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) Preface

The Educatlon for All Handicanped Chlldren Act, Publlc Law

94-142;, was enacted.in 1975. The statute requires that a ‘"free

abﬁréﬁriaté public educatlon" be available to all handicapped
children (age 3 through 21) in the United States, regardless of

the severity-of their handicap unless services to children aged
3 -5 or 18- 21 would be inconsisternt w*th state leg1slatron, The
ldaw alsc mandates that State Ediucation Agéncies {SEAS) and
Local Education Agencies (LEAs) develop special education and
related services to meet these children's unique needs. In
tandem with Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act; as amended;

this law has had, ‘and Cdntinues tb'have, a bréféund 1mpaPt on;

Iﬁ@leﬁentaEiBH of P.L. 94-142 has proven difficult in many

respects. While the law mandated major new responsibilities to

state and local education agencies; it did not provide detailed

federal guidancé nor full financing to carry out these

responsibilities. As a result, state and local educat1on-

agencies have had to develop a wide range of new policies to
1mplement the law. In so doing, they have confronted problems
and controvers1es rang1ng from the _conseguences. of shr1nk1ng

hand1capped persons, to profess;onal d1sagreements about the
most effective settings in which to educate handicapped
children. .

Recognizing the importance of providing states with
technical assistance to implement P.L. 94-142, Special

Education Programs (SEP) of the U.S., Pepartment of Education

(formerY¥y the Office of Special Education) awarded a contract
to the Center for the Study,é of Social Policy (CSSP) to (1)
1dent1fy effective policies used by state and local education
agencies that serve handicapped children; and (2) disseminate
information about these strategieg to federal, state, and local

decision-makers.

3
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In conduct1ng th1s progect the Center analyzed state

Interagency collaboration;
e Frovision of related services;

e Provision of services to hand1capped students in
out—-of-district placements, - ;

Impleméntation of the least restrictive environment
mandate: and

e State monitoring and compliance activities.

(1§



The project design proceeded from a broad overview of policies
and implementation strategles developed by states and 1local

districts, through successive stages of data collection., A

telephone survey was_conducted in all 50 states; follow-up site

visits were made to 18 states; and over 400 LEAs recommended as

having effective policies were surveyed; with approximately 60

follow-up telephone interviews and field visits to some 35
LEAs,;

From these data colliection efforts, the prdject has

produced four reports:

 Volume 1: EffectivesState Policies to Promote Interagency
Collaberation. The first .volume sets forth a perspective on
interagency collaboration which applies not only to this volume
of the report, but to the other three volumes as well: This

volume also reviews the use of state interagency committees;

interagency agreements,; and other collaborative efforts

designed to (1) define responsibilities for services to

children in residential fac111t1es,7(2) promote local inter-

agency collaboration; (3) assign service delivery and financial

responsibilities among state agencies; and (4) share

information across agencies.

* Volume. 2: Effective Policies in the Provision of Rzlated
Services. This report documents effective state and local
pollcies 1n prov1d1ng related serv1ces to hand1capped ch1ldren.

clarlfy education agencies’ respons1b111t1es, and those which
increase the resources avallable for related services by

‘securlng other state agencies' cooperation: This volume also

examines local pol’ ies which (1) obtain resources from other

human service ageuncies; (2) pool resources to increase the

availability pf services; and (3) seek to develop new programs

for specific population groups such as emotionally disturbed
students.

Volume 3: Policies Which Address Out~of-Distr gt

Placements and Assure Education in the Least Restrlctlve
Environment. This volume examines two. “important pol1cy areas:
the provision of services to ch1ldnen,1n,out of-district
placements and the implementation of the least restrictive
environment mandate. State policies are analyzed which help
SEAs influence. local placement decisions; as well as others
which transfer responsibility back te the LEAs for
institutionalized handicapped students: This volume ailse

examines lccal policies which utilize the resources of other

human service agencies to implement the LRE mandate. These

policies include, those through which LEAs develop new programs
to enable students to rémaln in local publ1c schools, others
that reflect LEA procedures to allow greater control over
placement decisions, and still others that seek to change
attitudes about integrating handlcapped and non~-handicapped
students.

it
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Volume 4: Effective State Monltbrlng Policies:. The final
volunie examines two policy areas. The first focuses on SEA
policies \that seek to evaluate program quality as well as

perform compllance monltorlng. The second examlnes alterna—

Support for this work was prov1ded by Speclal Education

Programs, the U:S: DPepartment of Education, under Contract

#300-80-0829. Futlil responsibility for the accuracy of its

findings and conclusions rests with the Center for the Study of

Social Policy: However," ‘many thanks are due to thp offlclals

agenc1es who gaj their time to discuss their programs and pro-

vide the information upon which the projects' _reports are

based: In addition, staff of the Center would like to extend
particular thanks to several poople whose efforts contrlbuggd

to these reports. Ray-Smichés, the study's 1n1t1al contract
officer at the U.S. Department of Education; helped define the

scope of the study and contributed to its work throughout:-

David Rostetter and Jaddis Franklln, the subsequent contract

officers; made numerous improvements’'in the style and content

of the reports: Dr: Kenneth Olsen and Ethel Bright from the

Mid-South Regional Resource €Center, the Unlver51ty of Kentucky,

generously shared their own work, assisted in the Center's data

collection efforts, and worked collaboratlvely in the prepara-

tion of the related services volume. Dick _Galloway and Beverly

Osteen of the Natlonal Association of State Directors of

Special Education also assisted Center staff in all phases of

the project's work.
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VOLUME 1
EFFECTIVE STATE STRATEGIiES TO PROMOTE INTERAGENCY
COLLABORATION

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

Following P.L. 94-142's passage, the concept of
"interagency collaboration" was approached énthusiastically by
special education policymakers. State and lecal interagenéy

. @

cfforts proliferated, spurred by a beiief that interagency

mandate;

Many of these early interagency efforts founderedi They

delivery, and only-rarely addressed the most difficult issues

of interagency financing and cost-sharing. An appreciation of

earlier optimism: Policymakers began to recognize that
interagency collaboration was not appropriate in all
circumstances or for solving all problems.

This report analyzes a number of state-level
interagency efforts that have grown out of this more realistic
approacﬁ to interagency collaboration. The report first
describes the P.:L: 94-142 mandaté that has encouraged

interagency activities. It then establishes a perspective for

understanding these activities and, from that perspective,

iv
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discusses state activities which demonstrate that collabora-

{ tion can produce benefits for ediicating handicapped children;

s

‘ I. THE P.L. 94-142 MANDATE AND AN INTERAGENCY PERSPECTIVE ON

SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES
o Several of P.L. 94=142's provisions have led to increased

contacts éhd stronger working relationships between state

g

education agencies (SEAs) and other state human resource
agenciess; First; the fequiremeht that the SEA act as the

T chlldren in the state changed many SEAs' roles with regard to
other state égéhcjes (see 20 U.S.c. 1412 (6)). For example,
this provision réquiféa SEAS to ensure that educational
programs in state institu- tions COmplled with federal law == ~

thereby forcxng SEAs to exercise new authorlty over dtﬁer~

. -state agency programs. Second, —P.L.-94-142"s mandate that - =

education agencies assure the éVEiiébiiity of related services

led many SEAs to negotlate access to services offered by other

human service systems.

Many SEAs Were unprepared to pursue interagency
activities successfully. Within state organizational

structures,; divisions of special ediucation often had neither
the resoirces, the visibility, nor the authorxty which had
accrued to other state agencifs serving handlcapped children,
Thus, SEAs were at a disadvantage ﬁﬁ'féééibing the diffieuit

governance questions which arose when multlple agencies worked

together. In many states; action by the Governor's office;

Yy
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ST T T T TTTefforts: :

.

the state legislature; or an interagency decision-making body

was necessary to settle disputes arisSing between the SEA and

other agencies. Particularly as the SEA tried to coordinate

policy and service'déiiVéry;“Véftiééliy“ (i:e., between.

different levels of government) as well as "horizontally®
(within one kevel of government), attempts to coordinate

services were often thwarted.

As SEA officials became more accustcmed to the complexi-

ties of intéragency activities, they began to see that

process: Careful attention had.to be given to a number oOf
factors if productive action was to result. These Factors
R U
inclyge:

 Sources of financing: The categorical nature of
funding for handicapped children's services inhibits

collaboration: Limitations on each fund source often
prevent flexible use of the funds for interagency

essional ident ~ Each of the .many
professional groups which serve handicapped children
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has a vested interest in the scope and structure of the

services they provide. While professionals may seem
willing to cooperate with one another; they frequently
resent what they consider an "intrusion" into their own

professional turf by another professional groups

® Problem Mafinition and Ciassification. Diagnostic
classifications usually influence the kinds of services
recommended in a treatment plan. Yet, each of the

‘human service systems serving handicapped children Hhas

its own traditions; philosophy, and conceptual approach
to identification and placement, and these can inhibit

coordinated service delivery.

® Multiple constituencies. While an agency's

constituency can be its most critical ally in fighting
for legislation or defending budget allocations, con-

stituency groups often can block interagency efforts

vi
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when they fear these will dilute a favored agency's
autonomy or influence.

® Administrative strictiire... The bureaucratiec imperatives .

of separate aggncies may bar collaboration on
programmatic efforts.

-

negotlated successfully.lf céilaboratlon is to result in

lasting lmprovement in serv1ces. Despite the. difficulties;

\

however, SEAs have been able to 1mplement a w1de range Oof

strate91es whlch achleve this goal.

II. EFFECTIVE APPROACHES TO STATE-LEVEL INTERAGENCY

COLLABORATION
In launch1ng ‘interagency efforts, SEAs usually have
focused on one Of four major goals, as set forth below:

A; -Clarifying Responsibilities for Handicapped Students
in State—@peratedeeSLdentlalgPrggrams

biverse. agengies -- e; .;~d1v151ons of ment,l,héalth
v gt \\ g

and mental retardatlon, departments of pdullc welfare, state
departments of correct1on§ -- adm1n1ster state institutions

which -serve handicapped students. SEAs have had to-establish

jo ol

policiés to ensure that these agencies' programs comply wit

th

(o}

P.L. 94- 1457 and this has entailed ciarifyin
responsibilities of both the SEA and of the administering
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agreements with the State Off1ces of Mental Health
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bilities fb&' cliilai:en in th()se agencies'
institutions: As a result, 2ducation pays only for

educatlon and related service costs not part of

routine care. As a by—product of the collaboration

expressed in these agreements, the State Budget

‘Office also arranged a transfer of Medicaid dollars
from the Office of Mental Retardation to a special
school district to _pay for related services for

retarded children in state institutions; thereby
increasing federal fundlng for. these children;

agreement among agency staff3 they ‘were one part of a

collaborative; problem-solv1ng process. This was also thé

case in a second SEA u51ng an 1nteragency agreement to resolve

issues related to state 1nst1tut;0ns:

entered into an agreement with the State Department
of Health and Social Services and the Department of
Corrections to clarify respbnSibilities for related

" services 1n these agencies' ‘1nst1tut10ns. The

serv1ces. These funds’ were used to establish a new

77 Sstite office with two ‘full-time staff who are

responsible for developlng a plan to deliver edica-

tion and related serviges to all handicapped children

-,under the JUrlSdlCthh of these departments.

Delawafe. officials have found the follow-up 'cé'pé'city of this

new office especially effective in 1mplement1ng the goals

Several states have agéa 1nteragency ceE?ittees as the

WY

vehicle for clar:fYIng res§66s1b111t1 related to
b :

Instltutlonalrzed handlcapped chlldren; ‘While the committee

structure ‘seems 1deal for 1hteragency collabo ation -~ i.e.,

i .
it br1ngs dll relevant actors into the same room —- commltt es

A
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1nteragency issues. R
The state of Maine provides an example of an effective

interagency committees

The MalneglnLELGEQaLLmenLalchmm;LLee (I1DC) was -

formed to dev1se a ecoordinated interagency system to
support all children living in residential and group
careffa0111t1es.,71; grew.from, legislation redquiring
the Departments of Human Services, Méhtél Health and
Mental Retardation; Corrections - and, later,
Educational and Cultural Services. to develop coordi-
hétéd pbllc éé for CH1ldréh and fémlly éé*VlCés.

t1es for these facilities among the four agencxes.

Because IDC's activities extend beyond handlcapped students,

its policies 1ntegrate special education concerns with general

educational and human servicé concerns. IDC's other strengths
have included its legislative Bééﬁiﬁéf;é ﬁﬁiéi-ié%é&
dééiéiéﬁﬁékiﬁé structure; and strong support staff.

Another example of an effective committee can be seen in
New Jersey. ’

New Jersey's Interdepartmental. Gemm;ttee ﬁo;
fEducatlon of the Handlcagped has clarlfled the

agencies. The Commlttee,has brpadfmembershlp yh;gh
allows it to carry out its dual mandate of (1)
coordinating the provision of education and related
services among all state agencies and (2) éﬁsurihg
that all state agencies comply with P:L: 94= . The
Committee has focussed on def1n1ng the serv1ce
responsibilities of agencies administering

residential facilities,; with the understanding that

financial responsibilities accompany the mandate for

service delivery.



B. State Efforts to Promote Local Interagency Collabora-
tion for Specific TargethopuiationgGroups

While many SEAs have developed state level agreements

Many of the most s:ccessful efforts in which SEAs have
promoted local collaboration have been on behalf of specific
target popuiatibhs; such as older handicapped children or
seriously emotionally disturbed ¢éhildren. SEAs have QSef a
variety of strategies to initiate these efforts. -

A

The Special Educatibh Division_of Michlgéﬁ'é

m e e . g e e e it e e S - s ——

Education Division of the same Department and the~75
State D1v1s1on of Rehabllltatlon Serv1ces,,has :

developed policies t¢ fac111tate and st1mn1ate~

improved secondary lqvei vocational services: An

interagency agreement developed at the state level

; outlines a general deiivery system which LEAs can

adapt to local conditionstT After resolving the major

impediments to collaboration at the state level,

staff of the three agencies provided intensive

technlcal assistance to LEAs, as well as conducting’
JOlnt in-service tralnlng to staff of all the
agencies,

w0

resources, the continuing state-level commitment to thi

interagency effort eventually led many LEAs to initiate joint
local programs for yéééEiéﬁéi services,

Other states have concluded that an effective way to
promote local interagency collaboratiofi is to offer LEAS

direct fiscal incentives. Two states illustrate the way this

=
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students with behav1oral disorders. The SEA funded
three loca11t1es 1n wh1ch serv1ces were expanded and

subseguently advanced. , 7 }
The Massachusetts SEA issiued an BFP soilctlng joint
’ Special Education/Vocational Educatlon programs from

LEAs. After competitive proposals: were submlthed

forty-six awards were made: Local agencies acceptlng

the funds agreed that 1local special educatlon and.

vocational education monies would be used 1n additlon

- % - ==

to state seed money; apd that local support

eventually would replace start up funds.
i -

~ Y e

_ of us1ng an RFP strategy. It récognlzes that local conditions

these condltlons. The RFP/1ncent1ve approach also heips onty

‘those LEAs that desire iﬁtéragéﬁéy programming aﬁa“aaéé not

force them to initiate p011C1es or programs for which they are

not ready; Finaiiy; 1t makes effective use of SEA discretion-

ary funds to promote expanded services at the local level;

C. - Establishing General State Policy with Regard to
Service Delivery and Financial Responsibilities Among
Agencies : '

In many-states— interagency activities have been

directed to one speC1f1c goal or have involved work between

the SEA and one other‘agency; However, several states have

~
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California.

In l§80, the California leglslature passed two laws
which requ1red (1) the development of written inter-

agency agreements to assign fiscal respons1b111t1es
for pr0v1d1ng spec1al education and related services,

- ‘and (2) a plan to identify and waive, .as necessary,

all legislative obstacles to 1nteragenﬁy collabora-
tion. These laws reflected leglslators belief that

" previous interagency agreements had not been
sufficiently specific about agencies® financial

responsibilities, nbr had Lhey guaranteed the most

government if agreements among state agenc1es were in
"dispite.

In theory, such legislation provides a strong and explicit

mandate for collaboration ameng state agencies; but in prac-

tice it does mot necessarily resolve all difficulties.
h

Without 1ntens1ve follcw up actlon, which has not yet

materialized in Callfornia; SEAs still must take upon them-

selvesﬂthe task of buiiding interagency relationships.

.~

which has examined service dellvery and f1nanc1ng

issues for handicapped children-in residential faci-

lities: 1In addition; the SEA established a system of

local; regional; and state committees in which
multlple agencies work together to resolve placement
issues for spec1f1c ch11dren., For thé future,

Together, these activities represent a more comprehensive
approach to interagency planning and serﬁiéé delivery than has

been the case in most states.



éimiiariy, éoioraao has uhaértakéﬁ mu1tip1é inter=

in re51dentiai and community placements,

K3

.

The Colorado Department of Education entered into an

agreement with the Department of Social Services to
_ establish joint placement, funding, and monitoring
- procedures for handicapped children placed in

residential facilities. At the same time; the.

‘Colorado legislature enacted a law that enabled

counties to reallocate funds previously used for

children's residential placements; to déveiop service

alternatlves allowing children to remain in their own

homes.  Counties created local -interagency committees

(known as Placement Altprnatlve Commissions) to

develop these 1local programs. i

©

Coiorado s 1nteragency activities extended beyond 3ust the
needs of hapdicapped children but, in so doing, improve ed

'service delivery for handicapped children as well.

-

D. Information Sharing Among Agencies

The" §lété f Utah has taken an unusual approach to

the problem which all states face of adequatély sharing

information among state agencies
Hiéﬁrls plannlng an 1ntegrated 1nform3t10n system
common to all agencies serving handicapped children.
While still in a developmental stage, the plan calls
for a computerized system which will include data
from; and remaih étééééiblé ‘to, each of the

of Educatlon, Soc1al Serv1ces, and Health;

When complete; the system will prov1de state- wide data on

services prov1ded to handicapped children and will aSSlSt

agencies, in making referral, placement, and programming

decisions. The data available from the system should also

xiii

L4



- .
- -

Q|
h
[=}
3
Q
n
VR
=X
Qu
e
=
Qf
3
3
eto
3
fQa

give agencies,a new basis for allocatin
~- -~ future-programs: —

,,,,,,,,,,,,

III. COMMON FACTORS CONTRIBUTING TO THE EFFECTIVENESS OF

T _INTERAGENCY ‘'COLLABORATION STRATEGIES o

<
,.

———--— ..~ "Based on SEA. -experiences, the:followlhg faétdts emerge

-

as among the msot 1mportant for achievtng effective inter-

agency coliaboratxdn;

'@ Involvement of a higher unit of state government in
order to reduce and resolve policy disputes.

Use of an on—-going process of collaboration rather
than a one-time action or agreement. !
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resourcés to the process. of 1nteragency collaboration
in order to assure follow-through at the state and
local level. . - i
p \ |
® Provision of strong leadership, either by the SEA or

another unit of state government, with clear .

enunc1at10n of ‘goals and a plan for achieving .them.

- . goal'; 7Interagency cgmmltteesfseem best suited for
communication, problem solving, and information
sharing. . Interagency agreements (with follow-

through and enforcement) seem particularly effective
in assigning service delivery and f1nanc1al

responsibilities.

R

Appreciation of the informal dimensions_of inter-
agency collaboration.

° AttentLonftogiqcaigfoiiowgthrongh so that counter-

part local agencies understand and can implement

state-level agreements.
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INTRODUCTION .. ... .

Long before passage of P:L: 94-142, effective provision

education agencies and other human service providers: Because
the needs ofqhandicapped children are diverse, state and local
education agencies (SEAs and LEAS) have éiWéYé’éétéﬁiiéﬁéa
ties with other community agencies that could provide
necessary-health; Sbéiai; and residential care ééf%iééé;

However,; following P:L: 94-142's enactment, the "inter-

agency dimension" of spedial education took on a new

importance., The federal law' s mandate changed schools”

relationships with human service providers. Not only were

LEAS (and SEAS) forced to interact with an expanded range of

agencles; but the nature of this 1nteract10n was altered.

Informal collaboration; sufficient in the past;-gave way to-

new, more formal procedures:. Tough negotiations over inter-

agency jurisdictior, f1nanc1ﬁg, and service delivery replaced

previous discussions aboﬂt specific services for spec1f1c
children. -

At first, education foiciaié approached the issue of
intéragency collaboration éhthUéiééﬁiCéiiy and optimistically.
Immediately after P.L.94-142's passage, a flurry of new acti-=

4

vities were begun: state interagency agreements and local

interagency committees proixferated- SEAé; LEAS; éﬁa other

collaboration and held high hopes for the expanded service

systems that would result from their efforts.



staff time, but only rarely led to the rapid improvement in,

or expansion of, services that had been envisioned. Regard-
less of the good wikl existing among participants, too many of

these fledging interagency efforts proceeded slowly and

officials perceived such efforts with ¢ynicism and even

L4 -

distrust.
Yet the need for education agencies to cooperate with

human service agencies in order to, first, comply with P.L.
94-142, and second, provide full educational opportunities for

handicapped children has not diminished: Although the task

has proved tougher than anticipated; SEAs and LEAs have begun

renewed efforts to make interagency collaboration work. In

attempts: they recognize that interagency collaboraticn is a
means to ‘an end, a strategy that may be appropriate for
solving some problems, but not others. |

This report analyzes and documents a number of current
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~~"""" has led SEAs and LEAs to develop interagency activities. This
section alsc sets forth a perspective on interagency collabo-

ration which underlies many of the more siccessful of these
efforts. The second identifies and discusses a number of

. on-going SEA activities that are demonstrating that inter-
agency collaboration; when carefully and skiiifuiiy_éXécuted,

can produce benefits for the ediucation of handicapped

children.




I: THE P.L: 94-142 MANDATE AND AN INTERAGENCY PERSPECTIVE ON

SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES

A. The Interagency Dimensions of the P:Ls 94-142 Mandate

P.L. 94-142 created the need for interagency efforts
through several of its most important provisions. First, at
the state level,; the regquirement that the SEA act as thé
single state agency responsible for as ur1ng the provision of
special education and related services to all handicapped

children i in the state had profound implications for the SBA's

role within state government: The "general supervision"
respons1b111ty of the SEA, as this provision came to be known,

required the special education division of the SEA to wield
: H

authorlty over state agéhéiés whose budgets, staff; and;

often, influence were far greater than its own: For example,

many different agencies: Under P:L: 94-142, the SEA must

ensure that all institutionally-based education programs met
the federal law's standards -- Eééﬁi?iﬁ@ major departures from
established practice in most states.

Second; the requirement that education agencies

assure the availability of related services when these are

necessary for ‘a handlcapped chiid to benefxt from a free

ties: Many of the related services specified in th

law, as well as others that states chose to make available,

had traditionally been provided by, not education agenc1e§,



vices were available when appropriate; SEAs have had to either

(1) encourage school districts to provide these services

~directly, thereby incurring additional costs and perhaps dup-
licating existing service delivery systems, or (2) negotiate
access to services offered by other human service,systems.

disadvantages (see Volume II: Ritfective Policies_in the

Provision of Related Services), each requires that SEAs

establish poticies defining educational agencies' responsibi-
lities in relation to those of other human service providers.
P.L. 94-142 assigned these major new responsibilities

to a unit of state government which traditionally was neither
large nor powerful. Within thé organizational structure of
most States, divisions of special education had neither the

to the mental health; and mental retardation/developmental

disability 8i6i§i6né; or even to other, more prominent,
divisions within state education agencies, such as vocational
education units. Nevertheless, P.L. 94-142 and its companion
state statutes required that special education units negotiate
on equal footing with all of these larger and more powerful
state agencies. Moreover, the special sducation unit was
expected to both éxercise leadership and provide policy
direction for other agencies' programs:



-could not always be resolved among the state agencies directly
involved in service delivery: Ultimately, resolving these

state legislatures, budget bureaus, or interagency

94-142 have proven no less demanding. In particular, the

related services mandate has affected local interagency,

efforts. While some LEAs or Intermediate Education Units

can be made avaijlable directly through the school district.
Because the related services mandate includes services which

most school districts historically havc not provided, LEAs

have had to maintain contact with a wider range of service

providers than in the past.

X The least restrictive environment (LRE) provisions of
the federal law have also encouraged LEAs to jointly work with
other agencies to provide related services: P:L: 94-142

mandates that handicapped children must be educated,; insofar

Q
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large or wealthy districts,’LEAS have had to work closely with
other agencies to develop the comprehensive ptégfams'neéessary
to implement this provision; particularly with regard to
serving severely handicapped children.  Districts have sought
to.build relationships with those agencies that offer
complementary serivces and thus can assist in ma&ﬁta}ﬁiﬁg a
child in his ‘or her own hore. I o
P.L. 94-142's effect 6ﬁ:iﬁ£éfagéﬁa§ relationships is
complicated further by the need to coordinate service finance .
and delivéry between levels of government. Agéncy i'rii:eraci:i'gh

occurs both "horizontally," i.e., within one level of govern~-

ment, and "verticaily," between different leveds of govern-

ment; thus moving down from the federal to state .governments,

‘and to local governments, and back again. ' The problems of

coordinating policy and service delivery among these three
levels == each with its own jurisdictions, legislative
authorities, and provider agencies -- have Eﬁﬁéftéa.éttempts
at service integration in many fields of human services, not
only in special education:

Implementing the P.L. 94-142 mandate has besn .

approaches to problems and uniform standards for educational

quality. But when the intergovernmental complexities of other




seryice systems are added, the potential problems multiply

Q)

xponentlally. Qolv1ng these probiems has requ1red a: new
er

perspective on Interagency relatlonshlps,'one wh1ch recognlz

that they are’ multl d1men51ona1 in nature.,=t- ] .

B. A Perspective on Interagency Relationships

Shortly after P.L. 94-142's §aséagé; the term "inter-

agency collaboration" became- perva51ve in ‘special education
termInoiogy, serving as shorthand for the systematic and pro—

ductive interactions wh1ch educatlon agenc1es had to establish

with other human serv1ce prov1ders. However; llke most coede

words; this one proved both too general and. too narrow to con-

vey édequately the Full range_of*iééﬁes raised by such

éffbtté} On the 6ﬁé hand, this term is too general bzcause it

of one agency's plans by another, to a fuii, COO?érétiVé
endeavor in which two or more agencies jbihtiy pish; finance, .
deliver; and evaluate services. At the same time, the term -
has Béehrc0hstfuedftoo na}rrow@y._ The phenomenon that it
seeks to aeécribé -- the intégratibh of service around the

'to establish a perspective on the 1nteragency dimension of

épéciai education -- a pérépéctiVé used, not only in thISi
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the bureaucratlc aspects oﬁ 1nt§¥agency collaboration. _At- .

‘ issue in any 1nteragency effort are a broader range of

sfactors: These are. dlscussed 1n the remalnder of this sectlon

and include:
® Sources of Finaficing;

Professional Identification; .

®
. Problem Definition and Classification;
: s Multiple Constituencies; and.
e Administrative Structures: _

- Sources of Financing: Fiﬁéﬁéiﬁé issues are often at_

the heart of interagency efforts to collaborate, because the

ééiéééfiééi nature of ééfViéé'funding probabiy'SHapes the pat—

Because money has been allocated for dlccrete areas

of service -- i:e:; for mental nealth services, for retarda- °
tion services, for hesith care éérViCéS -- service déiiVéry
éyétémé HéVé been drgéﬁizéa afduhd'tHESé fuﬁaiﬁg streams, sach

sources that fund serv1ces for handicapped children: Those

sources reflect not only differing 1egislative;purpcses; but




in providing services: Over time, these varied funding
sources have built up their own inflexibilities -~ theg

so-called "hardening of the categcries" == and have proVep
g g

been lost:

Professional Identification. The number of diffefEng

professions involved in serving handicapped children also €ip

promote or impede interagency collaboration efforts. BecaUSg

unusually wide range of professionals may be involved in tnely

care: While physicians; social workers, physical and occuPi«

herapists,; speech therapists, audiologist$,

[adl

tional
Hééyéﬁéiégists; and special educators all serve childran gifc
ferently, each group has a vested interest in the scope 20y
structure of the services it provides. Although the 3nEers
dependence of these professional fields is well-establjished,
== i.e., no one professional group can meet all the nesds Of

handicapped children -- it remains true that each profession
will defend its prerogatives and decision-making authorit¥,
Thus; while professionals may seem willing to collaborat®,
they also may resent what they consider an "intrusion" i 0t

their professional arena.

Problem Defjnition and Classification. Rélated tg
the issue of professional identification is problem identifis
cation and classification: FEach of the various professiong

’

&
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and agencies that deals with handicapped children has
developed its own traditions, philosophy, and conceptual
approach té both defining snid ciéééifyihg children's proﬁ%émé
and organizing and providing services. THuS, the child who is
classified as severely retarded by the educaticn system can be
considered a juvenile delinquent by the corrections system
‘diagnostic classification often determines the kinds of
services recommended in a treatment plan and may be a factor
in determining eligibility for services. These different
classification schemes_also are é%iaéﬁE in different;

co-existing -- and often competing -~ service models: For
example, a medical model is used by some service systems, a
rehabilitative model by others, and an educational model by

still others. Eligibility for service often depends on being
classified in a way which fit§ the model or Service prbg}ém in
question: Initial classification directly and substantially
affects how handicapped children and their families are
treated by the multiple systems -- and the differences in
Slassifications can be a significant barrier to interagency
programming .

Multiple_Constituencies. The multiple and
specialized constituencies that have developed around dif=
ferent services for handicapped children can be a further

relatives of handicapped children; or advocates with a

1

11



particular interest in a field of handicapped children's

policy and services. While an agencyié constituency can be

its most critical ally in fighting for legislation or

block interagency efforts when they fear that these will
dilute a favored agency's autonomy or influence. Different
constituency groups often work at cross purposes by guarding

funding source -- even when such activities may result in

improved services from a broader perspective. Thus;

constituents' and advocates' activity are double-edged: they

can both help and hurt agencies' attempts to amalgamate
resources.

Administrative Stricture. Agencies' administrative

and fééﬁiéiiéﬁé; and the corresponding structure with which
it provides benefits and services is unigue. For éxampie;
different agencies maintain different licensing and
certification standards which require compliance with
personnel and programmatic policies and facility standards.
Just Efyiﬁj to ensure that EééﬁéféEiGé programs comply with
éiiléf these simultaneously has; in some instances,; been
sufficient to block interagency effectiveness.

12



In addition to these general problems; specific interagency

' problems have recurred in implementing P.L. 94-142. These
include:

e The mandates of other. human Service agencies allow them:
significantly more discretion than the mandate of P:L.
94 142 gives to SEAs ahd LEAS. Whéréas otﬁer”ﬁﬁmaﬁ

-

serve,; and can cease prov1d1ng services when resﬁoﬁufrces

are low; SEAs and LEAs cannot: Spec1al education

administrators cite this disparity in mandates as the

- most powerful inhibitor of productive relationships
with other agencies.

® Services to hand1capped children are provided under

different fee schedule rules: While special education

serv1ées must be prov1ded at no ~cost, other health and

fam111es fall below a deflhed _income level. Still
other services charge a fee-for-service based on

ability to pay. These differences make it difficult

for LEAS to refer families to other agencies without
violating the requirements of P.L. 94-142,

M Agenc1es with complementary responsibility for

handicapped children may have differing service plan

requirements. For example, a vocational rehabilita-

tion agency requires an Individual Written

:Rehabilitation Plan (IWRP); spescial education requires

and Individualized Education Plan (IEP); and Vocational

Education requires an Individual Serv1ce Plan (ISP).

Ma1nta1n1ng three separate plans for chlldren served by

all three agenc1es is needlessly duplicative and

1mpedes program 1ntegrat10n. Attempts to develop a

inability to successfully 1ntegrate vary1ng program and
agency reqguirements.

® Agenicy policies about confidentiality of information

may block joint service delivery. Mental health

agencies often maintain the most stringent confiden-=

tiality rules; .and are often unw1111ng to share

information ewen when safeguards are in place:. Without

this information sharing, joint service delivery is
difficults:

Finally, perhaps the most serious impeaimeht to

interagency collaboration that gpébfﬁi“@ﬁﬁf&t1bﬁ”aaﬁiﬁistfa;

13




itself. 1Ironically, the law -- which virtually requires
interagency collaboration for its successful implementation —--
at the same time creates incentives against collaboration.

‘boration is based on equal status and participation: Agencies
consider themselves equal partners and view éoiiabo:atioﬁ as
the only way to achieve the desired goal of full educational
opportunity for handicapped children. Participating agencies
attempt to bring their resources and services together to
achieve results that no one agency could achieve on its own.

In the sécond case, collaboration is based on
inequality. One agency has the most extensive mandate to

achieve a goal;, but needs other agencies' assistance to

assemble the necessary resources: This is often the circum-

and LEAs must ensure provision of ‘special education as well as

necessary related services, whether other agencies participate
or not. Collaboration can be urged, but ultimately, other
agencies can point to the special education mandate and

sibilities: Under these conditions,; collaboration can be
significantly more difficult to achieve because of the altered
incentives for collaboratipn. Instead of perceiving each

14 -




goal, agency participation is ssen °'s optional. Only one
agency, the special éaUCétidh‘pfégfam; must ultimately éﬁgafé
the provision of all necéssary services; even if ° has to do
¢

S0 on its own.

These two models are not theoretical: At both the
state and local levels, human service agencies have adopted
one or the other. For examplé, in many communities the pre-

standard of educational opportunity. has spurred agéhéiéé on to
more systematic and more carefully-planned coordinatisn. In
~

charged that human service agencies are cutting back on

services to handicapped children, relying on special education

programs to replace any services so withdrawn.

The persistence of problems in achieving interagency
collaboration has led special education administrators to feel
becth frustrated and skeptical about continuing to pursue these

skepticism about the interagency efforts now, particularly

15
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instead we're letting natural working relationships become
established and see where they lead." The most megative
assessment comes from a special education director in a state
that initially made extensive efforts toward interagency
financing and programming: "Aftér all these years, there is
nothing to Show for it."

In an era of diminishing _.resources for all human

services, this view of interagency work threatens to become

pervasive:. It is not yet apparent what effect budget cuts
fiscal reductions will only make collaboration more difficult.

As resources diminish, agencies will defend their turf more

interagency purposes. Others contend that across-the-board

... resource.reductions will necessitate interdependence among

agencies. Only by pursuing the cost savings and program
efficiencies possible fhrough. collaboration will agencies.be
able to maintain an acceptable level of services:

Despite the generally primitive state-of-the art of
interagency collaboration, :some state and local education

joint ventures providing special education and related

d
_ services to handicapped students. The examples of such

policies and programs - -documented in the next section of this

report and in the other three volumes prodiuced by the project

16




effectively promote interagency cooperation on behalf of
hahdiéapped students.

The remainder of this chépter summarizes state level
strategies for interagency collaboration and the major lessons

that can be gleaned from them.

2
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II. EFFECTIVE APPROACHES TO STATE-LEVEL INTERAGENCY
COLLABORATION

encounter in trying to implement P:L: 94-142: These include

the hééa to (1) clarify responsibilities for handicapped stu-

_dents in state-operated and private residential programs; (2)

coordxnéEé several agencies' resources on behalf of specific

target

populations; (3) assign financial and service delivery

responsibilities éhéhg agencie57 and (4) share information.

A.

served

Programg

In almost all states; some handlcapped students are

by a state agency other than the SEA. Possible service

providers include the following programs:

Thée mental health agency, which may be an independent
agency or part of a larger state department; generally

operates residential facilities that provide clincial

treatment,; educatien; and room and board for
emotionally disturbed chlldren.

A division of mental retardatlon or developmental
disabilities usually f1nances institutions and
communlty—based programs for mentally retarded persons,
particularly those who are severely and profoundly
retarded. In most cases; these include separate
facilities for children and aduits, as well as day and
residential programs; :

A state department of publlC welfare,,or a state

chi®ldren's agency, generally runs residential facili-
ties for dependent and neglected children,; including
those without parents or wliuse parents are unableée to

'
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care for them at home. Care for these children may
be in foster care _or rééidéhtiél ihétitﬁtibhs. Whilé

others do not.

the state department of correctlons admlnlsters

correctional facilities for youth who are in trouble

with the law: These facilities are usually ‘lccked
residential facilities serving children age 12-21.

by ahéﬁﬁéf state agency.
Regardless of .which agency is the primary care
provider, the SEA's task is to ensure that these children

receive a free appropriate pubiic education. To accomplish

this task, SEAS must develop new monltorlng standards that

ensure that the fac111fy' educational programming meets
'hahaicappéa students' needs: SEA's also must address the

the institutional setting, a gquestion that has pro%oked
considerable debate, and even heated afgumenté, in many
states.

In order to establish policies that address thesé
issues, many states developed interagéncy méchanisms that

attempted to clarify roles and responsibilities among

i

agencies. The .two most common mechanisms used for thi
purpose were interagency agreements and interagency
committees. - .

Interagency agreements were developed by many states

in an effort to assign seérvice delivery and financial

responsibilities among one or more state agencies serving
|
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7 handicapped children. However, the histcry of interagency
agreements reveals their limitations. 1In many cases, agree-
ments had little substance and were gernerally disregarded,
even by participating agencies who viewed them simply as

~“agreements to agree," i.e., little more than expressions of

4

an agency's good intentions. Once signed, these agreements
tended to have minimal effect on agency operations: In fact,

many were developed primarily to achieve paper compliance with
P.L: 94-142°s prévisions by demonstrating that accouﬁtabii{ty
existed between the SEA and the other stats égéﬁcy with
jurisdiction for Somé siub-group of handicapped children.

AS an exception to this general situation, this pro-

ject ‘encountered interagency agreements which had been effec-

activity undertaken by SEA staff who récoghizéd the
inadequacies of standard 'agreements, yet still believed that a
carefully constructed agreement could ébhtfibﬁtérgd méahihgfﬁi
cooperation. Typically; these agreements were éiéﬁéﬁf:é of a
=5faéaéf process which involved inter- and intra-agency
activities. Described below are several of the more éffe¢ti§e
state lnteragency agreements that were designed to establish
policies for children being educated ihiétété;bpérétéd and
private residential programs. 7 ‘}
Louisiana's agreement between its SEA and Office of

ealth, and its SEA and the Office of Mental

jeal

Mental
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The Louisiana SEA's agreemeint with the Office of

Mental Health stipulated that the Mental Health

agency would pay for all treatment and care costs for
students in state-operated mental health 1nst1tut1ons

services not part of routine treatment and care. A
similar agreement was developed with the Office- .of
Mental Retardation for children cared for in thglr
facilities: Finally; a third agreement assxgned to

mental_ health agencies the costs of all services
identified in the mental health treatmefit plan for’

students placed by the mental health agency in

private mental health residential facilities.

Education pays for‘all other services 1dent1f1ed in
the IEP. Thus, a series of agreements. were developed

© to address progressively more difficult 1ssues
associated with 1n=t1tut10nallzed handlcapped
students. g

~

duplication among state agencies and clarify their

respective roles so that handicapped students would

be better served and agency-efficacy maximized.. As & -
side effect of these agreements, the State Budget

Office requested the Office of Mental Retardation to
give $1 million of its Medicaid funds to the
education agency to help pay for mentally retarded
children in state institutions. Since Medicaid is a
federal-state matching program, using these dollars
for handicapped children resulted in increased
federal spending on their behalf. (See Appendix A
for a more detailed description.) .

; Louisiana's 1nteragenCy agreements seemed to have

'between the SEA and the Offlce of Mental Health and between

the SEA and the Office of Mental Retardation. By explicitly

déflnlng which agency must pay for which ser%lces, the three

agencies are bettér'é ble to plan ahead and budget for ser-
vices. Moreover, because two agencies are no longer providing

’

the.same services to the same children, each agency can
refocus its efforts on ekpanded éerv1ces that do not duplicate’

those provided by another agency.

21
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The process by which Louisiana's egfeéﬁeﬁfe Wefe

developed was designed to ensure that the assigned respon51—

o

bilities reflected an understanding of the particular

perspectives and limitations of each agency. SEA staff

respon51ble for draftlng the agreements were phy51cally housed
for one year in the Department of Health and Human ResoUrces
(the "umbrella" agency for Mental Health' and Mental
Retéfaatiehi; Because of this; familiarity and trust were

_increased for both agencies: This procedure also insured that

the resulting agreement would be translated into 65éfé£iéﬁéij
pol;cy rather than remain ﬁerely éheexpreeéiOh of gddd;wiii.
Evep after the agreements were signed, SEA Staff placed in the
other departiient’ stayed on as liaisons; Loulsiana's efforts
thus refiect more than a pro forma agreement' they involve an
ongoing commitment Bél‘een agencies, a commitment that is
*svidenced by shared agency staff. |
Delaware has alsoc developed an ihtétégéhé? agreement
that assigns responsibiliti'es .for handicapped children in -

state-operated programs to multiple agencies:

Delaware's agreement worked out the financial and
service delivery responsibilities among the SEA, the

Department of Health and Social Services, and the

Department of Corrections for related services pro-

vided to handicapped children residing in mental

health and correctional facilities. This agreement:

created a funding pool made up of contributions from

all three agencies. The Department of Corrections
was able to redlrect related eérvice funds to .

in correctional fac1l;t1es,,wh11e funds from the SEB,; -

" the _Departiient of Aealth and sae;;;NSérvIéés, and the

related serv1ces.

22
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The Delaware agreement establishes an office with two

full-time staff and a secretary with respon51b111tyif'

for developlng an administrative. design to deliver
spec1al educatlon ‘and related serv1ces to 'all handi-

departments.: Thus,; the agreement is mot intended .to

achieve a one-time solution te these three agencies'

poitcyrprobiems,'but rather to put into place a pro-

cess and the resources needed to resolve problems

over time. After an initial period of federal

funding, part1c1pat1ng agencies now share the costs
of the office. (See Appendix B for a more detailed
discussion.)

Délaware's 1nterageney agreement among three

degartﬁenﬁé provides one of the clearest eiaﬁﬁies of an on-

is the follow—through capac1ty of the Offlce of State Inter-

agéhcy Education Administrative Agreement that is reé’pén'sib’ie

Delaware officials found this arrangement t6 be

(adl
o
(0N

‘ﬁééEiéffééEiQe-wai-Eé promote change. Although they had
earlier tried to accomplish the éame 6Bject1ve/é through inter-
agency committees, they found the Cbmmittee‘g/recommendations
difficult ;to implement because these O%ten called for
unreaiistic'change; By agreelng on f1nanc1al responsibili-

technlcai assistance to local i sti E"Eions and agencies, the

three participating agenc1es have produced workable technical

- -
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Many other effective state interagency agreem®l¢s

assign financial and service delivery responsibilities aMOng

agencies. (Some of these are described in Volume 2 of this

series, Effective Policies_in_the Provision of kelzled

Services.) In addition to interagency agreements; severyl.

states have used interagency committees to aSsign

rved in state-opératsad

DI

responsibilities for children s
programs or in other residential facilities.

T In theory; a committee structure seems ideal for the

goal of allocating resporsibilities: it brings all relevant
actors into the same room and provides a forum wherShy
individuals can negotiate their respective duties and addf€ys
problems they may be able to resclve. When bpéfétiﬁa
¢ffectively, a committee tends to: build consensus and; in thg

highly politicized world of state government;,; can serye 25 3
vehicle for %giﬁf decision-making. However, in reality, ¢©hn-

mittees exhibit a mixed track record in resolviig questjons Of

agency jurisdiction. Many states have found that thely

Interagency committees tend to be similiar in thely
goals and structures. For example; most of the interageNly

committees that were developed to clarify agency respongibilic
ties define their mission in relationship to P.L. 94-142 21y
either received their impetus from, or were revitalized PY,
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the passage of this legislation. Most committees have also

adopted similar patterns of membership. They usually include
Yepresentatives from their states® special education unit, as
well as from their state agencies for mental health and

sretardation or déVélbpﬁéhtal disabiiity Sérvicés; Many also

and/or the state agency for human services (éfféﬁ called the

state social service aééﬁéilz Beyond these core agency

part of the human services agéhcy) aud the départméht
responsible for youth corrections. .
Maine is one of the states that effectively used the
committee approach to address agency responsibilities:
The Maine Interdepartmental Committee (IDC) was

formed in 1978 to devise a coordinated interagency

system to support all children living in resxdentlal

and group care facilities. The Committee grew out of

stare legislation requiring the Department of Human

Services;,; the Department of Mental Health and Mental

Retardation,; the Department of Corrections, and,

later the Department of Educational and Cultural

Services to develop long—-term coordinated policies
concerning children and family services.

The Committee's first task was to coordinate residen-
tial child care for all children served by a state

reviewing fundlng applications from residential and

group care facilities; set uniform rates and then

created a.formula for allocatxng fiscal respons1b1l1—

For children who are wards of the state, the

Bepartment of Human Serv1ces _pays_ all board ahd care

SEA pays all syec1al education costs. For nQn”state

wards, the Departmentfof Mental Health and HMental
Retardation pays for all treatment costs; while the
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care,; treatment, and special education_and_establish
uniform rates for all departments: (See Appendix C
for a more detailed description.)

-

The activitieés of Maine's Interdepartmental Committee

‘extend beyond handicapped students: IDC has the more broadly

defined mission of coordinating services for all children in

residential facilities. Thus, agencies' fiscal responsibili-

Maine's committee integrates special education concerns with
general education and human Service concerns. Thus, its
policies are probably nore Securé and more likely to be

! o ) o
legislative origins. The fact that the state legislature

réquiféa three state agencies to develop é\;oordinated system
) N :

of care lent credibility to the effort. ‘In addition, the
o B NG . o , N\ ,
Committee also received support from two éuééé§SiVé governors.

This support from a higher unit of state government generally
lielps provide the "clout" needed to assign fiscal responsibi-

allocations and other policy decisions are carried out Hhas

been the IDC's structure. This includes a four-tiered

hierarchy that starts with mid-level working committees and



ends with the four Commissioners; thereby assuring that the
Committee's deliberations are both grounded in operational

knowledge and supported by leaders.
As is the case with other effective committees, the
-~ IDC's success reflects a support staff capable of undertaking

the necessary work. Maine's IDC staff is comprised of three
fuii:timé-ﬁéﬁbéié; all hired by the Committee, and salaried on
a rotating basis by participating agencies. The availability

o,

of thIS staff is essential to this, and any., committee's

progress. )
An important characteristic of Maine's IDC, one that

it shares with other effective 1nteragencY committees; :is that

the Cbmmlttéé has not been éEéEiéf As with any membership

group, its purposes and methods have changed over t1me as

.appears to have stablized its pos1t10n W1th1n the state
government; becoming an integral and accepted patt of the °
governing process. Thus, diue to its extensive operating
responsibilities, Maine's committee seems to function almost
like a separate agency within the state government.

| Another example of an interagency-committéé'thét has
been éfféétive:ih clarifying agency roles is New Jersey's

Interdepartment Committee for Education of the Handicapped:
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New Jersey's Interdepartment Committee for Education
of the Handicapped was established in 1978 to

/

coordinate the prov1510n of education and related

services among agencies and to ensure that all state

agencies serving handicapped children comply with

P.L. 94-142. The committee is made up of the

Directors of the Division of Special Education and

the Division of Vocational Education from the
Department of Education. The Assistant Commissioners
from the Departments of Correctlons, Health ~Human

tives from their respect1ve bureaus and offices. The
Executive Director of Head Start and the Assistant

Director from the Office of Community Affairs and the

Governor's Development Disabilitites Council also
participate.

The Interdegartment Committee has clarified responsi-

bilities for handicapped children among participating
agencies. It began by identifying functions common
to all agencies and then proceeded to assigh specific
responsibilities to individual agencies. The
Committee grew out of a recognition that because
multiple state agencies could be involved in caring
* for handicapped children, interagency planning was
necessary. The potential overlapping of _service
jurisdictions and the lack of clarity about financial

- responsibilities was apparent. The SEA knew that an
interagency approach was needed to ensure appropriate
services for children residing in private facilities
as Wéll as fbr thbéé Childréh éérVéd by 6thér state-

health facilities. Aithough the Committee has not

-specifically aSSIgned financial responsibilities

amdng agencies,; it is understood ‘that financial

responsibilities accompany the service delivery

responsibilities which have been spelled out. (See
Appendix D for a more detailed description.)

New 5é’§éy'§ In terdepartment Committee suc iSéfﬁii?

response to P:L. 94-142. Unlike Maine's CBﬁﬁiEtéé which
received its iﬁbétﬁé from state legislation, New Jersey's was

- — -

created by the SEA; in direct response to the federal law.
Also in contrast to Maine's interagency comm1ttee, the New
2

Jersey Committee chose to focus its work on handicapped
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children, rather than expéhd to other related areas. This.
focus has enabled it tov accomplish ‘the specific task of
assigning service delivery responsibilities among agencies.

State EffortsftofErcmotegLocalglnLeragency Collabo-
ratlongforgspec4£4c4$argetfEepuiat4on Groups

es]

delivery and finarcing parameters, they must theh work to
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operations. Whlle many SEAs have developed stéte 1¢
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agreeméhtgrwith other agencies, a paper agreement has little
impact if it is not accompanied by follow-up effort on the
part of relevant agency staff. Perseverance ié.eéééﬁEiéi to
success.

Most E§§iéé11§;;ééﬁé seek to promote join®: local
efforts around groups ot handicapped children who require a
rich mix of services. 'For exampie; pré—gchooi héhdicépped

disturbed children: Each of these populations has

human service agenc1es.

(]

3

g

One example of a state interagency agreement

=t
| il
4]

undertaken by Michigan's Department of Education. T
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In 1980, the Special Education Division of Michigan' ‘g
Department of Education undertook an intensive joint

effort with both another division of the Department

-—- the.Vocational Education Division -- and the State

Division of Rehabilitation Services. Their goal was

to develop state p011c1es that would facilitate and

stimulate improved secondary level vocational ser-

vices: This collaborative effort was motivated by a

shared conviction that secondary,level special
education students were neither being prepared
effectively for work, nor developing skills commen-
surate with their potential.

Staff persons from each of the three agencies pro-

duced a state-level interagency agreement that

both demohstrated a substantlve commltment on the

detailed guide from which local districts could bu1ld

theif programs. By resolv1ng the major pollcy i§§Ué§
develop sound local programs., More spec1flcally,
this agreement outlined the roles and responsibili-
ties of each agency in secondary programming, and put
into place a process that would result in the
development of additional local vocational programs
for secondary school students. _This agreement
Bétweeﬁ thé three ~agencies emphasized ébbﬁefative

the service delivery practices of the three pe;g;g;:
pating agencies to conform to a single state program
model. Instead, it sets forth functions each _agency
is mandated to perform with regard to the provision
of education and related services to handicapped
children and leaves c0351derable discretion to local
districts. (see Appendlx E for a more detailed

description; )
.

and shrinking resources that slowed the ééfééﬁéﬁi-

afford the level of staff time required for the cooperative

program building effort. Yet at each pbiﬁt; the agenc1es

afflrmed tiieir w1111ngn é to preceed; Their sustained
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Other state agreements to promote local-level colla-
boration,; such as California's agreement between the SEA and
the Department of Mental Health, and Oklahoma's agreement
among the SEA, Vocational Rehabilitation; and Vocational
Education, are described in Volume 2 of this series, Effective

Policies in the Provision of Related Services.

- In contrast to the agreements previously mentioned;

other states have concluded that the most effective and
efficient method of promoting local collaborative arrande-
ments is to offer LEAs direct fiscal incentives. For example,

two states described below have used state level funding to

encourage joint Jocal programs. While, in itself. joint
funding of local programs is not new, some SEAs are finding

innovative ways to stimulate local districts to alter their

arrangements at the service delivery level, SEAs interested in
this approach focus less on general; state-level collaboration
and more- on specific program linkages that directly benefit
certain groups of handicappzd children. Joint funding thus
would not help resolve many state-~level issues of concérn to

interagency committees, instead, it Seems to be more viable as

a way of prompting local action. Typically, SEAs issue
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Request for Proposal (RFP) that soiinE5;66ﬁ§éEiEiGé bids by
LEAs and lacal human service agencies to jointly operate
programs of special education and related services. The
promlse of new- prcgram funding motivates local agencies to
enter into the neces ary agreements Wwith other human service
or education agencies. Two examples of such a competitive

bidding process are described below.

’orders were in short supply statewide and that merely

"encouraging” local programs had not resulted in much

new funding. The SEA was a]sc, interested in

decreasing the number of expensive day and residen-

tial out-of- dlqtrlct placements for this group of
children. . .

In response to thlS situation, the SEA used part of
its P.L. 94-142 25% set-aside funds to issue an RFP
§ollclt;ng,391nt proposalgfbetweeq LEAs and Community
Mental Health Centers (CMHCS) to develop programs for
this specific population. Thé objective of the RFP
was to use. seed fioney to encourage local organiza-
tions' collaboration.. In effect, the LEA would act
as a case-manager-and refer troubled children to:a
joint LEA-CMHC program. The SEA thereby hoped to

assure that these school-age children received
~adequate care: - . .

o Grants were awarded to three localities;,; Kent County,

Providence; and Woonsocket, in which the LEA and the

CHMC jointly developeu a plan to treat emotlonally

disturbed children. SEA discretionary funds were

used as a three-year Commitment to. prov1de Start-up

used before, the-prev1eus ‘Col
had been limited to LEAs.
.projects, the LEA or group

.petttlve solxcxtatlone
In each of the three
of LEAs is the fiscal

of the. spe01al~educat10n funds. The LEA receives

funds directly from the SEA; but the CMHC involvement

is an essential part of" the local _program. (See

Appendix F for a more detalled discussion.)
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The RFP strategy recognizes a state's limited abiiity
to Specify the necessary local 1nteragency act1v1t1es because,
for exampie; local conditions can vary greatly and local
jurigdibtibhé may not be ’réa'd’y' to initiate certain pbiici"es;

1nteraqg§cy programming; and does not force them to initiaté

béitctes or ﬁEééfaﬁé for which they are not ready. ‘RFPS

local jurisdiction's unique conditions. Massachusetts' RFP

'Massachusettsg,SEA issued an RFP sollc1t1ng JOlnt
SPED/Vocational Education programis from local school

districts. The RFP was developed in .conjunction with

N -~ - T T _ _

1ocal spec1a1 and vocatlonal educatlon d1reutors, and

solidated unit, rather than either the Spectial
'Educatlon or the Vocational Education unit alone.

Both the Spec1a1 Ecucatlon d1v1510n and the

ag*eement that local programs use both spec1a1

educatton and vocat10na1 educatlon (110-A) mon1es 1n

§u§§6ft eventually replace start-up funds. To assure

that educational objectives are being achieved, these

' programs are monltored and evaluated by the state

After two years. of local program operation; the SEA

has found that 30 pro;ects planned to continue with

local funds after the' third year,; seven projects were

still receiving state seed money, and only 9 projects
were dnable to pick up the costs of their programs.
’ As a result; 37 of the 46 projects successfully had
established new local level programs with vocational

agencies. (See Appendig G for a more detailed
discussion.)

d
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Massachusetts' RFP approach assumes that,; when necessary, the
state agency will, facilitate program development by providgng
éEéfE—ﬁo funds; and will grant technical assistance and other
Foring of sﬁortﬁtérm suépori to LEAS, while aiiowiﬁg them to
make basic programmatic and policy decisions. Massachusetts’

approach differs from Rﬁodévisiahé;s'ih that joiht funding

As mentxoned before, the procedures by which SEAs
,,,,, 2

fund LEAs through a competitive grant ‘process is not, in

iiseif;‘iﬁﬁovative; but is highly EfféctiVé in promotlng

collaboration., Especially since the enactment of P.L.

Qﬁ—iié, states have r ecognlzed the value of thlS type of seed

funds to 1n1t1ate local programs. Not accidently, accordxng

to 1oca1 ofzjéxais assessments, many of these programs
répresent their districts' most effective efforts.
The efforts undertaken in Michigan, Mag é'h”éé't

and ﬁhodé island to promote Jo1nt local level programs share

¥

two features: FirSQ; each is based on the premise that other

human service agencies should share the responsibility of

providing services to handxcapped students; Each of these
SEAs sought ways follonwing the passage of P.L. 94 lﬁé to
prévent other state agencies from reducing theiriflnanc1al
and/or ééf&icé commitments on behalf ofrhahdicapééd,étuaéhté.
The participating agencies, in these Cégéé at the instigation

§ the SEA, were commitied. to.improving the scopé’ of services

ilable state-wide to handicapped students.



Second, each of the three above ventures offered
[ n

participants fiscal incentives: Rhode Island an

e

' ' e T TP L PO R
Massachusetts offered the most direct fiscal incentives by
holding out discretionary money that would be granted only for
local programs where at least two agencies shared the cost

éha/or éervice responeibiiitiéé. Michigan‘* agreement offered

l

:pec1al education funds could be used to meet

pate because

federal matching requirements: Moreover; the ‘three Michigan
agencies eventually discovered the greater fiscal benefit in

Wofkiﬁg together than in pursuiﬁj separate programs.:' As

financial constraints tlghten across the country, it is

increasingly lrkelyrthat any. effort'tomexpand _or_enhance

incentives. 3 ’ ' ¢
C. Establishing General State Policy with Regard to
Service Delivery and Financial Responsibilities Among

Agenc1es , - . -

qollaboratlon as a matter of general state ponlcy, focu51ng

on operdttonai procedures and respon51b111t1es among parallel

\
'

state agenc1es. This stands in contrast to the more limited
efforts to;lmprove éerviées for one target population or for a
single - clearly defined objectlve, déscribed prev1ously.

One approach to ach1ev1ng this general collaboration -

" funding avallable to handlcapped students. An example is

7777777 D
. M

" legIslatlon qnacted in California.
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California's legislature focused on interagency
collaboration because of its concern with complXiance
issues raised with regard to payment fov related
- services, specifically occupational and physical
;ghérapyﬂprov1ded by California Children's Services.
In addition, in_ reviewing the state's interagency

agreements,; the leg1slature s Joint Audit Committee

found that these arrangements neither gave state

agencies specific financial responsibilities nor

- assured that federal funds would be allocated most

efficiently. Moreover; these agreements were neither
binding nor. ‘enforceable by the SEA, despite its
supervisory respon51b111t1es under P.L. 94-142. The

Audit Committee reported that, despite P.L. 94-142's

!

~

<

provisions, the SEA had limited state statutory .. -

authority to coordinate other agen01es' activities.

Because of these problems, the 1980 California
legislature passed two bills: the Joint Funding for
Education of Handicapped Children Act and the
Education and Services for Handicapped Children Act.
Together, these two acts require the development i)ffi,r

® ertten 1nteragency agreements which assxgn

specific fiscal responsibilities for providing

i . special education and related services;

A plan that identifies a11 1eg1slat1ve obstacles

to effective interagency collaboration as well

‘as waIGéfé that remove these obstacles; and

A review process at a h1ghér level of gbVérhﬁéht

~agency cooperation amongm§§§§§§§§if (see

" Appendix H for a more detailed d1scuss1on.)

- In one stroke, these 1laws establ1shed a legal basis

t not mahdatéd; While other ététéé had struggléa with

;ﬁeghan1sm:when compliance grbblems»had develbpéd and hbrmél

o . o I . B
interagency agreements had proven ineffective. These laws

y .
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. represent a response to a perceived| crisis as well as the

legislature's impatience with the stat%'s bureaucracy.® Thus,

the laws were less a carefully crafted approach to interagency

performance .
California's interagency legislation is the strongest
mandate for:collaboration that exists at the state level,

having the force of law. It makes explicit what has been

ment as a whole; rather than by the unique needs of the SEA:
However; this strategy is not without its drawbacks.
Without a commitment from agency staff, legislative action

does not necessarily lead to change. While california‘'s law

pft state agencies on notice that they.must change current

.policies; an enforcement mechanism has not been

I

operationalized and the anticipated consegquences have not

materialized. In addition,.although imposing agency collabora-

tion from outside the agencies themselves is a strong mandate,

it alsoc poses the biggest risk that agencies will resent the

directive and fail to put all.their effort into making the

collaboration work.

The ideal approach to clearly delineate agency

- —

‘resporsibilities would stem from the relevant agencies

in a better coordinated service system for handicapged

students. The following two examples involve state agencies

37
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which demonstrated such an interest ana undertook a series of

Maryland has initiated several coordinated activities
to.ensure state-level interagency collaboration. The

state leglslaturefand the Governor's . 0ffice, alarmed

at the rising costs of non-public residential place-

ments for ‘handicapped children; and seeking 1mproved

implementation of the provisions of Maryland 5

special edpggt;gqilaw, ordered an examination of
services provided to handicapped children in
residential institutions. The Governor then

appointed a blue-ribbon commission that recommernded
the formation of a State Coordlﬁatlng Committee on
Services to Handicapped Children (SCC) composed of
representatives from the Departments of Health and
Mental Hygiene, Education, ahd Human Resources..

Since its inception in 1978, the SCC has concentrated
anresolv1ng,pzoblems,related to interagency seérvice
delivery and financing for handicapped children
placed #n_residential facilities. 1In the short term;
"the Committee has clarified cross—-agency responsibi-
lities. (The SEA had already established a system of
1bca1.,rég1qha1. and .state committees in which.

ch11d may need a resxdentxai placement:) 1In the long

term; the SEE€ has developed a framework to address

service delivery arrangements among agencies that

cails for a case management system and the allocatlon

rate and fee structure. (See Appendlx I for a more

detailed description.)

These and other activities in Maryland are leading
effective for several:reasons. Because Maryiahdié
Coordinating Committee is made up of the Assistant Secretaries
of the Human Service agencies and the Assistant Superintendent
of the SEA, the Committee is able to make policy decisionss

Moreover, the sceis membership is comprised of representafives
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participate in policy deu1s1ons, the financial aﬁd jurisdic-
tional problemé that often arise subsequent to interagency

Thé Maryland Committee's success can alsc be related
to its history: Because its mandate orginated with the state
legistature; and the Commlttee itself was eétabiiéﬁed by
executive order of the Governor —-- upon the recommendation of

a blue-ribbon committee -- many state officials regard this
committee as the chief actor in interagency planning. As a-
result, participating agencies abide by its recommendations. -
Colorado also has initiated a series of activities to

address 1nteragency issues: The SEA and the Department of

78001a1 Services enterad into an interagency agreement, and the

state legislature passed a bill, concerning children placed in

residential facilities:

Th34Colorado~Department of Education entered into an
agreement with the Department of Social Services to

establish 301nt placement, fundlng, and monitoring

procedures for children- QiagegA}ghreeldentlal
facilities. _The two departments agreed to: (1)

jointly ‘develop IEP's and secure apgroprlate place-

ments for handicapped children _who may reed

outside-the-home care; (2) Jbintly assess and

evaluate placements and report to the court on the

need for these placernents, to ensiure that the

placemient is in the least restrictive environment;

ahd,(3jfallbcate all education and related serv1ce

costs identified in the .IEP to the LEA and all care

and maintenance costs to the 1oca1 department of
social services.

At the same time, the Colorado leglslature enacted a
bill allow1ng counties to use monies previously
allocated for residential placements to develop local
alternatives that would. enable children to remain in
their homes. Cduht1e$ did thlS by creating 1local

39
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interagency committees called Placement Alternatlve

Commissions (PAC's) which maintained responsibility
for developing new joint programs., (See Appendix J
for a more detailed description.)

Colorado used both an ihtérégéhcy égfeeﬁéht; which

state égehcieS; and local ihtefagehéy committees; which

ments: Utilizing both of these strategles has tended to

give interagency cooperation a cumulative effect:
TﬁeAbfééeéé by which Colorado developed this agree-

ment between the SEA and the Department of Social Services is
partially responsible for its effective translation into local
operation. All local directors of special education, as well
as county directors of social services, were active

pérticipéhté in the agreement s development. An executlve

committee of local dlrectors drafted the agreement; which all

local directors then revised. While the entire process took
more than one year, department heads concurred that the
resulting agreement could be successfully implemented in
contrast to earlier attempts which had foundered because of

the absence local administrators' participation.

D. Information Sharing Among Agencies

When a child is served by multiple agencies,; it is
often difficult to determine what type of care is provided by

which agency: While many states have noted the need for some

only one state; Utah, has actually undertaken steps to put
such a system in place.
¥
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Utah,; which has establlshed an 1nteragencz committee

made up of representatives from the SEA and the
Departments of Social Services and Health, has gone
beyond its committee structure with plans for an
integrated information system common to all agencies
gerving handicapped children. Althdugh still ih its

and remain accessible to each of the participating

agencies, These include the Pepartments of Social

Services; Education; and Health:. Other :agencies will

be added as the system becomes operational. These

plans are based on committee members' conviction that

meaningful interagency collaboration can only occur
when a common information base is available.
Committee members view such a _system as a vehicle
promoting "a common language," a prerequisite for
form-1 and informal interagency negotiations.

Thi. information registry has thrae major functions.
First;,; by aggregating information across all
agencies; the state will gain a more complete and

accurate state-wide statistical data package. about

handicapped children and the services they are

rece1v1ng than is currently available. Second; each

agency will use the registry when they receive a new

referral to find out what other services the child

~already may. be receiving. Third, the rezgistry will
have a major impact on programming. By prov1d1ng

agencies with data about the full range of services a

éhild has recelved,,staff frcm different state

offer at the level where it is most 1mportant -—— the
point of contactfw;th the client. (See Appendix K

for a more detailed discussion.)

time, a state w1ll record the level of services that separate
agencies are providing to handicapped children. 1In a&dition;
state agencies will be able to allocate resources based on
up-to~date information concerning the types and numbers of
ehiidren being served.

Utah's efforts to establish a cross-agency informa-
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different state departments to collaborate: In fact;,; the use

of a computer to convert existing information into a single
system represents a conceptually simple, but extremely
significant, solution to one of the most significant barriers
to interagency collaboration. By allowing the state to
utilize information across programs; the registry could be

and more scarce. Because few; if any, states have mulciple

program-based data, state agencies know little about the
degree of program overlap or the priorities that should be

used to allocate service resources..
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IIT. COMMON FACTORS CCNTRIBUTING TO THE EFFECTIVENRSS OF
INTERAGENCY COLLABORATION STRATEGIES

factors emerge as critical to effective interagency efforts:
First; tne involvement of & higheér unit .of state

government seems criucial to the success of interagency

collaboration. Agencies respond more fully to a cooperative
agenda if the state legislature; the Governor's office, or
another authoritative unit, such as a State Budget Bureau, is
involved. Support for this conclusion emerges from almost
every one of the most successful interagency approaches
documented in this report. It is irteresting that state
legislatures, rather than Governor's offices, seem more likely

to be involved in those approaches judged to be effective. In .

part, this may reflect the fact that SEAS are often more
closely tied to legislative than executive authority, because
a state's superintendent of schools may not be responsibile to
the Governor: However; since human Seérvice agencies are under
the control of the Governor's office, productivity probably

would increase even further with more extensive involvement of

this office in interagency efforts.

Second, regardless of the approach selected, states must
view their actions as part of an on-going proces§ of
interagency collaboration, rather than a one time effort which
will somehow continue to yield effective interagency colla-
boraton. Effective working relationships can result from any

of the strategies previously described if the participants
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tion, A_hecéssary step to reach suéh.én understanding
involves communication: state agencies must communicate
regularly and involve each other in planning, policy develop-=
ment, and policy implementation. With effective interagency
communication, the particular vehicle a state uses to forge

collaboration -- whether it is one or another of the formal
methods 8éééfi8£a here; Sf one of the many informal methods
which characterize iay—to—day operations -- is less
important. =
Third, availability of nécessary resourcés, particularly

staff; is necessary to maintain effective cooperation.

tion usually is essential to perpetuate these activities. 1In
those cases where staff have been unavailable for follow-

through, either little progress occurs or collaboration

ultimately fails.

specify the necessary activities to be undértaken by ;,each
agency involved in making the appropriate policy decisions:
Achieving the resources and knowledge necessary for this

have not viewed themselves in this role.
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Fifth, interagency stratégies are apt to be most success—

ful when they are selected according to their suitability for

a specific task: Clearly, each approach is not equally adapt-

able to all tasks: Each exhibits strengths and weaknesses
which make it better-suited for some types of activities

rather than others. For example:

e Interagency committees are best-suited for

communication, probiem solving, and information-

sharing among agencxes, as well as for dellberatlng

jointly establish and pursue. However, evidence
suggests that committees are less capable of
allocating financial responsibilities among
multiple agencies, and thét they are not

level program collaboration.

Written 1nteragency agreements seem to be
part;culariy appropriate mechanisms to assign

service deixvery and financial respons1b111t1es

among agencies if partxcxpatlng agencxes are

committed to negotiating relevant policy issues.

If commitment by both parties to an agreement does

not exist,; or is not enforced by a higher level of

state government, written interagency agreements

have proven the least useful of all the forms of

interagency collaboration because they are the
easiest to ignore.

® Although nartower in purpose, joint local program
funding is an effective means for state agencies to
promote interagency service delivery észrté at the
local level.

The boldest approach to effect interagency.
collaboration among state agencies may be the

legislative one: State taw mandating joint

financial and service delivery plans, with an

enforcement provision by a higher level of state
government than individual agencies (as in
California's case), mag have the greatest 'poteritial
. for effecting change at the state level. ~However,
as is the case with California, this "strong-arm"
approach has a high risk of not becoming
operational since it requires sustained attention
by the Governor's office, an office that often is
preoccupied with other state matters. : o -

N -+
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Sixth, although it has been little mentioned in this
chapter, the importance of the informal dimensions of

interagency collaboration cannot be overemphasized: The

formal mechanisms which this chapter describes represent only
one kind of activity necessary for collaboration. The working

relationships people establish are often the critical factor

differentiatir ; the success or failure of similarly structured
programs;:; The scope of this examination of alternative
approaches has not aliowed for an adequate analysis of this
informal dimension, but an awareness of its importance
underlies all conclusions. :

Seventh, interagency efforts should seek to strengthen
and formalize existing state linkages rather than create new

[

structures. Thus, revitalizing existing committees or
.recommending revisions of existing policies may be more

productive than starting anew: The Maryland SCC, for example,

found that it was more effective to modify their current

placement system rather than institute a new one. ‘

-

Eighth, interagency collaboration may be the most

succéssful when it starts with a igyitéé scope67ﬁd expands
into other areas only when participants feel comfdrtable with
their initial activities. The initial. focus should be on one
specific area for collaboration -- for example, residential

placements -- and then phase-in other areas:

level are irrelevant if local implementation is not addressed.

One effective way to assure successful local implementation

46 - \



-~

3

is to allow local policymakers to pafticipate directly in the
state coliaboration process, as_ Colorado did in its state
interagency efforts.

Finally, activities seem to be most effective when a

forum for problem solving is provided; enabling each member to

both attain an understanding of the goals, activities, and
needs of other agencies and 'to recognize that compromises need
to be reached.

In conclusion, the question becomes, "Is interagency

coliaboration a useful mechansim for resolving problems

regarding services to handicapped students?" The anawer is a

qualified "yes." The initial period of interagenc: =ctivities

' has demonstrated that true collaboration is not a simple task.

It is only one approach that can be adopted to address some of

the difficult problems posed by the challenge to

comprehensively meet the unique needs of handicapped students.

Hdowever, when viewed in this way, fully recognizing its

e AT

limitations and operational difficulties,; interagency

collaboration can be a useful approach for SEAs to pursue.

G S I
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INTERAGENCY AGREEMENTS FOR STUDENTS. IN PUBEIG
AND PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS oo

' LOUISIANA

i

o

In 1980; the Office of Special Education within the

e o

operated mental health institutions. The agreement étipulétéd
that the Office of Mental ﬁéaith wou ld péy-éor treatment and

care and any other serv
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with that treatment éha care. The Office of Sﬁééiéi'E&ﬁééEiéﬁ
w"o'u'iFi pay for education and related servicdes that were not.
part of the routine tféatmé&t,aha care;

e

A similar agreement was signed between the. Offiéé of

( !
Mental Retardation, also within the Department of Health and

Human Resources; and the Office of Special Edugation for

students in public mental retardation jnstitutions. Finally,

pay for all services listed in thetr treatrent 5155 for
N

students they piace in private méntal health residential
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and not in the méhtfl health tféatméhe'piéﬁ; The first two

agreements sought to better serve handlcapped students in



state-operated institutions and the third for students in pri-

vate residential facilities by reducing duplication of

services and clarifying agency responsibilities:

DEVELOPMENT AND BURPCSE OF THE - AGREEMENTS

Louisiana had created a specia_i school district for all
ha.dlcapped students re51d1ng in state 1nst1tut10ns. Tﬁia
special school district operates a school on every state
institution's campus}

Follow1ng passage of P.L. 94-142, special education offi-
éiais and officials from the Department of Health and Humanl
Resources .(iv’h;ch houses the Office cf Mental Health and
Substance Abuse, the Office of Mental Retardation, and the
Office of Public Welfare): identified twc areas of priority
concern: one was hanaicappéa étudéhts in. mental health and
students placed in prlvate mental health resxdé’Eiaikfa&ilx—
ties by the state.

Recognizing that the office of Special Education needed
aééiéEaﬁEé from the Office of Mental ‘Health and the Office of
‘Mental Retardation to resolve prcblems fbr these two groups of

handlcapped students, three 1nteragency agreements were
Guveloped. Their obJectiVéé were to better serve handicapped

students in residential fa‘'ilities in_a way that complied with

aiéffiéi, see Volume 4: Policies Whlch Address Out-of -
‘District Placements and Assure Education in the Least

Restrictive Envircnment. - ]




Office o. Mental Retardation for handicapped students in

federal and state law and that reduced duplication. of services
) . '/ . - ]

amung agencies:
/ - i
The first agreement is between the Office of Special

Education and the Officé of Mental Health and divides service

and financial responsibilities for handicapped students

residing in publi: mental health facilities. According to

education and related services that are not part of routine

treatment and cure. The second agreement makes the same

stipulation between the Office of Special Bducation and the
wes ‘

mental retardation facilities,

agency responsibilities for

- - C s e — s - - - B e T .
To address questions of
!

— .. - . - - PR - - - - - - -
handicapped students in private mental health rcsidential
o o I , o _
facilities, the Office of Special Education eéntered into a

j

third agreement. This one specifices that the Office of

~ The developmental phase of the agreement with the Office
of Mental Health concerning students in state-operated mental
health institutions lasted approximately 12 months. Because

the Office of Special Education believed that true collabora-

tion requires an understanding of other agencies' regulations;

A

goals and administrative structure, the person responsible for
e :

/ 3 -
! k ' '

o
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dé'éi‘p&ng the agreement for the Office of Special Education

was givem an office in the Department of Health and Human

Resources for one year:. By being physically located in the

~ Department; he came to understand sonie of the constraints of

the agency and was able to draft a more workable agreemeiit.
A second strategy used during the Jevelopment of this

agreement was intended to assuage concern by the Department of .

Health and Human Resources that their funding would be

endandjered. Mental Health administrators ihitiaiiy Eééréa

XIX Medi. aid fundlng. Howeve -; the staff persons drafting the
agreement convinced the Mental Health officials that the

agreement would not risk their Medicaid funding and that they

replaced by education staff. In essence, Staff eventually
~sold the idea on the basis that it would enablé the Mental

Heailth office to free up some of their resources.
A draft agreement was circiulated to the Chief Executive

officers of the affected ihét tutions and local education

agencies for their reactions. Their comments were incor-
porated into a revised version, ”Eiéﬁ while it did not
represent éBéaiﬁEé consensus on all issues, did recognize as

many local suggestlons as possible.

IMPLEMENTATION

The agreement between Special Education and Mental Health

was signed and iniptemented in 1980. The Office of Special




Education and the Office of Mental Health sent a team of state
staff to each of the local institutions to help them develop
specific impleméntation plans.

One fairly minor problem quickly surfaced: This involved

the question of whether the institutions could charge parents

for services on a sliding-fee scale. P.L. 94-14%2 prohibits

charges when a public agency places a child in a facility in

order to provide the child with an appropri.ts education
program. This issue was resolved by allowino hiue Department
of Health and Hur 1 Resources to charge on a sliding-fee scale
for treatment and care chargés but not for education and

related service costs. This meant that the two budgets had %a
be kept separate.

The mental retardation agreement was implemented at about
the same time as the mental health agreement. Once this

agreem>nt was in place, the state Budget Office requested that

the Office of Mental Retardation give $1 million of its Title

XIX (Medicaid) funds to the school district responsible For
handicapped children in state institutions. This money was to
be used to pay the salaries of paraprofessionals who teach
daily living skills to mencally retarded children. These
paraprofessionals work at a staff/ciliert ratio of 1:3 and

concentrate on behavior-shaping tasks. Thus this agreement,

when jmplemented, used Medicaid funds for educational

/



deral dollars to the sta

on behalf of handicapped
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children.

EFFECTS OF THE AGRFEMENTS

The three interagency agreements dealing with handicapped

students in state-operated institutions and private mental

health facilities have had several positive effects: First;

they have clarified responsibilities between the Office of -
Mental Health and the Office of Special Educztion and between
the Office of Mental Retardation and the Office of Special
Education. Before these agreements were negotiated, there was
no explicit policy concerning which agency should pay for
which seriices. This clarification has heiped local agencias
plan and budget for services, and it has reduced turft
struggles émbﬁg agencies.

Second, according to state officials, the agraements have
resulted in improved services £o handicapped children:

Because two agencies ave no longer providing the same services

to the same children, eath agency can refocus its efforts on
expanded services that aré not duplicative of services

provided by the other\agency.

Third, the agreements have enhanced the communication

agreements. Issues now surface more quickly and there are

&

0]

more ' frequent discussions among agencies. Althotigh staff
existence brings about resolitions of problems on a scale

never dttained earlier.



that many of the local administrators do not have the
technical management skills necessary to operationalize all
parts of the agreements. They see a need for stronger
level;

CONTACT PERSON

John LaCcur .

Office of Mental Healich

Box 4049 ,

Baton Rouge; Louisiana 70820

(504) 342-2572
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INTERAGENCY AGREEMENT

DELAWARE

SUMMARY ' . ,
SZANARY . : P

The Delaware Commissiorers of the Department of Public
Instruction, the Department of Health and Social Services, and
L g

the Department of Correcttons entered into an administrative

interagency agreement which gave the SEA authority £o (1)
ensure that all state agencies compl1ed with P.L. 94-142 and
state regulations; and (2) de51gn pol1c1es for the educat1on
of all handlcapped children enrolled in the Departments of
Health and Social SerV1ces and Corrections.

To implement this agreement, the three Commissionerd-
established an office comprised of two professionals and one
secretary and assigned it the administrative duties identified
in the agreemert. Since its inception in 1979, the
administrative office; working under éhe direction of the

three Commissioners, has helped clar1fy financial 'é’pdhsl:

:\I‘
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compliance with federal and state laws. Since state stattute

permitted the Departments of Health and Social Services, and.

Corrections to provide education to children under their
respective jurisdictions; aill three agencies were responsible
for providing some education programs. ‘Each éékhbﬁiédgéa that
changes were necessary because some handicapped students were
inadequately served. The Commissioners already had formed
committees to divide responsibilities, ‘but these had proved
ineffective because recommendations were too radical to allow

easy implementation: However, events suggested they needed to

try again: Following passage of P.L. 94-142, the Office of

Civil Rights found the Department of Health and Social Ser-
vices and the Bépartmént of Corrections out of compliance

because they wer% 1nadequately serv1ng handxcapped children:

It also charged the SEA with a complaint because it was

€Consequently,; the State Superintendent of Education met
with the Commissioners of Health and Social Services and
Corrections, and all three decided to enter into an admini-
strative agreement which gave the SEA aut'isrity to develop a

,,,,,,,,,,

federal pro;ect that wouild accompilsh the folipwxng:

® Provide assurance for compllance with the provisions of
P.L. 94-142 and Sectlon 504 of the Rehabllltatlon Act;

fl

IThe Delaware Department of Heaith and Social Services
administers the State's mental health

alth and mental retardatlon

facilities; and the SEA oversees the children's institutions

and the sch001 for the deaf anc the deaf/blind.

3
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Assure compliance with the State Board of Education
R rules and regulations;.and

Develop an administrative design for the delivery of

special education and related services to all excep-
tional children enroiled in the Departments of Health.

and Social Services and €orrections:
This agreement was signed in August; 1977, and an office of

Because the interagency office has had to face federal budget
cuts, funding to continue operating ®artially depends on the

ability to‘use a unique mixture of federal and state funds:

IMPLEMENTATION

The office is consjdered a special project of the three
departments, with the director reporting directly to each
8epartmq§tis commissioner. Originally tunds for the office

came from federal discretionary monies. However, since 1979,
SRS S T R - :
funding is provided jointly by the three departments. Winile

- - - - - - - 3 P .
varied oaly slightly from year to year. In FY 1982, the SEA
contributed $78,807 from P:L: 94-142 discretionary funds; the
Department of Corrections contributed $15;000 from federal and

state funds and the Department of Heglth and Social Services

on of P.L. 89-313 an

(o

contributed $48,907 from a combinati
state funds. The Department of Health and Sccial Services

' pays a percentage of its funds according to the number of

;

/

/




In addressing the problém of split jurisdiction among
state agencies for ‘the education of handicapped children, the

: s D
office decided that three tasks were necessary: (1) delin-
eating the three agencies' responsibilities,(2) designing a

-~

plan enabling the| SEA to generally supervise educational
programs operated by other $tate agencies; and (3) developing

procedurés for jointly évaiuatiﬁg service delivery. The

Director of the Cffice of Interagency Agreement, as it is

called, is charged with providing technical assistance an

on-going program evaluation to ensure that the services

delivered are in compliance with the requirements of P.L.
94-142, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, the
State Board bf.EaUCétibh Rules and RééﬁiéEiéhé;gand the
Lelaware Code.

. Many of this nffice's activities deal with crises. When

one agency is found to be either out of federal compliance or

‘cited for a deficiency, this office tries to remedy tlre

problem; always doing so by collabotating with the three
agencies. For example, a state-operated facility for the

‘emotipnally disturbed was unable to finance Felated services
as part of its on-site educational program: In the summer of

1981, the Office of Civil Rights issued a complaint that the
Division of Mercal Health was not providing related services
and at the same time, cited both the SEA, because it .was

responsible for assuring thke provision of related services;

r;
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plaint, the 1nreragency offzr O(ducted a needs assessment

£51 children in t'i-2g¢ fuci®.:. . and contracted with a private

agency, the Visiting {: ses Association, to provice OT, PT,

| and speech therapy.

\
\

-
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The D1rector of the Interagency office played the key

role in deVéloping the following fiﬁaﬁéial agreement. A

chlldren in mental health’ and correctlonal facilities: It was

\

not cost-effective for each agency. to contract or hire the

pereonnei necessary-to provide a full range of related ser-

{

s as determined by the needs 'égéééméht. The Departmeént

vice
of "Héalth and Social Services and tﬁe State Education AGency
each eontrlbute approximately $11,000.00, with the Interagency
Office adding another '$4,000.00; Tié bepartment of
Correc%xons agreed’ to redirect their comm1tmen* to the related

serv1ce\pool to the area of 1mprov1hg psychiat . 1 5 ‘vtVlCéé-(a

,previousiy unmet need) in correctional faciiities. The

l

Off1ce. Referrals; evaluations an? schedulxng procedures were
i
S - /

In addition to handl1ng crises arising from
non-compliance with P.L. 94-14§L the Office of Interagency,

Agreements assists 1n the proce e of developlng pol1c1es that
|

benefit handicapped students. For example, the offlce played

a key role in the 1980 passage of HB 78q which lowered the age

at which children are entitled to receive a free appropriate



public education: Becauss of this /law, blind and deaf

R A o o i - e
children from birth and other childréhfwhéh they reach three
. /

‘years old are entitled to fétéiVe,; free appropriate public
education. '

ice éétabiished a
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In this case, the dirsctor o

cdmﬁitteé made up of 58 pre-school providers who agreed to;

support tryleglslatlon. The committee petitioned the General
Assembly and ensured them that, as a group, they would work
toward effective jmplementation of the law. After this law's
passage, this committéé issued a report, "Early Iﬁéefvéﬁéiéﬁ
for Pre—§chbbi Handicapped", which racommended that ésch

1

county establish an At-Risk Interagency Screenxng Evaluation

1Comm1ttee. By 1982, these scr ening committee Wéfév

[

n place

statewide: This report also fucommended that the ﬁé’d Start

pvogramg be moved to' school b'1ld1ngs and accept 20% of ‘their

caseload from handlcapped chlldren; While thﬂs;reccﬁ;

\ |

méndat@pnsépltlally’was accepted and implemented on a pilot

ba51s, dec11n1ng enrollments and school closings in made it
N ! ‘
iﬁféaéibié; ‘ ; . \x

' The office's éBi;ity to assist in déVéiopihg‘pdiic§ was -
also evident with regard to the cchfiaéhtiaiity of "informa-
tion issue.  For example, the Department of Corrections was
unable to reéceive or transfer student records until the
director of the ihtéragéhéy office drafted a policy statement
that paralleled P:kL: 94- 142 pertaining to access of diagnostic

gl

Informatlon and student records. The Bepartméht cfr
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Corrections incorporated the statement into.its 1981 state
regulations and has been implementing it ever since.
’ ’

EFFECTS OF THE OFFICE'S WORK

b4

/'"77" N - o _— . N L1 ' . I T P

When measured against the criteria for effective inter-
agency efforts, Delaware's Office of Agreement has achievead
Sofie notable uccess.

(1) . Support for SEA: The presence of this office has

lent "clout" to SEA activities; even though the director
reports to the commissioners of all three agencies. In all of
its work, staff of the office seek to ensure that the best

well as the SEA's, are

Q)
[//]]

interest of all three agencies,
realized. Thus, this office's activities ﬁavg served to
greatly assist the SEA in its superviSory responsibilities.

agreements: Rather than generally' clarifying agencies':

' financial responsiblities; the office has drafted technical

and financial arrangements, such as the one ‘between Mental
Health; Corrections; and the SEA to provide funds for relatel

services.;

(3), Guidance to LEA's: Similarly, the office provides

guidance when LEA's face problems. For example; in a case

where neither the Division of Mental Health nor the LEA of

residency would pay for an aide for an emotionally disturbed
child placed in a gesidential facility by a family court, the
director of the interagency office has petitioned the family

!



court for a judgement. While awaitihg juaiéiai resolution;

(4) Increased services for. handicapped children: The

work of the office has resulted ih increased services for
handicapped children; as evidenced by the pre-school iééiéia-
tion and the local screening committees. The agreement to
prév{ae related services alsc came about largely at the
instigation of the interagency office. Current interagency

activities developed as a result of this office inciude a

Driver's Education program, Computer Network arc NewsSletter,
Summer Horticultufé Program, Curriculum Development and
Inservice programs: :

(5) Conflict resclution: Perhaps the primary benefit

the Delaware office is its ability to .resolve ihtér:égéhcy

conflicts. Thé reed for a mediator results from the SEA's

authority to supervise all education programs: This authority

cies'

.'3 \

easily can be construed as 1nterven1ng in other age

'Eiogréms. The biréctdr of the Offi: of Agreements maxntalns
that because he has gained thé ‘trust of all three departments;

disputes are easily handled. Each department expresses

confidence ‘that the office's éétivities'wiii serve collective.

as well as individual, interests

A positive evaluation of the Delaware office by the Mid-

Atlantlc Reglonal Resource Center cited the following:

Policies and procedures for services to 1nst1tut10na—
llzed chlldren and youth have 1mproved Progres has

nation of 1nd1v1duallzed educational program develop-

ment and 1mplementatlon. Student record transmittals



have improved; there has been a reduction in the

dupllcatlon of student evaluations. The Pepartment

of Corrections now has an operations manual outlining

.procedures for screening handicapped children

(evaluation occurs before sentenc1ng) Previously

unattended; staff development is receiving more
attention:

166&1 school d;strlcts,have been easier to reach
since the implementation of this project. The
state-level administrative agreement serves as a

prototype for local efforts and‘appears on the back

. 0of all local agreements.

1

I

The director, trusted by all three agencies; views

himself as a fa0111tatﬁf—he1p1ng the agencies to

velop their own problem- solvxng processes and

products. Removxng the rote of 1nteragency
coordinator from the Depar+ment of Public Instruction

and making it answerable to all three agencies has

increased access and reduced suspicion of agency

bias: Agencies are now more willing to cooperate,

reaiIZIng that 1nteragency efforts can be very

dellvery gaps. 7Qn several Qcca51ons, the dlrector
has successfully provided mediation services,
allowing agencies with differing views to reach a
mutually agreeable solution to the existing problem.?

CONTACT PERSON 1 ¢

Dr. Richard Wells

Director -

State Interagency Educational

Administration Agrcement

‘621 Delaware Street
. Suite 200 -

New Castle, Delaware 09720 ]
' (302) 736-5471

2Mid-Atlantic Regional Resource Centsr; Unpuolished

| Document

, August 1981,
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THE INTERDEP..RTMENTAL COMMITTEE

MAINE

SUMMARY

'n 1977, the Maine lecislature passed a law requiring
three state agencies to develop a long-term coordinated set of
policies concerning children and family services. These three
agencics consisted of the Department of Human Services, the
Department of Mental Hééltﬁ_éﬁa Mental Retardation, and the
Pepartment of Corrections. The Department of Educational and
Cultural Affaiis was 3dded to this 1ist shortly thereafter:
a committee that wc id 'o-. : 48 an on 'going mechanism enabling
them t~ develop ar . iwizeme-t an interdepartmental system of
residential and group care for children.

The Interdepcr*mental Committee (ILCC) was established

with ."e four Commissioners from the above agencies as its
membership. Task groups znd operational subcommittees we. o
created to facilitate the work of the committee.
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e They de_eloped a coordinated system for reviewing and

funding applications from residential and group care
facilities. -

'® They deve'oped a_system to determine costs ahnd set

rates in residential and group care facilities.




They created a Formula that alic ites cost responsibi-

lities tbAiﬁigﬁéitiéiéat4ngfagencles.

° Iheygdevelqged a system for tri-department l1censure of
residential child care facilities.

'

BEVELOPMENT AND PURPOSE OF THE COMMITTEE.

Maine's Interdepartment Committee (IDC) developed Ffrom
three distinctive efforts related to childr:~ and family
ssrvices that convers 1973. In that year, three state

jencies; the Departmencs of Mental Health, Correctiuns, and
Human Services -ooperated to develop a plan for integrated
screening and soricl service delivery to children: Although
many of their plan's objectives were not achieved, these
agencies’ burééuzratic staff developed strong and ~ontinuing
linkages.

Between 1975 and 1977, ser-.ices to children were the

o |

focus of a number of special studies and reports, ih:luaihg

the Child Abuse and Neglect Task “orce of t.ie Maine Human

Services Council, a Specisl Commission to Revise the Statutes
Relating to Juveniles, and the Greater Portiand Un iE’a wWay's

Substltute Care Task Force. These and other efforts paved *he

way for the 1977 and 1079 iﬁEfoduction of two pieces of

n legislature: An Act to Establish

legislation into the
the Maine Juvenile Co. .nd the Interim Children's Services
*~t. Along with enactlng these bills; the legislature issued

a directive to the Department of Mcntal Healc... and Corr.::.*ions
(subsequertty reor nize 1nto two separate agencies) and the
Department of Humar Ser. ces to jointly develop a long=term;

coordinated pulicy for services to children and families. Tho

=~ -



legislature alsc tlien requested that the two agencies submit a

report detailing LR systematic approach that would be adopted
tb carry out policy.

As the result of the findings of these activities, résﬂi
aéhtiéi child care emerged as an area of particular concern.
rBy the time the legislature issuea its directive, it Bécame

broadened to include, not 661§ the human service and mental

b;alth agencies; but the Department of Ediucational and
Cultural Services as well.:

These three agencics rubmittéd a report which in:luded a
series of recommendations, some of which required legislative
action. One of these recommendations called for sustained

interdepartmental efforts for a:

'::léhgitetﬁ coordlnated policy that would have

méaningfu:! appix;atxon to a range of serv1ces and

issues cculd not be viewed as an isoclated product;
rather the poli would need to be developed tr igh
a sustai..d interdepartmental effort in;olvi:.. - ople

at the local, regiona! and_state level ‘- cm puolic
and private agencies as well as théa leg. z.i3cures™

To this end, this report recommended that -an 1nterdepartw“nta1

coord1nat1ng team be established; mad% up\~f the Commissicners
o

A

and "key policy-makers from those department- selected by the
commissioners:” The three departments formalized plans Eor

working together and adopted a ~or' plan that specifically

lcoordinated Services for .nildrer and Famiiies: Report
to_the Governor and the lObth Legislature, January 27,
1978.

i

<
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‘system of children's residential and groﬁp care.

ke

~IMPLEMENTATION

In response to the legislative mandata to develop a
coordinated residential care system, the IDC decided; first,
to corcentrate on those state residential treatment centers
that help em-tionally handicapped children, a group of
children who; more llkely tQan not, would need .are froam mors

an one state agency: and>second, to initially focu. on

T
ol

issues ﬁéving to do with both finarcial mahagéﬁéht and

‘5

From its iLCéptlbh; the IDC's effectiveness has riepende

upon ths partlclpatlon D the Commissioners of the participa-

ting departments the availability of b :th a

programmatic and ‘technical staff. - Each of the following

participants <ulfills an jmportant function in the comm.itee's
: .
work . B

(1) Dspartment Commissioners: Since the Committee's

creation, the four Drpartment Commis .oners review the

progress of the IEC's working committees and determine the
R .

need for policy Jecisions.

(2) Division Directors: The D1rectors of the Divisions

haviiig prlmary respons1b111ty for ch1¢drﬂn s services in each
of the f.... agencies si >n the Resiienzial and Group _Car=
Committee and act as a steerin~ ccmmittee to the overail IDC.

They review the work of the interagemncy teams and ad hoc task



EFFECTS OF THE COMMiTTEE'S WORK

policy and prngram details, but & sensitivity to operationail
issues. Their exgértjgé and sensitivitv has helped the IDC
avert potential resistance to its work.

(3) Agency ochnical Staffi Fiscal staff and contract
officers from each of the agencies are active on the Joint

Licensing Task Force, Interdepartmental Negotiation Team, aad

the Interdepartm2it Fiscal Team. These teams have been

constituted as working committees, with responsibility for

both joint contract development and residential care financial

maragement.

(4) IDC staff: The IDC piresently is stafr 4 Ly an
Executive Dirzctor and twc human service specialist
; ~

[0

.
- S

“ila ies ar: as .umed by the three member agencies. IDC

[ ¥
T

staff. "...:"the inertia would kill us otherwise." Stai

ccrvene the meetirys, develop agendas and work plans, and

£y

provide overnll support to the committees.

~

of the Committee's w>rk. First, the Comnittee's work has

provided a model for introdiciiig change that takes into
s‘ bl

a count botl agencies' miudates and tieir day -to-day

a

operations. Second, IDC's prncess hes created a "more

%}



L]

\

relaxed" system: by clarifying each agency's role and

responsibilities, the IDC'sS work has both Strén—“hened an,

agency's hontijﬁ over ltS own operations and reduced the
Y

anxieties of service providers who now deal with a single

. system.

. - . - - « N
Speci "ic effects of -the Committee's work inciude the

P

following:

‘A“TY_ They developed _a cu: -dinated system for rev1ew1ng
and. fund;nggagpllcatlons from residential and group .
care__ ﬁa&:;lit:les., ,The SIDC lmas de\/elmaperi a

residential agéhC1es that 1nv01ves a s:ngle

rontriact which is signed off by all IDC agencies,

IDC »lso created a preapplication process and a

- .=
. . and a fingle expenditure reporting mechanism. The

procedure by which new agencies .could identify the

need for technicail assistance at an early point in

the facility's program development process.

(é) Théy developedgamsystem to determlne ccsts dnd set

7 chil: ren, parents wao, themselvcs place theLr hapdx~
' canad ~h11d in a fa0111ty, and education agencies

th.L ‘‘ace a student in such a faciltity. This
syst:.. already has prover beneficial to both state

agernciez and r951dent1al’EGCI11t1 oz With the

avallablllty of reliable cost data, the Commls—

sioners ave able to accuratety project future co4 te

and plnpOInt arezs tor cost containment.

(3) They creatéd a "ormuls that sllocates cost

responsibilitie. -o IbC participating agencies.
The Committee's consolidation of state contractlng,
bidling, and ‘reporting procedures has proven
beneficial to .ésidential treatment acitities;

rates have been botl standardized sad Inc”eased as a
\re;u]t of *the data produceo through the ‘cost
repor:ing system: o

(4) They develcped a_system for tri- drnartment i ceénsure

9£7r951dtutLal—thld ca.e fac1L1cleﬁ. _"Rules for
the Licerisure of Child Care fa 1lJt‘r?? have been
newly developed and final revisions a. ‘n porocess.

) : Part1c1pants Sie hopaful (hat t.=se.mcre camri:ien-
- sive licensing regulatiovns »711 4elp to e.stuate and



' wyggrade the quallty of programs and, tﬁéréby;
: address the agencies' shared concern: whether
children are being referred to and ptaced in

appropriate facilities. )
7

CONTACT PERSON

Nancy Warburton
Egecutive Pirector

INterdepartment Committee

- Deprrtment of Mental Health and -
. Mgnta' Retardation
Station 40 - Rooi’ 411 .

State Office Building
Augusta, Malne 04333

(207) 289-3161
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INTERDEPARTMENT €OMMITTEE FOR EDUCATION
OF THE HANDICAPPED

: 'NEW JERSEY
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NEW JERSEY

HUMMAKY
New JérSég;s Interdepartment Committee for Education of
the Handicapped was established in 1978 to coordinate the pro-

"l"i""' "*A”f"”ff’." T T ) . N . N ”‘.,, _ ,,,,,,,,,/,v, — e e — - - ;77 77—77 - -
. vision of education and related services among agencies and to

comply with P.L. 94-142, The Cbmmittéé is made up of the
Director of the Division of Spesial Education and the Division

of Vocational Education from the Departmert of Education: The

Assistant Commigsioners from the Departments of Corrections,
. K] ' .

'Health, Human Services; and Labor and Industry aé{biht;repré—

N

sertatives from their respertlvw ‘wireaus and offices. The
‘Executive Director of Head Start ani. the Assistant Diractors
from the Office of Community -‘<.:rs and .he ébVérhbf;s/
Developmental Disabilities Council 5 ©. urtiz:nate. i /

The Interdepar:tment Committee has clarified fégﬁaaéib¥1

(O]

the: §Eééééaéé to assign specific responsibilities to

o

ipiividusal zgerneirs, To help ensirs compliance wizh s

94-142, the Cont .tes S2t in wotion &n on- geing, iﬁEé?éééﬁéy

Cul

an

Ui

review process whereby stave regulations,; policies
- a

practices” arz examinzc against the federal law.




DEVELOPMENT AND PURPOSE OF THE COMMITTE

The New Jeréey Interdepartment Commltﬁeé was eu.:blished
under the aegis of P:L: 94-142 and was convened by the Kew .
Jersey Department of Education for the purpose of assisting

SEA to develop policies and procedures that would ensure

(O}l

th
the collaboration of several human éérvicé égéhéiés. "The

capped Childréh,.é focus it has chosen to maintain; rather

than expahd to otker related areas: The Committee grew out- o’
J

nlng was necessary. The potential overlapping of service

51b111t1es,waS¢appareht. ' The SEA knew that an ihte%agehéy
. Y o
approach was neéded to ensure appropriate services for chil-
. o L : N A o
dren residing ih private facilities as well ‘as for those

rectional =r mental health faciliaieg. . For éXémplé; in New

>

Jersey, a severgly retarded child placed in an out-of-state
. . \

T s VI

resident;al facility may be served by an LEA ond separate

State departments, regardlééé of whlcn agency made the initial

v
1

cémént. The fbllow1ng rules apply: : ] i :

4

(\H

0l

1 ' i
I - . !
i - P .

- prongm.

Alonglw1th the LEA, the State Department of Educa-

®
thn»lS required to monitd} the child's eoucatrpnal
program. e [
/ ,
- -/ | |
/- i

- Vi :
2

] . a i
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The Depzriment of Health suovervises medical care
and may use regicaid funds to pay for <1l or part
of the costs of such- care.

jurlSdng_On.:
! % | v
The Interdeps.tment Cbﬁmiitéé is made up of high level
\ J

- - I N b _ ,,';,,
staff from all human Séfviéa agencies in the state: Member

S A

agenc1es 1ﬁélUdé the Departments of Correctons; Health and

! I -

Human S”fbiééé; Laborrand'fndustry;/COmmunity,Affairs and
] :

Head Sta{t. The DPivision of Vocational .Education: and the

Division of Specia- Education repr' éﬁt the Bépértméht of
Education. Each year; the éommiégiqner of E'cii.i'céti;«’[o'h forwards

-

tion for all handlcapped spudents in New 3ersey and asklng

them to appoint one staff person to the committee. The staff

L. 30D SO assmgned is typlcally an Assistant bommlssioner or

! l
fice dlrector, orie step above a m1ddle management -pOS.

3
N mmlttee members usually réeport to ‘a hlgher level

person who,’ in turn, ‘reports to their féép’ééEi’v’é .commis- -

;oo :
e _ Y . Lo A
gioners. The committee also has agreed to form various ad-hoc

1

R L :
cormittess /to carry out its work:. The members name one or

0

more of their staff to heip work on a Subjéét ~vhen such a

. S L . 7
cammlttee 18 needz'

] <
work, a dec151on.t'at allows cqmmlttee members So set Bfééa

policy directions/rather than spend time working. out details
of implementation; ’ - C ‘
i L a N :
TF t . \-_1 xj‘i{?
: o ' .3 , 7

e The pepartment-of Human Services often is tﬁé;

A P



pliance with P.L. 94-142. The Ci n i.te¢ sought to initiate a
process. to ensure that New Jersey's policies and practices

regulations do not conflict. The Comaittee also regularly

reviews its own state administrative codes to ensire cross-

agency uniformity in school program requizements:

EFFECTS OF THE COMMITTEE'S WORK

Altﬁéh@ﬁytﬁe Committee itself does not establish policy,
its ééfi over the past several years has, according to its
ﬁembers; influenced SEA policy, facilitated an understanding
of each othér among departments and divisions, and provided a

decision-making forum that prevents turf-struggles.:

Specific effects of the Committee's work include Ehe
following:

(1) Compliance with P.L. 94-142: The Committee has

operationalized theé assirances in its state legislation,
Chapter 207 of the laws of 1979, that the State Department of




the Interdepartment Committee iS to Strengthen the SEA's

ability to ensure an appropriate educs  ‘on for these children.
The Committee's ongoing review of fec ' «' and state law and

~.

regulations and state practices to ensa. > compliance is, in

effect; assisting the SEA in carrying out its responsibilities

(2) Clarification of Service Delivery Responsibility:

The Committee has established policies which clarify service
delivery responsibilites among agencies. Although the

Committee has not specifically assigned financial responsi-

responsibilities accompany service delivery responsibilities
which have been spelled out.

(3) An Increase of Services: The Committee's work has

produced increased services for handicapped children. For
example, it assumed a direct role in the passage of pre-school

ime

J
fadl
I

legislation which applied to handicapped students: At
ﬁ_

el
w0

i 3

o

when disagreements among agencies had blocked the esta
ment of a policy on pre-school programs,; the Committee was

able to work together with the legislature to enact new legis-
lation mandating pre-school programs in New Jersey. The
Committee provided information to the legislature, testified

at its hearings, and endorsed the legislation. At least

i

partially because of the Committee's efforts, New Jersey

dating pre-school programs for all handicapped children age

0-5.




Secondly, the+Committee examined community recreation
programs and provided information to local school districts

community recreation agencies then established physical
educatidn programs for handicapped students where none pre-
viously had existed. . \ . -

(4) Cost Reduction: The Committee's work has probably

.

reduced costs to all involved agencies: Although there are no
data to substantiate this assertion; Committee members main=
tain that shared activities have saved money: For example;
can be used by anyone in the state to report the presence of a
handicapped child. Because other departments do not have to
establish separate lines, operational costs are thereby
reduced. Although many savings would not show up in agency
budgets, state officials believe that the increased collabora-
tion-and assistance the Committee provides to local agencies

inevitably will reduce operational costs resulting from
service duplication.

(5) Interagency Communication Promoted: Because the

Committee provides a forum that promotes communication,
potential conflicts have been thereby avoided. According to
‘the State Director of the Division of Special Education, the
Comiiittee is assuming even more importance with the decline in

to bridge an increasing number of service gaps. Thus, if one

IToxt Provided by ERI



agency is unable to provide a certain service, the Committee
discusses ways another agency may be able to help:
megbers to regularly wattend meefings: Because it isweritical

that the Assistant Commissioners or high level office
directors are at meetings, when subordinates are sent in their

placé, the progress of the Committee's work Sometimes is

reduced.

CONTACT PERSON N

Dr. Jeffrey Osowki

Director .. 7

Special Needs/Handicapped
Education

Trenton; New Jersey 08625
(609) 468-6500

-
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THE MICHIGAN INTERAGENCY. DELIVERY SYSTEM .
FOR VOCATIONAL EDUCATION AND RELATED SERVICES
FOR THE HANDICAPPED i

MICHIGAN

.

Education and Related Services represents a strong effort,
among three state agency divisions, to increase the avail-
abiiﬁty of vocational éauéatibﬁ opportunities for handicapped
children throughout the state: Using an interagency agree-
ment- process at the state level, Special Education Sefvices
Area (SESA), Michigan Rehabilitation Services (MRS), and

Vocational-Technical Education Service (VTES) developed a

districts and local MRS offices to help build comprehensive

programs of vocational education and related services.

Approximately 30 local programs have been developed or

strengthened as a result of the state agreement. Michigan's

,,,,,,

eligible for Michigan Rehabilitation Services, and (2)
assessed as able to benefit from one of the vocational

education .alternatives provided by the program.

- | 103 o



The overall gcai oé the ihtérégéhcy éffd%t; ééébfaihg o

-

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

to prov1de.

"....the services needed by handlcapped youth in

order that each individual will have the opportunity

to develop to his or her maximum potential and to
live as fully and independently as possible".

Specifically, SESA, VTES, and MRS hoped to:

1. Better deftne the respponsibilities of each of

- the three .agencies for vocational education and

employment-related serv1ces to handlcapped
youth;

2. Reduce dupllcatlon and overlap among the
services of the three agencies, particularly in
llght of scarce resources for all three.

Agencies.

3. Encourage cooperative programming at the local’
level, using a generic program model, in order

to improve handicapped youths' access to and

preparation for empioyment.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE POLICY

The origin of the Michigan Interagency Delivery -System

was in a program begun by MRS in the 1960 's and early l970's.

Ihitlally; MRS Just hired a special counselor to work with

handicapped youth; but. by 1972, the vocational education and
special education programs have become involved in this’

Q

lvMichigan Interagency Delivery System for Vocational
Education and Related Services for the Handicapped;" by

Michigan Rehabilitation Services; Special Education Services

Area, and Vocational-Technical Education Services, published

by the Michigan Department of Education, p: 27.
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;ffort; Staff of the three agencies realized Eﬁét_téé three
programs were often pursuing the same goals, "knocking on the
same’ doors," yet Eréquéhtiy'dupiicatihg sach others' services.
Agancy staff became increasingly convinced that services would
_be more efficient if they were well-coordinated; and if the
roles of sach agency with regard to the others could be
clarified. An initial agreement was:devéloped among the three

agencies in 1972-73. However, its scop as limited and it

£

did not address financial issues.

. Michigan's efforts at the state level to better integrate
special education, vecational education; and vocational
rehabilitation services were féiﬁféfééa by parallel federal
efforts occuring during the same time period: Representatives
of the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped (now Special
Education Programs)} Vocational Education, and the.

* Rehabilitation Services Administration (them in DHEW), issued

a federal memo of understanding, setting forth the goal of
‘interagency 666§éf§Eiéﬁ and ﬁféiﬁé states to devise their own
programmat ic éffortg. Michigan's work; which by that time -
presented to the three federal agéencies in Washington as one
possible model and as an éiéﬁﬁié ‘that state level cooperation
was not only possible but was likely to improve services. This

agreement among the three Michigan agencies.

However, Michigan SEA and MRS staff realized that




interagency agreements are ohly a first step toward coopera-

the more difficult task is t> develop a delivery system which
actually ‘results in improved services for handicapped
students. This became the next goal of the three agencies.

professionally committed to the goal of interagency

programming, and this commitment turned out to be crucial to
developng the delivery Systeii. Even when other demands on

——————— .

their agencies threatened the priority of the interagency

effort, the committee members”were able to sustain attention
on it. The committee was responsible for all aspects of the

‘e

- -

agency resource commmitments for the cooperative effort: (2).

. R _ 3 _ S . S - - R .
to cooperative ssrvice delivery; (3) designing the local
delivery model; (4) encouraging local program development

through workshops; training sessions; or on-site consultation;
and (5) providing technical assistance as local programs ran

into difficulties or needed further state policy changes.




IMPLEMENTATION

The major step in implementing the interagency delivery
system was publication of a document entitled, Michigan

Interagency Delivery System for Vocational Educatloﬁ and

Related Services. Developed by the interagency committee, and

distributed widely in 1980 by the three agencies, this

document set forth the delivery system which the state
agencies were recommending to their iocal counterparts:

This interagency document was unusually detailed and

comprehensive. It included:

MRS, and VTES, which outlined the,commltments each
of these agencies made to the delivery system.

A descriptionm of the structure; mandate;
éligibility critaria; referral procedures; and
services of each of the three agencies,;, as a
reference for 1ocai agencies;-
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1dent1fy1ng, by task,iwhlch agency had (a) prlmary
responsibility, (b) limited responsibility, or {(c)
no responsibility. For example, this model out-
lingd procedures for joint dévelopment of IEPS
and 1WRPs, utiliziﬁg expertise from all égehcieé.
B Local agencies were free to adapt this gener1c
b de11very model to their éwn resources and

p rograms ;
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local 1nteLagency agreements;

Descr1pt10ns of the four vocational. tra1n1ng
options 7and the related services available to
spec1al education students; 1nc1ud1ng.

3.

—Adapted vocational education

-Special Education/Vocational Education, and

—Ind1v1duallzed Vocational Training -

The service dellvery and f1nan01al respoﬁéibiiif'
ties of each of' the three agencies were detailed
for these alternatives.- e

5
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This document was the basis for in-service training of
local agency staff interested in improving vocational pro-

- gramming and féﬁ Biiitétlon services. (The state interagency

committee representatives developed other in-service training

materials and_gonducted most of the training themselves.)

[y

After local school districts, intermediate districts, or

MRS fiéld offices décidéd to implement: . the prnagram model,

(0]
I

- state staff prov1ded téchnical assistarnce as regUésted The
process. usually involvéd local design of a program; -

consultation with staff of each state agéﬁéy in order to

identify barriers to implementation;.and joint work by state

and local staff to remove these barriers, either through
change in state policy or through alteration of local
__-procedures.

Implementation of the interagency delivery.system hés not

3

Eéén free of probiems: SEA staff cxte several Issues Whiéh

were particularly difficult, as well as several factors which

were crucial for continued implementation of the effort:

® The development of the interagerncy effort was.

endangered at several points because the three

staff persons assigned to it (from SESaA, MRS,iand
VTES) were on the verge of beiiig reassigned to
other agency priorities.._ This was in- part due to

agency funding cuts_and resource conStrainteL

trouble just accompixshxng their baexc functions

with Yittle staff time to spare for new inter-
agency ventures: However,/reaSSIgnment of state

staff wculd have ellmlnated technlcal assistance

~ to local dlstrlcts and -- in the view of the SEA

” and MRS staff involved -- slowed the development

of local programs. Thls,problem was reduced in

S the 1982-83 school year when the state agencies,

7 ‘and particularly SESA, renewed their commitment
of staff time to this effort.




® Except. for the federatl Interagency agreement

developed in the late 1970's, federal pollcy did

not mandate cooperative interagency ventures at

the state level. Thus, state staff involved in

the cooperative delivery model had to spend much

of their time justifying it as a priority effort.

Sonie prov151ons of P.L. 94-142 created barriers to
1nteragency programmlng. State staff partlcularly

16&&1 staff in theée agencies 1n1t1ally thought

local special education personnel -were "hiding.
behind" the due process reguirements as a way of
not fully cooperating in 3o1nt,programs.f Once
local staff understood each Othéis mandates,
however, and real1zed that they shared program

i
L ]

Y emerged on the issue of confidentiality of infor-
{ mation. Some local schqol districts were
: unwilling to share student information with MRS.
‘This problem; too; was able to be resolved as

local.agency staff developed closer working

réiatioﬁghiﬁé, and after the State Attorney

General's office indicated that MRS could be

considered an education agency. |

The. factors which enabied the cooperative effort to
'p'é'réiét,“ déépité ‘these difficultles, were (1) the strong

persona1 and profe551onal commitments of the thrée staff

o
a551gned to the effort wHo were’successfui in keepxng thei

agencies committed to ﬁteraéeﬁéy prograﬁﬁiﬁé, (2) the

P
-~

once publlshed, prov1ded reference mater1als and- gu1de11hé§

’

for anyone 1nterested in vocattonal educattoh/specxai

’
B

educatloﬁ/rehaﬁliltatxon prodfaﬁmlng, and (4) the aﬁiiity of

MRS to use local special education expendltures to match

'
N “ ’

A similar d1ff1culty in local program development_;




federal funds. This latter facter has bden particularly

important in encouraging districts to develop collaborative

programs. IZA expenditures for staff and space which are used
for EF. ﬁurbéééé of vocational rehabilitation (and which are
under the control of an MRS superv1sor) can be métched with

By the summer of 1983, thirteen distrie{s'were using this

matching arréhgéﬁéﬁt; which accounted for Jover $2,000, 000 of

rehabilitation dollars: Rural districts have found this

effect on their limited local dollars.

EFFECTS
There have been three major benefits from the Michigan
interagency delivery systém.

_ 6

1. More than 30 local programs have been developed,

using the state agency agreement as a basis and

adapting it to local circumstances. In the

1982-83 school year, it is estimated that these
programs served approximately 10,000
secondary school handlcapped students.

2. Worklng relatlpnshlps among therthréé state
agencies are closer and more productive. In
addition to cebpérétihg on this effort, the
agencies now review and respond to_ each others'

state plans to identify ways in which ‘collabora-
tive policies and programming could be

strengthened: Staff from the three agencies

attend each agency's state conferences to make

presentations updating the collaborative pro-
gram, answer field staff questlonSp and
increase their own information-bases related
to the other agencies.

3. The ' 1nteragehey effort has led to other
activities to improve vocational opportunities
for the secondary age students: As an example:




staff of VTES and MRS are now deveiopxng
expanded guidelines for a pcst secondary
delivery system for handicapped young adults.-

¢ ' ' .
. CONTACT PERSON:

Ms. Elizabeth Kitchell
Special Education Sexvices Area
Michigan_ State Board of Educatlon

" Box 30008

Lansxng, Michigan 48909

(517) '373-1695
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STATE PRCFOTION OF LOCAL JOINT FUNDING PROGRAMS
FOR EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED STUDENTS

RHODE ISLAND

SUMMARY
Rhode Island's State Education Agency issued a Reguest
for Proposals (RFP) from LEA'sS and local Community Mental

Health Centers (CMHC) to jointly provide and finance intensive

treatment services to severely handicapped children with

tion that community services for these children were

insufficient, and were well behind services that targeted
adults or children with drug related problems. The SEA also
hoped to decreaseé the number of expensive day:and résidential

out-of-home placements.

LEA would act as a case-manager by referring troubled children

to a joint LEA-CMHC program. The SEA thereby hoped to be
assured that these school-age children received adequate care.
Grants werez awarded to three localities in which the LEA

disturbed children: Kent County; Providence and Woonsocket:

onary funds are being used as three-year

o

SEA discret
commitment to provide start-up funds for these projects.

L or




project will apply): It has been sufficiently specific.that

-

school boards cannot divert funds to other purposes; and it
has given local special education directors greater control
over their use of funds than is possible with P.L.= 94-142
funding. ;

There aré nine mental health catchmént areas in the state

and 40 LEA's With non co-terminous borders. The effectivehess

\

poor to non-existent: Yet, both agencies agreed that many
students with problems need to receive more intensive
community services to prevent institutionalization. State

officials recognized that collaborative efforts were needed to

speécially difficult population, severely

,,,,, N

handicapped children with behavior disorders: They felt the

N

serve this

most effective way Eo evoke such collaboration was to offer
seed money to develop iscai projects. Thus, the SEA funded
these local projects because of its strong commitment to forge
iteragency collaboration at the local level.

Tﬁ§ idea of providing seed money to both local education
" agencies and CMHC's orginated in 1979 when the SEA began
ﬁféﬁéfiﬁé its state §iéﬁ;r Twenty-five percent of the federal
funds éféﬁféa to Rhode Island for special education are

retained at the state as discretionary money. To maximize the

1;14. | —



usé of these funds, the SEA Sént out a brief survey asking
many organizations and LEA's state-wide to identify areas in
which new or expanded services were most needed. The over-

?é§§6ﬁaéﬁéé agreed that funds were urgently needed to devise
grograms to keep these children at home, rather than in
Private day treatment and reésidential facilities.

At the same time, the SEA was awareé Of both the lengthy

waiting list for residential treatment centers for emotionally

disturbed children and their tremendous costs: Because t

jo
[0}

monies for these placements EéﬁékééfEi§ from state funds; th

o

SEA and the Department of Children and Families were

interested in reducing such costs for this expensive option as

well as helping local agencies serve these thildren as close

tc homg as possible. Therefore, the SEA issued a "Request for

Proposal" (RFP) that asked for joint LEA and CMHC efforts to
provide intensive services to severely disturbed children:

To develop the RFP, the Director of Special Education in

Rhode Island met with the Director of the Division of Mental
Health and the President of the Rhode:- Island Mental Health
Association, both of wliom were supportive of the idea. A few
local special education and CMHC directors were also consulted
while the RFP was being developed. Copies were distributed to
all local federal project coordinators: Courtesy ééﬁiég were
sent to CMHC's so they would be prepared when they were

approached by LEA's.



IMPLEMENTATION

The SEA reviewed several applications to the RFP. Three

funding in 1982-1983. While the three local project designs

vary slightly, all illustrate that local special education

program of services for severely emotionally disturbed
children: |

Iﬁ.éééﬁ of the three projects, thé LEA or the ‘'group of
LEA's is the fiscal agent and receives funds directly from the
SEA. ifﬁééélfuhéé covered 100% of program costs for thé_fifét

two years of operation.) The LEA then contracts with the CEMHC

hindered collaboration surfaced during this period. Federal
Department'of Education fég?iationé specified that LEA's could
bidding. The state Special Education Director got around this
provision by assuring contracting with the CMHC's was justi-
fied because the EMHE was the only service. provider iﬁ the

EFFECTS

described below:



-
o

1. Kent County: When the state RFP came out, the Youth

Greenwich school districts met for the first time to identify
and prioritize mutual needs. Prior to the staté RFP, the
school districts would sometimes contract with the CMHC for

specific counseling services as needed; however, there was
very little interaction between agencies.
When the directors began to discuss priorities, they

was the type of child most in need of services: iﬁgtﬁé past,
this student would be a candidate for home instruction, which
all agreed was the least desirable option, or for an out-of-

state residential center or day treatment, both of which were

the chil

terribly expensive and took
 Eamily.

| in the iéiﬁi planning session, participants agreed to
establish a day treatment center for these students. The
eéucatiSE\qgencies provided a previously closed school
building andxg\sgeciai education supervisor as in-kind con-
tributions. iﬁé$éﬁﬂé.rECEiVéa the start-up funds (which
comprised only 20 péfCé”trbf their budget) and state and local
funds for the education é;*éaéﬁ'éﬁiia in the program: The

CMHC also provided administrative overhead as an in-kind con-

[}




along the course leading to and following placement. The CMHC
staff are invited to attend any internal school meetings héid
prior to development of the IEP when an émétiohaiiy disturbed
youth is being discussed. The school psychologist, social
worker, diagnostician, parent, teacher and CMHC staff person

meet to jointly detérmine placement and develop the IEP. The
CMHC will sometimes conduct further evaluations as well as

ﬁbﬁé_Viéits prior télbiaééﬁéﬁE; Special education teachers
special education directors who also meet montﬁiy with the
CMHC program staff. |

Since becoming operational in April 1981, the Kent
County program has been successful in achieving collaboration
to provide previously non-existing services to students with

behavior disorders: Participants agree that the students now

served by-this pregram would be €ither 'in an institution or on

the streets if it were not for this project: Only three

Director maintains that -they now at least know that a least

restrictive environment was tried and that a residenti

[
o

facility truly is the most appropriate placement:

Additionally, all participants agree this program is costing
far iess than approximately one-half the cost of private

settings.

2
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Initial discussions between the CMHKC in

2. Woonsocket:

Woonsocket and the five 1ocal school districts uncovered

involved emotionally disturbed children in crisis situations
who may be awaiting placement and in need of short term inter—
vention. Together the two agencies developed STIT: the Short
Term IﬁtéhSi§é Treatment Program to biéﬁiaé éiiﬁiééi,ééiﬁiéés
to éﬁiiaféﬁ who are not likely to go to tﬁé CMHC on their own;
the "school's problem".

The program operates as follows: When a child who
has been labeled as having a'behavio; aisorder; at any age and
with any degree of severity, finds him/herself in a crisis
situation {e.g., severe acting out), the school calls the CMHC
and makes a téfértal to the STIT program. The CMHC must make

referral. Thus the trigger of services is automatic. A cer-
tified mental health professional is assigned to the. case, and
the local district pays for the staff time: A senior

make recommendations for long term placement, which the school
staff then approve or modify and assume responsibility for

carrying out. ' ;



The STIT program has been successful in its attempt

to provide another service often missing in the continuum from.

‘short term emergency treatment to longer term placements. It

ol

r

i

also has made good use of mental health professionals wh

el

siich specialized trcatment is not always available in smal
school distrirts.

"3, Providence: The relationship between the Providence

CMHC and the Providence School District has been a good one

vdeveiopménf and demonstration projects. When this RFP came
out, they developed Project TEAM to provide intensive méhtéi
health interventipn to severely distirbed children in the
regular schools. The goal of this program is to maintain

children with behavior disorders in the community and in the

was needed for an intervention program to give severely dis-

turbed children and their families 10 hours of intensive
casework per week.

The Providence School District contracts with the CMHC
according to the amount of time they provide for the project.
New staff were hired at the CMHC for this project and someone

ig on call at all times. Children attend special education
classes in cheir home school and in addition; because of the

and their families individual treatment sessions for a minimum

of 10 hours per week. These children may otherwise have been



A ‘coordinator at the CMHC and one in the special

cr!
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education-division of the LEA meet. weekly. to discuss
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student's progress. In additiéﬁ; ﬁeééﬁer§rféik to

' contact with schcoi staff regarding new referrals.

Although Eﬁere is no hard aéﬁé yet £o prove the cost-

effectlveness of the program, part1c1pants from both the CMHC
and the LEA agree that total costs are probably oné-half to

one-third of the costs for ‘residential or private day treat-~
ment facilities.
&

"Officials in each of the three participating sites

expressed positive reactions to their jcint projects. In each
site; administrators believe that most of the children being
served in these new joint programs would otherwise remain on a

ﬁehtél health services in their héﬁé ééﬁﬁﬁﬁiﬁiéé; L.

2

CONTACT PERSON , -

Dr. Charles Harrxngton

Director

R S I

Special Educatlcn o

Room 200 q
22 Hayes Street
Providence, Rhode Island 02908

(401) 277-3505
A
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STATE PROMOTION OF LOCAL JOINT FUNDING
FOR VOCATIONAL PROGRAMS

MASSACHUSETTS

SUMMARY

forty awards to local districts to help them establish local
three-year joint programs to promoté vocational services for
hahdiéabbéd students at the secondary level. A competitive

bidding process wds used to stimulate collaboration at the

"One of the tequirements for the award was that the local
program must use both special education funds and Vocational

Education entitlement funds.

initiated; most of which continue to operate. ©One such

effective program, the €Capé Cod Regional Technical: High

seed money.

DEVELOPMENT AND PURPOSE OF SEED MONEY

In 1978, the Associate Commissioners of the Division of
' Special Education and the birector of the Division of

expanded vocational services for handicapped students. They .

attended a cornference in Washington, D.C., designed to help
statée administrators collaborate to provide vocational

services. Following this; the officials decided to use their

4
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special education and vocational education aiééféfiaﬁaf§ funds
level.

' Because this seed money was discretionary funding, they
used a competitive bidding process to distribute it. The
. Division of Special Education agreed to provide $6.2 million
from its diééféfiéﬁéfy P.L. 94-142 funds aaa the Division of
Vocational Eaﬁééfééﬁ put up $3:2 million from iEé P:L. 94-482
funds over a fi?é—yééf ﬁéfiéaz Béééhéé'éééﬁ éééﬁéi had to
maiﬁtaih‘iﬁGEPEhGEht fiscaifaccountabiiitf; these two sums

were not pooled physically. ' .

An RFP was issued jointly by the two divisions and sent
to all local education agencies through the six Regional
Education Centers: Local applications ‘were to increase

V6Eéfi6ﬁéi services for handicapped students and had to use
Vocational Education (110-A) funds. The fegicnai centers
reviewsd and ranked sach application rétur@éd,td;th§m, and the
two state divisions made the final selection based oR;éhe

regional recommendations.

-

PLEMENTATION

1

=

fﬁ 1979-80; forty-one iéééi'ﬁféjééié ﬁéfé;fﬁﬁaéa at a
total cost to the two divisions of $3.2 million. Individual
projects ranged from $8,000 to 5156;666. In 1980-81, the same
forty=ons projects were refunded, plus five new ones added for
a total cost of $3.0 million. 1981-82 was the last year of

the funding cycle and totaled $2.9 million for 40 projects.




req01rements; the awards were made in two separate amounts;

For éiampié; local diétiiété can use the Vocat10na1 Education

funds to purchase equipment; a use they cannot make- of special
[

-

educatlon funds, according to state law.
At the same time the grant awards were made, the Division
of Special Education and the Division of Vocational Education

alé” used their dlscretlonary monies to develop an in-service

tralnLng durlng the flrst year, and the Division of Special
Education funded the second year. In all, some 4,000 in-=
service days were prov1ded to 3,500 local school personnel

through the state.

EFFECTS
An interim evaluation conducted by the Division of
Special Education in 1981 found the following breakdown of the

46 on-going local projects:

e Thirty projects planned to continue their operation by

replacing the state funds with local funds;

® Seven projects were still receiving state seed money;
and
. Nine projects were terminated because of their inabi-

decreased the amount of property taxes "for educatlon
T ”‘that codld be levied.

b
':‘;M‘
S Qi



One of the successful programs that was developed in

response to the RFP process, and is still in operation today
using local funds, is the Cape Cod Regional Technical High
Schocl. Local special education and vocational education
administrators responded to the RFP with a comprehensive plan
designed to fulfill the following objectives on a collabora-

tive basis:

To initiate long-range planning for handicappeu youth

which includes academic, vocational and post high-
‘school objectlves, :

"® To prov1de as many vocational options as possible to
spe01al needs studéhts w1th1n a flex1ble environment
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agen01es to coordlnate work with handlcapped
adolescents.
The Cape Céa Regional Technical High School is part of

Massachusetts' regional vocational educational network. Since
receiving the stéte‘séed money,; staff from the school have

-

school to extend a full range of pre-vocational, vocational

assessment, and vdcational education programs for handicapped
a

“children (known as c

ildren with special needs 1in

N 3*

Massachusetts.) Nearly 25 percent of the students in Cape

Cod Technical's regular vocational program have been

identified as épéciéi ﬁééds students under Massachusetts

State iéW; éﬁéptér 766. Ahy ﬁandlcapped child is a candidate

B
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for the program, but primary focus is on students in the
eighth grade or above. One official describes the target
populaton as "kids who would otherwise sit in a resource
room and collect a diploma but with.no saleable skills."

In addition; the school and its Regional Advisory

Committee have developed two programs which have been designed
to extend vocational education programs to the more severly
handicapped school-age and adult population: "The Workplace"

is an extended day program that provides concentrated skills
training in specific occupational clusters; placement and
supervision in job training slots; and job placemént. The

second special program; the Assessment Center, works with

local regular and special education staff to perform
comprehensive vocational assessments for all students
identified as special needs or where there is some evidence of
handicap. These assessments, normally performed before
students enter the eighth grade, are used (1) to identify
appropriate vocational education programs for handicapped
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handicapped students Ui the eastern end of the Cape. With

limited employment opportunities available in the area,
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resources to déVéidp gpéciéi programs. The avaiiébiiity of

to extend their capacity to serve more severeiy handicapped
students; but also to build a col 1556E5E7”é approach to
serving this ﬁéﬁﬁiétiéﬁ: A primary result of Tech's compre-

has been the development of strong collaboration among all
local agencies serving the handicapped in the area, including
the Massachiusetts Rehabilitation Comm1551on, the BépartmEht of
Mental Health; the Dépértment of Youth Serv1ces, and prbbétibh
departments.

money from the SEA; local officials
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maintain that they would not have been able to afford the

initiation of this speciai érogram; As of SéptémBéf 1982, the

gl

public and privaté tuition monies and the local prlvate
industry council.;

Pat Ferrls

Progrtam Development Specialist
Department of Education
D1v151on of Speéecial Education
1385 Hancock Street = ___ __
Oﬂihcy, Massachusetts 02169



CONTACT PERSON

Marsha Hekking =
Cape €Cod Regional Technical
High School

(617) 432-45G0
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STATE LEGISLATION

CALIFORNIA

SUMMARY

one in 1982 which were designed to provide a single plan for

all relevant state agencies to facilitate effective iuse of

fiscal resources across agencies and to maximize the use of

federal and state monies available for handicapped children.
The Joint Funding for Education of Handicapped Children

that would identify legislative obstacles to effective inter--
agency collaboration and propose waivers that would facilitate

cross-agency use of fiscal resources. The .Education and

Services for Handicapped Children Act, also passed in 1980,

required that intéragency agreements be developed which would

assign fiscal responsibilities among various agencies;

.. Enforcement. authority was wvested in a higher-level of state - ..

government; the Department of Finance.

DEVELOPMENT AND PURPOSE OF LEGISLATION

During the 1980 California legislative session, two major

interagency collaboration for Eéﬁaiééﬁﬁéa children: & third
bill féitéfétihg the need for interagency collaboration became
effective in 1983. The legislature sought to improve cross-

agency service continuity and avoid overlaps and:conflicts in .



N

service jurisdiction. The legislature recognized that, unde

éiiétiﬁg €California law; no program yet h
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either coordinated the various federal and state
available for handicapped children nor maximized the use of
these funds.

Because California had been cited by the federal
government as out of compliance with P.L. 94-142, both

original bills focused on the financial responsibilities of
various state agencies. These compliance problems resulted

from funding problems associated with the use of California

Children's Services (CCS). Although CCS originally agreed to

whether both should be classified as either medical services

or education and related services when they were not medically

necessary but specified in an IEP. Consequently; because
their financial responsibilities were unclear, neither the

education agencies nor the . CCS was willing to._pay. for these -

non-medical servicés. Wanting to assure their continued
receipt of federal funding -= a necessity to incrementally
implement their Master Plan for Special Education which was

jeopardizing the receipt of federal funds. In fact, in 1978

the CCS's situation jeopardized $72'million in federal funds.
In addition, potential problems with children in state

hbSﬁitalé and those registered with the Regional Centers for

oy
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the developmentally disabled were thought to further
jeopardize receipt of any federal funds. The legislatire
therefore intended to resolve interagency matters as

expeditiously as possible and; chose legislation as thé meahs.
to do so. .

As well ’as"_'de'aii'ng with- financing problems, the
legislature sought to create a single line of responsikbility,
as required in P.L. 94-142, the absencs of which, prior to
1981, had led to non-compliance problems. The State
Pepartment of Education had been charged with prescribing

Services (CCS) Program what services a child needed: At the

same time, CCS was 'ch"ar'g'ed with failing to provide or pay for

services they previously had both provided and p‘aid' for

because of the SEA's single state agency responsibility.
During this same period, the California Joint Legislative

costs and failing to ensure that the most favorable sources o

federal financing were secured. For example, the Audit
Committee found that education agencies could; but did not;
use other sources of funds, like Medicaid, to provide services
to handicapped children. Moreover, agreements then in place
were not -binding and were unenforceable by the SEA, despite
its supervisory fégﬁaaéisiiiéiég under P.L: 94-142; This
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'su?érvisory responsibilities under P:L. 94-142; and (2) the

absence of a statutorily prescribed mechanism for resoclving

interagency disputes over providing and financing handicapped
students' services.

The iégisiéturé used this report to develop their bills:
Although the SEA supported this legislation and helped in its
drafting, the SEA did not sponsor the two bills. They are
described, in turn, below.

1. The Joint Funding for Education of Handicapped

Children Act of 1980. This bill, {(formerly AB 2394), was

passed on February 20, 1980, by the California Assembly and
N | . R v
incorporated into the Education €ode (Chapter 9; Sections

56875-85); The Act requires that all agencies develop one
plan to both identify legislative obstacles to effective
interagency collaboration and propose waivers that would

The following state departments and councils| were

_required to _submit a joint plan to the legislature:

Department of Education
Department of Health Services
Department of Mental Health
Department of Rehabilitation
Department of Social Services
-Pepartment of Youth Authority
Employment Development Department
Staté Council on Developmental Disabilities
Department of Developmental Séfgiééé
-~

»

S The consolidated plan is to 1list federal and state
laws and reguiéticns for which waivers could be granted that

would maximize LEAS' use of federal funds without decreasing
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the funds available to other agencies. The Department of

in the law include Part B, Education of tﬁélﬁéﬁaiééﬁpéa Act,
Medicaid; EPSDT; Developmental Disabilities Se tvices, Title
XX, Crippled Children's §érvic§§, Vocational Education,
Maternal and Child Health Services and SSI. Each state égéhcy
would likewise grant its own waivers of state law as
nécﬁgsary.

/‘ According to this plan the bPepartment of Education

<

ilable under federal and state programs for which LEAs are
elligible. The guidelines will alsoc 1ist all statutes and

gulations under the jurisdictions of the above departments’

LEAS would then bé in a bettér position to both maximize their.

ube of federal funds and coordinate services from multiple
state agencies: In this same plan, the Department of Finance

is given the authority to ascertain the amount of funds, if
any, that should be transferred between state agencies in

order to achieve the purposes of the Act. Any savings that

to meet the full mandate of P.L. 94-142;
The law also provides for several review stages. The
Department of Finance, viewed as a neutral agency without any

vested interest in any one department, will evaluate the above

i



‘ funding procedures. The Joint Legislative Budget Committee
will then review the evaluation. The. Office of Pjlanning and
" Research, an umbrella unit within the Governor's Office, will

establish procedures for the development and review of the

2. The Education  and Qerv;cesgﬁa;4Hand4ca;¢uﬂlJﬂlleren

Act (SB 1616). This second bill was passed by’ a majority vote

.in the California Senate on February 28, 1980, and

ihcorporétéd ihtd Part 30 of the Education Code.as Chapter

Government Code:  This act requires tﬁét written interagency

- agreements assign fiscal respons ibilities for providing
special educetion and related services. Most importantly; the

" act provides for a review process at a higher level of state
gbVéthﬁéht than the SEA when any agency fails to mest its
financial bbligatibhs to handicapped children. The act also

l\r

,,,,,, __the directors of the following departments ~develop written

agreements that specify fiscal responsibilities:

Department of Health Services
‘Department of Mental Health _
Department of Developmental Service
Department of Social Services
Department of Rehabilitation-

Department of Youth Authority

Employment Development Department

If any of these agencies fa i1 to pr. v1de a service that is

spec1f1ed in a chiid«s IEP . or when ﬁed'ral or state statute or
d a
1ﬁtéfégehéy agreements require the agency to provxde this

)-u [
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‘service, the secretary of the agency involved is to receive a
report within 15 days after the determination that the problem

.

ébt@éiiy éiisté;%Aff the services are not provided within 60
days, the Director of Finance may take appropriate action,
iﬁéiﬁaiﬁé‘Eéfﬁiﬁéting or reaucihgﬁéfété_EUhds. In addition,
the 1éw,§tipu1ates thét_éhyxégéhéy providing services to

handicapped children must obtain prior approval from the

Departiment of ' Finance before reducing or éiiﬁiﬁéﬁiﬁaiéﬁéh{

services.

In another section of the act, state agencies must

report disapproved federal funds that result from deficien-—

cies; as well as plans for correcting these deficiencies.

When any state agency receives a digapégovai for a 'ré'q’ijé’st!t;f'o't
federal funds, the state agency must notify, within 15 days of
receipt, the Department of Finance, the Office of Planning and
Research within the Governor's office; and the Joint

Legislative Budget committee: This notification must:

. ddentify the federal program and the federal admiﬁiétérihg

agency for which the application was not approved; estimate
/

the amount of funds affected; give'reasons for the disappro-
, ; 7

val; and describe actions by other state or local agencies -

4

which may have affected the disapproval. The Joint Budget

ommittee pﬁéh distributes this information to each of the
appropriate legislative policy and fiscal committees within 10

L o -
days of its receipt of notification: Within 30.days, the
state agency must submit a plan fur "fostering expeditious

receipt of the affected federal fuads and for resolving any

’ o f
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agencies whfgh has interferred w1th federa1 agency approvail."”

]

IMPLEMENTATION OF LEGISLAYION

Neither of these two bills has been operationa lized to
date. The Executive Séérétary and Chief of Staff of tﬁé:

of 1981 to begin implementing AB 2394, The committee ‘included

representatives from the SEA, the ﬁééith and Welfare Agency,
and the Office of Planning and Research, and other state
organizations. However, since the Executive Committee central
to the bpérétibh of AB 2394 had never besn established, the
As of the summer of 1983; phe SEﬁ~i§ waiting for a
from t

directive from the Office of Program and Evaluation wit

Governor's Office to constitute the Executive Committee.

éppbiﬁtéa; these pleces of 1egisiat10n have not been
iﬁpiéﬁéhtéé; The SEA is waiting for Eﬁé office of Program and

Interagency task team to act as an adV1sory committee to the
overall Executive Committee noted in AB 2391.

The second bill, SB 1616, has never been tested because
there has only been one complaint filed and that was resolved
before reaching the Department of Finance stage: A second
complaint is also currently being resolved at the SEA 1level.
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Both involved disputes over related services provided by
California Children's Services vs. those provided by education
agencies.

too early to determine its effects. Several people have
speculated about these effects, however. Some contend that
the impact will be negligible because the legislature cannot

not take into account the enormous complexities involved in

implementation. Others disagree, believing that because of
these two pieces of legislation, agencies hive begun to
negotiate with each other. SEA officials note that, if
nothing else, the threat of the 1legislation makés other

»

dgericies tiore awaré of the need for financial collaboration.

CONTACT PERSON

Dr. Loiuis Barber -
Director L

Special Educatio

Department of Education

721 Capitol Mall

Room 614 - , -
Sacramento, California 95814

(916) 445-4036
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THE STATE COORDINATING COMMITTEE ON SERVICES
TO HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

MARYLAND
_—"" SUMMARY
The Maryland legislature and Governor established a state
committee to coordinate service delivery and finsncing for

address issues of interagency financing and service delivery,
and is the major force in a sustained attempt to develop
interagency collaboration state-wide. In the short ter, the
Committee has effectively clarified cross-agency responsibi-

lities and established poiicies that govern out-of-district

placements. In the long term,; the Committee has developed a
framework that addresses issues deaii’ngi with i'n'i:erage'n”cyb
finéhéiﬁg of services to handicapped children. Although this
new framework has yet to be implemented, plans currently being

died are among the most innovative encountered. For this
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his review details both this framework and Maryland's
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The origins of Maryland's efforts at interagency

coordination began in 1974-1975, when the Governor and the

Maryland General Assembly recognized that handicapped children
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by'éﬁi(éﬁé agency: They became both alarmed at the rising:

costs 6f non-public résidential-placements and concerned with

serving children in/out-of-state programs. In part, the

recommehdations. The Commission's initial report resulted in
the General Assembly's 1976 enactment of Chapter 240 of the
Acts of the General Assembly of Maryland, which established a

turned iEg attention to the ﬁféGiéiGﬁ of special education and
‘related services to those children served in residential

agency facili-

(0]

facilities, private schools, and other stat

ties. The Commission recognized that the state had not yet

to develop a uniform approach to cross-agency service
detivery: |

 fn its 1977 second report to the Governor, the
Comnissioner recommended ways to improve the coordination of

rvices to handicapped students. One of its recommendations,
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subsequently acted upon, was the creation of a State

T

Ce

ok
e
O



-
.

5épértméﬁts of Health and Mental Hygiene, Eaucation; and Human
Resources. The Commission believed that state-level coordina-
tion of departmental activities was a necessary prereguisite
to improve local-level service linkages. The SCC subsequently

has remained committed to interagency collaboration, believing

areas. The SCC also has recognized that children's needs cu
across departments; which are only units organized by a
bureaucracy to handle administrative functions; :
Following the Schifter Commission's recommendations,

Acting Governor Blair Lee issued a June 1978 Executivé Order
(01:01:1979:17) that established the State Coordinating

’

Committee. The Committee was made Up ¢ one representative
from the State Deaprtment of Budget and FMiscal Pianning; two

from the Governor's Office; and three each from the SEA; the

: T , -
Department of Health and Mental Hygiene, and the Department of

Human Be'sources. Because the Asgistant Secretaries and the
Assistant Superintendent sit on the State Coordinating

Committee, high level policy decisions can be made.

IMPLEMENTATION .. .

One of the first major committee activities involved

joint planning among member agencies. Although this task
appears very basic and would seem relatively simple, it rarely

agency suth as the Goyernor's office. One example of sich-a

joint planning activity was a study that member agencies con-



ducted of handicapped children's out-of-state placements. The
committee reviewed the OUtZGEfétété placement policies of the
Departments of Health and Mental Hygiene, Education and Human
Resources, departments with authority to place children in
sut-of-state private facilities:

As part of this study, Governor Hughes asked the
Committee to investigate the feasibility of establishing a new

state residential facility for children who had been place
out-of-state. A team of people, who combined substantive pro-
ited vacant

ings in Maryland to assess the feasibility of renova-
I

buil

planning activities include: (1) interagency service delivery

and; (2) financing arrangements for handicapped children

" [l

1This team was made up of the Director of Special

' Education, the Assistant Commissioners of the Departments of
Hur 1 Resources and Health and Mental Hygiene, representa-

tives of the Department of Juvenile Services, two architects
from the Department of State Planning and the General
Services Administration and one budget officer.



placed in residential facilities: These two areas are

described below:

1. Interagency Service Delivery: In ordér to opéra-

tionalize the coordination of field services, the Schifter

Commission had recommended that a centralized staff, rather

provide back up, supervision, and leadership. Theé Commission
further recommended that the SEA assume this responsibility.

to develop its own recommendations about providihg in-state
services -to childred who had been placed out-of-state.

In its first report to the Governor, dated December
6, 1979, the State Coordinating Committee urged the- implemen-
tation of most of the Commission's recommendations: the
Committee developed a placement process for residential
facilities that went beyond the already existing procedures

the mid-1970's to overSee the placement of all handicapped

’

children. They are comprised of LEA representatives, usually
special education personnel and school psychologists, as well
as representatives from county social services and community

mental health agencies:. By encouraging interagency decision-
Q- - e ol . R L,i,,,',;,,,, o - - .
making; the members of these local committees hope to ensure
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procedures had been written only into the SEA regulations.

and Human Resources (DHR) had no such mandate, and because

DHMH and DHR often aré involved in these plaéeﬁehts, the sc¢c

making. .

’

The SCC therefore recommended the following:

e The ARD will autcmatlcally refer any chil

recommended for residéntial placement to a neéw
local comm1ttee, the Local Coordinating Commlttee
(LCC). This committee will include the directors
of the special education division offthe LEA, the
county Department of Heéalth and Mental Hygiene; and
the County Department of Human Resources: The LCC

reviews residential placement recommendations to

ensure both that all three local agencies share in

the decision and that, preceeding this recommenda-

tion; the appropriate local resources have been
exhausted.

e If the LCC firds that both steps have besen taken,
recommendations are then forwarded to the state
agency of record, the agency that was the child's

original point of entry. However, the agency of
record status can be changed if 1t becomes clear

e Upon receiving the LCC's recommendatlon, the agency

of record will continue to ensure that atl local

options have been tested, and may request that the

ECC explore previously overlooked local placement
possibilities. The agency of record then
reconfénds rtesidential placement to the State
Coordinating Committee, if and when it is satisfied
that this placement 1is épprbpriété.
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documented adequately-. If it is in agreemeht with

the recommendatxon, ‘it then authorizes the
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Eésidentiai placement, théréby au(omaticaiiy

‘pool (described below). ]

The SCC also ensires that the LCCs maintain an
Aftercare Prbgram which would help reintegrate

At one time; the SCC also considered recommending the

'creation of an Interagency Appeals Board with jurisdiction

.over all appeals of LCC decisions regarding a child's need for

multi-agency residential services., However, the Committee now
Feels a single appeals process may violate Some dueé process
protections, anid thus is exploring Separaté appeal procedurés
for each agency.

2. Interagency F1nanc1a1 Respon51b111t1e5° Along with

its other recommendgtlons; the SCC reviewed solutions to
policy 5?651éﬁ§fi656151ﬁ§ financing out-of-district residen-

tial ﬁiéééﬁéﬁﬁé; an area associated with major funding

inequities: For instance, if a child was placed in a private’

facility, the LEA was responsible for funding costs up to a

level .equal to three times the amount of educating a

non—handlcapped child in that distri ct; with the SEA assuming

the remainder of the costs: ‘HéﬁéGéf; if a child was placed in

either a state institution or a program funded by the

Bepartments of Healtﬁ and Mental Hyglene or Human Resources,

the state would pay 100% of the: educational costs. The SCC

initially was concerned that these fundlng prov151ons

[

encouraged LEAS to place children in either state iﬁs;itutiéﬁs

or other state-funded programs; rather than in private
7 :



]

facilities; since LEAs would not have to pay.. However; this
appears not to have occurred. Instead; the number of children

The Committee also recognized that the funding
responsibilities of the three state agencies with primary

respons1b111tv for hand1capped children needed clarification.

_-44 |’-,.

To this. end, the SCC suggested that a common funding pool be.

established to take care of all non- public residential

di greements about out-of-state placement funding. This
common pool also was viewed as the best way to both end the

”66Eiﬁﬁiﬁ§ debate about each agéﬁcy‘s financial

basic care, social and educ%tlonai serv1ces; agd heaith care.
A uniform rate and fee stfueturé atso was to be created at the
. | !
state level for the purchase of non-public residential care.
While the funding pool has not yet been established;
its desiéﬁ ~- even in the é%nceptuai stages -- is ihstruEtive,

Initially, the funding pool is to be estébiished usihgleééﬁ
agency's existing State Approprlatlon Accounts; from whiéﬁ a

-

portion would be transferred each quar ter to one or more
Source Brawzng Accounts. rEventually; an iﬁdegéhdeht-épprb—

priation account may be created for the pool This -account
I , _ ,
would draw -down state monies directly, as 6pp6séd to passing

[
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through state agency accounts. Use of existing appropriatiocn
accounts is thought to be a more politically acceptable means
of starting this pool. The funding pool will allow each

departmen’t to pié‘n ahead for five years since it will have

out-of-state placements: With this infcrmatlon; each agency

will be in a more secure financial position because no one
agency will incur large unexpected costs. The Committee

State Comptroller, admlnlster the funding pool. . This state

agency will act as a "serv1ee bureau" for the program agen-
cies, while the Committee retains authority for programmatic

decisions.

™ FIrst, the number of expected out- of state place-
ments and their costs would be estimated.

e Second; an equitable cost allocation algorithm
would be developed to distribute total costs
among the three agencies:. At the beginning cf

each fiscal year, a fixed amount of funds from
each 'department would be earmarked according - to a

formula for private residential placements.

Elther the Department of Budget and Flscal

an amount of money available to each oepartment

yearly for out-of-state placements. Any restric-

tions on the use of agency funds, such as when DHR

disallows’ any approprlatlons for medical care,
would be accounted for in the algorithm.

® Third, fUhds would be trarsferred to the Source
Drawing Accounts and would be used as follows. If

- DHR contrisuted, for example, 30% of the poaqled

A fuhde, DHMH 20%, and education 50%, funds for a

)
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costing $30,000, 30% would come from DHAR funds in
* the pool; 20% from DHMH fund; and 50% from SEA
© funds:- In this way, all funds would be depleted

simultaneously, thereby avcldlng much "interagency

controversy and minimizing the likelihood of
financial concerns shaping policies. To the

extent contrlbutlons exceed expenditures . at year-

‘end, each of the three departments would receive
proport10nal repayments.\
; .

the Jo1nt Task Force for Negotlated Rates for Purchase of

Children's Residential Servicas recommended that Maryland

V]

change its iﬁagiiﬁaﬁ_.anawabié:faEé structure to a prospective '

cost reimbursement system. The task force also recommended

uhah an rndependent Rate Settlng Board be established, a

recommeqdatlcn the Scc hopes to 1mplement shortLy. The

Committee is-also-exploring optibns for establishing a uniform
fee setting and collection pbilcy.
As its flrst step In Impiementlng the service

de11very and f1nanc1a1 plané/descrlbed above, the SCC commis-

A

- sioned a feas1b111ty sfudy from the Education Turnkey Systems

to investigate 1mplementat1ongcosts and the necessary législa-

tive and regulatory changes. .This study issued recommenda-

' tions about the étructures and 3urlsd1ct1ons of the SCC and

P o iviY = i T

management functions’ as ell as fundlng pool specific cations.
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2Educat1on Turnkey Systems,,"Program Pol1cy and Financial

Analysis for Improved/Services to Handicapped €hildren;"
September, 1981. ;
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amendments. However, these plans were postponed in

anticipation of sharp reductions in state-agency Ffunds: At
present, the scc‘await’s an executive order from the Governor

focusxng principally on residential ﬁiéééﬁéﬁté; In the

future,; the SCC hopes to expand its 1nteragency plannlng and
Q
programming to other areas, but now is malntalnlng its

initial focus on out-of-state placements so as to develop

credibility before broadening its scope.

q

\\
y
EFFECTS OF THE COMMITTEE'S WORK

~

Because the above plans have not yet been opera-

tlonallzed, it is 1mp0551b1e to measure the SCC's effectlve—

aﬂvahtages of Maryland's approach o Overall; Maryland"

ﬁhey have deveiéﬁ%é on 1nteragency fInan01ng and service

—~ +

aeilveryi From the start, the goal of these recommendations

1

was to unlfy ccntrcl over expenditures to benefit handicapped



state agencies: A These recommendations have the support of the

State legislature, the Governor's Office, and the Secretaries
of the three major human service departments.

The importance of the support from general purpose state
government officials in Maryland's interageéncy effort must be
emphasized. Services for handicapped children have commanded
attention from authorities above the agency level, as

~evidenced by thégGovernor's initial appointment of the

Schifter Commission; and various activities undertaken by both
the Governor's Office and the Office of the Budget. These

high level actjvities have been instriimental in both assuring

interagency issues and giving the ScC authority it would

otherwise not have.
The innovative nature of the most recent Marylaad

roposals is noteworthy. The SCC ensures that the relevant
state agencies collectively work out residéntial placements.

Their proposals go beyond coordination to integration of

plans will allow the three agencies to exert greater control
over their own budgets.

\ Although these plans have yet to be implemented, they
3 . _ B . . . i} i S
remain goals for which both the SEA and allied human service

agencies aim. To our knowledge; assuring collective financial

responsibility among agencies has not been attempted

elsewhere; and represents a significant new ﬁ};écfion in the
coming years for special education financing.
e 12 '
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CONTACT PERSON

Richard J. Steinke

Director | o

Division of Special Education o
Maryland State Department of Education
200 West Bdltimore Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21201

(301) 659-2490




APPENDIX J

AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION AND
THE DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES

COLORADO -

o 154




AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION AND THE
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES

COLORADO

SUMMARY

The Colorado Department of Education entered into an
agreement with the Department of Social Services to establish
joint placement, funding, and monitoring procedures for
chiiareh placed in residential facilities. These facilities

include public and private foster care, group care homes,; and
residential child care facilities. The two departments agreed
to: (1) jointly develop IEP's and secure appropriate place-
ments for handicapped children who may need outside-the-home
care; (2) jointly assess and evaluate placements aﬁa report to
the court on the need for placement and to ensure that the
placement is in the least restrintive environment; and (3)

jointly finance such placements as follows: the LEA pays for

IEP; while the local Department of Social Services pays for

all care and maintenance costs associated with the placement,
regardless of which agency has referred the child. The

agreement further stipulates that the county department of

social services must notify the LEA within 30 days prior to

-any placement change.
The agreement has been particularly effective because it

was developed with the active participation of local agencies.
The SEA and State Department of Social Services invited all

local directors of special education and county social service

155



This developmental procedure was pursued because state

o R R oo oo . - S i R _ - -
officials belive that the active participation of local

strong local autonomy.

DEVELOPMENT AND PURPOSE OF THIS AGREEMENT

tial schools, and institutions) as Residential Child Care

Facilities (RCCF's). The Department of Social Services i
responsible for these facilities' programs and traditionally
has paid for costs incurred there by delinquent, mentally
retarded; and developmentally disabled children; as weil as by
children iﬁ»fééééf care. Recognizing its EééﬁéﬁgiBiIiEy for

the education of these children under its own state law, as
well as P.L. 94-142, the State Department of Education
developed an inteéragency agreement with the Department of
Sotial Services that set parameters for joint placement
débiéibhé;'fUhdihg; and monitoring of RCCF programss
Traditionally, the Department of Education is responsible
for assuring a free appropriate public education to all
children; and supervising all educational programs maintained

and operated by other state agencies. The Department of

Social Services safeguards the rights of dependent children

31

and provides necessary cut-of-home placements. Rather tha

continuing to separately perform these functions; the ¢ty

g
Q!
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departments agreed to: (1) jointly develop IEP's and secure

appropriate placements for handicapped children who may need

ments and report to the court on the need for placement and to

rensure that the placement is in the least restrictive environ-

LEA pays for
identified in

Services pays

jointly finance such placements as follows: the
all special education and related services
the IEP, while thé local Department of Social

for all care and maintenance costs associated

with the placement, regardless of which agency has referred

department of

days prior to

social services must notify the LEA within 30

any placement change.

Development of the agreement was both laborious and

lengthy. After state level efforts failed; representatives

collaboration
believed that

especially in

was to involve local directors. State officials
the only way to avoid operational resistance,

a state with strong local autonomy, is to ensure

that, from the beginning, all relevant actors, including local

officials, participate. If they are excluded, real change is

Consequently, in 1980, the Department of Education

convened a two and one-half day workshop in Denver that

brought together each of the 63 county social service

directors, RCCF directors, and the 50 local special education

diréétéfé; The purpose of the meeting was to generate a list

[



of issues that local directors identified as the most critical

the two departments' roles.

Participants were asked, for example, to list the five

most pressing probiems théy" encountered when dealing with the

needs. Participants also noted -that a local survey of
éi}éiiéﬁié services also would be 'exi:r'em'eiy h'eipfui. N
2 .

-

,'77;;,
services and special educatlon directors shired several common

concerns. For éiaﬁple; both believed that iocai settings are

preferable for children: They also found that theé individual

care plans each developed were quite similar. That the
department shared common concerns helped provide impetus for
participants to collaborate. Most believed that adeguate

access to services can be achieved only by cr0551ng agency

'lines -- a task that requires recognizing areas of common

concerns and improving interagency communication: Yet, this
belief conflicted with reality: Conference participants

generally agreed that service deiivery fragmentation was

directed toward placement de0151ons was essentlal.

At the close of the workshop; a steering committee was
¥

appointed to draft the agreement. This committee,  mposed of



education di{?fféf for each of the five' issue areas identified
during the W6fﬁéﬁéﬁﬁ‘ﬁéﬁ eight times between September 1986_
and June 1981 andidrafted an agreement, circulated it to all
local directors, and revised the draft.according to comménts.
On June 17, 1981, both thé Commissioner of Education and the

- completed the first phase; that of policy development:

implementation,; perhaps a more difficult phase, could proceed.’

IMPLEMENTATION

After distributing copies of the Agreement to each local
social serviceé and special education director, the State

A ) ) S o o ) )
Departments.of Educaticn and Social Services each met with

their respective local affiliates to further explain its con-

tent: The agreement was meant to be a framework for response:
L8

the more detailed implementation guestions remained to be
resolved. The Department of Education compiled a list of more

specific guestions generated by local social Services and

special education directors concerning procedural matters:

P

2

These questions ranged from the most theoretical; “"Who is
Social Services and what do they .do?" to the most detailed, as

0

illustrated in the following guestions:

5 7(' »
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® What are the apprOpxla;e procedures for multi-

"district counties? .

® Cain Social Sérvices g1ve permlssxon for assess-
ments?

e What hapgpens when court orders conflict with an
IEP?

‘th‘bayg for staffing meetings?

e Does the dlstrlct of Jurlsdlction (i.e., home

school) have a voice: in continuing placement in an
RCCF for children already so placed?

Does Social Services pay if a child is being roved
to an RCCF solely for education reasons?

® How .are records transferred between agencies?

The Department of Bducation prepared responses to these

and other guestions for which they called a ‘two day meeting of

B

all local special education and social service d1rectors in

Denver in Novémber; 1981. The Bepartment of Social Services

for the first. Panels of state social service and education
staff answered these questions, elicited .further questions,
and asked participants whether they preferred a rate structure

by Eygé of facility, severity of the handicapping condition or
services identified in the IEP. A manudi OF guidelines then
was prepared.

In addition to working out the two agencies' roles, one
of the primary objectives of both meetings was to faéﬁiieaEé
" personal contact among local directors. The state Department

of Education believed’ that informal cooperation is a
significant component of ‘any effective collaboration among

agencies. Because these officials had. never met each other,

° 160



could discuss problems. Theéy also allowed RCCF directors to

the phone and‘talk to each other whenever a problem arose.

\

EFFECTS OF THE AGREEMENT

localities. State officials are al=: impréssed with the

degree of collaboration achieved at t..s state level. Several .- .

édétéiis still need to be worked oui however: For example,
Colorado's interagency agreement recognizes, but has not yet
been able to resolve, the problem that results from fees being

charged for social, but not e lucational, services: When a
child is placed outside the home, courts sometimes obligate

I8

charging for educational services. The local school district

services: Thus parents may be charged for certain kinds of
social services as well as for voluntary placements. This

discrepancy still concerns state level personnel who are
local level:
Another area where further work is needed is’ the

development of stgndards. The two state agencies are just

o |
i
| -y




ments. Until they are established, both have agreed to accept

v

4

standards used by the Department bf Social Services. (See .

also Volume 4: "Policies Which Address Out-of-District Place-

ments and Assure Education in the Leii? Restrictive

Envionment” for a dj cussion of Colprado*s legislation to

reduce residential placements.)

CONTACT PERSON

Brian McNulty

Unit - '
colorado Department of . ,
__EBducation _
201 E Colfax o ,
Denver, Colorado 80203
(303) 866-2728 "

<
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CENTRALIZED INFORMATION REGISTRY

UTAH
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‘ CENTRALIZED INFORMATION REGISTRY

UTAH

SUMMARY ;
Utah, which has established an interagency committee made

up of representatives from the SEA and the Departments of

3

: ;
structure with plans for an integrated information system

to all agencies serving

13..‘
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commot;
Although still in 'its formative stages, the plan calls for a
ccmputeri%ed system;cf'ihformatiOh which-will include data
from and remain accessible by each of the participating .

agencies. These plans are based on the conviction by

committee members that meaningful interagency collaboration
T T
can only occur when a common 1n§ormatxon bise is available.

L & o
Committee members view such a system as a vehicle for "a

common language," which is a prerequisite to formal an
anguag p

informal negotiations.

i

DEVELOPMENT AND PURPOSE OF THE REGISTRY

7 In combination with the Departments of Health and Social
.SéfViééé; Utah currently is ﬁiéﬁﬁ&ﬁd to géVélaﬁ and implement
'3 statewide computerized informaton registry on handicapped
'children and adults. fﬁis effort evolved® from the conviction
among state officials that effective intéragéhcy’coiiabération

can occur only when a common information base is available. -
alcy

,\
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same child without know1ng they do so. Information is.either

is of llttle
use to other agéhéiég— To*remedy this situation, plans are
\ <

not transferred, or transferred in a form t

o
[T
[l
!

[Vl
ct!
Hal

underway tq develop a 51ngle computer1zed registry from whlch

each agency 's data can be accessed. This system will aggre-
gate data now main}ainea separately by the Departments of
Social;éerviceé, Eddcatibn;;and-ﬁeaiEﬁ; ‘ Other departments
will be added as the system becomes operational.

This registry is being designed 5 serve two functions.
Fitst, aggregating cross-agency information will allow offi-

cials to develop a more accurate and comprehensive statistical

portrait than currently is avajlable of the number of disabled .

children; féiébant characteristics of these children and the

services each is receiving. SéCdndly; each ~agency's staff

to determine the serv1ces the ch11d is receivinag. Local

4 Br
e /0O
offices of the state agencies will-use remote terminal access

to enter the system.
To overcome local agenciééﬂ resistance to changlng the
format by which they recbrd infdrﬁatidn into one that is com-

mon to all agenciéé "a computer program was developed that

comprehensive system that all participants can use. To cver—

come confidentiality problems; a éygEéa to regulate informa-
‘tion access is being designed: The system as planned will

ensure that only those w1th a legltlmate nEed w1ll have access

-

to conf1dent1al 1nformat10n. Parent and client rlghts to

control access Will.bgiprdteéted.

Lom



~prbgram overlap or the prioritie~

‘ /

Utah's efforts to establish a cross-agency ihformélfoh

base is viewed as an indispensable first step to allow the

collaboration between different State departments. 1In fact,

using a computer tc convert existing information into a single

system represents a concéptuallv simple; but extremely signi-

_ ; . : : : i
. ficant, solution to of.e of the most formidable barriers to

interagenecy collaboration: By allowing the state to u®jtiz~

information across programs; the registry could be esp- sially

useful as federal funds become both more “"flexible " and

diminish. Because few, if any, states have multiple program

based data, state égénciéé know little about the degtee of
that should be used to
allocate scarce service resources)
' planning efforts to create this integrated registry have
| i

been funded by three diéEiﬁéEiféa%Eéi grants: The directors

\ .

members of each other's boards. The Directors of the

Departments of Education, Heaith;\and Social Services are
supppdrtive of these three projects and share the goal of

developing the single statewide system described above:

Becausé thesé Directors all have desighated the Department of
. {

T

Health to be the central depository of information, they have

written a provis’iéﬁ‘{‘iﬁté their Health Statistics Act that

allows the Department to collect from all agencies information
\ ' :

. pertaining to the health of citizens in tﬁé state.

the federal government. /In 1974, an original effort by the

\
. N
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Developmental Disabilities Council to create a centralized

information bank failed for two reasons: LEAS were reluctant

—————— _- —_——

to assume the necessary paperwork duties and problems of

confidentiality 1nformatiqn could not be overcome. Since
1978, new efforts have been pursued which seek to overcome

these problems. As mentioned previously, these efforts have

béan fihahééd,by three federai grants.

® One gri+nt is from the Bureau of Health services in the
Office of Maternal and Child Health, U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services. This grant is being used to
develop a model of comnunity information transfer among
pre-schools, schools, and health agencies.

The second project, also funded by the Offlee of
Maternal and Child Health in the U.S: Department of

Health and Human Services; involves gathering data for

a computerized system that evaluates infant development
programs.

The third federal grant is supporting research at Utah

State University that compiles information about Utah's
disabled populatlon 1n o*der to study the °ffects of

~disabled persons
The three department heads are now each planning to

al
0ol
|

contribute $25,000 to the projéct for the first yea

dperatieh; Howevet;, several Utah officials commented on the

ihbbrtahée of the 1n1t1al federal grants as an impetus for
cooperation. When agencies have to plan programs jointly in
order to be'fundéd; intéragéncy cooperation -= at least in

As 6E the summer of 1983, the project, still in its

deveiopmentai phase,; is awaltlng fInal approval from the three

agency heads. An opinion from the state Attorney General has




y
/

supported the plan, and the three agency directors are
expected to approve the final plan. Once this is achieved,
the system will be ready to become operational immediately, as
the computer is already programmed and ready to receive data.

EFFECTS OF REGISTRY

Although not yet operat’ ', this registry is expected

, facilitate interagency cooperation. First, its very
existence will help the SEA carry out its mandate to assure a
free appropriate public education to all hu«d _inped children
in Utah by increasing thé information base that acencies can
use when providing services for :hese children: Secondly; the

registry will help local staff improve their séféiaé plans
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operational for a period of time:

. { A
) Eréq;rick I. White . '
*. Dir€ctor o -
~7 Evaluation;,; Planning and Research : i
Division of Family Heaith Services
Utah Department of Health
44 Medical Drive

Salt bake €ity, Utah 84113
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ADMINISTERING

o : T BENEPICIARY APPROPRIATIONS
PﬂOCR{ii = 77?5995{" EF?EFIPT!QQW,Aﬁ ;BNABLING LEGISLATION AGENCY ELIGIBILITY (S milii{one)
ommunity_ - | Provides comprehensive com-' Mental Retsrdation. Pederal: Chironically mentally iii FY 18 $269.71 -
Menta] Health munity based mental health rPacilities and Com-_ National Instltuts persons. FY 79 $313.7
Centers services to prevent or minimize munity Mental Health of Mental Health, PY 80 . $290.3
{A_program under _ institutionalization. Services Centers Act of 1963 ADAMHA; PHS, DHHS FY 81 §272.3

the Alcohol; Drug
‘huse and vental
_ 3lth Block
Grant)

including impatient; outpatient;
and emergency mental services;.
needs assagsment Of the mentally
ill1 follow-up.care for recentlv
discharged patients of mentsl
health facilities.

Title 11, P.L, 68-_
164, _as_amended; 42
USC 2681,

State:
Designated st-te
agency

FY B]

(This program tas been
funGed . der the
Alcohol, Drig Abuse and
Mental Reslth Block
Grant sinca FY 1982.) ¢

.rippled Children's
Services —
(A program under

the Maternal and
Child He th
Block Grant)

Extends and improves medical and

related services to crippled

children, and funds special pro-
jects to increase services for
crippled children. Services may
iaciydes locating crlpp ed
citldren, diagnosis, surgery,

atter care, and the training of

professional personnel.

Social Security Act
of 1335, Title V,
Saction 504, P.L.

42 USC 704,

Federal:s
Public Realth
Service, DHHS

State:

State Crlppled

Children’s Agencies

Children under age 21 who
are _crippled or-have a
condition that leads to
erippling;

Fa

.

rY 78
PY 79

97.5
lQ? 1
PY ©0 $102.1

wumm

{This program was folded
into the Maternsl end
Child Health Alock
Geant in Fr.81. See

e ve loprental
Disability .
Proqr-n

Creates state planning councils
{1} to gssess the needs of the
developmentally disabled popu-~
lation, (2) to determine service
priorities, end (3} to design
and coordinate the services pro-
vided to the Cevelopmentally
aliiBliH’"ébUlitléﬁ; -Also
entablinheas s protaction and.
advpcagy ly-;-n in_sesch state_

tO maaurs t righta of dcv-lop-
mentally disebled personas
provides grants to Un&fcrliin

< —

Mental Retardstion
Facilities and Com-
‘munity Mental Health
Centers Act of 1963,
Title 1, P.L. 86-

164, -as-amendad; 42
usc &061,

Pederal:

Administration on

Developmntal,plg-

abilities, Office

of Human Develop-

ment Scrvicea, DHRS,
State:

Designated state

plesnning couneil

¥

Persons with s severs, .
chronic _mental or physical
impairment which originatas
before age 22 and results
in substantial limitations
in_major 1life activitias.
(No egz limitetions)

/

. grant approprl-tlon-.)
rY 28 859, 129
FY 79 $59,12%
FY 80 562,437
rY-sl $59,431
PY 82 358,683
‘rY 83 860,500

LRIC
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S e ADMINISTERING HENEF ICIARY S
OGIAM PROGRAM DESCRIPTION ENABLING LEGISLATION AGENCY 25?5?%?5?¥§ A7;ng??§:§;g?s
eloprants) stfiliated facilities to train ,
isability . personnel_to serve develop-
rogtam - mentally dissbled persons; and ' .
Continued) provides granta for projecta i
zimad at improving services to *° . ; :
tha developmentally disabled.
cation of the providéa specislized programa - EZlamentary and Secondatry Federals . . __ Handkeanped children throudh o -
andicappad and_servicea for handicappad ' Education. Act of 1963, Sgaclal,cducu;lon .q.,,o'fﬁsdﬁfsflgzi";ﬁg'gzﬂf =§ 3% §}§§
P.L. 89-313) children in_(a) atate operated Title I, Part B, P.L. Programs_and_Reha=_ plot-& orads 12. PY 80 144
or.state _aupported achoola and 89-10, _aa.amended; 20 bilitation Sarvicea PY Bl $153
{b) local_education agency pro- USC 241 cla)i5). Admin.; DED, rY' 82 $147
grams if the child left a atate e : FY 83 S14
zgency prugram_to enroll in the State: - _ i
10cal agency programs. Services State Education
may includat . academic and Agencies
vocational instruction, health
and socisl services, counseling, ;
assessment; occupational and_ /)7
physical therapy, and recraa- R , -
tion. -
zarnal and Child Providas Dreventiva haslth _ _ Bocial Bacurity .. Padarals __ Infants, childran S
lth Servicas aarvices to children and preg- Amendmanta of 1963, Bureau of Community adolascanta, and pragnant ;; ;g 2323'2
A program under nant women who have limited Title V,_Section 503, Health Serviceas: women_who have_low incomes PY 80 s243.4
P.L. B8~156, as Health Services or resiBe in areas where PY 81 $457.3

the Maternal and

Child Haalth

Block GPant)

{nconmea., The goal ja to reduce
intant mortality antd_ improve
the health of children
mothseta ao-as_to_re _th
incidance of developmerital
dlaabilitias.

amendedi 42 USC 703:

Adminiatration, __
Public Health Ser-
vice, DHHS
Bteter
Stata health
agencida
s

access to health care {a
limited.

FY 82 “$373.0 *
rY 83 $§373.0
*prior to PY 81, wCH
Bervicaa wars funded
aa an Individual -pro=
gram. 5Starting In
rY 81, tha program
was folded into a
Bloek grant wifch |

- fncludes saven other

specialized programs.

ERIC
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age 65.  Part B provides
optional medical {nsur o
a monthly premium (for physician
bille and other catsgoriss &f

medical sexvices).

meant

‘aisabled sdults_under ags.

65 who _ racetve ssox. Ki-o

are_all Social _Sscurity
recipienta sged 65 and. over,
and. most _pesople with chronle
kidney diseasa._ Persons
aged 65 _and_over who _are_not
eligible for Social Security
may _obtain_Part A coverags
at_a ccat of $113 monthly.
(7/82-6/7813),

S e —— - - - - - ADMINISTERIN ATION
PROGRAX PROGRAM DESCRIPTION ENARLING LEGISLATION 'iééiginl ¢ 25?5535{?33 A?Epgf?{igﬁiis
- (Medlcatd)_ Social Security | Pederal: Recipients _of AFOC snd__ rY 78 $10,680
© Titls XIX Amendments of 1965, Health Care Pinsncing §SI (15 statsas have mure FY 719 $12,407
Title Xi1X, P,L, 8%~ Adm! f..zation, DHHS rest.{ctive income eligi- FY B0 S$13:957
111d) o_vl 97, se_amended) 42 ‘! bility for SSI recipientc,. rY 81 $16,83)
are- conlldggcd "medically needy® USC 1396. State: 3> | with_a_"spend down® clause), PY 82 §17.39¢
in 29 states (i.s., thll is a . State welfara; hesIth 3D states cover persons. rY 83 $19,733
state option). . : ot human services whosa_ircoms_is too high
R . o ‘agancias tor ArPDC or BSI,
j I P
: {
‘tHedlcare) - Part A provld" hospitsl Social Security Pederals _ Disabled childran aged 18 pY 18 $25;212
Titis XVII] insurance protection for covered Amendments of 1965, g:iifu:c;r. !tﬁiﬁélﬁq u;d ovag :hglfc::tvgegSDl :: ;9 5295148
services to disabled chidren Title XVIII, Adninist-ation; DHHS (nust_receive SSDI_for 24 PY 80 $35,034
aged 18 and over who receive A and B, P,L, 89-97, months before eligible PY 81 S42,488
SSDI. Also provides ipsurance as amended; 42 USC |-State:r tor Medicars). Also _ __ PY 82 S5y ;444
for disabled adults who recsive 1395. (no stazi tnvolve- covered (after a 24 month PY 63 '$57,387 _
SSDI and for mo-t people ever . walting pericd) sre sll ~{est) -

(Thall flqurel
feprasent_ ou:lnyl;
a8 _this _program_is
primerily fundea
rather than_ through
the appropriations
process.)
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BENEFICIARY

- . < ADMINISTERING BENEPICIARY APPROPRIATIONS
PROGRAN | PROGRKH UEBCR!PTXON - ENABLING LEGISLATION AGENCY ELIGIRILITY ($ millions)
Social Slcurity Provides monthly ceah bensfite to Sociel Security Pederals Disabled childr.nrggggij! ln FY 78 $12,655
Dicebility depandent childran of aligible Amendmants of r956, Social Security - over cr retired, decmased or rY 79 $13,944
Insurance €, including certein dis- Title I1, Section Adminietration, DHHS disabled Sc=iel Security -~ FY BO 515,332
i5¢01) - _abled children aged 18 and over, 202(d}, P.L. 84-880,| _ eligibles, if the children FY A1 816,829
\ © Aleo provides benefits to end_Amendments_of State: ' wers permanently disabled _ FY 82 518,035
covered workers who hecome die- 1958 (P.L. 85-840) Eligibiliey & before ag3 22, Also eligi~ PY 83 $18.103
abled and therefors cannot work, and 1960 (P.L, 86- determined by aetete ble _are_persons_who have {est.)
ae wall ee to dieasbled epouses. 7781, ea lmnndod: disability deter~- worked for a aufficient
. ‘ Renefit amounte ere related to 42 usc 401, minetior eervices, period under_Social __ ___
) the pest sarnings of the . under ¢~ntract to Security to be insured and
{nsured vorker. . t SSA. GSenefite who become physically or ogr
- are administered mentally impaired; dlnlblod' {gnged tf;ogthg,
’\ by district otfices apouses of retired, trust_fund rather
o of the SSA. deceased or diaabled zocial than through the
securlty-qllglblonl depen~ approprietions
et proceas.) i
Security-eligib ' : i
: unmarried children urder '
ege 18, or {ncluding age :
18 if .8 full-time stucent, |
and eligible grandchidiren),
. Disability is defined as an :
: inaoijity to participate in
Iu?ptlntlll gaintul employ~-
\ ment due to e medically i
\
i 1s expected to laat st least
; R 12 months.
| ' .
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T ADMINISTERING BENEF ICTARY APPROPRIATIONS

I SRoARAM DESCRIPTION NG LEGISLATION AGENCY ELIGIBILITY s
PROGRAM PROGRéH DESCRIPTION ENABLING L i (S millions)
monthly cash bsne sscial Security Pederalt Disabled blind_and aged per- rr 78 §5,250
pplom.nt.l ::::é?:: .ﬁZ bl%nd children who Amendmants of 1972, Social Security N sons with limited income &nd PY 79 55,557
fncoms (SSI) have limit€d income and assets ‘| Title XVI, Parts A Administration; DHHE sasets. Disability is __ PY 80 $6,32)
nco {parents_are financially liable and B, P.L; 9%-603, | ___ .. defined as_an fnability to £Y 81 $7;368
for minor children 1iving at as_amended; 42 USC Stater. engage in any substantiel PY 82 $7;,7172
des Eligibtlity ts gainful_activity due to e FY 8] 58,543

Allo proyidggfbggggit.

homq).

ts.; _The maximum monthly
S§51 benefit_is_$104 for_ s single
paraon and $456 for marrisd
couples. in 1983-84. . All but
—@1x Btateés citrently supplement
federal SSI payments.

1381,

determined by ztate
disability determina-
tion services, under
contract to tha SSA,
In 2) ststes, &all
bénelit& are .
administersd by
district_offices

of theé SSA; the
reéi-aining staces
aamlniufer the uEaEe

tior. through state
human.gervices

medically determined phy-
sica)l or mental {mpairment
that is expected to last,
or has lssted, st leaat 12
months,

P
priations_may_

raflect II,

12,

1] months ot
payments anad
thos very con-
siderably from
year to year.)

“

agencies. L
social services to socisl Security. __ Pedersl: _ States datermine eligiblity PY 78 $2,646
Ti;;:‘:§ Sorvlce- ::?:22:; ag:‘uéult- on public Amsndments_of 1956; Cffice of Human servica by service. PY 79 S$2,908
sssistance and other low- , Ti€le XX, P;L; 87~ Dévelopmant Ser- (generally eligibility tim PY 80 $3,271
; fncome peraons. _ Services mus 53, ss_3cénded) - - vices, DHHS limited to persons with. PY 81 $2,991
be directed toward: preventing 42-USC 1397, . ! iocome below 115 percent PY 82 52,400
or remedying_abuse or naglect statei Of the atate's median PY 81 $2,450

~~of_ chidren_ and adults, State Title xx income, adjusted for .
ager:’es tamily aize;)

ba-ed corl. or -n, [}
urs approprists.
"nl ce- - wvhan

EI{IC 178
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expended for special supplementary
services for handlcapped partici-

Deslqnated aEnEc

L e ADMINISTERING BENEPICIAKY APPROPRIATIONS
PROGRAN PROGRAK DESCRIPTION ENABLING LEGISLATION AGENCY ECIGIAILITY (s milliona)
Title XX Title XX funds to provldo ]
Social Servicss spscisl services to hlnd!cappod |_
iContinued} perasona., Othet services nmay.
includet day care, {nformation
ond referral; residential care
anq treatment, and special ser- _
! vicas for the blind and disabled. g
vocational . Vocatioral Education Act roderall - Irdividuals st or beyond.the F1 6 :::f'g
Education of 1963, P.L, 66-210, as oftice of Vocational secondary education level EY gg 1800
education_level and beyond, Also | amended: 20 UsC 2301. " and Adult Egucation, (defined_ ”,,Z!hwclﬂgth, ‘ :i a €681.6
serves non-handicapped individuals Department of Educa- grade, depending 4g the ' FY 82 S64B.€
who desire and need education and . tion staze) who require voca- T $728.7
training for employment.” Ten _per- tional training. “ .
cent of each stata's funds must be Statat Generally. ‘"d‘v‘d“’l'

under 8ge 15 do rot par~
ticipate in Vdcational-

Education programs. - {In i
1980-81 an estimated. 4% .
of participanta it the |
secondary lavel wera
handicaprped youEh )

: Vocational

Re!l abilitatior

Provides compranheneive services
to persons witih mental and phy-
sical disabilitioa with t: . goal
“f Hasisting tiew Lo become gain-
y_employed. Services may
include: diagnosis, evaluation,
counsaling, training, reader/

intarpretec esrvices to- ‘he
blind/deal, Income mulntanancy

1973, Titla 1, P.L,
93-112, as amended: .
29 UsC 701.

vesersli_
special Pducation
programa and Rehabi~-
Iftation Services;
Adm. ;. Department of
Bducation

State:r
Staste VR agencies

-Inxlv!dunln vifn physlcal rY 78 $753
or mental disabilitien- . PY 19 S818
which reault .in &8 8 b~ =Y 80 $817
stantial handicap %o 7Y 81 $354
emp loyment and . Ho bave a FY 82 $363
IFBBOHAblC chancc of FY 83 SQd4

uqh rehabiliyation_
aervicec. ‘The emphasle

..

O
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ADMINISTERING
AGENCY

APPROPRIATIONS
(s mtllions)

Q&§§;N
@ v
FROG RAR JROGPAM DESCRIPTTON ENABLING LEGISLATION
vocational . Cazbilitation period; |
Rehabilitaticn - L.xploysent placemant, Tha !

4 program may slwo pay fot 4n

{continued) (1 4
© individual to attend college.

BENEPICIARY
ELIGIBILITY
{e on persons vith severs

handicaps.. pecauss of the _
fo;ulﬁ@ﬂf@ﬁﬁlﬁjé?{?ttyi,99?'

sons_undar 10 years_do not
gerarally receive VR servicas,
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