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Abstract

Hanag.ng Cooperatlon and Complexily in Educatuon.
The/Case of Educatnonal Service Agencies

f- ‘ Janet A, Heiss
Principal Investigator

Educational service agencies (ESAs) are public education agencies that
provide spscialized programs and services to 3 group of school districts in a
specified geographical region.and the state department of education. Most
states have encouraged the developmert of ESAs that have either evolved out of
county districts or have been created to provsdg technical assistance,
iwnovation, economies of scale, or more professional service delivery to local
school .districts. This research examined nine ESAs in five states to explore
th. dynamics of successful intergovernmental collaboration. At the nine
sites, 300 intensive, semi-structured interviews were conducted with state
eduation officials, state legislators, ESA staff, ESA board members, local
superintendents, other local district staff, and focal ‘'school board members
knowledgeable about the creation, growth, and performance.of the.ESk. bata
from ohservation and ofganizational records were aiso collected.’ Results show,
how the external political and legal. context influences £SA performance and
how ESA managers respond to constraints in their environment. Findings will
be of interest to scholars in the fields of educational policy making,
impiementation, and organization theory, to practitioners in state and local
education agencies that have contact with ESAs, and to ESA administrators.
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Chapter 1

r

Introduction to Educational Service Agencies and the Research

A4

If public education ever was a strictly local affair, it is no tonger.
The organization of school districts, certification of teachers, choice of
textbooks, constraints on curriculum, determination of racial composition,
requirements for. spec:alezed services for handicapped, bilingual, and
disadvantaged students -- all may be imposed in whole or.in part on &3 school
by some outside agency. In the 1980s, localities pay less itan half of schodl
costs: the remainder comes from state and federal sources. Today local
districts must provide schools that please not only local taxpayers, elected
officials, interest groups, and parents but are also responsive to the demands
of their patrons and regulators in the larger » al arena. '

1Y

The regulation is reciprocal. Federal education po icies are emply words
without implementation in local schools. State departments of education are
similarly hostage to local cooperation. Educational policy in the United
States is a web of cross~-cutting regulations, legislatioh, bargaining, and
mutual influence that has grown increasingiy intricate. In response, a
growing. proportion of educat10n policy requires inter-school, - inter-dvstruct.
or. inter-governmental collaboration. Indeed this trend in policy design ns
spreading throughout the domestic arenas_of government. But it is difficdalt
to plan patterns of interaction likely to produce desired outcomes. Al
. educational innovations, from computers to Head Start, are still ¢rucially
shaped by the pulling and hauling among legislatures, bureaucracies, and
~schools during the policy making and implementation process.  To analyze this
interplay of major education actors and its effects on the voab:\:ty of
educational programs, this research focused on one interorganizational
arrangement, which | w:ll call an educational service agency (ESA).

A. Educational Service Agercies as Vehicles -
for Education Policy and Cooperation

The ESAs we stud:ed have several def:n:ng character:stucs. (1) An ESA's
principal (and usually exclusive) .activity is to provide specialized services
_to state and local public education agehcies. (2) An ESA serves more than one
local education agency in a well-defined geographical region (often one or
more counties) but does not serve all local education agencies in a state.

(3) An ESA operates as a public agency, subject to state.education codes. (In
one case we studied, the ESA was a private agency, but ‘the terms of |ts public
funding forced it to operate like a'public agency in nearly all respects )

(L) An ESA must serve both wtate purposes and local purposes; it is governed
by state law on one s:de anc local school boards and local superantendents on
the other side.

ESAs are commonly justified on two grounds. First they improve service
delivery to local school districts by making available supplementary services
to students, teachers, local administrators, and state administratdrs that no
single district is”ikely to provide on its own. Second they offer the
poss:bnl:ty for economies of scale by pooling the resources of several

o7



districts and addressing educational needs wilh comnon &xpertise., equipment,
and supplies. Most sta@@ps now have a network of ESAs that has either evoived
out of county or other regional school oversight mechanisms, or has been
deliberately established to provide technical assistance, innovation, or
service delivery to regional groups of local districts.

ESAs may take many shdpes and forms, and may grow from different roots.
Some were started by local districts, others by state law, others by state
agencies trying to decentralizer, others still in response to federal funding
- opportunities. Some are large and entrepreneurial; others are small and
passive. Some are weaithy; others operate on a shoe string. Some provide a
narrow range of services (e.g. limited to special educationr or vocationai
training) and some offer sophisticated multi-service operations (e.g. in-
service professional training, bulk purchasing of textbooks, vocational
counseling and resource centers, dissemination of innovative curricula, data
processing facilities. and others).

\

. The - varnety of organuzatvonat forms and m;ss:ons is reflected in the
welter of names for ESAs. Some states call them regional educational service
centers, others use boards of cooperative services (BOCES), educational
service units or districts, regional education service agqncies.,rntermed-ate
school districts, county school districts, area education agencies,
cational collaboratives, regional resource centers, etc. Similar d:vers:ty
y be found in the ways that ESAs (as | call the generic type) are funded and
querned. The variety of names is not wholly frivoious; different names
ref t differences in the historical, legal, and political origins of
regional cooperation in the states, Although we can siide past the name.
problem, we will return to the historical, tegal, and politi¢al differences
among the states, for they exercise crUC|aI influence on the development of
ESAs.

A major attraction of E5As as sites for this research is that they are
embedJed in an intergovernmantal sett:ng Many ESAs were first planned and
operated with federal funds from Titlé i1l of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) of 1965, which called for ''a program for supplementary
centers and serv:ces. to stimulata and assist jn the provision of vitally
needed educational services...” (cited in Bailey and Mosher, 1968). Initially
the U.S. Office of Education (DE) awarded these grants directly to.groups of
iocal schqol districts. In 1968 ESEA was amended by the Congress so that
state education agencies could review. and, if necessary, veto local .
proposals. During the early years of ESEA considerable funding was channel:ed,
into regional initiatives, not only from Title |11 but also from Tntles P
(for library resourcs=s) and V (for strengthening state /gcources) ‘Later
federal funding of large categorical programs, especially for vocat:onal and

-speciat educatnon. also found its way into the. hands of ESAs. i

‘s

Statevlegnsla 'res and state education agencues have been more rntimately
involved in the creation and development of ESAs. Some ESAs are lineal :
descendents of county education ¢ffices that were created Yg some states to
supervise local school districts, especially small, fural .dbstricts. Other
ESAs grew:out of state efforts to improve state monitoriny and assistance to
loca! schools. All states create the legal climate in which ESAs must
operate, by placnng restrictions on ESA activities (for example, their
financial ang personnel practuces) and by mandating pol:cy directions thay,

r . . -
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local districts anq—ésﬁ//must pursue (for example. requirements for é""
instruction in-special education or basic skills). Many states Zlso pay a °
large shgpe’af £SA budgets.through direct allocations for administrative
expeptéf} state reimbursement for students served in ESA programs, compet:t:ve ‘.
_grants and contracts awarded to ESAs, or through funding that officially goes
to local districts but is designated tc be spent for ESA services. fn all
states, the legaslatures play a general and continuing role In fhaping. state
wide educationsi policy, mogt directly perhaps by the. level of fundnng that
the state devotes to public education and the formula for the BIIOC‘tIOﬂ of’

those funds to districts. e

The state educatiorn dﬁenc-es (SEA&)/{lsa have ¢ignificant influence on _
the development,end success of “ESAs. Some SEAs have a history of strong ;
control over’ policy  in local districts (for example New York.and California),

swhile. other states have adopted a hands off polity to fostar Yocal controlv
(for examplie New Hampshire and Texas). State education agefgtes regulate
" local access to koth state and federal funding and may rewafd (of pun{sh)
‘1gcal districts for their participation (or lack of partici tion)
cooperatlve or regional efforts. Depending on their own strength and
" compegence, SEAs may giso be able to facilitate ESA operation by offering
technical consulting,; assessments of educationa! needs, or other professional
. assistance, or by creating a polhtncal cl:mate that fosters cooperation among
-Iocal school d-structs. - . .

» *

anally} however, an educational service agehcy stands or falls on the
strength of ‘local district participation. Federal grant support never lasts
very dong. Although states may devote considerable resoulfées to ESAs, SUCCeSS
in prov.dcng efficient and effective services depends ultimately on the iocal
districts' needs for,supplemental services and their acceptance of ESAs as
legitimate suppli€rs’ of .those services. Local judgment that ESA services are
desurible. local participation in ESA governance and pianning, and the lecal
allocation of scarce resources for selected. services are the Iast crctucal
tinks in the nntergovernnental chain. ’

.
-~

- : R

Federal support, state Iegnslation and super¢ision, and Iocal initiative
have all been central to the growth of ESAs. ESAs are not''unique in this °,
regard; in fact, they present 8n attractive focus for research because they .
are examples of policies made and implemented within an |nterdependent network
of agencies. -

‘A handful of preV|ous stud:es of ESAs has examined thenr size,
dispersion, legal obligations, and activities (Stephens, 1978; Dev:s. 1976)
‘and their contributions to knowledge dissemination (Yin and Gwaltney, 1981;

_ Huberman et al., 198}) . This report has a somewhat different agenda iin its
concern with explanation and analysis of the existence and proliferation of
£ESAs. First, this research focuses on the pol:cy roleg of ESAs: Hhat
difference does it ie to school districts in a, réq-on or to a state
education agency to have access to an ESA? How well do ESAs satisfy the
policy roles thrust on them? Second, ‘thé research explores the strategies.
that an ESA employs to become an accepted part of the web of relatuonshups
among state and local agencies that predate the ESA: How is an ESA able to
exist at all in a potentially hostile setting? Th.rd the research examines
differences between successful and unsuccessful ESA efforts to elnc:t steie
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. and locai support and co!laboration for reg:onal programs 2nd activities: Why

are some £S58s more successful than others along a mix of criteria?l

These questions emerge from a theoretical perspective on relationships
among- organizations based on several research traditions. First | assume that
£ESAs have come to exist because some constijuencies believed that their
interests wouid be furthered by the establishment of ESAs, ESAs continue to
exist because some constituencies (probably, but not necessarily, the same
ones that supported their creation) continue to_ believe that their interests
are or will be served b ESf\gperations. These assumptions grow out of a
model of bureaucratic p!‘itics (Altison, 1971), mutual adjustment (Lindblom,
1965), or multipie stakeholders (Bryk, 1983) that portrays organizational
enviionments as the composite of the actions of many parties with somewhat
different stakes, needs, and priorities for the performance of public
agencies. The assumption !eads me to questions about the original
expectations for ESA performance (What did their various .constituents
origindlly expect them to accomplish?), and current expectations (How do their
various constituents assess the-r performance now?). The perspective
highl ts the interdependence of ESAs with a network of other agencies and
stakeLﬁBVders and suggesis the folly of try;ng to understand the EQQ as a
free-standing organization. In their creation, the unfolding of their
history, and the:t current operation, ESAs must respond to a complex,
poiitical system.

Second, | assume. that ESAs respond to their interdependence with all
th€se outside claimants by trying to establish a iegitimate and stable place
for themseives (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; Aldrich, 1980; Meyer and Scott,
1983) . ESAs are not passive receptacles for others to manipulate. | atsume
that they proactively seek suppqrt and resources from their constituencies.
Neither legutumicy nor an adequate resource base is automatically available to
ESAs. Through their choices abodt program -area®) and skills to deveiop and
through their cultivaticn of relationships with outside groups, ESAs must work
to please their constituents. |f they succeed, they are able to obtain a
stable fiow of supgort. |f ESAs define their mission carefully and persuade °
others of the vaiue of that mission, they are able to create a legitimate role
for themselves un a set of organizatiops that predates the creation of the
“ESAS. :

Third, | assume that some ESAs are more successful than others in
defining ard executing their mission. Success is assumed to be
multidiméensional: including elements of organizational survival, growth or
size, professional expertise or reputation for expertise, and ‘political acumen
in not threatening the positions of powerful constituents while also
generating respect and enthusiasm among multiple constituents. Part of the
variation in success is due to the external pressures on ESA development and
part is due to the strategy and management policies pursued by ESA staff.

| , B. Method

The method we used to answer these questions required intensive study of
a limited number of sites carefully chosen to permit variation along critical
variablés of theoreticc' importance. The case studies done at each site were

-
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strucltured on some dimensions to permit comparisons across si-tes, but
unstructured ensugh to permit us to capture the particular character of each
site.

Because ESAs develop within an historical, legal, and political context
that :s |mportantly shaped by state policy and politics, the first step in
sampiing was to map scme of the differences among the fifty states. After
extensive review of previous research on ESAs and the politics of education in
the states and preliminary interviews with people knowledgeable about ESAs,

two variables seemed critical to the viability of inter-district cooperation.
,

First was the relationship between the state education agency (SEA) and the
lozal school districts. !'n some states, the SEA exercises considerable,
detailed control over local district activity. In others, the SEA exercises

more restraint, leaving most control to local school boards and .
acministrators., The relative strength and autonomy of local districts in
setting educational directions seemed important to consider, in assessing their
participation in regional cooperation and their likely receptivity to ESA
services. 7To gauge local sirength and autonomy across states, we examined
research on state politics, Mucation mandates, and financing patterns (for

‘example, Wirt, 1976; Murphy, 1975).

The second, critical variable was the legal basis of the relatuonsh:p
between local school districts and ESAs. In states with 'ESAs, state education
codes restrict some asp_cts of that relationship. For example, in some
states, all local cistricts are required by law tc be members of designated
ESAs. In other states, membership is optional. In some states local
districts. are required to participate in certain ESA activities. |In others,
participation is a matter for locals to decide. |In some states, the major
funding for ESAs comes from the state. In others, local districts are
required to pay for ESA, programs . In still -others, local districts choose
whether to purchase ESA programs. To get a reading-on the variations in lega!
constraints, we examuned the legal codes of a dozen states bearing on ESAs.

From these two variables, we identified four states that' of fered
considerable diversity: Massachusetts, West Virginia, Washington, and
Michigan. The states vary demographically (geographical region of the county,
wealth, urban/rural compositior) as well as educationally. On the two
critical variables, Michigan and Washington both have strong SEAS with
significant centralization of policy authority, although both also have a
healthy respect for local control. West Virginia has a relatively weak SEA

"but state-controlled financing dominates local spending. Massachusetis has 3

relatively weak SEA, a small state share of financing, and a strong tradition
of local control. The ESAs in the four states vary in'legal status, activity,
and financing. In Michigan, the ESAs grew out of a.county system, have legal
boundar ies designated by the state, mandatory participation by local

districts, some direct state funding, and.are authorized to levy direct taxes
with the approval of the voters. |In Washington, the ESAs were also
established by the state (and have been continually reorganized by the state
board of education), have requir-ed loca! membership, significant state

funding, and state-required local funding. In West Virginia, the state
established ESAs but local membership is discretiongry. The state pays most

of the cost of ESA operations, with local funding voluntary for the districts.
In Massachusetts, the ESAs are permitted under state law, but it is up t2

local districts to establish them, participate in them, and pay for them. The'

.
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£SA networks that emerge from these/fcur environments vary considerably in

size, complexity, politicization,and programmatic emphas:s

In addition to these fouf states, we conducted an extensive case study a:
an ESA in Connecticut (chogén on grounds of convenience rather than |
theoretical import) as a gilot study. | include the results of - that study in
this report because it provides a useful corparison to the other states.

Haying selected the states, the next research task was to select two ESAs
within each state. To enable comparisons among ESAs-of differing levels of
effectiveness, we colliected information cn ali ESAs in the four states from
state officials knowledgeable about ESAs. O0ata on ESA program offerings and
budget, evidence about levels of local participation in ESA activities, and
ESA reputation among state officials were the thrée dimensions of
effectiveness that we considered in selecting sites. in each state we
interviewed state officials and went through available archival data to assess
these three dimensions. When several ESAs seemed equalTy high or low in
effectiveness, we chose ESAs that differed in geographical location, 3iming
for one predominantly urban and one predominantly rural ESA in each state. In
West Virginia the small number of ESAs made it impossible tc achieve much
variation on the urban/rural dimension, although we did choose ESAs in two

different regions of the state. In Washington, we had something o # the same
problem but we did find one predominantly urban ESA and one ESA with mostly
rural districts but including an urban area as well. ‘Evidence on the °

diversity of our sites is presented in Table 1.

////. After selecting sites on the basis of initial interviews with state
officials, we visited the sites to seek permission to study them in deta. l.
We were fortupate to receive unanimous cooperation from the preselected Sites,
so that substitutions were not required,

Qur method had threE’prongs. which we pursued snmultaneously. First we
collected data about the state context. We interviewed those SEA offuc:als in
each state who had most contact with ESAs for administrative or programmatic
reasons. We also interviewed state legislators and/or legislative staffers
active in elementary and secondary educatipn issues. We collected copies of
reports—\testnmony. laws, regulations, memos, and other ‘documents to amplify
or support information obtained through interviews.

Second we collected data about - the history and development of the ESAs:

A priori we had identified three groups of people to interview about how an
ESA establishes itself and operates in a network of school districts: current
or former ESA central or administrative staff, current or former ESA program
‘or instructional staff, and current or former members of the: ESA governing
board. We interviewed all current central staff, all former directors or

N superintendents who could be located, a sample of current program staff,
fopmer program staff who were widely considered by other respondents to be
nmportant and whe still resided in the ESA region, a sample of members of the
governnng board, and former board members reported by other respondents to be
important and who still resided in the ESA region. In sddition to the semi-
structured interviews, we spent severa! days at each site as observers,
attended board meetings, examined budgetary and staff reccords, collected
brochures about’ services and programs, newspaper clippings about ES& act+v:ty.

12
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and internal reports and correspondence, reas minutes of board meetings, and
obtained any other archival evidence available at particular sites.

Third we collected data about key constituencies of the ESAs. Again,
before we visited our sites we identified several key groups to ‘interview:
loca! schoo! superintendents, other local school district staff with
considerable contact with the ESA, -local school bbard members. members of
parent advisory groups, and state officials with active involvement in ESA
activities who were not picked up in our interviewing at the state level.
Where respondents had documents or correspondence to support their answers to
our questions, we collected further archival records. '

t A1l interviews were semi-structured. Fformal interviews were done face-
to-face with 6ne or two jnterviewers taking notes and using a tape-recorder.
Informal -interviews, usually much shorter, were done over meals, .in the half.'
or on'the telephone to pursue particular points or get clarification on -
answers to questions asked during mqre formal interviews. They were not tape-
recorded. The distribution of formal interviews is displayéd in Taple 2.

Hany of the documents and records collected are described in Table 3.

C. Analysis

" This report includes the first two stages of analysis of these data.
(Tme third and final stage is still in Srogress. and will be reported in later
pubitications.) Chapters 2-6 describe the analyses of the nine sites. Chapter

7 reports on .the cross-site analyses that have been completed thus far and the
shape of things to come.

Chapters 2 (on Educational Collaboratives jn Massachusetts), 3 (on
Regional Educational Service Agencies in West Virginia), 5 (on Educational
Service Districts in Washington), and 6 (on Intermediate School Districts in
Michigan) al! share the same analytical structure. Chapter 4 (on Educational
Service Centers in Connecticut) is a variation on the theme, because only one
site is describad and it was the first one | did. The chapters are arranged
in order from the least intrusive state to the most intrusive state. Thus, as
the chapters progress, the reader can get a sense of the impact of increasing
state activity on ESA development.

Each chapter first describes the state context for the creation and
evolution of ESAs. This section addresses the following questions:

- Why were ESAs created in the first place? Which groups on the
educ?tional scene shaped the initial decisions about ESA establishments? .
- Did <tate actors decide how many ESAs should exist, where they should be
located, and what they should do? "iIf so, what factors influenced these
decisions? If not, how were these decisions made? Have these decisions
changed over time? '

- In what ways did state legislators, the SEA, and state-wide interest

groups support the fledgling ESAs? In what ways did these groups make it
difficult for ESAs to thrive?

Q -l‘i




Table 2
Forma[ Interviews# v } .
ESK  ESA LEA LEA  LEA . SEA  State
Sites Staff Boards Supts Staff Boards Staff Legisliature Others
Massachusetts : - _ ‘ 6 2 2
- Urban Collab 1 6 5 3 2
: (2) (1) (1
Rural Collab 5 8 . 4 7 3
: (2) M ()
West Virginia. . 5 ]
(m
RESA A 10 2 - 3 1 0
' (1) '
RESA B « . 7 6 5 0 8
Connecticut . . b . 3 1
Joint ESC 15 2 2" 5 2 S c
Washington ) . , . 15 3
. (2) . ) -
ESD West 22 -3 6 7 0
m
ESD East <13 4 5 3 0
. (1) ‘
Michigan . ' S 9 3.
Arrow ISD 14 -2 5 7 b
: (1) - ()

lwilderness 1sp 8 6 6 6 2
A (1) (2) (m )

% Numbers in parenthesés represent respondents who were former]y'

affiliated with the- group designated in the column heading. For examble."

of the 11 ESA staff members interviewed from the Urban Coilaborative, two
were no longer working at the collaborative at the time of our interview.

- Which (if any) state policy decisions created new opportunities or new.:

barriers to ESA survival and growth?

- Did the SEA develop a consistent stance toward ESAs? Did this stancé
emphasize regulatory functions? technical assistance functions?

N

ot
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Table 3

Selected Documents and Records

-

{
'
1
i
i

Massachusetts
State Documents

Municipal financial Data (e.g., tax rates)
_Elementary and secondary school directory ' 2 o
SEA memoranda to supernntendents .
Mass SBE publlcatuon concernnng collaborative projects
~Reforming Special Education (Weatherley, .1979)
Special Education regulations (Chapter 766)
Dissertation on Collaboratives in MA ‘(Démers) .
Report of 'Governor's commission on school district Organuzatnon and
collaboration' (1974).
Commonwesalth Inservice Institute grant information
Laws and regulations affecting collaboratives
internal SEA memos and legal- opnnnons about collaboratnves
Education in the States report on Massachusetts
SBE's "Policy on Education Collaboratives'
'SEA notice on.col}aborative board designees
Sample collaborative charter./proposal/by-laws
Directory of collaboratives
Maps : )
*SEA visory opinion update on. collaboratives ~
Department of Revenue papers 6n taxes affecting collaboratives
MDE Per Pupi) Expenditure pamphiet (1979-80)
Mass. Organization of Educational Collaboratives (MOEC) report on
collaboratives (1979) :
MOEC handbook o©n collaborative admnnnstratnon
SEA organization chart o~

Urban Educational Collaborative Documents °

'Program descriptions and dlrectory
Board minutes/agendas (|97l 81)
Project budgets .
Annual reports . ' : L
Memoranda to LEAs ' s
Program Advisory Committee proposal for staff and curriculum development
Agendas for conferences sponsored by ‘the Urban tollaboratnve
Calendar for Professional Development Activities
Urban Coll. descriptive pamphlet of programs and services
- Handbook on approaches to collaboration
Employees -Manual
Articles of Organization and By-Laws'
Delineation of UEC roles vis-a-vis all of its constltuent LEAS
tarly Urban Collaborative descr|pt'on/handbook/org. chart (circa 1970)
LEA financial and demographic statistics ,
"Urban Collaboration" (journal article written by UEC dnrector) T

.

Q | . _ ~lt;
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Table 3 continued
Rural Colléborative documents

LEA financial and demographnc statistics
Program descriptions
Rural Collaborative descriptive book let
SEA records for the Rural Collaborative (e.g., staff, funding) -
Rural Collabordtive Articles of Association
Job descriptions for central staff
. Board of Governors,directory =
‘ Staff directory

' : (%
H?;t Virginia

.State Documents

W.V.B.E. Summary Report on all RESAs - includes program descriptions,
budgets, etc. on all eight RESAs (1980)

RESA conference on continuing educat¢on schedule
Student Records procedures

Laws concerning establishment af RESAs

Staff and Board directories

State regulations affecting RESAs

RESA, A Documents

Personnel dnrectory (including Board members)

Budget .
Personnel manual
Program descriptionst - . E o

RESA B Documents

Personnel dnrectorv (including Board members)
Budget .
Newsletters ‘ ' : ’
Conference program ‘ .
Memoranda to county superintendents

Advisory cquncil meeting agenda

Washington ' ' -~
State Documents

State allocatnons. by ESD : ;

SBE docunents concerning consolidation (mlnutes. plans. etc.)

0SPI documents ‘concerning consolidation plans - ,

ESDs- OSPI correspondence concerning consolidation plans. (recommendatu#ﬁu
alternative plans, etc.)

Newspaper clippings regarding proposed copsoladatnon (statewude)

0SP| proposal for redistricting board member boundaries

~
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' Table-3 continued

History of ESDs in Washington (short article)

- . SEA organization chart/personnel listing ’ .

« OSPI/ESD Annual Conference delineation of;OSPI/ESD roles (1979-85T'
ESD budgets (all Washington ESDs) . )
State laws (Title 28A RCW)

. State administrative codes (WACs)
Public Education Management Survey (PEMS) - Assoclatlon of Hashington

" Business (AWB) report commissioned by osrg in 1974 .°. -
Evaluation of the PEHS recommendations that were implemented
Legislative Budget Committee preliminary. audit of ESDs (1982)
List of statutory responsibilities of ESDs

Listing of services offered by various ESDs ‘ : /f’
Statewide report on cost-effectiveness of ESDs. (submltted by ESDs)
- Maps

ESD West Documents 

. Request for budget extension *“
Correspondence with OSPI
Organization chart
Description of programs and cooperatives
" Budget (including listing of grants) .
Report to Board members about’ budget (1982 83)
Samples of state reporting forms’ #
Sample of program evaluation sheet for parents :

ESD East Documents -

. Organization chart and personnel listing (includes LEA staff)
Description of programs 4
Budgets ‘
Maps - ‘
Cooperative contract samples
T Personnel transfer sample
LEA roster v
Enroliment of LEAsS in various ESD cooperatives

v

 Michigan
State Documents

Specuel Educatlon Rules (iaws) (e.g., criteria, funding, etc.)
General education laws and regulations (1960 and 1976) *
. Education directory of Michigan schools’
History of public education in Michigan : o .
MDE forms (e.g., attendance, millages, etc) required of ISDs and LEAs by
MDE ' ‘
Application form for MDE grants (gufted and talented)
MACSS advisory report on consolidation (1957)
_ MDE report on consolidation (1980)

L
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Table -3 continued . , LT

ISDs' fundiing formula and. allocations (1982)

Listing of vocational educational centers and actuvutles
MAISA report on consolidation (1967)

Michigan School Finance (Thomas) Study (1968)

Special education funding report.

State Advisory Council on Voc Educ annual report (1980)
Regional Supplemental Center study: (1980-81)
Michigan Educational Report (SBE- newsletter)
Maps

[

Ar\ow 180 Documents

Compiled statistics on member school districts

Organization Chart

Mandates for advisory committee(s) and ISD priorities

Board minutes 1948-1982 S , .
Program descriptions (1982) '

Newsletters (1981-82) - R ' ,
Job descriptions for senlor management positions A "
Budgets
Wilderness 1SD Documents - ¢ ' ', \

Vocational Trasnnng Program operating manual ) |
Directory of local districts . . ‘
Program descriptions '

Western Michigan University report on ISD organization nn Michigan

Board minutes (1948-1982)
Budgets - i
Cooperative contract samples between 1SD and LEAs

Evaluation forms for 1SD servjces

News letters

Youth Employment Service publications

REMC handbook and schedule

Studtes of ISD priorities and local needs (1978 and 1981) .
Several years of newspaper clippings . : e

/‘.
Y

programmatlc functions? Did SEA staff develop close relatlonshups with
ESA staff or dld state officials keep the ESAs a; arm's length? Y.

~ .

- Did the state assume major responslbnllty for ESA funding through dir=ct
or indirect allocations? Did the state take steps to fund ESAs from
local sources? \ . .

- In what ways, (if any) do state offlcuals rely on ESAs to contribute to
state functions in elementary and secondary education? In what ways (i f
any) do ‘state officials rely on ESAs to contrlbute to local functions?

- How do state officials monitor or evaluate ESA performance? What
mechanisms are available to hold ESAs.accountable to the pr:orltnes of
the SEA and the Ieglslature?

a

19
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- How have changes over the years in the state context influenced the =
development of ESAs in the state?
. ’ \

After presentation of the state context, each chapter turns to analysis
of fhe two.ESAs studied in that state. ,The analyses of the ESAs have five
parts: (1) a chronology of significant gbents in the history of the ESA, (2) a
narrative account of the history of the ESA, (3) a description of the internal
management of the ESA, (4) the relationships that the ESA maintains with the -
-local school districts who are members or .are eligible to be members, (5) the
relationships that the ESA maintains with the SEA. Data provided in these
analyses show the proximate context in which each ESA developed and the
choices made by ESA and “Tocal leadership in response to trends in the regional
and state environments, In each chapter the ESA originally selected as
particularly effective is analyzed flrst. the ESA orngnnally selected as less
effective is apalyzed second. -

. :, T
“The ES@_analyses address the following questions:
_i_st_e!_x . . _//
. ) . . ' b
~ What major events significantly influenced the ESA's existence? Which
individuals exercised important inflience over the ESA's development?
‘Why were they able t{ exercise so much influence?

- What stages of development has the ESA gone through- durung |ts lifetime?
Were there differences in the forces that shaped the ESA's development at
the various stages? How much consensus is there aboyt the differences- in
the organization over time? - TU -

[

. - How different wids the 6SA five or ten years ago from its status at'the
T time of the field work? How different was the local context five or ten

years. ago?

- What was the crigyinal purbose or mandate for the ESA? Has that changed

. over time?+ Why? Does the ESA have a clear sense of mission now?

. .- ' !

- How did th;zESA come to offer the mix of programs and services that it
now offers ' o : ’ .

- How have the budget and staff changead over time? what.factors account
for the changes? How have the organizational structure and internal
‘management of the ESA changed? Why? |

- How do ESA staff and constituents estimate the chances of continued

-~ survival and growth? What would happen to public educatuon in the region

if the: ESA ceased operatuons?

internal Management

- How is the ESA structured? What pfograms and services are offered? How
are funds and staff allocated to the various ESA functions?
/
- How are ESA staff supervised and directed? What is the role of the
/sennor manager (s) ? the financial manager(s)? the personnel manager(s)?

. {
/ .

/o s 20
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[

Who has authority to make major program or staffing decisions? How
participative is the management philosophy?

-

what relationships have developed between ESA management and employees?
How do these relationships support (or fail ‘to support) ESA activities?*

1

How _are major policy and program decisions made? where do new programs
c6ﬁ:\?rom? The staff? Funding agencies? Local needs? How are programs
institutionalized? How does the professlonal staff decide where to )
invedt scarce resources?

How does the ESA structure affect its abili'ty to monntor changes in
state, regional, and local problems and opportunities? How flexible are
,administrative arrangements for ESAs to respond to changes in its
envuronment? How are ESA activities constralned by pressures from
external constituents?

. How does the ESA monitor the aniity of its programs and services? What
.+ mechanisms-are in place for evaluation of services to clients? How is
" professional staff performance assessed and improved? '

Relationships with Local’ Education Agencies

- How does the' ESA maintain its relationships with its member school
districts? What mechanisms are in place for ESA staff to communicate
with local superintendents, other gentral office staff, principals,
school building staff, students. parents, school boards?

S e - Are there differences among member districts in the-character or
intensity of relationships with the ESA? What accounts for these
differences? Which local districts receive more assistance, service,
advice, or access to ESA resources? Which districts participate most
actively in advising or governing ESA policies or in initiating contact
with the ESA? Which districts resist alliance with the ESA and why?

- What formal governance arrangements permit local districts to influence
ESA activities?. What role does the governing board play in communicating
local preferences and priorities to the ESA? What role does the
governing board play in limiting or directing the entrepreneurship and
ambition of ESA staff? , » -

- How do local districts evaluate the contributes of the ESAs? Are they
able to evaluate the quality of services they receive from the ESA? Are
they able to procure similar services from other sources? Do they rely
on the ESA for essential services or for peripheral conveniences?

- Why do local districts participate in some ESA'activities? How does the
ESA persuade local districts of the benefits of participation? How do
local-district officials perceive the benefits? What do they see as the
threats or drawbacks of participation? What proposed ESA activities do
they reject and for what reasons’ }f,
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Relationships ‘with the State Education Agency

- How does the ESA maintain its relationships (if any) with officials in
the state education agency and the state legislature? What mechanisms
are in place for ESA-staff to communicate.with senior officials in the
SEA, program staff, legislative staff, or legislators? \ |

- w oo

-~ Are the relationships between the ESA and the state unnque in any way

that sets the ESA apart vvom r.ther ESAs? B

= (If these issues have not already been "discussed) How does thg state
evaluate the contributions of this ESA? -How active is the ESA in
. ‘soliciting new clients or new sources of funding at the state level? How
o responsive is the ESA to state priorities?

Throuéhout these analyses, almost everything that | report is based on
descriptions or explanations confirmed by more than one source. When only one
source (archival or interview) provided information, | have labelled the
source so that the reader may judge the trustworthiness of the report. In
cases where we received conflicting accounts of the same events, ! have
repor ted the side that was supported by the preponderance of the evidence and
commented on the dissentii.g views. If conflicting accounts could not be :
understood to my satrsfactoon. ! have omitted them. Certain personal
information has also been omitted at the request of some respondents ifit
bears only on the fate of ondovoduals. rather than on the develppment of the
organizations.

[
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CHAPTER 11

EDUCATIONAL COLLABORATIVES IH MASSACHUSETTS

{

This chapter examines the development and effectiveness of voluntary
educational collaboratives in Massachusetts.:@ We began our work in March 1981
with 'several objectives: to learn what the state education agency (SEA), the
state Board of Education, and the state legislature had done and were doing to
encourage or discourage the growth of collaboratives as a vehicle for the
delivery of education services; to identify two collaboratives to study in
depth; to use the two detailed case studies to learn how collaboratives came
to be created, how the state and local school distticts deal with the
collaborative, and how a collaborative is able to survive and grow in a
complex environment. ' ’ o -

in 1981 there were 42 collaboratives in Massachusetts operating under

_ certain provisions of the state education Taws and officially recognized by
the SEA. In addition there are some (no one is sure how many but:certa

fewer than a dozen) collaboratives. that are organized as private non ofit
corporations and are neither. recognized nor regulated by the SEA. We chose
one of each to study. (Some state officials protested that the private '

. collaboratives are not "really" collaboratives. However, as we will see, the
private collaboratives have been created and have learned to survive in much
"the same environment as the public ones.)' By our choice the two
collaboratives differed not-only in legal status but also’in size (one very
large, the other quite small) and geographic location (one urban, one rural).

" A. THE STATE CONTEXT ‘ ,

1. Chronology of Events, Collaboratives i) Massachusetts

lisi - . . » ¢ -.
Congress passes the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), which
. for the first time provides major funding for the improvement-of public i/
education. Titlé 1! promotes innovation through funding for supplementary/
‘education centers, Groups of local school districts are encouraged to apply
‘for planning grants. : )

1366

» Spyrred’by the 1964 recommendations of a high-level commission, thefState
Department of Education plans a network of six regional offices. The regional
education .centers, as they are called, are desigaed to improve the SEA's
ability to serve local school districts. The first center opens in
Pittsfield, in the far western part of Massachusetts, in 1967.

1970

The Hassachuséth le§islature passes a law permitting two® or mﬁre school
districts to provide themselves with joint educational pragrams. This law,

. 22&; : >.;

Ty

o
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Chapter 4LO, Section UE of the Massachusetis General Laws, is the first to
encourage cooperation among local districts. A 1972 amendment further
clarifies the legal status of cooperative programs.

’

1972 ' ~ .

The Massachusettis Legnslature passes Chapter 766, a 5weep|ng special
education law, requvrnng school districts to provide all children of school
age, regardiess of handicap, with an appropriate education in a publlc ‘school
setting if at all possible. This law contributed to the development of
collaboratives by creating demand from the districts for help in serving
ch;ldren with low-nnc:dence or especially sevére handicaps. Local districts
3re given two years to pian for the implementation of the law.

1373 '

Gregory Anrig becomes Commissioner of Education. Early in his tenure he
decides that the SEA should emphasize regional ccoperation through the vehicle
of the regional education centers, and that further cooperation among local
districts should be strictly voluntary. As voluntary collaboratives emerge in
later years, his position is that the. state should play little role in :
encouraging or discouraging their development.

agpk

)

The State Board of Education successfully sponsors a legisiative proposal
to-amend Chapter 40, Section 4E to specify organizational and governance
arrangements for cooperative programs. Ffor the first time, these '
organizations -are referred to as collaboratives. The amendment also provides
for modest state funding of the start-up costs of coliaboratives, but funds
for this purpose are never appropriated by the Legisliature. The Department of
Education issues regulations to implement Chapter 766. The regulations
explicitly authorize school districts to use colMaboratives as 3 way to serve
children with special nseds. )

1975 :

As Chapter 766 is implemented, over thirty co!laboratives are cpé:::Z by
local districts across the state from scratch or from existing cooperative
programs. The col'aborative directors form a self-help association, which
they call the Massachusetts Organization of Educaticnal Collaboratives (MOEC).

The U.S. Congress passes a landmark special education law, P.L. 9L-142,
partially modelled after Chapter 766. o

Commissioner Anrig discovers that his associate commissioner for
vocational education has been defrauding the state through dummy-.contracts and
grants to consultants. The resuiting scandal prompts a crackdown 09 the way
the state awards grants and contracts and a s:gnuf:cant tightening of
procedures.
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1877
’ o -
The State Board of Education issues a Policy on Educational ,
Collaboratives, to '"clarify some ambiguities facing collaboratives." It

emphasizes the Board's contention that collaboratives ""are not governmental

entities" and "are salely dependent upon their member school systems for their
continued exnstence

1919 .

MOEC responds to the Board Policy by pointing - .ne contradictions of
state policy "which are counterproductive to loca' .upported collaborative
efforts.” The collaborative directors urgethe s e to clarify vexing lega!l
problems, including such questions as whether the . instructional staff are

public employees with rnghts to collective bargaining and teachers' pension
Renefits, and whether collaborative are eligible for state and federal grants
that normally go to local ‘school districts. *Commissioner Anrig and the SEA do
not accept MOEC's recommendations. MOEC's efforts to pass legislation
addressed to these questions are also unsuccessful.

1980

The Berkshire County Collabdrative aisbands, after years of financial
troubles. The SEA takes no steps to prevent this, as the failure exemplifies
the Commissioner's belief that collaboratives are temporary organizations that
"should survive only if their members feel they are of value.

, :

The voters of Massachusetts overwhelmingly approve a tax limitation
measure, Proposition 2 1/2, that will cut local propérty tax revenues and thus
local school budgets by 20-25% in some districts.

The Massachusetts Teacher Retirement Board votes that certified teachers
employed by coldaboratives are in effect pubiic employees and should become
members of the Teacher Retirement System. This follows on the heels of an
administrative decision by the Massachusetts Labor Relations Commission that
collaborative staff are publuc employees with the right to bargain
collectively. . <

1981

Commissioner Anrig resigns at the end of the summer. He ig replaced by
John Lawson, former superintendent of schools in Lexington, Massachusetts.

e

2. State Context N

Regional collaboratives in Massachusetts are a relatively new phenomenon.
Before the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA) made funds
available for supplementary education centers, there was nothing resembling a
formal cooperative in Massachusetts. ESEA Title IllI money made it possible
for many groups of school districts to cooperate in a formal and sustained way
to develop innovative educational services. But under state law, federal
funds for such purposes had to go to one of the districts acting as fiscal
agent for the group. The groups had no -independent legal status.



20

~ .
in 1970 the Massachusetts Legislature passed a law to authoruze school
districts_ to conduct Jo|nt educational programs with other school d-str.cts
that would ''supplement or strengthen schoo! programs and services.”" (Chapter
L0, Section ULE of the General Laws) This law for the first time enabled
school districts to work together with shared legal and fiscal ‘responsibility
‘for the collaboration. The 'collaborative agreement“ called for by Chapter
" LO, Section LE, spelled out procedures for governance and accountability that
would allow school districts to enter into joint ventures. But although the
1970 law made such collaboration legally possible, few cooperating districts
saw any need to establish their joint projects so formally. '

The most serious push toward collaboration in the state began aimost
unintentionally. in 1972 Massachusetts adopted a landmark spec-al ‘education
law, Chapter 766, that mandated all school districts to provide an adeguate.,
appropriate, and publicly supporied education to.all children with special
needs, to unvolve parents in decisions about placement~|n special education,

\,and to evaluate the individual needs of each child so that all chilqren could
be placed in educational programs that actually benefit them. The
requirements of the law took effect two years later, to permit jocal schools
“to pilan and the State Department of Education to write implementing
regulations. When the Chapter 766 regulations were issued in 1974, they
spelled out the choice confront:ng schooi districts: The rgquirements of the
law could be met by serving children within the district, serving them in
private facilities, or serving them in a collaborative program, jointly with
other districts.¢ !n the words of one state official, "[the regulatnons] were
just saying, 'Hey folks. It may make sense for you to get together'. . .The
-regulations at that point in time weren't suggestung formal! collaboratives.

.Later they sort of tigh ed that up. But at the time it was an .

" acknowledgment or a vision.~ This is-another way that makss sense, Primarily

because [iAformal collaboration] was common practice at that Time."

e

-

As districts began to implement Chapter 766, many of them ®ound that they
could not serve children with severe or multiple handicaps. Moreover the
tuitions charged by private facilities were often very high. Thus the
collaborative option was attractive in many cases, and most Massachusetts LEAS
found themselves participating in a collaborative, Many of the brand gew
collaboratives were created according to the 766 regulations té heip digtricts
meet specific legal requirements for special education. Some were constituted
on the legal authority of these regulations alone. Others took as their legal
base a 197k law that specified some governance arrangements for collaboratives
and authorized state funding of the start-up costs for collaboratives asz an
incentive to school districts to collaborate. (The state funding never
materialized.) Still others organ:zed on the basis of the 1372 version of the
Chapter 40, Section 4E provisions. ' And yet another group of coliaboratives
organized as private, non-profit corporations under- state laws administered by
the Secretary of State. By_lS}G’1S$F3knmately 50 collaboratives of various
types had been established to serve nearly all of the state's 428 schoo!
districts. v

But the hodge-podge of legal forms trounled some state officials. in
1978 the State Board of fducation recommended and the State Legislature
adopted a law requiring all collaboratives to recrganize, f necessary, to
comply with the 1974 amendments to Chapter LO, Section LE. As of 1981. mos:
seem to have done so, but others have not. In particular the collaboratives

26
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argan:2ed 8% private, non-pref it cdrporat,ons have not: converted to Chapter
L0, Section ki status, sceing !ritle advantage in the switch of legal

stalus. A3 3 “esyit they &re not officially niecognized or apbroved by the
Jepartment of fducat -on, According toc a survey done by a ;ollaborat:ve
director, & humber ot those co!laborativeas which are approved still have not
conformed to arsorted aoministrative and fiszal requirements, As the state
has no reporting or monitoring system for collaboratives, there is no sasy way
for the Depariment 10 hnow whether collaboratives are in or out of compliance
en such matters, much 'ess to enforce these provisions.

This lega! h.story has unfolded ~n 8 political context that strong:y
emphas:Zes the sanctity of lota! contrp! of the schools and the
1vappropr i ateness of state intervention in local educational matters..
fducational policy :n Massachusetts has long been marked by the preeminence of
tocal achoo! committees and the reluctance of state officials to dictate or
even appear to dictate education policy. The glaring exception to this rule
nas %een Chapter 766, the highly prescriplive special education law, But
although Chapter 766 has had profound effects on public schools, it was
debates and passed as a law for the handiczapped, supported by advocacy groups
for the handtcapped rather than as an egucation law.. Had its consequences
for 'oca! schools and schoo! budgets deen widely understood at the time it was
considered, 11s passage through the Legislature would have been much less
t-hely. in any event, the dom:nant mode in the SEA has been to support and .
entourage the LEAs, not to set or enforce state prioritias. As the State
Zoare golicy save-

Loitaboral ves .n Massachusetlis are based and governed locally, Each
schoci dysiem which begomes party to a collaborative agreement does SO on
3 volurtary bas:is ang cont nues tc maintain its !ocal autonomy. . .The
def nition of collaborat ves should leave no doubl that it is the local
3ch00! Bysiems which are fully rasponsible for the operation of their

col'aboratives. . .& collaborat:ve should continue only as long as it
orovides efficient’and effective solutions tc educational problems-
confronting the ind.vidugal schoal systems. n the event that a
collaboratl-we % no longer viewed as usefui by its members, It shoule not
rantinge. .

“me otf-c .30 po:Cy A:%0C suggests that tTa reason for schoo! districls to
egage .0 joint efforte g COst:

{ciiaDnrat:ves A-0se 0 prov:de local school systems with mechanisms for
,oint seiutions 1o common problems . the prem:se being that it is less
gipenyve 1o periform certain scls collectively.
Mowever. -4  1c81-&-slrictls prefer (U operale in expensive isghtation, the
ciedr mr . Cal:0n 6 TR th:s s fine with the stdtec Like so much else in
MassachuLselts, collaboratives 37e 2 iocal matter. Here for exampie is the way
cwo s18%e 0'f-c.3°'Y described collaboratives:

flanorat.ves n th.s state are an entity of public school systems,
hey're nut recogni;zed r 3 way. | know this sounds strange bui | mean
they re not cecognized 8%  separale entilr. We hold 'school systems
respons:bie.  we don't hoo ¢ collaboratives rdsponsable. Sc if certain
» .

_7
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schoo! systems get together and develop a collaborative, that's the way
that they choose to do business.

We don't want the collaboratives becoming an additional layer in terms of
state government around education. . .We see the collaboratives off on
the side. Their primary mission is providing support to local education
agencies. The LEAS come directly to us. . . We don't want them
[collaboratives] reporting to us. We want them reporting to the jocal
school districts.

However, this laissez-faire philosophy only partially captures the
reality of the relationships among local districts, collaboratives, and the
state. Although the SEA has taken the position that collaboratives are a.
strictly loca) option, state officials have also seen the benefits of
collaboration and in various ways have tried to encourage it. At the same -
time however, they have seen real dangers in the institutjonalization of
collaboratives and have taken other steps that have discouraged districts from
participation in collaboratives. On balance, the ambivalence in the state
stance toward collaboratives has probably seriously restructed the
contributions of collaboratives in the State.

On the encouragement side, the SEA has taken some steps to make it easier
for collaboratives to operate successfully. SEA officials and the State Board
Policy on Collaboratives claim that the dominant state role has been
encouragement and .support. There are several pieces of evidence for this.
First, the SEA supported some clarifying legislation proposed by collaborative
directors to remove legal ambiguities about collaborative governance and
operations. In particular the SEA supported passage of the 1974 amendments to
Chapter 40, .Section ULE, which called for collaboratives to appoint a
treasurer, and specified that collaboratives should be governed by a board
comprised of schoo! committee members from participating school:districts.

The amendments also provided for an incentive grant of up to $10,000 for each
school district that joins a collaborative, to cover the administrative
expenses of starting a collaborative. Funds for this purpose were never
appropriated, and so the incentive grants were never made. But the SEA
supported the idea. and Commissioner Anrig testified in support of the
incentives. Later technical amendments Supported by the SEA included
authornzrng schaol committees to prepay tuition to collaboratives to ease cash
flow crunches early in the schoo! year (passed by tne Legislature in 1972).
explicitly granting collaboratives the right to contract for supplies and
services (passed in 1978), and granting certified teachers employed by .
collaboratives the right to partnC|pate ln tqp Teachers Retirement System
(never passed). -

Another avenye of SEA support has been financial.. According to one state

official: - ' '
)~ . - ..

" One can talk about being very suppoftive of an |dea or a concept or an-
agency, but the proof of the pudding is in terms of your behavior,
whether the collabor;t:ves are in fact receiving funds f~om this agency.

Especially in the collaboratives' early years (1974-78) the support was

. there., Collaboratives recemived many grants -and contracts from the SEA. This

“was particularly true an the area of special education. As Chapter 766 came
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into force in 1974, the associate commissioner for special education saw the
insuperable difficulties that most LEAs faced in meeting the new mandates. In
the words of one of his colleagues

He was very-very high on collaboratives and spent a good part of his time

in that area. He nurtured that whole notion because if he didn' t have

that, there were no other alternatives [for serving handncapped children]

except private schools. . .| would sdy the development of collaboratives

in special pducation was a one-man effort. If it hadn't been'for him,
& I'm not ?u(: what would have happened. : -

The support of the Division of~Specnal Education was important in many ways.
The original idea for collaboratives had come from the Chapter 766
regulations. The Division also had money from the state and later from the
federal government to distribute to local districts for special educat|0n
purposes. Some of this money went to collaboratives to run programs for low-
incidence handicaps where few communities would have enough children with
particular needs to justify creating a program in each school district. Thus *
collaboratives received state and federal funds to. take over (from the
Department of Mental Health) programs for cevelopmentally disabled or severely
retarded children and to establish public school programs to serve children
with hearing or visual impairments, physical handicaps, emotional
disturbances, learning dnsabnlntnes,’and various combnnatnons of special
needs. '

A good indicator of the Division's initial support for collaboratives was
the way they spent the discretionary funding they received under the federal
special education law PL 94-1L2. In this period twenty-five percent’ “of the
state's allocation of special education money was free for the SEA to spend as - .,
it saw fit. |Instead of simply turning that money over the local districts,
the Division set up a system of c0mpet|t|ve grants which collaboratives as
well as local districts could compete for. In many cases, proposals from
collaboratives were looked on with particular favor because collaborative
programs would serve more than one district. Also, collaboratives often had
the professnonal staff apd administrative flexibility to respond to the
state's requests for proposals more readily than a school district could.

“Thus a sizable share of the discretionary grants went to collaboratives in the
mid-seventies. .
Another source of enceuragement was the Division's assumption of the
: start-up costs for the Massachusetts Organization of Educational-
- Collaboratives (MOEC). MOEC was begun in 1975 as a self-help group of
' collaborative directors. . As all of them were running at least one special
education program, the Division of Special Education financed some of their
early expenses, including the preparation of a Director's Manual and 'a survey.
of administrative and program practices in collaboratives across the state.

Both the Division's support for MOEC and the competitive grant system
changed after a new associate commissioner of special education was appointed
in 1977. Collaboratives got fewer opportunntues to apply directly for 94=142

funds. In 1981 ‘almost all of those funds (90%) went directly to the local
districts, and much of the rest supported the Division's staff in the
-Department. .But another avenue of Division support was still important to

collaboratives. The Bureau of Institutional Schools (BIS), which serves the
4 .
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state's most severely handicapped children in residential facilities, does
much of its business through contracts with collaboratives.

Before Chapter 766, children in institutions were the responsibility of
the Department of Mental Health. But Chapter 766 required the public school
system to educate all children of school age. The institutionalized children
posed a special problem for the Division of SpeCIaI Educatuon. In the words
of ;one state official:

The law gave the State Department of Education the mandate to provide
them with education. . .!t was decided early on, a practice consistent
- within the state, to purchase the service. This agency doesn't want to
be in the direct service business, because we can't do it well, . . The
department actively cajoled and pursued collaboratives to develop-and
deliver the service, and they're damned good at it. The collaboratg
B.|.S. programs are among fhe best in the state--un fact many of them are
the best in the state.
L3
The division contracted with collaboratives to provide teachers.to work with
children in institutions. Collaboratives also evaluated the needs of children
from their member districts residing in institutions, did individual educatnon
plans for those children, and served as liaison between the Institutional
Schools and the local districts. Collaboratives were uniquely suited to fill
the needs of both the Division and the local districts. neither of whom wanted
to put scarce staff resources into the institutional schools. The education
of these children was an early priority for the collabo-atives and still
accounts for a sizable share of state funding for collaboratives.’ -

Thes Division of Special Education is the part of the SEA most closely
associated with collaboratives. Although céllaborative directors are not on
the regular mailing lists of other Divisions, Special ducation sends most
roytine communication to local special education directors and to
collaborative directors. Collaborative directors are regularly invited to
special education meetings, to sit on advisory councils, and to comment on
proposed policy changes. Although collaborative directors have tried to get
on other Department mailing lists (e.g. to superintendents), they have not
been successful in gaining recognition elsewhere in the Department.

in only a few other cases has the SEA seen continued advantages to the
use of collaboratives. Funds allocated by the SEA for staff development are
now administered by six collaboratives, one in each region of the state. But
for the most part collaboratives are ignored. A number of vocational
education programs are run by collaboratives, but some of them are not
officially approved and supported by the Division of Occupational Educattdn.
The state law for vocational education (Chapter 74) made no explicit mention
of collaboratives until 1979, and then was amended to permit only communities

‘that are not part of a vocational regional district to operate approved

vocational programs through collaboratives. Official approval for
collaborative programs has been slow in coming. One collaborative dnrector’
told us about a meeting he attended at the SEA in which state officials and ‘
local superintendents discussed inter-district cooperation to .offer advanced
high school classes that do not attract many students, such as German, Latin,
or advanced science courses. To his surprise,
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Not once during the conversatijon with an audience of superintendents was .
it mentioned that there already is an existent vehicle that you may want
to talk about for this purpose--the educational collaborative.

Other state activitiesiaave‘limited the opportunities for collaboratives
to thrive, A mild tendency to use collaboratives as a flexible administrative
vehicle for accomplishing'state purposes was nipped in the bud by a fraud
scandal within the SEA. It was discovered that a former associate
commissioner of occupational education had ‘'used several collaboratives as

~ unwitting conduits for fraudulent grants and contracts. The scandal (in which '
collaboratives played a small role) brought under scrutiny the whole
~ Department's practices for awarding grants and contracts, including those with
collaboratives. Several improper practices were discovered. First,
collatoratives had been used nnappropraately as fnscal agents. As one state
official told us: . : o :

Collaboratives should not be used to funnel money, funnel without having
any responsibility and control. . .Now | can say the collaborative had
the responsibility, but real responsibility should be with the cities and
towns... This department did have a relationship with collaboratives at
- one point when collaboratives were used -as fiscal agents. That
‘ relationship no longer exists.

A second source of concern was that, accordihg to the same official,

There was a point when collaboratiyes were used as a mechanism in part to
avoid .state procedures. . .| remember stopping a contract here my first -
month .where we were funding a certain collaborative to. provide management
training. . .and they were going to subcontract the work to someone

else. . .A person was being paid at a rate higher than what the
Department of Education would ordinarily pay or that the Legisiature
would aliow the Department of Education to pay. There are state
procedures for hiring consultants. . .You [¢an't rontract to a
collaborative who then contracts out to someone else at a higher rate
because the state has a limitation on consuiting [fees]. That doesn't

O o o
9 "

The SEA had used collaboratnves for admxn:stratnve flex-b:lnty and to do the
jobs that no one else wanted to do. - As a result, these fledgling
organizations were getting large infusions of state money. As a state
administrdtor recalled, that made some people uneasy.

We found ourselves doing a lot of business with. collaboratives, “and what
was evolving was a relationship which, in our judgment, was not
particulariy healthy. Collaboratives; because of the funding source.
were becoming very dependent on this state agency. ‘' And in terms of our
phTosophy, that's not where the_action is... Clearly the :
collaboratives, in terms of this state agency, have delivered on a number
of tough projects. They have, but we have to be careful.

The SEA took steps to make it harder for collaboratives to get state
money directly, and to reduce instances of direct competition for funds P
between local districts and collaboratives. This financial w:thdrawal {from
$10 million a year in grants and contracts to $5.7 million in 1981) has been

o A
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coupled with contunued ambivalence about whether “col laboratives are. a serious
part-of the public education system in Héksachusetts. On one hand, state '
- policy is to support the collaboratives. On the other hand, nobody wants to
support them very much. We saw -among Massachusetts bureaucrats a fear of
collaboratnves run amok, out.of state controly out of local control The .
following quotatuons from SEA officials ullustrate.

We don' t want the collaboratives becomung an additional layer in terms of
state government. . .We don't want the collaboratives someplace getting
‘in-between, so local school districts hagf to deal with collaboratives
and collaboratives deal with us. ' :

/

[1s] the information you receive from 45 collaboratives - .
representative of the needs of a million and a half kids in this state
over a number of varying program needs? Ti.e answer is it cbviously won't
be. That isn't to say that collaboratives can't do needs assessment ‘
better than local school districts. Generally they can. . .But there's
always the danger that those 45 will not be representative of what those
needs really are at the local level. .

[Your] assumption is that collaboratives. . .might be in a

position to help us meet some of our goals. Yes. They may be. But

again, that may create a problem. If you start building that little
layer, it doesn't seem to me that luttle layer wull serve either the
local agencies or your own.

The Commus@uoner has always been supportive of collaboratuves. But for a
‘number of reasons there is a sense of keeping them at arm's- length

At least some state legislators share these fears. For example, one told us:
. The legislature has been ambivalent towards collaboratives. . . a number
of leg:slators are very concerned and sensitive to potentially creating
large bureaucracies. There is an inbred legislative concern that a new
idea that is designed to save money and provide better services, etc.
often has the effect of creating jobs for people who are proposung ‘the
idea and developung large bureaucracues which cost money.

The state's reluctance to lnstututnonaluze the collaboratives reveals

: utself in many ways. For example, the Massachusetts Department of Education
" collects no information about collaboratives. No one knows how many children
in thé state are served by collaboratives, where collaboratives get their
money, how many teachers work in collaboratives, or even how many school
districts are not served by collaboratives. The only way. anyone at the SEA
knows anything about collaboratives is by looknng at data from individual
towns, which report on some of their individual dealings with collaboratuves.
MOEC has urged the SEA to collect information about collaboratives. At one
‘point a form to do so was prepared and distributed. But, according ‘to one
associate commissioner, "the form was not authorized for reléase," because of
the Department's policy that collaboratives should report to local school
committees, not to the state. :

Anothe( example is the SEA s decision not to intervene to help.
collaboratives in trouble. in l980. the BerkShure County Collaboratuve
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dissolvad after a short, troubled life. The director of the regional branch
office of the Department of Education watched the loéal districts struggle

with the problems of collaboratnon. but regarded himself as a bystander. In
his words: r

We were under a certain amount of pressure to make sure the collaborative
continued. You can imagine parents were very concerned. . . But | felt
: andE%he Commissioner agreed with me ‘that we ought to let it go. | think
the C issioner was kind of happy in that it was an example of the fact
that collaboratives were not forever bound to exist. They could die out.
.

During the period in which we conducted interviews several other
collaboratives experienced severe financial difficulties. No one in the SEA
central or regional offices expressed a sense of responsibility for faltering
collaboratives. One state official noted approvingly the Commissioner's view:
"I don't think he's either for or against collaboratives, any more than he's
for or against green ¢halkboards.! SEA staff want to be sure that the
children who were served by failing collaboratives will receive an equally
appropriate education elsewhere. But they have no apparent commi tment to
collaboratnves as an especially appropriate or desirable vehicle for providing
special services Lo school districts. ' :

The state has treated collaboratives in an inconsistent and confusing

. way. There has been genuine encouragement and support for collaboratives,
~particulariy from the Division of Special Education. However the Department
has declined many opportunities to support and/or use the collaboratives to
achieve state goals. Atthough the Commissioner has received 2 _number of
recommendations to expand the use of collaboratives (for example. from the
Governor's Commission on School District Organization and Collaboration and
the Massachusetts Acivisory Council on Education), most of them have been
dismissed as low priority contenders for the Department's scarce resources.
The Department has also .resisted further clarification of the legal deflnltnon
‘of a collaborative. One collaborative director gave us a list of some ' /
unresolved questnons about collaboratuves. ' .

' /.
May collaboratuves borrow money? Who is liable for what happens in /W
collaborative classrooms? Why are collaboratives LEAs sometimes but'not
others? Why should staff of a collaborative who teach next door to a

first or second grade classroom not enjoy the same privileges and ,
benefnts [as that first grade teacher]?" . ‘

/
/

The Department does not want to answer such questuons. does not vont to
feed into what one official called “the recognition factor." for fear of
setting the collaboratives in concrete.

Because these questions are left open, because the Department s support
is equivocal, collaborative directors are on shaky ground in many of their
operations. The law says that collaboratives are voluntary; no school
commi ttee has to belong The Department says that collaboratives are not
local educational agencies. As a resuit the collaboratives must ‘be
entrepreneurial, must sell themselves in order to generate partacupatuon and
funds. But state polucnes deny them many of the tools necessary to
entrepreneurs. They may not seek new markets beyond their member school
dlstrncts° they may not borrow or' own property because school/commuttees may

!
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\
not borrow or own property; they.may not offer their staff many of the
perquisites (notably tenure and, until 1981, a pension plan) that school
committees offer their staff. These circumstances have not damped all
collaborative initiative, but all the directors we spoke to felt frustrated
and constrained by the mixed messages from the state.

Collaboratives in Massachusetts may have potential to improve the state
and local capacity to deliver educational services., To date, they have
contributedhiQ,a small, low profile way, most importantly to the delivery of
services to children with low-incidence special needs. for the most part they
operate outside the malnstream of educational pollcy and practice in the
state. :

-

B. URBAN EDUCATIONAL COLLABORATIVE

1. Chronology of Events

1967

A group of Briggs University School of Education deans and seven local
superintendents agree to form an urban-suburban coalition to promote voluntary
desegregation. They submit a proposal for ESEA Title Ill support. W
districts are urban; five are suburban. The largest suburban district, Auber,
serves as fiscal agent for the group. The larger urban district, Lynwood, is
the group's center of gravity. ‘ .

1968

The Urban Educational Collaborative (UEC) is- funded, and George Moriarty
becomes the first director. A local university provides rent-free facilities.
UEC -begins programs to mix urban and suburban students and teachers. '

1262 : ’ i <" .
"UEC incorporates as a private, non-profit corporation. The Board of
Kbirectors is made up of superintendents of, the member districts.

UEC begins to duverslfy programmatccally through the establishment of
reading centers and staff development workshops. The voluntary desegregation
programs are brought together under one dlrector and titled the Urban
Programs

1970
Horiarty tries to broaden the membership base by .inviting four of the

working class suburbs_of Lynwood to join UEC. The four decline to pay the
 $10,000 per school district mémbership fee.
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/:he Lynwood Archdiocese Schools agree to participate.

1971

More programs are started. The Urb;n\Programs continue to expand. A
federally-funded work-study program offers academic credit and job training on
industrial job sites. .The reading centers now employ substantial staff, and
they offer teacher and curriculum development in general education. Special
education programs are established to advise parents, train special education
teachers, and provide a forum for the seven dnstrncts to share tdeas. problems
and rescurces. -

1972

Two original member LEAs drop out of UEC. There is speculation that the
reason is UEC's desegregation programs; the two communities may no longer be
wllllng to participate in voluntary |ntegrat|on

Kit's bid fails to. ‘win a $1 million contract to develop a 10 year
deseg gation plan for the Greater Lynwood area. : .

A federal team makes a site visit to review UEC's applncatlon for renewed
Title 111 funding. It finds inasequate record- keeping and a failure to define
behavioral objectives. Further Title 1| funding is withheld pending
revisions in UEC's bookkeeping system. UEC must borrow over $70,000 to meet
|ts payroll obligations for the resf of 1972.

George Moriarty resigns in July to take a local superintendency, .
dlsapponnted at.the loss of the desegregation planning contract. He is
replaced by Bucky Harris, who commits himself to say for a maximum of three
years. Harris, an LEA supernhtendent from a neighboring state, takes over in
November. He immediately attempts to bring UEC's. accounting system into
compliance with federal requirements. ' '

By March, UEC is able to repay its loans. o~

Harris rapidly increases UEC's budget, capturing $480,000 in grant monies
in the first six months of his tenure.

New programs are begun and old ones are expanded in the specnal and
vocational education &reas.

UEC's annual budget now exceeds $1 million. X :

" Free ofjnce space at Briggs Unnversnty is no longer avanlable. and UEC
moves into its own office, ’ -
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Harris solicits a $75,000 grant from a local foundation to subsidize
membership fees for new LEA members. As a result, four new d:strlcts -- all
poorer than the suburban members of UEC -- agree to join.

1975

UEC grows. It takes over fiscal management of several small mental
health programs and a program for hearing-impaired students. it begins doing
evaluations of its members' students that reside in state institutions. It
launches its first envuronmental educatuon program. It plans an alternative
high school.

After three years at the helm, Harris resigns. He is replaced by Michael
Cochrane, who has experience with urban and regional planning.

1976

Cochrane reorganizes UEC programs (which now number more than 40) into '
four '"centers': Reading and Learning, Special Education, Urban Programs and”
Career and Continuing Education. For the first time 2 central UEC budget and

individual project budgets are estab ished. Cochrane encourages the Board of
Directors to become more involved in’ judgetary matters. Co

UEC increases its role in state institutions, now sendung faculty into
the institutions to offer instruction. These programs are fundec by the State
Bureau of lnstitutional Schools. o

N Pl

UEC's budget is SL million, of which state funds make up 59%, federal

* funds 29%, and local funds (membership and tuition fees from member LEAs) 12%.
Staff totals 200,

1977

» UEC moves out of downtown Lynwood. The autonomy experienced by some
projects under ‘Cochrane’s reorganization results in some directors never
learning the ‘route to the new central office. : o,

The tollaboratuve continues to grow, though more in programs than staff.
The distinct projects now total 50, while staff growth has begun to level off.
Member LEAs account for a declining share of the total budget, causing |
Coc'rrane some concern. Some member districts use UEC resources to start up
treir own versions.of UEC programs (e.g., un the special educatuon area),
further limiting UEC s potential market.

UEC severs |ts legal ties to its original fiscal agent {Auker, one of the
member LEAS) which had been the employer of ‘record for some UEC staff to
enable them to participate in the state teachers' retirement system.

v

UEC hires its first comptrollier.

(
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Cochrane's early reorganuzat:on efforts prove too |nflexlble and
divisive, without resolv.ng his concerns about excessive autopomy in some
projects. . In response to complaints from staff members, he reorganizes again.
He promotes one of the four center directors to associate dlrector. implicitly
demoting the other three, all of whom leave UEC in the next K8 months. He
starts to promote a more collegial decision-making style among his top
management team, which excludes the center directors. o

!
1 :

A suburban school district, that. had left UEC in 1972 now rejoins; two new
school distiicts join for the first tlme.

The seven Urban Center programs’ are tooether funded at $1 million. UEC
assumes responsibitity for the remains of the faltering Desegregation ProJect
-- the one it had unsuccessfully competed for in 1972.

A

- ~

: -
m . , l
* Although the Urban Center programs continue to be sucte sful, the rest of
UEC has grown so rapidly that urban-suburban collaboratlon‘ ‘voluntary

'desegregatlon are no longer central to UEC's purpose or impgey Some of the
superintendents on the governing board view this shift wit feat regret. A
task force of the board is set up to explore new avenues for urban-suburban
collaborative programmung -«\
-
Environmental education and career education continue to grow, with..
additional state and federal funding. \

r ' ' .

Cochrane attempts to fund more programs by tuition payments from local
districts, rather than from grants. He is concerned about both cash- flow and
program continuity. At the end of the year. UEC eases its cash- flow'problems
by obtaining a loan guarantee from the Ford Foundation.

1980 ‘ , :
[

UEC's articles of |ncorporat|on are amended to allow the agency to accept
contracts from the Massachusetts Department of Mental Health and the
Department of Education to serve ‘institutionalized adults, as well as
children. At the request of mental health officials, UEC takes over the
adminjstration of a community residence project. Adult services provide a
potentially new market for UEC progremming.

The passage of Proposltlon 2 1/2 prompts UEC's member LEAs to reexamine
their involvement with UEC. Cochrane urges the Board to consider
collaboration as a creative solution to their fiscal constraints.

UEC's budget now totals almost $6 million.
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1981 -
| - ydah

UEC searches for new collaborative arrangements with other ‘ .
collaboratives, local universities, cultural organizations, and other <tate
and local agencies, as it attempts to cope with impending reductions in
federal, state and local funding. Massive teacher layoffs are announced in
most of the member school districts.

Y

An advisory committee of LEA representatives proposes that UEC facilitate
cooperation on curriculum materials and development. Other plans call for a
'prunC|pals' center, cooperative purchasing, staff development and shared
management services. |f accepted, these changes would represent a move for
UEC away from serving specialized populations and toward more involvement in
regular education practices. -

2. History

Tne Urban Educational Collaborative had its roots in earlier programs
involving cooperation among several of the member districts. In the
mid-1960's, three of the LEAs that later helped start UEC were part.of a
voluntary desegregation program in which black students from Lynwood attended
mostly-white, suburban schools. The three districts also jointly operated a
summer school. In 1967, the school superintendents of these LEAs, along with
the superintendents of four other LEAs in the Lynwood area, and a group of
locsl university administrators submitted a proposal for an ESEA Title 111
grant to support urban-suburban collaboration and voluntary desegregation.
According to one of these superintendents, their goal was to:

try to put together 3 collaborative that would have Lynwocd, the
. archdiocese of Lynwood, and Thomas as in a sense the three urban
" partners, and then add to that some suburban districts who had concerns,
social conscience, and also were interested in doing some educational
things together.

, The proposal was funded and UEC began operation in September of 1968 as a
Title LIl project in offices provided rent-fPee by the Briggs University
School of Education. The Lynwood, Rowe, Crowder, Thomas, Bridges, Eldon and
Auker schoo) districts were the original members. Auker. served as fiscatl
agent and employer of record for the Title Il grant. George Moriarty,

" formerly the director of special projects and assistant to the superintendent
of a large urban distrnct in another siate, was hired as UEC's first executive
,durector.

UEC's educational ménddte was to develop programs to link the urban ’.
districts, Lynwood and Thomas, with the suburban communftnes. The Crowdar
supernntendent suggest&d that, -

The basic thrust was to come up with some model programs on a voluntary
basis that would relieve racial isolation in Lynwood.
[y . Y
VVUEC s first major project was a voluntary schooi desegrega -on effort.
Horyarty worked hard to gain the support of the black ¢ unity. He
established contacts with other community programs. Thi¢ resuited in programs
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for suburban middle-school studentis to spend one to two weeks in racially-
mixed schools in Lynwood. A racially.integrated summer camp led to school
year programs in which students studied the impact of neighborhoods and
schools on their fellow students. UEC also organized workshops that brought
city and suburban eachers together to.share ideas about teachfng. curriculum
and students. It arded $1000 grants to teachers to-.develop innovative
educational proje designed to improve interracial and urban-suburban
understanding. : : :

The people who were part of UEC in its early days had strong feelings
about the social injustices of the times. Their interest in education went:
beyend the realm of reading, writing ‘and arithmetic. Many staff members saw
themselves involved in a model of constructive socual chang' that might

’ benefnt the rest of the country. According to one:

conservative-minded people viewed UEC with some alarm as a potentnal
fcrce that would break down barriers between the city and the suburbs,
and they were rnght.

UEC's organnzatnonal atmosphere wa$ one of freedom and chaos. One
staffer recalled the situation in the first few years in vivid terms:

No one knew what to do. People would just take off, go on vaéation. do
whatever. ’

This was consistent with the laissez-faire leadership style of George

Moriarty. One UEC staffer of that time said that Moriarty, ''didn't pelieve in

time-clock people.' He was anti-bureaucratic, spontaneous, charismatic snd
dedicated. He was fairly successful in el:c:tnng similar dedication in his
subordinates, who were strongly committed to UEC's programs. Since the number
and range of programs was small, the commitment produced a sense of
organizational mission among the staff. The level of informality meant that
staff members often worked outside ‘their areas of expertise and experience.
One staff member described an inzident in UEC's early days when she was given
responsibility for a grant application when she did not know how to type and
had no experience in the grantsmanshnp area. She says:

we were very snformal in our structure at the tnﬁe—- And everything that
_we did was by the seat of our pants. We knew nothing.

The members of the staff were excited by their projects and were willing te

risk the alienation of potential clients through their aggressive approach to
integration. Moriarty was high on innovation and his ''somewhat lax"
administrative style was supportive of new ideas for policy directions. O(ne
jong-time staffer said of Harnarty. "He was the only director who was exc.ted
by innovative ideas themselves.' <

This - level of commitment made it possible for UEC to become a going

~concern in the face of considerable legal and political ambiguity about the

desirabiiity of interdistrict ccilaboration. When UEC incorporated in 1969 as

‘a private, nonprofit corporation with a board of .directors composed of local

schoo!l officials, it had only one other clear-cut legal alternative to
consider. |t could have remained as & federally~-funded project of the Auker
school district, subJect to all legal constrannts on the Auker school
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"commictee. Because UEC's founders sought an identity thzt reccgnrized the.
collaborative nature of the enterprise, they wanted an organization .
independe-* of any single member district. But Massachusetts law oT that time
made no provision for multi-district agencies. According to the education
‘code, local school committees and the state department of educ3tion were the
only legal public education agenciesg in the state. (indeed to this day,
education collaboratives are not legally permitted to conduct some activities
reserved tc local school committees.) To clarify its tegal status and to free
itself of certain restrictions on staffing (requiring tenure for teachers, for
example! and finance, UEC became a private nonprofit corporat;on. surrendering
its legal status as a public educat:on agency. ’

‘Between 1969 and 1971, the collaborative pegan to transcend iis original
programmatic thrust. In 1363 it established reading centers ih Lynwood and
some suburbs. This was only the first step. By 1971, UEC was running a
variety of programs in three different policy areas. .The largest group was
still the desegregation projects for teacher services, annex schools, and
sprc:al edUtation. Teacher services consisted of small grants and teacher
workshop programs, a black teacher recruitment program, and’ an_urbsn-suburbar
teacher exchange program. The Annex Schools program grew out of the ezrly
summer camp project. Urban and . burban children and staff met together at »
non-school site =- the Annex School -~ that was used as a base for the
exploration of urban issues and problems in the Lynwood community. The
special education program focused on integrating mildly retarded children inr%o
the regular program of instruction and improving programs for the mildly
retarded.

UEC's second major area was occupational education. Project SPACE, which
began in 1971, was the agency's initial foray into vocational training.
Funded by the federal Department of Commerce and the Massachusetts Depariment
of Education, it was an alternative form of high schoo) -education which placed
students in part time jobs in local companies. They received academic
instruction in the marnings and were paid to acquire work eiper ience ‘and
training in the afternoons.

The third area was the reading and learning center (and its suburban ‘
branches) supported by ESEA Title 111 funds. The center provided specializecd
in-gervice training and technica! advice to teachers, with a focus on the
diagnosis and treatment of reacing problems.

Between 1969 and 1971, Moriarty attempted -- largely unsuccessfully -- to
broaden UEC's membership base by recruiting additional members. in 1970, the
Lynwood archdiocese became a formal member of the collaborative. But four .
working-class suburbs declined to join because of UEC's righ membership fea of
$10,000 per LEA. While this flat rate was. attractive to iynwood because it
had the largest student population and budget, it wi§s decidedly Iess popular
with smaller dtstrncts. ,

Neither incorporation nor the (unsuccessfui) membership drive was able ro
help UEC create a secure role for itself, As the agency expanged, both in
size and program dnversnty. its original mandate became more d-ffuse. One
highly- placed staff member.recalled the origin:

-
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wE wmErE d SeLge NG «4gence 3l the l:ime, 507! of not know-ng where we
w3 t8S 15 9¢ and whsl we wanled 1¢ do and just 3 small group of projects.

ULl faces 3 ~umber of 4. ¢f:cull proniems 1n 167 Two Originigi mempers
¢ see 6. :4bora’- e, Rowe 3ng Briodges, dropped oyi. Moraarty belseved t(hat
they tefr Uf ec3utE thes were reluciant ¢ continge -« th the voluntary
Jesegregat .0” programt - o

Rowme tchon: Comm: Tlee became very canservative, 3and they didn't want o
* .

~0ts 87OuUNG w:lL LynwSod. They were worr:ed adboul black kide comirng out

% Rowe .

Ld
Th,.s wds N2t the worst of UEC s problems. Since 1ts inception, UEL funds
rad come iargeiy from Yitle Lii grants. In June of 1972, the federa! Office
o! fauUCEt:DN review lgam came IC Lyhwood Lo make an on-site visit. |1 was
hoghty crtical, and juoges UEL's record-keeping inadequate. UEC's sta’f was
shozhed by the review A s1aff member said:

they brought sr ar on-s:te evalual,on team that atsolutely crushed us
-~ i mesn, we were {ry:ng 1n the meetings. .

furtrer Totie 1/ furdir .« witnhheld untri UEC coulid bring itls bookkeeping

system up (o federd, slt .. . ulC had to borrow over 575,000 to meet its
payrcits for the rest cf | vyear . f(ompounding these problems was the

0:4apDPO-NIMEN? Thal anolher agenty wds awarded the 51 million dotlar planning
g"3nt 1hat UEL{ nad noped to rece:ve '¢ develop a ten year desegregation plan
‘or the Lynwood area. ’

- For its f.ret T.ye years, UEC was directed by Moriarty and, to some
extent, by 313 misg.on. Bul th:s miss.on had already begun to biur by Lhe
early 197C's. ir add:t:on to fac:ng the d:lemmas of growth, dramatic
fluctusitans N fung.ng and cash flow, the politicaliy controversial nature of
desegregat:on, lhe ambtivaence of Mhe state toward collaboratives (and the
concomitant tegal amb.gu:"y of UEL's positon 1n i€ state educational
cvstlem! . ang Wos:arily's lack of interest n administration, UEC did not put a
hagh grrOr:ty on nternal coherence. HMoriarly and the staff devoted their
resnurces toward lLhe externai. polslical image and capacity of the agency, and
neglected fashioning 3 Cléar d.recticn for the staff to pursue. #Moriarty
tpent a iwt of t.me louby:ng the leg siatiure on behalf of policy favorable to.
col‘atoral:vey. Me ptilempled 10 bu:ld 1rass-roots support through the mass
media. Me 33:6, 'we alwavs ~ade +ure we had newspaper support.’' The locai
drstrcts aiso received a g-eat geal of Moriarty’s attention. He made
exvengve, I futile, attemsts to build and brosden the membe:-ship amor . LEAs.
Me 4130 worked to maivta'n good relations with the members. Taiking abzul h:s
rformal reistiore w 1% the Lynwood superintendent, he sa:d:

.~ potweer _1pt reqguiss JEL Board meetngs) t:me, | made certain |
probably saw Lhariey Mone {*te Lynwood $uper:ntendenl] about cnce 3 week.
8 waye gave me 3tiecy  That was key lC lhe success of many thifigs thal
we %.0. . '

Mo 874 wdn TOFFEIL st Mo operTepthoen af 1ne mportance of Lhe esternyi,
[TSRE AN envronment . caforiorate’y, th s perieplion was overly dominant,
ynd orer preat o' teage-un-oy suffered ‘e oy, the rrterAaadl manggemeni and the

.
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further development of the agency's role). Moriarty's style was appropriate
to the period surrounding the birth of an organization like the UEC, but its
further development required skills beyond the capacity of the first diréctor.
As one gbserver said,
George was a dreamer, idealist. Maybe that was needed to create the kind
of organization, under very ambiguous circumstances. He wasn't the best
manager in the world.

George Moriarty resigned in,  1972. te was disappointed at the loss of the
large desegregation grant, and dismayed at ‘the degree to which the agency had
drifted from its original raison d'etre. The board replaced Moriarty with

Bucky Harris, a superintendent from a bordering state. Harris was nearing

retirement age and agreed to take the job for a maximum of three years. One:
long-time staff member suggested that he took the job to fulfill the
reqybrements for a Massachusetts pension. Harris spent most of his time as
‘"director in pursuit of grants at the state and national level. After
Moriarty's inattention to administration, the board wanted a director who
would get UEC back on track while solving its fiscal problems (primarily the
loss of the Title 111 funding). Harris' expertise in grantsmanship seemed to
mean good things for the agency. The board was reacting to the legacy of

"Mdriarty, but its solution did not prove to be stable. Over the next three

years, UEC would swing from one extreme to another, this time of untrammeled
-expansion. Given the realities it faces, UEC is not an organization that can
blossom under one dimensional leadership, as powerful as that may be, to the
neglect of other critical aspects of leadership. By the end of Harris'
tenure, UEC would have moved even further from the delineation of a coherent
role.

Harris tocx imnediate action to ‘bring UEC's account;ng system into
compliance with federal requirements. Althodﬁh UEC's programs were still .
running in the red, the $70,000 debt ‘was repaid in March of 1973. Between
January and May, he reported.to the board, UEC had submitted half a million
dollars in grant applications. .

His dreat success in winning grants and contracts allowed existing
programs to expand-and new programs to be initiated. The Reading and Learning
Center expanded from 5 schools to 30, and the occupational training program
doubled its eanroliment (to 100) for the 1973: ool year. At about this
time, the state changed its policy from making payment before services were
rendered- to payment six weeks after the presentation of .billing. This created
major cash flow problems for UEC and other state grantees. UEC became the

fiscal agent for several other private programs (e.g., a program for hearing=".

impaired children), and offered management and administrative services to its
members (and eventually non-members) in order to balance its cash flow and
supplement its income with overhead fees.

During its ?nrst five years, the collaborative sustained a net loss of
one member. The dlffrculty in expanding its membership troubled UEC's
leadership for a 'variety of rcasons. Most obviously, they desired a greater

.domain in which to foster educational collaboration a..y a larger student

population to work with. But they also believed that the collabecrative would
have to inciude some of the poorer suburban communities in the area in order
to acquire continued funding through state and federal grants. C(r-ly the
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wealthjer Lynwood suburbs were members and many local people believed that Ugc
was not sufficiently representative of the area.{¢Increased membership was a
small, useful- source of new funds from fees and tuition, but was more
significant in its implications for fundraising from state and federal
sources. Coe o ., :

in 1973, UEC decided to redesignaits fee schedule to make membership more
desirable. The flat fee was changed to a sliding scale with a minimum of
$5000 and a maximum of $10,000, cepending on the size of the district, Small
districts could join for half of last year's fee.: In addition, feesefor new
members were reduced for the first two years. Harris contactea tan potential
mémbers, but the new rate struciure persuaded no one to join. In March of
1974, Harris persuaded a local foyndation to provide $75,000 in grants to*
subsidize membership fees for new members. As a result, four new districts
signed on, all ‘'of them poorer than the original suburban members.

Chapter 766, which was to be fully implemented in the 1974-75 school
yéar, had a large impact on UEC. Chapter 766 created-a market for special
education programs that UEC moved quickly to serve. Here again the original
mission of the agency was dominated'by the pursuit of a new and luérative
source of funding. UEC contracted with its school districts to provide the
newly required evgluations of educational needs of the handicapped children
from member districts who were in state inst.tutions. ' The education of those
who could not be returped to the local districts posed a sizable difficulty
for the districts, for the students from“any given district might be located
in institutions scattered throughout the state. The director of UEC's program
for hospitalized adolescents said that ' :

-~ The state realized the logistical problem, hell of a problem, trying to
get 350 towns to really respond to their students who were in these types '
of facilities. ' '

As part of the SEA's attempt to deal with this sjituation, it contraczedawith
UEC to serve institutionalized children in two regions of the state. )
The population'of-children who required UEC's brand of special education
eventually decreased as many children were taken back into local school
systems. UEC's response was to increase efforts to serve children with
special needs in local districts. UEC set up a committee of local special
‘education directors who idantified areas suitable for collaborative efforts.
UEC then developed strategies for providing service in these areas, to be
implemented by the districts or by UEC. One local special education director
recalled an example of a UEC program:

four years ago we said we needed a pre-voc[ational] work behavior
training program for mild to moderately retarded children of high school
age. UEC through-the use of the school systems' federal funds developed
what is called Project Satellite. It's an after schodl program, |t
deals with training work behavior, skill development in food service,:
agricultural landscaping and woodworking.
The UEC programs started with government funds were offered to member
districts for little or no charge for the life of the grant. After the grants
‘ran qut, UEC charged tuition for the services. Even the special education
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programs run on a tuition basis have been well-enrolled. UEC's involvement in
special education increased to the point where these programs accounted for
35% of ‘the 1981 budget.
In the midst of rapid expansion, UEC became involved in a scandal
centered in the SEA. The associate commissioner of vocational education was
convicted of defrauding the state by creating dummy contracts and grants.
Because of Harris' eager fund raising, UEC had administered two of the
projects implicated in the fraud. While UEC was never acéused of any
involvement in any wrongdoing, local and collaborative staff members feared
their reputation would be marred because of their connection with the
projects. In fact, there is no indication that UEC's image suffered lasting
danage, but one staff member stated ''we still are being questioned to this day
on that project." The more tangible result of this episode was that the state
tightened up its funding procedures and fiscal controis significantly. These
have caused much annoyance for UEC staff who work with state money. UEC
central staff called the new Procedures 'ridiculously tight" and '"absurd."

-

There is no doubt about the entrepreneurial talent; of Bucky Harris. One
staffer who is still at UEC described Harris as "kind of like a laissez-faire
hustler" in comparison to the ‘present director, Cochrane. Cochrane himself
stressed the context of Harris' leadershup and his emphasus-

? .

| think his [emphasis] was pretty much appropruate to the time. He was

very entrepreneurial, and at that point | think that's what was needed

here. | don't think the agency would have survived without his

[1eadership].

Another senior administrator echoed these sentiments: .

| think at that time it was the right -- it was the right kind of
directorship, with a few qualifications. There should have been some
people internally who did have responsibility for paying attention to the
\ paperwork, to the trails, to the integrity of what was being o&ffered
through these programs. But at the time, he was probably the best
"director that the agency could have had because -~ he was a little fat
man with a cigart{ he used to go out and hustle bucks. And | believe when
he took over the agency they were operating at a five or six hundred
thousanrt dollar deficit, and they were in real trouble... And when he
left here we had about three midlion dollars worth of grants, so | think
he was probably the right person to be doing the polntncal work at the
},_tume. Unfortunately there was no structure.

She went on to describe what it was like to work under Harris at UEC:

It was a, different agency, it truly was. |t was not business like. My
sense was that the.agency was operating off of the seat of somebody's
pants. [Harris] was never concerned about detail; never concerned about
‘process, never concerned about equity, never concerned about

anything... He was out hustling grants all the tnme .»he wasn't concerned
about what was happening within the agency. .

Another staff member, also highly-placed. focused on staff reaction to
Harris' style: .
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Very nnterested in gettung dollars into this agency, however you got
those dollars. His ‘scruples were not the same as mine. - And as 38 staff
member, | felt very uncomfortable about him -- working with him. |
didn't feel that he valued staff very much... Bucky had taken us to tiyis
meetung. and they told us that this "Project Vote'" had been funded. Byt
it wasn't the project that we had written, he [Harris) had somehow use
the name of it for somethnng else, worked out some kind of a deal.

were flabbergasted, we didn't know how tc respond. We hadn't been _
informed of it and | was sure that we were going to say sometbing that
was going to get us in trouble. But it was that kind of thing; he was a
wheeler-dealer. And you never knew how he had wheeled or delled.

During these years of grantsmanshlp. UEC found itself runnihg lerge
numbers of unconnected projects; the only common element was their: financial
contribution to UEC's survival in an environment fraught with uncertainty
about funding, polntncal support, legal status, and other resources necessary
for sur!Tval. The lack of coherence had its S|de-effects.

What happened is that | belneve he caused our audiences to question us a

little. And to gquestion what our motives were. and some of that still

stays.

Other staff. member recalled that Harris' interaction with the UEC Board
accounted for some lack of trust. Harris' priorities were kept from the
Board. They had little information, and took & position of uncritical
acquiescence to the consistent flow of funds.

UEC's loo&e organizational structure was consistent with Harris' first
priority: increasing the agency's budget. The flexible environment made it
easy to start new and perhaps unrelated programs and attracted professional
staff who were committed to particular programs, as.one staff member pointed
out. The inf formal organizational climate created by Moriarty was perpetuated
in many respects under Harris. Extensive decentralization followed from both
directors' focus on externa! matters. Harris' orientation to funding differed
from Moriarty's ¢enstituency- buoldnng. but the lack of attention to internal
management was same.

) .

Having completed the agreed-upon three year term, Bucky Harris resigned
from his position at the end of 1975. The board of directors selected Michael
Cochrane as the new durector of UEC, looklng once again for new directions.

It is no surprise, then, that Cochrane .came’ in with the following perceptuoh
of his (eadership mandates: :

Management had to be rationalized. That its image had to be changed.. it

had a8 mixed image -- it had the image of getting ghings done. Which was
good. So we wanted to maintain that gide of it. | wanted to change the
_process by which some of them were done. | think another [mandate] was

to try to establish a much better relationship with the member districts.
To get that Board functioning propgrly, as a board... We provide muck
more. information to the Board now on projects and budgets. Hhen I came
here, there was a one-page budget. Very, very loose.

The UEC that Cochrane inherited from Hé??*s\gps quite different from the
organization that Harris had taken over three years previously. UEC had\
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experienced massive ‘growth in jts budget (from less then Sl million to $3.7
miliion), portfolio of programs, and staff s’ize during Harris' tenure. UEC
aiso possessed 3 decidedly different approach to its mission than it had at

—the outset. While many of the staff were still interested in improving social

conditions, the dominant orientation was toward services to individual
students and maintaining the large flow of funds that wouid keep the agency
alive and growing. The programs designed to further school desegregetuon were

. row-considered by some a¥"UEC (and among its clientele) to be too

controversial for the collaborative to expand further, UEC's new epproach (it
continued to develop during Cochrane's tenure) was to monitor the interests of
state and federal (and to some extent, private) funding agencies®so ;that UEC
could move quickly into aceas that promised substantial funding. While the
services that they might provide using external grants or contracts would have

‘to be desired by member LEAS, the focus was less on assessing the needs of

member districts than on responding to opportunities preserited by various
funding -sources, mostly at higher. levels of government. While this
orientation had been 'incipient in UEC's early days (e.g., the career education
programs begun in 1971), it blossomed in the mid-1970's, especially with the
expansion of funding for special and. vocational education.

While UEC had grown in many ways its admtnistretive structure and
processes had not kept pace with the rapid expansion. -1n his first major
attempt to fulfill his perceived mandates, the new director attempted to

. restructure the. agency into a more centralized, and thus potentially.more

coherent, organization.,’ Cochrané consolidated the LO or so programs into four
administrative and programmatic centers: reading and learning, special '
education, urban programs, and career education, each with its own director.
In addition, Cochrane put together the first agency-wide budget to coordinate
the individual program budgets. To deal with the lingerii. association of UEC
with the state fraud uncovered the year before, the direcy-: tightened up UEC
ccountung practices and cooperated fully with state program audits, which had
ptcome more freguent after the scandal. Also, Cochrane began to advertisa the
availability of major contracts nationally, rather than just locally, in an
attempt to remove any doubts about the seriousness of the open-bidding
process. In a further move designed to make UEC management more business-
like, a comptroller with extensive business experience was hired in 1977. On
the initiative of this new employee, 8 computer-based financ¢ial reporting
system was :installed to replace,the inefficlenf manual accounting system that
had he')ped to turn the agency's: internal affairs into an “administrative
nightmare."” At the same time, Cochrane began to encourage the Board' s
interest in budgetary matters.

As UEC undertook this initial reorganization bf its management practuces.
it continued to grow. Building on its contracts to evaluate the educational
needs of institutionalized children who werec residents of member districts,
the collaborative began to offer instruction in state institutions through
programs funded by the Bureau of Institutional Schools.

This, and similar programs in the special education center, accounted for

an increasingly large share of UEC's total revenue. At.the end of Cochrane's
first year at UEC, the collaborative was involved in the administration of:

over 50 separate projects, and the personne! force totaled more than 200. The
1976 UEC budget was' just under four million dollars. Within this total, 593
of total revenue was,derived from state funds, 29% from federal! funds, and the
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remaining 122 came from collaborative members in. the form of membership fees
and tuition from various programs. The declining share of revenue deriving
from members was-a matter of concern both outside Ind within the agency.
Although UEC was formaliy governed by its membership. ‘it had become largely
independent of local financial support. Many observers:felt that UEC was
‘responding more to its funding sources than to the needs of its local
districts. Cochrane acknowledged this: "I think the nature of the funding.
situation is you do respond. to externdl funding.' Combined with the legal
- ambiguity of UEC's status, the funding pattermns raised some doubts concerning
UEC's legitimacy as a membeq-oriented educational. collaborative. .
/
The UEC board has functioned since the / ‘colla rative s formal

" incorporation in 1969, but it never developed the/ potential for influence that
lay within its grasp. Formally it has substantigl powers, including setting

~ the policy directions that YEC pursues, approval RQf all new projects and
budgets, control over personnel and salqries. ‘etc. In reality, the.first two .
directors functioned as gatekeepers and[kep he board relatively distant from
UEC's daily operations. The board, composed of busy superintendepts and
school committee members from the local districts, was too largg/and unwieldy
to operate as a collective, and suffered yearly turriover in m ership, making
it still-more difficult to act as a policy-making board. Cofhrane involved " i
the board as much as possuble. but |t5 value as a formal channel of
communication remained negligible. "The only significant area of invelivement’
has been setting management salaries.; where the board members feel confident
enough of their expertise to exercise significant influence. Aside from their >

" formal decision-making power, the board serves as an informal input mechannsm
-- this will be discussed below. .

Cochrane's first reorganization left many problems unsolived, involving
both intra- and inter-center coordination.  ‘The centers were often in ¢
competition with each other for grants or contracts. The staff's primary
loyalty was still to each of their distinct programs and clients, not to the
center or the agency. Budgeting took place at frequent "management team'
meetings. The center directors and the accountung staff get together aimost
weekly. Theése meetings were the sole integrative mechanism across the four

"« centers, but they were not effective because the accounting staff could not
. _provide the necessary information. The two-person accounting staff was judged
incompetent by Bucky Harris, who had informed Cochrane that these two people
would have to go. Cochrane failed to implement this advice in his first
reorganization. In any case, the 1978 implementation of a computer-based
accounting system by the new controller eventualiy provided the impetus for
‘the accounting staff' s departure.

After complaints by staff, Cochrane instituted another major
administrative shake-up, in hopes of solving the problems that the partial
nature of his previous solution had allowed to remain. In addition to the new -
accounting system and 2 feasible budgeting process, the reorganization
abolished the four centers. The special education center director was
promoted to the posntnoh of associate director of UEC. Cochrane wanted to
increase the agency's flexibility by freeing‘humself from some of the day-to-
day management tasks, and he wanted to promote inter-center coordination. In.
her new position, the associate director assumed part of the power that had
previcusly been wielded by the largely autonomous center directors, and thus
could potentially eliminate some of the ruvalry among the programs
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‘UEC's budget increased to‘$5.3 million in 1978, and three new districts
became members of the collaborative. Coupled with these positive signs,
however, was the fact that most of UEC's accounts receivable were more than 30
days overdue. Cash flow problems had always-plagued the agency, and the risk

.of insolvency was exacerbated as the hudget increased. Cochrane sought bank

financing in order to protect UEC against temporary cash shortfalls, but
without success. UEC was not a very attractive credit applicant, for its
financial history was checkered and its funding was unstable. Finally in

- 1979, the Ford Foundation agreed to offer UEC a $100,000- 1oan guarantee, which
‘made it possible for UEC to receive a. substantial line of credit through a

bank. This credit arrangement was renewed two years later without the support
of the Ford Foundation, symbolizing the headway made by Cochrane in -
stabilizing UEC's fiscal status. At the start of 1881, UEC projected annual '
revenue of $5.85 million.

T UEC's proﬁrammatic focus had changed enormously;when one compares the
agency in 1968 with that of 1981. Originally conceived as a medium for urban-
suburban interchange of students, staff, and ideas designed ‘to achieve some.

' degree of voluntary school desegregation, only B of the organization's 1981

budget was directed spegifically towards voiuntary desegregation. Comparing
UEC in 1981 to its early days, one staff member said:

I think it's much more conservative.’ That it -- | don't think it's
making any effort to really’ establush a metropolitan collaborative in the
sense of getting kids to cross lines and teachers to cross lunes

The bulk of UEC's work was now in the areas of educatunq~chuldren with special
needs, running youth employment and education programs, and providing indirect
services in the areas of in-service te:~4er and curriculum development and

.administration/management. .The collzbosative still ran urban-suburban
" exchange programs 5elevant to its origing? mission, but these accounted for a

fraction of UEC's Staff and expendutures

Troubled by this drnft. some members of the board initiated a study in
1979-1980 to assess the continuing reed for urban-suburban collaboration. A
subcommittee of the board held hearings. .nd imeetings in most of -the member
districts to stimulate enthusiasm.for UEf's urban programs and to explore new
collaboration possibilities. But before rhey had time to complete their final

report and recommendations, the attenti - of the board members was
dramatically diverted awey rom UEC's r obiems and toward their own. The
cause was Proposition 2 1/i ihe *2x - ‘itation adopted by the voters to cap

property tax rates at 2 1/2% of & ...ssec value. Many of the UEC member
districts were hard hit by the cap, fscing school budget reductions of 15-30%
in the 1981-82 school year. Once 2gain, ficcal imperatives had superseded
commi tment to collaboration, voluntary desegregation. and overcoming
|nst|tut|onal barriers.

- The agency's future will be graatly afiected by the LEA response to the
passage of Proposition 2 1/2. UEL aisc faces the impact of the Reagan budget

‘cuts that restrict both state and faderal funding. Considering UEC's

dependence on categorical federal and state grants, the successful
establishment of a stable role and effective organizationa[ processes that
support it are more important now than ever before. This fiscal crisis

focuses agency attention on LEA and SEA potent. al for support. These are the
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topics of ‘our fourth and fifth sections, respectively, but we first discuss
the recent internal management of the agency. :

3. Internal_Management

UEC began as a very small organization with an unstrutured and informal
atmosphere.’ According to Charles Gehringer, who directed the urban programs
until 1980, the small size was necessary to the organization's mission.
8ecause voluntary desegregatnon was so politically sensitive, UEC needed to
win people over. This was best accomplished by "starting small. in order to
show people that it could work," as described by Gehringer.

From the beginning the staff had a great deal of autonomy. The staff
‘of ten organized arcund projects on an ad hoc basis.. Tasks were performed by
anyone who was available and wnllnng ln our interviews, people made frequent
comparisons with "a family, .not a business." The director was empathetic, but
it was largely up to the staff to solve thenr own problems. As one staff
member said, ) h

George was very .supportive, but he couldn't really help. | mean, he
‘would say, 'Oh, | feel terrible for-you' and this kind of thing.

Project managers handled the day-to-day administrative tasks:

Each of the project directors would write their own proposal, develop

their own budget deal directly with the fundnng agency to negotiate,

etc. '
Another staff member described UEC as “a collection of free entrepreneurs.
The emphasis was on staff freedom, not their entrepreneurnal spirit, though
they had ‘that as well. N
The loose structure and tack of centralization had its advantages and
' disadvantages. The maJor advantage was the ease with which new programs could
te added and old ones dropped. Two of UEC's administrators started out as
directors of independent programs funded with grant money. They threw in
their lot with UEC, without fear of any loss of autonomy. When funding
expired, programs disappeared as.quickly as they had appeared. The loose
coupling matve VEC terrifidblly flexible. ‘

There wer®, of course, -obvious drawbacks. Thete was conflict among the
statf of different projects over educational priorities and philosophies. One
VEC suaffer commented, o ‘ .
w2z hgvo anough problems with the funding agency without fighting each
other. | think a certain amount of tension is good and inevitable, but
it was wa overboard in the past. ‘

'Lack of central admnnnstratnon alsc created inequities |n per -sonne| management
and salaries. Another administrator recalled:

[project directors] would hire people -- salaries weren't consistent
" between projects. They would get for their people whatever they could
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fight for, rather than saying... ‘'lLook, all these positions are going to
be doing the same thing. They should be paid the same thing.' *.‘

~ Because URC wasifunctioning as a holding company, with_a number of independent

ventures, many staff members felt more attached to the particular project they
were working on than UEC as a whole. This was both a-cause and a result of
the high turnover among agency employees. The lack of staff identification '

“with UEC’ spilled over to the staff of member districts. Hany local - school

people saw only a piece of UEC and knew little about the rest of UEC's _
activities. Not only did this limit UEC's image, it also promoted staff

commi tment to specific programs (and clients), rather than to the agency as 8
whole. ~

When Bucky Harris became the diregtor of UEC in 1972, he accepted this
loose, decentralized structure as giveii. His strategy was to pursue funding
to improve UEC's cash flow and to build the collaborative to a point where the
loss of a program or two would not jeopardize its survival. Harris succeeded
at this strategy, and the agency's budget expanded rapidly. However the

growth in budget and programs was not matched by an increased capacity for
project administration- . , -

there was nobady on staff here at that point to really handle this
mushrooming of growth. Nabody.-was prepared for it. | think they had a
small accounting office and people that were hired for speclfic project
activities -- there weren't any managers that were hired to come and just
manage an agency because there wasn't really any agericy at that point.

Michael Cochrane arrived with a mandate and a commitment to tighten UEC's
internal operations. Between 1976 and 1978 he instituted a number of
organizatnonai reforms designed to increase centralization and coordination.
Butythe staff resented the loss of autonomy. One center director recalled the
sta%f reaction to the initial reorganization: ’

\i would say there were two or three years of total craziness and then

Cochrane had to dismantle some of that -- it was too expensive to keep
that going and had to give people back some [autonomy] -- I mean -- they
didn t give it back -- we fought our fannies off for it.

, ochrane initiated a second reorganization in 1978 to dismantle the
center; apparatus and ancrease fiscal centralization. ThFee of the four center .
directors lost power as one of them was promoted to assocnate director of UEC.
She) togk over much of the day-to-day management of the agency. The new
essociate director was also supposed to minimize harmful intra-agency
conpeti¥ion for grants and staff, and to decrease conflict within programs.
The three center directors who had been demoted all left the collaborative
within 18 morths of the reorganization. One of them noted that project
directors "were afraid Michael Cochrane would control them." After years of

_having a\relatively free hand in running their programs, their autonomy was

suddenly \threatened. According to one of the new central staff members, the.

. threat wa? Significant

now derta.n th-ngs have to be cleared. now you can't do certain things on
your pwn...we ve become much more centralized, a lot more bureaucratic.
thihk there's some resistance to that, to picking-on people who were

\
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here beforehand. it's hard to .go from total laissez-faire to 3 real
structure. | don't think we're totally inflexible, but we've had to
impose quite a bit of structure. -t :

The greatest change -~ the most centralization -- came in the fiscal
sphere. This reflected Cochrane's cqncerns about UEC's fiscal stability and
integrity. With most of their funds coming from state and federal granting
agencies, UEC was frequently audited, with serious implications for the
agency. . A program might be audited years after the money for that program had
been spent. If UEC was found to have misused funds, it was' legally
responsible for reimbursemént of such. funds to the granting agency. With its
multi-million do)lar budgets, the organization was faced with the ever-present

. threat of having expenditures dissllowsid. UEC's poor capitalization, lack of
- credit and tight operating budgets increased the risk of this uncertaintr to

the survival of the agency.

Cochrane established an office of contract and grant management in 1978
as.part of the reorganization in part to reduce the risk of: disallowances.
The director devoted her full atteéntion to managing the nuts and bolts of
UEC's crucial relationships with its funding.sources. - This meant substantial
changes in the way program directors could operate. The contract and grant
director descrubed the ssage to program dircctors:

v
i

look, you don' t go out and you don‘t deal with fundlng agencies, the
central office does; you develop what you want in your budget, but it all
comes through here, and | work with you to do it. -

She wert on to describe the unteractlon wvth program personnel requ:red by her
job:

| spend an awfui iot of my time teliing the project directors, ‘ii's not
.me telluhg you that you can't do this, it's because | know two or three
years from now an audutor is going to come in here and they re going to
say you shouldn't have done that.' So we've had to impose a lot of
paperwork and a lot of red tape as really a protection and put in place
controls which are essential for good accounting management, which people
on the project level don't always see. They're interested in goiag out
.there and delivering services. '
Cochrane also wanted other fiscal operations rationalized. For example,
UEC began for the first time to investigate cooperative purchasing across
programs: ' .
° you want td> buy the same thing, so let's call it the same thing, let's
cost them out the same way. You can't just go out there and do it your
own way. you ‘ve got to fit into our system

foncerns about salary equity created concern about rationalizing
personnel procedures within the organization. Part of the new work of the
central office was to deal with the UEC salary structyre. This was, to put it
muld!y. messy:

" There was historically a great deal of ancons:stency in the programs
because they all had different orug.ns and there were different policies,

od
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personnel polic.es. that epply to 'some of the programs that we picked up

initially that were started by other organizations and had personnel

policies and commitments to their staff which we have had to adhrere 1o

over time which we couldn't match in other sources.

Although the agency's budget increased to $5.3 million in 1978, UEC was
suffering from chronic cash flow probleas and overdue accounts, as well as 3

questionable credit rating. The risk was significantly reduced through a

vastly inproved accounting system and the Ford foundation's loan guarantees.

The e:tociate director is responsible for much of the day-to-day

' management of the organization, including budgeting, as well as shaping the

hY

menu of programs that UEC offars. Her monthly meetings with &l project
directors are virtually the only contacts they have with the central otffice.

A coordinator for program development is also an important contact for program
personne! because of her unique role as instigator. of new projects. According
to staff members, Cochrane also encourages innovative ideas, but he doesn't
have as much contact with program personnel. He used to meet regularly with a
"management team' inciuding the.associate director, coordinator for program
development, program controller, ‘grant and contract officer, and &xii the

-project directors. The group proved to »¢ too diverse and cumbersome to

manage much of anything and it was discontinued. Cochrane meets only with.
high-level prOJeCt staff on an ad hoc besis, szve for a yearly weekend
retreat. .

Because of its compliex structure and environment, UEC is not an easy
plsce to manage. The problem is compounded by certain characteristics of the
staff. Most UEC staff do not have a long-term perspective. As one self-
admitted candidate for departure remarked-

| don' t thunk there's anybody-here who views this piace as permanent,

- from the Director right down to a program aide where we operate the
programs. So it's seen as short-term as a piace: get as. much as you can
out of this agency as far as learning within your project, other
projects, etc. and then take it and capitaiize on it somewhere else.

The short-term staff orneetatnoh militates against the establishment of
a f2asible organizationa! mission agd the. long-term strategies to hccompany
it. |f the agency is viewed as a temporary base, individual staff members

seem unlukety to extend much effort for the long term good of the egency.
& !

High turnover -- partly a function of UEC's funding mechanisms -~ also
hurts the promotion of orgenlzat|onal loyalty. The present staff identifies
with the various programs, rather than with the organization:

If they're a teacher -in a residential treatment center, they probably
view themseives as working with that project director or that project.
And | think that many people in the community and our public think of UEC

.- there are groups that think of UEC by the pro;ect that they know well.
| would say that's for sure.

The associate director stressed the same point:

02
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There's got to be identufucaguon with an agency... With some of our
other projects there was a probiem, certainly with the UP {urban
programs]...As a central manager, | probably don't do enough te bring
people together. We have a single event:.a Christmas party.

it appears that the organization lacks integrating mechanisms. The result is
a staff more concerned about day-to-day operation of individusl projects than
about the long-term survivai of the organization. ,
The temporary nature of UEC's funding through grants and contracts
translates into a pervasive sense of insecurity for employees. The absence of
any stable, welli-defined role for UEL contributes to its staff's perception of
the lgency as simply a short term career opportUnnty.
We get damn llttle security. everybody is on soft money. . It disappears.
But if you can't give somebody security then you have to give them some
respect, freedom, opportunities for professional growth, lateral )
movement.

Cochrane has been honest with his empioyees concerning their lack of job
security. One project director talked about the interplay between Cochrane's
leadership stylez in this regard and the :nherent insecuruty as the impetu: for
an employess aSSOCuatlcn- .

[Cochrane]) was just getting real weird, what can | say. Everybody

realized that someone could just be plucked off and be gone with no
hearlng. no nothing, no procedures. no mechanasms. and wé just felt
unnecessarily insecure.-

One recent improvement in this area has been the anrouncement of open
positions across programs, so that staffers are made aware of the
opportunities offered by the organization.
| always felt that everybody here understands soft money, nobsdy can give
us any guarantees, but at least respect, dignity and some little signs of
caring as an agency about people. Cochrane fears, and | can see that
too, he can*Y promise people more than he can deliver, and sometimes to
indicate caring might look like a promise.

The organization of UEC employees has not prospered. But.it has ﬁushed the
central office to put together official personnel procedures, including
standard practice for grievance handling. The announcement of openings
throughout the agency is another example of responsiveness to staff
preferences. As one staff member noted, conditions have improved in spite of
continuing job insecurity:

We had no means of communicating with one another, expressing issues and
dissatisfactions... | wouid just say that things have been more open and
more clear and more honest and that has felt better.

Because so much of UEC's funding is derived from grants ana contracts.
the collaborative has suffered a chronic scarcity of uncommitted or general
operatang funds and administrative staff. This dearth of uncommitted
resources severely limits. the ability of the agenCy to ponder what roie might
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prove feasible. [One staff member linked UEC's scattered sense of mission to a
shor rage . of non-programmatic staff- -

And | think it is because in an agercy like this we really don't have
‘central staff. You know, most of the s{aff work -~ aimost 908 of the
staff, 953 of the staff work on graunta. They're running their.projects,
' . and whg\‘central staff we have is either so involved in the managament,
the day ™o day management with funding sources and the doilars of the
grant, ‘that it is really myself and Michael [Cochrane] that are léﬁt\fo .
sort of think about working with school districts.on a more general
- basis. And that's a real problem for Yhis agency, and why we’d tike to
be able to get funds to suppori these kinds of activities. [t was
something that we've never done well because we haven't had the, manpower
to work in that direction, . Y
One dasadvantage of the lack of centra! staff is the luck of a public
relatnoﬁs effort. -The coordinator of program development said:

s We have a very poor public relfations program here. You might say that we
" have none. ‘It's another one of those probleéms of not having central
staff to assign to i and we can only ask.the project directors to do so
‘much beyond’ theur day to-day ect:v.ty.

The fa|3ure o? UEC to publizize its actnvities has decreased the potential
poo! of WEC clients, since a schoo! district that participates in any one
program is a8 potential customer for other UEC projects ~- if district staff
are told about the range of services available.

As director, Cochrane is weil aware of UEC’'s weaknesses. One of his
reactions has been 1o institute an annual weekend retreat. The senior ‘
manigement team and the UEC board take two days when they “try to get business
issues to a minimum." How much &ffective marketing of Utl to the board or '
internal strategic planning can occur in’ that cantext is questnonable. because
of the size and diversity of the group.

Fund raising and program development have always baen” intimately related

T in UEC. Project staff members with new ideas often sougbt funding 1o support
: their ideas, and developed new programs with the monej. they raisea.  Efforts
to control ‘and centralize grant-seeking necessarily dampen new initiatives fcr
program development. UEC has had to struggle toward a balance of
.entrepreneurship on one’ hand and stendardnzatuon on t&%e other hand.. One
staffer put :his in perspectuve° ' ‘ .

Yoo can't run an agency. like that ~- lkke an hierarchica! bureaucracy. .
tf you are going to have people hustling for _bucks, you have to give then
a lot of space, and they have to have a lot of sutonomy over their
hustiing. You know, teachers don't go out and hustie for doiltars to run
the school system unless they have independent grants that they can
control. I rteally felt like that when dichael Cochrane came on with this
mandate for cleaning this organization up. shﬁp(/a it Up, that his.

) experuence has been -- some of it -~ in an huerarchaeal school . system.
He felt the way to clean it.up was to just shape it up this way and. haye
this person asccountable for this perscn and th:s person and to take away
a lot of flexibility and stuff that were a!.ownng some of these crazy:-
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The respcnse of other educational organizations is also considered to be a
mode of evaluation. A UE{ staffer referred to imitation as .he sincerest form
of flattery:

We have some national demonstration models that have been very well-
respected, and if they get rep!-cated nationally, that will be another
source of evaluation,

A superintendent of a member district suggested that,

ir. this business, 'ike in all businesses in all phases of education, the
description of tne program becomes the evaluation. You krow, people
describe what's going on and that becomes the evaluati®o. It's rot Just
UEC, it's all ¢f education that o operates that way, unfortunately. People
do not state things frequently in simple terms that are subject to
examination and then examiie them Zo see whether they are indeed as goor
3s we say they are.

Unti! education approximates- a science, this situation will continue. F scal,
pressure on LEAs may eventually put them in the position of critically
evaluating the performance of UEC's programs, but only if they deveiosp the
staff expertise necessary to do su.

Cochrane is well aware of the agency's uncertain future and the
importance of developing a8 justifiable, stable role for UEC in the region. -H?}

wants to redefine UEC's mission towards general education and services that

would provide more permanency for the agency. Among the areas the director
mentioned were copperative purchasing, curriculum sharing, staff develogrment
and cooperat-va planning.

L. Relationships with Local Educat:on Agancies

-Although UEC was created as a toc! to help local school districts solve
some of their own problems, the collaborative quickly developed a life of its
own. Maintaining this life has been problematic. To survive andrgrow UEC has
had to get and use support from a nuniber of actors in its environment. ~ A
variety of federa! and state agencies provide the bulx of UEC's funding, and
thus have become important constituents, But UEC could continue to function
without the support of these agencnaa. .1t could not continue without its
loca! school districts. UEC staff must build and sustain productive
relationsaips uiih_the.member school districts in order to maintaih their
participation and support. '

Without the membership cf schkdol districts, the Urban Educational
Coliaborative woyld have nothing to collaborate. Membpership in Massachusett's
educational «>ilaboratives -is strictly voluntary. - There are no laws tnat
require schoo! districts to join educational collaboratives. HNot only is
there no legal compulsion, -but Massachusetts has.a long tradition of local
autonomy in education. There are strong norms against centralizing too much
authority for educational matters above the local lével. 1t is in this
unsupportive context that UEC bas had to convince local districts that .t is
in their best interests to be collaborative members. '

‘r
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Merely havi~g member school districts is only a minimum requirement ‘for
UEC's evistence. UEC requires operating funds in order to be more than an
institutional shell. A large proportion of UEC's ope. ating funds have come
from stace and federal age.cies since UEC's inception in 196B. In the 198}
fiscal year UEL recei 'ed B5% of its funding from these sources. About 14} of
UEC's funding came from local school systems for services rendered, primarily
in the form of tuition for individual students. Only 1% was derived from
district membershi~ fees. ' .

dowever, the local school districts are more important to UEC than is

implied by thei- relatively smal. contr bution to the collaborative's funding.
In order for UEC to com 2te successfully for most state and federal contracts
ard gr nts it must be perceived as a 'mgitimate educational agency. UEC's
iegitimacy 3s an education: .ollaborative stems from the acceptance and

1 garticiyation it attracts from local schoo! districts. Funding agencies wouid
be reluctant to give money to a collaborative that was rejected by the school
districts in 'i.ts area. Thus, member districts have substantial, though m.stly
indirect, impact on UEC's abi.:ty to acquire the resources it needs to
prosper. ~ :

While it is clear that UEC must obtain.the support of school.districts to
remain a viable organization, the usefulness of UELftq\ignggl districte is
less apparent. Membership in an educaticnal collaborative such as UEC would
‘require a reversal of the traditional attitude of proud seif-sufficiency and
agg sive independence that runs deep in Massachusetts School districts. in
additiyn, acfive involvement in UEC poses a number of more specific problems
for scocl districts. Four problems are most significant.

First, participating in many of UEC's programs invo!ves logistical
probiems. Providing students with educational experiences outside of their
usual school building may be enriching, but it is awkward tc schedule. inter-
district collaboration almost, always requires people, often farge numbers of
studentr to travel between districts. This is both expensive and time
consuniing. The exchange of teachers involves similar probléms. and usually
requires extensive negotiations over such issues as tlmlng. pay. fringe
venefits, and Job securnty

" Second, making a commitment to put students in UEC programs can leave a
school district in.a vulnerahle ppsition. Many of UEC's programs rely o
unstable ''soft money' funding which tan disappear with very little notice.
Such an event would leave participating s~hool districts with the duffuculty
‘of having to step-into the gap with minimal! lead time. For example, it would
not be easy to start up an ecology class that “students were expect’ng to take
if the anticipated UEC program was cancelled *wo weeks before it was to begin.
Such a situation is especially dancerous if the UEC program - designed to
provide educational serviges that are mandated by state Iaw. which is true of
many of their speacial educatuon programs.

Third while UEC might provide excellent programs, school district money
spent on these progrums is money that is not available fo- local schools. As
the school age popuiation and school budgets have declined in the 1980 5,
schoo!l districts have responded by reducing their staffs. With staff Mready
being cL-, in some cases supporting UEC programs would lead to firing evcn

- . ' . /\
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more locaf teachers. This is not easy for lo hool districis to swallow.
As a school committee member from Eldon put it:
school committee members are stfll po\itically accountable. They've got
to get re- elected. And in a fiscally stressed declining enroliment
situation you've got a staff.... Under circumstances like that to get 2
district to approprnAte funds for farmed-out education is exceedingly
difficult. The pressure is great, and understandably so, to use whatever
money you can get to keep your local staff employed.

Fourth, many people have viewed UEC as an excessively liberal
organization., UEC's involvement with voluntary bussing.of white students into
urban Lynwood created an image that has not faded. Desegregation is still a
hignly charged political issue for the Lynwood area. Some suburban
administrators and school committees want nothing to do with an agency that

.might put their children in closer contact with urban blacks; avoiding this

contact may have been the reason they moved to the suburbs in the first place.
One of UEC s staff members stated that:

The school systems were very uncomfortable a;\bt how their school
committees viewed these white kids from the suburbs coming into the city
and working with the Lynwood black kids. And it was always a very
political problem and it still is. : 5

when the Rowe and Bridges school districts dropped out of UEC in 1972" their

choice was attributed to fears such as these. UEC's liberal reputatjon led

many school administrators to distrust its teacher training programs as well.
Sy .

While there are many exceéllent reasons for school systems to remain aloof
from UEC, ‘the collaboratii > has managed to attract members. In light of the
disincentives, how has UEC induced school systems to become and remain active
meémbers? .The reasons- may be summarized in six eptegories.

First, UEC successfﬁlly pursues federal and state funds that individuat
school districts could not brimg in on their own. UEC has many advantages
over school systems in the competition for these resources. Some of the money
is earmarked for collaborative inter-district activities that UEC is best
structured to undertake. Also, UEC employs experts in proposal development
and grant writing who carefully monitor the situation in funding agencies.
This is rarely feasible for individual school districts. The money that UEC

pulls in trom federal and state sources is often used directly or indirectly

to subsidize programs in loca}/school districts. The result is that UEC can

provide high quality services/at a lower cqQst than either private providers-or

the districts themselves. These subsidized programs provide the school
systems with an excellent return on the money they spend to enable their
students to participate. A superintendent said that

we estimatl.that the local membership fee that we put in .of about $4,000
approximately, in direct services\to children magnifies somehow ’
out.... Our children have access to services... that are supported by
$200,000 worth of money that comes in someplace, somewhere through the
efforts of the staff members of UEC.

It is an attractive arrange@ent-for many *local administrators.

S
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Second, UEC provides programs that serve students with very !ow incidence
needs. |In many school districts ther€ are children who requnre. or desire,
specialized educational programs. Such programs might include instruction for
handicapped children, foreign languages or enriched social studies. Howeyer, .
there is seldom enough interest nn'any given district to justify hiring a
qualified teacher. UEC has the capacity to reach across district boundar{es
to bring together students with similar’ needs. which makes hiring teachers to
provide specialized education more efficient. in addition, UEC orglnnzed a
committee of special educagﬁon directors that faC|I|tates the exchange of
students between districts in order to provide the students wlth the most
useful programs. Membérship in UEC means. that there is a good- chance that the
students who walk through the school doors each fall with unforseen
unstructnonal needs can be provided with a high quality education at a

,reasonable cost to the school district. Sinte parents of children with

special needs can take legal actioh against school systems that fail to carry

" out their instructional responsibilities, UEC's ability to provide education

for students with low incidence needs reduces the uncertannty faced by member
districts. This is particularly true for smaller dnstr;cts with less .’
spec:il:zed curricyla.

Third, UEC provides staff services ahd technical expertnse that are not
readily available to 1dcal school districts. These include grant writing,
curriculum developmeht. computer systeh design, and teacher training. In many
scnool districts the need for such skills is not great enough to warrant

hiring a specialist. By providing expert services for-many districts, UEC. can

often put together enough work to justify having a specialist cn the staff or
on a regular consulting contract. A local superintendent tells how a UEC
staff member helped his school system win a8 large grant for a. bn-lnngual
educat on program.

And after ‘we got through foolnng wnth it, the grant wasn't cleaned up
right. It didnh't fiow right. Well UEC had a person they sent to us ...,
and she qrabbed a hold of that. And she spent a lot of time writing,
rewriting, pulling, stuffing, cutting out, throw|ng away. And one rainy
night when it was very late | drove down to Lynwood and the post office
was closed there, and this thing had to be in Washington the next
morning, so | just threw it over the air mail slot on the post office,
and 1o and behold it got to wathnngton*on time.. And that prOJect s worth
about a half a million dollars for [our dnsttuct]

UEC alsp makes its in- house expertlse in grant admnnnstratnon and -cash
management. available to districts that do not possess these skills. While UEC
earns overhead fees for these services, they are offered mastly to accommodate
the school districts. Cochrane suggested that the administration of some '
grants is not a money making venture: . '

If realfy.analyzed.it. we're probably not doing too well because you
have to borrdw the money before we can make the grant proposal. ...!|
think it does help with our relatnonshlp with. OUr own districts and with
other districts in the state to do that. . o o ' l

Fourth, UEC provndes political benefits tovpeople in the school ystems.
By running projects through UEC, superintendents can avoid having tt jo before
their school ﬁ:mmlttees to ask for money for spec:flc prOJects.
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Administrators with educational ideas considered radical by their school
committees can use UEC_‘s a vehicle for the implementation of politically
risky programs. This allows super intendents to distance themselves from any
controversy that might arise, for they can take the position that the
offending program was run by UEC, in which they play only a small part. As
one UEC staff member put it

If they can't do something directly through their own school committee
they can kind of participate in doing it through UEC and yet they're not
-it! s a decision of th|s agency - so they're not dnrectly accountatle
for it. .
The school desegregation’programs are the most obvious example of this use of
UEC. Another examhle is UEC's organization of alternate career workshops for
teachers. This is an important rvice in an erd of "teacher lay-offs, but as
an assistant superintendent said, "\It's difficult for school systems to-
include within their own professional development offerings [a workshop‘on]
alternate careers. It sends a funpy message to the school commlttee.

Another benefit that member school systems can gann through UEC
membership is the public relations value of being associated with UEC. This
‘may be most significaht for Lynwood, which has been subject to legal and
political pressure to desegregate its schools. Lynwood s participation in
- UEC's programs may be useful in showing that some action has been taken to
improve the’racial mix of its schools. A superintendent from a suburban
district put i't this way: : : o

| have a sense that Lynwood's participation in.UEC has helped them in a
small way towards meeting the requirements.... It does provude. they can
demonstrate statistically that their kids are involved with some suburban
kids to some extent. ... it develops a profile for them which | guess
helps them legally. - o ' ’

anth. the agency can provude admunustratnve convenience for LEAs UEC
can provide .a valuable servnce to school districts by handling the money for
things such as conferences and workshops. | This allows the district to run the
programs they desire without having to turn the money over to their city
" treasurer,-as state lawwould require |f dlstrlcts handled things like
registration fees themselves. ‘

"Sixth, UEC brunqs together people from different districts who have
common interests and concerns, but who would not ordinarily have a great deal
of contact with each other. This is done through workshops.,advnsory groups, -
and UEC board meetings. Districts can learn a great deal from each.other
about the latest educational practices. An assistant superintendent stated
that UEC puti on a workshop dealing with "... competency testing that was real
impbrtant for systems to attend so that they could see what each other was

. . doing." Information about dis{rict needs and resources is also ‘exchanged.
The director of special educ;& n for the Owen school system, wio chairs the
special education directors' advusory group, explained that ! think we do

accomplish a lot because each year we usually focus on one or two major
"concerns and try to resolve them. Try to bring a service about that may not
. have been in existence before." ’ '

-
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UEC provides a forum not only for task-related expertise, but also for
much needed affective support. School district staff often experience a great
deal of job-related stress, and may have no colleagues who can provide them
with a sympathetic ear. Through UEC groups they may get the social support
that is lacking in their own districts. An assistant superintendent said "UEC
alsp makes me feel like |'m not stuck in my own little sphere - that it is
possible, useful and umportant to talk seriously with other people in my role
about problems and concerns.' This can be a powerful incentive for a district

" to become a UEL member. A UEC staff member explained the Rogelburg district's
decision to join UEC as largely due to the new superinténdent's desire'to ‘be
in contact with her colleagues: 'she's a woman superintendent, and think
she very definitely needed a support group, and was feelung very usolated and <’
felt comfortable with this group of superintendents."

vec attempts with mixed success to draw local districts into active

collaboration by incr€asing their awareness of, and commitment to, UET
programs. UEC programs have received some positive publicity in the .local

" news media, and the collaborative has become better known to LEA staff through
workshops and meetings they sponsor. Much of this publicity develops around .
particular projects, rather than around the collaborative as a whole, which
continues to suffer from low visikility. Advisory groups are useful to UEC in
building support for the collaborative's programs, although local influence is
usually insignificant in the UEC's decisions. The iliusion of influence is
attractive to LEA staff, however, and agency staff is aware of this. Said one
staff member, ''we really stroke them a tremendous amount...when we need a
program -- we need a letter of support on a program."

The board of directors is also a useful medium for the agency to build
its relationship with locals. From the viewpoint of UEC's leadership, the
board offers an opportunity to gain the support of the members. Serving on
the board may inculcate feelings of ownership, solidifying the board members'

‘e sense of involvement in UEC. In addition, board meetings provide the UEC

~ director with an audience of local superintendents and school committee

}f members that he can attempt to educate and |nfluence.' As board members have

’ never shown a desire to, encroach on.the UEC director's decision-making
territory, increasing their unvolvement poses little threat to his power, sO
this is a low risk strategy. UEC's board is composed of a superintendent and
school committee member from each LEA. The board is the major formal
mechanism that LEAs have to influence agency decision-making The board
reflects the socioeconomic and political divisions among the 14 LEAs that
comprise the meémbership of the collaborative. The LEAs form a wide range in
size, racial makeup, wealth, etc. They also express a wide range .of views
concerning the agency and its programmatic direction. Some members( are
strongly committed to UEC and attend board meetings conscientiously; others
fit in UEC only when they have time. Some members never show up (e.g., the
Thomas superintendent).

’ : [d

Despite the diversity on the board, its internal decision-making is

characterized as '‘consensual' by observers.. The director says,

This board votes almost unanimously on everything. That's the consensual
style that they use. They will back away from an issue if it's divisive.
There's an - unwritten law.




56

" This norm of consensus “among board members is wndoubtediy promoted by the
uneven commitment of the members. The high turnover among the school
committee representatives allows the most committed members (principally the
superintendents) to lead the board toward consensus. When conflict does
arise, according to one board member, it comes more often from the .school
commi ttee representatives than the superintendents. The member suggested-that
this was because the superintendents understand the management problems facing
UEC, so they are less likely to press Cochrane or to confront. other_board.
members. r '

The board has come to play a more visibie role vis-a-yis the agency.
This enhanced role has been one of Cochrane's priorities. To promote the flow
of information to the board, Cochrane proposed the establishment of a budget
subcommittee and a planning subcommittee, With close to 30 members, the full
board is too large to work effectively at many detailed aspecte of
policymaking (e.g., budgeting). However, the board selddm challenges UEC's
management, even with its new information and influence. One board member
hinted implicitly at the high level of trust between members and the agency:

They'll give us a list of prospective programs and the source of funding
and then plans for them. And we'do discuss them. We do periodically
suggest certain things that interest us. We haven't taken issue with it,
really, because there's been no reason to, really. They are good
programs. ‘

Despite their increasing.roie of late, they don't get involved w'th
'strategic or programmatic decision-making to any great extent. Merbe: s rarely
‘disapprove UEC staff proposals. 'According to poard members we interviewed,
this occurs not only because of their high trust in UEC, but because UEC is a
secondary priority for menbers. This situation creates enormot flexubl}lty
for the UEC staff. One central administrator noted:

They don't want to take the time to understand the type of programs that
we operate and the kinds of decisions that perhaps they could make around
those programs. |!'m very grateful, by the way, that they don’t
interfere. It would make my job more difficult if | had to worry...about
the beoard and their input.

active role in selecting directors on all three occasions, with nmportant
consequences for UEC's future dirgctions. Second the board has often
Ftsapproved Cochrane's recommendations for staff salaries. " Board members have
the requis.te expertise to participate as equals in this issue because of
their experience with their own LEAs. But. by undercutting Cochrane's controi
of an important motivational device, staff salaries, they have made his job
‘more difficult. ‘ :

/Zpbre are two exceptions to the general hands-of f policy. The board has taken
n

The level of actual participation by LEAs varies by district, according
to political and economic factors. Participation is not cost-free to LEAs,
and less wealthy districts may find the voluntary participation mechanizms
burdensome or even alienating because of the implicit comparison with .other
dusf?*s{f. One sernior employee ‘described her experiences with a poor
district, where: :
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it was just very interesting to see the personalized feeling, you know,
the way people felt about their school district when they couldn't bring
somebody. And how uncomfortable they were that they really didn't have
some tangible curriculum to put-on the table versus another school
district. And that's sort of -- that really is reflected in almost
anything that happens in this agency. You see some aspect of that when
it comes to any kind of program. The have- not and the have schdol
districts.

~ Nonetheless, agency leadership makes a tremendous effort to keep in touch
with LEAs and promote their involvement. The associate director scheduled the -
meeting of one of her three advisory groups in a particdlar district in order
to entice staff from that LEA to become more ‘active in”the collaborative. The
first director made an effort to contact a certain reluctant LEA

_superintendent every week in order to elicit support and involvement. While ——————

Harris largely ignored UEC's members -- he was concerned primarily with
funding agencies -- Cochrane has made a concerted attempt to rebuild the

" relationship with his constituents. Despite all of this, the net influence of

UEC's constituent members on its policy directions is limited. The members do
act as direct and indirect constraints on the agency's leadership, hcwever,

~ and therefore-retain some influence over genera[_strategy.

“In the future, the support of local districts may become even more
important to the organization. The decline in federal funds and the probable

-decline in fundnng from state agencies will force UEC to look to its members

for funding, more than ever before.

UEC's future course will be significantly affected by the response of
LEAs to the passage of Proposition 2 1/2 by Massachusetts voters. Some see 2
1/2 as forcing LEAs to increase their participation in UEC because of the
cost-efficient nature of collaborative programming. Districts on tight

‘budgets will be pressed to cut low-priority or peripheral services. Still,

recognuznng the need for the services, the districts may pool whatever money
they have in UEC projects. The budget crunch may also put more pressure on
the school districts to pursue economies of scale through.joint purchasing

-arrangements. The special education programs that make up the lion's share of

UEC's activities may not be hurt by 2 1/2 because they are mandated by law.
School.districts that cut corners on such programs are almost-sure to be faced
with expensive legal challenges by dissatisfied parents.

)

A more pessimistic view of UEC's prospects in the post-2 1/2 era holds
that the decline in school funds will cause LEAs to pull.their money out of
externai arrangements for use in their own endangered programs. LEAs already
express a preference for their own personnel relative to UEC staff. In this
scenario, UEC programs are likely to be dropped by school districts. -
Proposition 2 1/2 could prove a threat to, the collaborative's surv:val as a
part of the publlc education system.

P

5. Relatuonshng with the State Education gencz

Despité the SEA's laissez faire attitude towards collaboratnves. UEC
began to get substantial amounts of money directly from the SEA in the early
1970's. When Chapter 766 was |mplemented the SEA was Iooklng for some vehncle

6 ..
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to provide the mandated educational evaluations for handicapped children in

“institutions. UEC became one of the lzrgest contractors for these evaluatvons

in Hassachusetts;

The relatnonkhnp between UEC and the Massachusetts SEA regarding project
management changeq quite a bit over the years. Early contractual agreements
tended to be quite general and were often modified in response to what was .
happening in.the fjeld. This was usually, but not always, done after the SEA
people responsibleifor program oversight had issued some form of approval,
However, UEC programs were later inspected by SEA auditors, and UEC was
legally obligated tb repay any money that the audiiors judged to have oeen
misspent. \ '

in the first fek years of working with UEC the SEA was flexible about

with: ,

rnnfrac;_p:o¥;s¢ons.\ Waivers covering contract irregularities were often
obtained. Reflecting on the SEA's attitude towards UEC at that time, a UEC
administrator said: ﬁ\ .- ~
I .
.We would have [had many disallowances]. if the state had not been so
disorganized that| it really couldn't justify adhering to an audit,
because a lot of it [unauthorized expenditures] was with their sanction.

\

There was little coordiration among the branches of the 5tA that UEC dealt
\

Thgy would tell you to do something amd'what happened in the case of
. audits was different. The bureau comes in and they say "l don't .care
what the program person told you; you weren't supposed to #o that."

in more recent years the SEA tightened up their procedures antd became
mo?e explicit about what was allowable. In addition, the SEA "... really
tightened controls on the payment side, which forces you to becowe more
controlled yourself " The net effect was to decrease the problems between the
SEA and the collaborative over program audits. Ones staff member noted:
s L 4 )

But we still get, every once in a while, some conflict, something that we
were given approval for from the state, on the program side of an audit.
But usually we can work around that by Just getting the two partnes
together.

fFrom the SEA s point of view, one of the attractive features of UEC is
that it provides them with a means by which they may carry out legisiated
mandates and provide desired services without getting locked into commitments
to more personnel: . .
Very often'when the state appropriates money for services they don't want
to appropriate it in the form of state positions. | guess they want to
give themselves the flexibility to eliminate it if they have to. : .

~ State employees acquire tenure rights that can impose constraints on the
program managers' freedom to hire, fire, promote and relocate people. This
difficulty is most burdensome in programs that require substantnal
flexibility, such as pilot projects and projects funded with soft money. 'UEC

‘employees, unlike those of the state, are not protected by civil service or

‘(;ét ‘ ;eA
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rug:d contractual agreements and have little protectnon from arbutrary funding

decisions. -~

The SEA can use UEL 10 handle the fiscal management of a project, which

_includes .being the legal empioyer of all employees. By contracting with UEC

only for accounting and general.management services, the SEA can remain
relatively free from commitments while still maintaining full cantrol over the
actual operation of the project. Such arrangements are attractnve to UEC
because they bring in money, and stabilize the collaborative's cash flow,
without requijring UEC to get involved in the complexities involved in the
delivery of services.

UEC's relationship with the SEA has been helped by Cochrane's role in the
public education fellowship program. Cochrane does.some of the SEA's in-
service policy training on a consulting basis., Cochrane says of his position
"... in a way I'm working with the commissioner and his deputies in grooming
the potential mid-management leadership on the staff.” In addition to giving
Cochrane a better understanding of the internal workings of the SEA, this
relationship influences the way UEC is seen by the people that Cochrane works
with in the fellowship program. Major contacts with the SEA-also are

_initiated by other senior staff. In recent vears program personnel hazve had

relatively less contact with state-level actors than they did earlier.

In thz funding, policy, and 1egal areas, the SEA has provided more
ambiguity than support. Although Cochrane feels that UEC has a good '
relationship with the SEA, UEC does not depend on the state Yor actnve support

outside of the fiscal area, and does not receive much. - 'y )

C. RURAL EDUCATIONAL COLLABORATIVE

1. Chronology of Events _ .
1966
1966 -

Several superintendedAts in May County decide to apply for a Title Il
ESEA planning grant to explore possibilities for joint programs.. They receive
$40,000, which they use to hire a consultant. He develops a proposal for ‘a
project called Special Education Cooperative (SECOOP) The proposal’ is deemed
unrealistic and is “not funded. ' .

1967 ¥
| The presidént of the local community college rewrites the proposal with

the help of a local psychologist named Grace Leman. This time SECOOP is
funded for $126,000 a year. Leman is hired as executive director.

The grant money arrives and SECOOP opens its doors in Maytown. In
December a class for emotionally disturbed children begins. SECOOP's primary
services are clinical, with an emphasis on diagnestic, evaluative, and
counseling services to the 7600 elemen;ary schﬂaxlchildren in the area.

<
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1968 ‘

" Twenty four towns., grouped into regional districts Qith nine
super intendents, join SECO0OP, paying a nominal membership fee. The town of
Maytown (the largest of the 2&) serves as fiscal agent for-the Title 11i
grant. g :

in addition to basic clinical services, Leman dévelops the firys. learning
disability programs in the area.. She also hires a remedial reading siaff ic

- supplement the limited staff of speech and reading specialists in the region.

1970

Leman seeks additional Tithe il! fynding as the original three-yea- grant
runf out. Because May County—is an ecqnomically depressed area, she tucceeds
in getting another four years of federai funding. She also cajoles.the State
Department cf Mental Health (DMH) into assigning several staff slots to SECOUP

. to provide additional counseling services to the member districts.

1911

SECOOP: (now calied the May County Supblementary Education Center) begins
a program to identify academically gifted children and to train teachers to
work with the gifted. "

197

With the passage of Chapter 766 and the new law governing collaboratives,
the SEA asks SECOOP to reconstitute as the Rural Educational Collaborative.
Leman asks for the superintendents' cooperation in forming a governing board
to be made up of one school committee member from each town. .

1915

© In March, the collaborative is officially created by 16 towns. By-laws
are adopted by the new governing board and approved by the SEA. A search is
launched for an executive director and, in spite of some superintendents'
dissatisfaction with her, the Board asks Leman to continue as director. She
agrees to stay for two more years. :

The new bbard of governors votes -to increaie‘thé membership fees from
$2.50 per pupil to $7.50 per pupil, over the vocal opposition of the

‘superintendents. The increase is designed to replace disappearing state and’

federal money. ‘

The collaborative takes over the Developmenial Day Care Center for °
special needs preschoclers which .had been run by DMH. After the

" implementation of Chapter 766, DMH passed its responsibility for these

children to the public schools. The collaborative runs the program on behalf
of the school districts. : . - ‘

t

The hay County superintendents begin meeting monthly.

66
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1976 | .

The Developmental Day Care Center becomes the ASE program (Alternative
Special Education) in July. Leman hires a director, rents space for a
classroom, anJ collects tuition from the districts.

The collaborative offers the following programs: diagnosis, consultation,
and training; psychological treatment for .children and families; ASE;
coordination of programs ror M3y County cnildren residing in state
institutions. in addition Leman attempts to fund a needs survey and planning

program, which would link al)l human services in the county with the public
schouvis. The program was eventually funded in late 1977.

1977

Leman resigns as director after REC has operated for two years as a
collaborative. Daniei Block,.a New York schoo! superintendent, replaces her.
His mandate from the superintendents and the Board of Governors is to expand ’
the collaboratuve s programs beyond its cllnlcal. special _education
orientation.’ -

1978 B I

A new_preséhool program is launched with federal funding, to give spec?al
needs children a chance to attend classes with non-handicapped children.

The special education direc‘torsWuntY begin to meet regularly.

. Block fulfills his mandate as 5 other programs begin. ‘The collaborative
assumes operating responsibility for educating children in residence at two
large state hospitals and a juvenile detention center.’

1979

The icollaborative budget grows from $300,000 in 1977 to over a million
doliars in 19793.

In June Block suffers a heart attack and is hospttalized. in his absence
several members of the Board of Governors attempt to put together financial
reports due at the end of the fiscal year. They are unable to reconcile
various financial records. They ask Leman, who is now in’ prnvate practice, to
straighten out the books. : .

Leman and the board discover a sizable deficit and overspending. The
board decides against renewing Block's contract; Block decides that he does
not want to return in any case. In August, Leman becomes acting dnrector for
a few months. She cuts expenses to try to make up the deficit.

The Collaborative Alternative Program (CAP) for emotionally disturbed
children, which was scheduled to begin in September, collapses as worried
districts withdraw their students.

The special education directors seek a stronger role in the
collaborative. With the approval of th superintendents and the school
committee members of the Board of Govern 7 the special education 'directors
become an advisory Board of Directors to the cdllaboratjve. They .send 2 non-

r!
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\\
voting representative to the Board of Governors. Meanwhile, the parents of
children served by the collaborstive have selected their own non-voting
representatuve td the 8oard of Governors.

f
Because of the epparent insiability of the collaborative. all phe member

districts except Maytown give the required six month notice of their intention

‘to withdraw frem the collaborative the following June.

1980 -

Leman stays as ec1ing director unti! February. Then an interim director
(a teacher in the Maytown schools) is hired to serve out the school year. He
persuades the districts to rescind their withdrawais.

~ Gordon Lewiz, a lecal special education direcidr. is appointed the naw
director in July. He is isced with rapid financial retrenchment as the

. collaborative's contracts with state institutions have expired and DMH has

withdrahn funding for the slots assigned to the collatoratives in 1970.

' e only d1str|c's in the county that had rever belonqed to the
collabprative now decide to join. :

The CAP program planned for the previous year gets under th,in
September.'

The Board of Governcrs votes to cut membershup fees from $7.50 to 54.05
per pupil.

In the wake of Proposition 2 1/2, all the districts including Maytown
give six month notice of their intention to withdraw from the collaborative.’
Fearful of impending budget cuts, they hope to find cheaper waye to serve

thesrrspe*sal needs chnldren.

1981

The Bcard of Governors comes up with a significantly lower budget and

 persuades the districts to rescind their withdrawals. This is accomplished by

firing all the program ditectors and central office staff and relocating most

.classrooms and the collaborative headguarters into the Haytgyn,public_sehools.

.-
N

" A new directar, Paul Eads, is hired in Juns. Me is given the title
“program administrator." .

The membershnp fee for the 1981 -82 school - year is reduced to SZS 00 per
district.

2. History . -

The Rural Educationaz! Collabérative is a smal! collaborative, exciusively
focused on special education, in a relatively poor, rural area of )
Massachusetts. |ts 26 members include nearly al! the school committees in May
County, and as a result, the collaborative.covers 8 geographical area of more
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iyper cnlendents ashod 2 S-oni sehool povehologiel, Grace Leman, 10 lodk over
the gropozal ang g:wve (rem teedback . She heliped revt5€ the proposa! onte
wgrec 8y tng summer of 1G67. 11 hag been funded for 5126,000.
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= 374, FPeogect SECQ0P {ialer the Mdy Counly Suppiementary

fducation & can ynger Leman‘s leadership, wilh 3 consislent programmat:c
emphas s cn peyihoiog:cai services for young ehildren and their families. The
center staf! of tar ur zc ran classes for emotionaily disturbed children, dia.
Hiagnos s and therdpy. worked wilk famclces o! spec:al needs children, '
de-eloped 3 retource Library of d:8gnosiic tests, taught remed:al read:ng, ran
sem nars 10- leschers o lra:n lhem Lo recognize learning disabilities, did
somp rservice 1rain.ng E5r prongipals. provided support for gifted chiidrern,
Arg wiSrhed welh Slapr fofrRun: Ly Groups. Such as the Hassachusctt§ &Qciety‘fqr
(he Prevantion of frueity 1o {n:igren ana the Jevelopmential [ay Care Center.
fum By trme wiate Cepariment of Mealgi Heditn,  The s13ff was largely tra:ned

ropayrma sy A0S LuT bl mDrs They woleel Aniy welh plemeniyry SChools. in

LEMAT L wmnT

PLAAT LA 0 w33t A oot 0! o presture 1O s igde adeliescents, LY wasn’y
Tt e TR gl 10 QY Jariesienit. T owas wery cdulicus 10 SpPreas ng
Cre mneBe S tRia that we =3Ulf notl 42 3 very good job.
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Lemzn placed high priority on the quality of services, and her leadership
“kept the staff focused on children, rather ~han on schools or school
administrator.. '

| was very conscious of the fact that although people felt they needed
something, we really had to produce, ruaily had to help kids learn.’ We
had tc heip them feel better about themselves and their emot?onal
probiems..

You're talk;ng about kids' problems, and they don't just fall u|1er
education. . .The first year the emdtionally disturbed ciass used to run
three hoirs a day, five days a week for 11 1/2 months. W- worked with
all the sibs in the family and thn parents on 2 weckly basis. it cost me
$3500 a child in 1967 * ' do ‘that. . .And | went down and tolu that to
8oston; they‘thoughl i was 2 crazy lady. - , .

We had outside .evaluators come in. | always insisted that ~e had people
who were vely expgrienced, who had reputations, who [would give us]
something that would be very helpful to us [so that we could] change our
ways if we weren't being.holier than the Pope. So “because of that kind
of backup and our kinc of attitude,.and our tr.e desire to learn to do
this as w~ell as it could be gon~. . ., we were always able to convince
_people to keep U3 in business. h

. Leman kept tight control over the fiscal and administrative sic: of the’
center: budgers, fund-raising, hirimg, and " ‘aison with the super in.endents
and schopl committees. But the staff had a lot ¢’ professioral autonomy, and
$evera’ of them told us about the exhilarating climate of challenge, growth

-and excellence that the center prcvided.

The ‘Hay County supernntendents madc up an adV¢sory c0unc|| th \the center,
and met intermittentiy.with Leman. The superintendent of Maytown had tie
closest relationship to the center. Maytown was the fiscal ageat for the
or-ganal Title 1it grant and later grants, soO the supernntendent had\to co-
sign all Leman's payrolls and bill warrants. Maytown also had the largest
student population in the county and thus had the most.children Lsing the
center's services.  Although none of the superintendents was involved on a
day-to-day basis, all of them were generally 3upportnve of the center's:
objectives, .

"The center continued to receive Title 1il mone;\for seven yedrs, although
the original grant was supposed to last only through 1970. The federal grant
was the only major source of funds for the first three years.. Beglnninq |n
school year 1970-71. Lemar was able to pry some funds out of the state ' .
Department of Mental Health (DMH). B8y pushing them do more for children,
she convinced them to assign a staff position t'dﬁhé}:enter. With that
salary, she hired 2 psychologist. Eventually, fodur center members wete paid
for with DMH salary money. About th. same ttme, the center established
membership fees for partnclpatirq scnools, wh’ ch didn't add up to very much
money to begnn with, but by 1974 onstituted a quarter of the center's budget.
The center also received occaS|onal state rducation grants, but these were not"
central 10 the center's actnv-tves. -e



In 1974, tuo critical events changed the :zenter. First, Chapter 766 was
s'heduied to be implemented, requiring schools to provide for children with
special needs. This forced dramatic changes in May County. As of 1968 only '
two of the 9 superintendents. hau a school psychologist, only two had a' speech
therapist, and only a quarter of the : lementary schools had a remedial reading
teacher. Even as Cha,ter 76b was benng implemented in 1974, there were only
four full-time sperial education administ ators in the county. So- the changes
prompted by the new spec il education law alt~red the environment in whnch the
May County Supplementary Edvcation Cen'2r was operating '

Second the Massachusetts L- 'islature pas&\d a law permitting
collaboratives to organize, and tre Chapter 766 regulations suggested how
collaboratives might be used. The state Department of Education told Leman
thct she should set up_a collaborative if she wanted to be eligible for futur
funding. She and the’ supcrintendents then sought commitments from all the . .z
school committees.” Almost everyone -signed on, and it was agreed that the
collaborative would have 3 Board of Governors made up of one school committee
_ member from each participating town. In Aarch 1975, a formal agreement was
drawn up, to form the May County Educational Collaborative as of the 1975 76
school year. Laman suggested that the coliaborative director's job be

declared open as the co'laborative would be a new entity The superlntendents

steopad in to write the job descripticn, in which the difector's job was
carefully distinguished from a super intendent's job.” A search was conducted.
and Leman weas asked to take the director's job.

The transition from a Titie 11 prOJect under the aegis of Maytown to an
independent collaborative with a ’2y governing board went relatively smoothly.

The collatorative continued tHe same services to the same families and schools

with the same sta‘f. <1n some ways Ler.an's job war made a little easier:
\

The school committees began to see more clearly what we were doung It
was different when | was running of{ tc [what] felt like 20 million
-=hool committee meetings tc say, ''can you give us §2000 so we can do
this or that for.your kids?" A1l of a sudden the {collaborative
representatuve] was reporting to his committee, would invite me along,
but cnuld sav, '"Yeah. You should -e whot they do down there.'

But the formatnon of the collaoprative also scems to have created new"
expectations and concerns in the member districts, espeC|aily among the
superintendents. Thay saw the collaborai.ve as &n opp ortunity to get a
broader range of services by goiny beyond nsychologucal services and mental
health into other areas: cooperative purchasing and transpor-ation, service to
other low-incidence populations like ciasses in foreign languages and advanced
science for the handful of interested stuccnts in eacn town. They: also heped
to explore other. funding sources so the collaborative could puli dack from
DMH, as many of the superintendents were wary of tie psychotherapeutnc fOLUa
of the coliaborative's staff. ! )

3
4

But Leman was not enthusiastic about creating a whole new organization.
She was planning to leave the collaborative at the enc of t-e 1976-77. schoo!
year, after ten years. And she was more cautious than the supernhtendents
about what the collaborative could do w=21l.

)
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If they felt they wanted [new programs], fine, if they were willing\tov
give me the money to hire someone to do all that. They didn't want to do
that. They didn't see why, in my spare time, | couldn't quite get all
those things arranged too... | djdn't want to be--I did not feel the
collaborative should be associateérwith something that was going to be
less than well done. oo " s

The collaboratuve did take on one major new program as szésult of Chapte

766. DMH had been running Developmental DEY Care for séverely retardedand
multiply handicapped children who Lad neder been to school. Chapter 766
required public schools to of fer those fchildren an educational program. The
collaborative took over the administration of the DDC program for the 1975-76
school year, but DMH remained the fiscal agent and continued to fund it. In
July 1976, the collabbrative took over entire responsibility for the program,?.
and rechristened it ASE (Alternatove'Specual Education). Leman hired a
director to shift its emphaS|s from custodial to educational, .and, with the
withdrawal of DMH funds, began to charge tuition for eachachlld

(:Two smaller programs were launched during 1976-77. The collaborative
reckjved state funds from the Bureau of Institutional schools to act as
liaison between the school districts and the Institutional Schools to keep
track of May County children residing in state institutdons. Leman also
sought a CETA grant to. assess the needs of children in the county and the gaps
between those needs and available services. The BIS project and the ASE '
program were a shift ih emphasis for the collaborative. Before 1976, the
collaborative had dealt with the psychological needs. of children that were not
well met by the schools. With ASE and BIS, the collaborative began-serving
children who had been excluded from schools for having less than normal
intelligence. Because these children could no longer be legally excluded, the
collaborative took them in as the understaffed schools n Ha‘dégenty were i1l
equipped to serve them. ’ :

in June 1977 as she had planned to. ‘Her
departure demorali who had not been prepared for the loss of the
collaborative's guiding spiriy. After a long search by the Board of §pvernors
and some interested superintendents, Daniel Block, a New York school
superintendent,' was chosen to replace her. His mandate from the search%
committee and the Board was to shake up the place. In his words:

" Leman resigned as.dirdc

It was a very detailed job description, clearly defined. and very:
Adetauled It specified overall supervision of all the programs that
existed at that moment. |t related of course to the Board of

Governors. . .and to establish rapport in meeting the superantendents
.needs. . .Part of the mandate called for grant writing, fund raising

really, to raise funds to establish creatlve programs that would best
meet the needs of the community. And that | looked on really as the -
greatest thrust, except for the direct service.

In response, he launched a flurry of grant-writing, and successful grant-
writing at *hat. |In Block's two’years as director, he increased the“annual
budget from about $300,000 to over $1,000,000.. His hope was to finance the .
‘operation of the collaborative by collecting overhead on all the grants and
contragls._He hrought a number of new programs-to the collaboratuve, to serve
chlldren of member school systems and those in the surroundlng area. -The
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" programmatic emphasis broadened; the clinical teams remained in place, bt
they were no_longer the center ‘of the collaborative's ‘operation. Grants came

in to set up an Area Service'Pjanning-Tear for May County and an adjacent ~
county area (a coordinating: body to-link 11 _human. service providers,
including but not limited to schools;, in .he two counties); to support mental

 health services to high schools in ‘member districts; to mount a preschool

program to serve handicapped and non-handicapped children together; to send
teachers into two State Hospital Schools (bSth located outside May County) to
instruct children in residence and to facilitate deinstitutionalization;. to
offer speciaV education services to children in the May County House of

Correction; to expand the ASE program to include pre-vocational and vocational
"education for older children; and to-continue liaison between BiS and the o

member ‘districts; and to continue the DMH-supported clinical teams. Not only
the budget but also the staff exploded during this period. .

Al though he'was-bresiding over a different sort of organizétipn}fBlock
largely continued Leman's management style. He took primary responsibility

for financial management,.fund raising, and liaison with the districts, whiie

le:xing most professional, program issues to the staff. But because the
coflaborative was growing so rapidly, he did not have time to supervise the
programs with anything likeglLeman's care and‘passionwfbr detail. As one staff
member recalled: ’ ' -

. He was.quite suppgs#ive, not terribly well organized but very
supportive. was ‘aware of some kids whose needs were not being met.
.Essentially the feeling was the there was no urgency. . .,[other] people
were allegedly providing. services. . .The next year after several months

of meetings with a lot of people | worked out with -Dan a system by which °

we had a teacher assistant-work with these identified kids. . .Meanwhile
Dan_and { worked on some soft money out of the state departmeht of ed.

Eventually he came to leave more of the financial management matters to the

. staff as well; both the ASE and preschool program directors began to set their

own budgets, keep track of their expenditures, and approve purchases, subject
to approval of the Board of Governors. ¢ -

~.
~.

Block personally ﬁpent a loﬁ of time working on thé‘krea Service Planning

Team. He asked the special education ﬁirectors to begin meeting regularly to
share ideas and information. He also Worked on several other projects that

- for various reasons never .came to fruition: two proposals for pre-school

programs (which:wereAnot funded), coordination between May Commumity College
and local high schdéol$ to provide advanced courses . (some of which occurred
later without the involvement of the collaborative); plans for an a:iar~at:ve
high school (which never materialized because the districts decided to keep

“the money to use in their own schools); a proposal for the Thompson Center for .
"Children and Families (which the Board of Governors refused to approve on the

grounds that it would serve a neighboring county, hot Mazv County children);
plans for a residential center to hold delinquent childre:. for 30 days to 9
months while they awaited permanent placement; etc. : '

15/4919. towards tbefend-of quck'§ second year, twc disasters struck.
First, the Department-of Mental Health announced that it would no longer
automatically fund the four staff positions it had assigned to the

collaborative during Leman's tigpe. They put out an open request for proposals

-~
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to take over those positions. The collaborative was free to appl;'and di

but without success. The positions and the funds went elsewhere. As a result,
the collaborative lost the ability to provide the most VISIb direct services
it had provided to school buildings. ' )

-Second, in June Block suffered a heart attack. While he‘was in the
hospital, “several members of the Board attempted to manage the collaborative.
They found some disarray.in the financial and personnel records, and were
unable to reconcile some staff activities with decisions that had been made by
the Board. - Block volunteered to run the collaborative from his hospital bed,
but the Board refused. Instead, the Board asked Grace Leman, who was still in
town, to come in for a few weeks to straighten out the books. She did, and
discovered that the collaborative was in seruous financial straits. - There was
both.a cash flow. problem and a sizable deficit for the fiscal year. An '
outside accountant came in and substantiated her c~nclusions.

- The Board voted to appoint Leman as acting director from August to
October, at which point Block might be able to come back to work. As things
turned out, the Board and Block came to an agreement to part ways. Leman
stayed as acting director through February. At that point the Board hired a
local special education teacher to serve out the rest of the 1979-80 school
year. _ : : _ -

. - ‘

As a result of this turmoii. the collaborative had a very rocky' year.
Nearly all the grants that Block had brought in were due to expire in_June

. 1980, and the DMH-funded positions were also scheduled to disappear. The
collaborative had been ready to 'open an alternative program for emotionally

disturbed children in September 1979.- But, the districts had too little
confidence in the collaborative'g continued survival to commit their children
and funds. The alternative program folded. Meanwhile, Leman was scrambl ing

" to make -up the deficit, which required cutting staff positions. JFrom a staff

Septemfer 1980, .it was back down to 30. In addition, there was substantial
turnover each year, in.some programs over 50%. Concerned .aboug the viability
of the collaborative, all the member school committees except Maytown gave the

of 22 ép—lsg7. the collavorative had grown to a staff of 90 in June 1979. By a

collaborative as of June 30, 1980.

"collaborative legal notice of their intention-to wrthdraw from the *l) .

The specnal educatlon directors and some of the superlntendents swung
into action to save the collaborative. Although there was wudespread
dissatisfaction with the services schools had been recenvlng, many of them

- believed the poten;:al in the collaboratnve was too rich give up. The
- special education directors, who had been meeting regular- y; put together a

proposal in November 1979. They argued that the celiaboretive should not be
serving anyone outside May County. They suggested that the focus be \
exclusively special education -- no federal grants, no fancy coordinating
councils, no therapy, just programs to serve school districts. In VYine with
this, they recommended that the special education directors. become more ‘
centrally |nvolved in the governance of the collaborative, as they knew best
the needs of the member districts. Finally they suggested ‘that the

. collaborative be run by a "program admlnlstrator“'rather than by an executive

director; this change in title wculd sugnal the change in responslbllnties to
be restricted to programs :

74 ".‘. ) J, |
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After several months of discussions with Grace Leman and the
superintendents (who basically supported the proposal) the Board of Governors
agreed to most of the recommendations. The group of special education . i
directors became the Board. of Directors to the col laborative in June 1980,
with a charge to ‘advise the Board of Governors and the program administrator
about the collaborative's programs. The Bnard also agreed to downgrace the
direbtor's job to that of program administrator. As they searched for a new
administrator, they were looking for someone who would not be ambitious,
independent, and entrepreneurial like Block. They had been burned and were
determlned to take a stronger hand in runnlng the collaborative. The new

le accurately reflected the lower level ‘of responsivility and trust they
e willing to give the next person in that position. :

The commitment of the superlntewdents and the special education
directors, together with the considerable Iobbynnd efforts. of Leman and the
internm director, convnnged the school committees to rescind their withdrawals
from the collaborative. In June the collaborative was still operating at a
deficit: the DMH-funded staff positions were being withdrawn: the big grants
were expiring; the Area Service Planning Team moved to a state hospital in the
next county; a state auditor turned up $30,000 in audit exceptions; and the
member districts were asked to pay an additional assessment. However, in
order to keep the school committees on board, the Board of Governors reduced
the membershlp fees from $7.50 per student to $S4.05. At the same time, the
interim director had been able to resurrect the plans for an alternative
program for emotionally disturbed children, and CAP (Collaborative Alternative
Program) was scheduled to begin in September 1980. The nine towns in the
western part of May County, which had never belonged to the coliaborat:ve, now
voted to join, as a result of the revised collaborative structure, iov. Yoo
and the arrival of a new superintendent who was enthusiastic about reg10&x§
cooperation.

" A permanent program administrator was hired in June., The Boa:~ wnad
wanted the interim director to stay on, but he had commitments eisewnsre, I
they hired a local’ SpeC|al education director, Gordon Lewis, to fil! the
posltnon. The debate surrounding Lewis' hiring refiected in part t.: 8uard's
_amblvalence about whether it wanted a special education person or a manege’ O
run the collaborative. Perhaps because one of the special™education direc ors
'sat on the search committee, as did a parent representative, the sea -n»
comgfi ttee recommended someone with more background in special educat:. . than
Jpjz;nagement. :

Lewis took over in July and set to work on two immediatz tasks: rcrucing
the deficit. and starting up. the CAP 7:.gram.. Although there were somu last .
minute hitches (one of the high schoois retracted its offer of classroom space
for the program), AP was launched and, aften a few uncertrin months, settled
into a high quat.ty program. Tha deficit was slowly- made up and the
collaborative luokad like it had a new lease on life. |t was operating three
major programS‘ ASE. which was by noa serving 22 severely retarded children
in three sites. znd funded Sy tui.ions paid by local districts; the preschool
program, servii:g 21 childrern’ (12 «f them handicapped and 9 not handicapped) in
two sites, in its third year of furnaing vrom = three-year federal grant; and
CAP, serving 13 emotionally disti.rired childre: in two sites,- also funded by
local tuition payments. :



Then disaster struck again, this time in the form of Proposition & i,/ a
tax limitation referendum approved by the voters in November 1980. !a “uy
County the proposition had the effect of reducing school budgets thet weie
: already skimpy. The funancnal prcblems facing superintendents .and and scncol
committees were so severe that once again many questioned the wisdom oV
spending precious funds on the coll!aborative. In December all the :z%s0l

ittees (this time including Maytown) gave notice of their intuns.on to
withdraw from the colilaborative in June 1981.

‘Maytown's decision to withdraw was critical because it accour.ed for 60%
of the children in collaborative programs. And as one other town =ificial
told us, "our decision. . .was basically, if Maytown stayed, we wculd stay
If Maytown pulled out, so would we." But Maytown was in a bind. fzvenue
reductions resu]ting from Proposition 2 1/2 required a 1981-82 Ludcat that was
15%° lower than their 1980-81 budget. - And that meant the third. year inarow
" of . lower budgets.'ln the words of one Maytown official:

Up until a year ago. . .| felt some real responsubiluty ts (nz county,
.My feeling was that lots of program options need to be iv.ilable to kis
-.and that fewer optnons would have been available throughout th: coun:sy

had Maytown chesen not to be a member. . . | did a cost bre=aksewn v mbat
it was costing us to provide these services and programs L. ougi rhe '
collaborative and what we could do it for in-house. dnd. . .they oore
saying they could do it for $147,000 and | was saying | could do i fuor
$107,000. So there was no way | could recommend that we continue wiih the
collabcratnve . «In the past 1 [felt] some real responsibility. But |
can't do that ar& longer. Those times are past. And | need to now just
say we can o it cheaper so we're gonng to do it for our kids znd to hell~
wWith the pther towns. . :

But the Board of Governors was not prepared to - disso’+e the collaborative

if they could help iz. They revised the projected 1981-8: b1udget, ingluding
-drastic staff cuts, and after several rounds, got the budg=t down to where
there was no cost advantage for Maytown to withdraw from tfe ccllaborative.

in March 1981, Raytown then rescinded its withdrawal. As part of the budget
package, the Board of Governors also slashed the membership fees from $4.05
per student to a nominal $25.00 per member district. Thus all the remaining
schoc! committees rescinded their wltﬁdrawals .

. The budget negotuatvons were successful, but they aroused considerable

s :isension. - Because deep cuts were possible oniy by firing staff, many staff
members were given notice. Ail the program heads were to!v that their
positions would not be continuid. Several aides from each irogram wqre fired.
Some of the professicnal support positions, like the psychclogist an; social
worker attached to CAP, were 2iso terminated. Staff morale throughout the’
cocllaborative plummeted. Even those not fired were g»ttvng weary of the
clnmate of perpetual crisis. ‘

The Board of Governors grew iincreasingly dissatisfied with Lewls s
‘performance as program administrator. They saw him as a weak administrator,
unwilling or unable to generate enthusiasm for the collaborative, unwilling or.
unable to prov:de vigoronus - leadershnp in the struggle to save the -
collaboratlve His proposals to broaden the scope of collaboratlve activities

o
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were dismissed. His budget brobosals were reworked by the finance committee.
in the words of . two Board members: ) )
| don t f:nd anythnng wrong with him as a person, but as an admanlstrator
he_stnnks. .- .He does -not communicate well with the Board of Governors..
He does -not follow our instructions. He seems to go off on his own ways
- of thankung, not the board s way of thnnknng. . . |'ve been over .here .
several times ‘to read him the riot act but it doesn't do any good. ~
)I just think he Js such a nice person that he dldn t want to take hold of
what was happennng. . l have no real idea [whyl], except that | know that
a Iot of the work that should have been done wasn't done. . .!f you say
"you're gonng to do something, do it. Don't mzke us come back and say,
. "Why didn't you do it?" That s the very basics.

Y

In May they fired him. As Lewis put it, "the main issue is that the Board
wanted more control than | was able to give.' A search began for a new
program administrator. In July they hired another-former special education
admlnnstrator, this time from out of state, to replace Lewis. :

‘The years between 1977 and 1981 were marked by constant uncertainty about
the®viability of a collaborative in May County. Many people in and out of the
- col laborative put a lot of energy into preserving the collaborative but it
"became increasingly difficult to see much return for 'their efforts. The staff
turnover during this period was tremendous. As one person told us:

The teach rs aﬁd the assistants would be"very open and honest and séy,

“Look, 'l don' 't mind working with the kids. | enjoy the kids a great.
deal. 'Bdt l:can't take the internal mechanisms of the collaboratnve.
It's just driving me crazy, all. the politi«s that are going on." And

then thay would go to grad school or.. go to another job.

/
Another}\taff member described the feeltngs of those who stayed-

| kni. there was at the beglnnnng a real fight in all of us to help the
collazborative to continue. But sometimes when we looked at the budget
and the realities of what staff was being paid and .the thnngs they were
expected to do, often those were inhuman and outrageous proposals.' And
there was very little reason for us to support the continuation of the

+ collaborutive. Except it seemed to be an easier mechanism to be able to’

collectively serve children. | have such conflicting feelings about it.
There was one time when ! was really loyal, and, you know, | think the

whole system let us down. -
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CHAPTER |1 I

REGIONAL EDUCATION SERVICE AGENCIES IN WEST VIRGINIA

~

Thls chapter provides a general overview of the system of. Regional
Education. Service Agencies (RESAs) in West Virginia arnd extended analysis of
two RESAs. As’has been the case in the other states we have studied, the
story of_the RESAs in West Virginia is.tied to state politics that have shaped
the system's creation and- development. There has. been a tension between local

' autonomy and state control, ¢ licated further by varying political desnres,

© economic realities, personalities, and geographic considerations. Together,
these factors form the main story line of how the RESAs developed over the
years. _ j

A. THE STATE CONTEXT

1. Chronolo ogy gﬁ Events
1933
" The West Virginia Legisiaiure abolishes the 54 independeJ§>and 344

magisterial districts and replaces them with a system of 55 coyAty unit school
d:str:cts : ‘

<

1963

The Legislature passes brief enabling legiglation to allow school
.districts and local colleges and universities tp enter into cooperative
arrangements to improve the education and placement of teachers.

Congress passes the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) and
makes Title ||| PACE money (i.e., Projects to Advance Creativity in Education)

available to local school districts. - i V)

1966

West Virginia's first Title |l |-funded PACE agency is created, one of six
organizations to eventually form over the next three years to serve certain
.areas. in the state. Each receives declining federal dollar amounts to fund °
planning and operation. They provide diverse services, such as audno-vnsuals
or psychologucal programs. 1

1270

Daniel Taylor becomes the State Superintendent;
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1971

The legislature passes the state's first school support equa)}zation
formula package to reduce inegualities in school funding at the county level.

Uﬁder the leadershiy of Superintendent Taylor and Governor Agch Moore,
vaters approve a massive Better Schools constitutional amendment that provides

. 200 million dollars in school construction bonding. It is the first instance

of large-scale state aid to schools for construction. The total balloens to
nearly 600 million dollars az local, federal vocational education. and
Appalachuan Regional Commission contrlbutions come in.
<
The Legislature passes Senate Bill 183 that empowers the State Board of
Education to create Regional Educational Service Agencies ({(ii"SAs) and to’

“establish policies pertaining to them. {n what becomes .an annual

appropriation, the Legislature passes a basic admlnlstratuve grant to support
the RESA - system \ -

1974

The Leglslature passes the Education of Exceptnonal Children Act which
anticipates federal Publlc Law 9L4-142 the following year.
e

1 1981 _ _ !

Roy Truby becomes the State Superinfendent.
RN

The State Senate Finénce Committee recommends that-the annual basic

‘administrative grant to the RESAs be deleted. The appropriation is

successfully resnstated during conference between the Senate and the House of
Delegates.

The Legislature passes Senate Bill 15. -Chapter 18,orders the State Board
of Education to establish and adopt new standards for quality education and to
require appropriate plans from county districts.. In line with these
responsibilities, the West Virginia SEA implements a major reorganization of

-its Bureau of Learning Systems along developmental and accountability lines to

provide technical assistance and monitoring capabulltles This set-up
replaces a structure based on |nstruct|on '

2. State Context
{

‘; -

The RESA story begins by looking at patterns of financia! support for
public education that have shaped and constrained the ability of school

1 v
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~districts to operate. In 1932, Weut Wiryinia voters approved a constitutional
" amendment effectively placing 'a ceiling on the amount of revenue available to

boards of education tec operate the schools. Property tax.rates were limited -
in order to reduce the growing incidence of sale and forfeiture of .property

for non-payment during the Depresscon. The 'situation created by this historic

action makes it impossible to ascertain a county's real wealth. By placing a.

.cellung cquevy rates per property class, the 1932 amendment foregclosed any

opportunuty for a county to exceed the existing rates in order to generate
additional income'to run the schoois. A similar limitation constrains
counties from raising money to retire bonded indebtedness. As a‘-result, major
expenditures to improve public aducatior have come about through state '
initiative. One former official in She SEA described the situation where:

g : ! . ,

Ny ...[Through constitutional limitat@n, state code, and regulation, the
ounties now tax near their limits from a very small base. This makes
the role of the state crucial for the schools. '
: v : .

In 1933, the state Legislature abolished the existing independent and
magisterial school districts, replacing them with a new system-of 55 county
unit school districts. For the next thirty years relations between the
districts and the state were often difficult and uneven. The districts were
reluctant to ask for money, believing the state would attach strings. The
state, for its part, was content with a structure of education that made

relatively modest demands on the state treasury.” AS a result, the educational

system languished. There were instances of paternalism whereby some of the .
better off districts wouid look after the interests of smaller, poorer
counties. Many of the latter, strapped financially and isolated by West
Virginia's infamous system of roads, remained provincial in character.
Physical facilities remained outdated and educational programming was limited.

Politics, economics, and personalities helped breathe new life into the
system. The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 substantially
increased resources available to local counties. Title |1l PACE monies
assisted in establishing a series of PACE agencies throughout the state.

- Funded only with federal money, they developed individual programmatic thrusts

in response to unique local needs. One SEA official described the type of

cooperatuon that.led to the creation of one PACE agency in particular:
...[F]or example, there was a c}uster of counties in the north central
region [now RESA VI1] that had been meeting on a regular basis, coming
together monthiy to discuss common problems, to conduct’ ‘studies...with:
‘their own [staffs]; they didn't have paid gtaff to do this at all, and
quite frankly, some pretty great things came out of [it]. But most of

all there was a comradery...They would meet and work pretty hard for -

S about four or five hours, and .hen they would have a dinner... So, in-
1966 a young fellow quartered at the University suggested that he put
together a PACE proposal. He ¢id, and it took on the character of being
the first so-called service cgeny.

.
@

In 1968, a new governor, Arch #Aoc 2, was elected. He campaigned on a
platform of expanded educational expendutures. hlgher pay for teachers, and
new school facilities to replace the counties' aging physical plants. A $200

million school building bond package was passed. It later mushroomed to

nearly $600 million with the addition of contributions from the counties,

L .80
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federal vocatidna) education grants, and support from the Appalachian Regional
Commission. This infusion of funds, coupled with a governor interested in
stimulating improvements in public education, created a great deal of activity
in the state. As one observer put it, "During the period from 1965 to 1975
there was more educational initiative taking place. in the stat:-in that 10
years than had taken place in.the preceding 100 years."

Daniel Taylor was hired as State Superintendent of Schools in 1970. A
young man, well liked, and part of a new breed of energetic school .
administrators, he had been a superintendert in Wood County for four years.
The early history of the RESA system owes much to his vision., For Taylor, the
RESAs were only one of several things in the. emerging politics of elementary
and secondary education.in the state.. The RESA enabling legislation,
submitted by the State Board of Education as a part of its regular legislative
package. and subsequent state guidelines governing the RESA system, ‘were
authored by Taylor with the help of a few aides. The RESAs are largely
attributable to his early judgments about what was desirable and feasible in
an educational arena marked by growing demands for better services, strong-
norms of local autonomy, and -increasing pressure.frfom the federal sector. At
the core of his view was an intense sensitivity to the dynamics of state/local
relations. As two people put it: .

Tﬁere was an' attitude, genera!ly around the state, that it was time for
things to happen. The governor was very popular and had made commitments
to education unlikeany in the past. So, with [this] attitude in the
capitol, and leadership by several [politicians], and the

superintendent's strong presence, everyone was committed to improving and
mak i ng changes.

[1t hac to be insisted] not only aper but in actual fact that, while
the [SEA] might want to have the RESA§ do certain things, they were not
~ [to be regarded] as arms of the state. They were local entities Created
by [the counties] to serve local educational needs. .What they did was to
- be Jocally determined... [The SEA staff had to be] continually educated
- and reeducated...to realize that the RESAs were not creatures of the
. [SEA], and the [SEA] was not routinely or in any other way to perform
through RESAs to local -education agencies.’

Eight RESAs were-formed at the .ocal level after the West Virginia
Legislature passed Senate Bill 183 in 1972. The bill stated the system was ta
'"consolidate ,and more effectively administer regional. educational programs'
and "equalige and extend educational opportunities.” The State Board of '
ftucation was empowered to establish the RESAs and have the SEA promulgate the

— guidelines necessary for their creation, administration, and continued
operation. The legislature voted in special session to provide basic
administrative grant monies.  Caunty- superintendents naturally saw incentives
in the appropriation to begin the organizing process.

Sencte Bill 183 had to pass through some politically sensitive filters
before becoming law. However, this was not difficult and was effectively
managed through the persuasiye lobbying of Taylor, his close associates, and
state-wide groups such as th TA and the state superintendents' association.
Taylor served as the state's point man and did all the testifying on behalf of
the State Board. His strategy was to seek and secure the support.of
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legislative leaders instead of merely relying on mcrhers of the gducatuon
.committees to introduce, sponsor, and guide the proposal. As one former
political power at that time told us:
' ’ . R | .
[Taylor] was partncularly effectuve in gett:ng my support. 1, in_turn,
worked on my associates in the House of Delegates...but this was no
problem. The whole proposatl went . through on a voice vote, with little
organnzed opposituon.o

Some limited resistance stemmed from two sources. first, the structure
of the pre-exigting PACE agencies and the political ambitions of two PACE
agency directors rubbed some legislators the wrong way. In particular, the
latter saw the directors as using their positions and agencies as bases of
operation for launching polutncal campaigns aimed at the legisistors’
incumbencies. Second, some legislators were concerned that RESas were go:ng
to enlarge the state educatlonal apparatus-

The biggest criticism that we got in the legislature was noct so much “the
money, it was the idea of creating another ayer of the oducation
bureaucracy. and there was an attitude tha}?we were too domn big anyway,
- that we were takung about two thirds of all the money avziiable in the
state to operate the schools...a fallacy of course. But the idea that we
were going to invest in the education community some asuthority to make :
- them larger, go another layer...was very cbjectionable to some.

Somewhat surprising to some legislators was the brief opposition by the
-governor. In a letter to .the Secretary of, State, dated April 21, 1973, the
governor did not elaborate on his motivations, but nevertheless stated his
opposition unequivocally:. : '

| have eliminated [RESA] in the amount of $420,000.00...for tﬁe reason
that "the Regional Educatuonal Sarvice Agency is 3 new account not now
needed...

Whether based on political or economi: grounds. the governor's mild objectiony
were not sustained in the House of De . egates o¢ the Senate. One SEA official.
described how money was taken from comprehensive employment programs.in order
to underwrite the RESA adminisirative ‘grants: "[i1]n the wee hours of the
morning some less-than-informea legislators looked at the budget and said,
‘Well, looky here, the state has been giving away all this money; why don't we
just take half a miilion and usé it for the RESAs?'" Summing up the SEA's

justifications for seeking a law with commensurate funding. one person had
this to say: Q‘\<<k )

“We had been indicating to the legis!lature that there were some-. .
innovative, meaningful things that were dccurring out there and that‘thex
operated, of course, under the shadow of limited funding and’we ought to

" do everything we could to continux those kinds of services.: The [RESAT .-
cencept took on real character and a more discrete chardcter thao the -
PACE concept. Still, there was & question about l!egitimacy so that is »
why it was .absolutély essential that we get legislation that...would

‘complement what [the:counties were doing aiready]: We needed the
statutory authority tc spend...money...we had no problem with [federal

- moneyl, but when we started to spend state money we had to have a smooth
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ficee 0f .. auihor iy fo- somebedy wiher than 3 counly board of educalion
{2 spens the money. 0., 1n3l was why ine bi!l was drafted the way it

LR

1979, Roy T-uby replaced Oanie! Taylor as the State Superintendent of
Lh0cig. Thers was some evidence o suggest that his arrival would change the
sole of tor WiSAs 'n the educal:onal sgcene. Truby was the first
Super intenssnt who was an “culsider” in that he had no prior experience in the

s:ale, The =ost notable change has oeen Truby's greater insistence that SEA
otfrc?als be ass:gned.-on a more permanent basis to a RESA executive board for.
2 spec:fic per it 3mt attend these monthly meetings and act as conduits of
information to and from the S5EA. in addition, top- level staff sessions
petweer Tryby and his assistants at the SEA began to .nclude regular
discussions of the RESAs 85 a part of the agenda, It -appears that he is
mov:ng slowly bul steadiiy in the girection of creatsng a2 more central role
for the RESAs. As ore ialerviewee statéd:

i think thal lhere :s a more pro-RESA attitude right now,.. Or. Truby
comes in here srd he sees the structure of Lhe RESAs. {'m sure he had
somne advance anowiedge of {their operation by viriual of his other
TXpErentes. e way pretty deeply tnvoived in the Norihwest Lab...an
eni{:rely dyffcrenr/{set'up] bul a regional [concept] 1 would imagine
thzt his perceptions would be dz!ferent from Dr. Taylor's. You must
‘remember that Or. Taylor was 1he guy that went across the street [to the
¢tate House] along wilh the Others and made ceriain commitments, that it
w38’ sn 3rm of the {SEA} that ;1 wasn/t just dnother bureaucracy, and
1h3t we were nol going 1o come Sver 'he7e and-suddcn!y be doublrng or
tripicng the rcaueJIS fgr money. 4.

i 1675, tbe State Boaro of Edycalion raised questions about the - _
opeeat ans of .(he RESAS, questions aboul what they do, what their functcons 3
are, how the agencies mighi be compared to one andther. and why no study had
Besr gong. & report was prepared by the SEA in early ‘5980 -- the first report
ot oty s«ng -< Conta: v‘ng noth descriptive summary stalistics and reports from

~ ¥

€3t of ithe RESA precul-ve directors. in a ‘sense, the content of the report

(3

w35 ey scgn:fdant Lhan the fazt i1 way 'equested X13 Lhe furst place.

in 1987, the Senate finance Comn. i1ee voled to eiiminate the state flat.
grart * - the enl re system. There are varying interpretations of the import

va’ this move. The mosl benign version locates the origin of the effort in an

interpersonal incompalibil:ly belween one Of twd state legislators ‘and the
srxecul:ve director .of one >f the RESAs. Another .n;erpret't.on sees the vote

"85 & ha-b:nger of 8ifficuil times shead for the agencies and, at & minimam,

greater scrutrny Dy the vegistature. Regardiess of the motives, the RESAs
rema:- & peripheral pari of tMe state educal«on syslem:

-

Tre scyion wa% 8 po!»zrca* too note at best...RESAa being pclxt:cal
feaptbalis traded Dack ang forth. The Legisiature was in extraordinary

o 3' *he Uime, cofsige-ing a state aid formula that was not to the
tining ¢f ceriarn forces, in an effort to swap for votes ihe RESAs were
Tul...perhaps 3 messdge was sent wilh the clear knowledge .in"mind that
the recanmcnda‘aon would be reinsiituted in conferencs. But il was the
same &ind of move you see when money 5 voled for sewery in exclhange for
cullrng oul seniar <riizen centers. i must 53y the [STA’s] defense of
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the RESAs was Jess than stirring, sayiig, 1n effect, that '"The pESAs save
the counties and the- statt a lot of money in the cost of gasoline.'

A second move by the Legislature unfolded at the time of nur visit to the
stata. A new bifl, Senate Bill 15, was péssed containing a brief section
requiring that the State Board, through the SEA, enforce as well as develop
new accountability plans for education: '...To require standards for
educational quality and approval of county educational programs" (Senate
Journal, HMay, 198}, p. 10). While the implications of this move for the RESAs
were not known durung our stay. it is possible that the RESAs will be used to
a greater extent in assisting the counties in the design of accountability
plans and aiding them in their vmplementatlon. As one person put it to us:

1 would prefar to see the [RESAs] more [into] identifying locally def ined
yoals in relationship to the state-wide goals that we're trying to

: ach:eve...loca1 control and state goals being somewhat incompatible
because the recal control concept permeates our education. But as the
state moves to more centralized goal setting and direction,
standardization, etc., the RESAs' focus would then have to change“towards
supportung state gbals rather than just entnrely [1ocal ones].' We're
~under legislative mandate to develop accountability for each district in
relatnanshnp to the state...so then you begin to look for a vehicle to
help you and assist you to do that. And it seems appropriate that the
RESAs would have that kind of capacity.

he RESA Structure

The Resolution of Establishment adonted by the West Virginia Board of
Education, and written by Or. Taylor, specifies the organizational structure
of the RESAs. The Resolution accomplushed two very important things. First,
it established the relative independence of the RESAs from state control
(despite a SEA official on each RESA's executive board) by vesting virtually
all authority in the districts, thus reflecting.realities of local control.
Second, it defined the organizations as urambiguously under the direcrion of
executive directors who report to their boards and no one else. In addition,
the document identified areas in which the RESAs might provide services, such
as adminisg;ation. curriculum, media, and instruction.

Ae might be expected, the agencies are similar in some respects and
,markedly different in others -- suggesting varying instances of overlap and
divergence in their developmenta! histories. All of them appear to have found
niches whlch serve county-level \nterests reasonably well and with littie
fanfare. With some minor exceptions, they are not wildly divergent in terms
of their budgets, the people they hire, or the primary categories ¢’ serv-ces
they offer. Most are run by or are governed by people who have lona
assocnatrons with local county districts. The rich menus of.programming found
i~ some RESAs appear to be functions of particular local needs. None of the
agenciies Flays a dominant role in local education, nor does any loom large in

" terms of time, resources, or commitment required of the members. No one could
‘ur would identify for us an example of one RESA that is clearly supernor to
the others across a spectrum o° dimensions.

‘.
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_ A1l RESAs receive an annual administrative grant from the legislative
appropriation. This amount appears as a line item in the SEA's annual budget.
The SEA divides the total among the eight agencies according to a formula. in
essence, as one person in the SEA put it, "RESAS with members having lower
assessed valuations get a weighted allocation that is proportionally more than
that given to the wealthier ones. The totals come out about the same.' Total
appropriations from the state for FY 73-74 through FY 81~-82 have varied little
and have not kept up with inflation. ) : : ‘

The RESAs get funds from other sources besides the flat administrative
grant: state and fedeéral grants, local contributions, membership fees for )

- ;ome sub-programs, etc. The use of market mechanisms is conspi.:uously absent.

otal budget varies from $176,000 to $886,000; dependenc® on the state flat

: administrative grant varies from 5% to 30% of the total budget; dependence on .

federal grants varies from 17% to 69% of the total budget. The two RESAs with

the largest total budgets also receive the largest proportions of their ingome

from federal grants. In four instances, at least three-fourths of the total
budget comes from state and local sources. These financialAdifferences cannot
be explained by differences in region size alone. While budget information
was not readily forthcoming, most of our contacts at the statq_levef did say
that large RESA budgets are”inVariablz\the'result of agencies successfully
tapping federal programs or federal flow-through monies. RESAs with smaller
budget§ have been unsuccessful at grant seeking or have chosen to avoid
linkages with outside sources. ' .

The RESAs are similar in size of their memberships. The average number
of districts is 6. The agencies are similar, if not identical, in their
management and governance patterns. The SEA guidelines require that ‘each
agency have a county. fiscal agent to receive monies, disburse funds, "and
oversee the agencies' accounts. The board of directors is comprised of the
executive director, a chairperson, superintendents and members from local 3
boards of .education, and the SEA representative. : ' ' |

Data on services provided by the RESAs display real diversity. All eight
offer a small set of core services, another set of elective services is
provided by more than half of the agencies, and a large number of services are
provided by only one or two RESAs. These data, too, suggest fundamental
differences in strategies pursued by the counties.

Neither the original legislation nor the Resolution established criteria
or suggested any procedures for evaluating RESA performance. The SEA's
Standards for the Education of Exceptional Children (1981) make no explicit
mention of the RESAs, their use by the counties in implementing special »
education rules and regulations, evaluation of the RESAs' participation by the
counties or the SEA, or the use of the REsAs by the state as monitors of local

‘level compliance, although the RESA¢ are very much involved in educating -

sperial children. The Governor's Study on School Management, submitted 'in
January of 1974,. analyzed and evaluated the business operatiéns of each of the
55 county school systems as well as their relations with the SEA. The survey
was requested by Gdvernor Moore in light of an increase in total expenditures
for elementary and secondary education in-the state from $142.5 million in
1962-63 to $339.7 million in 1972-73 --an increase of 140%. In the "Forward":
of the report thhre_is a section on ‘'regionalization' which strongly endorses
a regional apprpathtto consolidating‘variOuQ-funbtional operations which were”’
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being performed independentiy by the 55 county'districts.y while‘the RESA
legislation was new at the time of the report's issuanhce, the document noted
their existence and suggested that they might be appropriate velicles for

~accomplishing regionalizati;mu/\\;

-

The timine and thrust of the Governor s report may help to explain why so
little forma' evaluation of RESAs has been carried out. ‘Given the strong

, tradition of ii"a: autonomyﬂwn educational affairs, and given the concerns
about how RESAs m:ght impinge on this autonomy, the survey requested by the

Governor may have intensified suspicions about the real intent of Senate Bill
183. Advocates of the RESA’ concept, especially the Superintendent, had to
insure that the system would do nothing to upset the delicate arrangement
between the SEA and the counties. In a sense, the report exemplifies the
irony of RESAs in West Virginia. On the one hand, the report could have been
used to justify a major role for RESAs in helping to streamline education -
service delivery. On the other hand, such a role would seriously erode the
autonomy of the counties and, hence, would be politically infeasible due to
the enormous power wielded by the county superintendents. Thus, the RESAs are
caught in a position where it would not be in the interest of any particular
RESA director to have his or “her organlzatlon perform too well and become too
visible.

The bright light of evaluation has fallen only.indirectiy on the RESA
system on a few occasions. A-Study of the West Virginia State Education
Agency for the Public Educatuon Studx Commission of the West Virginia
Leglslature. pointed out that '"'mo formal evaluation has been made. by the SEA

-of RESA services" (p. 77). The report continues:

Are RESAs a cost-effective approach to providing educational services?
Proponents might say yes; but there is little substantive data to support
‘the claim...the SEA has’ implemented its legal mandate regarding the RESAs
but they lack an adequate ang reliable 'control system to determine the
RESAs' effectiveness (p. 79).

During.the Tay'or administration the SEA conducted no formai evaluations
of RESA performance. There is some hint that the agencies began to document
their activities of their own accord, but this was not formally mandated or
substantiated in our visits. The SEA's strategy was centered on a modest,

. county-responsive, |low proflle role for the RESAs. Formal evaluation and

scrutiny piayed no part’'in the department s desvgns and would. have been
antithetical to them.: :

The next ‘two sections examine the development of two of the eight RESAs.
It prover so difficult to identify successful arid unsuccessful cases, . that we .
instead t~lected two sites that appeared to be as different from each other as
possible We didn't succeed in getting very dufferent sites, but then the
reality -* the RESA system may be that there are not significant differences. .
among th: RESAs. In any event, we call our two sites RESA A and RESA 8.

%



-8

B. RESA-A '
1. Chronology of Events’
. Title 11|l ESEA PACE money is made available to local county schoo|
T districts..
1966 . S e i

\ \ v
A U, S. Office of Education M-STEP Teacher Education Center (TEC) is -
organlzed in Abel County té6 improve and coordinate the. educatlon and pln‘ement

of teachers in the region. |t serves local schools and local colleges and .

universities. N

1967 : .
ATitle I PACE agency organizes 'in nearby Brker. It provides services

in the area of ‘audio-vistals to 'ocal school districts. |t ceases operation

three years -later. “Some of its original persoi.nel and e,uipment are later
absorbed when RESA A 'is organized in the same vicipity.

L d {
T [
© g8
' Federal funds expire and the M-STEP TEC-ﬁeromes MITEC. a state and
éhdocally funded Teacher Educatioan Center. ) o
1972 L
The [egislature passes»Senate-Bill 183. ' : | ﬂ\“
., Abel, Calhoun, Car“mouth, \Fanr{ueld and Plymouth County boards of
. . education begin organizing RESA A (RA) and sign letters of commitment. *
“Charles Wolf is hired as the executive director. ' Abel County serves as the
fiscal agent. RA incorporates MITEC into its structure and a\lows it to keep
s its original board of directors as an advisory group to the RA board. Gengral

programs are offered in adult basic education, special ‘education.and
cooperative public service training. The FY 1973 197h budget is $244,000.

The services of e trained psychologist are offered by RA for the first
time. . : - ' “
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A
Robert Wilson becomes the executive director after Charies Wolf leaves to
assume the Abel County superuntendency during a widespread controversy over
the use of certain school books. Wolf replaces a superintendent who leaves
durnng the difficulty. A cooperative purchasing commnttee and a school
calendar coordinating group are formed from the five county members.

1916
. A fcrst annual violin workﬁpgp and festlval .at-a local college is
~ presented. A major program for® the gifted called PrOJect TAi NT receives
Title IV-C fundcng '

' i

Stafe funds"for audiological services are received, as are fe::- ‘on’es
’ for an adult Vietnamese education program. A Search and Serve‘prcgcan gets

underway to locate and identify Priority | specua1 children. RA &7 .avs 27,
full-time and 24 part-time (assocuatﬁd with the ABE program) worker-,

1978

. - . . . . -

The first annual reglona' science and engtneernng fair is held. RA
empioys 27 fu]l tnme and 31 part-time workers .

e

1979 CL - - .

: ﬁA has‘26_full-tfme employees and 32-paft-time. , -
1980 _ ' y _ -

RA adds severaj programmatic componen 's. A CETA lLinkage agent works out
of the agency with local CETA projects and ihe State Department of Labor. - A
specnal grant is received to fund a demonstration project for providing in-
service and staff development training to teachers!io that they inzy gann the*

certification required. ‘The FY 1980-1981 budget i $7k6 000.

2. Historz o : < o o L .
e RESA A is the result of cooperatyve efforts of five county school
" districts in the central portion of West Virginia. It is not a Iarge

enterprise by standards agatnst‘whnch many. public organuzatnbns are measured.
Only five districts are members“and the geographic area it covers is smaller
than.most other RESA areas. But it enjoys a posjtion of promunence and high
visibility within the RESA system primarily because it has a’large staff, high
levels of funding, and a broad mix of servnces for schoo! districts and
surrounding communitieg. :

N - LI !
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. superintendents, and one per
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Abel County is the mcst ponulated and commerc:ally developed area in the

" region. The other folr counties border Abel but they do noi touch each o&ner

Like spokes of a wheel, their relatnonshlp with this hub county is more. t' ‘n a

~ geographic curldi:ty. it underscores Abel's centrality and role as leader in

local education. As one person put it, "wherever you go, vou start or go
through Abel Clty " . ’

RESA A was organlzed in a rather straightforward manne- during the period
from July, 1972 to March, 1973. The Abel County Board of Education provided
the initial stimulus-by resPondung to Senate Bill 183 and the SEA guidelines
governing the RESA system. |t passed a resclution in August stating the
desure and intenticn to .enter into a RESA-type arrangement. ‘Asidle from this
action, However, no single individual or county dominated the organizing

process. Rather, .enthusiasm was 'shared throughout the five counties,

underscoring a belief that demonstrable benefits in the form ~f cost
reduction, greater service delivery, and enhanced educationa! oppcrtunities.
for students and staff members would result from consolidatirg existing
programs. One person described the attitude in the districts at that time as
one which "sat well with what Dr. Taylor had in mind.". As two people
descrlbed for ug: ; o '

The RESA concept was not a foreign udea | did a lot of wnrk w:th the
.jagisiature then and since. The RESA never had any serious opnosition.
Dan [Tayior] having been a school superintendent himselif, coming 7iom the
! ranks, called upon all of the suberlntendents not only here but
thraughout the state... Then again, you'll always have a few politicians
in opposition. But the [SEA] and a couple of state-wide organlza ions
were very much behand this fhong \ .

It was clear to all of us that thls arrangement would give us mor: formal
and systematuc ways of deallng wuth each other. -~ /

‘The Fairfield County Board of Education ‘passed its resolution in early
September. An organizing meeting was soon held and attended by the fivs
superuntendents -They decided-to request, by letter to'Dr. Taylor, the
assistance of an assistant superintendent from. the SEA to answer minor
questions surrounding the financial and organizational aspects of the RESA
proposal. wWhile these were 'get-togethers so the superintendents coutd
»=plore what could be done," the substance of the meetings ”followed pre:ty

. n'ch what had been des:gnated in the [SEA] guidelines.'

. The assistance was readily forthcomlng The Calhoun County Board of

_fEducation passed its resolution in late September. Not until Februarv. 1975

was another meeting heid, at which time an assistant super intendent from Abel
County, named Charies Wolf, was selected as acting executive director of the
rw venture at no salary -- despite his efforts to get other people ;to accept
the post. Shortly thereafter the Dartmouth and Plymouth County. Boards of
Education passed resolutions. In late .February Charles Wolf wrote a letter to
ur. Taylor requesting his approval of the new organization. This came in
March and RESA A was born. A permanent representative was chosen by the SEA
to sit on the RESA A executn:& board comprised of Wolf, the county

n from each of the local boards of educatcon
Wolf became the full- tlme dlrector. w:th pay. in September..

'
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The organizing process was a simple one. There was no opposition in the
local boards. The resolutions were passed without extended discussion or
debate. RESA A was rot viewed as a threat nor an imposition from the SEA.
Its financia! and organizational: aspects were carefuily spelled out in SEA
guidelines that reflected the realities of local control. The SEA
representative was helpful in his interpretation. Finally, ‘the counties knew
that financial support would be forthcomnng in the form of yearly
admanlstratave grants from the SEA.

The superintendents did not have extensnve plans or elaborate
expectations of what RESA A would be. This effectively foreclosed any
pressure on Wolf to”develop a complicated, far-reaching enterprise:

There were on-goiny projects, projects’without'a_head, if you will. So
w2 brought these into being together in this building... It was not hard
to do.,

‘Also, RESA A was seen as a -convenient meansto cabture and consolidate
‘federal anc¢ state grants, develop new services as money became available, and
spread existing services to meet regional needs. A most salient consideration
at that time was to streamline many dec:snon-maklng and policy formation
responsibilities of thelsupersntendents. One person. .described the scope .and
flaver of this objective in the following manner:

Money was not the major factor, but cooperation was. We wanted a smooth
operating organization. We didn't have any big plans, just helping the
‘students and keeping the administrators from having so many'meetings.
You could have everythnng on one agenda narrowed down taZdne meetnng.

_ The superlntendents were pleased with the way RESA A clarnfned the
ambiguities of inter-district cooperatnon. Existing laws and state
regulations never explicitly addressed these issues by either sanctlonnng
p-~hibiting coopération at the local level. As a result the districts ‘Q\\‘\\L
developed a history of informal collaboratlon. "swapping, bargannung. a the
like."" ''We never worried about what we wanted to do, but how it could bg done -
and legaliy." RESA A answered the:guestions about legality but did not. |mpose
contractual arrangements between th? drstrlcts.

It also required very little in “the way of start- up costs. Abel County
provided a rent-free: facility next door to its own administrative
headquarters. RESA A has been there ever since. Centrally located, equipped
with the necessary admnnnstratave and firancial machinery, quite experienced
with handling grants’, and situated just next door to RESA A -- Abel County was -
the obvsous chclce to become the fiscal agentkv .
o iThe organnz:ng ,process also was simplified by realnstnc.language in the
SEA guidelines. RESA A was to be a service agency designed to provide -
benefits to the counties at their request. Its role was to be a supplementary
one, shying away iand prevented) from actions that would have the effect. of v
‘transforming it into. an independent force in local education. It was to
assume programmatic responsibilities only after receiving permission to do so.
_As stated in both its own charter and the SEA regulations:

R
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..[T]Jo provide supplemental educational services to the member countie.
in four broad areas. ’

[Sectuon 5] 1. established as regional units in the State school system
which provude supplementary educational benefits to county schooa
systems .

Any matter internal to a district would remain subject to local
prerogatives unless it had regional promise and appeared amenable to regional
solutions -- at which point RESA:- A would enter the scene upon invitation.

This let the districts relinquish certain programs to RESA A at the outset,
giving the RESA immediate programmatic legitimacy and removing the need to
design on its own (and of its own free will) programs that might conflict with
local interest. As one person summed up'

If we were to discuss a problem or a program, then the entnre board would

discuss it, instead of RESA developing its own. People in the countues

like to feel they do not have to be like everyone else --and they won't .

be. But this way we could al] declde what was best for all of the

countnes . .

A contr|but|ng factor to the ease with which RESA A formed were prior
exper iences with cooperation in the reglon ‘The counties had sponsored
numerous short and' long-term. programs in areas of educatnonal broadcastlng,
summer occupational educational training programs. Title 11l (ESEA) open-air

' schools. and.so on. The primary attention .n the region was usually focused

on. proJects housed |n. sponsored :by, or administered through Abel County.
Benefits spread to the others in a hxt-or-mlss\~random, and sometimes very
|nfrequent fashion. Where success did spread, it was-because of informal .
understandings forgs =~ among the counties rather than through strict .
contractual obligations. RESA A provided the opportunity to tighten up this
process and serve as a vbhlcle for programs with reglonal purpose and scope

For example, we had a program in Abel County called COP. --Cooperat ve

Occupational Program -- 3 beautlful program that trained teachers and the

like. We decided thls could be moved in under RESA and spread to e

whole region. : s

One on-going and tremendously successful cooperative enterprise becs.ne a
major impetus for the formation of RESA A. -In 1966 the U.S. Office of
Education awarded funds to the SEA to establish a teacher education center
(TEC) as part of the national H-STEP~program (Multi-State Teacher Educat.on

Project]l. The project was located in. Abel County and provided services in the

2reas of” educating, training, placnng. and supervising student teachers. By
1968 M-STEP was such a success that Abel County assumed sponsorship when
federal funding expired. By 1972 M-STEP had been renamed MITEC (Multi-
Institutional Teacher Education Center) and was serV|ng Abel and Fairfield

ccunties.. The colleges and universities in the area ware producing nearly 500
student teachers annually to be placed in these two counties alone.

The county superrntendents liked the idea of nnr'udlng MITEC within the
new RESA. Representatives from the colleges and un.gersntles were somewhat -
skeptical of . the prqposal since they viewed it as a way to deprive them of a
v6|ce in the poILcy-maklng areas of teacher educat|on However. the idea was
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compelling for practical reasons. RESA A would be a rent- free home. The SEA °
liked the idea and pushed hard. RESA A would give MITEC instantaneous access
to five counties instead of just two. The MITEC board soon saw RESA A as a
convenient way of enhancing the iegitimacy. breadth, and visibility of MITEC.

Unlike a few TECs in other parts of the state, MITEC retained its name
and governing body. - RESA assumed control over the budget and hiring.. This
arrangement met two needs in one stroke. RESA A benefited through its new
association with a highly respected program. MITEC gained greater

. administrative stability and programmatic coverage.

In addition to the inclusion of MITEC, RESA A continued to expand and
incorpeorated other programs, such as adult basic education and public service
training. All the districts operated adult basic education (ABE) programs '
prior to its formation. The board decided to consolidate certain functions
under one roof, effectively reducing five ABE budgets, funding requests, and
grant awards into one. The districts continued to develop their .own plans,

. . schedules, and staffing requirements. The ABE teachers became RESA employees.
\ Although most of them were part-time, the large numbers still swelled the RESA

‘A staff.

The SEA. through its vocational education wing and in cooperation with
various state agencies, had offered public service training courses for nearly
fifteen years to local towns and groups needing to meet certain state
standards (i.e., licensing, certification, etc.). The courses were in areas
such as firemanship, vehicular extraction, and water treatment, and the list
expanded during subsequent years. The scheduling and staffing of the courses

- (as well as registration, certifying, testing, payment, etc. } wer'e arranged by
five public service training coordinators who served the entire state from
their regional offices. Abel County had one' such person who covered a two- ~

' RESA area. It seemed logical -to the SEA to make this a RESA program. The
: RESA A board -agreed and, atong with four other RESAs, moved to: |ncorporate
public serV|ce tracnnng as a programmatic component.

~- o Two new positions were added to RESA A in the first yéar. One was a.
N special education coordinator (director) to assist the countiss in
"+ implementing various steps spelled out in the state's new special educatnon
lay --a law that preceded P.L. 9L4-142 by-.one year. The other position was
. that of a psychoTogist who would take part in the evaluation and referral of
students thought to have learning and behavioral disorders. This person would
-also . aSSist the districts in conformlng to the new law. ‘

The budget grew from $250, 000 in 197h to almost SbOO 000 in 1976. Most
of the funds came from the state. "The agency's annual administrative grant:
~amounted to sbout $60,000. This helped to pay for Wolf and secretarial help
MITEC was supported with a direct state grant and‘a mixture of local
‘contributions from the counties and the .colleges. The payments were
calculated on a formula basis. The special education coordinator was paid for
by federal EHA Title VI-B funds administered and distributed by the SEA. The
psychologist funﬂs also came from the SEA by means of a special allocation
from the legislature to_ the entire RESA system. State. grants supported the
public service training component (in later years a mixture of state and
fedewﬁl dollars was used). The only lccal funds were those for- MITEC. They
represented an average of 11% of RESA A's budget for the three years.
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harles Wolf left the executive directorship a2fter eighteen months to
becoﬁg;the superintendent of -Abel County. He cogtinued his association with
RESA a5’ a member of its executive board. His sudden departure had nothing
to do with his performance at RESA A's helm, but rather, was due to a local
polntncal controversy. .

" Robert Wilson was the superintendent of Dartmouth County scheols at that
time. " A trusted man, he had a strong familiarity with RESA A as a member of
the board since the agency's inception. He became the new executive director
shortly after wolf s departure. His selection was a wise and popular move.

. From his new post he continued the strategy of developing new programs and
-~ transforming existing services into more effncnent. effective, vnslble. and
equutable reguonal programs. - . "

By 1976 it was’ clear to many. that more had to be done -to identnfy and
serve the needs of gifted and talented students. wnlson and - his special
education staff began to meet with district personnel to explore ways of
funding and desighing a regional program in this area of emphasis. The SEA
said funds might be available through ESEA Title IV-C. A proposal succeeded
in securing enough money to pay for one year of planning and three years of
operation -- sufficient t6 cover a director and three teachers in gifted
education. Project Talent was born and became an instant success story. The
project helped to ‘implement various modules for the gifted in ways that met
the needs of a'l _the counties.

"RESA A became a resource center_for,an adult basic education Vietnamese
program in 1978-79. A short-term federal grant paid for the purchase,
inventory, and distribution of materials for voluntary projects throughout the
state. During the same period an audiological program was added to its list
of offerings. -This was paid for through a legislative allocation for the SEA
to establish RESA-based services for hearing impaired students. RESA A's

. audiologist was supplied with new audiometric equipment and given the
'responsnbllnty to evaluate students upon referral, perform routine screenlngs
in the districts, and conduct in-service trannnng for teachers.

Beglnnung in l979 the RESA underwent modest programmatnc. personnel, and
- budgetary adjustment. An infusion of ‘more federal money aliowed the addition
of .a second public service trainer to provide expertise in EMT and related
paramedical areas. In a drastic move, the state legislature halved its annual
allocations for RESA-based psychologists and audiologists. The approprnatlon
was rechristened "evaluative services" and went toward suppor ting the
audiologists. The other half of ‘the original amount was returned more or less
intact to.the districts to be spent at their discretion. , In 1980 the
audiologist.and psychologist positions were funded by the state at $32,000 and
$54,000 respectively. The following year the audiologist was funded ‘at
$29,000, 10% of which came from the counties. The psychologist's budget of
$37,000 was paid for by districts using the new discretionary funds returned 7
to them. - Ve
, . o _
With advent of an increasing sophistication in the_counties, the addition
of more specialists, and the districts' ability to solve more problems on
their own, some of RESA A's programs began to shift in emphasis. For example,
the need to assure greater compliance with ‘state and federal regulations began
to lessen as old mandates requi~ing the identification and treatment of -

3




88

_priority l.and 2 children were largely met. The new chatlenge was to provide .
more informatidnal services and to enhance the capabilities of the vast number.

of teachers still lacking adequate certificatiof -- a fact that disturbed .the

'SEA and spurred the legislature to demand certification programs.

RESA A developed a new computeN zed search and serve program in
cooperation with Abeél County. |t alfowed state and local officials to track

"and record a’student's progression fhrough stages of identification,

evaluation, referral. and instruction. 'Modest contributions from the counties
paid the cdsts” for the first year-while a small Title IVSB grant promised to
underwrite the expenses from then on. RESA A secured another Vi-B grant to
design a project that would assess the training requirements of special
education teachers needing certification -- needs that demanded services above
and beyond those available in local colleges. RESA A contracted with the
local institutions of higher learning to provide the courses durnng summer
sessions. The" grant paud for the tuntuzn\ggits. P

Other grants helped to sustain programs faced with lean futures and
underwrote new ventures. Additional Title 1V-C funds paid for a new high
school drop-out program called HELP. It alsp eased Project Talent's
transition from an era of heavy operational subsidies to self- suffucnency. A
Title Iv-C grant paid to conduct a state-wide survey to assess socual studies
education. )

Finally, in a move reminiscent of events surrounding the inclusion of the
public service training-component in 1974, the SEA dbcided to use four RESAs
as locations for CETA Linkage specialists. RESA A's specialist would perform
a liaison function by working with both the SEA's vocational education wing
and local grant recipients (such as districts or their vocational education
schools) tosprovide technical assistance in order to ease the administrative
requirements of the CETA training grants. The person also would certify the
|nstruct|on and placement of the trannees. . '

Therefore. the agency's pattern of growth over the years followed a
steady and predictable path. No serious efforts were made to develop “profat
making'" programs~that could underwrite speculative ventures. Nor was it
considered advisablé to generate cost centers that desugned. marketed, -and
sold services to districts and other organizations on a cost basis. . RESA A
avoided any form of market mechanism and stuck with grants as the mainstay.
The average annual growth in its_budget was a robust 17% with.a slight dip in
the rate during 1977 and a levellnng in the yesrs since then. State funds -
amounted to nearly 51% of the annual budgets; 42% came from the federal

' government and 7% “rom local sources.

b

In 1977 there were 27 full-time and 24 part-time employees. in 1981
there were 26 and 36, respectively -- thus reflecting little growth in Ilght
of the budgetary expansion. Of the programs listed as Jine items in the most

,recent budget, a maJorlty remdin Grugnnal core programs developed durung
* 1974-75. The rest are additions within the same functiogal areas. .in

conclusion, RESA ‘A reached a staffing, and to a lesser extent, programming
threshold during its first. two or three years of exustence. -
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_3. Internal Management o
- ' The agency has settled into a comfortable niche carved out of the space
among the districts. While it remains a servant of the districts, RESA A has
attained a permanent status and is accepted in that light. Much of this is
due to its extreme sensitivity to local prerogatives and ability to remain
. responsive yet unobtrusive. |t also results from efficient |nterna|
operations. In this section we turn. to the structure, style'and philosophy of
management .
Official management of RESA A is essentially a one man operation. - The
.+ executive board meets once a month at headquarters to ditccuss programs and
problems. It looks to Wilson as the person with the most informatiorn. While
the representatives do not rubber stamp his every move, they rely .to a great
degree on his advice and direction. One area over which there has ‘been a.
-slight difference of. opinion has been the ABE issue. Wilson would like the
districts to assume once again the management’ of . the program.. The '
superintendents have disagreed, choosnng to "Ieave the hassles to the RESA
since they are donng such a good- job anyway

/
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Authority over internal operations is flrmly vested in the executive
directorship. Everyone reports to Robert Wilson with equal access. RESA A
has never had ‘to create intervening layers of management, deputies, or a ‘
second in command. This.is because it has remained small enough to permit a
logical division of labor and control over numerous programs, while avoiding
cumbersome lines of authornty Mo one we spoke to could envision a RESA A so

_large that it would require 'formal relationships and fancy rules." Wilson
has considered the tlmga:BE:; if need be, greater expansion will require more
delegation of ‘his power. uld this occur, he will seek out "a generalist"
who can speak’ to the vatious sub- specialities within the agency.. The closest
thing to a second in command has occurred when the specnal education’
coordnnat r oc'asnonally assumes the role of the agency's poi::t man: receiving
and pa g along information, requests, feedback, and compla.rts from the
~schoo s and the SEA to the various staff members. During our summer visit to
RESAZA this persgn accompanied Wilson tc the State .House to discuss the
resioration of basic admsnnstratnve allocations recently deleted upon
recommendation of the Senate finance Committee. However, uctivities such as
these do not constitute a major part of his job tad are best described as,

, courtesnes and necessities that come up during t'.e course of any day. Nor do
they interfere with the lines of communication znd domains of responsnbslnty
that have been established by the rest of the workforce. As sucﬂ -00 ane
assumes authoruty'over anyone clse. "As we were told

S
&

Peopfe\are treated 2s equals and "act as equals here; Bob's style is
trust;ng\\nd he deals\wlth us on. the same level

At this he s cceeds admnrably. No one voiced a single reservatnon about
his style or the amount of attention he devotes tc individual needs and
concerns. The relationship between Wilson.and his staff is untouched by the
divisiveness, contention, and resentment that ‘plague many small. drganszatnonsJ

;- He systains the atmosphere by working closely. but, not too closely, with the
“employees. Many .interviewees mentioned his wireless, frequent, and informal
‘¥ etterftion -to the workers. One person described the: relationships as one where

. "he acts as sori of an expert R overall’ admnncstratnon and as a generalist

’
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‘ who relies on us to get the job done while we iook to him to make Lure :hat we
cani”

Wilson rarely holds staff meetings, preferring to "accomplish more in 1§
minutes mesting individually than sitting around with everyone and listening
0 how hard they work." He conducts no perforrance evaluations. He likes to
oversee operations. by dropping in on an employee, chatting over the telephone.
passing along compliments from the counties, and offering his assistance when
he can. But beneath the air of cordiality and informality !s a no-nonsense
approach. He screens and interviews all jbb applicants; allows others in the
organization to provide impre *ssjons and passes along his final choice to the
board for their approval -- ich is always forthcoming. The employees su it
weekly work schedules so that he is kept #Breast of everyone's location.. This
is not a way. of keeping tabs of performance, but to insyre thaet all workers

can be reached if necessary. Regular ‘reports are not customary since some’

programs are more conducive tO reporting than others. The employeses write
yearly summaries that are used by Wilson wnen, he reports to the executive
board. Wilson summed up the sntuatuon this way

Certain programs lend themselves to reportnng while others don't. If !
asked the audiolojist toygive me weekly updates she'd miss Out On iwo or
three §creen|ngs. The annuzl reports are not part of my written policy
but are something | feel is necessary to justify our existence and to
demorstrate to the board we are doing the jeb. |, just like everyone
else, have questuons as to whether or not,we're doing all we can. An ‘
area in which. | have little expertise is psychologica! services. If | go
over and discuss a'service with [our person] and she says it takes three

days to do an evaluation | have to taiex her word.,. Heil, one of my
people could be off fishing for all I know. But the weakly schedules let
me -know where they should be. | trust they are doing their jobs.

The staff returns the trust. One,derson described him this way:

- ‘He is very competent. | think he's fair and cares about us. At the sama’
time he lets it be known how far you have gone or can go. You might
think' of him as a tough good ol' boy. ’

Wilson requares ‘his employees to understand the scope o the: . programs
and thcnr technical .aspects., A partncularly useful teaching device in this
respect ‘¢ when he ifnvolves them in the budget process. The employees
maintain hand ledgers for their own programs. He meets w:th them .to digcuss
‘line item discrepancies that ‘may appear from time to time between his :
. comprehefsive ledger, theit copy, and monthly computer print-outs suppliec by

the fiscal agent. Quite often the.errors are due to the computer, but they
require, as we withessed first-hand during our visit, tedious searches 1o find
the prohlem. He also collaborates with sach persbn when it comes time to
submit yearly budget requests; relying on their suggestiony. and rough drafts
that contain detailed information on pay increases, benefit requnrementt. snd”
the like. The budget building process remains foreign to some and variet
according to the program. Ffor example, the wETA Linkage and pubiic service
training components are parts of two state-wide prcgrams with budgets that are
 hammered out in contratis with the RESAs. As a resulr,.there is slightly less
dizcretionary rcom to maneuver here th&n in other aress. Twa peopie commcnteu‘
on, unvolvement with budgeté: '

s Il
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We all keep hanc ledgers. It's formal and is in accerdance with good_
accounting practices. | think the more | khow about my budget the
better. . P
Some people get %ﬁvolved wifh the money-questions more than | dp. ‘Bob
uses the budget ae>sort of a common link to all of us. |'m still
learning... He's been good about it...has never said | can or cannot do
something and wil! point out what | need to watch for.

’ .
Much more is involved in fiscal manegement at RESA A than the regular

meetings with the employees. An entirely different realm of responstbility
involves Wilson's use of the budget as a monitor of the organization's
progress. The technical caretaking duties rest with Abel County as fiscal
égent. Tha instrument itself is not audited independently but when the state
tax commissioner-comes in to look at the county's finances. Wilson keeps his
own comprehensive ledger and uses the monthly print-outs as corrective
devices. He signs all purchase orders. "even those that might be for one’
penny.'' He reports on the agency's finances when the executive board asks.
Supplements and transfers within a program account require board approval, 'no
matter-how trivial."

The primary source of income remanns the grant. According to most pecspNe
who are in a position to know, "all but maybe 5% or 10% of the grants are
fixed and untouchable."’ The discretionary areds are left to the employees to
decide how the funds are to be spent: more %travel, 4raining, ‘or whatever. -
The remaining funds are non-negoti ble matters, a point which led one person
to say, "Sure, | write the budget; copy last year's!" This Ieaves very
little for independent program development since programs spend’ up to their
limits and then stop. Some programs are aided by picking up free services
. from other budgets. For example, some programs pay RESA A for rent while
Lothers do not. Wilson uses "his'" administrative account to pay for generic
costs such as custodial care or machine repair. ™

The complexnty of the agency's budget reflects the diversity of the
|nternaliRESA ‘A structure. The employees point out that RESA A is a team, as’
ne veteran chose to call +t, where the_spirit of sharedness pervades.

Indeed, this appears to be the case, especially in the special education
“"eluster' ‘where people share facilitie district contacts, and some /
functional responsibilities. Beneat rface of this collective
enterprise is the reality that people\go thelir separate ways. Despite the
healthy interpersonal arrangement t is¥, a number of perfectly
understandabt factors keép the emplo¥ees from merging into a homogeneous
body. This reality of separateness was underscored by comments:

| don't have any idea how other people view themselves but |'m funded
federally and through the state. Wher I first came | felt like | was

‘- more or less just in an office here...just an employee who had been
farmed out by the state. . .
There's a realization that even though we all get along quite nicely with
each other our jobs take us in many independent directions. This isn't
bad, put it is the way it is. ' "
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We're usually in our own world. There is talking amongst all of us but
usually not about what each of us do... We have to compare ourselves to
our counterparts in the state instead of with the people here.

These realities are not impediments, but |nstgad reflect the fact that
people have dnfferept job responsibilities, personalities, and dominant
professional paradigms. There are, however, undeniable factors which lead to
homogeneity. As we found everywhere in West Virginia, most of the employees
at RESA A are natives of the state or from nearby parts of the country. They
share a strong identification with the surrounding region.

The internal diversity is due to budgetary and programmatic factors. The
MITEC, special education, psychology, and, audiology programs are linked to
separate offices in the newly reorganized Bureau of Learning Systems at the
SEA. Contacts v{ry in type and frequency. A member of the Office of Special
Education Administration in the BLS told us: )

vou're right. If | had to name one part of the [SEA] where most of the

dczlings take place with the RESAs -- where you probably find the

grostest support’ for them or whatéder...would be in the [BLS]. Of
cour . '~ RESAs are far and away ‘special education agencies.
[ ] .

This is not necessarily the case. In terms of funding RESA A is not
necessarily a special education agency. Only 17% of its 1981 budget came from
‘grants for special education and rélated.programs. On the basis of linkages
with the SEA, it has an eclectic make-up. The public service training and
CETA Linkage components are“tied to the Bureau of Vocational, Technical, and
Adult Education. Project Talent draws. funds from the Bureau of Services and
Federal Assistance. These dnstnnctnons should not be pushed too far, but they
db suggest ‘there are a number of determinants of diversity. Three examples
point them out. . T
R . o 3

The audiologist is.clearly part of the special education ''cluster' at RA

and shares issues, problem areas, and audiences with the psychologist and the
special education coordinator. However, the nature of the job and its
functional demands keep the person away from the office & great deal of the

" time and in constant contact with students and teachers who have only a
tang;ntial‘relationship\with other RESA A employees. The public service
training employees are removed further since they cover ten counties and deal
with groups who bear little relation to most of RESA A's clients. Responsible
for scheduling courses, hiring ‘nstructors, certifying classmembers, insuring
that -the instructors get paid by the counties and orchestrating the counties'
reimbursement from the SEA, their job is of an entirely different order than
‘others. Finally the MITEC program works as much with college administrators
as it does with county administrators, teachers, and students.

In a very real semse, then, RESA A is a collection of diverse, semu
autonomous programs operating weil within certain political and technncal
parameters set down by the exe.utive board and articulated through the style
and philosophy of Robert Wilson. The prégrams are shaped by technical
realities and are separates by distinct functional responsibilities. Add to
these a diversity in funding; unique client systems, and individual .
personalities running the programs, and’ you will have forces sufficient to
fragment any organization and invite in the destructive influences of
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competition and mutual indiffererce. But this does smot happen at RESA A. One
reasca is Wilson's leadershsp The other is commitment to the organization.

Commitment is & sometimes vague word used to describe the bond that holds
a staff together. We did riot pursue some of the emctional dimensions of
commi tment that appear at the personal level. A few people told us ‘heart
rending tales about unfortunate childrer and the difficulties faced by the
parents. (ndeed, a large measure of the commitment at RESA A is of just such
a type; powerful attachments to alleviating human suffering and meeting the
challenges of modern public education with streng norms of professionalism.

However, the most pervasive form of commitment at RESA A is to
cooperation itself; fo'ad in everyone's belief that it is the most effective
and logical way to del.ver services to four counties. Evidence took several
forms. One, aside from the practical reasons why people choosé to work
anywhere {(the ava {abi'ity of a 'job, good . pay, and in the case of the pubiic
training component, the job was transferred to the RESA). the employees chose
RESA A berause the concept of regnonalnsm attracted them:”

3

1 liked the regional concept. My background had been in a similar reaim.

| thought this was the best way for a rural state like West Virginia to

provide services, particularly to low-incident chiidren,

This feeling is supported through experience and the philosophy of the-
" executive director. As two people pointed out: ’

what interested me was that some of the counties did not have services
. available. Here Bob wants us to include all five of them as much as

“possible. | had been involved with RESA A as a teacher and | used it as
a lending .library kind of thing... So, for me, as a teacher, the image |
had -- and still do -- is that it's a place that [one can go to] get

resources.

Commitment to the organizatidn comes from being happy with the level of
freedom it allows for program change and job'design. This is the case in both’
the special education coordinator and the psychologist positions. Dramatic
adjustments have been requnred with the p555|ng of time and the agency had
accommodated these alterations.. Another point is that RESA A allows mobility
and contact with a wide variety of people --more so, it is felt, than if one
worked in a school district. Two comments reflect satisfaction with the
latitude provided: R . .

My predecessor here had a different approach and was materials-uriented.
| would consider myse!f more program-oriented.g That hasn't been
a.fficult to approve here -- not that |'ve had to seek approvai.
Programmatically speaking, |-see our role changnng every-day for the
~simpie fazt that the districts...do have their own services and are in’
relative: compliance with most of the [laws)l, We're now into-a successful
teacher training component that wasn't even enV|S|oned five years ago.

The job was new when | came and the funding was on line. But the job
description and the way | was te operate were not. So, | had to'design
[this program from scratch]...developing relatnonshnps with people in the
counties and designing procedurps and certain processes.

v
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Commi tment to an organization must be based on the assumption that the
organization is worth the commitment. At the bottom line in RESA A is a
wndespread beiief that the organization does a3 good job. We heard widely
varying accounts of how the Ehployees learn about their personal
accomplishments and gauge the agency's leve! of acceptance in the local
communities. Mast feedback is informal: pats on the& hack, messages conveyed
by Wilson, phone calis, witnessing the improvement of a student, thank yous
after conducting an in-service session, and so on. These are effective and
power ful mechanisms which complement an |nd|v1dua|'s professional knowledge of
a JOb well done. :

However, informal feedback is not usually systematic. RESA A does not
fhvest a great deal of time bnd money in deSIQnsng and implementing
instruments-that measure a person s or the agency's achievements. Nor do
evaluations by outsiders begin to approach anything considered regular and.
comprehensive. The SEA does not monitor RESA A. Visits were set to begin
after we left, but as of then none had occurred. They seemed to be delayed by
bureaucratic foul-ups in the SEA. The CETA Linkpge program was visited by an
officia! from the SEA one time 'who wanted to see if everything was going all
right.” -

Evaluations result from individua! enterprise within a program and
through efforts of the districts on occasions. The audiologist has sent out
surveys ‘asking for advice and suggestions on the program. Employees usually
receive feedback after presenting an in-service session. ' Surveys used by the
county after these in-service sessions are passed on to Wilson or to the
person who. d7l|vered the talk. HITEC has an entire evaluative component.

(1) [Djes:gn instruments to evaluate all in-service programs sponsored
, by MITEC, encourage continuous evaluation of the overall objectives of
U MITEC dnd disseminate...results to [i%s] board...and all participating

MITEC agencues... (2) [Make] specific recommendations concerning the

need, implementatnon and evaluation of any special project and/or

experimental probram or using [its] personnel.

Funalry. commutment takes on a form that, at first blush, seems
commonplace but which in rea‘xty speaks to a much more powerful forc¢e. The
employees strongly identify with RESA A as their employer. They present
‘themselves to client systems as such. There is natural and strong gressure in
the client systems served by the CETA Linkage specialist, the public service
peopie, and the MITEC director (to a much lesser extent) that can force a RESA
k' employee to present him or herself in terms of their functiongl areas rather
"than their employer. An endless barrage of questions usudlly sdrfaces: 'What
‘s a RESA?" "Who do you work for ‘again?" '"is that an’ AbeI1Coun y program?"
Often the ciients served by the CETA and public service people are totally
unfamnlnar with the RESA system. Also, MITEC has a semi-independent aura
_about it that stems ‘from a history as a once separate entity that still:

retains its own board. However, despite forces such as these which can twist -

one's pr;mary ndgptufucatuon. the employees dnsplay a strong allegiance to the
agency and its executive director. o e e ‘

- A new law, and guideline; pPromulgated by the SEA, enabled the five
superintendents to join hands and create a new mechanisms for -thé delivery of
services. With legal, financial, and organizational question-put to rest,

. N . \\ N
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they went about the business of shaping the enterpr:se in accordance with
their needs. The availability of grants and th~ ‘s with which programs
cauld be incorporatéd led to a sane and steadv .. of growth. The
executive director steered the agency careful affed it with people who
shared a.tegional vision. The situation has ' satisfaction on the part
of the districts and the SEA. As we have se. this is perhaps
attributable to the executive director's leau:. - the logical unfolding
of the organ(zatnoﬂis structure. But we must cc ther possihilities as
‘well; for example, the,agency s method of sustaunt port from its state

. and local constituencies.

L. Relationships with Local fducation Agencies ' :

No single organization or group in the region c-\ take all the credit for
improvements in education over the last decade, no. '"ven RESA A. . Gains are
the result of several things: demands by the state .nu federal governments
and the incentives provided by abundant grants; initiatives and finally,.
collective action at the local level. RESA A's role in the improvement
process has been limited to some extent although théyorganization itself
remains the prnnc|pal embodiment of local cooperatign. While: its successesy
have been 1:otable and the praise of. local educators is lavish and readily
forthcoming, RESA A is relatively sma!l in size and faces a limited set of
opportunities to leave a mark. It tonstitutes but a fraction of the total
activities undertaken in the region in response to educational demands.
Somewhat’ tangentual in its role, it pales when compared to the scope of the
districts' programming, budgeting, and staffing requurements. We could pot
help but notice how. SO many interviews in the districts and the A ended with
Hff-the-record remarks underscoring these themes. The ccmment put RESA A -in
its proper perspective: RESA A is very small; it plays an impgrtant role as a
provider but us‘by no means the sole alternative avajlable to' the districts;
and fnnally. its disappearance would pose serious but not nnsurmountable
problems.

' To call RESA A a tr|v:al organization wou!d be to deny the realnty that'
its services are highly prized at the local level. We were struck by how
often people stressed the availability, adaptability, quality, and cost
efficiency of the programs. They continually impressed upon us a theme aptly
stated by one person in partn ‘ular: "The bottom line is that RESA A helps us .

. get over the humps."

The serV|ces extend local capacities and provide a backup s’ﬁ*
shortcomings arise in the schools. They serve a political func¥ion as well:
"There are still kids out there the counties are afraid to touch because of
repercuss:ons. So they call on us to act as intermediaries who handle the
‘case." The servicgs provide reassurance: - ‘

Wi thout them | would miss the security of knowing there is a place to get.
help. ('mean, it would take away from:me as an Addministrator- the
knowledge required to solve some of the problems we ‘face. For example,
we did not write IEPs funtil 1late 1978] when the federal government said
we had to have them. W¢ knew that... We looked for help... and went to
RESA. You go there to express your needs and they help’you solve your
problems. £
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In many instances s=rvices would not have been available or at their
current levels witnout RESA A's presence. A superintendent told us "if it
hadn't been tor Project Talent we would n3t be where we are today in gifted
education.” Despite laws and grants that in all likelihood would have been
forthcoming anyway, RESA A has provided an extra margin of safety by
equalizing services in the region and bringing districts up to acceptable
levels of compliance. This includes Abel County: "Don't you think for one
moment they have been the paternalistic [leader] in aill this; they have gotten
a lot out of RESA A too." We were led to believe that without RESA A local
education would just be a mere continuation of the limited and inadequate
practices that .led to its creation in the first place. Some districts would
continue to contract for a major portion of their psychological services with
private’providers. Others would rely heavily on physicians to conduct in-
depth hearing examinations. College students seeking pre-placement "field
experiences' before assuming their student teaching posts would find them on
their own in the same old wi'lly-nilly way. Gi?ted and talented children would
be offered truncated, single thrust modules. Firemen might not know as much
aboutwr the proper steps in treating a heart attack emergency. The SEA would
have to rely on certain counties to house vocational programs. CETA officials
in the SEA would feel the brunt of complaints and questions from training
grant recipients. And the counties would continue to pay unreasonably high
unit costs on instructional and institutional supplies.

"Regionalism does not have to mean you have to deliver the same service

in the shme quantity to every county.'" ‘This credo has allowzd RESA A fo \Qdapt

to varying needs and 'requests, as the following examples show. Abe} County
continues to use its own nurses to perform mass scale hearing screenings <n
the schools. The RESA audiologist is* called upon only to conduct a 1imited~
number of in-depth evaluations. Yet she provides nearly all the aud:olognc&l

. functiers in three other counties and serves as a back-up for Calhoun County's
. teacher of the deaf. Abel and Plymouth counties have intellectually gifted

programs that predate Project Talgst. ‘The project stimulated similar modules
in all the counties and added modulVes in the performing arts, the visual arts,
and ma*th and science in Plymouth County. It -maintains limited consultative.
contact with Abel's program. The MITEC director spends a considerable portion
of his time coordinating and supervising the large number of student teacher
plagements in Abel County Schools. At the same time the other districts
realize proportionally greater cost reductions through their participation in
RESA A's cooperative purchasing committee. Twd local adhlnustrators commen:q:

on the adaptability of RESA A‘s progréms:

Abel may not reap in proportion the same benefits as the others...
because it has a large staff...a lot of expertise and depth, which means
it can be independent if it wants to be. But it really hasn't. In the
realm of..sharing and. coordinating...RESA A offers things that smaller
systems certainly couldn't afford and Abel wouldn't want to be without.

Abel will look at RESA A for progfams instead of doing them itself
because the five counties will benefit...[It] certainly does not get the
breaks in costs that the [others do} but | don't want to keép coming back
to the .dollar thing. You have to consider the services and the costs.

Dollars are more important than the second comment would have us believe.’
A very appealing feature of RESA A s programs is that, relatively speak:ng.
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they are free and require little or no ocut-of-pocket expense by the counties.
Abe] County.’w»th a: 1980 budget of neariy $125 miliion, was estumated to spend
less than $504000 on RESA A services. Much of that came from funds reimbursed
by th~ state. Dartmouth Ccunty spent iess than $10,000 of its S} mn)lvon
-budget. These miniscule figures dramatize the appeal of RESA A. The iszsues
was dealt with most succinctly by one RESA employee: ) /
-
We develop prOJects at nobkost or .-minimum cost to the counties. Cost is
the big.thing in our way thinking.

Indeed it is. The cost'free approach means total reliance on grants.
RESA A has made little effort to seek contributions from private sources which
might appe#r to compete with the counties. Nor has the organization seriously
entertained the idea of joint ventures with third parties {(e.g., private
schools, state institutions, etc.) willing to pay for the costs since this
would divert RESA A's resources and strain its commitment to the districts.
The situati as it stands is acceptable to everyone invoived. Financial
‘headaches”are not as great as one could imaginz in an era of resource

scarcity. In what must be a rare exampie, the executive director's efforts tc

return responsnbnlnty for the ABE program to the counties amounts to nothung
less than a voluntary offer to forgoc a large chunk of the ‘organization's
lnvelnhood.

Ava|labn§‘ty. adaptabnlnty. and ho cost do not necessarily make for
superior services. No one inside or outside of RESA A would claim that the
professionalism of its employees and the quality of its services are greater
than what the counties could attazin acting alone. One lccal person said she
was hard put to think of an instance in which the RESA's ''people are better
than ours.'" One RESA staffer expla:ned. v

...| won't say our people are any more intelligent...or- are necessarily
the best. We go after the best ‘people we can and the counties go saying
that they couldn't have the same quality. |!'m saying that if a county
wanted [particular services traiming, etc. ] they would call upon our
people as; opposed to do:ng it themselves in many cases simply because we
are here.

There is a widespread feeling, that RESA A is a service agency and, as
_such operates according to the wishes and desires of the counties. This
relationship is built into the organuzation s charter, management, and its
programmatic structure. [n order to wzlk the fjne line between helpung and
encroaching, the agency invests a great deal in diplomatic behavior and
sensitivity to local needs. - Some of these features are worth describing
further. v ¢
! Employees who have the ocgasion to visit the schools in order to provide
diagnoses of students, conduct scréenings, observe behavior, attend meetings,
or offer advice are usually there upon invitation. The districts ask them to
~ take part in cases that have been referred. to them. It is durlng the EP
stage that RESA A staff gets involved, depending on the county's staffing and
resource needs. The person may be asked to sit in on the advusory group and
‘report on fnndungs of evaluations performed at the county's request. The
procedures are designed to make things work moré effectivel As two local

people described:
v * R ‘ . s
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It's not an attempt to keep track of the RESA .. If they go in, and
through the fault of no cne, just begin to reorganize things, we'll,
that's comething { don't even do in my own district.

1t's impossible for RESA to know al! of our schoois. But our [various
levels of specialists, supervisors, etc. ) know how tc broach the sab;;ct
of having the [RESA person] come in. The direct.approach, having them

come in of their cwn free will without anyone in thé central office
allowing it or learning about it sooner or later will only alienate the
schools.

~

‘In_addition to ?h:'zgizzlbproqesses. informal mean~ allow RESA A stafi
'mapﬁers to deal with di t personnel on a dhlly basis. Once in a schoo!l it

is not uncommon for the person to engage in work with relevant teachers,
nurses, or principals. Once back in their offices the telephone begins to
ring. No one we spoke to felt constrained from offering advice, suggesting
changes. or initiating meetings with county personnel -- so-long as it
conforms to the norms of protocol hammered out through years of erperuenco

The protocol involves keeping the districts well informed. RESA A _.ses a

method of information'sharing that was cailed by one persgn ''making sure

" everyone knows what you're doing and agrees before you do it.'" The executive

board is a part of this system. Much of its monthly meeting time is devoted
to approving plans that have been negotiated well ahead of time by RESA A and
county -personnel. Wilson will present final proposais supported by various

documents and abstracts describing the item. By this time the board is well

aware of what is involver. The ertire process-is time-consuming but ensures
that no surprises have arisen along the way. Sanctions and approvals wind
their way up through RE‘A A and the districts, and everyone is kept'abreast.

A great des! of the time designing and negotiating new ventures is spent
in monthly meetings attended by RESA A special education staff members and
their counterparts from the districts, The district people can make
commi tments over matters' involving minor curriculum changes, expenditures of
smal) amounts of money, and participation in 3 new venturesg.-They submit
letters of support used by Willson and his staff to dpcument Rhe counties'

" participation. Two people described the impligations of .the need to involve
" everyone: A

We don't compete ith the counties and we don't keep anything from them.
Any time we can, we do aimost everything by committee so that the

counties will know what's going on. One of the problems with that it the

siowness of movement. But we find that we don't want to seek a program
that would be in conflict witk something that theyqiould already ‘have as
a plan. Recently all the special education directofrs .from the counties
came jin for their regular méeting with us. We're trying to develop a
program in :hild testing with [a Tocal college]. The district people are
endorsing that plgp...whuch can be taken to -the board and shared with the
super intendents ana\hggrd representatives, along with the letters of
endorsement from.their staff persoﬁﬁel At this time the project may not
be written up but at the next board meeting an abstract or final proposal

will be presented with a cover letter requesting the superintendents'
signatures. The whole process takes about two months. : -
4 .
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Not only i;ftﬁ—zlgood communication but it reQuireS'lhat you start

- thae nk;nq “and planznng eariy. If you ase writ:ng a propossl.:.then you-

pzfv to talk to everycne even remolely involved...get Ietters of support,
. ~~which requir€s visits, and then get individual signatures from the county

e superintendents because they have to say "yes." 1'm just sayinj that
takes an awful lot of time. . . . ¥,

‘Cumbersome 30d time-¢onsuming as the process may be, it is the.most :
important structural device used for securing and marn15|n|ng the support of
the counties. Without the letters the projects are not launched. Whether
subscribing to district prSiocol and having the counties signify their
involvement nn wrnt1hg are sufficient to sustaih support indefinitely remains
to beseen. . - .

- e . . »

5. RelatPonships with the 3 ' ¢
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.. No.one in RESA A ur in the counties is blind to signa‘that resources from
the ,state will be drying up in the future. When the stote Senate finance
Compnittee recommended. that basic administrative allocations . be deleted, the -
ac¢tion promised,.that the RESA system will come under increasing scrutcny in
the future. ” :

'k,'_ . K ) ‘ ,

‘
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it also revealed ignorance in the State House over what RESAS do. As one -

‘person said, "the--legislators don't know what the services are. They got ofé

‘the hook by voting the méney back in when in reality they had' originally votec
to-take it out." This state of affairs will have to be addressed through more
sustained lobbying efforts by the county superintendents on behalf of ‘the
system. The Abel ,Lounty Superintendent did send a letter to the State House ..
in support of RESA A during. the funding debate. Most of ‘the prople we spoke
to _said this was evidence that the counties are heavily invested im RESA A's
future. However, Wilgon will not carry the banner to the State -House, That
will be a task for the superintendents. o P '

The state may be increasingly tembled to-use the RESAs 1o further state
priorities. As one state official remarked: _ L

. i .
We chose to use [the RESAs] because we knew they would do a g&bd,job.

Also, it's easier to have a handful of lipcal agencies doing the wqrk with’

55 different counties than having everything here [in the SEA].

But given the tocal dynamics wk have described here, that is a risky strategy.

To preserve its relationships with the counties, RESA A must avoid moves that

have the effect of shoving it under t state's sphere of influence: The new
Senate Bill has the potentia! for doihg that; however, at the time of our’
visit it was %eo early to predict th~ consequences for RESA A and its-
counterparts 'he staje. Needless to say, the superintendents mould invite
greater state use of e RESA as long as this represented & situation where it
would serve their interests when complying with state dictates. Qne person
summed up the prospects this way: ~
RESA A will be okay as long as the State doesn't take away services that
the counties receive. They established this system to serve us. The
,ISEA] should use RESA A more for reaching state goals, but not by turning
ﬂ
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. 11 intc & waichdog. RESA A could fazil/tate stale s s’ ness and state
directions w:then he county Systems by \mLoaden:ng -tne prardge thal ex.sts

now between them and us. Dul wniCh d.dr't eX:yt. de

i , A%
g . RESA B
. " .
1. Chronclogy of Events R
. N ’\] -
1965 Q.
'd
. \'_\ " . D .
Title 111 ESEA PACE money is made ava™able to local county school

. districts, :

" Mszjtie 11 PACE agency organizes in Gladwin County to provide services
and trairing for.local! school personnel in schooldﬁsychologf it serves the
five counties in the req:on but ceas¥s 1¢c exist tHree years later a; federal

" funds expire. 3 ‘ ‘

’ "
Y <

1370

 The Region 8" Teacher fducation Centet (TEC) is formed. Five iocal
counties and local colleges- and universities join to improve. and coordinate
teaché?'educaLLon and placement ,in the region. , -

~,

1972
The Legislature passesaéenate 8itt 183.

" 4

1923
Gladwin, Holton, and Johnspon County boards of education join under the
. leadership of the Gladwin County. superintendent to organize RB. The Phelps
and Riverside County education boards vote not to join. David Binder is fired
as a part-time executive director to begin developing a local educational
needs assessment. Gladwin-County serves as the fiscal agent. The FY
1973-1974 budget is $39,000. ,

.

174 g !
. ' . ‘ - ﬂh
David Binder-becomes the full-time executive director. Programs are
offered in cooperative purchasing, reading and special education. Two
coordinators in specia! and gifted education and two itinerant teachers for
the visually and hearing impaired are hired. Total staff for the first year

is six persons. Tua FY 197L-1975 budget is $87,000.

"
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h progran for the phys:ca'ly hand.cacped s -~ ‘‘erea ‘or one year 3n3 'ne-
tduer over Dy the Zounly meTbers.

1976

A program in adult education is offered for cne year.

917 .

A first annua! Regiona! Math and Science residential camp is offered for
loca! students at a nearby college. The Regior. B TEC is incorporated into R8
ang Pnhelps and Riverside Counties drop out of the TEC when dues, are assesied.
The state promises to continue to contribute to the TEC if more local '
contributions are forthcoming. A TEC Digest for distribution to local
educators 15 published. '

‘s

.

»

1678
& firgst annua: RB-sponsored TEC Conventson for tocal educators is held:
and.'s quite successful. Tne 7Y 1678-1979 budget is $27!1,000, most of it for
special ecucatlion.
4 . ’ ) : | : 1
1979 . .

The RB Board of Directors revives earlier attempts to gét Pneips ano
Riverside Lounties to join, but is unsuccessful., This is the last year the
Legislature appropriates monies to.tne RESAs for psyzhological and
audiological services. The fcllowing year the monies will be given Lo the
counties for them to decide how they should be spent.

1980

The thrée counties take new monies for evaluation services that have once
gone to the RESA directly and turn around and fund the RB school psycholpgist.

1981 | : " /

A new schoo! psychologist is added after RB receives federal IV-L money. T
The staff now totals 1l professionrals and two secretaries. The FY 1981-1987Z -
budget is $291,000. : Y

’

2. History
The f:ve ghetricts.in the RESA B region include one metropolii;ﬂ area, a
number of smal! towns, and a series of ryural hamiets. The counties/ face
\ * :
\—\ . ]0-., .
. AU o,
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.system‘s fytyre cepends
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mter-gagtr s c:pera'-:n . T flerert needs 308 U3 toomeng
Jonrgon Jourly (actas the whered: i3’ 5f wedilh 310 phys 28 Z383C 1y 10 LIDC
Aione wilh pressures poIes iow- fzigence styude ! needs. o 3Cwm:n
the yrban center, plays t8€ rcie of central leader simzliy tecause !l
/o ia-ge ieaiufc on 1he w:li:ngness ¢f s0unt:es 1¢
collaporsie on je:nt, $1-33ving ventures. Hoitoa Lounly :3 ine richest
district Lut s not suffoc ently weaithy 20 $tirike ouUl or 2n noependen! psth,
especially wher 1 s sangwiched between (iadw:n ang Johrson, The two ¢ounties
30 muth in need of each cther and Marghel!., Tnre remain:ng Iwc COUNi €3,
Phelps and Rive-_‘de, enjoy the semd ance uvf economic secur:tly. They rema:n
3loof from the others and have refused (O join the Rt54. They avn:d
ercroachment by other dis'ricls or financ:a! comm:tments G nergroor:ng
counties, '

e 23t o

Lounly.,

-
.~ ,”
Y SLhol

All the count:es share w:despredc norms of ndependence and self-
sufficiency.' Two superintendents describe the phenomenon: -

| guess we sel ‘ourselves apart. ! STfiscts most of us. wWe have »
tragition of ” doing th:ngs ourselves and Net «an’ing anybsdy css» 1c relp
to do a better job even if it isn‘l going 10 cost. -

. b Y
We're arf independent bunch, The gimple approsch % awfu!
important...'l's what you produce tha: counts...spend (o0 muth T.me .
trying to get people 1cgetrer and you forgel about the work! '
Vs ‘ . | .

Sustained cooperation 1$ no smaii achievement r 3 context such 3% th.s
where it has endured the reasons are "ew and well understeood: (ne ab: 1.y 1o
overcome f&€ar of outsioe inflyence; xncgn'uve' in the form of money and the
prom:se of bet{:r'educat§onal services. ang f.nai!y. the persistence of prime
movers willing to undertake the burden o! selling an 1Cea and seeing %
through to complet:on. X d '

PESA B is the most recent and successful version of inter-digirsct
cooperation in the region. Prior 1o the mid-1960s :t wds not uncommon for ine
five districtes 1o operate in relative isolation. Problems and their solul: ons

were localized and did notl seem to be regional concerns. (lontacls between

super intendents were :nformal at best and took place over the phone, at
luncheons, or at infrequent state meelings. Formai iraznsactions usudily
involved arranging sporting evenls or scheduling holiday. pageants. Each
county had a3 simplified agministrative gpparatus requiring iittle
collabnration between staff members frdq the gifferent drgtricls.

Changes began to occur in the late 19503 when the SEA imposeo a m:lic '}rh
of :nter-district information sharing. The impetus was the election of Virg:i
Rorbaugh as the new 5tate Superintendent. Rorbaugh stationed departiment
personne! in various c¢o! eges throughoul the state (¢ relay :nformation
between the countiez and the SEA. The system worked reasonably well i~ 3
Jimiled way bul never became an t:pCrtany 3dg:1:on 10 aformal ney o
commun,cat.cn. '

.

.in 1965 the (ongress passed tne Elementa-y 3nd Secsndary ECLcal:ar A0
T3k 'G 3va lat'e ProPATY fundy

organ:ze a reg:0nai cenler 1 Krovide Much-reeded Secv:CE% N DI choibg 2]
evaluations ang cursrculum gesigr. B PALY zenter war formes g 190k a-~1

~ . ; -
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_operated out of two faciijties in Gladwin City. Gladwin County was the fiscal

agent, A board: pf girectors was comprised of the five superintendents and the.
super ttndant 6f thé local! archdiocese. Probliems arose over "the agency's
|sya\ status. confusion as to ils role, and Iogustscs. The ‘sUperintendents
uanted the 11 chb‘ogxsts ‘to prOVodc direct services td students in the region:

_ admjnustering,wealer and Binet tests, counselling parents, planning curriculum

for teas:;rs. and.offering systematic follow-ups. . However, the center's staff

expand by praviding "a lot.of sensitivily training afd. encounter

group type stuff. f_ People who Temembered the troubles during Yhat period told
us lhetv activities were unnecessary. dev-a;uons from the center's jntended

" mission -- 8 misgion never cleariy understood by all participants.
_ _ . ‘€2 a _ - :

There were other problems as well. One had to do with the issue of
effectivenays: Some f€lt that the agency budget of $100, 000-a year 'could
have been sbore wige'ly spent Payiqg for' & psycholognst for. each county." White
there were never hints of fingncial impropriety, there were concerns. over the
ageﬂcy s perceived lack of authority to receive: :3nd spend money, What
troubled the loca! educators was the absence ~f a clear*cut organuzaguon that
could trans(orm money into services that met Igca! expectltions. ,

r . > I ' .

The center was hampéred by inaccessibility, OQtlying ‘counties found it
hard to transfer children back anc forth to the cepter for. treqiment and
referral. Face-to-face contact between the staff ‘and teachers was minimal.
This left p great -deai of fcliow-up in theé hands of people who d: 'd not always
understang what had to be done, "leav-ng us -to ask curselves ‘What do we do

now?’"” In add:tion, the center’s operatuons sat poorly with the way local
egucators dig Lhings. Intervieweces $a3a.d the agency-was "!an oQ promises and
ghort on action,” had ‘'too many chief{s ang not.enough indians,' and a staff
that tended tc tell, not ask.” The,mogt crushing indigtment was a3 widespread
fecling that ! was another bureaucracy wasting public funds better spent in
each aistrict. ‘ ' /

The center left a sour iegacy. Yhe counties. were undérstandably
apprenensive about new proposals for tooperation especially ones patterned
along ihe same lines. Neediess to say, the vdbaL\T\n~new agency met immediate
ans universa! skepticism even though -the ®dGcators real‘)ad\the region needed
a cooperative vehiclie Lo cope with egucationa! moderpization sweeping the
state in the early 1970s. A ﬁhmmoth boqp prbqram w3s providing dol!ars for
schoo! construction. What kiinds of gew buildings did the region need? State
money w&3 beginning to fiok 1o the counties for speciei students. "wWhat were”
the regional needs and solitions? "The special educatian initfative was
outstripping us. Novel ideas were Aeft Har'ing for means. Low-incldence .
needs were 9:g on a reguona’ scale.

An angwer cagg.ﬁn 1672 uith Senate Bill 183. The Gladwin County
super intendent, Dr. farole Winslow, had beer instrumental in seeing.that the
state superintendents’ assdciation and the region‘s legislators worked with
state. superintengent Taylor. QOnce the bil! was passed and guidelines .
governing the RESA structure were forthcoming from the SEA, Winslow held
,mgctnngs with his counterparts in the region to explore the poss:b:l:t-es ot
crealing 3 new organization. These discussions resulted in basic agreement
angt Winsiow and superiniengents from Molten and Johnson (ounties spoké to
thelr respeciive boards of educat:on. - One board member at that time described
the local boaras’ reluctance: '

T 7t R
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[1]f we got involved, we were not going to get irgolved nn some kind of

bureaucratic organization that merely took some state money ahd could buy

some Jogs for people and could not deliver services. But we listened. <«

The boards' reservations were-not lost on the superintendents who were
*able to persuade them to create 2a steerqng committee to study the state
guidelines and ‘discuss the organnzatnon s potential. In December, 1973 RESA B
was created. Lletters of commitment were signed by the ree boards; .
representatives were chosen to sit on RESA B's executiv board. A chair was
picked and Dr. Taylor was sent.notification of organization. The meetings
were so few and pro forma in nature that no one could.tell us how many were
held or when they took placé. One person actively involved®in those '
.. discussions recalled, "All | can'say is that few technicalities were part of

it and th% state had no hand nh this." o .

.. The need for a regional agency and the superintendents' persuaéiveness_
were undoubtedly critical in getting the boards to go along. But the passing
of time made. the concept compelling in its own right for several reasons.
Senate 8ill 183 carried an appropruaf$on from the House of Delegates for basic
admihiTtrative support grants.” RESA B yould be virtually free to the
counties. It would fall under loca%fpdhtrdl and would not be a 'strong arm of
the state." A representative from the SEA would sit on the RESA B board,
giving the counties an opportunity to hear first hand-from the SEA. Finally,

. fgnds |nsuff|C|ent on a county~-by-county bas:s could be pooled: -

f -

There were: several benefits [nmaglned] One was the delnvery of special

_ servuces...gett'ng consultants aboard who had expertnse... Also the"
ability to pool resources...the cost of going it alone were-prohibitive. In
we were.looking for a3 consortium...group buying, ordering, etc. And, the
sharing of information...the idea of superintendents and board, members
getting together. However, [if théy had] said "we'll need $50,000,
$60,000, or even $70.000.to\Qegin."'the7 would have gotten a flat "no."

‘The emphasis was on savings,, not expenses. The proponents were careful
’ to avoid the types of promises that had doomed the-PACE agency. Nevertheless.
the Phelps and Riverside boards and superjntendents ‘were -unimpressed.
R-verstde shied away from the proposal

Hell. we couldn't find an advantage in it. You'd have'paid dues and

gotten little. They'd give.us a speech person...and we 've got six now!

To get one for one day a week was a Joke...yéu can call a spade a

spade...the serv-cé: weren t there. - L

; .

while Phelps County waS~interested in sawng ‘money the fear of losnn‘g
autonomy loomed large. RESA B was incompatible with its philosophy of *
governanc The board had always operated as a ''committee of the whole" and
this prp osal ‘was seen as 3 means of ''breaking away" the supernntendent and
the board representative by asking them to make commitments without prior
advice and consent. The issue was one of sovereignty. RESA B would create a
situation whereby "the superinfendent...would make decisions that would tie up
the board...without the chancJﬁto evaluate." The RESA B sponsors failed to

cot:ijje/;;e Phelps-board that it®™ and not the RESA B board, would retain

*

uliimate pgwers of discretion.

Q ' ' .l : ‘ ‘ 'y | R ;,,_,,*,__,,__’-_,_, S
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The final, three-county configuration seemed incomplete, especially when
the five-county arrangement was more logical. But, as constituted, RESA B
reflected political reaiity. The appeal of a five-county RESA lacked a
_successful, historical precedent gue to the PACE expe}nence.,-%f'also defied
_political Iogic. " /
- Gladwin County became RESA B's ftscal agent, é/loglcal choice since it.
had been the PACE center's agent, was a leader in getting RESA B going, and
was centrally located. Facilities for the first year were located in an old
Gladwin County public library. The second year RESA B moved to its present
location in a Gladwin County school building. The .first ision facing the
executive board was‘to choose an,exeéutive director. David Binder, a lawyer
by training, was chosen from a pool of six applicants. At the time of his
selection as RESA B's first director he was workung as Gladwin County Title |
director. _
. » L -~
- Binder worked one day a week as director during the first six months of
operation. He was joined by a secretary and 3 part-time administrator on-loan
from Gladwin County. Only $9,000 of RESA B's $33,000 FY 7374 allocation was
spent during this period; the surplus was added to the FY 74-75 allocation of
$39,000. Within a year the staff had grown to six people with the addition of
a curriculum coordfhator. a consultant who worked on gifted programming, and
two |t|nerant teachers for VISuaIIy and hearirg impaired students. ‘

‘ Generating prodkams durnng this period was SImple and automatlc. RESA B
‘was too small to Justufy sub-committee and task force actidities. Nor was
Binder in a pOSltlon of power to enlarge RESA B's scops beyond that envisioned
by the sponsors. The districts "had pretty good ideas as to what was needed."
" Three programmatnc areas considered at the outset were low incidence special
education services, reading programs (the state was convening a task force to
study this topic and RESA B's curriculum~coordinator was a recognized
authority on the subJect). and c00perat|ve purchasinf.. The latter idea was
largely Binder's. It died quickly when bnddtng, spernfncatlon. and storage .
procedures became too onerous. The impetus for new programs and services was
the availability of money and expressions of need by ‘the superintendents.
Binder. became a foca) point for coordinating .and. presenting information to the
board. With time, ideas would also emerge from contacts between RESA B's
staff and district personnel. Final approval would rest with the executive
board. ) -

In 1975 the SEA funded the RESAs to create the position of special
education director. In later years the funds for the position wouldy come from
federal 94-142 sources. The position became an important part of the ag cy 3
management and programs delivery structure. "The person would oversee RESAWB'S
role in the. lﬁblementatuon of West Virginia's new special educatlon law
(predating 94-142-and broader in scope) by supervising the agency's special
education staff and provndung .special advice in response to requests by the
districts. This move by the state was crucial, one person told us, since the
state obviously saw us as an attractive way to assist the counties. It
wasn't something we went after, but were given.'" In the same year a program
started for physically handicapped students 1nd was funded by state block
grant. In a move that underscored the countles' desire to retain ultimate
control, the program reverted to the districts when they could operate it and
receive reimbursement from the state. A RESA staff member said ''We were in

Q ’ o ) \
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and out within one year, but it had been our idea and not the state's in terms
of meeting a need." The SEA bedan providing funds to RESA B for a
psychologist. The RESA system was an effective way to prop up evaluation and
provide psychological services to several counties simultaneously. Along the
same line of thinking, SEA mon on followed to support an audiologist
position in RESA B. w,: S - .

One event enhanced the image of RESA B more than anyfqther. In mid-1975,
continuing through early 1977, discussions were held ‘among Binder, the RESA B
board, and representatives from two local colleges to explore the feasibility
.of incorporating the floundering Teacher Education Center into RESA B. The
Teacher Education Center had been  operating since 1972 as a part of a state
system of TECs designed to improve teacher education &nd placement through the
cooperation between personnel in the districts and teacher education
departments in local colleges. By 1976 its continuing education and in-
service training programs were in disarray. Few member organizations attended
meetings or paid dues regularly. The state pressured the ageniﬁ to tighten up
its operations Qr face a loss of TEC grants. '

The RESA B board saw the situation as ''a tremendous opportunity for the .
counties to gain more control over their teacher education problems; so we
voted to absorb it.'' RESA B board members were also on the TEC governing
board, and ' with help from two colleges, passed the move. The TEC board became

- %a policy advisory body within RESA B. Binder became the director of the

program, a position that would require approximately 30% of his time. Phelps
and Riverside Counties, also members of the TEC, supported thée move to RESA B.
But when it was apparent that the RESA would insist on receiving annual dues, ,
they withdrew. ’

]

The TEC made a name for itself. The curriculum coordinator became its Ne
assistant director. A resourge manual entitled TEC Digest was published on a
regular basis and gained a broad regional readership. Advisory board.
atrendance improved. The state—continued-its .yearly funding. Finally, an
extremely squessful‘annual mock convention for local educators and student
teachgrs was inaugurated. '

tn 1979 the state slashed certain categosigs of fixed aid to the RESAs.
Money for the positions of audiologist and twdlipsychologists at the RESA B.
were cut from $86,000 to $27,000. Funds were returned to the counties in a
form of revenue sharing that let hg? decide how to spend it. The remaining
funds flowed to the RESAs to pay Eb; "*evaluation services.!" Clearly, the
amount was insufficient to support fthe tevels of service provided by RESA B up
to that point. In a move common tHroughout the state, the three counties
decided to use their new—tafgess td support oné of the .two RESA psychologist
positions. 1n 1981, Title 1V-C ESEA funds enabled RESA B to add a second
psychologist after having worked w)/th only one for a year.

- Programs were funded through ingenious juggding of state, federal, and
loca) money. A state.aid formula package was devised to reimburse special
education costs after the first year that the state special education law took
effect. in essence, teachers were hired at little cost to the districts.

RESA B's role in this plan was as follows: ' ?
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In the fnrst year the board decided to use this money in order’ td‘hnre -
person and give them to RESA B. The block grants covered the first year,
. the formula-paid them back thereafter, sometimes to-a“total equal to less
than one-full-time person. But, to receive reimbursement, the person had
. to be on the county's payroli and their "cértofned" list. That's why
‘some_of RESA B's people, technocallx speaking, are county employees. Of s
course, this doe#s not involve peOpIe such, as the speC|a| education- )
director who is funded by direct granga

This prov-ded a means to staff RESA B on a pooled basis. 'We certainily
didn't have the money otherwise, but pooling saw to it that we did."

RESA B's budget and staff grew rapidly during the first two or three
years and plateaued at a level that has remained somewhat constant ever since.
Drops in the size of the staff resulted from loss of funding or the occasional
inability to find the right replacement for new jobs that have opened up. By
1981 the professional staff numbered 11 people: Binder, an assistant director
of the TEC, a special education director, an audiologist, two visual and two
hearcng impairment specialists, a coordinator for gifted programming, and two
psychologists. Turnover in speCIaI education programs never created serious
shortfalls in the delivery of services since many of RESA B's employees had
counterparts in the schools who could continue to function, aibeit with an
increased work load.: '

The RESA's growth was closely tied to the skittishness of the counties.
Binder was the central figure in husbanding scarce resources and developing
responses to districts' needs. From ear 1974 through mid-1977, the agency's
fortunes were determined primarily by The degree of commitment each district
was willing to make. Binder and hns_gﬁaff engaged in ongoing efforts to
"prove" the feasibility and quality of programs as a way to assure the
counties that their investments were sound. The absorption of the TEC in 1977
proved to be a watershed for RESA B and underscored the superintendents' faith
in the organization. After 1977, the staff were able to turn their attention
to maintaining local commitment by impreving existing programs and defonnng
new roles for the agency.

7
3. Internal Management

RESA B is not so small that its executive director can oversee every
activity of the workforce. Nor is the organization large enough to require a
complex hiérarchy of authority. The professional staff is independent and
requires little close supervision. Formal authority is lodged in the
executive director and the special education director. Even so, both people
manage the agency in an indirect manner. : v L

Binder was descrlbed to us by people inside and outside of RESA B as the
right man for the job. They characterized hgm .as a careful man who is good
with finances, amiable in personalnty yet unambiguous in his dealings with
people, blessed with a dlplomatnc knack and a sensitivity to territorial
prerogatives, accomplnshed in the art of communicating, effective as an
organizer, and responsivé %o reasonable demands made of him. 'No one expressed
doubts about his character or capability, although two peopie in the counties

, o L 3
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wondered "why in the hell he isn't out earning more ‘money as. a pract:c.ng

Iawyer somewhere." o . .
" The general administratiQe guidance of the organization is h?s

responsubnl.ty. ‘He interviews all potential applicants and makes sure the

.serious candidates are screened by -staff members and district personnel who

-

~-

would be working with them. . The hiring process is a coliect.ve one. The
final se\ect.on must be approved by the executvve board.

Performance evaluations were:informal and practncallr non-exustent in
previous years. Binder has recently implemented a new system with the help of
his staff. The idea met with some opposition at fnrst. The procedure @
combines on-site observations, quantitative measures (i.e., number of studente
visited, number of training sessions conducted, etc. ). written comments,”
responses by relevant district personnel, and a face-to-face session with
Binder. As one staff member said,.''Dave's been very careful about getting the

right people to look at us; there's no problem on that score." Once firmly in

place, the evaluation will occur twice a year. The executive board did not
ask for this new procedure. Instead, Binder wanted to present RESA B in a
professuonal light.

i He has sought to maintain a professuonal and colleg.al atmosphere at RESA
B. The employees are usually "in the field" a large part of the time so that
the building seems empty. He and the special education director keep track of
every employee's weekly activities, not so much to get data on performance,
but to know where they can be reached. The employees keep regular logs #f
their work; running tabulations of people served, places visited, and the
purpose. These are used by Binder at the end of the year -- along with a
detailed annual report submitted by every employee -- co inform the executive
board of the organization's progress. This information is not used to measure
an employee's performance, but '‘to reassure the counties of an even
distribution of services." The logs are also available to the counties upon -
request. Monthly reports were discontinued some time ago when it appeared
"'they were redundant and conta.ned noth.ng that wasn't already known around
here." _ B _
Staff meetings are less fregquent than in the past and take place every
three or four months. The agenda usuailycinvolves a presentation by Binder on
current information pertaining to the entire staff: new education
regulations, decisions by the executive board, pérsonnel benefits and
housekeeping issues. Problems that. emerge between a RESA B staff member and a

district are resolved at :the pount of origin unless, of course, they become

"matters of delicacy involving issues of protocol and troublesome
misunderstandings.' These minor problems are handled by the special education
director and only rarely require Binder's intervention. We could not isolate
any serious -examples of conflict between RESA B and the counties. Binder's
style of management is to assume every employee is "on his or her own and can
handle it in the real-world.'" One person summed up: .

Call it “freedom within structure." You have no question who is in
charge but you're allowed to operate as if no one was, so to speak. What
| mean is, Dave is very much in control and we bump into him all the
time. I!t's a way to keep him informed and he likes it that way. A lot

’.
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of coffee chats, doorway meetings, and '"let me bounce this one off of
you." Dave is "Theory Y," not "Theory X." .
.. Fiscal management is more formal yet straightforward in operation.
Gladwin Calhty manages RESA B's account$ and keeps Binder fully abreast
‘through. reguiar budget printouts. He maintains his own set of working ledgers
and receives cancelled checks. .Grant reckipts are sent¥directly to the fiscal

agent of forwarded by Binder. Binder originates purchase orders but does not

write checks. Purchases in excess of certain amounts require the executive -

board chairperson's signature. The only case in which an individual county
board can exercise veto power is when the fiscal agent's board rejects an
expenditure because it is illegal. Otherwise, expenditures approved by Binder
and major spending actdons by the executive board do not require prior
approval from the three counties. RESA B's books are not audited separately.
Grants from the state are automatically scrutinized before they leave
Assistant State Superintendent for Finance James Smith's office. Gladwin
County's books are examined by the state tax commissioner, and RESA B is
included:-in this. i . - .

Budget formulation is largely predetermined. RESA B takes what it can
get. Binder asks some staff members for 'projections, wish lists, and ideas
to spend money' -- as one staff person called them --ahead of time so that
they can be included in annual refunding applications. Discretionary spending
for petty cash, special training, disposables, and supplies are factored into
each account. Other than that, the employees have little hand in the
management of the budget: - , -

Dave tells us how much it looks .l1ike 1'11 be getting, maybe a raise,

maybe more money for travel. | let him know about sp;cial needs |

foresee and that he may not have considered in the request for funding.

But other than that we pretty much stay out of the daily or even the

yearly running of the budget. He will let us know where we stand.

. - 14

The budget renewal process is automatic in most instances. In the case
of diréct grants from the state for special education programs -- such as
money to ‘fund "evaluation services" (i.e., the audiologist) -- RESA B receives
a '""Notice of Entitlement® from the state. Binder sends in a plan for how the
funds will be spent. The only money RESA B actually applies for on a regular
basis is a TEC state grant from the state coordinator for continuing
education. The application is pro forma and amounts to nothing more than
telling the state ''yes, we want to continue receiving money." One of the few
areas where RESA B openly competes with other RESAs for funds is for small
amounts of “'surplus and discretionary" federal EHA Title Vi-B resources that
the SEA has allotted. This money has ‘been used in the past for the special
education director's salary, some teacher training, and Search and Serve
consultation. It is indeed tha case that RESA B's finances are met and
managed with little fanfare. :

The beopie'working in special education -- the spécial education

" director, the audiologist, the vision and hearing specialists, the

psychologists,. and the coordinator for the gifted -- are professionals who
take pride in their services. They identify with RESA B even though some of
them are on county payrolls. Most are natives of the area and worked
elsewhere before assumkng their present jobs. The average age appears to be

,‘
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in the mid-thirties. Everyone we spoke to had a graduate degree in their area
of specialization. : .

The atmosphere is one of collegn@llty. professional commitment, bustling
activity, and over-burdened caseloads. The workers enjoy the discretion
provided by their jobs, as weli as the freedom to come and go as the situation
dictates. The staff interact a great.deal " since many are immersed in the
simi1ar tasks at the schoo1s. As one person indicated: ,

We're constantly talkzng about the knds. Even when we don't share
caseloads it helps to get anothpr perspective... We do this after a long
day in the field: come back, kitk off our shoes, .and talk.

The special” education director shares many duties with her co-workers
even though she is responsible for supervising them.” There are very few staff
meetings. She uses an open-door approach whereby alk with her at ease
3jbout problems or seek advice. She keeps tabs—on how- people are doing and -
offers assistance. Her position pr id€s the counties with an offncnal
contact point when it comeg,:e/sﬁez?:I educatlon matters.

& L ]

v Despite the picture of a happy organization, we saw hints of
dispiritedness stemming from concerns over the agency's survival. These
included concern over its continuing financjal plight, the move by the ‘Senate
Finance Committee to zero the RESA allocation, and the slashing of funds by
Washington. - Nearly everyone we spoke to described RESA B's turbulent
environment: vulnerability to shortsightedness .and capricious behavior by
some legislators, underutilization by the SEA, and the organization's
inability to control its own destiny due to the realities of the: power
structure in local education. As one person commented:

. . . .
I think...the writing's on the wall. |f the money isn't there...| don't
know how much ltonger the ordanization will be here. The feeling ha:g;
been, 'well, we will bhe-alright this year." This year is almost over.

v

The employees have few formal means of measuring how good of--a job they
are doing.” Most feedback is of the informal, personal variety: a thank you, -
professional satisfaction over a job well done, viewing the progress ‘of a
student, and so on. Kudos from sUper intendents and- -principals are forwarded
to Binder, who then informs the staff member. The district personnel do keep - -
tabs on the number of RESA B visits. This information is available from: the
individual's log or, more importantly, by reading the written evaluations and
assessments contained in a student's file. Both district special education
people we spoke to stressed numbers of complaints as an effective evaluation
mechanism. But aside from minimal measures, the districts rely on ifpressions
when sizing up RESA B and its staff:

The perfbrmance is a function of the staff...| have not always been
confident of certain areas -- because of ‘individuals -- RESA B .is not big
enough to be insulated from poor performers, so that just one can pull
the place down... Their strengths? Low-incident areas, information,
access, déveloping ideas. Weakness? | think we could do as well
ourselves in'many areas. In fact | think we do.

]
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The staff members accept the fact that their organization exists at the
pleasure of the three districts and that, as individuals, they must be )
diplomats to these systems. They avoid appearing as threats to the district
personnel, "otherwise we'd be seen as administrators and that would clash with

_the old notion of serving.'" Another employee added, '"we don't go in and say
'do.this'. Our role is to suggest, or more appropriately, to ask.' This
sensitivity comes from on-the-job exposure and indoctrination conducted by
Binder and fellow workers. Themes instilled are to appreciate that '"a good
job has to be done;" not to disturb the way things are done; read the systems
well and\work within the framework; and 'make judgments only when it appears
there is a better way." One person told us: & :

The people in this state and in this area have different opinions of what

, 2 RESA should be. When | interviewed | was asked what | thought it
meant. | said it mea alking that fine line between helping and
interfering and beinﬁpjgfz to distinguish the two. ~

The necessity of remaining sé;sitive varies from situation'to situation.
But it does not mean RESA B's employees are passive actors in the daily scheme
of things. Quite the contrary. They are proactive and rescurceful. Two . >
comments sum up the essénce of working at RESA B: ' s

There are some people in the counties we have to work with who, like many
folks, exhibit the '"let me run this by 6 people' approach. What | have
to do is figure out who that sixth person is and deal with the other five

later.
it's an art to avoid the image of an intruder -- which I'm not... RESA B
will have a pretty bad reputation if we stop doing our diplomatic

homeviork. Oon't get me wrong. It has to be that way. We are a service
agency. . _ -

7’ ~

L. Relationships With the Local Education Agencies

RESA B stays alive-by providing services that are valuable to the
counties. But it must work at maintaining support since much of the benefit
it provides 'could be derived by each district acting individually or through
formalized arrangements amounting to something less than a separate agency
such as a RESA.

The staff members spend an extraordinary amount of time in the districts. -
Except for the special education director and maybe the coordinator for gifted
programs -- both of whom spend more time in the office -- the rest are out
teaching and observing students, designing curriculum, consulting with
teachers and parénts. administering tests, suggesting placements, and
reporting to the principals. While in the schools they are under the
supervision of the principal, the local special education coordinator, or the
school psychologist. Many demands are generated spontaneously because the
RESA B person is accessible. It is not uncommon to stay longer than expected
to insure that a teacher understands what needs to be done, or to be detained
at the last minute to observe a student's progress, or to make promises to
"look into matters,".or to stop at the principal's office on the way out and
apprise him/her of what has been accompliished. Once back in their ?ffices the

-\
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employees are on the phcne, delving into reqguests generated by the fieldwork.
Many contacts (e.g., psychological exams) are routine and scheduled at the
beginning of each year by Binder, the special education director, and the
school psychologists.

Explicit rules govern circumstances allowing involvement in a student's

.wélfare. Basical'y, the staff members do not "initiate services, but enter

upon referrals |nvoIV|ng students ‘under process.'' Reférrals are ccnveyed by
the appropriate district persan to RESA B's specual education director who

- then passes it on to a8 staff member. _The person's role is to assist—n

providing information that can be used for new or amended individual education
plans (I1EPs), or to-provide_ feedback once the plan is in place.

. This is the officiatl description. Some referrals come to an employee's’
attention via a shorter route. As one person told us, “j receive referrals
I'm sure the. spec.al education coordinator or pupil personnel director know
nothing about." Requests may come from a principal or teacher,. But district
special education officials were adamant about rules governing RESA B staff:

The governing'rule is: entry based on a problem and our request. Now,
we're not hard nosed, nor .do RESA B folks roam the halls looking for
referrals. They keep their eyes peeled and look out for problems. We
“want that...that occurs once they're in the system. But otherwise, their
participation in [assessments] or placements is not automatic.

It varies. All sorts of conyersations take place... The sequence is
this: a problem then the nurse or maybe a counselor, then the [SBAT '
-- school based assistance team], maybe a Medical test, if not, then the
school psycbq\ognst. then me. ! gajl RESA B. ' .
The RESA staff members also provide indirect services such as in-service
trannnng. one-on-one consultation, or continuing education. ~The state :
requires in-service training for teachers and RESA B personnel will conduct or
participate in many sessions at the county level. The coordinator for gifted
programming. recently taught an evening course for credit for teacher.
certification requirements. Holton County asked him to do this. The special
education director has conducted workshops in the area of learning
disabilities, spoken to-principals on the law and the handicapped, and
dis-ussed evaluation and observation procedures with teachers. The total
number of training cour?erxhas*sjfpassed what district personnel expected from
RESA B. One of them commented™ .

We do most of the requesting. Frankly, the numbers and quality have been
good. Since |'m a generalist | look to RESA B to provide the esoteric
stuff, the latest trends, findings of sturies, outcomes of conferences,
and so on. Ne have little time to do that.
Other opportunltnes to provide |ndsrect services arise when districts

undergo administrative reviews. by the state every year and comprehensive
evaluations every five years. RESA B has been heavily invoived in evaluations
at Holton and Johnson Counties. One RESA staff member described their role: '
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.1 went ahead before hand and worked with some teachers in terms of
helping them prepare for it...forms the state would be looking at,
questions they'd ask, etc.

In addition, some RESA empIOyees have served on evaluation teams revoewnnq
dnstrncts throughout the state.

One of the important indirect services provided by RESA B is a monthly
meeting between its special education director and district personnel: special
education teachers and cooydinators, pupil personne! directors. The locations
rotate; the RESA B person prepare the agenda; the atmosphere is one of
discussion. Meetings leave serious policy alterations to the executive board.
People we interviewed found the,sesgions to be particularly valuable from the .
standpoint of allowing the coordination of technica] programs. In addition,
the RESA B special edycation director was lauded for her command of facts and
dedication to the counties -- in contrast to the situation several years ago
when her predecessor took a more low-keyed ‘approach to inter-district
cooperation. A RESA staff member and two district employees described these -
meetings: ' ’ ’

We get together, talk, and try to work out a'fegional mentality...They
pick who they will send... One thing we've heen working on is a
standardized form, region-wide, for due proéess procedures -~ -also

placement forms, ['l] report on a meeting l've attended. The topic may
be the extension of the school year beyond 180 days for exceptnonal "\g
children and the problems that will create... Generally, it's great to

_ watch these three independent countnes work togc. her and admnt. ‘well,
gee, we've got the same problem.’ ,
it's an excellent way to identify regional responses. We usually talk to
our supernntendents about what has been decided and they give us “
authornty to act. Eventually, it comes before the RESA board anyway.

| like [the meetings] because you can air ‘concerns regard’ng'very lcw-
incident-needs, individual cases, or whatever. | can't commit my
district to spend but | can get it... We alter the design of some
programs, but major curficulum changes or expend:tures of money need
approval.

. The programs are inexpensi’b. a factor contributing to their continued
use. In 1981 each county contributed an estimated average of Su4L,000 for
special education services and to pay for the salaries of six RESA'B-
employees. Much of the total is reimbursed by the state, making actyal out-.
of -pocket expenditures approaching "maybe $25,000 on average per dizqfict "
This level of support is not inconsiderable as most superintendents were quick
to point out. However it is-safe to say each county would lose benefits if \
they chose to operate independently.  For éxample, the county 'school
psychologists would ¢arry a heavier burden. Services in vision and hearing
would have to be contracted out. |f the state withdrew all support for RESA B
and gave the money to the three districts instead, each would receive $8,000
from the administrative grant, 54,000 from the audiologist's position, and
$7,000 from the special education director's position. RESA B's executive
director/ sensitive to the district's needs but confident of his agency's
potential for cutting costs, admitted:
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e districts would get more if we ceased to exist and the money was
siMp!z allocated to them but it would not give them anymore people to.do
what they wanted to do. It's tough to hire a third of a person.

The superfntendents hesttated to predict what would happen, if the state
withdrew support. All ‘lamented what would be the loss of "the intangibles,
the s:ttung and planning, the acquiring of information, and the figuring out
programs-that make things more effective." The TEC would continue to operate
but with much more reliance on state categorical funding. The special

education director's responsibilities would fall on personnel already within

the districts’. The executive director's position would dusappear. One
supernntendent doubted this eventuality and stressed:

1f we had to assume extra charggs it would be a burden. Johnson County

would'be in Yeopardy. Some programs w%yld be dropped and others would be
restructured. ' . :

The concern amongst Iocal,lducators is not how the districts would
survive without RESA B, but how the guality of programming would change
wi thout the extra measure of attentnon provided by ancillary programs and
people at RESA B. 'You can survive, but the moral question/'s whether we'd
want to survive as we did in the 50's."

A way to determine local education without RESA Bmis to look at service
Quality offered in. Ph81ps and R:vers:de Counties. RESA B's member,
super intendents belneve that their services are better.

They ve convinced their boards they can do the same things...that RESA B
can do, knowing full well they can't but they've convinced their boards
they can...| hasten to add, they are my friends and damn good
adm:nnstrators ‘ '

t ]

Special education personnel are less convinced, however, and feel the
cervices in Phelps and Riverside 'might be just as good 3s.ours, but much more
expensive." The superintendents in the holdout counties naturally disagree on
both counts and cite personne! levels in the area of sbecial education that

‘match those in the other counties. As one administrator put it: L~

) -

In terms of special education the state doesn't write us up: for failing.
if you look at dollars we measure up.

14
“

doth counties rely heavily on contracting and "out of state“ﬂplacements.

"We were not able to see the costs incurred by providing these services, but,

as a board member in one of RESA B's districts said, "There is no way on God's
green .earth they save the money we do." The RESA B members argue that Phelps
and Riverside employees ‘will some day exert'grq,fer pressure to join the RESA.
Recently a Phelps County parent tried to get hef~child into a program provided
by RESA B and Phelps, as one person said, ''made suﬂe the service was provided,
and quick." i
The attractiveness of RESA B's programs has not been sufficient to get

the two counties to join. Every year invitations are extended and a letter is
sent explaining RESA B's services. Visits are made to the two boards of
education. At one point Riverside's superintendent leaned in the direction of
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joining but was unable to convince his board. The five superintendents remain
friends and meet occastonally at state functions, over lunch, and talk.

frequently on the elephone. Labbying efforts to get the counties to join up
have beécome less intense in regnt years. The off -"al iine is that the three

counties want PheVps and™Riversike to sign up. - the unofficial line is
different. There/is a fear that. "the static- pir be cat five instesd of
three ways.."” AYthough Phelps and Riverside wo: sumablly contribute their
fair share if they joined, certain fixed grants -SA B would not grow with
the inclusion o( the two counties. No state - goes to Phelps or Riverside
for an audiologist. In addition, they do no- sre part of RESA B's’

administrative/grant. Even increased fundir ould not pay for the extra
services demaryied and RESA B personnel would be stretched thin. Ore
superintenden# tried to explain this sense: .

{ .

If they/don't join we don't have to share the funds...the services...it's

all ourown. What's happening is a sub-conscious admission on our part

that we're better of f without them. So when we talk it has become more
of a joking-kind of prccedure...xhan any sersobs dlSCUSSlQn involving the
two [(counties].

There;is no feeling in RESA B that services or image have suffé¢red
without Phelps and Riverside. No one recalled hearing aspersions cést upon
RESA B's vwab:lnty or performance by state off:c-als or felt any pressure from
the state to get them to join.

N\

RESA B works to maintain external support and satisfy strategic
const-tuenc:es. !t does this while remaining under the effective control of
the executﬂve board. While the agency enjoys recegnition by .the SEA and
receives state funds, it is not a vehicle for major state programs. instead,
the agency focuses on keeping the districts informed and servlng as 2 context
for regular contact.

3

These responsibilities fall in the lap of the executive director. His
role means he spends a lot of time funnelling information to the c0unt»es and
arranging meetungs. As one of eight RESA directors who constitute jan informal
hot-line network, he passes along news to the superintendents, |nclud|ng the
two in Phelps and Riverside Counties ‘''as a courtesy and a sery:ce. hot out of
some obl{aatnon." He is receptive to continual express:ons of n . hints or
explicit requests, and sees to it that they appear as Ttems for e‘ziusslon on
the agendas of .upcoming meetings. He talks most often with, Harold Winslow,
the current executive board chairman. Time requirements for'attending
meetings\are noi\xhag‘gfeat. ‘The amount of preparation that goes into them;
however, is considerable. As the chairman of the TEC Binder works ip close
collaboration with area colleges and universities. We attended one Eﬁt-
meeting and could not help but notice how, with the exception of the assistant
director's input, the session was a one-man-show. Binder designs the, agenda
-- as he always does -- distributes it, beforehand, presents plans for\the
upcoming RESA-sponsored mock educational convention, fields most of the
questions, offers advice and opinion, takes on requests from the part|C|pants
and presents the results of previous requests made of him. SN

He performs a similar funct.on ;!(h the ‘executive board. He sits in a
position of power by virtue of his grasp of regional information: “In addition
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to precarung the agenca. he acts 3t -Lhe SCCFQIGFV {ne boarac member detcrbed

his role Tn this mann¥r:
L 3

Dave is indispensable. He's the person with mokl of the :nformation we
need. The deciyions rest with the super intendents. Os bgard
representatives are less krnowledgeable. 1'a’ say that aside frox Dave’s
formal report, we spend most of the time discussing matters of which ne
is a crucial part. It's about 50-5C, 50% decision-making and 50%
discussion amongst ourselves and with him as an esqual.

N The cre:ut.ve poard is the primary point 8t which RESA B's attempts to
serve the cdounties come to a head. It is the main pol-cy and decisiofi~-making
body &t RESA B. Eleven times a year it mee's for luncheon sessions at varying
.locations in the three counties. Attending are the three superintendents,
Binder, a represéntative froo the SEA, and three members from the iocal boards
of education. The sessions ‘are open to the ‘public and last ore to two. hours.
No one we talked to recalled seeing lay people from the commmynities at the
meetings. Parliamentary rules are followed, but the atmosphere is one of
informality and intimacy. -~ highlighted by a "great dea!~of d-scuss-on. The
chairman runs the meetings. Each district has one vote, so there is
occasional switching back.and forth between each superintendent and hiy board
representative when it comes time to vote. As one board member said:

My superintendent will turn to me and ask if | want 20 take this or that
one. There haven't been any disagreements between us., | usually let him
handle it. The whole show is really the superintendents’ since they're
more knauledgeable about the nittly gritty than we board membars.
Sometimes the discussion is about one county in particular, other times
it's about M issue ! know little adout.

N The mcé?inqs are structured to accomsodate the superintendents sore o
than the board representatives, one of whom characterized the board as a
“guper intendents' club"” with midday meetings causing psor and incons:stent
attendance. Ancther board member said *the super:ntendents have the naturai
advantage and we sometimes get snowed 'in the process.”

s> The typical menu of discussion in the meetlings inciudes 2 mixture of an
executive director's report, comments and messages from “he SEA
representat-ve. old and new business, progress reports presented by Binger,
budgetary and personnel matters, and delaberatuon over particular studepts’
cases. During the course of any meeting B'nder may or may not be asked s
look into specific matters since he is the "person with 811 of the
information." His functions vary,” as one person stated:

I all gepends how we use him. | don't mean “use” in' 3 manipulative- -
sense since he's a professional!l resource for us. What | mean is, we have
never had tc tell him to "cool it." He n~terprets laws and points oul
our obligations. He's always reporting on something we askeg that he
tackle at the last meet:ng.

A brief list of projects Binder has taken responsibility for at the
board's request includes: diplomatic probiems with 3 loca! college faculiy
member and her handling of student teacher placements in one county; the
growing trend in the state towards deinstituytionalizing spec:a! chiidren, the
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cracrfications of thss. feit;ocni schoo’s, 8ad hi¢ interpretation of an ongeing
court battle in 2 coynty outside the region; duties and responsibilities of
the three counties now Lha: they 3re required to handle ‘unemplioyment
compengation;: an extendet school vear for speiial students; his plans for the
annua! educalion convertior for student taachers; the implications of SB 15
for the districts. RESA B's potentlia’ roie i3 one that ‘'scans the horizon,
looks out for uz, says 'look, }'ve founc this thing, | think we ought to gc
after it.*" < - ,
&

The executive board membérs realize the value of having a reguiar
ooporlunuty for interchange and discussion., Ffor example, soon after assumlgg
the State Supar intendency, Or. Truby expressed to 2 gathering of county
superintendents his desire to see RESAs play an active role in the grievande
procass whareby parents dissstisfied with the treatment of their children
couid go to RESA B for adgjudication., This was soundiy trcunced by the 1ocdl
educators who $3w il as 3 swing towards using the RESAs as enforcement
organizatioris. Notjsurprisingly, the RESA B superﬁntendents uged the .
executive board sesfions to sxpress to each other their agitation over the
Truby @nﬁEsia!. ,B|nder has arranged everis whereby the superintendents can
meet with outsiders in a3 structured environment to discuss these and similar
:;sues§\~ivery year he brings together the superun*endents and ares
legisiators for a dinner meeting. C[ommon concerng are exprgssed and the
participyvis learn about e3ch other, Most importantly, is/Ps hoped these
people u(:! come away from the dinner realizing they have just benefited from
snother RESA B-sponsored apporiunily for discourse and interchange.

Siate and local money has been traditionaliy used to support direct
servéces‘ﬁc the ccunlies 3anag to 7und consultative programs;: speculative
ventures have been assiduousiy avoided. This mecans RESA B has been non-
entrepreneurial ir its offerings -~ a direct result of the budgetary
limitations it faces vear in and year out. This is not'to say that RESA B's
~role has been trivial or that it has not engpged in seeking new solutions to
loca! nazeds. However, it does mean that the excculive board has -not permitted
its director to risx capital.in corder to underwrite the desigr, develofment,
and marketing of services to audiences other than the districts (e G-»
(training for & menial health center, contract services for the state. etc.).

As such, RESA B has stayed wel!l witnin a3 tragiticn of providing adjurct, -
supplemenzary services that are exp'cted by the districts to redound to their
oenehk tirst and foremost.

The ongoing tiforts ty the ‘counties to have an organization under their
control, spending their mcney for their uitimate benefit, has resultad in an
agency that by definition '‘serves" by stsying out of reaims of activity that
are differant from what thesdistricts intend. Without 2 doubt, RESA B's
collispse wouid put exireme pressure on the local districts to make up the:
resulting guantitative and gualitative losses. However, there is evidence to
suggest -- based on hints prévided by some interviewees. --'that these
services, with time, could be duplicated by the schools or purchzsed from
private providers. One effect is that the districts are hot overly dependent
pn the services they receive ~- in as much as the distiicis would not come 1o
2 grinding halt if the services disappeared.
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5. Relationships with the State Education Agency

The state shapes the 1jfe of RESA B in two important respects: strings -
attacned to funding and a representative on RESA B's board. We have already
discussed the far reaching consequepces of various state decisions about what
to fund and how to direct funds to the RESAs.

. . 1 / .

The presence of an official from the SEA at each exegutive board meeting
is viewed as a iremendcus opportunity for local superifitendents to ferret out
the state's intentions and, at the same time, "send m¢ssages back to
Charleston." The current representative is the head of the SEA's Bureau of

up-beat. The BLS wak undergoing major and dramatic reorganization durin
visit pecause of .SB 15's requiremerits that the SEA draw up hew plans for
quality education thioughout the state. | Transforming the BLS from a
certification bureau into one providing “"technical assistance and monitoring
the new reguiaticns' falls in line with the director's long-held plans. He
was characterized for us as a proactive man who carries weight in the SEA.
His presence is one oﬁ‘the few opportunntnes that arise for contact between'
the SEA and RESA B. BXnder is not in frequent contact with state officials.
Host messages from the SEA thal pertain to local education are sent to the
county superintendents. |f the messages relate to RESA B in any way, Binder
receives a copy. As{p result, the monthdy meetings serve as a means for him
to engage in substantive discussions. The executive board would agree with

the ‘ollowing quote by one superintendent whq descr:bed the impact of the SEA
reprﬂsentatnve.

‘Learning Systems. His image of the RESAs and their role in local educatign is
9Z;ﬁr

’

He has an absolute‘burpose for being there, that is, indirectly’ .
moni toring what we're doing. Not formal monitoring, but having a touch
with what we're do:ng in. the districts as compared to what the state
advocates. We see him as a leg otxgigg,SEA]...clarafynng...answerang...a
vital link,..It's not unrealistic expect that RESA B was not going to
.be established with total freedom of operation and absolutely no control
of any kind. | think the [SEA saw the meetings as one way] of having a
foot in the 'dvor. That's a realistic expectatnon. It's there by design.
[The state can] exercise a swing vote when it comes to important
decisions. When one understands the state constitution, that the state

. is'responsible for education, it's only fair to have a person [from the
SEA] as a voting member. | must add; that privilege has not been abused

at all. Our representativg\:jj/jfffd professionally and honestly.

Anothq{/supé}lntendent added:
-

‘The [SEA] really wanted" reguonallzatnon for control purposes. As [tge
 RESAs] have developed, the control~aspect has been pulled back and the
service aspect has proliferated to the forefront. “

1 RESA B endears itself ‘to the counties by the programs it provndes and
through the way it uses state funds. The founders avoided fees or prices for
services RESA B provided. The emphasis was to be on havnng RESA B serve as a
repository for incoming state grants and as a place to poo. existing
resources. ;xre result is that:
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We haven't fully tapped our RESA. | consider research and development to
be vital areas...providing, say, 'x" thing out there...and then providing
the necessary iWormation to the counties on why it can or cannot work.
That is a vital role. We haven't performed that service yet because we
haven't been able to engender the outside funding.

The recent move by the Senate Finance Committee sent shock waves
thrcughout the RESA system and RESA B as well. Local superintendents were’
faced for the first time with the realization that the admnnlstratnve
allocation was not sacrosanct. The incident underscored RESA B's ambiguous
legal status and required a last minute salvage operation by the state
superintendents' association to restore the funding. |t also forced RESA B's
board to reconsider |s; casual -attitude about the three-county structure:

_-_>—*Ihe_1ag¢slatuze_4s_go+ng—%evs%udy—us—%hfs—yeaf—and41f—we*re*goTng to
maintain [the image and reality of] a valuable agency, then it's
important th;Jl\countnes join. The board is going to make another effort
to see if they caa;t convince them that it's worth belonging.

The policy decision of the state Superintendents' association, and shared
here, is that the RESAs' horn has to be blown! The superintendents are
" the proper people to-do that.

Senate Bill 15 may. signal a.ﬁajor hange in RESA B's agenda. One
. superintendent describeﬂ the implicat ons this way:

[R]ecent legislation, SB 15, a jseemingly innocuous addendum of which took
Just a couple of pages to say, \has great consequences for us. Through
RESA B, we may get a great deal of [technical assistance], understanding,
and discussion of what the state wants.

There was no clear-cut indication at ;§>t time whether RESA B will be a
primary vehicle for the implementation of thHe SEA guidelines. However, the
current betting is that it will be used in some way as a wprovider of advice
and technical assistance to countles fﬂ@t are having difficulty complylng with
the regulations.

Largely because power rests with the superintendents, RESA B has not
moved of its own volition to capitalize on the prospect and promise of SB 15.
Nor has it sought publicity in general on the theory that services speak for
themselves. As one RESA B employee said: "If they feel we are effective and
can do certain ‘things, and the more they let the legislators know, the better
off we'll b The local perception has been that the state has not been as

. supportive RESA B and the other RESAs-as it could be. No SEA official
‘speaks for t Given what some feel is a neglect by the state, RESA B

on the administrators in the counties for support.

fce agency, RESA B lives on what it can get and functions

ts set by the counties. The situation is not likely to

Defined as a ser
within constrai

-, L. 125 ,
o : \



~ 120 S/

CHAPTER IV

~

\\\\ EDUCATIONAQ SERVICE CENTERS N CONNECTICUT:

Connecticut's six Educational Service Centers operate under state law
within service reguons specnfled by the -state. We studied one of the most
successful ESCs in the state as our first site.. Because we did not contigue
with a full scale analysis of a second site and the stjte level, this chapter
differs from the others in its focus on one agency.

R

A. JOINT ESC

1. Chronology of Events -

Pre-1965

Smaller Connectigut towns are urged by the State Department of Education
(SEA) to join togetheS\and form regional school districts. the SEA offers an
incentive by pfoviding no-cost superintendent and staffing services to these
towns. - (1950s) '

Special legislation is passed in 1959 to permit formation of Regional
Schools Services Centers. But, the movement towa-ds further regionalization
does not catch on. ’ !

. o

The SEA withdraws its no-czst services. Regionalization slows,,as all

towns flnd ways to provide administrative servnces on their own. !

1265 : . - .

Congréss passes the Elementary and secondary Education Act (ESEA), in
order to improve the quality of public education in the United States. Title
11l specifically promotes the development of innovative programs and

organizations. Local level groups are €ncouraged to apply for Title 1
planning grant monies. Regional cooperatuon receuves a new impetus.

School districts in the greater wgllnngton area’continue occasional and
informal cooperative ventures, such as sharing facilities and borrowing
services. These arrangements are ad hoc and involve minor agreements between
several superintendents.

ot

| 1966 | N

The Wellington Superintendents Associaticn (WSA), with the help of
Emmette Kyle, Superintendent of Schools in Midborough, and the consultation of
a Yale Professor Emeritus, who is a former U.S. Commissioner of Education,
pushes the idea of more formal cooperative arrangements between school
districts.

Q ‘ : '1226;
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An executive committee of the WSA is formed, led by Dr. Kyle, to author a
proposal for Title |I| planning grant monies. :

A proposal requesting $54,000 in Title |1 planning grant monies, to aid
in the design of a new cooperative organization for Wellington area school.
districts, is submitted to the U.S. Commissioner of Education.

1967

The Connecticut General Assembly passes FA 160 (statute 10- 158).
permitting\formal cébperatuon between school districts to facalutate special

service offecings and programs.
‘

1968

The WSA holds a regional meefing to seek out potential members in a
cooperative organization. Representatives from area privdte, parochial, and
public schoolf are inviteg. ) !

ESEA is amended. Title 11| monies no longer travel directly to a
grantee's fiscal agent, such as a local school district. Funds are now
directed through the state level SEA to the receiving fiscal agent.

Midborough, JESC' fiscal agent, receives an approved Title IIl planning
grant for $48,000. JESC forms an Executive Commnttee. composed of member -
dustract admun'strators :

JESC holds its first meeting. A search begins for an Executive Director,
one who will work on projects desired by member districts, write a
constitution, and secure further Title || operational grant monies. )

1969

The Connecticut Geneiral Assembly pésses RK 333 to amend statute 10-158.
the statute permits local districts to form an interdistrict committee as a.
means to apply for and directly receive funding, disburse such monies, hold

title, employ personnel, and so on. The statute also specifies terms under
whic dnstracts can Joun or leave such a committee.

The-Tatle 111 planning grant year begins. Eighteen districts, including
private, technical. and parochial schools, join as members. .

Dr. Michael Carleton. an offuc;al from the Esbr:dge School Dustruct.
begins as Executive Director. Dr. Carleton immediately launches a series of
committees to foster _participation by the school districts and tb compnle ’
udeas for programmatnd ventures,

JESC' headquarters locates in Wilber, Connecticut. A
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Dr. Carleton, the Executive Director.‘suffers a heart attack.

Anthony Rubotto, an official from the Keynes School District, and a
frequent participant in JESC' committee work, becomes acting Executive
Director while Dr. Carleton recuperates.

The first wave of new staff hnrlngs begtns. resulting in a staff of five
individuals. - Work begins immediately to secure first year Title 11l

‘operational funding and to launch programs in special education, audio

visuals, and cooperatlve bulk purchaslng for area districts.

‘The flrst Title 111 operational year begnns JESC' headquarters moves:- to

a new location.

1

lndncatnons of mlsmanagement in the llbrary book cooperatnve purchase
program appear. . | 1

Programs for the’ physscally handncapped and the trainable mentally
retarded begin. at the United Way Rehabnlntat;on Center.

Dr. Carleton passes away.
The staff of five approaches the Executive Committee and requests to Ue

allowed to continue managing JESC.

James Arthur is unanimousi_\recommended by his four co-workers to assume,
the acting Executive Directoqjﬁyp, the Executive Committee concurs.

Herbert Orland, financial officer for the Hldborough School District, is

‘chosen to serve in a similar-capacity at JESC.

1971 '

An audit commissioned by the Executive Committee reveals embezzlement by
the director of the library book cooperative purchase program. . Unrecoverable
losses of $125,000 are eventually repand to tnjured dlstricts

JESC begins a program for chnldren ndenznfiod as learning

,disabled The program is housed at the United Way Rehabilitation Center

JESC begnns offerlng computeruzed bulk purchasing of maternal by member
districts.

JESC seeks to renovate the Cottage Street School (CSS).'operated by the
Midborough Board of Education, .to be used for JESC' ‘programs for the learning

-disabled and the trannable mentally retarded, as well as its headquafters.

JESC is prohibited by law from borrowing on its own behalf. Therefore, it
asks the Town of Midborough to apply for. a state reimbursable grant totall:ng
nearly $295,000 on which JESC will pay the interest. Hldborough agrees,

The second Title 111 operatiooal.year begins.
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James Arthur, who has been acting director, becomes Executive Director.
JESC begins to move into the CSS, which is still undergoing renovation.

v JESC establishes i.s Educational Resources Center (ERC) with Titie {1
monies,' as a repository of information and data on public education. The
center. provides information searches on a fee basis.

_ JESC begins moves to change its relationship with its fiscal agent, .
Midborough, to become an interdistrict committee under statute 10-158.

Midborough and other districts see advantages in the interdistrict
arrangement.

] 222 . - U

JESC launches a full campaign for interdistrict committee status by
holding informational meetings with boards of education of each member
district. A change in constitution is eventually approved by every member
district board K :

Local parents ask JESC to continue its program for the, tralnable mentally
retarded, located at the CSS, for one more year. v :

The third Title It operational year begins.

- JESC becomes an |nterd|str|ct committee and acquires the ablllty to hold
title, hire, f|re. contract, apply for and disburse funds.

Steven Cara is elected the chair of JESC' new governing board.

A few districts leave JESC, fearing possible;financial liabilities under
10-158 status. ‘ :

JESC acgquires the computerized ERIC annotation'system for ERC.

JESC begins programs in the arts and for gifted an& talented children.
Although the programs are housed in two, temporary facilities, JESC begins
renovation dn a new, - central|zed facility in Wellington. Costs are paid for
by federal monies and a flat state grant to the city of Wellington.

Staff at CSS and the United Way Rehabilitation Center begin noticing much
more severe disabilities in some children, preventing their successful return
to public school classrooms. A program is started at CSS for the ‘emotionally
disturbed/learning disabled. Planning begins for a program for autistic
chuldren.

1973
The Eiecutiveinnrector-beglns relnnqunshlng some ‘control over individual

_ program budgets. Initial attempts are made to decentrallze the management of
program budgets to the program level.
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The Wellington School District finally receives funding to start a

regional program for trainable mentally retarded children. JESC closes its
program at CsS.

.

, The program for the physically handucapped. located at the United Way
Rehabilitation Center, leaves that location and re-locates in two separate
locations. : T

JESC' Titlie |1l operational grant ends. (

The SEA begins to view, and fund, JESC as a vehicle for furthering career
.education. JESC begins a Career Education Resource Center. This center
serves as the progenitor for several spin-offs, such as Metric Education,
quironmental Education, and so on, during the next few years.

$ A newly renovated Educational Center for the Arts (ECA) fac:llty opens in
downtown Wellington.

1974
JESC forms a committee to beg:n work on establlshlng internal personnel
administration procedures.

Hark Shedd (this is not a pseudonym) , soon to become a strohg advocate
for service centers, becomes the State Commissioner of Education, State
Department of Education. )

JESC' headquarters moves again. 3
JESC is asked by federal and state officials to take over the management

of the state-wide migratory education program, a summertime education,

nutrition, and recreation program for migrant children and their families.

In response to the need expressed by local educators that less costly,
“public, and non- institutional programmatic alternatives be developed for
children diagnosed as autustnc. JESC establcshes such a program, located at
CSss. . ) -

Four districts in the River Front area east of Wellington desire a
vocational technical school. A planning period funded by a special act of the
General Assembly proves unproductive. With the encouragement of the state and
the four districts, and through the efforts of its Career Education Resources
Center, JESC writes a proposal for a model center, receives a three-year
grant, and begins running the River Front Vocational Education Center.

Enlarging its role as fiscal agent for a small program for pregnant

teenagers, run by a local nurse, JESC establishes the Teenage Parent Program,
serving a large number of local teens.

1315

| Steven Cara is re-elected chair of JESg' governihg board.



125

~ 1

The Executive Director is asked to join the Wellington Superintendents
Association.

JESC creates a Teacher Application Center that serves as a clearinghouse’
for resume-and application procedures.

Efforts by the U.S. Cgmmissioner of Education, the National Institute of.
Education, and the Office of Education, culminate in the creation of the
National Diffusion Network -- a nationwide consortia of educational projects,
such as JESC, that identify innovations in education, certify such efforts,
link these with projects in search of innovative approaches, and monitor the
relationship between the providers and the adopters. JESC sets up a National
Facilitator Project, funded directly by the Office of Education. The National
Diffusion Network was funded by sectidn 306 of Title Il of ESEA.

A combination of several departments at the state level seeks to improve
the accessibility of guidance and counselling information to local districts.
JESC is chosen as a subcontractor to develop an on-line, state-wide computer
system to provide such |nformat|on.

Congress passes PL 9L-1L42, the Iandmark Educatlon for all Handicapped
Act.

JESC' Executive Director starts JOInldb his counterparts from
Connecticut's other five service centers in regular meetings with Commissioner
"Shedd and his top aides at the SEA. These efforts eventually lead to the
writing and passage, by the General Assembly, of laws permitting inter-
district committees to become regional educational service centers.

’

8

1976

JESC clarifies its Iegal status further by becoming a regional
educational service center under statute 10-66 .(a law passed as early as 1972
and amended as late as 1976). The statute requires biennial evaluations of
service centers by the SEA, provides a flat grant to each center, sets a ‘
maximum number that can operate within the state, and requires each to provide
'annual reports on |ts programs and organizatnon to member districts and the
SEA

. JESC moves its.special education programs out of the CSS into a larger
Midborough facility. Renamed the Cottage School (CS) and leased for five
years, this bU|ld|ng houses together the following programs: physically
handicapped, autistic, and emotlonally disturbed/learning dusabled.

The arts program reaches the conclusion of its primary grant fund;ng.
forcing further reliance on tuntlon-based programs and rental of its publlc
audltorlum

JESC begins yearly performance evaluatlons of its employees by program
managers.’ \

The State Auditor cites the’Connecticut SEA for alleged irregularities in
its use of JESC for subcontracting purposes. The auditor claims that 1he SEA
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uses JESC to circumvent normal hiring procedures, by contracting~to JESC and
using it to hire employees who could not be hired under normal state
guidelines.

JESC creates a state-wide computer network (i.e., ESCCNET), providing on-
line capabilities for districts and other service centers in Connecticut.

977

JESC becomes a sole provider of guidance and counselling computerized
information by purchasing the Guidance Information System and servnng as the
regional location for its on'lune use.

[

JESC vastly improves its fnscal management by acquiring a computerized
encumbrance package.

With a grant under Title IV of ESEA JESC creates the Connecticut State
Facilitator Project as- a counterpart of its National Facilitator Project.
JESC becomes a validator of’ regnonal innovative projects which are sought for
adoption by other local agencies..

JESC becomes involved with the concept of information and innovation
diffusion by securing a subcontract with an organization in Massachusetts
called The Network. The latter group is working with NiE's Knowledge
Utilization Group 10 perfect the concept of linking agents who spread
|nformat|on ‘on.educational! innovations to local districts.

JESC develops programs in secondary and alternative vocational education
at the Wilber-Wellington Cooperative.

1978
. JESC begins using a fullrtime business manager.

With funds proV|ded through ‘the State Department of Labor under the
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA), JESC develops in-school and

out-of-school employment training programs for high school students.

JESC oeVelops a2 vocational assessment center,

The River Front Vocational Educational Center ceases operaticns with the
a2dvent and growth of JESC's program in employment training and vocational '
assessment.

The functfon of Program Planning and Development is formalized in the
office of the Deputy txecutive Director.

Patrice Embry is elected chair of JESC' governing board.

JESC headquarters move again.
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- JESC establishes a program for children with deVelopmental disabilities.
This particular designation for a child allows JESC to carefully steer clear
of laws prohibiting. the treatment of severe and pProfeund cases in public
school settings. The laws are later changed.

JESC experiences severe cash flow problems with the inability to collect
tuition payments in arrears from some districts. Several incentive payment
plans are devised, but they are unsuccessful.

Initial staff reductions'begin as ERC continues to operate data deficit. .

1979

JESC receives its first flat grant from the State Board of - Education as a
state-certified educational service center.

JESC seeks to purchase the old Wellington Water Co. Yuilding to house its
expanding secondary and alternative vocational educationaZ programs. The
state public utilities commission blocks the sale due to A current moratorium
on the purchase of certain classes of protected watershed properties.

JESC begins laying off seventeen employees. = - i

JESC consolidates several program hat have been rﬂnnvng at a deficit,
such as Environmental Education\the ERC, and so on. A new School Services
Unit (SSU) is created. Partially funded by JESC's state /flat grant, the SSU
provides consulting services to member school districts. Linking agents are
permanently assigned to each district.

JESC abolishes its Teacher Application Center. A personnel director
position, originally an outgrowth of this center, and the position of publnc
relations offncer. are elnm:nated. ‘ :

With the support of its governing board, JESC beg:ns exploring the
pos ibility of creating its own non-profit arm. This would allow it to go
after funds from foundations often precluded by statute 10- -66 -- which-
requires that JESC, as a service center, pursue and receive funds only on
behalf of efforts for its member districts. The non-profit arm would let JESC
engage in research and cbnsultation, as well as other activities not
specifically l:nks to vts districts.

'* The public utilities commission okays a lease of the Water (Co. property.
JESC still desires an outright - purchase.

JESC re-institutes a new version of its earlier management teams. The
team contains the managers of JESC' major divisions. Another group made up of
all program dsrectors. called the program manager ‘s council, begins to meet
once every two months.

JESC completes the first Plan of Organization and Qperation. 1978-1980.
This is the annual report requ-red under statute 10-66 and sent to its member
d:str:cts and the SEA. _ R
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JESC receives its first on-site evaluation by a team composed of local
educators and officials from the SEA. This first biennial evaluation is
required by statufte 10-66. The evaluation team examines JESC' ' programs and
makes recommendations on each. :

JESC begins further reductions in the ERC staff.
' , AN
JESC decudes to have a bill introduced by local representatives in the
General Assembly to provide an exception to the law prohibiting purchases of
<certain classes of protected watershed property. This exceptinon would allow
the purchase of the Water Co. property.

‘280 s ,'*‘l(

A bill is introduced that would allow 3 waiver, permitting JESC to
purchase the Water Co. property.  The bill dies in legislative committel. The
Executive Director seeks to refile purchase petntnons with the public
ut|l|t|es commussnon.

The State of Connecticut develops a State Occupational Information
Coordinating Committee as a part of the National Occupational Information.
Coordination Committee. Both are efforts to secure national, on-line computer
information about jobs. JESC receives a subcontract to provide this job
infoermation to local users. .

The Hidborough Board of Education alleges that some members on JESC's

. governing board are not duly elected members of the dlstrlcts boards of
education. This is re‘nnred by the JESC charter. The people in quzstion are
employees of their respective districts, thereby, perhaps voting in conflict of
interest. JESC agrees to review the tallies on matters under discussion when
the individuals in gquestion were present and voting. The fear is that nearly
$200,000 in grant money has been jeopardized. Although.it is discovered that
not enough questionable votes were invoived, the affected measures are
reaffnrmed by the votes of a properly constituted governing board

The State Board of Education awards a reimbursable grant to JESC to
purchase and renovate the Water Company property.

JESC relinquishes its oostly ERIC eomputer system to the loca! State
College.

JESC completes its second Pla Organnzatnon and Operation: 1980- 1982

JESC ends its involvement with the migratory education program.

A compromise is reached on the Water Co. property. JESC purchases those
parcels of the property unaifected by the watershed protectuon. and ‘leases the
rest.
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2. History . ~

To describe the evolution of JESC from its creation in 1969 to the
present, we have diviced the period into five stages. The st was the
period of planning and entrepreneurial development, from 1967 to 1970.

During the late 1960's, with the infusion of unprecedented federal
funding from the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 and support
for regionalization at the Connecticut SEA, the climate favored serious
attention to cooperative ventures.among school districts. At a time of
ferment and innovation in education, many educators believed that cooperative
arrangements could offer cost savings and promote innovation by expanding the

range of services available to local school districts. |In 1967 the Wellington

area Superintendent s Association (WSA), which had promoted informal
cooperatnon among its members for years, discussed applying for federal money
(from Title |11 of ESEA which supported innovation in education) to plan angd..
launch a formal cooperative venture. |In 1968 they successfully applied fo— a
grant. But severai legal and administrative obstacles prevented them from
getting the money right away. While they were waiting, .they began a search
for a director for their prospective center who could develop c00peratuve,
programs and secure long term funding. In early 1969, the Connecticut Gederal
Assembly passed a law that formally permitted local districts to form H
interdistrict committees. These would be convenient legal vehicles to rec&:ve
funding for cooperative activities. Finally, in July of 1969, the Title I}
grant money was awarded to the superintendents to start JESC. The grant 1
provided money for one year of planning. After that, the center would be 2
entitled to apply for as many as three years of operational support. The town
of Midborough agreed to be the fiscal agent for the grant. A director, i
Michael Carleton, was hired and the superintendents set up an executive
committee to act as the JESC' governing board.

Carleten's first challenge was to stimulate the local school districts'
interest in JESC. He formed over twenty committees of teachers, principals,
and district administrators (¢ generate ideas about what the pew cooperative
might do. Three JESC staff members who weve hired at the beginning recall the:
Carleton days with a mixture of fondness for his energy and enthusiasm, and
skepi _.ism about his ability to manzge effectively. As one obsé‘%er put it./
"As an idea man and an organizer he was great. As an administratdr he was
very poor. He had a lot of 'business' jdeas but he was not a good business
man.'

 From June 1969 through June 1970, JESC took/on some high visibility
assignments, like.running science workshops for teachers and sponsoring
regional conference on middle schocls. Carleton played a key role as a man of
enthusiasm and ideas. - But neither Carleton nor anyone else gave much thought
to the kind of organization that was being created. The year was officially
defined by the grant as planning time and Dr. Carleton used it in the broadest
sense. to generate community commitment to cooperative ventures.

By the end of the first year of the Title ||| money, JESC had to move
from planning to, operations. In crder to continue its Title Ili funding, JESC

‘had to write a new grant propcsal for operational support. But, in the spring

of 1970, before this could happen, Carleton suffered a heart attack. His.
illness created an internal <risis and set JESC on a course no one had
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anticipated. The superintendents guiChly hired an act:ng direclor. hknthony
Rubotto, who hac workxed with Carleton on curriculum planning. He w~as young.
comm :ed to the idea of regional -cooperation, and imbued wiih & iense of
responsibility for JESC' survivai. Rubotto hired James Arthur 10 write the
oper2tional grant proposal and run the newly acquire film iidrary. Susan

. Murphy, whom Carleton had interviewed back in february, came to run severat

small programs and coordinate the work of the planning committees. All three
of these staffers describé the summer of 1370 a< a period of axcitement, great
commi tments of time andg energy, and long hours spent digscuss:ng the future and

.trying to plan for it.

Arthur, whe had some experience with Title 111, got his grant proposat
written and approved. In July 1970, the organization received in sxcess of
$300,000 for its first year of operations, with *wo additional years of
funding to come. Programe in special education, curricuium, sudio-visusa!l
resources, and cooperative bulk purchasing were launched. Teachers and iwo
more administrators were hired.

The only cloud on the horizon was the suspicion that somelhing was wraong
in the cooperative book purckising program. As one observer putl i1, "We
roticed huge stacks of books. We had calls from gistricts saying, 'Wherg are
my bocks? What's going on?' This went on .into .the fall. By Thanksgiving,
things were serious despite phenomenal efforts to straighten the mess:out.
The lack of records was astonishing." The Executive Committee, ‘the effective
governing body for the organization, was concerned about the apparent
irregularities. They called for an audit which revealed that the }librarian
running the program had embezzled aboui 5125,000. He was arrested but no
money was recovered. During the same week, Carleton, who had never c¢ome back
to work full time, died of a second heart attack. JESL, with serious interns!
mismanagement of funds ard no executive director, went 1nio 3 ta:tspin, I
was January 1971,

Anxious and uncertain, Arthur, Rubotto and the othe:s reviewed their
dealings with Carleton: they discovered that he had made contrad:ctory
promises to them and to others, and firancial commitments that could never ve
fulfilled. instead of further undermining th