement picks up steam, the adequacy of public
school programs may become an issue: -

_ The following are the principal recommendations in
relation to special education services:

o We recommend that the Division of Special Edu-

cation menitor possible -development of.inappropriate

- programs, due to-budget pressures.

e We recommend that tife Division of Special Edu-
cation continue to encourage development of programs
to bring students back from institutions and private
schovls. It should, however, monitor substantially sepa-
rate programs established for that purpose to make sure
they are appropriate. y

N

The Interface with Regular Education -

In 1974) many teachers and administrators feared that
Chapter 766 would result in placement in regular class-
rooms of many students who would be generally hard to
deal with. This has not happened. Students with profound
handicaps have moved out of substandard facilities. The
quality of their services has improved significantly. But
they have rarely been integrated igto instructional settings.

10
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_ What has happened has been remarkable. A new set of
programs h3z been developed for students with problems
.. dueto develppmental delays, students with learning dis-
* abilities, apfl students with hehavior disorders, who were
ih regular classrooms, priorto Chapter 766. New

i6ol and secondary level programs have also been
developed, Regular education teachers benefited from
‘these programs, whigh permit students to function better
in' regular classrooms._ .

The distinction between regular education and ggecial
edv.cation is still sharp in most communities. In most com-
m.unities, special education staff has been assigned to
pridge the zap, to cross the boundaries between special and
. regular education. These boundary crossers are the consul-

tants, evaluation. chairpersons, resource room specialists,

and others who coordinaté programs far.individual chil-

dren, give practical assistance to classroom teachers, and

serve as intermediaries between special education adminis-
tration and the classroom teacher or between parents and °

teachers. Successful boundary crossers make themselves

casily accessible tb regular staff and try to anticipate needs

without infposing unnecessary additional tasks. -

Many regular education staff° members saw Chapter

. 766 as an outstanding success and expressed appreciation

for the supplementary services provided by spesial edu-
cation. Others, although accepting the-idea that studénts-

with special needs should receive special services, com-

plained that emotionally disabled or behaviorally difficult

y students were malingering and did not need special edu-
cation. Many of the latter group appeared to be resentful ;

of the perceived job security.that Chapter 766 gave special

¢ducation staff. However, in general, regular education

staff strengly supported the concepts of Chapter 766. In

, Gallup’s survey, 84% of principals and 86% of regular
g education teachers Believed that the quality of special edu-
cation was better than it had been ten years before; only 3%

quality. R

®  Chapter 766 has caused significant change in how
school staff organizes its work. The focus on individual pro-
grams, the need to consult parents and students in devel-
oping those programs, the scheduling demands, and the
accountability required—all of these affect how schools,
especially secondary schools, conduct their business. Some
local educators have perceived the request for these

« changes as an intrusion that violates the tradition of local
control of education in Massachusetts; In fact, the injru-

»* Inthe program audit, in the appeals system, and in court
cases the Department of Education has ionitored and
enforced the requirement of Chapter 766 that-makes local
school systems accountable for providing special education
to their children who need it.

.. The principal targets of the dissatisfaction expressed
toward Chapter 766 are the paperwork and time required
and a few cases involving extremely expensive placements

= or services. Simply put, the loudest complaints concerning
paperwork come from those least affected by paperwork
requirements. Although special education directors and
instcuctional staff bear heavy paperwork and procedural

requirements, and complain about them, they accept

sion has gone well beyond simply requesting local changes. .

and 5% respectively of those groups observed a decline in
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Chapter 766 paperwork more readily than regular edu- ‘

cation staff members because they use the plans and assess-
ments to monitor the progress of theirstudents.

In most communities, people point to one or a few cases,
which have consumed much staff time and attracted wide
public attention, as representing the ‘“outrageous de-
mands” placed on the community by. Chapter 766. Al-
though the cases citzd are often & ive on an indiyidual
basis, they usually represent a very small proportion of the
total school budget. Because of the high negative visipility
associated with these cases, howcve'r,)t’xs"%ﬁportan that
the Division of Special Education-help local school systemis
deal with these situations. . | 5 -

Many of the recommendations related/o regular edu-
cation deal with ways to reduce further tife paperwork and
procedural requirements of -Ghapter 76%. The following
are the other printipal recommendations: -

e We recommend that the department encourage the
development of pools of volunteérs to facilitate the
integration of special needs students fiuto regular
clagsrooms. e :

[ o ., * . .
e We recommend that the department stress the im-

portance of boundary crossers, °

. ® We strongly recommend that the Division of Spe-
cial Education hélp local school systems deal with cases
that may generate.undye hardship or adverse publicity
for Chapter 766. .

8tateliocal Relations °

At first glance, many of the findings would seem to
suggest that local school systems claim credit for anything
they perceive as “good” that comres from the state (feads to
initiate new programs) and blame the state education
agency for all that is “bad” (paperwork, regulations).
‘That, «f course, is an oversimplification. There is, how-
ever, a Ylcep-seated local resentmen. of the features of
Chapter 766 that represent state intrusion into local af-
fairs. This is seen mgst sharply in school system hostility
toward the appeals process. This process reaches, more
deeply even than the program audit, into how school sys-
tems are, organized and conduct their activities. Because
hearing officers’ decisions ift appeals have the effect of law,
local school systems cannot ignore them. The primary
theme of state/local relations under Chapter 766 is local
resentment of the invelvement of a state agency, the De-
partmeat of Education, in the affairs of school districts
accustomed to local control of education. .

The following are the principal recommendations con-
cerning state/local relations:

e We recommend that the Bureau of Program Audit
and Assistance refine monitoring procedures and make
them niore cost effective. .

e We recommend'that the department work with ed-
ucation groups to encourage legislation containing
specific, meaningful interagency agreements. .

”
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| Secondary Education

It was at the secondary level that gaps ir’special edu-
cation services were most in evidence in 1974. Since Chap-
ter 766 called on schools to individualize- programs for
students needing speeial education, it required high school
teachers and administrators to change the ways they
thought and worked.

High school teachers, fcr the most part, concentrated on
the subjects they taught and had a narrower definition of
theit roles than their elementary school counterparts.
Many of the high schools subscribed,to the idea of working
harder with students who would do bes: at the college level
rather than teaching the individual child. Massive prob-
lems of scheduling madé Chapter 766 scem an adminis-
trative nightmare. High school principals were burdened
with other issues that involved greater numbers of students
or had more general impact, (discipline, alcohol, drug
abuse, academic standards). Given those consiraints, it is
remarkable that so many:school districts were able to take
advantage of the opportunities for change provided in
Chapter-766. ) )

In most communities, Huron found that the growth of
services available in secondary special education by 1981
had been more rapid than growth in any other area of spe-
cial education. Significant gains have been made, with new
programs and service options at the secondary level in‘every
s “wol district Huron studied. Several ot the communities
w¢re particularly proud of their progress in providing new
programs to,older students. Resource robms providing ac-
ademic support to students’ with learning disabilities are
commonplace at the secondary level, where unce they were

‘a-rarity. Some school districts have developed transitional

programs which provide placement for students with seri-
ous intellectual handicaps. Many school systems have prbl
vided new occupational education -programs for at leas
part of their special education population. Alternative high
chool programs: have”seen particular growth and con-
‘&nuqd«to grow in urban systems. They provide setrings in
hich academic success is possible for some students for
the first.time. .~ . ‘

Both the State Divisions of Special and Occupational
Education have considered occupational education for spe-
cial needs students a-top priority since 1976. Starting in
1979-80, from its share of Public Law 94-142 funds, the’
Division of Special Education allocated $2,000,000 annu-

.ally (supplemented by lesser amounts from other divisions

and agencies) to improve existing and,develop new voca-
tional assessment and vocafional training programs. In
addition, since 1976, the Division of Special Education has
used Public Law 94-142 funds, through the Secondary
School Project, to provide techhical assistance and inserv-
ice staff training. Sihce Fiscal Year 1981, the focus of the
project has shifted toward assisting local school districts to
implement vocational/o.cupational programs for special
needs students. . ) ‘
- Despite extensive progress and irlcreased opportunities,
secondary education is the area of special education in
‘which much more remains to be done. Even some of the
“successes” need continuied scrutiny because, due to de-
partmentalization at the high school level, th.ey may isolate
swadents who formerly werkt integrated.

»
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-In addition, there are gaps in services. Districts vary ,

widely in providing transitional programs from schools to
jobs or other placements for students with intellectual

handicaps. Some of the new vocational programs are quite

limited in their scope or target population, leaving some
groups of special education students at the high schoal level
with no access to vocational services or programs. Admis-
sion to many regional vocational schools is selective and
still seems to exclude most students in special education for
ane reason or another. Alternative high schools, often used
to separate disruptive students from the regular classroom,
can‘become a dumiping ground for all the problems that a
local high school has difficulty dealing with.

Many of the problems found in secondary special edu-
cation are pgoblems of secondary education generally. The
fragmented structures found in most high schools as a
result of departmentalization, specialization, and tracking
increase the isolation of students in special education,
make them more vulnerable to peer pressures, and increase
the difficulties involved in scheduling and individuaiizing

" special programs. Consequently, many of the recommen-

daticns are directed at secondary education generally:

o We recommend that the Department of Education
encourage local school systems tc organize inter-
departmenta task forces at the high school level to con-
sider the changes necessary to improve the quality of
secondary special education.

o We recominend that the department fund model
progiams at the high school level organized on the prin-
ciple of individyalized instruction for all students.

o We recommend that the Division of Special Edu-
cation disseminate in"ormation indicating what factors
leag to success or failure in resource rooms and alterna-

< tive collaborative. programs. .

o We recommend that the Division of Special Edu-
cation develop guidelines detailing what its expectations
are for appropriate transition planning from self~

.contained classrooms to jobs, skeltered workshops, or
institutions.

Individualized Educational Plan

The process for developing individualized educational
plans and individualized programs for students needing
spe ial education has provided school staff with a useful
perspective for understanding the special needs of those
students and providing appropridte services for them. In

_ particular, ‘the schedaling of an evaluation meeting at
which decisions are ratified has forced both staff and par- :

ents to focus on the needs of those students.
In some ways, monitoring and training by the Division

-of Special Education to assist local school districts in pre-

paring complete, specific educativnal plans seem to have
succeeded too well or with the wroag emphasis. The Huron
case study teams noted educational plans completed with a
specificity that seemed unrealistic and unnecessary to local
special education staff. This suggests a possible shift in
division efforts in order to help local school systenis make
individualized educational plans more practical.

Fven. more important is the need to make educational

plans and other student data accessible at the building

12
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level. Acc?ording to local administrators, considerations of youngsters being educated with regular students. Despite
«  confidentiality and cost have stood in the way. But the cost the change of program type, students returning to their
and effort to develop individualized educational plans and ™ communities for the most part will receive their special
. their potc ‘tial usefulness warrant efforts to improve their education away from regular students in collaboratives or
availability to those who need to use them. separate programs.

e We recommend that the Division of Special Edu- e We recommend that the Division of Special Edu-
cation encourage training in how local school systems cation use the data system developed '~ the course of this
can develop individualized educational plans that are study to help regional staff monitor significant changes
flexible, practical, and useful. in enrollment in specific prografh types which might be

e « We recommend that the Division of Special Edu- influenced by budgeting constraints.
cation encourage local school systems to make a basic file e We recommend that cooperation between local
for each student in specia’ education available at the school systems and collaboratives be encouraged to iden-
. building level. tify or deyelop appropriate programs for students cur-
0 o ) s rently in.private placements.
‘ Least Restrictive Environment \Bo
For educators who had feared that Chapter 766 meant Parent/Sch . | Relations
that their schools would be overrun by profoundly disabled Within special education acrogs the state, there has been
students, the reality was a complete surprise. Rather than a high level of participation by parents in the formal pro-
the return.of students from institutions or private schools cess of planning individualized programs for their children
- or the discovery of youngsters not in school who needed (attendance at planning meeting, signing plans). Even for-
services, Chapter 766 emphasized looking at academit fail- mal parent participation has helped improve the quality of
p ures and behavior problems in new ways (i.e., to determine special education services by increasing the responsivenes.
whether the difficulties of tnose students derived from of school staff. Efforts to individualize programs have ab-
handicapping conditions). Most of the stude:ts needing sorbed considerable emotional energy and time of parents
and not receiving special education were already in the and staff. Perhaps this is one reason why school personnel
regular classrooms. Serving them appropriately in many and parent groups have had little success in involving
cases meant moving them out of the classrooms to more parents of multiple problem families. It is still important
restrictive placements for at least part of the time. to reach that group of parents. Only creative efforts that go

- The Gallup survey found that solid majorities of all beyond the formal procedures of Chapter 765 are likely to
educator groups accepted:the idea that special needs stu- succeed.
dents should be educated in the least restrictive 2ppropri-
ate environment. The acceptance of this premise was
somewhat higher at the elementary than at the secondary
school level. Despite similar attitudes in case study com-

v

e We recommend a variety of workshops to help local
school staff. and parents communicate openly, simply,
and with sensitivity. -

. munities, most local educators predicted that increases in e We recommend that the Division of Special Edu-
class size resulting from Proposition 2% would resuit in cation provide concrete suggestions and inducements
. more referrals, moving students into a moré restrictive that will encourage development of local parent groups
environment. The predicted countermovement of students to assist parents in vulnera.'s families and to support
from private placements is unlikely to result in those continued funding and implcmentation of Chapter 766.
N ;
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» “ Glcssary

AFR—Annual End-of-School-Year Pupil and Finan-
cial Reports (Annual Financial Reports).

Boundary Crossers—Staff members in a local school
system who coordinate between regular and special
education.

Chapter 70—The Massachusetts law that provides
sstate aid for education at the local level in categorical
programs. )

Chapter 367.—A Massachusetts statute providing for
transportation and authorizing funding for various catego-
ries of students.

Chapter 766 —The Massachusetts Ccinpreliensive Spe-
cial Education Law (similar to federal Public Law 94--
142) which requires that all special needs students from
age 3 to 21 have access to a free public education within
* the least restrictive environment.appropriate. The-funda-
mental concepts of the law are described in Chapter 1.

Collaborative—An agreement between school commit-
tees jointly to provide educational services.

- Commonwealth Institute—Allots Department of Edu-
cation funds for inservice training programs that are
participant controlled, voluntary in nature, and designed
to meet local needs and to promote federal and state
‘priorities.

Coordinated Data Study —The study that combined the
results of the four bureau studies and department data into

an effective system for collecting and analyzing data uséful
to Chapter 766. N

. Department—Massachusetts Department of Education

Division —Division of Special Education of the Massa-
chusetts Department of Education.

Equalized Property Valuation Ratio per Capila—
The ratio between local property value and state property
value per person (see formula in Chapter 4).

Evaluation Strategy Group—Academic consultants to
the study from Harvard University, Boston University,
Boston College, Northeastern University, and Tufts Uni-
veraity, who he!ped the study staff develop the strategy for
* evaluating Chapter 766.

Excess Cost of Speci:zl Education—The cost of special
education in excess of the cost of regular 1y education.

Fed. i Discretionary Funds—Federal funds made
available to the state education agency under Public Law
94-142 to be used at the discretion of the agency, for

e

programs that will have broad impact on special education
in the state. . . .

Individualized Education Plans (IEP) —A written
statement of a child’s educational needs and the program

‘which has been developed to address these needs.

Least Restrictive Environment—The program which
will adequately address the child’s needs with the least
amount of time outside the regular education program.

Net Average Membership (NAM)—A system of
weighing the number of stadents according to the time
they spend in a particular . rogram.

Net Local Expenditures—Local expenditures less state
and federal aid, as well as any other rcimbursements from
outside the community.

Non-Save-Harmless—Communities which are reim-
bursed according to their actual expenditures (usually
urban communities).

Out-of-District Placement—Placement of a student in
an approved program outside the local school district,
usually a collaborative or a private school program.

Proposition 2% —A recent Massachusetts law that lim-
its the propcrtg tax rate. It also shifts final responsibility
for the school budget away from school committees.

Prototypes—Refers to the Massachusetts system of
classifying programs according to the amount of special
education the student receives and the place of delivery of
the services:

502.1—A regular program with modifications;

502.2—A regular program with no more than 25% time

out;

502.3—A regular program with no more than 60% time

out; ’

502.4—A substantially separate program;

502.4i—A substantially separate program in a facility

other than a public school regular education facility;

502.5—A private day school program;

502.6—A private residential program for children with

special needs; .

502.7—A home or hospital program,;

502.8—A preschool program for children with special

needs. :

Public Law 89-313—Provides federal funds for state-
operated and state-supported special education programs
based on pupil enrollment.

Public Law 94-142—This law, which went into effect
October 1, 1977, provides educational opportunities for all




handicapped children. Its>basic concepts are similar to
those of Chapter 766, described in Chapter 1.

Resource Room—Usually the designation for a class-
room used as an academic resource center for students with
special needs.

Save-Harmless—Communities which arz reimbursed
at a rate of not more than 107% of the previous year’s
expenditures (usually non-urban communities).

.+ Self-Contained Classrooms——Prima?iiy separate class-
rooms for students with serious intellectual handicaps.

Stakeholder —An individual who has an interest or who
represents a group having an interest in the issues being
studied. .

o

xiv~

.

State Incentive Funds—State funds made available to
local school districts to encourage them to develop pro-
grams for children who have been in institutional school
programs. .

Study Review Panel—A Study group representing par-
enis, students, school committees, superintendents, admin-
istrators of special education, teachers, advocacy groups,
collaboratives, private schools and human service agencies.
They met to review study progress and advise the depart-
ment concerning important decisions related to the study.
The panel played an important role in shaping the direc-
tion of the study.

Vulnerable Families—Families in which parents were
unable to deal adequately with their children’s special
aeeds and to develop .working relationships with the
schools. ’
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CHAPTER 1. Introduction

OVERVIEW .-

in October 1979, the Massathusetts Board of Fducation
decided to evaluate the implementation of the Massachu-

" setts Comprehensive Special Education Law, Chapter 766

which had been in effect since September 1974. Chapter
766 is a right-to-education law which preceded U.S. Pub-
lic Law 94-142 by three years and served as a model for
the federal legislation in many respects.

The thorough evaluation of Chapter 766 took place over
a two-year period and received high priority within the:
Department of Education. The evaluation of a program as
comprehensive as Chapter 766 is of necessity an ongoing
process and one that the Department of Education will'
continue. This report represents the formal conclusion of
the Chapter 766 evaluation study as funded jointly with
the U.S. Office of Education (now the Department of
Education). However, it is by no means the end of the
process set in motion by our effort to study special edu--
cation in depth. ¢

The evaluation included the following ten substudies
conducted by various research organizations under con-
tract to the Massachusetts Department of Education:

Coordinated Case Studies of 15

School Districts . .......oov...e THE HURON INSTITUTE
Case Study of Boston ........... THE HURON INSTITUTE
Survey of Attitudes Toward . v

Chapter 766 «........ *... THE.GALLUP ORGANIZATION
Data Review Study. ... ... RMC ReseArRcH CORPORATION

Institutional Schools

Data Study ............ SysTEMs ARCHITECTS, INC.
Appeals Data Study .. ........oo.o0t. ELINOR WoOODS
Management Data

NY 277 5 WOLF, WALKER & ASSOCIATES
Program Audit Data

Study .............. VAZQUEZ-NUTTALL ASSOCIATES

Historical Study ................. HARVARD UNIVERSITY
Fiscal Study. . ... ... BozLER EDUCATIONAL CONSULTANTS

The ten substudies have produced a wealth of informa-
tion on many aspects of the implementation of Chapter
766, far too many details to include in one final report.
This revort concentrates on those findings which the study
staff considered most important. Many readers may have
other interests, anid we urge them to review the reports of
the substudy contractors. = " . g

Most of the findings reported here are based on the case
studies by the Huron Institute and the survey conducted by
the Gallup Organization, the principal substudies. Infor-
mation from the other studies is included as it relates to
major findings. The language of the substudy reports is
used as much as possible in presenting the findings, with
indications where supporting evidence can be found in
thosereports. Conclusionsaregivertinoverviewsand recom-
mendations. The contractors are not responsible for these
conclusions and interpretations.

The report is divided into two sections. Part One
provides background on Chapter 766, highlights of the
major findings, the context of the evaluation effort, the
evaluation strategy and a description of the methods used
in the substudies. *

Part Two gives findings and recommendations in issue
areas studied: financial issues, special education services;
interface with regular education, state/local relations, sec-
ondary education, individualized educational pian, edu-
cation in the least restrictive environment, and parent/
school.relations. o . )

A glossary of terms is included fo familiarize the reader
with the terms used to describe aspects of Chapter 766 in
Massachusetts. Tables and figures are included within
sach chapter and are listed with the Table of Contents.

Readers who are primarily interested in the study
findings may want to review éhaptgr 1 briefly and then
turn directly to Part Two. Those who want more back-
ground on the conduct of the study will find Part One
helpful. .

HIGHLIGHTS OF STUDY FINDINGS

A number of paradoxes that illustrate the tensions fac-
ing special education (and education) in Massachusetts
today are obvious from this report and its substudies. The
following is a brief preview: e

o The Massachusetts comprehensive special educa-
tion law (Chapter 766) was one of the major right-to-

education laws passed in the early 1970s. Chapter 766

still enjoys support over a broad political spectrum. Ap-

proximately 95% of every educator group surveyed by

Gallup agreed with a key concept of the law. that handi-

capped children have as much-right to-a pablic school

education as any children. Fewer than 30% of the par-
ents of children in regular education believed that-the
scope of Chapter 766 should be narrowed. And fewer
than 10% of members of the general public with no
children in the public schools had an unfavorable opin-
ion of Chapter 766.

o Despite their support for the concepts on which
Chapter 766 is grounded, school staff expressed consid-
erable resentment about the paperwork involved in im-
plementing the law. Those least burdened often
complained the mest. In every sample community, a few
educators, parents, and members of the general public
bitterly resented the cost involved in one or more indi-
vidual cases, though the cases cited were usually a small
part of the education budget. The contractor for the case
studies, the Huron Institute, found evidence suggesting
that objections to paperwork and costs were shorthand
for resentment toward state intrusion, through Chapter
766, into the organization and operation of local school
systems.

(
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e For the most part, Chapter 766 has accomplished
its major objéctive, making a range of appropriate spe-
cial education” services. available to all handicapped
youngsters from age three to age twenty-one. More than
75% of every educator group in the Gallup survey be-
lieved that the quality of special education in the public
schools was-better-than. it had been ten years ago. Only
3% of parents with children in special education at the
elementary level 2nd 7% of those cuildren at the second-
ary level believed their children had not improved since
being cnrolled in special education. These responses
came at a time when education generally had' come
under heavy fire and wken 39% of those surveyed with-
out a youngster in public schools believed that the qual-
ity of education in public schools in their communities
was only “fair” or “poor.” The price for the success of
Chapter 766, according to the Huron study; has been
the widespread misconception that special education is
responsible for high'property taxes.

e Secondary education is the area where Chapter 766
has brought about the greatest advances in special edu-
cation. However, it is at the secondary level that the
most intractable problems still face special education. It
may not be possible to make much more progress with
those problems without significantly changing how all
education at the secondary level operates and is or-
ganized.

e Many of the fiscal issues which are the focus of
much controversy are issues that, in themselves, can be-
resolved by relatively inexpensive actions on the part of
the Massachusetts Department of Education or the
Massachusetts Legislature. They include:

—Paying at the state level the cost of individual ex-

pensive placements by local school systems;

—Reimbursing fully special education transportation

expenses, especially those of adults served by the
Department of Mental Health.

e Since 1978-1979, the state has dramatically in-
creased reimbursement for the cost of education in poor
urban communities. Unfortunately, the state has failed
to claim and receive the credit for its accomplishments in
this regard.

BACKGROUND OF CHAPTER 766 e

The Massachusetts comprehensive special education
law is similar to the federal Public Law 94-142. The pur-

se of Chapter 766 isto provide for a flexible, uniform sys-
tem of education opportunities for all children requiring
special education. It requires that all special needs students
from age 3 to age 21 have access to a free public education
within the Jeast restrictive environment appropriate.

In-Lrief, the fundamental concepts of the law are:

—Local school districts are responsible for identifying
all young people within their jurisdiction in need of
special education.

—Each student referred for special ¢ducation services

must be assessed by a multidisciplinary group of pro-

fessionals using several methods of evaluation.

—An educational program must be developed to meet
the special education needs of each student. This'in-

dividualized program wust take into account both ™ -

the child’s weaknesses and strengths and repreSent
an earnest ¢fort on the part of all participants to
provide for both, while removing the child as little as
possible from the mainstreamof the regulareducation
program. = = :

—Parents have the right and the responsibility to be
involved at all points: referral, assessment, planning,
and evaluation. Moreover, they must agree to the
individualized educational plan and, should changes
be made, consent to them. When children reach the
age of 14, they.élso have the right to help plan their
educational program.

—Each child’s progress must be reviewed regularly,and
his or her educational plan and the services pro-
vided under it modified in accordance with new
information.,

—The local school district is responsible for providing ‘
appropriate special education services and for trans-
porting students to those services.

—The professional personnel charged with the respon-
sibility for implementing special education must have
aitained specified criteria of professional training
Moreover, the school district must provide continued
inservice training to all of its staff 'concerning the
provision of special education services,

The new law immediately became a madel for legisla-
tive revision elsewhere, and its influence on Public Law
94-142 is readily apparent. :

Chapter 766 has been in-effect for'seven years at the
time of this report. It has signifigantly affected fiscal man-
agement, the organization and operation of school systems,
the availability and quality of special education services,
and the responsibilities of administrators, teachers, and
special service personnel. Although the early years of im-
plementation were hectic and uncertainj_educators and
concerned citizens throughout the state %’ré increasingly
convinced that the negative problems initially encountered
were transitory. With justifiable pride, they point to new
and better programs, increased skill and knowledge in
classrooms; and heightened sensitivity and understanding -
of the'needs and capabilities of handicapped citizens. In
their eyes, 766 has provided opportunities to change and to
grow, a challenge to improve.

On the other side of the cdin, they acknowledge that
some change was imposed where it was not always wel-
come and that administrative and bureaucratic procedures
had considerable organizational costs. Local people thus
see the law as having required a series of compromises in
which some privileges were given up in order to gain some
benefits.

CONTEXT OF THE EVALUATION

In the summer of 1979, a group within the Division of
Special Education began to plan a study to assess the effect
of Chapter 766 on children and school systems across the
state. Headed by ‘Roger W. Brown, Associate Commis-
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. sioner of Special Education, the group agreed that the basic  ~
-pur

.,

of the study was to determine the impact of -
Chapter 766 on the availability and quality of special
education and related services during the first five years of
its implementation.

_ After this initiaj.idea was approved by. the Board of

" ~~Education, the Associate Commissioner asked a member of

the group, Dr. James McGarry (who became the Project

Director), to develop a concept paper outlining the'issues, -
possible approaches, and problems connected with a state- *
. wide evaluation. Concerns identified-included:

(7) the needifor credibility, that is;-assurance that the
study would maintain.a high degree-of objectivity_even

though the state agency funding and coordinating it hadan. .

interest in the study’s.outcome, (2) the difficulty in devel-
oping an evaluation design.broad enough-to match the
comprehensiveness of the law, and (3) the limitations of

techniques for determining educational progress.

It was clear that the Massachusetts Department .of
Education could benefit from an objective analysis_of
strengths and weaknesses in the implementation process.
An evaluation would have to identify problems in provid-

. ing the services that the law and regulations had promised,

hut the Department also needed a comprehensive study
effort resulting in viable recommendations for future pol-

_ icy options.

Brown decided to see if the federal government would be
interested in subsidizing such a study. Since Chapter 766
and Public Law 94-142 were so similar, it seémed clear
that the proposed evaluation could be tailored for use on
the federal level. In response to a subsequent federal re-
quest, a field-initiated research proposal was dev *loped in
October 1979. The U.S. Department of Education agreed
that the Massachusetts study would provide useful evalu-
ation experience to other states and supported 40% of the
study with federal research dollars.

Associate Commissioner Brown favored a flexible and

 responsive approach rather than a rigid'methodology with

a fixed set of objectives. The'intent was a process in which
experts and policy groups would gerterate ideas, receive
responses, and modify their ideas accordingly. .

A faur-phase study plan wasdeveloped (see Figure 1-1).
Phase 1 set the objectives for the study and identified data
that the department already had. Phase II included in-
depth studies of issues, case studies in selected school sys-
tems, and surveys to help the department see the landscape

. of special education more clearly: the chdracter of the pro-

grams, the nature of the services, the profiles of children
needing special education, thé cost of programs, and the
views of various groups. .

Phase I1I analyzed the information from the data review
and field studies to determine the options available to fill
gaps and take advantage of successes identified by field
research. The analysts worked with policy level groups
and consultants as well as field evaluators to describe the
special education picture in the state and relate issues
emerging from the study to future policies and procedures
which Department of Education decision makers could
implement. .

Phase 1V .identified reporting and disseminating as a
major goal of the study. A manual describing how the
Massachusetts evaluation strategy worked \will be used as

®
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Fiaune 1-1: Preliminary Study Plan for 706 Evaluation
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a model for other states interestzd in doing a similar eval-
uation. The National Association of State Directors of
Special Education in Washington agreed to assist Massa-
chusetts with dissemination of all study results on a na-
tional basis.

Considering that the evaluation was a large-scale state-
wide study conducted by a bureaucracy, the open way, in
which the department developed the design, conducted the
study, and .analyzed.the results is noteworthy. From-the
beginning, the department involved representatives from
most major groups concerned with education in Massa- .
chusetts. Participants included members of advocacy
groups, professional organizatidgz1 representing super:
intendents and school committees, and the academic and
research communities.

The groups participating included:

Massachusetts Association of School Superintendents,

Massachusetts Organization of Educational Collaboratives,

Massachusetts Association of School Committees,

Massachusetts Teachers’ Association,

19
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Executive Office of Human Services, .
Massachusetts Advocacy Center,

Massachusetts Association for Retarded Citizens,
Massachusets Association of Approved Private Schools,
Federation for Children with Special Needs.

Special needs students, parents of students with spe-
cial needs, and directors of special education were also
represented. -

Academic consultants came from:

Bostoh College, Boston University, Harvard University, Mas-
sachusetts Instityte of Technology, Northeastern University,
Tufts University, and the University of Massachusetts.

This open process-was designed to increase the objec-
tivity of an evaluation initiated by the agency responsible
for implementation ofsthe program being evaluated.

An_assumption underlying the involvement of these

. groups and that of department decision makers was that

the actual implementation of evaluation results depended
on considerable participation throughout the evaluation

¥

-~

’ : [
process. Research has made it clear that most evaluaticns
are not used in the ways intended. What the designers of
the Chapter 766 evaluation anticipated was that depart-

- ment decision makers who were involved in the evaluation

process would be more likely to use the evaluation results
and that the involvement of other concerried groups in the
evaluation process would create further momentum and
pressure for action.

The oper participatory process and the flexible design
of the study make this final report something less:than
final. Although it does synthesize the findings from the
principal substudies and offer recommendations to the De-
partment of Education, the final report is part of a process
which should go on for several months after the formal
completion of the study. The Division of Special Education
and other groups concerned with the process will need to
consider the findings and recommendations with some
care. The report is an effort to help the department map
out right-of-ways through the landscape of special educa-
tion; building the roads will take much longer.

3
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CHAPTER 2:

OVERVIEW:

The planning phase of the evaluation began early in
1980. The Study Review Panel and the Evaluation Strat-
egy Group were formed to encourage participation in all
fevels of the evaluation from the diverse groups with an
interest in Chapter 766. After initial meetings, in a re-
markable display of consensus, all groups agreed on a
four-phase study design which emphasized evaluating the
effects of Chapter 766 in five areas: regular education,
fiscal issues, deyelopment of individualized educational
programs, secondary education, and provision ¢f special
education in the least restrictive appropriate setting.

Phase 1

Phase ] consisted of a series of data studies and analyses,
initiated in the fall of 1980.

Phase 2

Phase II consisted of a series of field studies initiated in
late 1980 and continuing to early 1982.- The most im-
portant field study was the coordinated case studies exam-
ining the impact of Chapter 766 in fifteen school systems.
The coordinated case studies were conducted by the Huron
Institute. As part of Phase II, the Gallup Organization
surveyed the general public and concerned groupsto gath-
er their perceptions of Chapter 766. The major purpose
for this substudy was to.test.the degree to which the case
study results were representative across the state.

Phase 3

Phase III involved the synthesis of the principal findings
of the substudies and the development of recommendations
for the Department cf Education’s consideration. Both the
Study Review Panel and the Special Education Bureau
Directors have had the opportunity to review and comment
on. the analyses and recommendations, as have selected
academic consultants. Involvement of the bureau directors
was considered crucial since they are the middle level man-
agers who will carry out decisions made by the department
based on the cv\alu\ation. *

AN
Phase 4 R

In Phase IV, the National A%s\ociation of State Directors
of Special Education (NASDSE) will assist the study staff
in disseminating the evaluation results outside of Massa-
chusetts. Inside Massachusetts, the Study Review Panel
and the department bureau directors will digseminate the
results to constituency groups and local schoal systems.

\\

Evaluation Strategy

3 . a

HOW THE STRATEGY WAS DEVELOPED

The development of an evaluation team posed a strategic
dilemma because it was important for the department to
maintain objectivity while evaluating the results of its own
actions. In order to help preserve objectivity, the depart-
ment decided to include, at all levels of the evaluation, rep-
resentatives of the diverse groups affected by Chapter 766.
The Evaluation Strategy Group, consisting of consultants
from local universities, research staff from the department,
and school system representatives, offered technical advice
and helped'to develop a research design, as well as reacting
to policy decisions.

The Study Review Panel met at frequent intervals to
review study progress and to advise the department con- _ .
cerning important decisions related to the study.<The mem-
bers of this group represented parents, students, school
committees, superintendents, administrators of special ed-
ucation, teachers, advocacy groups, collaboratives, private
schools, and human service agencies. The members of both
advisory groups played'an important role in shaping the
dir cction of the study. (Affiliations of group members are
provided in Chapter One.)

The department staff involved in the study included
Associate Commissioner Brown and the Bureau Directors
of the Division of Special Education, as well as the 766
Evaluation Study staff. The study staff was small, consis-
ting of the Project Director, his assistant and an intern,
The department staff, the Evaluation Strategy Group, and
the Study Review Panel made up the evaluation team (see
Figure 2-1).

By March 1980, it was time to develop the four orig-
inal study phases into an evaluation strategy. The Evalu-
ation Strategy Group met to examine evaluation strategy
options. The deliberations of this group, alonig with the
advice of the Study Review Panel, helped Associate Com-
missioner Brown reach a final decision on the research
strategy for the 766 Evaluation.

All field and data studies were open to a competitive bid
process. For each study, the staff developed a request for
proposals, which was then released to a list of from 30 to
over 100 qualified -bidders. Interested bidders responded
with proposals which were reviewed by department staff, .
technical consultants from the F :luation Strategy Group,
and representatives of the:Stu.v Review Panel to de-
termine a final award. Although it delayed the study
considerably, thismethod provided the department with an
opportunity to choose from among the best researchers in
the country.

An important condition that the Commissioner of Edu-
cation set on the evaluation was that it disrupt local school
systems as little as possible. The department was sensitive
to the concern of local school superintendents that research
activities and requests for information initiated by state
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agencies, the federal government, and private research not
intecfere with the main business of ¢ducation. Therefore,
an important aspect of the first phase of the evaluation
consisted of a series of data review studies which began in
August 1980. The goals of this phase were to organize data
previously collected within the department and analyze
that data in relation to the evaluation of Chapter 766.
Phase 11 of thie study effort was initiate:. at the samc
time as the data review study. A list of 27 study areas
thouight to be important for the field study was presented

to the Study Review Panel. It was expected that it'would |

be difficult for the panel to reach consensus because its
members had been chosen to represent diverse advocacy

-

3

and professional opinions. Surprisingly, however, they

agreed on the following five study areas which became the

basis of both the evaluation strategy and the coordinated
case studies: .o

e The effect of Chapter 766 on’regular education;

e The effect of Chapter 766 on the provision of special

education in the least restrictive appropriate setting;

o The effect of Chapter 766 on the development of

individualized educational plans;

e The effect of Chapter 766 on secondary education;

o The effect of fiscal/funding issues on the imple-

mentation «f Chapter 766. g
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OVERVIEW:

This chapter presents the methodologies used to conduct
the various studies. This information is useful to those
readers who are familiar with research and want to under-
stand more clearly the information on which the major
findings are based. Readers interested primarily in the
findings may prefer to begin with Part Two.

The cocrdinated case studies were designed as a set of
in-depth case studies of local school systems. The Huron
Institute report described how local school systems were
responding to the law’s requirement and explained, to the
extent possible, the reasons for the responses. The report
was based primarily on interviews with a wide variety of
respondents including special education and regular edu-

cationn administrators and teachers, parents, school eotfic

mittee members, advocate groups, and students receiving

special education. The interviews were conducted by staff ..

of the.Huron Institute in three rounds of field visits from
January (o June 1981. The report was a synthesis of the
inférmation from 15 school systems.

Huron selected sites for case study randomly from a
matrix designed to categorize 3chool systems based on
socio-economic, educational, and special educational data.
The sites represented approximately 10% of public school
students, 10% of the special education enrollment, 25% of
the minority enrollment, and 25% of the bilingual enroll-
ment of students in Massachusetts. (The case study of Bos-
ton increases Huron’s total analysis to 18% of the studg¢nts
enrolled in special education in Massachusetts.)

The Gallup Organization conducted a mail survey with
a statewide sample of principals, special education and
regular education teachers, as well as all public school

- superintendents, special education directors, school commit-

tee chairpersons, collaborative directors, and administra-
torsof approved private schools. In addition, they conducted
telephone interviews with statewide samples of parents of
students in both regular education and special education
programs. Nonparents were also interviewed. For all sam-
ple groups, Boston residents were slightly oversampled.
All interviewing was conducted during November~De-
cember 1981, )

The first phase of the Chapter 766 evaluation consisted
of a series of data review studies within each bureau of the
Division of Special Education in order to organize pre-
viously collected data and to develop mors efficient meth-
ods for future data collection. In November 1980, RMC
was awarded .a contract to cocrdinate these bureau data
review studies, to develop a master file of data from these
studies and other sources, to conduct initial aralyses of
these data, and to provide training to department staff in
the use, maintenance, and updating of this file.

CHAPTER 3: Methods o

3 a

+ The création of the master file began with'the selection.
of relevant data from the School System Summary Report

and the End of .Year. Pupil and Financial Report received -
_ from each school system for the 1977-78, 1978~79 and

1979-80 school years. As data from the bureau date review
studies became, available, they- ware added to the master
file. In addition, personnel data from the Annual Program
Plan and selected demographic data were added to the file.
This process was completad in July 1981. At that tiine,
RMC began té condugt initial analyses of the master file
data according to a straegy developed with the Chapter
766 Evaluation Study staff. .

THE COORDINATED CASE STUDIES -
The method of approach used in conducting the coordi-

. nated case studies was an investigative field research

model. The model involved a comparision of data from
three-principle sources: intensive interviews, document re-
view, and observation. Huron developed a sample: of 15
school systems so as to capture the broad range of commu-
nity types within Massachusetts. ‘ :

Next, Huron reviewed: selected fiscal information and
service delivery data on the sample school districts and on
the state as.a whole. They ther conducted three rounds of
field visits in each school system. These field visits involved
intensive interviews with administrators, teachers, par-
ents, students, school committee members, and advocate
groups, as well as observations of programs in action.
Following each field visit, they analyzed the .ites visited.
At the conclusion- of each total round of field visits, they
analyzed data across sitrs. They have written individual
case studies of each of the 15 school sy stems incluaed in the,
coordinated case studies.

Site Selection

In selecting 15 sample communities for the coordinated
case studies, Huron wished tc choose sites that would be
representative of characteristics of the state outside Boston
and at the same time present diverse approaches tu imple-
menting Chapter 766. They chose candidate sits’ by
means of a stratified random sampling plan.

Huron began by categorizing the 350 Massachusetts
cities and towns outside Boston according tc region and
community type. They divided communities into.four re-
gions corr=sponding to the six Department of Education
regions, combining Greater Boston with Northeast and
Springfield with Pittsfield. Within each region, they di-
vided communities into five community types correspond-

_ing to U.S. census classifications: central cities; suburbs

with more than 50,000 pcoplc;'suburbs of less than 50,600
Y
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Tasee 3-1: Regionaland Community-Type Distribution”
: . for Massachusetts Cities and Towns (Excluding Bostan,) 1975.
. . (The Huron Report, Chapter 3) . ..
East Southeast Central West Total ~
Central No. of Towns 3 -3 3 4 . 13
Cities Pct. of Total 0.9 v 08 0.9 13 37
Population 203,091 296,372 LY 3 320,305 | . 1,075,609
* | Pt of Total 3.9 58 ~ - 64 20.9 '
Subyrbs No. of Towns 1" 1 12
>50,000 | Pst. of Total 3.1 A 0.3 © 34
Population 777,101 A 65,564 842,665
Pct. of Total - 15.7 13, 16.4
. - Suburbs | No. of Towns 72 38 38 26 174
b, <50,000 | Pet. of Total 20.6 10.9 10.9 74 49.7
Population . 1,361,799 453,619 346,844 298911 2,461,173
« | Pect. of Total 26.4 8.8 6.7 58 478
Other No. of Towns 11 21 26 10 68
‘ >2,500 | Pet.of Total 3.1 6.0 74 . 29 19.4
Population 97,540 . 254,791 227,624 101,875 678,830
.« Pet. of Total 1.9 49 S44 0 |- 20 13.2
Other No. of Towns ° 2 12 - 12 " 57 83 .
<2,500 | Pct. of Total 0.6 3.4 3.4 16.3 . 237
Population 3,882 17,189 17,353 | 54,791 93,215
Pct. of Total 0.1 2.3 0.3 IR 18
Yotal NO. of Towns 99 74 80 87 350 ’
Pct. of Total 28.3 21.1 22.9 21.7 100.0
Population 2,443,413 1,018,971 904,226 ° 784,882 5,151,492
Pct. of Total - _AT4 19.8 17.6 15.2 © 1000
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people; other communities with more than 2,500 pcopic;

. and other communities with lets than 2,500 people. The

numbei of communities in each category and their aggre-
gate 1975 population are shown in Table 3-1.
>~ They next apportioned 15 sites among the 20 region-by-
community-type categories according to the total popu-
lation and number of towns in ecach category. The first
method favored large population centers and the second
regions with smaller populations. For the final allocation,
they simply averaged the number of sites in each cell given
by thetwgmethods (sez Table 3-2). The sample contained
six sites in the east and three in each of the other regions;-
there were two central cities, two suburbs over 50,000
people, six suburbs under 50,000, three towns- outside ur-
ban areas with over 2,500 people, and two towns outside
urban areas with under 2,500. .
From among the cities and towns in each region and

" community type, Huron selectéd at random three candi-

dates for each final 3ite. In the east, for example, they
picked three towns outside urban areas over 2,500 people,
aix suburbs over 50,000, and nine suburbs under 50,000,
Fex.cach candidate, they collected data on 15 character-
istics of the communities, school systems, and special edu-
cation programs and analyzed the data to insure that the
sites witre broadly representative.

Afte: studying the data available for each candidate site,
tne Huron study staff'proposed a tentative list of 15 final
sites. They subngitted the proposed sites, along with the en-
tire list of 46 candidate sites, to the bureau directors of the
Division of Special Education, the Chapter 766 Study
Review Panel, the regional offices of the Department of

.,
- . .
.
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Education, other experts suggested by the division, and
their own technical advisors. |
As a result of reviewer comments, they substituted four
candidate sites for communities on their first-choice list.
One small town was removed because of possible’ conflict
of interest; one suburb was eliminated because it was adja-
cent to another study site; and two cities were changed
because of potential lack of access to the school systems and
_ unusual strain on the special education staffs. Two other
communities, both eastern suburbs over 50,000 people,
declined to participate in the study. In all six cases, Huron
replaced the cominunities that were lost with other candi-
dates of the same regions and community types whose
demographic, school system, and special education charac-
teristics were as similar as possible tg the™e of the original
choices. . !
Comparing community, school system, and special edu-
. cation characteristics of the sample sites with those of the
state as a whole,,the means of the sample are reasonably
close to those for the state. The sample embraces a wide di-
versity of. communities for each characteristic.

The sample was purposely weighted toward commu-
nities with larger populations than the state median. One
source of this shift was the allocation of sites by region and
community type, which for reasons of equity was weighted'
partly according to population. Another source was'Hu-
ron’s tendency. to choose larger than average communities
within each region and commuity type when selecting
final from candidate sites. There were three inain reasons
for this preference. First, they thought it likely that larger
sites would be more challenging to study and that their

23




Tasiz 3-2: Allocation of Sites by Region - -
. and Community Type
. v (The Huron Report, Chapter 3)
A. Allocation Weighted by Populatipn

. | East | southeast | Contrat [West | Total
" Central Clties 1 ] 1 | 1] 3.
Suburbs >50,000/ 3 3
" Suburbs <50,000]- 4 1 1 1 7
Other >2,500 1 1 2
_~Other <2,500 ° - N 0
Total B 3 2 |15
B. Allocation Weighted by Number of Communities
¢ |"Cast | Southeast | Centrai | West | Total
Central Cities [}
Suburbs >50,000| 1 1
Suburbs <50,000] 3 | .2 1, 7
‘Other >2,500 . i- 1 1 3,
Other <2,500 - : 1 .1 & 2 | 4
Total L 3 4 |"4 |15
C. Allogation Welghted by Population and -
Number of Communities *
| East | southeast | Contrar | wast | Totar
Central Cities * 1 1 2
Suburbs >50,000] _2 R ' 2
Suburbs <59,000, 3 1 1 1 K
Other >2,500 | 1 1 .1 3
Other <2,500 1 1 2
Yotal 8 3 3 3 |15

.

results would be mere representative than those from
smaller sites within cach category. Secdnd, larger sites
provide a fuller sample of special needs students for indi-
" vidua] case studies. Third, large population often went
hand in hand with other variables, such as substantial
minority and bilingual enrollment.; that were considered
impoytant to the study. . N
Although the sample consisted of only 4.3% of all com-
munities ouiside Boston, it included 10.6% of the 1980

3

population, 10.3% of the 1979-80 public school enroll-

ment, 10.3% of special education enrollment, 25.8% of
. minority enrollment, and 25.2% of students whosg first
language was other than English. As a result of the prefer-
ence for larger communitiss, the sample means differed
from those for thé state for some characteristics. The sam-
ple had a slightly lower per capita income and equalized
property valuatior. per =zpita and per student. There were
more independent school systems and f:wer members of
school unions and regional sysiems than ohe would predict
from the statedistribution. Nonput tic, minority,and bilin-
gual enrollments were considerzbly higher than average.”

However, aside from the proportion of minority and -

bilingual special needs students, most special education
.. characteristics, including pzr pupil expsaditures, were re-

1Y
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markably close to state averages. The noteworthy excep-
tion is a slightly lower proportion of 502.1 and 5022
placements (25% or less of student’s time spent outside of
the regular education program) and a higher proportion of
502.4 placements (substantially separate programs) in the
sample than in the state as a whole. As with minority
and bilingual enrollments, these differences were almost
wholly attributable to the two central cities in the sample.

»

Student Selection )

"The basis for the second round of site visits and Huron’s
observation of the day-to-day operatiop of special needs

prog. ms was the selection of a sample of five students in

each coimmunity. Huron asked the administrator of specia] *
education to select ip to 30 students at each site; the Huro®
study staff, in consultation with the admisnistrator, selected
the final five students from among those whose parents had
responded toarequest to participate in the study. After the -
stycients had been selected, Huron field researchers care-
fully reviewed the students™ files and interviewed their
teachers, specialists, principals, par¢nts, and, when appro- -
priate, the students themselves. , ..
Huron began student selection by, determining how
many candidate students were to be chosen at each site and
how many should be selected at each grade level (elemen-
tary or secondary), of each sex, and in each prototype
range (502.1-.2, 562.3- 4, and 502.8.7).* Predicting a re-
sponse rate of 50%, they asked adiinistrators to choose
from 15 to 30 students, depending.dn the size of the school
system. ' s

For systems that b§longcd to céllabbtz?tivc programs,

they asked administrators to cpose two students in collab-

orative programs, and they asked all administrators to
select (wo secondary students in vocational programs. If
the community had a substantial minority or bilingual
enrqllment, they asked.for a number of nonwhite or bilin-
gual students. Thelr goal in setting, figures was to insurea
final sample that refiected, as neasly as possible, the state-
wide distribution of students by sex, grade, prototype, race
and language. ‘

In asking special education administratorsto nominate

students, Huron of course risked their biasing the sample
in favor of “success stories.” They therefore asked' each
administrator to inchide some students, whose passage
through therChayter 766 process had been exemplary, -
others who had presented a challenge to the schobl'system,
and still othess whose experiences had betn “average” or
“typical.” Most adrministrators recognized the importance ~
of providiag a cross-section of the stugent porulation, and
some went oat of their, way to recommend “‘preblem”
cases. . p s

After Huron staff had reviewed the distribution of can-
didate students at each site, the special education adminis-
trators mailed pareiits invitations to participate in the
study and pérmission forms to be returned te-the schools.
In order to maintain’ confidentiality, Huron resszrchers '

* Protocype refers to the Massachusetts system of clasgiying p‘ro-
grains according to the anfount of special education the studen?, receives
and the place of delivery of the services. See the glossary for further
information.  © .
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_ were not told the names or addresses of students until their

parents had agreed to participate and to permit Huron ac-
ss to student records.”

Huron staff then decided on the final five students to be

 .studied at each site, taking into account the potential infor-

mativeness of each case, the administrator’s recommenda-
tions, and the effect of the sclection on the overall sample
distribution of students by sex, grad¥ prototype, race and
language. : "
The distribution of the 75 students in the sample by sex,
grade level, prototype, rate and language is presented in
Table 3-3. The sample provided-ample representation for
students in each category. The sex and grade distribution
a was very close to the Huron goal. All communities but the
smallest provided out-of-district placements. There were
collaborative placements in nearly half the sites,*and in
others some cases were in informal coliaboratives. Non-
white and- bilingual students were over-represented in
comparison with averages for the state outside Boston. The
interviewing of only one student in a vocational program
was disappointing but was due entirely to lack of parent
response,

=

Collection,of Field Data °
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committee members, superintendents, asistant superin-
tendents, principals, administfators of special e“ation,
curriculum or” program specialists, and specialists in
charge of special needs staff, functions, and programs.

Also during the first %ma, they asked administrators of»
special education to ndminate special need$ Students in
accordance with the criteria described in the previous sec-
tion of this report. Between round one and round two of
the field work, final decisions were made on students for
focal cases, and special education directors initiated contact
procedures. Lo

Following the first-round of field research in each site,
the field staff met with the two principal investigators. In

preparation for this, they reviewed all field notes andgen-

erated a written set of site specific questions and issues for

clarification. These were discussed at the meeting and used

to structure additional field research in each site. :

After Huron completed the first round of field visits in
all sites, the full staff met for a cross-site analysis. The
purpose of this meeting was to determine findings that
were reasonably uniform across sites, to describe. differ-
ences from site to site, and to’attempt to explain these

differences by identifying distinctive charactgristics of the -
several sites or schools. The researchers who had worked ~

in each community responded to the is3ues as data from
their sites indicated. ’ <

Huron used a flexible model of data collection based on Round two of the field fesearch centered around the
three successive rounds of field visits-to each of the .15 focal cases. The Huron staff'reviewed the records of each
school districts. The first round of field visits corsisted.of . student to.determine the sequence of events from refeesal
two to three days of intensive interviewing with 10 to 15 for special education to the present, to identify issues rele-
people. They worked v+ith administrators of special edu- vant to the case interviews, and to identify key participants
cation to select interviewees who woyid provide a broad in the case. They interviewed special education staff, par-
overview: of ‘Chapter 766 implementation and help them 16 ents, members of the regular education staff, representa-
“map the system.” Typical interviewees included scheol tives of out-of-djstrict placements, and in some instances

- . ' . .
Tabie 3-3: Fina! Student Semple
) (The Huron Raport. Chapter 3} ‘
. ) Grades K-$
. Whites Nonwhites Billnguai Total v

Protatype M F T M £ T LM £ T- M “F . T
502.1-.2 1. 5 16 1 1 2 2 13 8 19
502.3-.4 9 8 ! 17 1 4 2 2 12 9 21
502.5-.7 ‘'« 3 2 5 1 1 3 3 8

Tota} 3 5 3B i 3 3 3 0 3 28 18 L

. . - Graeda 9-Age 21 . s
Y Whites Nonwhites Bllingusa! Total R
Prototyps M F . T | M F T M F T M F T
, 502.1-2 3 7 10 . 3 7 q0
. 502.3-.4 7 4 1 1 1 2 . 8 ] <13

502.5-7 5 1 . | s 1 8

Total 12 27 N i 2 0 .70 0. | T B O|-D

. } ‘ Total : . .
. Whites Nonwhltes Bllingual Totai / -

Frototyps M F 1 M TTF T M F T M F T
502,1-.2 4 12 26 1 1 12 2 16 13 28 .
502.3-.4 18 12 28 2 2 4 2 2 20 14 34 -
502,57 8 3 1 1 1 i “ 1 8 4| 12 0

Tatal < Y &5 2 4 i) 4 0 I L 3 -

' : 1~
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the students themselves. Although the interviews were or-
gdnized around issues relevant to each case, respondents
were also questioned on the general study areas.

At the conclusion of the second round: of visits, fiéld
notes included a summary of each of the five focal cases and'
additional notes on major study areas: A debriefing session
also followed the second round of field visits. This in, turn
was followed by a second cross-site analysis session very
much like the first bit concentrating on the information
gleaned from the new group of respondents.

Finally, in the third round of field visits, Huron sought
clarification on any issues not yet fully understood. As
might be expécted, there was considerably more diversity
in the thigd round of visits than in the first two. For
sxamplésAR one site, the butk of the third round was
concerned with tapping the perspective of constituency
groups in the community. In another, a non-save-harmless
community,* fiscal issues were pursued in more detail.

After the third round of field visits, members of the
research staff responsible for each site generated a detailed

- topital outline for the case study for that site. In the de- |

hd

briefing session that followed the third round of field visits,
these outlines were reviewed and modified as necessary.

’ ‘ N -
Final Analysis of Fiscal and
Pupil Services Data .

While the central research activity in the Huron study
consisted of field work in 15 school districts, as a support-
ing effort they examined fiscal and service dglivery data on
a sample of 18 school districts** and for the state as a
whole. In particular, they focused on three sets of informa-
tion: selected revenue and expenditure va-iables for regu-
lar day and special education from the summary section of
the “Annual End of School Year Pupil and Financfal
Reports” (AFR); some more detailed data from the AFR
oncosts and net aver age membership for special education
in general and by orototype; and data published by the
state Department of Education on- per pupil expendi-
tures for regular day, special education in general, and by
prototype. » : .

Most of the data they analyzed was coded directly from
reports provided by the state Department of Edtcation. In
a few cases, they supplemented this with data from other
published sources, and corrected individual data points
that were proven erroneous when validated against other
sources.

Their intent in this part of the research was to examine
historical trends spanning the period Fiscal Year 73
through 80. (Data on Fiscal Ycar 81 were not available at

* .

¥

~

+ *Save-harmless and non-savc-harmlcssodcsignatc two different forms
of reimbursement by the state. Save-harmless communities are reim-
bursed at a rate of not more than 107% of the previous year's ex-
penditures; non-save-harmless communifies are reimbursed according to
their avtaal expenditures. .

, "*in sclecting sites for case studies, Huron focused on individual

' ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

v

Vo 4

commur.ities and selegted 15. Three of them were also members of
regional organizations with school district status: Since the Anrual Fi-
nancial Report reported data on units separately, for purposes of fiscal
analyis they had to treat them as additional units. Hence, the apparent
discrepancy between 15 and 18 sites.

.
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the time the research was undertaken.) They had relatively
complete data for Fiscal Years 77, 78, 79 and 80. When-
ever possible, they gathered comparable information for
Fiscal Year 73 (a base year prior to the implementation.of
Chapter 766) and Fiscal Year 75 (the first year of 766
implementation.) ’

In order to provide some context for assessing historical
trends in special education services and expenditures, they
also conducted, where appropriate, a comparable analysis

-of historical trends in regular day programs. In addition to
examining state total data, they reviewed these trends in
the study sample. .

In general, the results for the study sample of 18 school
districts were quite similar to those for the state as a whole
and were not reported. However, when the study sample

was brokcn down into two groups—11 communities desig- *

nated save-harmless in both Fiscal Year 79 and 80 under
the new school financial legishation, and 5 communities
that were non-save-harmless—some consistent, large, and
interesting differences emerged for revenue, expenditure,
and some service delivery variabies.* Differences in the
revenue variables were anticipated because this is exactly
what the school finance reform cf 1978 was:intended to
effect. Huron did not believe, ho wever, that expenditure

and service deliverys findings were causally linked to-

whether a.community was save harmless or not. Rather, in
these cases “‘save-harmless’” whas a proxy for non-urban,
apd what Huron reported were esséntially differences in
expenditure and school practices for urban and non-urban
schools. .© ' :

In general, the data in more recent years, particularly
Fiscal Year 79 and 80, were of better quality than the
earlier data. Some of the earlier data, particularly Fiscal
Year 75 information on spécial education expenditures,
net average membership, and head counts, were highly
suspect. In the first year of implementing Chapter 766, the
cost accounting and reporting standards were unclear, and
given the cost-driven reimbursement formufa there were
obvious incentives to over report special education activ-
ities. A certain degree of caution is in order before inter-
preting any of these data. Nevertheless, Huron believed
that the data were adequate for examining overall trends,
particularly at the state level, even though any individual
piece or information on a single community in any given
year might be highly erroncous.

THE STATEWIDE SURVEY

The objective of the survey conducted by the Gallup
Organization was to measure awareness and opinions of
educators, parents, and the general public with regard to:

3 «

o The comprehensiveness of Chapter 766;
¢ The stated and implied goals of Chapter 766—
—The state’s responsibility to provide public school
education for all special needs students, )
. -—Maximum invelvement of parents in their chil-
drcn’s‘ education,

»

*Two school districts from the total study sample are deleted from
these analyses because their save-harmless, non-save-harmless distine-
tion varied from Fiscal Year 79 10 80. ,* ..




e Overall cv?luation of Chapter 766- ,
—Impact on regular education students,
—Impact on special education students,
—Positive aspects of Chapter 766,
—Ne=gative aspects of Chapter 766;

e Evaluation of .the implementation of Chapter 766—~
—Diagnostic procedures and placement,
—Individualized educational plans,

—Involvement of a broad range of professionals and
communications between profesgionals,

—Facilities, services, and training,

—Fiscal issues.

2

“

Procedures for Mail Survey of Educators

.The original sample of educators for this survey con-
sisted of 3,979 potential respondents. Each educator was
sent a letter encouraging participation in the survey and
assuring its confidentiality, along with the questionnaire
and a postage-paid, return-mail envelope. Eight different
forms of the questionnaire were used, corresponding to the
following sample groups: superintendents, principals, spe-
cial 2ducation directors, school committee chairpersons,
special education teachers, regular education teachers, di-
rectors of collaboratives, and administrators of approved
private schools. -

The initial mailing took place from November 3-6,
1981. A unique four-digit number was included on the
bottom right-hand corner of each questionnaire so that
record could be kept of those who responded to the first
mailing. Educators whose.questionnnaires were not re-

‘\
- . Taste 3-4: Returns From Mail Survey
t. (Galup Report. Introduction)
Special School Special Regular Approved
. Superin- Education | Committee | Education | Ecucation | Collabo- Private
tendents | Principals | Directors | Chalrpersons: | Teachers | Tsachers ratives | Schools
Size olilnltlal MaII-Put ....... 282 503 288 439 900 1,400 42 125
Total Universe Used to )
Caiculate Response Rate .. 282 503 288 351 898 1,388 40 124
. Number Returned After
2Weeks............... b 110 226 142 45 215 277 14 44 .
Percent Returned After N
2Weeks...........oennne 30% 45% 49% 13% 24% - 20% 35% 35%
Total Received From First ‘ '
"Malling...iiiiiiiiieeinn 158 205 194 117 338 386 21 72
Total Received From Second . -
Malling........coeneeee . 33 66 27 74 93 161 5 17
Total Not Traceable to
Either Mailing............. 3 2 , 1 1 .22 - -
Final Count—Questionnalres . .
Received ................. 194 ~ 363 227 192 432 569 26 89
Overail Response Rate ) -
(Pescentage of Initial )
Mall-kOWt. ;oo viviiinnnnnns 69% 73% 79% 55% 48% 41% l 65% 72%
—Least restrictive environment, ceived by Gallup after a two-week period were sent 2
* —Individualized educational plans; P second mailing of the original materials. This second mail-

ing was conducted from November 24-30, 1981. Overall,
2,092 usable questionnaires were obtained. .

In the few instances where more than one questionnaire

was received from a respondent as a result of the two mail-

ings, only the first questionnaire was accepted. Table 3-4

outlines the returns from both mailings for each group.
* " A

k}

Procedures for Telephone Interviews

To obtain the two parent samples, schools were con- .

tacted by the Gallup Organization and asked to supply
Gallup. with the telephone number (with no names) of
students enrolled in the regular education and the special
education program in their school. Up to three calls were
nmade for each telephone number in an effort to obtain a
telephone interview.

For the nonparent sample, a statewide representative
sample of telephone numbers was selected from Massa-
chusetts.telephone books. “The last digit of the telephone
numbers was then systematically altered to allow unlisted

- and newly listed telephone numbers to fall into the sample.
Each household was then screened to determine whether
or not there was a child in the household who attended a
Massachusetts public school. A three-call design was also
used for this sample.

In order to measure whether there were any-statistically
significant differences between those who returned ques-
tionnaires and those who did not, a follow-up telephone
survey was conducted. A sample of 100 principals and
regular education teachers who received survey materials
but did not respond were telephoned and asked a subset of
questions from the.survey.

28 :




.

THE cOORl}INATED DATA STUDY
Contetpts of the Master File

The master data file is actually an organized system of
five data files which contain 1311 records or “cases”—one
for each of 437 possible school systems in each of three
school years: 1977-78, 1978-79, 1979-80. The records
from all five files contain data for approximately 1,500
variables. Each variable represents a single datum col-
lected from each school system. These data were taken

from six different sources:,

.® End of Year Pupil and Financial Report;

e Schoo] System Summary Report;

e Annual Program Plan; .

e Bureau of Special Education Appeals Study;

e Bureau of Program Audit and Assistance Study; and

e Bureau of Institutional Schools.

Data from the Bureau of Management are not yet
available.

Only a portion of the data from the End of Year Report

was put into the master file. The 392 variables from this
source consisted of information on total expenditures, in-
structional service expenditures, special education func-
tional expenditures, pupil transportation, reimbursement,
membership, staff, pupils transported, and special educa-
tion evaluation and assessment.
* The Bureau of Institutional Schools providefkdata on
a number of students from each school system®€rved by
each institutional school.and in the school district incentive
program. . .

In addition to the above data, the master file also con-

3

tains codes for each school system, kind of community, re- -

gion‘, and operational’ status, as well as codes for each
school year.

3

‘Data Analysis Strategy

During preliminary analyses of the master data file, the

need for refinements in the original data analysis plan

-

became clear. The routine generation of basic descriptive
statistics, such as means and totals, for all variables in the
master file would not be very relevant to any evaluation of
the impact of Chapter 766 except for certain key variables
in the file (e.g., total expenditures, total students served,
total staff, evaluation, reviews, etc.). The more relevant
analyses would require the investigation of ‘relationships
among different variables for certain types of school sys-
tems, special education programs, and students.

However, the total possible number of such relationship-

focused analyses would yield more information than any-
one could meaningfully review, interpret, or report. A
strategy was required for identifying selected variablesand
potential relationships which would be most relevant to the
evaluation of Chapter 766.
_ Over the course of this study, such a strategy was coop-
cratively developed by RMC, the Chapter 766 Evaluation
Study staff, the Division of Special Education, and outside
consultants. The outcome of this strategy was a list of six
study areas and prioritized analysis questions within each
area. It was agreed that data analyscs appropriaté for the
two highest priority groups of questions, and selected
questions from the third priority group, from each study
area would constitute the “initial”’ analyses of the master
data file. A seventh area concerning statewide totals was
added at a later date.

Following is a list of the seven areas which RMC ana-
lyzed in the final report:

e Statewide totals for selected variablgs,

e The aty;;ical nature of Boston data,

e Characteristics of the special education population,
¢ Characteristics of staffing,
e Evaluation and assessment,
e Characteristics of cost,

e Thesignificance of transportation in special education.

(Y
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The figures In Chapter 4 represent relatively complete data for Fiscal Years 77 through 80. When,
relevant and possible, comparable information is given for Fiscal Yéar 73 (a base year prior to the

implementation of Chapter 766) and Fiscal Year 75 (the first year of Chapter 766 implementation).

'
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'INTRODUCTION
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* sEach of the Part Two chapters on issues begins with an
overview of the implications the study staff has drawn
“from the priricipal findings. The chapter continues with
detailed findings related to the issue, labeling each and
listing whte more evidence can be found in the substudies.
Recommendations are listed next, and where a recommen-

dation follows from the finding, it is given under the same,

label.

The findings in Chapter Four concerning financial is-
sues are derived, for the most part, from Chapters 5 and 6
of the Huron Institute Coordinated Case Studies. Most of
those findings are based on analysis of statewide data. Some

. of the findings, however, are based on a small sample of

five non-save-harmless* urban communities. Thc methods
Huron used are described in Chapter 3 of this report.

Even the generalizations based on the small urban sam-
ple are reasonable within limits. For example, any com-
munity with both low property valuation and a low per
pupil expenditure will find tha@statc aid defrays most of
the cost of its special education’ (in excess of the cost of
regular day education). But Boston, though its property
valuation is low, does not benefit from state aid to the same
extent as the urban sites in the Huron sample because of
Boston’s high per pupil expenditures.

OVERVIEW '

Several important and unexpected points emerge from
our analysis of findings in the fiscal area. Most of them are
points about which the general public as well as mary
educators may be uninformed. They include the following:

o The case studies found that local administrators do
not manipulate special education placements to max-
imize revenues (even.feder=l revenues).

o Since Fiscal Year 1979, the requirements of Chap-
ter 766 no longer place a great financial burden on poor
‘urban communities.

e In general, revenues raised through local taxes to
support education in Massachusetts have remained rel-
atively constant since Fiscal Year 1978.

e In Massachusetts, federal Public Law 94-142
funds arc, in some respects, the most flexible part of the
gpecial education budget, allowing local school systems
to develop wew programs, improve management of

* Non-save-harmless and save-harmless distinguish communities ac-
cording to the system of state reimbursement for education for which
they arc cligible. Save-harmless communities are reimbursed for ex-
penditures at 4 rate not to exceed 107% of the previous year’s reim-
bursement. Non-save-harmless communities are reimbursed by a for-
mula that takes into account their actual expenditures. The differences
noted have to do with the character of the communities. The non-save-
harmless communities are all urban; the save-harmless communities are
non-urban.
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special education, train staff, and redesign existing
programs.

+ o The dramatic increase in special education ex-
penditures for most communities occurred prior to-Fis-
cal Year 1979, although expenditures in some urban
communities, especially for private day school and sub-

stantially separate programs, have continued to in-

crease.

e In general, expenditures for private placements

continued to grow at a rapid rate, at least through Fiscal
Year 1980. ’

e In preparing education budgets generally, there is
seldom any understanding or discussion of the true (net)
cost to the community of any expendituré or line item.
‘even in communities where state aid reimbursed most

- of the cost of Chapter 766. School administrators sur-
veyed by Gallup mentioned cost more than any other
negative aspect of Chapter 766.

FINDINGS o ’
State Aid

The growth in state aid for special education for Fiscal
Year 1973 to Fiscal Year 1978 was quite dramatic, in-
creasing about eight-fold. However, during this same peri-
od,-in particular from Fiscal Year 1975 through 1978,
total state support for education did not increase substan-
tially. The increased aid for special education was made
available by reducing general aid under Chapter 70* (see
Figure 4-1). .

Special education reimbursements and general aid came
from the state appropriation, with special education reim-
bursements having priority. State appropriations for edu-
cation during this period, however, ¢id not keep pace with
rapidly escalating costs for special education. Thus, in-
creased aid for one account (reimbursements for special
education) came by reducing aid in another account (gen-

eral aid.) -

Beginning with the new pupil weighted formula in Fis-
cal Year 1979, total state aid for education increased con-

siderably. Referring back to Figure 4-1, we see that total |

state aid in Fiscal Year 1980 was 35% higher than in Fis-
cal Year 1978.

Assertions have been made, both in Massachusetts con- *

cerning Chapter 766 and at the -national level concerning
Public Law 94-142, that administrators have placed chil-
dren in special education or in a specific special education
program in order to maximize their districts’ income. The
Huron analysis refutes this charge. '

* The Massachusetts law that provides state aid for educatjon at the
local level in-categorical programs.
»

e

.
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Before Proposition 2%2* went into effect, the state sys- '

tem for reimbursing local educational expenses, together
with divided local control of revenue and educational deci-
sions, made attempts to maximize state revenues through
manipulation of local practices highly unlikely. For one
thing, 85% or more of the communities in Massachusetts
in ariy given year have been designated as save-harmless.
Under the save-harmless provisiqn, the local aid is set by
law at 107% of a base year or revised base year reimburse-
ment, which is not subject to local manipulation. It is only
in remaining non-save-harmless communities, primarily
large urban school districts, that any manipulation could
occur. Moreover, there are other serious impediments to
efforts to maximize revenues by manipulation.

Special education state revenues are returned to cities
and towns as only one part of a consolidated educational fi-
nancial formula under chapter 70. While weighted special
education membership is used by the state in determinin
the special education portion of the state aid, individua
towns are only informed of the total Chapter 70 aid figure.
No breakdown into component categories is provided.
School district staff would have to engage in some complex
and tedious calculations simply to figure the amount of
state aid for special education in Fiscal Year1979 or later**
Chapter 70 revenues, then, are like a block grant from the
state to each school district. There is no requirement that
the revenues be spent on the categorical programs that gen-
erated them.

In addition, state funds do not come directly or indirectly
to school committees. As part of one line item on a sheet
representing total state aid to cities and towns, the dollars
flow to the town treasurer and are deposited in the general
fund. Because they did not receive funds directly, the school
committee, which developed the education budget before

* A recent law that limits the property tax rate. It also shifts final
responsibility for the school budget avay from school committees.

* % As revised in 1978, Chapter 70 provides state aid to education under
an equalizing formula for regular, special, bilingual, and vocational
education. The formula is based-on a concept of full-time equivalent
(FTE) pupil costs multiplied by a weighted value for pupils requiring
extra services. Thus, for example, students enrolled in regular program
with modifications (prototype 502.1), a regular program with no more
than 25% time out {prototype 502.2), a regular program with no more_
than 60% time out {prototype 502.3), a substantially separate program
(prototype 502.4), a home and hospital program (prototype 502.7), a day
program (prototype 502.5), or a preschool program for children with
special needs (prototype 502.8) are assigned a pupil weight of 4. A
full-time equivalent pupil enrolled in a residential program for children
with special needs (prototype 502.6) is assigned a pupil weight of 6.3.
Similarly extra weights are assigned for membership in bilingual and
vocational education and for serving low income students. In addition to
the weighted FTEs, the formula takes into account the ratio between
equalized local and state property wealth per person. The full formula
is as follows:

Equalized

Statewide

Proparty Wealth Total Nead Average
tocal Per Person (Local) in Operating
District's = |1 = () —— ] x| Weighted 1| Expenditure
Ald Equalzed FTE Pupli, per Regular Day

Property Weaith in Current Pupil in

Per Purson (State) Fiscal Your !Y’rcvlous Fiscal

sar

"p" = local support percentage (determined by state appropriation levels)
LFIE = fuk-time equivalent

Proposition 2%-went into effect in' July 1981, and school
officials had no incentive to shape programs to increase
state aid. And the officials who received state aid lacked the
knowledge and control of programs.

Two features of Proposition 2% have somewhat in-
creased the possibility of manipulation of special education
placements to maximize state aid. First, lossof local school
committee autonomy may bring the revenue and expendi-
ture sides of local education closer together, since town
officials who receive state aid also congrol the total educa-
tion budget. And second, the poor urban communities,
which are likely to experience the greatest burden under
Proposition 2!, have some possibility of increasing their

. state revenues by placing students in certain types of spe-

.

cial education programs. The incentive exists for some cora-
munities, but the design of the school finance system will
continue to make manipulation of local practices to max-
imize revenues a difficult and unpredictable business.

The case studies found few examples of school districts
engaged in the process of analyzing state revenue formulas,
figuring out how to create services, and assigning students
to prototypes® in order to take best advantage of revenues
from the state. Local administrators’ response to revenue
questions indicated a lack of understanding of basic fea-
tures of the school finance formula—information essential
to be able to manipulate it. Few could tell Huron how the
formula actually works. According to the Gallup survey,
however, many educators believed that they understood the
process. Many more, especially among superintendents,
spécial education directors; and school committee chair-
persons, believed that this knowledge was very important.
(see Table 4-1) '

Huron staff analyzed data based on typical property
valuation ratios for all communities in Massachusetts to
determine what incentives exist for urban non-save-
harmless communities to manipulate placement by proto-
type. They determined that communities would find it
difficult to gain reimbursement for the full cost’of special
education under the present formula. Even with the poor-
est property valuation ratio, in five out of the eight proto-
types the reimbursement in Fiscal Year 1980 does not meet
the state average excess cost of special education in that
prototype** (see Table 4-2).

In general, the current weighting formula does not fully
reimburse the excess special education costs to most non-
save-harmless communities. Rather, it achieves full reim-
bursement only at the extreme—low property valuation
ratio and substantially below average per pupil expendi-
tures. This finding must b2 viewed, however, within the
context that total state aid for public education in poor
urban communities has increased substantially. (Huron,
Chapter 5; Gallup, Chapter IV)

. -

* Prototypes refer to the Massachusetts system of classifying pro-
grams by the amount of special education services the student receives
and the delivery site. A complete listing of the various prototypes is

" provided in the note in column 1 of this page.

*¢ Defined as the cost of special education in excess of the cost of
regular day education. For more details on the analysis, see Huron,
Chapter 5.
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Tasie 4-1: Educator Understanding of Reimbursement Process

(Galiup, Chapter 1V) :

. Speclal School v Approved -
How Well Understafid . Education Committee Private
Reimbursement Process Superintendents Principals Directors Chalirpersons Collaboratives S
) % % % % % %

T VeryWell...o..oooviiiinnen. 52 10 42 30 27 29
Fairlywell................0 33 36 35 49 50 . 49
NotTooWell ............... 8 - 33 16 13 19 ‘17
NotatAlt Well .............. 5 18 6 5 —_ 4
Don'tKnow.........cconnene - R 5 _1 _8 _4 _1

Total.............. Ceeaeens “, 100 100 100 100 100 100
Importance of Understanding

Reimbursement Process

Very important.............. 76 17 73 . 73 . 50 ‘64
Somewhat important ........ 17 37 21 19 ° 19 23
Not Too Important .......... 3 32 3 4 19 10 .
Not at All Important.......... 2 12 2 2 12 2
Don'tKnow.......... proeee N _2 1 _e _2 _0 _1

Total....coiiiiiiiiiiennn 100 100 100 . 100 100 100
Number of Interviews........ (194) (363) (227) (192) (26) (89)

. Net Locatl Expenditures

State aid through Chapter 70 is providing substantial
financial relief to many of our urban communities; it
would be hard to argue that a great financial burden has
been placed on those communities by net expenditure*
requirements of Chapter 766. As Proposition 2% is imple-
mented in urban communities, it may take a dispropor-
tionate share out of school system budgets in general and
special education in particular. Yet, the Huron analysis of
net local expenditures on education after state reimburse-
ments clearly indicates that, for their sample of five non-
save-harmless urban communities, school expenditures in
general and special education in, particular are not the
culprits in rising local taxes.

Y

* By net local expenditures, we mean local expenditures less state and
federal aid, as well as any other reimbursements from outside the
community.

Huron analyzed the expenditures and state reimburse-
ments for special education in two large urban non-save-
harmless school systems. Both communities have low
propérty valuation ratios and per pupil expenditures oe-
low the state average. These two factors combine in the
Chaper 70 aid formula to maximize state revenues relative
to local expenditures. The results showed that, for these
two communities at least, the state was paying.almost.the
entire excess cost of special edudation. .

In balance, we should note that these two communities .

‘represent extreme cases because of their low property val-

uation ratios and per pupil expenditures. Conducting the
analysis described above on other urban communities, such
as Boston, would typically yield a somewhat less favorable
picture and suggest a higher net cost of special education
in those communities. Nevertheless, the results are still
remarkable because the pupil weighting system does not
favor special education to the extent that the previous

- TasLE 4-2: Calculation of Net Cost of Special Educatibn )

by Prototype Based on Fiscal Year 1980 Data for All Communities in Massachusetts

Chapter 5) o ,

(Hurors Report.
y State Relmburs;meni
e oy In FY'80 for Net Cost Per
Per Pupll For State Average Excess Cost of Special Pupli Per A
Speclal Education Incremental Education for Property . Community With Property
Exciusive of FTE For Valuation Ratlos* of . Valuation Ratios of
Prototype Transportation Speclal Education S5 7 9 5 7 9
502.1 459 .231 266 194 123 193 265 « 336
502.2 609 276 318 232 147 291 - 3717 462
502.3 1506 1.116 . 1287 940 594 219 566 812 |
502.4 ‘2274 , 2.379 2743 2005 1266 (469) 269 1008 -
502.5 3442 3.000 3459 2528 1596 (17) 914 1846
502.6 ' 8207 5.300 6110 4465 2820 2097 ¢ 3742 §387 )
, 502.7 ' 386 .405 467 341 215 (81) 45 | 1
502.8 2833 2.394 2760 207 1274 73 816 1559
{See text for axplanation of prototype)

*For an explanation of valuation ratios, see Glossary: .5 represents the poorest communitive, .9 the least poor. '

+
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formula did, even though state aid in general has
increased. .
We find little support in urban communities for the
premise that “the state mandates services, but fails to pick
up the tab.” A véry dramatic turnabout in support for
public education has accurred'in these communities. For
them, state aid through Chapter 70 is providing substan-

- tial financial elief. Although only 15% of Massachusetts

I

communities are non-save-harmless, a large proportion of
the state’s population live in such communities.

Revenues to support public education in the Huron
sample of urban communities have increased because in-
creased state aid has more than offset declines in local tax.
revenues. In Fiscal Year 1980, the state provided over 60%
of the support for general fund educational expendituresin
those communities (Table 4-3). This was almost double
the share provided by the state in Fiscal Year 1977. In the
same period, in those communities, local tax-based reve-

Many felt that the state had not adequately funded the
program, placing an unfair tax burden on the local com-
munity: Others felt that costs for non-educational ~ervices,
including transportation and treatment costs, should not
properly be the schools’ responsibility.

In general, revenues raised through local taxes to sup-
port public education were relatively constant in the period
of Fiscal Year 1977 through 1980. For example in Fiscal
Year 1978, 1.72 billion dollars were raised through local
taxes by Massachusetts cities and towns in support of
public education. In Fiscal Year 1980, the figure actually
declined slightly.to 1.69 billion dollars. These data certain-
ly contradict the general perception that public education
has caused increasing local tax burdens in recent years.
That impression had its genesis in the period of Fiscal
Year 1973 through Fiscal Year 1978, when support for
public education raised through local taxes increased by
70% (see Figure 4-3). (Huron, Chapter 5) e

TAsLE 4-3: Chanjes in Support for Public Education in Huron Sample-of

( Non-Save-Harmless Communities
(Huron Report, Chapter 5)

Fym FY 80 ,
Average local $14.5 milllon $10.0 mlillon $4.5 mllllon
tax-based . decrease In *
revenues ‘  local tax
. based revenues
Average state $7.25 milllon $15.5 million $8.25 milllon
aid Increase In +
) state support )
' state aid as state ald as $3.75 million
33% of general 61% of general net increase
fund expenditures fund expendIltures In revenues to
: support public
education

Source: Annual Financial Reports, Massachusetts State Department of Education.

nues for public education declined on average by 32%. But
total instructional expenditures continued to rise.

The decline in local tax support for public education in
those non-save-harmless communities was not the result of
declining budgets and expengditures. Rather, it occurred
because of a substantial increase in state support for cduc:i-
tion in thos¢ communitics. Chapter 70 aid to the Huron
urban sample tripled between Fiscal Year 1978 and 1980.
Overall, total state aid to these communities more than
doubled over the same period' (see Figure 4-2). These

changes were substantialin size and constituted a dramatic .

shift in the way public education was supported in many
urban communities.

Save-harmless communities, however, do suffer from
the underfunding of Chapter 70 by the legislature. Their
net cost runs even higher than non-save-harmlesscommu-

_ nities, like Boston, with high per pupil expenditures. Be-

cause general aid was low at the time the new formula was
established, in some cases they are receiving less than they
received in educational aid six or seven years ago. This
disparity is not due to special education costs, but to the
need for a more equitable aid formula, fully funded.

In the Gallup survey, school administrators mentioned
cost more than any other negative aspect of Chapter 765.

Transportation Expenditures -

High transportation costs are a major source of concern,
particularly in small rural communities, where special
education services are often located in schools at consider-
able distances from students’ homes. There are substantial
cost differences between non-urban and urban commu-
nities for transportation expenses. In Fiscal Year 1980, the
average special education transportation cost was about
$1,175 per rider in the Huron sample non-urban commu-
nities and only $550 per rider in their urban communities
(see Figure 4-4). .

Statewide, in Fiscal Year 80 transportation costs consti-
tuted about 11% of the total expenditures allocated to
special education. For regular educhtion, the comparable
figiire was 6%. Transportatior. is a major cost element in
the typical special education budget, third largest after
teaching expenditures and tuition payments. Total ex-
penditures on special education transportation have been
increasing at a much faster rate than regular day trans
portation costs and have more than doubled since Fiscal
‘Year 1975 while ridership has remained constant (see
Figures 4-5 through 4-7).
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‘has been _a shift away%m transporting.special
needs students spending 60%-or less of their time out of
regular education. Increasingly, these services are being

- provided within each school building rather than in'some’
‘centralized location, and thus the number of student‘i ‘
transported has reduced. At the same time, wc are wit-,

nessing increased membership and -associated trans‘-\

portation costs in-the substantially separate, private day
school and preschool programs and in transporting De-

are often transported over considerable distances, such as
for out-of-town placements, the per rider costs associated
with this can be substantial. Further, these co.ts can’be
quite high in non-urban areas where the distances to ap-
propriate placements are far. In the case of Department of
- Mental Health adults, the arrangments often occur after
: sthool district transportation bids have gone . -, the late
C arrangements drive up the cost further.

In terms of Fidcal Year 1980 statewide expenditures, the
| major components of special education transportation are,
, in decreasing oraer, substantially separate programs, pri-
| vate day school placements, transportdtion of Department
of Mental Healih adults,* and preschodl programs. The
costs associated with each of these have been increasing
rapidly since Fiscal Year 1975: transportation costs for
substagtially separate programs have more than tripled;
those for private day school placements have doubled; costs
associated with transporting. Department of Mental
Health adults have increased sixfold; and for preschool
program transportation there has been a fivefold increase.
(Huron, Chapter 6)

|
l
|
Federal Aid
The two major sources of federal aid, Public Law
94-142 and Public Law 89--313, increased steadily over
the period of Fisal Years 1977 to 1980. Total federal aid
for special education increased almost fivefold over this
period (see Figure 4-8). On a per pupil basis, federal aid
. in Fiscal Year 1980 amounted to almost $200 per special
’ education pupil (see Figure-4-9). In comparison, from a
' " Fiscal Year 1978 per pupil level of $1,000, state aid to the
.. Huron sample community declined in Fiscai Year 1979 to
about $750, and then rose in fiscal year 80 to about $920
per pupil. Thus, to the extent one can generalize from the
sample, federal aid constitutes about 20% of the total aid
‘received by Massachusetts communities from outside
sources in support of special education.

While federal special education revenues are relatively
modest in comparison to state funds, they have an attrac-
tive flexibility about them. In Massachusetts; at least, since
the federal response in 1979 to-Massachusetts’ request for
a Public Law_94-142 waiver, federal funds constitutea,
flexible source of revenues that can be quite useful to
school districts in helping either to meet previously unim-
plemented or poorly implemented aspects of Chapter 766,
or simply to improve the general management of special
education programs.

Health isgovern.d by Chapter 19 which is separatelegislation from th

¢ Transportation of adults served by the Dcpmn;cm of Menta
governing transportation of students receiving special education.

partment of Mental Health adults. Since these individuals
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In Huron’s field reSearch, they found many ¢xamples of
imaginative uses of federal funds. The most common use
whs the development of new programs for students previ-
ously unserved or underserved: early childhood programs,
programs for students over 18, and alternative programs in
“igh schools or rhiddle schools. Other uses included devel-
opment of a computerized information management sys-
tem tv maintain pupil records, hiring additional special
education personnel, programs in staff development, and
. curricular efforts at redesigning existing programs. Dur~
ing the case study interviews, no local officials complained
of limits on the use of Public Law 94-142 funds requiring
that the federal money not replace local funds supporting

specific programs in previous years.

The data fail to indicate any general effort to incrase

the number of children in low cost placements in order to -

increase federal aid, despite evidence to the contrary found
by Huron in som€ school systems. It is true that expendi-
tures for students enrolled in regular education programs
with modifications (.1) increased by more than 50% from
Fiscal Year 1977 to Fiscal Year 1980, but expenditures in
that program type represent less than 20% of the combined
expenditures of that program type and that of regular
education with 25% or less time out (.1 and .2). And the
Huron study noted that use of regular education programs
with modifications was declining in Fiscal Year 1981.

.. More to the point, expenditures for special needs stu-
dents with 25% or less time out of regular education in-
creased by only 10% from Fiscal Year 1977 to Fiscal Year
1980, the smallest increase in any of the major prototypes

.during that period when the impact of federal-dollars was
increasing considerably (see Figure 4-10). That increase

-
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30 — .
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10 —

Millions of .
Dollars

. was clearly associated with delayed implementation of

‘n expenditures was much lower than the rate of igﬂation;
in fact, at constant dollars it represented a decrease in
expénditures in that program type of more than 15% for
the period. Hence, the quantitative'evidence for any gen-
eral manipulation of the low cost prototypes is almost
entirely negative. (Huron, Chapter 5, Chapter 6)

Trends in the Cost of Special Education

Findings from per pupil expenditure data suggest that
the special’ education ccst boom is over. The dramatic
increase in special education expenditures from Fiscal
Year 1973 to Fiscal Year 1977 brought with it a tremen-
dous increase in the expenditure per pupil as well as the
number of students served. After Riscal Yzar 1977, how-
ever, the picture was somewhat different: While per pupil
expenditureg for special education increased, these: in-
creases were not out of proportion with increases in
regular day programs. Some of the increas jh per pupil
expenditures on special education after Fis&] Year 1977

some provisions of 766 in some communities.

Unless a further rotnd of service directives emerges
from the state or federal government, we are unlikely to
witness further dramatic increases in expenditures. The
growth in expense that occurred from Fiscal Year 1977 to
Fiscal Year 1980 seems to have been caused by two factors:
the first and major factor was inflation, and the second, a.
modest increase in the number of children receiving special
education services (see Chapter 5, Figure 5-4). .

Per pupil expenditure data are useful because they take
into account changing enrollment patterns which total ex-.

75

.7?

78

80

Fiscal Year
Source: Annual Finaacial Reports, State Department of Education

Fiune 4-10: Total Instructional Expenditures (Al Services) on .2 Prototype Services
(Regular Education Program with 25% or Less Time Out)

. {Huron Report, Chapt?r 8) 3 g
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penditure trends fail to do. While regular day school en-
rollments have been declining as part of the general decline
in school age population, special education eniollments
have incteased. While tétal regular instructional expen-
ditures have been constant, thete has beeri an increase of
about 10% per year in expenditures on a per pupil basis.
Focusing on Fiscal Year 1978 and beyond, state average °
per pupil expenditures on special education {n urcascd ‘only
7.5% per year between Fiseal Year 1978 and 1980 (see .
Figure 4-11)."This was less than the rate of inflation as
well as the annual percentagé increases for rcgular day
expenditures. (Huron, Chapter 6)

Expenditure Trends by Protg{ype t

Analyzing instructional expenditure trends by proto-
type, the Huron study found evidence that the statewide
recent grow i insspecial education services in substantially

- separate placcmcnts (4) appcarc\d to be concentrated in

9

Q

“urban communities. The analysis'showed that non-urban

communities in the Huron sample had dispréportionate
expendijtures in programs for students with 60% or less
time out. As for the urban communities, they had a dis-
proportionate level of expenditures for substantislly sepa-
rate programs and private day school placements..
Special education services are provided through school-
based instruction, tuitiof ' payments to other publicschools;
private placements, :and collaborative arrangements

'
1 M ‘x.‘ . .
a
voee

education services are "provided by public schocl staff
within each school district. The major exception is “for.
privatexday and residential school. placcmctm, which are
supported-thirough tuition payments to private providers.
Tuition payments also form a substannal porticn of.sub-
stantially separate and preschool programs: Collat{oratwc
payments often provxde for the last two services.

Overall, special “education expenditures by. prototype
wereconsistent with thegeneral patiern of special education
service delivery. There is evidence of substantial increases
since.Fiscal Year 1977 in substantnally separate and -pri-
vate day schoel pr tq‘gi‘cl services. In some .of the other
prototypes, such as regar education thgl modifications; .
regular education with 25% or less time out, and home and
hospital programs (1, :2, and .7), costs appearcd to be
stabilizing and even droppmg in Fiscal Year 1980. Sub-
stantially separate, private day, and pnvz;tc residential
programs (.4, .5, .6) however, displayed sharp increases in
cxpcndxturcs (scc Figure 4-12). -

From Fiscal Year 1977 through Fiscal Year 1980 ex-
penditures in the private day school prototype i rcascd
approxlmatcly 90%, in private residential schools by 60%, .
and in substantially separate programs by 50%. Over the
same perjod, experditures for tuition increased by
60% and for collaborative instruction by 150%, from a
smaller base (about 20% of° the expenditure for out-of-
district placemcnts) (scc Figures 4-13, 4-14). (Huron,

-

¥ Special éducatlon
W Reguisr Education ‘

among public schools cBg far the largest part of special Chapter 6) NV
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Cost Control

On the local level, all of the financial battles around
special education focus on setting the budget. The concer=:
in this process, however, is total expenditures, not net
expenditures after state reimbursements. Cost contrel first
affects the total school budget as it stands in competition
with other municipal services. Battles over cost control also
get played out internally in the school budget process (for
example, regular day vs. special education) and again in-
ternally in thé special education budget (for"example, spe-
cialists for the resource room vs. tuition for private day
placements). Nowhere in this process are net expenditures
after state aid really considered or even discussed. (Huron,
Chapter 5)

The Shift Toward Better Managemen_t

Since Fiscal Year 1977, emphasis at the local level has
begun to shift towards better mai.agement of the special
education system and a concern for addressing the more
procedural aspects of the law. The ratio of special edu-
cation supervision costs to regular day supervision costs is
one indicator of comparative trends between these two
activities. In Fiscal Year 1977, for every dollar spent on
regular education supervision, 34 cents were spent on spe-
cial education supervision. By Fiscal Year 1980, 49 cents
were being spent in special education for every dollar spent
on regular education, indicating a substantial increase in
special education supervision expenditures.

For direct instructional expenditures, for every dollar
spen. on regular day activities approximately 13 cents were
spent on special education. These cost ratios remained
stable over the period, Fiscal Year 1977 to 1980, showing
only modest increases in special education expenditures.
Thus we see that for supervision, special education costs
are rising faster than those of regular educatioa, but for
direct instruction, they are not.

These data suggest a two-stage theory for local imple-
mentation of Chapter 766. Prior to Fiscal Year 1977, there
was a substantial growth in special education services
within the public schools. During this first stage of imple-
menting Chapter 766, heavy emphasis was placed on the
creation of new services. Since Fiscal Year 1977, emphasis
has shifted toward better management of the special edu-
cation services already in place. (Huron, Chapter 6)

instructional Expenditure Trends

After Fiscal Year 1977, the growth of public school-
based instructional expenditures for special education was
insignificant. Payments for out-of-district tuition and par-
ticularly for collaborative instruction continued to increase
at a rapid rate, however.

Regular day instructional expenditures increased by
24% from Fiscal Year 1973 to 1977. From Fiscal Year
1977 to Fiscal Year 1380, total expenditures for regular
day programs were relatively stable, increasing by less
than 2%. Assuming an 8% a year inflation rate over that
period, this meant a decline of about 24% in cuhstant dollar
expenditures on regular education.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Expenditures for special education from Fiscal Year
1973 to Fiscal Year 1977 rose dramatically. Total instruc-
tional expenditures for special education in Fiscal Year
1977 were more than three times that of Fiscal Year 1973.
The Fiscal Year 1980 expenditures were approximately
25% higher than those of Fiscal Year 1977 (see Figure
4-15). Assuming an inflation rate of 8%, again, we see that
even here there was no increase in constant dollar terms in
special education instruction over the Fiscal Year 1977-
Fiscal Year 1980 period.

If welook at the components of special edueation instruc-
tion expenditures, however, the trends have been different.
rrom Fiscal Year 1973 through 1977, all components in-
creased rapidly. After Fiscal Year 1977, however, the
growth of public school-based instructional expenditures
rose less quickly. Out-of-district payments, tuition and
collaborative expenditures increased substantially, rising
from 27.3 million dollars in Fiscal 1977 to 51.4 million
dollars in Fiscal 1980. This was a change of 88% in just
three years. If these figures are broken down further, they
show an increase in collaborative payments of 150% (see
Figure 4-14) and in tuition expenditures of 60% (Figure
4-13) from Fiscal Year 1977 through Fiscal Year 1980. It
was those tuition expenditures that evoked the pressures to
bring students back from private placements. (Huron,
Chapter 6)

Private Day Programs

Huron data suggested that the movement to bring stu-
dents back from private placements had produced only
limited and localized results by the end of Fiscal Year
1980. This finding was confirmed by department data
which showed a slow increase in the number of students in
private day school programs through October 1981,

The Huron data also made clear some of the fiscal
pressures fueling the movement to return students from
private schools. The private day school prototype exhibited
the fastest growth on a per pupil expenditure basis. Over
the four-year period beginning in Fiscal Year 1977, costs
for the prototypeincreased by about 55% to a state average
in excess of $6,800 per pupil per year in Fiscal Year 1980.
This increase in per pupil costs, combined with a 27%
growth in net average membership in this prototype be-
tween Fiscal 1977 and Fiscal 1980, made it clear why the
total instructional expenditures in this prototype had in-
creased almost 90% in four years (See Figure 4-12). And
the per pupil expenditures for private day placements in
the Huron study sample of urban communities were con-
'siderably higher than those of the non-urban sample, be-
cause many students from those communities had more
extensive needs and because higher cost facilities exist near
large cities, especially in eastern Massachusetts.

As noted in the Chapter 6 overview, some issues are
high visibility issues, widely reported as representing the
“outrageous demands” placed on a community by Chapter
766. Expensive private placements when coupled with ret-
roactive rate increases constitute this kind of explosive
issue.

Huron noted that many local officials felt helpless when
faced with Rate Setting Commission decisions concerning
rates for private placements. Retroactive increases could
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prove costly for school committees which had budgeted
earlier at much lower rates. Even though costs for similar
adequate programs in public school facilities would be no
less expensive, those costs could be anticipated and budget-
ed in advance.

Gallup zisa noted that some respondents considered the
costs for residential and day placements to be the most
negative result of Chapter 766. The only groups of educa-
tors, however, who cited private placement costs as the
most negative result in significant numbers were super-
intendents (5%) and collaborative directors (8%). (Huron,
Chapter 6, Chapter 14; Gallup, Chapter I11, Appendix)

RECOMMENDATIONS
introduction

We recommend that the Division of Special Education
conduct an additional small study to analyze fiscal issues at

30

the state level which have been raised, but could not be
answered, in the course of thiz evaluation.

Reimbursement

The study staff recommends that Department of Educa-
tion auditors be briefed on possible new post-Proposition
2% incentives for non-save-harmless communities to ma-
nipulate inappropriate prototype placements and that the
Director of the Bureau of External Audit inform the Di-
rector of the Bureau of Program Development and Evalu-
‘ation of any evidence concerning such practices that his
auditors may uncover.

State Aid )

It is strongly recommended that the department and
affected constituencies work to see that Chapter 70 ensures
adequate funding of the real cost of special education.

A3
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First, significantly more local aid needs to be paid through
the education formula of Chapter 70. To achieve this goal
would require both increased local aid dollars and a com-
mitment that the dollars be paid out through Chapter 70
rather than other local aid formulas.

Second, the Chapter 70 formula needs to be revised so
that mare communities receive aid through the formula
rather than their save-harmless amount. Unless Chapter
70 is amended, there is no incentive to use the education
formula to distribute local aid.

Third, Chapter 70 should be revised to ensure that state
aid for education is earmarked for education at the local
level. Such a change would bring together education ex-
penditures and revenues.

Fourth, weights for individual prototypes should en-
courage less restrictive appropriate piacements.

State Aid/Net Expenditures/Cost
Control/Cost of Special Education

The study staff recommends that the department initiate
a comprehensive information effort to assist school com-
mittees, superintendents, and special education adminis-
trators and to make the general public, local officials, and
the legislature aware of data concerning the cost of edu-
cation and the cost of special education.

Local school administrators should be provided the state
aid data 1n understandable terms that will enable them to
present budgets in terms of net local expenditures, as well
as up-front costs. The department should print and dis-
tribute a clear explanation of the reimbursemeni formula,
as well as the amount under cach category available to
cach community.

The department should attempt to use public forums
and press releases to inform the public that revenues raised
through local taxes to support public education have been
constant since Fiscal Year 1977 and that there has been a
turnabout in support of public urban education since Fis-
cal Year 1979. It would alsc be useful to spread the word
that the boom in special education costs is over.

Transportation

Given the degree of local resentment over special educa-
tion transportation costs, the study staff recommends that
the Department of Education take action. The local per-
ception that the state mandates services but won’t pay the
tab seems to be of considerable validity in the area of trans-
portation. In particular, transportation of preschoolers and
of Department of Mental Health adults represents arcas
that many consider outside normal local schcol responsi-
bilities; substantial transportation costs are associated with
both. The Department of Education should make every
effort to shift to the Department of Mental Health the
functions of providing for and funding transportation of
the adults that are within their jurisdiction.

A statute already exists (Chapter 367 of the Acts of
1978) that can help resolve the problem of insufficient
reimbursement.* The legislature should fully fund the
Bilingual and Special Education transportation provision
in order that its actions become consistent with its inten-
tions. The amount in question here (about 20 million
dollars) is a very small portion of the total state aid for
public education, which in Fiscal Year 1980 approached
one billion dollars.

If the legislature does resolve this fiscal inequity, the
department should develop some mechanisms for commu-
nicating this accomplish.nent both to local school districts
and the general public. Given the way revenues are cur-
rently returned to cities and towns, the effect of state aid is
not always fully acknowledged in the politics and decision
making related to school expenditures and budgets. If the
state does accept its responsibility to pay this tab, it ought
to get credit for it.

v

* Under the current statute, the transportation money goes to the
‘Town Treasurer and the General Fund Another approach would be
for the Department to recommend a statute setting up a revolving
fund v reimburse the sthool district for the wst of speaal education
transportation, -

Q 31 .
ERIC 1
:
N —




CHAPTER FIVE:

\

OVERVIEW:

As a result of Chapter 766, a wider range of programs
and services is available to almost every student with spe-
cial education needs than ever before. Except for urban
school systems, where the growth in special education serv-
ices continues, special education programs in most school
systems have grown more slowly since 1977-1978.* Most
of the recent additions have been in substantially separate
proe ams in larger school systems and in collaborative
pr rams for all communities. Areas of particular growth
since implementation of Chapter 766 in September 1974
include coliaborative and public school facilities for stu-
dents with profound handicaps, secondary school pro-
grams, programs for students with learning disabilities,
and preschool programs. Majorities of all groups of edu-
cators surveyed by Gallup found Chapter 766 successful in
terms of its main objective, the provision of appropriate
services to students needing special education.

The type of students served and the type of special
education services they receive have varied from time to
time and from community to community. The Chapter
766 regulations set up procedures for determining special
needs without defining them by clinital category or any
other measure. This lack of definition has permitted school
systems to respond flexibly to local needs. But it has also
resulted in a sense of confusion in some school systems and
in variations in services, due in part to differences in edu-

* See Figure 5-1 for the growth in expenditures 1n special education
from FY 1975 through FY 1980. Table 5-4 shows the total number of
special education students served at various mes of the year by various
types of count. (RMC Report, Chapter 4)

$260,000,000 —
$220.000,000 —

$180,000.000 — $170.878.210

“

Special Education Services

cational philosophies among communities and in part to
“availability of resources. .

Although programs exist for almost all students needing
special education, access to services is sometimes difficult.
Access often requires an adult, usually a parent or a
teacher, able and willing to negotiate with school staff.
Behaviorally disruptive adolescents are. still particularly
hard to serve. Children whose parents have difficulties in
dealing with school sysiems are still hard to reach.

The climate of fiscal constraint in education had not yet
resulted in eliminatior of special education programs or
servicesin any significant way at the time of the Huron site
visits in 1981. Specific changes at that time included
cutting back students’ time in special education from the
maximum to the minimum indicated by their prototypes,*
introducing more children into programs without in-
creasing staff, and considering students with mild disabil-
ities as cured.

The climate had intensified criticism and resentment
toward special education. Many special education direc-
tors felt pressured to control the rate of increase in special
education by tightening referral criteria. And, especially in
urban systems, services were being expanded in substan-
tially separate programs, either to retain youngsters who
would have dropped out or to move difficult-to-handle
students out of regular classrooms. Most local educators
believed that implementation of Proposition 21 (the Mas-
sachusetts law limiting property taxes) would accelerate

* Throughout this chapter, prototype refers to the Massachusetts
system of defining programs by tlie amount of special education services
students receive and the place in which those services are delivered See
the glossary for further information.

/
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L $267,741,281.

$211,202,900 $243,262,827 .

$181,414,710

$140,000,000 — .

| $143,568,970

=+
74-75 75-76 76-717 77-78 78-79 79-80
School Year
SOURCE: Annual Fiscal Report, Massachusetts Department of Education N
Figure 5-1: Total School System Expenditures on Special Education
(RMC Research Corp Report, Chapter 4) jf'
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the pressures to reduce services and to move difficult stu-
dents out of regular classes.
/ - Most administrators seerned eager to return youngsters
from private placements. While the evidence suggested
vigorous efforts in preparation for such a move in many
communities and negotiations between administrators and
parents, the data showed little actual movement in that
direction to date. If that movement picks up steam, the
adequacy of public school programs may become an issue.

FINDINGS
implementation History

The history of the implementation of Chapter 766 can
be divided into two major periods: a period of rapid growth
through Fiscal Year 1978, with emphasis on adding ser-
vices and staff to fulfill requirements of the law, followed
by a period of slackening growth (see Figure 5-1, Table
5-4). This latter period of cautious, careful management,
from Fiscal Year 1978, was characterized by greater coor-
dination of services, standardization of activities within a
system, development of alternatives for little used pro-
grams, close liaison with transportation and business man-
agers, and increased efforts to return students from private
school placements to the school system or a collaborative.
(Huron, Chapter 4)

Over the last five tosix years, special education has been
provided to increasing numbers and percentages of stu-
dents at an increasing cost but with small increases in staff.
Statewide totals for special education staff size show in-
creases from 2.2% to 4.5% from 1975-76 to 1978-79, and
a decrease in 1979-80. Totals for all program staff show
a smaller, increase in 1978-79 and a smaller decrease in
1979-80. Special education staff size as a percent of all
.. programs’ staff size remains fairly constant at 8% over the
*last three years. (Huron Chapter 4, RMC Summary)

Availability of Options

There are many more program options and related ser-
vices available to students with special needs than: at any
earlier period, although there have been fewer additions
made in most non-urban programs since Fiscal Year 1978.
Facilities for students with profound handicaps, programs
for students with learning disabilities, alternative pro-
grams for secondary school students, and preschool pro-
grams have seen particular growth. Improvement in the
quality. of services for studenis with profound handicaps
has proved one of the most impressive results of Chapter
766. (see Table 6-6). Questioning of parents with children
in special education program reveals very little dissatis-

faction with the contents of the individualized programs
(see Table 5-1). (Huron, Chapter 4; Gallup, Chapter IV)

Urban Growth

Using net average membership* data, the Huron study
pointed out that special education services in urban com-

*A system of weighting the number of students according to the time
they spend in a parucular program.

. A ‘ o,
Table 5-1: Parént’s Satisfaction With Their
Children’s Individualized Educational

Programs
(Gallup, Chapter IV)
Special Education
Parents
Agree or Disagree with Their Child'¢ Grades Grades
Individualized Educational Program K-6 7-12
’ % c %

AQroB....ivvevririneincennnanans 95 89
Disagree ..........cocaviininnnn. 3 7
DON'tKNOW. . ovvviiereenennnanes _2 _4

Total.oevoererennnnsionannnsnns 100 100

Number of Interviews )

munities continued to increase rapidly between 1977 and
1980. Although less than 15% of commurities in the state
are urban non-save-harmless, these increases affected
many students because of the population size of the urban
areas. The rate of inerease was much lower for most non-
urban communities. (Huron, Chapter 4)

Recent Changes

At the time of the site visits by case studies staff, the
approval of Proposition 2% in November 1980 made local
staff conscious of impending fiscal constraints which were
already affecting special' education in a variety of ways.
Two should be noted at this point. First, students were
starting to receive services in amounts closer to the min-
imum than the maximum time specified by their proto-
type. Second, especially in urban systems, services were
being expanded at the secondary level in substantially sep-
arate programs, either to retain youngsters who would
have dropped out or to move out of regular classrooms
students who were traditionally difficult to handle. This
trend can be seen as an effort to remove students who need
a great deal of attention so that classes can be made larger
in the regular education program. (Huron, Chapter 4)

. Labels
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Chapter 766 requires that educators avoid the use of
labels, including clinical categories, which are considered
to carry a stigma for students in special education. Al-
though educators and parents do use categorical labels,
there seems to have been a shift in the terms used. Some are
purposely avoided: retarded, trainable, educable, emo-
tionally disturbed. In their place have come less loaded
terms: slow learners, developmental delays, behavioral or
adjustment disorders. They, too, have the potential for
abuse. In general, however, they mark heightened sensi-
tivity to the power of labels and honest efforts to avoid their
ill effects. (Huron, Chapter 4)

Ease of Integration

The younger child is more apt to be integrated into the
activities of the regular education program, but there has
also been a decided increase in the number of programs
offered to secondary level special needs students. School

.




systems seem to deal more easily with some disabilities
than others. Students with mild learning disabilities were
integrated more readily into school activities than those
with emotional, social, and/or behavioral disorders that
make them appear very different from their peers. Stu-
dents with impaired vision, as well as students with ortho-
pedic handicaps, usually received services in resource
rooms, but otherwise worked in the regular classroom,
with the help of an aide.

In general, the group that appears different is far more
likely to be removed from the mainstream of regular edu-
cation. The older the student becomes, the greater the
probability that he will be separated from his peers for
special services and directed to lower level academic
courses or alternative programs with an emphasis on oc-
cupational skills. At the secondary level, many youngsters
with mild disabilities drop out of special education pro-
grams, either because they are functioning better or be-
cause they do not want to be separafed from their peers.
(Huron, Chapter 4)

Definition of Special Needs

The definition of special education and criteria for de-
termining appropriate special education services are not
specified clearly in the law or the regulations. They
fluctuate considerably from community to community and
from one period to another. Doing away with the clinical
categories has provided flexibility for school systems to
respond to local needs, resources, and conditions. How-
ever, the Huron study found that this lack of definition can
lead to confusion in relating the needs of a student to an
appropriate program or to inequity in provision of services
from one school district to another. Significant majori-
ties of all educator groups surveyed by Gallup are opposed
to narrowing the focus of Chapter 766 (see Table 6-2),
which a more specific definition might do. (Huron,
Chapter 4; Gallup, Chapter II)

Variations in Placement -

There is considerable variation across communities in
the amount of service provided and in the students selected
for special education services. The appropriateness of
more or less restrictive placements is often at issue. Some*
argue that a more restrictive environment means more
specific and specialized services and that this outweighs the
social advantages of integration in a less restrictive place-
ment. This group includes those who argue, from different
points of view, for substantially separate and for private
school programs. Others take the position that specialized
instruction and social integration complement one another
and are both crucial to social development.

Collaboratives have the advantage of specialized person-
nel trained to deal with specific handicaps. They can usu-
ally provide services less expensively than a small school
system. They have the continuity necessary to develop ex-
pertise in working with a given population. They permit

* In the Gallup survey, less than 20% of each group of educators
disagreed with the least restrictive environment concept. 90% of parents
of students in special education believed that their children should be
educated in regular education as much as possible. (Gallup, Chapter IT)

t

school systems to provide a ?angc of programs for low
incidence handicaps. Generally, programs in collabo-
ratives serve students within groups of similar disabilities.
Collaborative students are unlikely to have much contact
with ongoing activities of the school system.

Special education directors report that they are under
scrious pressures from school committees #5 bring students
with learning disabilities back from private school place-
ments whenever possible. These pressures have received

~extra impetus from Proposition 2%. Special education di-

rectors are being called upon by school committees and a
concerned, outspoken public to justify the expense of indi-
vidual out-of-district placcments. There is criticism of all
private school placr.aents, but particularly those involving
schools specializiny! in learning disabilities. If students are
returned to appropriate public school placements from
private schools, rather than to collaboratives, the programs
may cost the school districts more than the private school
placements have.

Data indicate that there has been an increase from 1978
to 1980 in the use of prototypes .3, 4, and .5 to place
potential dropouts or difficult-to-handle students at the
secondary level. (Prototype .3 means 26%-60% of student’s
time is spent outside of the regular education program; .4
refers to a substantially separate program; and .5 refers to
a private day school placcment.) The level of effort in those
prototypes, in terms of net dverage membership for all
students, has grown over 15% in the period, a far greater

. growth than that in any other prototype (see Tables 5-2 ,
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and 5-3). (Huron, Chapter 4: Gallup, Chapter 1V)
TasLE 5-2: Level of Effort in Major Prototypes

(Derlved from Annual Fiscal Report, Massachusetts

Department ot Education, FY 1980) f
% of Net
Average
Prototype Description Membership
502.4 substantially separate program 36
502.2 25% or less of student's time 21
spent out of regular education :
502.3 60% or less of student's time }. 16
spent out of regular education
502.5 private day school placement 1"
Total 84

TasLe 5-3: Changes in Net Average .
Membership by Prototype, Fiscal Year 1978 to
Fiscal Year 1980

(Derlved from Annual Fiscal Reports,
Massachusetts Department of Education)

Change
‘ (rounded
Prototype | - Description off)
A special education recelved within -11%
regular education classroom
2 25% or less of student's time spent + 5%
out of regular education
3 60% or less of student's time spent +16%
out of regular education
4 substantially separate program +17%
5 private day school placement +16%
.6 private resldential placement -12%
7 sarvices provided In home or hospital | —49%
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TasLe 5-4: Total Number of Students Served in Special Education by School Year

and Type of Count
(RMC, Chapter 4)
Type of Count
Division of )
End of Year rarcent October 1 Percent - Special Ed. Percent

School Year Headcount Crange Total Change Total Count  ° Change
1974-75 128,880 — 81,314 —_ — .
1975-76 146,427 13.6 98,566 21.2 —
1976-77 147,285 © 0.8 83,154 —15.6 _—
1977-78 159,877 8.5 124,754 50.0 136,253 —_—
1978-79 ~ 159,740 - =01 120,741 \ 4.0 . 139,672 2.5
1979-80 160,67 0.5 133,792 3.1 140,815 0.8

In orcier to cormpare counts of speclal education students to system-wide enroliment, the sversge membershiptor all day programs from the End of Year Report
should be used {sugmented by the number of tuitioned-out pupils). 1f non-public school students should be Inciuded in this comparison, then the October 1dsta
should be used. The end of lhoy.ul_ sverage membership did not vary in the same way from year to year as either of the speclal education student counts. RMC

made anoth

g the two

special education counts as s percentage of the end-of-year average membership. The pﬂu'nuoo served thus

parison
calculated varied trom 10.8% In 1974-75 to 18% In 1977-78 using the end-of-year head count. Adding non-public school student'counts to the denomlnstor

decreased the percentsge served b

1and 2p tege points.

Related Services

There has been a dramatic increase in the number and
type of related services and service personncl available to
students in special education. These include speech and
language therapists, physical therapists, occupational
therapists, guidance counselors, family counselors, school
psychologists, early childhood specialists, psychometrists,
social workers, and nurses. There are additional services,
outside the system, for which school systems contract, such
as neurological acsessments and psychiatric counseling.
Whether the need for such services is educationally related
and who should provide those services often becomes the
focus of controversies between local schiool systems, par-
ents, and other agencies. (Huron, Chapter 4)

RECOMMENDATIONS:
Recent Changes

Evidence suggests that budget pressures in some com-
munities are reducing special services close to the
minimum range within prototypes. The study staff recom-
mends that the Division of Special Education monitor
possible: development of inappropriate programs on a
system-wide basis. The Division should be prepared to
negotiate with school systems and to institute class actions
if necessary. )

Definition of Special Needs .-

Although we recognize that special education needs are
not defined clearly in the law or regulations, we recom-
mend no tighter definitiion. The study staff suggests that
the current limited flexibility is more useful than any at-
tempt at definition beyond the current requirements of the
regulations. In fact, most experts in special education be-
lieve that inadequate criteria exist for defining special
needs. We do not accept the argument that failure to cate-
gorize or to define special education according to the type
of services available, in itself, need lead to inequity or to
charges inappropriate to special education. We believe
that the regulation requirements for referral, evaluation,
identification of needs, development of a plan and place-
ment, properly_applied, offer sufficient safeguards within
a flexible framework, both for students needing special
education and for school systems.
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The staff does recommend that the division should im-
prove the visibility and sensitivity of its capabilities for
receiving information about and dealing with abuses of
those requirements. We believe that the standards are in:
adequate to develop an acceptable definition for speci

needs without returning to the mislabeling and stig- *

matizing categories. We recognize that the debate over the
need for a definition will and shqild continue. We believe,
however, that an attempt to define special needs, especially
in the current constrained educational and fiscal climate,
would lead {6 more inequities, not less.

Ease of Integration

The study staff recommends that the Division of Special
Education, in its interaction with local school systems and
with higher education, as well as in setting training prior-
ities and reviewing local training plans, emphasize the
need to train regular education staff to deal with disabil-
ities which they find hard to integrate, such as intellectual
handicaps or social or behavioral disabilities. This training
should deal with attitudinal and programatic difficulties,
as well as time management skills. The division could
provide help in this area by disseminating information
concerning this issue and methods for dealing with it.

Variations in Placement/Recent Changes

The study staff révegnmerids that the Division of Special
Education, through its allocation of state incentive funds
and federal discretionary funds, as well as technica] assis-
tance, continue to encourage development of appropriate
local and collaborative programs bringing students back
from institutional and private school programs. Through
its regional staff, however, it should monitof programs
developed to bring home out-of-district placements to
make sure that they prove appropriate. This monitoring is
particularly necessary for newly created urban .4 and .4i
options. (Prototype .4 refers to a pgﬁl'u school, substan-
tially separate program; .4i indicates that such a program
takes place in a facility other than a public school regular
cducation building.) We recommend that this be made a
specific priority of the division. What we suggest'would go
beyond current monitoring efforts by identifying specific
programs that the division should review and judge their
appropriateness in a qualitative sense.

18 : ”
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CHAPTER 6: The Interface
with Regular Education

OVERVIEW: -

This overview deals primarily with a theme pervading
all of the findings in Chapter Six as well as those in
Chapter Seven dealing with state/local relations. Simply
stated, the themetis that, despite overwhelming support for
the concepts reflected in Chapter 766, illustrated in re-
sponses to the Gallup survey, special education has become
a scapegoat for the frustration of many educators. Local
staff are genuinely concerned about paperwork and-costs
of Chapter 766, as reported in the findings of this chapter.
Very often, however, paperwork or cost serves as short-
hand for ‘much’ deeper resentment. This theme is fully
developed in Chapter 8 of the Huron report, and also
appears in Chapters 7 and 14 of their study. Gallup fur-
nishes some confirmation in comments fqumr in the Gallup
appendix. g

We present this theme in the overview rather than the
findings in order to give it the explication and emphasis it
deserves. There are serious implications for Chapter 766
in what the findings say about the gap between the consid-
erable accomplishments resulting from Chapter 766 and
the attitudes of many of those concerned with education at
the local level. '

In relation to its major objectives, Chapter 766 has.been
an outstanding success without taking significant amounts
of unreimbursed local rax funds away from regular edu-
cation in recent years.* Chapter 766 has resulted in a
whole new set of programs targeted to students with delays
in development, students with learning disabilities, and
students with behavior disorders, areas that were not the
traditional focus of special education. Staff and parents
report that the new programs have improved the achieve-
ment levels of those students. Improvements in how those
youngsters function have also benefited the regular edu-
cation teachers who must deal with them. For students
with substantial handicaps, the improvement in the qual-
ity of services and facilities has been noteworthy.

State reimbursement and flow through of federal funds
to local school systems have meant that development of
programs mandated by Chapter 766 has had- little net
impact on the funding of regular education through the
local property ta® since the revision of the state aid to
education formula in 1978. In fact, since 1977-1978, local
expenditures for special education have barely kept pace
with inflation in most communities.

Yet, school staff, parents, and school committee mem-
bers in communities across Massachusetts argue that
disproportionate amounts of local resources have been al-

* See Chapter Four for the findings on which the statements concern.
ing finances in this section are based. For more detailed information on
financial issues, sec Huron Chapters 5 and 6.

Tocated to services for students with special needs. There
are three possible explanations of the complaints expressed
about Chapter 766, all of which suggest that some aspects
of special education have become a lightning rod for focus-
ing the frustrations of educators. All three explanations
reinforce one another. The first explanation recognizes the
degree to which public school educaticn generally is under
attack. The second sees Chapter 766 as an intrusion on

_ local control of education. The third emphasizes the in-

security of regular education staff as a result of Proposition
2% ga recent Massachusetts law limiting the property tax
rate). R )

The public schools have seen themselves as being under
attack in several ways. Since the early 1970s, public edu-
cation has been retrenching because of a general decline in
enro'lments. Buildings have heen closed, students trans-
ported from their neighborhoods, and nontenured faculty
let go. The general public has also expressed dissatis-
faction with what the public schools have produced, blam-
ing the schoolsfor everything from declining test scores to
the behavior of young people. This withdrawal of
confidence has affected the morale of public school staff.
More recently, a decade of inflation has led taxpayers to_
resist funding of public services, including schools, es-
pecially through local property taxes. *

Chapter 766 has caused significant change in how
school staff organizes its work. The focus on individual
programs, the need to consult parents and students in
developing those programs, the scheduling demands, and
the accountability ‘required—all of these affect how
schools, especially secondary schools, conduct their busi-
ness. Some local educators have perceived the request for
these changes as an intrusion that violates the tradition of
local control of education in Massachusetts. In fact, the
intrusion has gone well beyond simply requesting local
changes. In the program audit, in the appeals system, and
in court cases, the Department of Education has monitored
and enforced the requirement of Chapter 766 that makes
local school systems accountable for providing special edu-
cation to their children who need it.

Finally, Proposition 214 has made many regular educa-
tion staff members feel insecure and resentful concerning.
the perceived job security of their counterparts in special
education. The regular education staff sees its jobs threat-
ened and classes overcrowded, while the state mandates of
Chapter 766 seem to insure continuing employment and
specific standards in special education.

The principal targets of the dissatisfaction expressed
toward Chapter 766 are the paperwork and time required
and a few cases involving extremely expersive placements
or services. Simply put, the loudest complaints concerning
paperwork come from those least affected by paperwork
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requirements. Although special education directors and
instructional staff bear heavy paperwork and procedural
responsibility and complain about them, they accept
Chapter 766 paperwork more readily than regular educa-
tion staff members because they use the plans and assess-
ments to monitor the progress of their students.

In most communities, people point to one or a few cases,
which have consumed much staff time and attracted much
public attention, as representing the “outrageous de-
mands” placed on the community by Cha iter 766. Al-
though the cases cited are often expensive on an individual
basis, they usually represent a very small proportion of the

total school budget. Because of the high negative publicity

associated with these cases, however, it is important that
the Division of Special Education help local school systems
dcgl with thcse situations.

.

FINDINGS:
Paperwork,

Although local school system staff at all levels complain
about the paperwork burdens of Chapter 766, in many
cases these complaints exaggerate reality. .

o Elementary level regular educationteachers seldom
have more than three children receiving special edu-
cation. Teachers have learned to use and streamline the
procedures so that the paperwork now takes relatively
little time. Removal of their most challenging students
for provision of special education services is usually a
welcome bene5it that helps to compensate for the paper-
work involyed.

e Secondary level regular education teachers usually
prepare very brief assessments for eight to fifteen stu-
dents receivingr special education. They welcome the
additional instruction provided by special education in
areas where students are having difficulties. Since min-
imally handicapped students at the secondary level are
not removed from a teacher’s regular program to reccive
special education, regular education staff see little direct
advantage to themselves in the paperwork and pro-
cedures of Chapter 766 that deal with those youngsters.
Some regular education teachers at the secondary level,
however, do see Chapter 766 as a route for Femoving
disruptive students from their classes.

e The group of principals most involved in carrying
out the requirements of Chapter 766 are elementary
school principals. Their greatest problem with the pro-
cedures is finding time to attend the many meetings
required by Chapter 766 regulations.

¢ Sccondary school principals usually delegate
responsibility for students with mild disabilities to
others. Still, the urgency of administrative chores and
what they regard as larger social problems (e.g. disci-
pline, drugs) make many of them resent even the limited
time they must spend on special education.

o Special education staff responsible for coordinating
procedures represent the official local response fo the
requirements of Chapter 766 for notifying parents and
school personnel, seeing that assessments are carried
out, completing forms, and coordinating schedules.

“~
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Communities that cannot afford a separate process per-
son must stretch an existing special education rolg to
include coordination. It is on those positions that the
heaviest procedural load imposed by Chapter 766 falls)

e Specia: education instructional staff bear heavy pa- '\
perwork and procedural responsibilities. They find the
paperwork demands of Chapter 766 more acceptable
than their counterparts in regular education, because -
they often use the documents developed, such as plans
and assessments, to guide their work, to monitor student
progress, and to tap \adaitional resources. (Huron,
Chapter 7)

Organization of Regular Education

In 1974, many teachers and administrators feared that
Chapter 766 would result in placement in regular class-
rooms of many students who would be generally hard to
deal with. This has not happened. Students with profound
handicaps have moved out of substandard facilities. The
quality of their services and facilities has improved
significantly. But they have rarely been integrated into
instructional settings.

What has happened has been remarkable. A new set of
programs has been developed for students with problems
due to developmental delays, students with learning dis-
abilities, and students with behavior disorders, who were
educated in regular classrooms prior to Chapter 766. New,
presch~ and secondary level programs have also been'y.

developed. Regular cducation teachers benefited from , °

these programs, which permit students to function better
in regular classrooms.

o Personnel at every level, however, complained
about the scheduling requirements of Chapter 766—
both for staff attending meetings and for students re-
ceiving special education services. On the other hand,
especially at the elementary level, teachers have learned
to use the times when some of their students are re-
ceiving special education to advantage.

e Many students with profound handicaps now in
substantially separate placements were formerly in pro-
grams outside the school system. Interaction between
them and other students is usually minimal. Such inte-
gration is helped if teachers can accept and deal with the
student’s disability and if an aide is available.

s Many regular teachers make limited attempts to
modify instructional practices for handicapped students.
Given another adult who can provide support, such-as
an aide or even a consistent volunteer, they are more
willing to make such adaptations. .

e The 502.1 prototype (in which students receive
special education without leaving the regular education
classroom) usually segves as a monitoring placement for
students who have been in special education in the past,
so that the school can make help for them available .
quickly if it becomes necessary again.

e The sensitivity of many regular education teachers
to the needs of handicapped students has increased. In
every system, some teachers are more willing to ac-
knowledge special needs and to request help in meeting
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them, and school systems have developed the capa;:ity to
respond.

o Preschool and elemyptary school teachers are par-
ticularly successful in trjjng different. materials and
teaching strategies to individNalize instruction. At every .
level, some recognize individu] differences in ability,
interests, and learning style and try to be responsive to
t'«¢ differences. (Huron, Chapters 7, 8)

Inscrvicz Training

Inservice training at the building level in rcs'ﬁonsc to
specific requests of the staff seems to have worked well.
Many teachers find districtzlevel inservice training, which
often deals with procedural issues related to Chapter 766,
of only limited use. (Huron, Chapter 8)

Boundary Crossers ‘

The distinction between regular education and special
education is still sharp in most communities. Special edu-
cation staff have been assigned in most areas to bridge the
gap, to cross the boundaries between special and regular
education. These boundary crossers are the consultants,
evaluation chairpersons, resource.room specialists, and
others who coordinate programs for individual children,

~~Rive practical assistance to classroom teachers, and serve

as intermediaries between special education adminis-
tration and the classroom teacher or between parents and
teachers. Successful boundary crossers make themselves
easily accessible to regular staff and try to anticipate needs
without imposing unnecessary additional tasks. (Huron,

ChaptéRB).
Regular Staff Attitudes

Many regular education staff members saw Chap-
ter 766 as an outstanding success.and expressed appre-
ciation for the supplementary services provided by special
education. Others, although: accepting the idea that stu-
dents with special needs should receive special services,
complained that emotionally disabled or behaviorally
difficult students were malingering and did not need spe-
cial education. Many of this second group appeared to be
resentful of the perceived job security that Chapter 766
gave special education staff. -

However, in general, regular cducation staff strongly
supported the concepts of Chapter 766 (see Tables 6-1

2
.

through 6-5); 84% of principals and 86% of regular -
education, teachers surveyed by Gallup believed that the
quality of special education was better than it had been
ten years before, and only 3% and 5% respectively gf
those groups believed that the quality had declined. (see
Table 6-6). (Huron, Chapter 8; Gallup, Chapter II and
Chapter IIT).

RECOMMENDATIONS
Paperwork

The study staff recommends that:

o the Division of Special Education discuss with re-
gional office staff and local school systems ways to
reduce paperwork and procedural requirements, partic-
ularly in dealing with minimal disabilities;

o the Department of Education encourage use of a
pre-referral process at the secondary level in which serv-
ices can be made available on an informal basis to
students who otherwise would refuse special education
services;

e as part of an ongoing process, when the revised
Chapter 766 regulations have been in effect for-one year,
the Division of Special Education should examine once
again the procedural requirements for 502.1 and 502.2
prototypes to determine what further meeting and pa-
perwork requirements can be reduced, while remaining
within the spirit of Chapter 766 and conforming to
Public Law 94-142.

Organization

Given the importance of aides and volunteers in facili-
tating the integration of handicapped students into the
regular classroom, the study staff recommends that the
department encourage school systems to work with parent
groups at various levels to increase the pool of volunteers
for this purpose.

The study staff recommends also that the Division of
Special Education, as part of its promising practices pro-
gram, inform local school systems about computerized pro-
grams that help systems keep track of special education
procedural and program requirements, even in small rural
communities.

TasLe 6-1: Right to a Public Education

(Gatlup Report, Chapter 1V)

Handicapped Children Have as Much a Special Special | Regular
Right to a Public School Education Education | School Committee | Education | Education
as Any Other Child Superintendents | Principals | Dirsctors | Chalrpersons | Teachers | reachers | Collaboratives | Private Schools
Agree Strongly...... [ 86 81 91 70 80 70 [, 92 89
Agree Somewhat........... 12 15 7 24 17 24 4 6
Disagree Somewhat ........ — 4 * 3 1 4 —_— 2
Disagree Strongly . ......... 1 * * 1 1 1 '4 4
No Opinion .......oeeeeeen. 1 R B | 1 1] - —
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
(134) (3£.3) (227) (192) (432) (569) (26) (89)
P
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TasLe 6-2: Shouid Chapter 768 Be Narro'wed?

(Gallup Report, Chapter Il * .
. Fogutar | Regular | Special | Special
Chapter 766 Would be Education | Education | Education | Education
« Better If It Focused Special School Special | Regular Approved | Parents | Perents | Parents | Parents

Only on Some Super- | Prin- | Education| Committes | Edercation | Education | Collabo- Private | Grades | Grades | Grades | Grades
Students Needing Intmgon clp:/s Directors L‘halrp:sons Teachers Taag;m ratives | Schools K’-‘G 7-12 K-6 7-12

Special Education % % % % % % % '
Agree Strongly 7 12 5 9 8 12 4 5 7 7 3 7
Agree Somewhat 23 19 25 21 14 19 19 12 21 ¢ 20 21 ' 19
Disagree Somewhat 22 22 1 22 14 21 1 5 47 . 43 43 44
Disagree Strongly 46 43 56 43 62 43 58 78 13 10 21 17
Don't Know 2 | 4|l 8| 5 | 2| _s|_8|. 1|2} 20 18} 19

Total 100 100} 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 .
Number of

Interviews (194) |(383)] (227) (192) (432) | (569) (26) (89) | (218) {192) (214) | (213)

-
Inservice Training staff who coordinate between regular education and spe- :

cial education, the “boundary crossers.” We also recom-

s'mend that the division encourage exchanges of information
between school administrators who have successful bound-
ary crossers and others who have this need, as identified by
division monitoring.

The study staff recommends that the division, in setting
training priorities, reviewing local training plans, provid-
ing regional technical assistance minigrants, and providing
support for the Commonywealth Institute, consider the

greater usefulness of training efforts at the building level .
in response to teacher requests and encourage districts to "
decrease district-wide inservice workshops dealing with ~ . .
procedural issues related to Chapter 766. . Overview
To deal with the negative publicity related to a few .
Boundary Crossers cases, the study staff recommends tha. the department
The study staff recommends that the department en- encourage local superintendents to report to the Associate
courage schools of education, in their courses on adminis- Commissioner, Division of Special Education, any individ-
tration and special education, to stress the importance of ual case that is generating, or may generate, unusual cost *
. —

-

TasLe 6-3: Educator Attitudes Regarding Mainstreaming
_ (Galiup Report, Chapter 11) )

To the Maximum Extent
Approprlate;
Elementary School ’

N Students in Special Special Scheal Soscial Pogular Approved
Education Should be Education | Committee | Education } Education .| Private
Educated with Regular Supevintendents | Principals | Directors Chairpersons | Teache:s | Teachers Collaboratives | Schools
Education Studenis % % % % 1 % % % %
Agree Strongly....... 78 72 85 63 | &7 46 88 58
Agree Somewhat..... 19 18 12 25 25 33 12 29
Disagree Somewhat .. -— 5 1 ¢ 5 i —_ - 10
Disagree Strongly .... — 1 — 4 2 5 —_ 1
No Opinton ....c...e. 3 4 2 2 1 .5 —_ 2

Total.eeeneiinnnns 100 700 700 100 300 | 700 700 00
High School Students .
in Special Education
Should be Educated with
Regular Education
Students
Agree Strongly....... 72 65 82 59 59 38 85 53
Agree Somewhat..... 24 18 15 27 29 31 15 31
Disagree Somewhat .. 2 6 1 7 7 14 —_ 7
Disagree Strongly . ... — 2 1 5 1 5 —_ 3
No Opinlon.......... 2 9 1 2 3 12 — 6
Total...oovenaacnns 100 100 00 700 100 700 100 100




i N ., v hd e -
| 7 -
|
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TasLe 6-4: Public Attitudes Regarding or adverse publicity. We recommend that the division
) Mainstreanjing - maintain constant followup on such cases and-take positive
(Gallup Report. Chapter il) action, including public statements and technical assis-
Feguiar p—— : tance, to counter ncg§ti\\r§ publicity. We also recommend |
Attitude Toward How | Education Education General }ha:ithc gl.v;lsl.on set aside :b}lc Lawh94—142 dxscrcnonary
Special Needs Parents Parents Pupllc unds which it can use to help small school systems cope
Students Should be | Grades K-6 | Grades 7-12 | Nonparents with individual cases whose costs exceed a certain per-
Educated % % % centage of the school budget.
Go to Special .
Schools Only ,
When Necessary . 81 82 72
Should Have Own
Special School.. . 8 9 19
Don't Khow........ 1 9 9 \ ’
Total.......... 6 | 700 700 1 .
Number of .
Interviews ....... (218) (192) (206)
$ * 1
[ * < ‘)
) - " TasLe 6-5: Attitudes Toward Parent Participation
0 (Gallup Report, Chapter 1I)
Effect of Parent Involvement Special School Special Regular Approved
in the Education of Special Education | Committee | Education | “Education . Private
Neads Students Superintendents | Principals | Directors | Chairpersons | Teachers | Teachers | Collaboratives | Schools
% % . % % % . % % %

"y Results In Better Education. ...... 69 . 66 70 57 70 55 85 | 8
Results in Poor Quality Education. . 2 2 1 .2 2 4 —_ 2
Has Little or No impact.......... 25 27 25 25 20 .24 4 12
Don't Know ..........ovnnnnnnn 4 ] > 4 16 7 17 1n 8

| S 100 100 100 100 . 100 100 100 100
Number of interviews ........... (194) (363) (221} (192) , (432) (569) . (26) (89)
TasLe 6-8: Quality of Special Education
(Gallup Report. Chapter i)
Quality of Special Education Special School Special Regular Approved
Today vs, 10 Years Ago, “ Education | (ommittee | Education | Education Private
Before Chapter 166, Superinténdents | Principals | Directors | Chalipersons | Teachers | Teachers | Collaboratives. | Schools
. % % . % L Y% A % P
A Great Deal Better Today ....... 72 60 78 65 +~ 63 51 ) . 85
Somewhat Better Today ......... 18 24 15 21 18 25 15 21
About the Same Today .. .-....... ) fo 3 7 6 8 - 7
Somewhat Poorer Today......... - 2 ¢ 2 3 4 - |7 2
A Great Deal Poorer Today....... - ( 12 - * * 1 -; K - B
Don't Know ................ S 3 _4 5 _10 1 _8 5
Total oo vvieecii i 100 100 100 100 . 100 100 100 100 ’,
Number of Interviews.. ........... (194) (363) (227) (192) (482) (569) (26), 89 -
* Less than one hatt ot one percent * ) ' '
- /,,b v
<
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: . CHAPTER 7:

-

‘ .

- OVERVIEW: . .

° At first glance, many of our findings would seem to
suggest that local schdol systems claim credit for anffhi?xg
_they perceive as “good” that comes from the state® (funds
* to initiate new programs) and blame the siate education
agency for all that is “bad” (paperwork, regulations).
That, of ‘course, is an oversimplification. There is, how-
ever, a deep-seated local resentment of the features of .
Chapter 766 that represent state intrusion into local’’
affairs. g “
This is seen most sharply in school system hostility
toward the appeals process. This process reaches, deeper
even than the program audit, into how schoo
organized and how they conduct their business. Because
hearing officers’ decisions in appdls have the effect of law,
local school systems cannot ignore them. The primary
theme of state/local relations under Chapter 766 is local
- resentment of the involvement of a state agency, the De- -
. partment of Education, in the affairs of school districts
accustomed to local control of education.

©

* FINDINGS: ,
Monitoring '
. The monitoring process may be more important than
the product. The monitoring prodedure itgelf, as an inter-
« vention by the state into local practice, ultimately cf{c,cgs
more change than the resultant reports. R
Special educatiowadministrators in several locations vis-
ited by Huron reported that the state monitoring activities
were useful to them and, indeed, led to sigrificant changes
in local practice. The Huron Institute study points out that
T most local administrators clainithat they dislike the pro-
gram audit process, but will tr to use it to their advantage
as long as it exists. Vasquez-Nuttall data shovs that com-
pliance with Chapter 766 has improved and suggest that
department monitoring may be the cause (sce Figure 7-1).
The monitoring process and the documents which result
have’been viewed by special education directors as means
. of gaining the attention bf school district executives and
school committecs at a time when competing demands and
dwindling resources make it increasingly hard for all local
voices to be heard.
In effect, then, the state’s compliance activities may be
said to serve an advacacy role for special education admin- *
istrators who use monitoring reports to say to others in the

The Huron study noted that people in school districts have dealings
withand perceptions of a whole range of units of state government, even
though they often talk of “the state™ as a monolithic structure. While the
+legiislature sets appropriation levels, local views on funding for
Chapter 766 inditt “the state” more generally and influence local re-
lations with the state department of education. (Huron, Chapter 14;
Gallup, Appendix)

.
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State/Local Relations

stems are”™ °

community, “We hdve to make these changes—the mon-
itors say we’re out of compliance.” ,

- Quite understandably, the monitoring process often
caused considerable stress and anxiety as well as extensive
time commitments in the school districts,under review.
Local people often felt that some of the many criteria for
-evaluation were not relevant to their programs—or were
not ‘as important as others—but saw the state staff as
traqting them all as equally essential. Some local officials
bc?ﬁl that the state was intervening through compliance
monitoxing with the intent of proving the school district
had beeh recalcitrant in implementation and unfair in its
treatment of students. Huron found that most local admin-,
istrators saw the program audit as a state process and

.

made no mention of its peer evaluation aspects. General -

resentment of the state’s role detracted from what local
officials saw as helpful results of the process. (Huron, «
Chapter 14; Vasquez-Nuttall, Chapter VI).

The Department Mandate .

’

Historically, the Massachusetts Department of Educa-
tion has fit into the general pattern of weak state govern-
ment in the Commonwealth. The state’s administrative

N .

90 M

o >

80

N\
REZER

70 :

[<2]
[=]

«
-

.
v

riteria Implemented

1

W
[=)

20

Percent of

10

» Pl -

Percent -
76

77 78 79 80 81 Fiscal

FiGuRe 7-1: Percent of Compliance

,Criteria Implemented '
{Vasquez-Nuttall Rarort, Chapter Vi)

-

‘f




agencies have often been characterized as weak bureau-

- cracies, having little professional policy orientation and

lacking strong central direction. Traditionally, they have
not intervened in local affairs. Instead, a cherished tradi-
tion of local authority has dominated politics in Massachu-
setts, especially in education. The sanctity of local school
control in the Commonwealth has traditionally limited the
role of the Department of Education, by serving to discour-
age strong state leadership in education.

Chapter 766, however, brought with it the requirement
that the Dzpartment of Education change its relationships
with the local school districts in several significant and
far-reaching respects. The law itself was explicit about the
expanded role of the department and the increased inter-
agency cooperation intended. To accommodate such an
expanded role, the Division of Special Education within
the Department of Education was greatly enlarged. The
dwision’s budget more than doubled between 1973 and
1974, and new staff were hired, in an attemnt to assist the
division in taking an active leadership. The number of
special education staff in the six education regional offices

. was expanded and given increased visibility. Ina variety of

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ways, the Massachusetts Department of Education re-
sponded to Chapter 766 by becoming more activist and by
exerting a new level of leadership in special education.

Criticism of the Chapter 766 mandate, cither for its

‘overly broad sweep or for its fuzzy intent, was widespread

in the school districts Huron studied. One might expect
that over time those concerns would lessen, as state
regulations and guidelines changed in response to local
concerns and as local school systems learned how to imple-
ment the law. And, of course, this has occurred to some
extent. Communities have determined what Chapter 766
means for them, by emphasizing sorne aspects of imple-
mentation and de-emphasizing others.

But many local educators believed that they had received
inadequate guidance from the state and had been left to
work out the intent of the mandate on their own. Some
expressed disappointment over the lack of Department of
Education leadership.* But some local administrators, es-
peciaﬁy those in small towns in western and central Mas-
sachusetts, found the regicnal offices of the department
very helpful.

Some local educators told the Huron staff they thought
the mandate had been too broad and sweeping In the eyes
of some educators, the definition of special needs has ex-
panded too much under Chapter 766, so that they believe
it is standard practice in some districts to include in special
education students only slightly behind grade level aca-
demically or exhibiting moderate classroom behavior mal-
adjustments. Such concerns over the expanded scope of
special services scemed particularly strong in suburbs and
small towns. The communities in which such concerns
were expressed were often communities reporting a low

*Much of the criicism related 10 1ssues such as long-range planning
and the consistency and continuity of signals sent by the department. In
some cases, local officials mentioned earher problems as if they were
current. For example, they ated constant changes in state reporting
formats and vequired paperwork under Chapter 766. Yet, other edu-
cators commended the department for improving the format of indwidu-
alized educational plans.
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incidence of more severe handicaps. Majorities of between
75% and 83% of educators in each group surveyed by
Gallup, however, disagreed with the notion that the focus
of chapter 766 should be narrowed (see Table 6-2).**

At least some local people felt that requiring such
sweeping changes for all the cities and towns in the state
in response to the documenced failures of a few commu-
nities overstepped the state’s appropriate role. Many peo-
ple accepted the argument that, without a strong state
stance, the rights of students with special needs might
never have been recognized in some communities. But they
feit that that argument applied to other school districts,
especially those that clearly were violating students’ rights
or had histories of poor or non-existing special services.

Huron found that many communities reported that they
didn’t really need Chapter 766—since they were already
doing most of what the law required prior to the passage
of Chapter 766, or were already planning to make changes
regardless of a statc mandate. In most of these school
districts, further investigation uncovered a wide gap be-
tween pre-766 practices (or even pre-766 plans for reform)
and the changes required by the law.

But if local realities did not always match local memo-
ries, such reports were nonctheless significant because of
the implications for state/local relations. In communities
where people reported they “were doing all this anyway,”
Chapter 766 was viewed as applying primarily to other
school districts. School personnel resent having to conform
to regulations that they perceive as designed for other,
more recalcitrant school districts This resentment exists
even though enforcement of the law has moved all local
school districts toward a more effective service delivery
posture. (Huron, Chapter 14; Gallup, Chapter II)

Appeals

Overall, the data from the Bureau of Special Education
Appeals seem to support the contention that the appeals
process results in about equal numbers of hearing deci-
sions made in favor of parents and the schools. Of the
hearings conducted from 1977 through 1980, 47% were
resolved in favor of the parents, while 52% were resolved
in favor of the schools. This pattern suggests a very bal-
anced picture of outcomes.

Administrators, however, repeatedly complained about
what they considered to be a bias in favor of parents that
was built into the appeals process. In the minds of many
adminustrators, an adversarial relationship between the
state eJucation agency and school districts is built into the
law generally, but emerges especially in the appeals
process.

**Over half of the educators susveyed by Gallup behieve that some

students’ problems should not be the responsibility of the publicschool—
profound handicaps and emotional or psychological problems in partic-
ular Nonetheless, educators, like parents, would not favor narrowing
the scope of the legislation More than three in five respondents disagree
that Chanter 766 would be better f it focused on only some students
needing special education Therefore, despite its problems, Chapter 766
is generally viewed favorably by mast parents, education prefessionals,
and members of the gene. al public :n Massachusetts Most do not feel
the needs of students could be better served by a less comprehznsive law.

—




The opinions uf these administrators may be influenced
by another interpretation of the data. Of the 47% of the
cases with recorded hearing decisions that were resolved in
favor of the parents, 45% were listed as being resolved in
accordance with the original request of the parents, with
another 2% resolved in {avor of the parents “as modified.”

On the other hand, of the 52% that went in favor of the
school, 30% of the cases were resolved in favor uf the
school's position as originally stated, with another 22%
resolved in favor of the schocls “as modified.” In fact, then,
it could be argued that school districts achieved their de-
sired outcomes in only 30% of the appeals cases, while
parents achieved theirs in 45% of the cases. And if school
administrators perceive decisions for the *“‘schools as
modified” as in some way favoring the parents, then it’s
nossible that some administrators see the parents as being
the winners in as many as 67% of the hearing appeals.

There are other reasons as well why school adminis-
trators do not like the appeals process. Involvement in
hearings and court cases is very expensive for school dis-
tricts and espeually taxing for small districts that do not
have legal departments or attorneys readily available.

It was generally agreed by adminisirators that in-

_volvement 1n the appeals process was a no-win situation
for school districts. “Even if you win, you lose,” one special
education director remarked in explaining why his district
had worked so hard (through informal negotiation} to
avoid becoming entangled in the appeals process.

It is a goal of the Depariment of Education to resolve
conflicts prior to the hearing stage of the appeals process.
The Bureau of Special Education Appeals has succeeded
in keeping cases out of the costly and lengthy hearing
process. The fact that over 60% of the recorded closed cases
were cither withdrawn or resolved through mediation
from 1977 through 1980 is viewed as an indicator of the
success of the precess. (Huron, Chapter 14; Woods, Sum-
mary).

Interagency Cooperation and Cost Sharing

Although in other arcas they complain of over-
regulation, in the area of interagency cooperation and cost
sharing, local administrators want more state activity and
more specific regulations. They claim that working out
cost-sharing arrangements and cooperation with other
agencies is left entirely to the discretion of local officials
and agency representatives. Often, whether or not cost
sharing ueeurs seems to depend on the negotiating skills of
a particular school district agent (e.g., special education
director or school social worker) and the quality of the
relationship that persun manages to maintain with mid-
level employees in the appropriate agency office.

Most schuol district personnel argue that local people
should not need to negotiate every case on their own. Local

ERIC
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administrators want better, more explicit regulations, not
merely interagency memoranda of understanding on who
shall be responsible for funding what portions of the cost
of serving children with special needs.

Some school system people feel that the other state agen-
cies used deinstitutionalization and Chapter 766 as a way
to avoid responsibilities and, especially more recently, to
reduce budgets in response to demands to cut costs. The
view in some quarters is that state agencies have forced
school districts to pick up costs of services that ought not to
be their responsibility. (Huron, Chapter 14).

RECOMMENDATIONS
Monitoring .

The Huron study found that local officals considered the
audit and compliance review procedures cxpensive and
time consuming. If the monitoring process is more im-
portant to local systems than the reports it generates, the
study staff recommends that the Bureau of Program Audit
use the data developed from this study to refine the process
and make it more cost effective. In particular, we recom-
mend that the bureau review the Vasquez Nuttall report
to determmine whether clustering of compliance items
would permit reduction of the number of compliance crite-
ria and the staff and resource tiine necessary for mon-
itoring efforts.

The Department Mandate

The study staff recommends that the Division of Special
Education set up a task force on special education in the
1980s to assist the State Advisory Commission develop
long-range plans. '

Appeals

The study staff believes that the Division of Special
Education has quite properly emphasized the mediation
aspect of the appeals process and should continue to stress
mediation.

interagency Coeperaffon\and Cost Sharing

The study staff recommends that the Department place
greater emphasis on specific Janguage in interagency
agreemenis and encourage regional stafT to facilitate local
agreements in this area. Legislative action, encouraged
under Public Law 94-142 regulations, is probably the key
to specific, meaningful agreements. It is recommended that
the department work with edrcation groups and coalitions
to encourage such legislation. ’




- CHAPTER 8:

l

g
OVERVIEW

It was at the secondary level that gaps in special edu-
cation services were most in evidence in 1974. A survey of
10,000 school districts in 37* states, published in 1975,
showed that only 9% provided secondary special education
programs whereas almost 50% offered elementary school
programs. In 1974 the relative proportions in Massachu-
setts between secondary and elementary programs seem to
have been the same. Massachusetts had a long way to
travel toward compliance with Chapter 766 at the second-
ary level.

It'was also at the secondary level that one might expect
Chapter “66 to encourter the greatest philosophical and
administrative resistance Since Chapter 766 called on
schools to individualize programs for students needing spe-
cial education, it required high school teachers and admin-
istrators to ¢hange the ways they thought and worked.
High school teachers, for the most part, concentrated on
the subjects they taught and had a narrower definition of
their roles than their elementary school counterparts
Many of the high schools subscribed to the idea of working
harder with students who would do best at the college level
rather than teaching the individual child.

Massive problems of scheduling made Chapter 766
seem an administrative nightmare High school principals
were burdened with other issues that involved greater
numbers of students or had more general impact (disci-
pline, alcohol, drug abuse, academic standards). Given

*Scranton. T R and Downs. M C *“Elementary and Sccondary
Learning Disabiliies Prograimns in the Umited States,” Journal of Learn-
g Duabihiltes. 1975, Vol 8 394-395

.

Secondary Education

those constraints, it is remarkable that so many school
districts were able to take advantage of the opportunities
for change provided in Chapter 766.

In most communities, Huron found that the growth of
services available in secondary special education by 1981
had been more rapid than growth in any other area of
special education. Significant gains have been made. The
number of students almost tripled between Fiscal Year
1975 and 1980 (see Figure s-1). The coordinated case
studies reported new programs and »- ice options at the
secondary level in every school dist:sec Huron studied.
Several of the communities were particularly proud of
their progress in providing new programs to older stu-
dents. Resource room:s providing academic support to
students with learning disabilities are commonplace at the
secondary level, where once they were a rarity. Some
school districts l:iave developed transitional programs
which provide placement for students with serious intel-
lectual handicaps. Many school systems have provided
new occupational education programs for at least part of
their special education population. Alternative high school
programs have seen particular growth and continued to
grow in urban systems. They provide settings in which
academic success is possible for some students for the first
time. .

Both the State Divisions of Special and Occupational
Education have considered occupational education for spe-
aal needs students a top priority since 1976. Starting in
1979-80, from its share of Public Law 94-142 funds, the
Division of Special Education allocated $2,000,000 annu-

.ally (supplemented by lesser amounts from other divisions

and agencies) to improve existing and develop new voca-
tional assessment and vocational training programs. In
\

AN
\

40.000 — ) .
N
30.000 — N )
. AN
20.000 -~
- l l |
Students
1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80
Sounce: Massachusetts Department ot Education School System Summary Report
Ficure 8-1: Special Education Enroliment (14-18 year olds)
(Huron Report, Chapter 6)
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addition, since 1970, the Division of Spedial Education has
used Public Law 94-142 funds, through the Secondary
Schoul Project, to provide technical assistance and in-
service staff traming. Since Fiscal Year 1981, the focus of
the project has shifted toward assisting local school dis-
tricts to implement vocational, vceupational programs for
special needs students. >

Despite extensive progress and increased opportunities,
secondary education 1s the area of spedal education 1n
which much more remains to be done. Even some of the

suwcesses” need continued scrutiny because, due to de-
partmentalization at the high school level, they may isolate
students who formerly were integrated.

In addition, there are gaps in services. Districts vary
widely in providing transitional programs from schools to
jobs or other placements for students with intellectual
handicaps. Some of the new vocational programs are quite
hmited 1n their scope or target population, leaving some
groups of special education students at the high school level
with no access to vocational services or programs. For ex-
ample, several districts justifiably proud of new occupa-
tional education programs for the severely intellectually
handicapped have no vocational options for physically
handicapped but cognitively normal students.

Admission to many regional vocational schools is selec-
tne and stll seems to exclude most students in special
education for one reason or another. Since alternative high
schools often are used to separate disruptive students from
the regular classroom, they can become a dumping ground
tor all the problems that a local high school has difficulty
dealing with. Most of these problems, it should be noted,
are problems of secondary education in general, not merely
of special education. That may make them particularly
difficult to solve.

FiINDINGS )
Resource Rooms

*Resource room” 1s usually the designation for a dass-
room used as an academic resource center for secondary
students. Resource rooms. once a rarity at the secondary
level, are now commonplace. They provide support for
students who have problems 1n their academic program or
who have learning disabilities that interfere with their
academic progress. Resource room teachers often help
these students rethink subject matter from their academic
courses. New courses are sometimes developed by the spe-
cial education staff; these courses are scaled-down versions
of academic courses, with assignments and expectations
more n keeping with the perceived need of the students.
In some ways, these courses constitute a new ‘“‘track™
in the secondary school curriculum. Resource room
teachers often provide informal personal counseling to
help their students cope with their academic work. (Huron,
Chapter 9)

Self-Contained Classrooms

The self-contained dassrooms’ are primarily separate

dlasses for students who have serious intellectual hand-
1 .

1aps. L(u\gcr sthool districts usually provide these pro-
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grams on a high school campus, so that opportunities for
invoivement in school life are available Smaller districts
rely on collaboratives to provide programs of this type.
Huron reported that all of the special education collabo-
ratives they studied maintained self-contained programs
for intellectually handicapped secondary students.

Parents and the school personnel responsible for these
self-contained programs are concerned most with transi-
tion of students in those programs from public schocls to
jobs, sheltered workshops, or other institutions at age 22 or
earlier. Districts vary widely in their response to this need.
One town studied promises a placement for each student
and reports a high level of family satisfaction. (Huron,
Lhapter 9)

Occupational/Vocational Options

Although the sites visited by Huron showed little aware-
ness of the Department of Education’s role in setting prior-
ities and making funds available, local school systems have
developed many new vocational programs and options.
Huron found an urban occupational program for severely
retarded students, a suburban extended day program to
provide after-school vocational training, an urban student-
operated food services program, an occupational ex-
ploration program providing paid job placements in an
industrial suburb, a program for mainstreaming some spe-
cial needs students in regular occupational classes in the
same industrial suburb, an occupational development cen-
ter operated by a collaborative for students with intellectual
handicaps, and a cooperative occupational rehabilitation
program set up by two residential suburbs with the goal of
placing students in employment or sheltered workshops.
These programs all provided options that had not existed
prior to Chapter 766.

Gaps continue to exist, however. For example, many
districts provide new vocational options for one group of
special needs students while leaving students with different
handicaps virtually with no access to vocational services
and programs. And some smaller districts rely on regional
vocational,/technical schools, furnishing no vocational or
occupational education options in their own schools. For
the most part, despite some recent improvements, the re-
gional vocational schools appear to exclude special educa-
tion students, because of limits in their range of programs,
selection criteria, issues of safety, and/or transportation
problems. (Huron, Chapter 9)

Alternative Programs

Generally, in the systems studied by Huron, the school
systein response to high school students who are perceived
as disruptive, acting out, or alienated is .o separate those
students from the rest of the school. The school adminis-
tration either sets up an “alternative” program in the high
school or refers the student to an alternative high school.

Alternative programs have seen particular growth since-

1974, Recently, when most other growth leveled off, they
have continued to grow especially in urban systems.
Alternative programs seem to provide settings in which
academic success‘is possible for some students for the first
time. Huron describes a youngster who had experienced




years of .nca\gﬁnu farlure but who made several grades of
academic progress 1n less than a year in a storefront school
run by aregional collaborative. On the other hand, the mix
of student problems in one collaborative program made
teachers concerned that the program might be turning into
a “dumping ground” for problems local high schools were
unable to deal with. (Huron, Chapter 9, Chapter 4, Gal-
lup, Summary) .

Secondary Level Special Needs

Secondary school students bring a different constellation
of special needs to the service delivery system. While phys-
ical handicaps, intellectual handicaps, and severe learning
disabilities are prevalent at all grade levels, behavioral and
emotional problems start to predominate within the area of
more moderate handicaps at the high school. For students
entering the Chapter 766 service system for the first time,
the problems that lead to their referral for services often
relate to poor motivation or school attendance, acting-out
classroom behavior, or emotional Cisturbance. Problems of
adolescence are often broader than problems of academic
and intellectual growth, and a greater proportion of the
first-time special needs population at the secondary level
reflects these adolescent adjustment concerns.

In fact, Huron often heard the observation that by the time
students reached the secondary level, one need related to and

_was compounded by several others, therefore making diag-

nosts and treatment extremely difficult. By secondary school,
carly childhood emotional problems have in many cases
resulted in academic difficulties and learning blocks. These
in turn may fuel the student’s emotional problems Like-
wise, early learning disabilities often produce problems of
self-image and inadequacy in students—which make deal-
ing sulely with the learning disability or the academic de-
fiaency at the hugh school level unrealistic and ultimately
unpro-uctive. ;

In some cases and in some school systems (where the
resources are available), treatment starts on all fronts at once
But in other situations, the treatment is constrained by the
options available—and the student receives what services
exist. Some special education administrators feel that it is
primarily the responsibility of the home and the family to
deal with behavioral and personal problems. Some school
districis therefore have refused to provide certain kinds of
services—such as psychiatric, psychological, and counseling
services—where the need has been judged by school district
representatives to be primarily family or home-related
(Huron, Chapter 9)

Attitudes at the Secondary Level

Espeaally in the ase of intellectual handicaps and aca-
demic deficienaies, teachers, students, and parents alike seem
to feel that as the s.udent gets older there is less hope of
making much educational progress. As a result, the emphasis
shufts to making plans and accommodations for the future.
Huron observed instances in which student involvement in
deaision making regarding their own education plans was
demonstrably beneficial to the students. Several students
studied served as effective advocates for themselves and nego-
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tiated services and program placements with school people,

‘

backed by the force of an individualized educational plan.

On the other hand, peer pressures, which stigmatize stu-
dents in special programs, often encourage high school stu-
dents to drop special education services. The type of handicap
and spedal services involved matters here. But even in cases
of the more “socially acceptable” handicaps, such as mod-
erate learning disabilities, students reported feeling peer
pressure to be “‘normal”’—that is, to be part of regular edu-
cation. (Huron, Chapter 9)

L]

RECOMMENDATIONS
Overview

Many of the problems found in secondary special edu-
cation are problems of secondary education generally. The
fragmented structures found in most high schools as a
result of departmentalization, specialization, and tracking
increase the isolation of students in specidl education,
make them more vulnerable to peer pressures, and increase
the difficulties involved in scheduling and in(fividualizing
special programs. Consequently, these recommendations
are directed at secondary education generally:

e We support the recommendation of one super-
intendent that, where deficiencies exist in a secondary
. special education program, the Department:of Educa-
tion should encourage the local school systcm\ to organ-
ize a task force to address the options open to the school
and the system. This could help the school adminis-
tration develop a broad base of support for changes that
are needed.

e We also recommend that the department, through
the Secondary Education Project of the Division of Spe-
cial Education, fund high school programs for two or
more high schools willing to modify their organizational
styles 1n the direction of flexibility and individualization
of programs. One possible adaptation might be individ-"
ually guided education with individual programs for all
students. Another might be a secondary curriculum with
very broad course offerings.

e Many studies of secondary education have been
initiated within the past year. While none of them are
aimed specifically at special education, they may arrive
at general answers that relate to our concerns. It is also

_ possible that the Division of Special Education may be

. able to interest some of them, such as the extensive
.Carnegie-funded Sizer study in Cambridge, in the inter-
face problems between special and regular education at
the secondary level.

Resource Rooms/Alternative Programs

‘These programs need careful monitoring, because of the
potential for abuses. tracking in scaled-down courses in
resource rooms and school systems using alternative col-
laborative programs as dumping grounds for behavior
problems. The Division should develop and disseminate
information indicating what factors lead to success and
failure in both types of program. The descriptions devel-
oped in the Huron report would make a good starting
point.
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Self-Contained Classrooms

W= recommend that the Division of Special Education
develop guidelines detailing its expectations for appropri-
ate transition planning from self-contained classrooms to
jobs, sheltered workshops, or institutions. The Division
should also help communities with successful programs to
share information with others.

Occupational/Vocational Options

We recommend that the Division of Special Education,
in collaboration with the Division of Occupational Edu-
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cation, continue to explore and expand options other than
the traditional regional vocational model.

We also recommend that the Department continue to
broaden opportunities for special education st\udcnts in

regional vocational schools. \

Secondary Level Special Needs

We recommend that the Department encourage local
school systems to develop “peer support” groups to help
keep students needing special education in programs at the
high school level.




CHAPTER 9: Individualized Educational Plan

OVERVIEW

To insure that an appropriate educational program is
designed for each student with special needs, a document
called an individualized educational plan is required for
cach student before he or she starts to receive special edu-
cation services. Individualized educational plans are devel-
oped through formal meetings of evaluation teams, which
include parents, professionals from several disciplines, and
school staff.

The process for developing individualized educational
plans and individualized programs for students needing
special education has provided school staff with a useful
perspective for understanding the special needs of those
students and providing appropriate services for them. In
particular, the scheduling of an evaluation meeting at
which decisions are ratified has forced both staff and par-
ents to focus on the needs of'those students.

In some ways, monitoring and training by the Division
of Specia! Education to assist local school districts in pre-
paring complete, specific educational plans seem to have
succeeded too well or with the wrong emphasis. In .any
event, the Huron case study teams noted educational plans
completed with a specificity that secemed unrealistic and
unr=cessary to local special education staff. This suggests
a possible shift in division efforts in order to help local
school systems make individualized educational plans
more¢ practical.

Even more important 1s the need to make educational
plans and other student data accessible at the building
level. According to local administrators, considerations of
confidentiality and cost have stood in the way. But the cost
and effort :5 deveico individualized educational plans and
their poientizi usefulness warrant efforts to improve their
availability to those who need to use them.

Despite the fact that few parents play a vigorous role in
developing educational plans or ever use them to secure
services for their chilarcn, the process itself has resnlted in
improved programming for most youngsters nced.ng spe-
aal education. A more active role for parents, however, is
important both to provide support to the schools and to
provide help for those parents who are disadvantaged in
securing appropriate programs for their children. This
issue is discussed further in Chapter 11.

FINDINGS
The Process

Almost everyone Huron interviewed agreed that the
notion of developing individualized programs for children
was a good one. Alj but a few agreed that the opportunity
to bring multiple perspectives to bear on the process of
determining appropriate goals and services was a giant
step forward. Prior to Chapter 766, students were often
placed in spedial education classes based on the results of
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a single, individually administered test. Because of the
requirements of Chapter 766, governing individualized
educational plans, many educators believed that they now
looked more carefully at what the individual student could
do and at what must be done to help the student grow.

Many educators found the process of developing an in-
dividualized educational plan useful in shaping their
thoughts about realistic expectations and appropriate ser-
vices for individual children. They ‘ound that the inter-
change in evaluation mectings helped them to create more
appropriate programs, as well as to share information with
parents in an organized and constructive way. (Huron,
Chapter 12; Gallup, Chapter IV)

The Meeting Requirement

The fact that the evaluation meeting would occur at a
specific time in order to develop an educational plan for the
student focused the” attention of all participants in the
mecting remarkably closely on the student’s needs. In
many schools, the staff scheduled pre-evaluation meetings
to coordinate ideas and to explore potential program op-
tions in order to present a united front at the official mecet:
ing. Most parents reported that they had several informal
conversations with at least one member of the school staff
prior to their initial evaluation meeting.

Thus, the scheduling of an evaluation meeting provided
opportunities and pressures for both formal and informal
communication among the school staff and with parsues.
When all agreed on the nature of the problem and the
appropriateness of the treatment available, the meeting
produced a clear statement of expectations and responsi-
bilities—the individualized educational plan. (Huron,
Chapter 12).

Development of the Indiviclualized
Educational Plan

The plans prepared since 1979 which Huron staff re-
viewed were for the most part technically complete, icad-
ing Huron to conclude that record keeping in most school
districts had shown dramatic improvement over the last
two years. Huron researchers, however, questioned the
accuracy of educational plan information based on subjec-
tive staff judgments concerning characteristics -such as
learning style. Huron did agree that collectively looking at
students from different perspectives in terms of what those
students could do was much more useful than pre-766
practices had been. They suggested that the individualized
educational plan often required more information or more
specificity concerning both capabilities and objectives than
was needed. Many special education teachers in the Gal-
lup survey also expressed a desire for more simplicity and
less specificity. (Huron, Chapter 12; Gallup, Chapter IV)

\
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Staff Use o!Jndividualized Educational Plan
and Student Data

Special education staff usually found the educational
plan useful 1n planning services and evaluating student
progress. Huron found that regular education staff seldom
used the educational plan. On the other hand, in the Gal-
lup survey, 57% ol regular education teachers said that
they followed the educational plap closely *(see Table
9-1). The educational plan and other student records were
seldown conveniently available in the school building be-
cause, for reasons of confidentiality and administrative
convenience, student data were generally filed in a central
location. A thorough review of the central file for a student
who had been in special education for two years or more
often took more than three hours.

The Gallup survey indicates that almost all educators
fuund educational plans helpful in providing insight into
the problems of individual special needs students (sce
Table 9 2) However, only a few of those interviewed by
Huron were genuinely enthus$iastic about the usefulness of
individualized educativnal plans The great majority felt
that the educational plans were useful, but were critical of

- the time it takes to prepare and amend them, especially for
students with less severe disabilities Many noted that pa-
perw ork requirements have decreased due to efforts on the
part of the Division of Special Education to simplify the
forms and the process. (Huron, Chapter 12; Gallup,
Chapter 11 and Chapter IV)

.~ 1
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* Inthe Gallup surses, 37% of regular edutation teachers and 85% of
special education ieachiers said that they fulluwed the educational plans
dusely Opinion was split un whethet the plans should be more speaific,
with 437 of regular educatton teachers and only 32% of speaial edu-
catton teachers calling for more speaficty  Many special education
teachers wanted ssimpler educational plans with more general objectnes

TaBLE 9-1:

Parent Use of the Individualized
Eduqational Plan

Parents are seldom aware of the details of the edu-
cational plan. They are more concerned with placement
decisions, the quality of their child’s school life, and indi-
cations of progress. A few parents use the plan as a lever
to hold the school system accountable in providing specific
services. Rarely do they use the plan as a means of assur-
ing that specific instructional objectives are addressed.
(Huron, Chapter 12)

RECOMMENDATIONS )

Development of the Individualized
Educational Plan )

The study staff reccommends that the Division of Special
Education, in assisting local training efforts, emphasize
how local school systems can make individualized edu-
cational plans flexible, practical, and useful blueprints,
identifying school districts that can offer peer assistance in
this regard. It might also prove useful to local school sys-
tems to provide a set of model individualized educational
plans devoid of special education jargon. The teacher
training programs should be encouraged to make their
instruction in the develupment of educational plans as
practical as possible.

Use of Student Data

The study staff recommends that the Division of Special
Education determine how best to encourage local school
systems to make a aiiable at the building level an easily
retrievable, organized, useful, active file for each student in
special education, containing only such basic data as edu-
cational plans and quarterly reviews.

How Closely do Educators Follow the Individualized Educational Plan?

(Gallup Report. Chapter V)

Special School Special Regular Approved
. Education | Committee | Education | Education | Collabora- | Private
Follow Individualized Superintendents | Principals | Directors | Chairpersons | Teachers Teachers tives Schools
Educational Plan._ % %]l % % % % % %
Very Closely .......... 44 51 54 20 46 22 59 54
Fairly Closely ......... 17 34 36 18 39 35 34 27
Not Too Closely....... : 10 "6 5 5 4 11 7 4
Not At All Closely ..... 6 1 1 6 1 4 0 4
Have Not Used IEP.... 21 7 2 42 8 26 0 7
Don'tKnow........... 2 1 2 9 2 2 _0 _4
Total..ovveiv it 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Number of Interviews | W__(194) o (363) {227} (192) (432) (569) (89) (26)
I
) . ew
e 52
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TasLe 9-2: Usefuiness of Individualized Educational Plans

(Gallup Report. Chapter Hl)

Based On All Who Have Used

Individualized Educational Individualized Educational Pians
Plans (IEP's} Provide Special School Speclal Regular Approved
Helptul insight Into The Education ; Committee Education | Education Private
Problems of Individual Superintendents | Princlpals | Directors | Chairpersons | Teachers | Teachers | Collaboratives | Schools
Speclal Education Students % % % % % % % %
Agree Strongly......... 54 52 62 48 52 42 52 44
Agree Somewhat..... . 42 40 33 39 40 44 44 44
Disagree Somewhat .. .. 2 6 4 2 6 7 4 9
Disagree Strongly ...... 1 1. 2 1 2 3 - 1
Not Familiar Enough ’

With Plans To Have -

Opinion ............. 1 1 = _10 o _4 - _2

Total..oovvvvinnnn 100 100 100 100 ﬂl(}’ 100 100 100
Number of Interviews .. . (149) (333) (218) (92) (@ (411) (23) (89)

"% Less than one half of one percent ‘
1
0 B 5y
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CHAPTER 10:

OVERVIEW

%

For educators who had feared that Chapter 766 meant
their schools would be overrun by profoundly disabled
students, the reality was a complete surprise Rather than
the return of students from institutions or private schools
or the iscovery of youngsters not in school who needed
services, Chapter 766 emphasized looking at academic
failures and behavior problems in new ways (i.c., to deter-
mine whether the difficulties of those students derived from
handicapping conditions) Most of the students needing
and not receiving special education were already in the
regular classrooms. Serving them appropriately in many
cases meant moving them out of the classrooms to more
restrictive placements, for at least part of the time.

The Gallup survey found that solid majorities of all
educator groups accepted the idea that special needs stu-
dents should be educated in the least restrictive appropri-
ate environment. (see Table 6-3). The acceptance of this
premise was somewhat higher at the elementary than at
the secondary school level. Despite similar attitudes in case
study communities, most local educators predicted that
increases ir class size, resulting from Proposition 2%,
would result in more referrals, moving students into a
more rectrictive environment. The predicted counter-
movement of students from private placements is unlikely
to result in those youngsters being educated with regular
students. Despite the change of program type, students
returning to their communities for the most part will re-
ceive their special education away from regular students in
collaboratives or separate programs. ,

There is a problem of acement options, partly a prob-
lem of resou ces and partly of how communities view spe-
aal education, which is more acute in small comriunities
and at the secondary level. In the current climate of fiscal
constraint, despite considerable acceptance by professional
educators of the least restrictive environment concept, re-
source considerations will be a factor influencing place-
ment decisions. It is unlikely that shall communities can
provide all options available in larger school systems, ex-
cept through the use of collaboratives or private schools,
and it is questionable whether-they should try to do so in
any fiscal climate. ‘

FINDINGS .

The Continuum of Special Education
Services

All of the school districts visited had a continuum of
services at all levels; the range seemed more flexible at the
clementary level, but there were also choices in junior high
and high school as well as at the carly childhoed level
Some options are more likely to be drawn on than others.
Elementary school children with mild to moderate special
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Least Restrictive Environméht

n=eds are more likely to receive supplementary instruction
in resource rooms than in regular classrooms. Students
whose intellectual disabilities appear to make it difficult
for them to function effectively in the regular classroom are
likely to be placed in substantially scparate classrooms
either within the district or in collaboratives. School per-
sonnel report that, unless they see no other way of dealing
with the problem, they try to avoid more rest-ictive out-of-
district placements.

Alt>zh the gap in the range of special education
services b+ ween elementary and secondary school has nar-
rowed in most communities, the least restrictive environ-
ment provision is implemented more fully in clementary
schools than at the secondary level.* In large part this
seems to result from the more flexible schedules in clemen-
tary schools and because each teacher works with fewer
students and therefore is more likely to become personally
involved with them. As students get older, special edu-
cation 1nstruction shifts from compensation for specific
disabilities to remediation in general academics, particu-
larly for students with mild to moderate special needs.
This 1s done in supplementary sessions cutside of the reg-
ular classroom. (Huron, Chapter 13; Chapter 4)

Placement Decisions

Huron findings suggest that the lack of a clear definition
of special education needs provides a series of decision
points which schoo! systems use to regulate the number
and kind of students who receive special education services
as well as the type of special education services they will
receive. In a community that defines special education
needs liberally and is philosophically committed to the
least restrictive environment provision, a diversity of pro-
gram options exists to provide a variety of service: for
individuals, to assist in matching services to individual
needs, and to adjust the services delivered on the basis of
student progress. . .

Converscly, other communities, similar in many ways to
those described above, may rling to a more rigid definition
of special needs. Students with needs comparable to those
provided: for in other communities may receive relatively
little service or may be removed from the mainstream of
regular education for out-of-district placements.

Huron found many educators who believed that con-
straints on local budgets would probably influence the way
placement decisions were made in the future. In its field
work, Huron saw several situations in which declining
resources influenced referrals. Administratively, there
seemed to be increased pressure tc Fold back on referrals.

* Huron discusses a wide range of available secondary programs in
therr Chapter 4. There are still, however, more gaps at that level,
especially in smaller communities, than there are at the clementary level




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The Gallup survey confi.umed that there were often pres-
sures to recommend less costly programs than students
really needed (See Table 10-1).

At the same time, budget constraints exert ¢ counter
pressure at the classroom level As regular education
classes increase in size, teachers protest that they will be
less able to tolerate certain behaviors Administrators and
teachers in all of the communities Huron visited predicted
an increase of teacher referrals and a push for placement
outside of the regular classroom as the economic squeeze
continues.*

The two forces, one for more conservative referrals and
placement decisions, the other for use of the special edu-
cation department to relieve the pressure on regular edu-
cation, set up a potential for future conflict within sckools
and communities. In the new fiscal year, many local school
systems may reexamine their definition of special edu-
cation needs and further restrict some elements within
their speual education services. (Huron, Chapter 13, Gal-
lup, Chapter 11, Chapter 1V)

Finding the Students

Chapter 766 did not so much involve finding children
who were not in school or bringing new students into the
school system from private placements or institutions as it
meant looking in new ways at students already there. This
was particularly true for many of the boys and girls who
consistently achieved below expectations or who were
characterized as “behavior problems.” Now identified as
special needs students, many of these students were re-
moved from regular education classes for greater or lesser
periods of time, and specially trained teachers worked with
them on materials specifically adapted to their ckill and
ability levels. This dispelled much of the initial concern
and anxiety about the extra burden to be placed on teach-
ers. (Huron, Chapter 13) .

Acceptance by Students

Acceptance of children with severe handicaps by other
students was less of a problem than had been anticipated.

®

TaeLe 10-1; Pressures to Recommend Less Costly Programs )
(Gallup Report, Chapter 10)
Public School Personnel Often .
Pressured to Recommend Less Speclal School Special Regquiar \ Approved
Costly Program than,Student Education | Committee | Education Education Private
Really Needs Superintendents | Principais | Directors | Chairpersons | Teachers Teachers | Colaboratives| School
% % % % % % % %

Agree Strongly ........... 2 1 7 5 27 14 16 70
Agree Somewhat......... 17 35 36 22 37 24 46 19
Disagres Somewhat ...... 54 16 24 25 13 19 [~ N 6
Disagree Strongly ........ 43 34 33 43 18 22 23 1
No Opinion .............. 4 _4 4 0 R 6 21 _4 _4

Total... ..... ...t 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1€
Number of Interviews . .. .. (199 | (363) | (227) (192) (432) (569) (26) (89)

cealing with Fear

The fear that regular education classrooms would be
overrun with students with profound disabilities simply
failed to materialize. True, many students previously in
private day programs, private residential placements, and
institutional schools have returned to local school districts,
often to substantially separate programs. But this was not
done overnight. Instead, after the initial period of con-
fusion and anxiety, most local school administrators settled
down to reasonable and orderly development of system-
wide programs, emphasizing first one component and then
another.

For the most part, schoo! districts moved ahead cau-
tiously, drawing primarily upon existing resources. Ad-
mimistrators report that programs changed or children
were assigned differently, but the change was more of an
evolution than a revolution. Slowly new programs and
staff were added, particularly with the incentive of federal
funds from Pubhic Law 89-313 and Public Law 94-142.
(Huron, Chapte¢ 13, Chapter 3; Gallup, Chapter 1)

* This finding was confirmed by the Gallup survey which also noted
that 47% of regular education teachers feel that potentially dangerous
students can never be helped by public schools
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Teachers reported that non-handicapped students often
responded with thoughtfulr ~ss to their disabled peers.

Generally, students wit. "1l needs are more in evi-
dence in schools. There is an mwreased sensitivity to them
and to their promise as well as their problems. Schools in
which integration has worked most smoothly have taken
an active role in promoting it. Expectations are clear and
Srmly enforced.

Of course, some teasing exists, particularly at the sec-
ondary school level and in places beyond the monitoring of
school staff. But this is not considered a major problei by
most parents (sec Table 10-2). (Huron, Chapter 13,
Chapter 4; Gallup, Chapter I11)

Factors Influencing Implementation of the
Least Restrictive Environment Provision

The availability and quality of least restrictive options,
according to Huron, have depended on the school resources
provided, the size of the community, and the influence that
the special education department can exert within the
school system. Among the cases studied by Huron, the
three school districts with the most comprehensive lists of
special education options were Pendale, the community

4
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‘Table 10-2: Problems Encountered by Special Educatior: Students

(Gallup Report, Chapter !ii})

Perceni Who Feel Percent Who Feel
Chiid has Each is a
had Each Problem N Major Problem
Special Special . Speclal Special
Education Education Education Education
Parents Parents Parents Parents
Grades K-6 . Grades 7~12 Grades K-6 Grades 7-12
Problem: % % % %
Feeling Frustrated Because He/She .
Couldn’t Learn as Quickly as Other
StudeNtS i iii ittt it e 61 70 24 3
Feeling Inferlor or Not as Good as -
Other Students. ....ccoiiiiiiiissacanss 48 60 19 29
Being Made Fun of by Regular Education )
10 111 ¢ R 34 44 1" 19
Feeling Like He/She Doesn’t have )
Any Friends...cooveiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinans 27 35 12 22
Number of Interviews . ......ccvvviveianes (244) (220) (244) (220)

- *

with the highest per pupil expenditures for both regular

education and for special education, and Old Harbor and

Center City, the two largest school districts in the sample.
In the first instance, Pendale drew upon a long-term

commitment to educational excellence 1or all of it§ students

and mobilized considerable resources to comply as fully as

" possible with the intent as well as the letter of the law. In

Old Harbor and Center City, although the resources on a
per pupil basis were considerably less than in other com-
munities, the sheer number of students in special education
allowed for economies of size and permitted the devel-
opment of a wide array of programs at all levels.

Smaller communities and communities with sparse re-
sources have had a more difficult time providing multiple
options for all students with special needs. Most of these
school districts that Huron visited concentrated efforts on
resource rooms and learning centers and joined collabora-
tives to provide the more specialized substantially separate
programs. The low incidence of students with profound
needs made it uneconomiical for them to commit money and
staff time to such programs if they could purchase appro-
priate education services elsewhere.

Another factor that affected placement decisions has
been the influence that the special education department
could exert within the school system. One test of this has
been the quality and location of the space available to
special education.

A more subtle but equally important indicator of the
influence of the special education department has been in
the choice to deliver special education services in the regu-
lar classroom. Many administrators agreed that, although
it was possible to treat special needs students in regular
classrooms, the decision was often dependent upon the
willingness of individual teachers to make the necessary
adaptations. Some principals have been willing to insist
that their teachers accept special needs students and adapt
their programs;gthcrs have not.

The decision a3 to where special education services will
be provided has usually depended upon the relationship
between special education and regular program adminis-

tratior and hetween regular class teachers and program
specialists. The more successful administrators have used
strategies of persuasion rather than coercion on regular
class teachers to encourage provision of services in the
regular classroom. (Hurcn, Chapter 13)  *

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Continuum of Special Education
Services .

The study staff recommends that the Department of
Education, as part of its review of problems in secondary
special education, analyze how the range of options at the
secondary level can be made more accessible to the individ-
ual special education student in the face of class size, lim-
ited flexibility in scheduling, and emphasis on academic
subject matter.

Placement Decisions

The study staff recommends that the Division of Special
Education use the data system developed in the course of
the study to help regional staff monitor signifirant in-
creases or decreases in placement in specific program types
which may be influenced by budgeting zonstraints, partic-
ularly increases in substantially separate programs and
decreases in private school placements. Division staff in
the course of program audits or compliance veviews should
determine whether such' changes result in placement of
students in inappropriate programs and examine why
some substantially separate programs are successful and
others are not. ; r

Acceptance by Students.

Students with special needs have found acceptance in
schools that have taken an active role in-promoting sensi-
tivity. The study staff recommends that the division en-
courage exchange of information between those schools
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and others which are still having difficulties with integra-
tion of special needs students.
Factors Influencing Imp!=mentation

With many local school systems taking actions to ' cturn
students from private placements, the study staff recom-

g
—

- &
mends that the department work through its regional
offices to encourage further collaboration among- local,
school districts an&llaborativcs to develop suitable pro-
grams and to identify which out-of-district students might

be placed appropriately in thosk programs. .

-
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- CHAPTER 11: Parent/School Rglatj;)ns_ ~

OVERVIEW: ‘

Within speaal education across the state, there has been
4 high level of partipation by parents in the formal proc-
ess of planning individualized programs for their children,
meluding attendanee at planning meetings and signing
plans. Even parent partiupation which is only procedural
has helped improve the quality of special education ser.-
ites by increasing the responsiveness of school staff. Efforts
tv ndividualize programs have absorbed considerable
emotional energy and time of parents and staff. Perhaps
this 1s une reasun why school personnel and parent groups
have had little success in involving parents of multiple
problem fumiles. it is still important to reach that group
of parents. Only creative efforts that go beyond the formal
procedures of Chapter 766 are likely to succeed.

FINDINGS ,
Formalized Participation-

That at least one parent usually participates in the
meetings to plan his or her child’s special education in a
formalized, procedural way suggests a high level of legal
compliance..In the Gallup surveys, 90% of the parents of
children receiving special education had met with someone
in the schools to discuss their child’s education program in
the past year. (Huron, Chapter I'1; Gallup, Chapter V)
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Meaningful involvement

An increasing number of parents participate in mean-
ingful ways and find the process helpful and informative.
Approximately 20% of the parents of special needs chil-
drensurveyed reported that more than three-fourths of the
meetings were at their own request. Over 70% of parents
with children receiving special education in elementary
programs and over 60% of those with children recciving
special education at the secondary level were satisfied with
the willingnegs of school st.ff to listen and explain (see

-

Table 11-1)."(Huron, Chapter 11; Gallup, Chapter 1V)

Influence on Special Education

<

In general, under Chapter 766, parehts have more
influence than they had before in decisions about where
their chuld w.ll be placed. Parent involvement has helped
toraise the onscaousnessof administratorsand teacherscon-
cerming students needing special education and to improve
the quality of special education services. (See Table 6-5)
According to Gallup, 49-61% in all public school educator
groups, except for teachers, believe that parents have too
much influence over the content and location of their chil-
dren's programs (See Table .11-2). (Huron, Chapter 11,
Gallup, Chapter 1V) .
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Vulnerable Families '

- . Id

But the Huron study found many “vulnerable” families,
defined as families in which parents were unable to deal
adequately with their children’s special needs and to de-
velop working relationships with the schools (¢.g., newly
arrived, non-English speaking families, single working
parents, multi-problem families). Huron noted that inde-
pendent advocacy efforts in the sample coramunities ap-
peared to be inadequaté,and inappropriate to the needs of
these parents. (Generally, independent advocates focused
on procedural or legal issues, parents were capcerned
about the well-keing and progress of their children in
special education.) If the children of these families received
help, it was usually because of advocates within the school

system taking some initiative, rather than because of o

efforts of the parents. School system attempts to involve
parents in these families, however, were generally inade-
quate and unsuccessful. The problem is both one of access
to the sy.tem and of development of an appropriate pro-
gram. (Huron, Chapter 11)
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TasLe 11-1: Parent Satisfaction With
Discussions With Schoo! Staff

- (Gallup Report, Chapter IV)
* Based on All Who Met with
School Parsonnel to Discuss
Child’s Educatlon Program
-Regular Education|Speclal Education
Parants Paratits
Satlsfactlon with Willing- | K-6 7-12 | K-6 | 7-12
ness to Explain Progtam | % % % %
Very Satistied........ 71 . 62 73 69
Falrly Satisfied ... .... 23 29 19 26
Not Too Satislied ....| , 4 "5 4 3
Not at All Satisiied ... 2 4 3 1
Don't Know.......... 0 0 111
Total.......... ...| T00 | 700 00 | 100
Number of inter- :
VIBWS. v vvvi i , (286) | (233) | (228) | (208)
‘Impact-on Paren*s -

School staff vastly underestimated the emotional impact
of evaluation meetings on parents. Some parents received
a sense from those meetings that the child's disability or
need for special education services was in some way their
fault. On the other hand, Huron found special education
staff in a few communities whose personal standards and
sensitivity made them more empathetic with parents than
were staff at other sites. Thesé persons went beyond what
was required to inform or reassure parents. (Huron,
Chapter 11)
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TasLe 11-2: Educator Assessments of Parent influence
(Gallup Report, Chapter IV)

Parents of .
Speclal Needs Speclal School Specls! Regular Approved
Students Have Education | Committee | Education | Education | - Privaie

Too Much Influence | Superintendents | Pnncipals | Directors Chairpersons | Teachers | Teachers Coilaboratives | Schools

% % % % % % % %

Agree Strongly. ..... 19 1 14 18 6 11 8 1
Agree Somewhat. ... 42 39 41 3 27 26 46 1
Disagree Somewhat . 23 32 27 32 37 30 15 25
Disagree Strongly ... 12 16 16 14 25 18 27 56
No Oplnion......... 4 2 2 5 5 15 4 7

Total.....coovnnns 100 190 700 700 60 160 109 900
Number of

interviews ........ (194) (363) (227) (192) (432) 1 (569) (26) (89)

Organized Parent Efforts

Efforts to individualize programs for specific students
on the part of parents have not led to group activities. Both
staff and parents seemed to have little time or energy left
for larger responsibilities, after participating in: cases of
direct concern to them. As a consequence, there has been
little organized parent effort to consider general program
accountability, to meintain service levels, to resist budget
and staff reductions, or to assist 2nd inform parents in
vulnerable families. Only one of the local advisory councils
in the communities visited by, Huron had the potential to
carry out those functions. (Huron, Chapter 11)

RECOMMENDATIONS
Impact on Parents

In training programs for ‘vcal administrators and for
regional staff, the study staff reccommends that the Division
of Special Education emphasize workshops assisting local
staff to work more sensitively with parents gnd to reconcile
differences informally, such as: '

e workshops helping staff to eliminate jargon and
technica! language {rom assessments, irdividualized ed-
ucation plans, and evaluation meetings (illustrative
models could be developed in cooperation between pub-
lic schools, coll~ges, and the Depar ment);

e worksheps using staff from school systems that
have developed techniques for reassuring parents,

e workshops in mediation techniques.

We recognize that workshops are no panacea. Local

staff and parents need to communicate ooenly, simply, and

with sensitivity. Workshops may help to foster the skille
necessary for this type of communication.

Organized Parent Efforts/Vuinerable
Families

The study staff recommends that the Division of Special

. Education encourage development of local parent groups:
e to assist varents in vulnerable families;

e to support continued funding and implementation

of Chapter 746.

In order to avoid special interest divisiveness that could
cost special education support in the leng run, the study
staff reccommends that the Department of Education en-
courage these local groups to support broader education
concerns by helping tc organize broad local consumer edu-
cational coalitions.

The study staff recommends that the Division of Special
Education, in cooperation with professional, consumer,
and advocacy groupsat the local, regional, and state levels,
review parent needs and offer local parent groups incen-
tives such as the following:

e advocacy training responsive to the needs of vulner-
able camilies;

e training in how to identify, recruit, and assist vul-
nerable families;

e information on parents’ and children’s rights;

e information on programs and services available;

e data on special education budgets and reimourse-
ments.

We are aware thacthe division has been actively encour-
aging the development of local advisory councils. The
Huron study seemed to suggest that those groups in most
communities studied lacked the independence to assist *ul-
nerable fumilies in their dealings with school systems. Par-
ent groups are difficult to get going and keep going. To
encourage cfforts to establish viable parent groups, we
recommend that the division provide concrete suggestions
on how to organize such a group, how often it should
meet, workable meeting agendas, and other operational
assistance.




