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The Education for All Handlcapped Children Act, Public Law
94-142, was enacted in 1975 _ The statuteé requires that a "free
appropriate public education" he 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 bf inconsistent with state legislation:. The
law also mandates that State Education Ageéencies {(SEAs) and
Local Education Agencies (LEAsS) develop special educaticn 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 continues to have, a profound impact on;

not only handlcapped children and their famrlles, but also the
entire public education system: .

respects. While the law mandated ‘major new respon51b111t1es to

state and local education agencies, it did not provide detailed

federal guidance nor full financing to carry out these

fespoh51b111t1es. As a result, state and local education

agencies have had to develop a wide range of new policies to,
implement the law. In so doing, they have confronted problems
and controversies ranging from the consequences of shrinking
human service resources and the debate over the rights of
handicapped persons, to proféssional disagreements about the
most effective settings 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:. Department of Education

t formerly the Office of Special Education) awarded a contract
to the Center for the Study of Social Policy (CSSP) Eo (1)

a@ehéieé that ééf&é handlcapped children; and (2) dlssemlnate

information about these strategies .to federal; state;, and local

decision-makers;

In conductlng this project; the Center anatyzed state and

local policies in five areas of implementation:

e Interagency collaboration;

Provision of related services;

Provision of services to handicapped students in
out=of-district placements;

Implementation of the least restrictive enVIronment
mandate; and

e State monitoring and Lompltance activities:

T30



Thp prdjéct aééign proceeded from a braad overview of bbliéiés

LEAs.

From these data collection efforts, the project has
produced four reports:
Volume 1: Effective State Policies to Promote Interagenc:

Collaboration:. 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 facilities; (2) promote local inter-

agency collaboration; (3) assign service delivery and financial

responsibilities among state agerncies; and (4) share
information across agencies.

Volume 2: Effective Policies in the Provision of Related
Serv1ces. This report _ documents effective state and local
policies in prov1ding related services to handicapped children:

The areas reviewed here include those state policies which
clarify education agencies' responsibilities; and those which
increase the resources available for related services by
securing other state agencies' cooperation. This volume also
examines local policies which (1) obtain resources from other
human service_agencies; (2} pool resources to increase the
availability of éérviCéé, ‘and (3) seek to develop new programs

studentq.

Volume 3: Policies Which Address Out-of-District
Placements and Assure Pducation in the teast”Restrictive
Environment. This volume examines two important poiicy areas:

the provision of services to children in 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 to the LEAs for
institutionalized handicapped students. This volume also
examines local policies which utilize the resources of other
human Sérvice agencies to implement the LRE mandate. These
polic1es include those through which LEAs develop new programs

to enable students to remain in local public schools: others

that reflect LEA procedures to allow greater control over

placement décisions; and Stlll others that seek to change

attitudes about inteqrating nandicapped and non-handicapped

students, .



Volume 4: Effectlve State Monttorlng Policies: The flnal

volume examines two policy areas. The first focuses on SEA

policies that seek to evaluate program quallty as well as

perform compliance monitoring: The second examines alterna-

tive strategxes used by SEAs to effectlvely monitor ediucation

programs administered by other state human service agencies.

) Support for this work was provided by Spec1a1 Education
Programs, the U:.S. Department of Education, under Contract
#300-80-0829. Full responsibility for the accuracy of its
flndlngs and conclusions rests with the Center for the Study of
Soc1al Pollcy However, many thanks are due to the offtcrais

agencies who ~gave the1r time to dlscuss their programs and pro-

vide the information upon which the projects' reports are
based. In addition, staff of the Center would like to extend

partlcular thanks to several people whose efforts contributed

to these reports. Ray Smiches; the study's initial contract
officer at the U.S. Department of Education; helped define the

scope of the study and contributed to its work througheut

David Rostetter and Jaddis Franklin,; 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 collaboratively in the prepara-

tion of the related services volume. Dick Galloway and BReverly

Osteen of the National &Association of %tate D1rectors of

Special Educatlon also assisted Center staff in all phases of
the project's work.
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VOLUME 3
POLICIES WHICH ADDRESS OUT-OF-DISTRICT PLACEMENTS AND ASSURE

EDUCATION IN THE LEAST RESTRICTIVE ENVIRONMENT

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

0

services in the "least restrictive environment” (LRE): Thi

goal is central to the federal law and has had a profound
with handicapping conditions.

This report examirnes policies -which state education

agencies (SEAs) and local education agencies (LEAs) have

instituted to assure that the principle of LRE is incorporated

within school districts' programs. Special attention is given

to policies that address out-of-district piaééméhts because
this is one of the most controversial issues with which SEAZ
and LEAS have grappled as they scek to assure LRE:
[. THE MANDATE TO SERVE CHILDREN IN THE LEAST RESTRICTIVE
ENVIRONMENT
P:L. 94-142 requires state and iocai_education agencies
to establish procedures to insure that, to the maximum extent
possible; handicapped children are offered academic,
non-academic, and extra-curricular services in conjunction’
with non-handicappéd childrén. The two central factors in
determining whether LRE has been attained are: an cducational

program's physical proximity to both the reqular edacational

iv




environment and a child's home; and the degree of opportunity
handicapped children are given to interact with

However; despite the law's clarity in establishing the
least restrictive environment as a central principle of
special education programs,; no equivalent clarity exists with
regard to implementation. The resulting confusions and
disagreements hHave promptéd numerous court rulings; but these;
too, becausé of contradictory opinions; offer SEAS and LEAS no

consensus about what each should do. For instance, while some

decisions have upheld the literal meaning of the LRE mandate

-- and thereby rule against placing individual students in
special schools, homebound programs; and other segregated pro-
grams -- other aééiéiéﬁé have recognized that intervening
variables may constrain unilateral judgements against
seyregated facilities. One such decision states that the LRE
provision is not an "absolute duty", but rather, a

"sreferernice”.

and L7A officials with many problems in interpreting and
implementing thé LRE mandate. Thesc problems stem Erom the
following sources:

e The procedural emphasis of the LRE mandate: P.L:

94-142 addresses therprocedural aspects of the

Iaw, rather than the criteria to judge whether the

result of the placement process actually coiplies

with the LRE mandate - Thus, While the 1aw
addresses the COhdlthnS in which appropriateé
decisions are to be made 1t does rnot provide
criteria by which to _judge outcomes.

iy



® The difficulty of establishing policiés that

recognize the subjective nature of judgements
about LRE: Because of the nature of the factors
that contribute to the final placement decision, a
great deal of discretion is inevitable. While the
subjective nature of this decision may ensure a
better match between a student's need and the
educational program, it also makes it extremely
difficult to establish policy guidelines appili-
cable to all handicapped students. State and
local policies thus mirror federal poiicies: both
are general in nature; focusing largely on
procedural issues.
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of care for handicapped children: P.E. 94-142"'s

LRE mandate encountered resistance from many
sources; including operators of private facili-
ties, employees of public institutions, parents

satisfied with their children's residential care,

and public school staff who did not want to accept
students who had been institutionalized. Such

“ opposition came from; not only education, but also
other service providers in fields such as mental

retardation; mental health, developmental disabi-
lities; child welfare, and juvenilé justice.

® The necessity of facing resSourceé constraints which
limit many districts' ability to create a fuil
range_ of program opportunities: In most

instances, school districts were able to atlocate

more special education funds in order to absorb
the new costs created by the LRE mandate.
However, certain districts -- especially rural

districts and those serving chiidren needing

specialized and continuing care -- experienced

budgetary problems for which some were unable to
find affordable solutions.

¢ Having to trade-off the needs of handicapped and
non-handicapped children: While rarely cited by
administrators; this trade-off problem can be
quite serious when viewed as a resource question.

Both current and projected budget constraints and
falling tax bases may leave districts with the
tough financial decision of detérmining to what
groups resources shoild be allocataed: handicapped
or non-handicapped children.

vi
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that have brought many of them closer to the goal of educating

children in settings that meet the LRE provisions of federal

and state law.

IT. STATE POLICIES TO REDUCE OUT-OF-DISTRICT PLACEMENTS AND
ASSURE EDUCATION IN THE LEAST RESTRICTIVE ENVIRONMENT
SEAs have the broad responsibility of promoting ERE

statewide as part of their general supervision responsibili-

ties and insuring ‘that, even in more restrictive settings,
the procedural protections due them under federal law. In
accomplishing their mandate; most SEAs have confrontsd the
problem that; except in rare instances, they do not have
direc. supervision of the education of handicapped children:
children with handicapping conditions are educated by LEAs or

agencies: In addition, an SEA'S ability to issue specific, as

varies from state to state according to the strength of the
SEA, its relation to local districts; each state's historical
pattern of care for handicapped children, and the way each
state interprets LRE.

Despite wide variation in SEA policies addressing LRE,
most are directed toward one of the following three goals:

educational programs of childrén placed in state institutions:

and participating in efforts to deinstitutionalize handicapped

vii
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childran. To accomiplish these goals, SEAs have developed a
number of Stfatégiés; Some established new rules to redefine
both the state and local education agencies' roles and to
create a new organizational and legal framework to implement
and enforce P.L. 94-142; Other SEAs have developed inter-
agency approaches which, like the other strategies just

mentioned, expand the role state ediucation agencies tradi-
tionally have been assigned. The following descriptions
summarize the activities several states have undertakeén to
meet these three goals.

Some SEA's have developed policies that influence the

Connecticut and Maryland SEAS have attémpted to control
out=of=distict placements by reviewing LEA recommendations for
such actions.
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for all reimbursement for out-of-district place-
ments, Connecticut's Department of Education tries
to ensure that local districts have exhausted all

available resources within the district and among
neighboring districts before recommending place-

ment in any private out-of-district facilities.

e Maryland set up an Admissions, Review and
Dismissal (ARD) process to coordinate the place-
ment decisions of multiple state agencies and to

assure that these decisions yield the most
appropriate care for handicapped children. This
process is essentially an inter-agency activity
which recognizes that appropriate placements are
best guaranteed by bringing a wide range of
expertise to bear on the placement decision.

Other SEA's have focuséd on policies designed to ensire an

appropriate education in the least restrictive environment for

viii



children in state institututions. In attempting to inSure LRE

for children in state institutions; SEAs have had to both
create educational programs where there had been few, if any;

educational programs

m |

as well as assert control ov

administered by other state agencies. SEAs devised different

strategies to accomplish this task, which was often fraught

with political and programmatic difficulties. Three exarniples
illustrate the diverse approaches taken:

e Louisiana developed a special school district:

This strategy made State institutions' educational

programs the equivalent of any other school
diétrict in the state, subject to all P L. 947142

ensure. compllance w1th the federal law, and expand
P.L. 94-142's mandate into other agencies'
programming, thereby forcing LRE to become a key

consideration.

Florida transferred responsibility to its LEAs for

the education programs in its institutional
facilities: The State Department of Education was

a primary advocate for transferring responsibility
for the education of mentally retarded and
developmentally disabled children and other
handicapped children in state facilities to local
school dlStrlCtS. ThlS transfer changed the
services to these children, improved th- plillty
of care they received, and increased the resources
available for their education. It also reinforced
the education of children in less restrictive
§eéttings by reducing the LEA's ability to give
responsibility for a child to the state.

California's Departmént of Education and its Youth
Authority (CYA) worked together to improve EEE

under CYA's quperv131on. Th1e was done in order
to improve program alternattvesd insure compliance

with P:L. 94-142; and encourage the CYA to accept

responsibility for program quality. The agencies

signed an interagency agreement that defined each

ix
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agnncy 's responsibilities. In addition, each of

CYA's ten technical schools was given xnten51ve

technical assistance. A policy manual was

developed that made explicit CYA's commitment to

both the goals and procedural safeguards of P.L;

94-142 and the state's Master Plan for Spec1al

Education: As a result of this agreement, CYA's
educational programs improved in gquality; most
facilities made substantial gains in expanding
handicapped student's educational opportunities;

In order to ensure iié, gghér §§A‘s have ogtea for_ghg

ture whlch Iike Connecticut's and Maryland s

policies; attempts to assure that all agencies

that place handlcapped chlldren w1ll have full

carefully children's needs: More specifically,
Colorado's legisfature passed a bill that; through
financial incentives; encouraged local and state

agencies -- especially the Department of Social
Services -- to develop communxty alternatives to

facilitate children remaining in,; or returnxng to,

their home: These local level program options

explicitly legitimize the principle of LRE and

serve the purpose of this legislation: to reduce
out-of- home ptacements so that children couild bhe

served in less restrictive settxngs and halt the

rapidly escalatlng costs of serving children in

residential facilities. Simultaneously, the SEA

and the Department of Social Services developed an

}ggeragpncy agreement that established parameters
for joint placement, Eundlng, and monltorlng of
all handicapped students residing in resldentlal
facilities. As a result of these two initiatives,
placements in residential institutions have
declined.

LOCAL PULICIFS TO PROMOTE EDUCATION IN THE LEAST

RESTRICTIVE ENVIRONMENT

-
|
-
.

Like SEAS, LEAS have found the LRE mandate to be quite
complex. Those LEAS having the most Siccess in achieving LRE

haveé pursiued broad-bascd strategies that both draw on a wide

“\
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range of resources and infuse the entire school district with
LRE principles. 1In order to develop this overall policy, LEAs
have undertaken the following courses of action: (1) made the
policy and political decisions necessary to achieve education
in the least restrictive environment; (2) developed a wide
range of less restrictive alternatives; (3) improved placement
decisions and review procedures; and (4) attempted to change
attitudes about the education of handicapped children in
relation to non-handicapped children. )

LEAS that promoted Services in the least restrictive
Q'n'vir'o”n”r'né'n't réréiy "drifted" into this activity. Instead,

prior to P.L. 94-142; were rarely served by local school
districts: This commitment has proven most effective when it
was established firmly and negotiated early with all parties
involved: School districts in East Central Illinois and
Gwinnett County, Georgia, illustrate this unambiguous policy
direction as well as the crucial roles played by new
personnel, the importance of school board support, and the
need to address the cost implications of LRE policies.
e School district officials in East Central Illinois
believed that severely ahd multiply handlcapped

children; most of whom were bheing served in pri-
vate rather than public qchools, were not being

served in the least restrictive environment:. Care

for these children did not comply with the federal

mandate and did not feflect GLhOOl officials'

beliefs that they should assume responsibility for
this populatlon. These officials remedied thle
situation by bringing all these children into the

schools in one school year and estahlishing the

'“‘ '
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East Centratl eooperatlve Program. The program

proved successful in accommodating the children,

resulting in developmental gains for the children

accordlng to school officials as well as parent
satisfaction.

® The Gwinnett County School DlStrlCt (in Georgia)
also committed themselves strongly to educating
all handicapped children irn the least restrictive
environment, District officials redlized that the
care these children were receiving, primarily in
Several public facilities, needed to be redirected
so that the public schools would become
respon51ble, Under the guidance of 'a new Special

Education diréCtor, admlnlstrators ~brought these

chlldren into regular classrooms whenever
possible.

Other LEAS Have had to develop new, less restrictive

alternatives to comply with the federal mandate. The cruciatl

to the needs of their desired programs. Bféﬁrfoié have
attempted to maximize resocurces through strategies such as

developing cooperative programs with other districts,

services. .

School districts in Southern Penobscot County;, Maine;
and Tillamook County, Oregon, developed scrategies for
collaborative programming that aekhawiéagé local preferences
and capacities and the nced for supervisory involvement. Col-
laboration is a particularly necessary tactic for rural
districts with a low incidence of severe handicaps: When

jurisdictional issues can be resolved, this arrangement allows

}‘\
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districts to expand educational opportunities while spreading

d in less restrictive educational

\'D\

costs; and Has result
opportunities for severely handicapped and emotionally
disturbed children.

° Bleven school districts in Southern Penobscot

County,rMaIneiformed a regional program “with an LEA-
like structure :to bring into the public schools

moderately and severely handicapped students.

Previously, these children had attended private or

state-operated facilities and resided in, not_ one,

But many districts. The ~Superintendents._ developed

the,chlldren referred to them, many handlcapped
children were not being returned to the public
school setting: and when some did return, they had
difficulty adapting to the public school setting.

Southern Penocbscot's program is actually a number of
reglonal _programs; each of which charges tuition
that is allocated to districts in proportion to the

number of students enroliled. This program has
resulted in a number of changes: students have been

brought back into the public schools; superinten-

dents have been drawn more closely into special

education programs and have enhanced their knowledge

of handicapped children; and while costs often

exceed that of private facilities, children are

hetter served. This program has proven so success-
ful that other regions within the state have
duplicated it.

® School districts in Tillamook County ~_Q£egon
tional problems. Worried about therr ablllty to
deal with paper work demands and provide services to
low incidence handicapped children, Superintendents
formed a consortium through the Educational Service
District to minimize administrative burdens in each
district and ensure compliance with the federal law.
This consortium brought children back from state
training schools to programs in the district:
developed new programs that; altogether, offered a
comprehensive continuum of services to han61capped

students; and encouraged districts to serve more
severely handicapped children:

xiii
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Many school districts; especially larger ones, have

district collaboration.

opted for approaches other than
These; usually urban; districts are administering programs

cooperativetly with other human service agencies,; a strategy
that allows them access to other programs without having to
bear total costs. Miami's Unified School District chose
this approach because it would avoid their duplicating another
agency's staff; aehieve cost savings, complement classroon

programming, and help achieve the LRE mandate.

e The Miami Unified School District entered into a

éeries of agreements Wlth prlvate agenc1es 1n the

entlrely new programs that were coiiaboratxveiy

designed; financed; and administered by the school

district and menta} health agencies: ©One of these

programs provided an integrated day program for SED

children. Another consolidated a special assessment

and plannlng function for SED children; as well as

an ongoing education program. These programs are

designed to complement regulaf classroom programming

and minimize SED students' segregation from regular
classrooms.

A third strategy that school districts use to integrate
handicapped children into school districts is extending

certain forms of educational programming to children who

traditionally have been excluded from these services. This

strategy increases non-handicapped childrens' ihtéraétieh with

handicapped children. It Has been used by vocational educa-
tion facilities such as the Cape Cod Regional Technical High
School in Massachusétts and the Moore-Norman Vocational

program in Oklahoma. The activities of both these schools
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suggest that progress in achiévihg.iﬁé can be made by ser&ihg

The Cape Cod Reglonal Technical ngh School Program
has eéxpanded its services to handicapp:d youth under

a grant_ from the Massachusetts SEA which they have

now replaced with local funds. Handxcapped students

a flexible envxronmeht which permits a smooth

transition between regular and special settings.
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VoéaEioﬁaj;§la§§e§“after careful assessment and IEP

development by special education and vocational
educat1on staff. Moore Norman also has developed a

non-handicapped chlldren S academ1c,programs, an
instructional service center with special vocational
curriculum modules, and an open entrance and exit
policy so that students enrollments' and graduations
reflect individual capacities: Along with high

School students; Moore-Norman serves older students;
many of whom are handicapped. Due to these and

‘other initiatives; vocational programmxng at

Moore- Norman has grown; the range of eduéaﬁioﬁal

and severely retarded and emotIOnally dxsturbed
children are served with the noen-handicapped.

match handicapped children with appropriate resources,; some
distfiéts have focussed less on program development than on
improving placement decisions and the review proces These

districts have gone beyond the law s minimum procedural

requirements by either stressing the quality Of the place-
ment decision or involving other agancies in the placement
process. Both Georgia's Gwinnett County Schoo! district and

California's Contra Costa County School District have

XV



developed placement policies tha% encourage handicapped
childreén's appropriate placemerit.

children in approprIate settxngs that meet the LRE
mandate:. Other poiicxes focus on re-evaluating
students who are entering regular cilassroom

programs. Both sets of poircxes were developed to

protect acompixshments in achieving appropriate

placements and to identify needs not addressed by

programs already in-place.

e The Contra Costa. County School District has

developed a spec1al assessment unit -- a joint

venture of the local school district and the

Departments of Juvenile Justice and Youth Ser-

vices. The goal of this unlt 1s to coordlnate

the assessment process to mlnlmlze agencies

decisions about the same children. This assess-
ment process follows all the procedures necesary
to comply with P.L. 94- 142 and state and local
méhtél heélth guidellnes. Program admlnlstrators

approprlately, 1dent1E1es those serv1ces the
Sschool district or other human service agéhcy
should provide in order meet these childcen's
needs; and helps to insure that program
administrators use similiar, if not uniform,
criteria in making placement decisions.

Many school districts havé found it héCéssary to

insure that handicapped children are accepted in theIr least

restrictive environment. A technique developed for this

purpose is "reverse integration;" a practice by which
non-handicapped children are brought into handicapped
children's cdlassrooms. The following two examples document

this strataegy:

XV1i
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e The Santa Barbara School District (in California)
regularly has brought non-handicapped elementary
school children into the classrooms of profoundly
Handicapped and multlply handlcapped studeéents.
The children serve as both teacher aids and com-
panions to the handicapped children. This program
has changed non-handicapped children's attitudes
as well as those of their non-handicapped
classmates. It also has impacted on the attitudes
of parents and other members of the public and

encouraged the forging of close ties between

special and regular education programs.

The Bettendorf School D;stgictgin nga has
deveiloped practlcal classes," for both handi-

capped students and “slow-learner" non-handicapped

students. These classes provide instruction in

reqular school settlngs. In so doing, the program
exp11c1tly seeks to break dOWn the barriers
between regular and special ediucation. As a

result; student performarce has 1mproved and

attitudes about handicapped children have been

made more positive.

while several of the previously mentioned school

have addressed the LRE mandate in different and

N

districts:
multiple ways, two districts exemplify a comprehensive LRE
strategy. In both Tacoma, Washington, and Riverside County,
California, efforts have been undertaken to adapt the
prihcipiés of LRE to local conditions. The successful efforts

commitment that often mixes special education with general
education policies and suggests the importarnce of the
following three steps. Both districts started with an over-
arching theory of education in thHe least restrictive
environment; both emphasized the importance of ensuring the
commitment of district personnél at all levels: and, finally,
both stressed the importance of careful programmatic
development based on individual children's need.

xvii
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. Tacéma s Public Schools developed a system of

"progressive inciusion" with the goal of ensuring

that handicapped children have availahle to them

the entire school systems resources. As a result

of a two and one half year study,; Tacoma decided

to imptement a philosphy that called for the

integrated education of handicapped with non-

handicapped children: To accomplish this task,

Tacoma closed its separate school for moderately

to severely handicapped children and re-

establlshed tnese programs in regular schools.

This "progressive inclusion" program now pervades

all aspects of public school operations and has
11m1ted,to two the number of ocut-of-district
placements occuring in the past twenty years.

Riverside Unified School District established an
LRE standing committee that Has taken the lead in
changing district practices. For instance, along

w1th the dlstrlct pupll placement commlttee, “the

only one facet of LRE this committee also has
paid attention to other areas. It has sponsored
periodic in-sService workshops for teachers and
administrators; arranged for regular education
administrators to change positions either
permanently or for one day with special education
administrators: used non-handicapped children as
helpers in special education classes: and has
educated parents about the desirabitity of

mainstreaming handicapped students.
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_ POLICIES WHICH ADDRESS OUT-OF-DISTRICT PLACEMENTS
AND ASSURE EDUCATICON IN THE LEAST RESTRICTIVE ENVIRONMENT
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restrictive environmént pervades all aspects of the
for All Handicapped Children Act, P.L. 94-142. This goal was

a driving force in the law's enastment, and underlies many of
the procedural reforms written into statute:. By now,
cight years after the federal law's passage, the desirability

(LRE) is a

of educatton in the lz2ast restrlctlve environment
fundamental premise of special &ducation programs at altl
levels of Qé&érnment;

However, developing policies to assiire LRE has not been

"least restrictive

easy. Beneath the seemingly simple term,

environment ;" are & host of concéptual and operational prob=

lems with which education agencies must grapple.

Staté and local decisions regarding LRE have major con-
for the development of

educational and related service programs: for school district

budgets, and, of ceurse, for the quality of education for

handicapped and ron-handicapped children alike. This report,

the fourth in a series produced by the Handicapped Public

Policy Analysis Project, examines the policies that state and
local =ducation agencies havé used to (1) solve problems with
out-of-district piéCéméhté and (2) assure that students with

environment. Thé report is divided into three parts:

3|
(=)
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Section I reviews the federal mandate regarding least
restrictive environment, examines its origins, and
identifies the main policy problems faced by state
and local education agencies.

Section II describes policies which state education
agencies (SEAs) have used to rediice oclut<=of=district

educated in the least restrictive environment.

Section III examines policies which local education
agencies (LEAs) have adopted to assure the provision
of services in the least restrictive environment.



I. THE MANDATE TO SERVE HANDICAPPED CHILDREN IN THE LEAST
RESTRICTIVE ENVIRONMENT

A. Thé Statutory Mandate

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (P:L;

93-112) specifies that "no otherwise qualified handicapped

P.L. 94-142 more explicitly addresses the notion of

"least restrictive environment;" although since its passage,

the meaning of the term has been much debated:. The law itself
uses the phrase only once, in Section 618 (d)(2)(A), which

reqguires the Department of Education, as part of its annual

report to Congress, to analyze the effectiveness of procedires

used to assure that "handicapped children receive speciatl

education and related services in the least restrictive
environment commensurate with their needs:." The law contains
another more informative statement of what the phrase means in

its requirement that states establish:

extent appropriate, handicapped children,
including children in public or private
institutions or other care facilities, are
educated with children who are not handi-
capped, and that special classes, separate
schooling, or other removal of handicapped
children from the reqular educational
environment occurs only when the nature or
severity of the handicap is such that
education in reguiar ciasses with the use



of supplementary aids and services cannot

be achieved satisfactorily." Section 612

(5) (B).
The federal regulations for P.L. 94-142 firther specify that
non-academic and extracurricular services for handicapped

children must be offered whenever possible in conjunction with

services to non-handicapped children. THus, the dual com-
ponents ceéntral to thé concept of "least restrictive
environment" are (1) the proximity of an educational program
to the regular educational environment; and (2) the degree of
opportunity for handicapped children to interact with
non-handicapped children:

Under federal law, both local and state education
agencies are charged with assuring education in the least
restrictive environment. Local education agencies (LEAs) have
the specific responsibility to ensure that each handicapped
child within the LEA's jurisdiction is educated in the least
restrictive environment. State education agencies (SEAs) have
the broader duty to assure the promotion of LRE statewides
programs other than those supervised by an LEA; the SEA also
is required to establish policies which assure that these
students are educated with non-handicapped students whenever

possible; and that they are placed in separate classes only
when absolutely necessary (Section 200.556 of the
regulations).

While P.L. 94-142 firmly &Stablisheés the principles

involved in the "least restrictive environment" requirement;



neither the statute nor subsequent federal policy statements
define precisely how state and local ediucation agencies are

expected to implement the law. As a result, the courts often

ts' or advocacy

3.

school districts' policies and pare

east restrictive

Jt 1

organizations' interpretations of the
environment provisions. Yet court rulings, too, have given
contradictory guidarce to SEAs and LEAs.

Many court decisions have upheld the literal meaning of
the LRE mandate, ruling against placements of individuatl
segrégated programs on the basis of the LRE provisions of P.L.
94-142. For example; a homebound program for a 16 year old
emotionally disturbed student that consisted of 10 hours of
tutoring per week at the local public 1ibrary} and a placement
of a severely retarded student in a segregated education cen-
ter for handicapped persons?2 wers held to violate the rights
of these students to placement in the LRE because they did not
afford adequate contact with non-handicapped students: More
sweeping rulings, not tied solely to P:L., 94-142, but affected
by it, have questioned the appropriateness of separate

residential care for entire groups of handicapped individuals:

18lue v, New Haven Board of Education, No. N81=41 (D.C.:
Ct. 1981), 3 EALR 522:401.

2campbell v, Talladega City Board of Education; 518 F.
Supp. 47 (D.C. Ala. 1981);




Halderman vs. Pennhurst State School and Hospital. In this

case:; the federal district court in Pennsylvania ruled that

mentally retarded persons pilaced in state facilities have a
right to adequate care that is free from discriminatory
separation from non-retarded people. The judge also ruled

that because Pennhurst, a Pennsylvania state institution for
the mentally retarded, was irredeemably incapable of providing
such care, the State had to provide all residents with
habilitative living arrangements and services in less
restrictive settings in the community.

I'n contrast to these rulings, other court decisions
have recognized intervening variables which constrain uni-
lateral judgements against segregated facilities. Several of
these decisions state that restrictive settings can be justi-=
fied when based on a child's needs. For example; severatl
courts have justified a more restrictive setting because of

the need for additional services that could not be provided in

a less restrictive environment; even though the more restric-

students.> In still another case, opportunities for sociali-=
zation in a less restrictive placement were found to be an

insufficient basis for placement: the court here heid Ethat

socialization undertaken prematurely might either have

3Brown v. District of Columbia Board of Education, Civ.
Ac. No 7B-1646 (D.C. District of Columbia 1978), EHLR
551:101.
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traumatic conseyuences or lead to regression. In the most

explicit statement yet, still another court ruled that P.bL:
94-142 does not impose an "absocliute duty," but rather a
"preference" for handicapped children to be educated with
non-handicapped children. In this case, the court ruled that,

a mentally retarded child could be transferred to a more
restrictive setting:5
In summary; federal legislation establishes clear

tion setting to the maximum extent possible. However, both
when selecting a child's educational program. A child's needs
may require a more, rather than less, restrictive settings
Thus, SEA and LEA officials are still faced with difficult
policy problems when they attempt to interpret and implement
the LRE mandate contained in federal law:

B. Policy Problems Associated with Assuring Services in

the Least Restrictive Environment

According to state and local officials, most of the
problems associated with developing policies that assiure LRE

stem from:

4Gikman v. Scanlon, 528 F. Supp. 1082 (D.C. Pa:. 1981).

SRocker v. Walters; No: €-1-80-90 (D:C: Ohio 1981) 3 EHLR
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The procedural nature of the LRE mandate;

The subjectlve nature of Judglng both the most appro-
priate and least restrictive educational setting for a

particular child;
The difficulty of altering long-standing patterns of
care:

e The trade-offs that must be made between the needs of

handicapped and non-handicapped children; and

® Resource constraints which limit school districts'

abilities to create a full range of program opportuni-

tleS.

The nature of all of these problems is such that they
are not "solved" orce and for all by state or local education
agencies. They recur over time, and must be addressed again
and again as school boards, administrators, teachers, and

parents éngage in the process of assuring that children are

[0}

]

o

educated in the least restrictive environment. Becaiuse th
problems recur and create the context in which both SEAs and
LEAs establish policy, we vriefly examine each in turn.

Many state and local agencies have found that pro-
blems are caused by the fact that P.L. 94-142 addresses
primarily the procedural aspects of assuring LRE. Federal law

and regulations are guite specific about the process designed

to increase the likelihood that children will be educated in
the least restrictive environment. Accordingly, detailed
rilés have béeén éstablished for participation in the IEP

process, for the time schedule controlling IEP development,

and for the appeal rights of parents. Howeveir, neither the

law nor the regulations establish criteria for judging whether

the result of the placement process actually complies with the

31



LRE mandate:. Procedural safeguards only set up conditions in
which appropriate decisions can be made; they cannot, by

which recognize the subjectivity of judgements about the least

restrictive environment. Necessarily, placement decisions are

based on each individual case's particular circumstances,

taking into account each child's uUnique abilities and needs,

as well as the resources available to the district. In

addition, while the placement decision depends primarily on
informed professional judgement, the desires of parents,
téachers, and administrators can arfect the ultimate placement
decision. These decisions thus allow great discretion to
those makihg the placement. This high degree of discretion

has the positive feature of enabling a precise match between a
student's needs and an educational program. However, at the
same time,; such discretion carries with it the risk that poor
judgements will be made and that considerations other than the

child's needs will sway the decision. The individual nature

establish policy guidelines applicable to all handicapped
studénts. AS a result, Staté and local policies on LRE tend
to mirror federai policies: they are general in nature and
focus largely on procedural issues.

SEA's and EEA's also have had difficulty with the LRE

mandate becadse the process has reqguired altering long=
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standing patterns of care for handicapped children. When P.L:

94-142 whs first enacted, many handicapped children had been

receiving care in public and private institutions or had been

attending .day programs segregated both from public schools and

ﬁén—ﬁandicapped children. The concept of least restrictive

environment gained strehgth of course; prec1sely because
these patterns of care were judged inappropriate for many of

the children thus enrolled. Neverthsless, in trying to change

thééé piéCéméhté; school administrators encountered resistance
from Several Sources: Ffrom operators of private facilities;
from employees of public institutions (who might lose jobs as
enrollments dropped); from parents; who were satisfied with
the care their child was receiving; and even from pubiic
viously institutionalized students.

Responsibility for altering the pattern of care for
handicapped children has not rested with educators alone. In
the years foiiowihg P.L. 94-142's implementation, a general
children's service fields. In fact, the general term
"deinstitutionalization" actually subsumes a number of

different trends:

e In the field of mental retardation and developmental
disabilities, pressures for deinstitutionalization
resulted in a drastic reduction in the enrollments of
state facilities for the retarded. Adults as well as
children were transferred out of institutions in great

numbers to day programs; independent living arrange-

ments, or smaller community-based facilities.

10
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® In the child welfare field, dependent and neglected
children were either moved from residential programs to
community-based care settings (often foster care), or
were malntalned at home. :
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?dlverted" from,the,more formal processes that were
likely to result in placement in correctional
faéilitiés, and ihétéaSihgly were remanded to

In the field of mental health, seriously éﬁétiéﬁaiiy

dlsturbed chlldren were not so readlly placed ih

developmental disabilities; child welfare; juvenile justice;,

and mental health -- experienced strain and; often, conflict
as a result of the far-reaching changes they were undergoing.
School administrators; however; had to cope with the effects
of all of these changes. Because public schools became
responsible for the handlcapped children who had pr V1ously

ings, P.L. 94-

-

received education in more restrictive set

of all these

121}

142's mandate emerged as a central focu
different "deinstitutionalization" movements.

In attempting to provide an appropriate education for
the new children coming to their doors, school administrators

have had to work within resource constraints which i1imit_their

districts' abilities to create a full .range of program oppor-

tunities. This situation has tended to dominate the politics
of local special education: can school districts afford the
Neéw programs necessary to assure that children are educated in

the least reéstrictive ‘cnvironment? While the economics of
11
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providing new forms of care are complicated, in almost all

instances school districts were required to allocate more

care; savings were usually more than offset by the districts'

responsibilities to serve many more children than they had
previously. Rarely did the resources that prééiéuéiy had
supported restrictive types of care "follow the children" when
_they returned to their home districts. For exaﬁ%le; when a
mentally retarded child, formerly cared for in a state insti-
red into a local public School prograt, the funds that had
beén allocated for that child's care were not transferred to
the local district. Similarly, care for which parents had

In general; local districts absorbed the increase in

increased amounts of state funding for special education
helped lessen the new costs, and the general satisfaction with
the now patterns of care resulted in a sense of dollars well-
spent. However, for certain districts, resource constraints
continue to pose serious problems. Rural districts, in parti=

cular; found their budgets strained and have had difficulty

funding appropriate care settings for children with low-
incidence handicaps. Districts with children needing very

specialized and costly care often found the costs prohibitive



and sometimes resisted providing such care within the
district. But even among those districts with special
problems, many eventually found affordablé ways of assuring
LRE (as described in the next section).

the trade-offs between the needs of handicapped _and_non-

handicapped children; was rarely cited by administrators of

the effective programs examined in this report. As a day-

children's education ‘seems to loom larger when new programs
are being planned than when they are implemented: As the
discussion of effective policies in the next section
illustrates, the districts with successful programs emphasize
the benefits rather than the penalties that result from
educating handicapped and non-handicapped students together.

AS a resoirceé question, however, the problem of trade-offs can

continue to be serious. As school boards examine district
budgets and are confronted with fatliing tax bases and
¢ifficult one. Many districts now seem to be entering a new:
phase of tough financial decisions: As local dollars for
education shrink, local boards must decide how to preserve the
programs already in place. Projecting into the future,
special oducation programs may eveén be faced with pressires to

reduce budge':s as the current national criticism of general

13
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education creates a new set of priorities for education
finance.

Many SEAS and LEAs have devéioped policy approaches
which reduce the problems discussed here, and which bring

schools closer to the goal of educating each child in a

31

appropriate setting that meets the least restrictive environ-
ment provisions of federal and state law. In the next two
sections; we examine, first; state policies which have

have helped to accomplish LRE:

14



It. STATE POLICIES TO REDUCE OUT-OF-DISTRICT PLACEMENTS
AND ASSURE EDUCATION IN THE LEAST RESTRICTIVE
ENVIRONMENT

P.L. 94-142 gives state education agencies a clear-cut

mandate about LRE: as part of the SEA's general supervision
responsibilities, the SEA must assure that all handicapped

children in thHe state are educated in the least restrictive

environment.

In practice, however, SEAs report that carrying out this
mandate is not at all straightforward. The overriding problem

is one of jurisdiction. Few, if any, handicapped children in

majority are educated by either LEAs or intermediate educa-
tion units (IEUs). Even handicapped children whose educa-
tional programs are provided directly by the state -- children
in state institutions; for example -- are likely to be under
the direct supervision of another state human service agency,

environment is “once-removed," they must find a way to make

deceptive simplicity of this mandate. At one level, SEA
policies merely pass on the federal mandate to all jurisdic-
tions in the state, specifying that education of handicapped

15



thiS eng, all SEAs have adopted general written policies
identicaj or similar to federal law and regulations. Even
when a state adopts a more extended description of their LRE
goalS: the policies are likely to remain general in nature. A
statSment in the Michigan Special Education Rules provides

such an syample:

Special education classroois shall bé located in

able age and grade level. Each handicapped person

shall be a531gned to educational programs and ser-

vices housed in buildings that allow handicapped

persons to part1c1pate fully in reguiar and speciat

education programs, services, or extracurricular

activities. Nothing in these rules shall prohibit

special education programs, such as specialized

vocational training or programs for more severely

involved impairment areas, to be housed in places

other than the schools with regular education pro-

grams, if such programs are set forth in the
intermediata school district plan and are approved by
the state board of educatlon.ﬁ,(Mlgh;gan”Spec1al
Education Rules, Section R340.1733, Rule 33(b) page

21)

Beyond these general statements, however, SEA's have had
to PUt in place a variety of more specific policies, designad
to aCtually affect implementation of LRE. These more specific
poliCles try to shape the nature of educational programming in
the State according to the SEA‘% interpretation of LRE;

Thesg specific poiicies vary greatly from state to state;
for ééVétai reasons. ﬁirﬁt, SEAs differ on how forcefully
agéncieS. In states having strong state governments, an SEA

16
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ments. Similarly, in a state whose education agency is strong
relative to other state agencies, the SEA is likely to make
bolder attempts to control éducational programming in state
institutions. Correspondingly, where SEAs have less
authority, their policies are liable to be weaker.

A second reason that state LRE policies vary has to do
with ths historical differences which exist among States in
pattarns of care. As was noted in Section I, LRE policies
must almost always change the traditional patterns of care for

handicapped children:. As a result, SEA policies on LRE
directly reflect the different points at which states find
themselves in terms of the historical development of ser-=

vices. For example, some SEAs have had to direct their LRE
policies to reversing patterns of state institutional care;
others have had to develop policies aimed at reducing private
programs for children to whom little or no care was previously
provided.

Third, SEA policies differ according to how states
interpret LRE: This interpretation often is not solely within
the SEA's control. For example, a Governor's Office, a state

as likely to establish a state's posture on deinstitutionali=-
zation as is the SEA: 1If a state government vigorously pur-
sies a reduction in institutional care; the SEA is tikely to

be supported in its attempts to achieve LRE. Alternatively; a

17
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institutional care for handicapped children, thus making it
difficult for the SEA, through its policies alone, to accom-
plish its LRE-related goals. Further variation is caused by
the fact that SEAs themselves may offer different interpre-
tations of the LRE provisions of federal taw: For example,

level of placements outside

Ql
jo ol
[N
[a gl

one SEA may tolerate a hi
local school districts than another SEA would accept: 1In

short; even at the highest levels of policy development and
enforcement, interpretation of LRE is ultimately affected by

Despite the wide variation in SEA policies, those

reviewed for this report were directed to one of three

0]

interrelated goals. These are:

First, to influence the process by which handicapped

°
students are placed out of district;
e Second, to gain greater control over the educational

programs of children placed in state institutions,
(where; historically; some of the most restrictive care

has taken place); and

® Third, to participate in broader efforts to deinstitu-

tionalize handicapped children:

This section proceeds with a description of effective

policies directed to each of these goals.

A. Policies that Influence the Placeient of Handicapped
Children Out-of-District

The most direct approach through wnich an SEA can
control out-of-district placements involves an SEA review of
LEA recommendations for such placements. Several states have

-
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instituted this type of review process: Connecticut's example
cited below; seems to be typical of them.
The Connecticut Department of Education exercises

approval and disapproval authority for reimbursement

purposes of all requests local districts make for

placing children in private out-of-district place-

ments. Thls policy was established subequent to P.L.

94-142, in Section 10-76-D of the state code, among

other reasons, to control whatithe SEA believed to be

an excessive number of out-of-district placements.

LEAs request SEA approval for private out-of-district

placements by sending their recommendations to the

Bureau of Student Services within the Department of

Eleméntary and Secondary Education. At this office;

placements in private schools that have an approved

special. education program are automatically approved,

while those in private schools without an approved

special education program are carefully scrutinized.

State officials requ1re local special education
directors to justify that a range of placement
options are considered in order of their restrictive-
ness before recommending placement in a private
facility. If state officials are convinced that an
out-of=district placement represents the appropriate,
least restrictive alternative for the child, the
LEA'sS recommendation is approved for a specific
period of time, with specific dates set to review the
child's educational progress. Placements recommended
by LEAS to out-of-state facilities that are not
approved by the state ih Which thé fécility i§

Particularly in conjunction with other efforts that

LEAs have taken tb increase options for educational

programmlng in the child' own district,
Connecticut's SEA staff believe that the use of this

review authority has reduced the number of inappro-

priate out-of-district placements. They feel that
the SEA's review may alsc have helped to improve the
quallty of placement recommendations for children
with Severe handicapsS. LEA officials know that any
placement recommendation sent to the state will be
examined closely to determine if it is the least
restrictive environment which best meets the child's
needs. {(For more information on Connecticut's
private facility approval, see the list of contact
persons in Appendix L.)




The advantage of Connecticut's review policy is that it

available resolirces within the district and among neighboring
districts before recommending placement in any privaté out=of-
district facilities. As such, it represents an effective

placements:

6tﬁéf states have instituted a variety of placement
procedures to ernsure that out-of-district placements,
including institutional placements, are carefully considered
and, presumably, minimized. Typically, these policies
establish a placement process that marshalls & wide range of
professional expertise and involves several levels of profes-
sional review, in order to assure that children are placed in
appropriate settings. 1In some states, these more elaborate
placement procedures are called into play only when the normal
IEP process has identified a child for whom (1) no appropriate
placement is readily available; (2) an out-of-district place-

the IEP process. Maryland's Admissions, Review, and Dismissal
process is an example of such a placement policy.

Maryland's Admissions, Review, and Dismissal (ARD)
process was originally designed to help coordinate

as well as to assure that these placement decisions
yielded the most appropriate care for handicapped

children. Multiple agencies méet regularly as ARD

20,
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Committees on a local and regional basis throughout
the state.

The ARD system was ihcorpqrated into the Maryland
State Special Education Bylaw 13.04.01 and was
implemented in 1978. State officials claim that the
ARD process has reduced the number of ocut-of-district
pléCéméhté ététéWidé. Ih édditidh, Méryléhd
information used in placement dec1s;ons,hasflmp;oved
due to the systematic participation in ARD of all
human service agencies with jurisdiction over
handicapped children. However, because each county
maintains its own ARD committee; yielding much
variation throughout the state, and because the pro-
cess was not mandatory for other agencies, the SEA is
now ih the midst of réformihg ‘the process to. bdth

In its piahg, local ccdraihatihgwgsmmittéés (Lcc’si
involvement. Previously the ARD systems was only
contaIned in the state education regulations and thus
was not binding on health and social service
agencies: The State Coordinating Committee (S€C)

will review all LCC placement decisions to verify
‘ that all other less restrictive alternatives were
first considered. Under executive order from the
Governor, it will, no longer be possible to
unilaterally place a child in residential care;
rather it will require the participation of multiple
dgencies at both the state and local level. (For

Placemerit systems such as Marylahd S ARD process
operate on the ass mptlon that accurate and approprlate place—
ments are best guaranteed by bringing a wide range of
expertise to bear on the placement decision. Increasingly,

SEAs see placements as an inter-agency activity; at least for

those children with multiple handicaps or those whose needs
are the concern of more than one service system. Such
coordinated interagéncy placement procedures récognizé that no

oné agency nor proféssional fully understands the needs of all
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types of handicappéd children, nor is likely to know the full

range of services a child may need. Bringing professionals
together on a formal, systematic basis increascs the likeli=
hood that the final placement decision will be appropriate.
This type of mechanism does not guarantee that all placements
will ultimately be in the least restrictive environment; but

inappropriate out-of-district placements, particularly

inappropriate institutional placements. However, for children

while not remaining in institutional care simply because a
€ss restrictive placement is unavailable. The next section

reviews state policies that have addressed this aspect of

®|
@i

achieving LRE.

B. SEA Policies Designed to Assure an Appropriate
Education in the Least Restrictive Environment for

Children in State Institutions

The main difficulties SEAs face in assuring
institutions have been twofold: institutions frequently had
few or no educational programs, and even when they did, other
State agerncies administered the programs. To comply with P.L.
94-142, SEAS had to assert new authority, thereby gaining more

control over institutions' educational programs, a task
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States have used various strategies to assert this
authority: Generally, SEAs seem to have sought solutions

hat were both politically feasible and well-adapted to other

Tl

state agencies’ institutional capabilities: Three examples
illustrate the diverse approaches that SEAs have taken to both
improve the education component of institutional programs, and
ensure that these programs complied with P.L. 94-142 and its

LRE provisions. These examples are:

Louisiana's development of a special school district;

e Florida's transfer of responsibility to LEAs for the
education programs in its developmental disability
centers; and

e The California Youth Authority's specialized

programming for incarcerated handicapped youth:

Several SEAs have created a special schoot district

the educational programs in state institutions. Along with

fociising attention on LRE issués, this approach solves many of
the jurisdictional issues involved in programming for institu-
tionalized children. This approach can be understood more
cleéarly by focusing on Louisiana's policies that created

Special School District #1.

In 1977, the Louisiana legislature established
Special School nistrict #1 (SSD #1) through Act 754,
to provide educational services to handicapped
children in state institutions. This arrangement
made institutions' educational programs ~-- pre-
viously under the jurisdiction of the Departments of
Mental Health, Mental Retardation, and Corrections --
the equivalent of any other school district in the
state. Thus, SSD #1 was subject to all the pro-
visions of P.LE: 94-142 as well as to the state
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spéciai education statute, an arrangémént ‘that super-

educationatl programs prOVIded to institutionalized

handicapped chlldren., Whlle the exp11c1t purpose of

eg@p%giyxth P.L: 94-142, the new arrangement was_also
intended to improve the adequacy of services for a

group of handicapped children who previously had

received little attention:

Special School DPistrict #1 is administered by a
superlntendent Who hlres the adwinistrative and
teaching staff that provides services in the
institutions and, in addition, sets educational
policy. The Distr;ct is respon51ble for maklng
Chahges in the educational programming for children
in institutions: it does so particularly when the
9uper1ntendent believes that educational goals could
be satlsfled in a less restr1ct1ve env1ronment IEPs

soon as poss1ble.

The benefits of Special School District #1 have been
several. First,; it has centralized authority over. the
educational programmming for children in institu-
tions; enabling educatlon programming dec151ons to be

agency: Consequently,; students are educated in an

environment more similar to a regular school; by

teachers certified according to state education stan-

dards. Second; the special school district has

encouraged and participated in efforts to deinstitu-

tionalize children. These efforts have been parti-
cularly important in facilitating a child's smooth
transition from an inctitutional education program to
an LEA'sS education program. The Special School
District jointly develops IEP's with the appropriate
LEA when the child is returning to that LEA. (See
Appendix A for a more detailed disScussion.)

The special school district approach serves both
legal and programmatic purposes: it ensures compliance with
P.L: 94-142's provisions requiring SEA authority over educa-

itutionalized handicapped

tional programm1ng for all inst

children, and it allows an SEA -- for the first time, in many
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states -- to strengthen educational programming in state
institutions. 1In Louisiana, for example, SEA officials credit

the control achieved through the special school district

approach with a marked increased in the quality of programming
for institutionalized handicapped children. These officials
also believe that the attention which School District #1
focused on the educational needs of institutionalized children
' contributed directly to less restrictive placements for many

of those children. Without the control over IEP decisions

gained through the special schocl dist

rict; Louisiana's

officials maintain there was little chance that an
institutionalized child's educational programming would have
reflected any LRE considerations at all.

.In effect, the special school district approach
cxpands the mandate of P.L. 94=142 into other agencies’
programming. Normally, few state laws regulating institutions
thereby making institutional education programs subject to the
provisions of P:.L. 94-142;, LRE has become a key consideration.

A second approach SEAs have used to ensure that

institutional proyrams are . hject to all the provisions of

25
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for these educational programs. An example of this approach

is Florida's transfer to local districts of responsibility for

the education of institutionalized handicapped children:

chlldren re51d1hg ln twenty Elcplda ‘state

Rehah111tat1ve 9erv1ces (HRS) to local school
distri- . Prior to passage of this law in 1979,

educ: .dal programs for children res;d;ng in youth
services training schools, mental health hospitals,
and developmental services facilities (known as
Sunland Centers) had been administered dlrectly by
these facilities. While these facilities'
programming could be good, it varied considerably

from facility to facxlxty. Thus, the transfer of

responsibility was expected to improve the quality of

education for children in residential facilities;

help assure compliance of institutional education

programs with state and federal law; and promote the

deinstitutionalization efforts already underway in

Florida; thereby helping to move children into less

restrictive environments,;

To assist in the transfer of aut'iority from state

agenc1es to the LEAs; a étate task force was created.

for Exceptional Students (BEES) of the State

Department of Education and by HRS staff. The task

force also 1ncluded representatlves of the LEAs and
HRS facilities affected by the law. The task force
met monthly during the tran51t10n year of 1979-80,
préparing local dlstr;cts to acceptithelr new
responsibilities and anticipating and solving major
implementation problems: For example, the task force
was the forum for identifying and eventually
“ resolving several of the most difficult obstacles to
the transfer of responsibility: e.g.; conflicting
§§éﬁaéfd§ of aiééibliﬁé bétWééh the re51dent1al

and local districts; and issues of tuitlon payments.

While the task force itself was not a policy-making

body, it was a kev vehicle for interagency

communication and gave LREAs the chance to address

problems that arose as they took on their new
responsibilities.

The transfer of responsibility

i
recognized by all concerned as

o

Eé,ﬁﬁ LEAs was
"herc

culean" task
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(according to an evaluation report on the process),
but because of strong interagency collaboration, it

was éééémpllshed successfully and, for the most part,

within the time frames established by the state

leglslature. It changed the pattern of educationatl

services for institutionalized children and is

believed to have improved the quality of care as

well. As part of the overall transfer; the

Department of Education and HRS established a formal

method for involving school districts in local HRS

deinstitutionalization plans, which helped assure

that children would be educated in local school

facilities whenever possible, rather than in the

residential facilities. (To obtain more information
on Florida's efforts, see the list of contact persons

in Appendix L.)

Florida's apprcach to assuring the adeguate education
of children in state institutions was not free from problems.
Of all the policies already discussed in this section,
Florida's most fundamentally changed the historical pattern of
care. Inevitably, this kind of change generates conflict;

this was evidenced in Florida by some districts' ‘initial

jo o}

sponsibitity for institutionalized

@I

E

@

fusal to tak

I

g
children.

However, the difficulties of Florida's approach are
outweighed by its advantages. Assigning responsibility for
the education of children in state facilities to local
districts emphasizes the importance of ediucation for these
children == an importancé that can be forgotten in theé best
institutions and which, historically, has often been absent in

large state institutions. By making school districts

responsible for educating these students,; the children's basic

rights to equal educational opportunity cannot be ignored.

The nature of children's educational experience must be



planned by the same jurisdiction -~ the LEA -- that*plans for
non-institutionalized children's .education. Thus, the
long-rangé potential for less restrictive placements of
institutionalizeéd children is promoted, a potential which is
already being realized in Florida as part of ongoing
deinstitutionalization activities.

In other states, LEA's were responsible for providing

prior to P:L: 94-142. These states achieved the benefits of

this approach without the programmatic, financial, and
jurisdictional changes necessary in Florida. But Florida's

experience illustrates that states can accept the challenges

of making such sweeping changes and, even so, achieve an

improved service system in a relatively short period of time.

these institutions to upgrade: the educational programs. When
fundamental jurisdictional reforms, such as Louisiana's or
Florida's, are impossible, this approach may be the only way
to comply with P.L. 94-142. The majority of SEAS sSeem to have
taken this approach to gain greater control over institu-
tionalized programs; but the results have varied greatly,

depending on the SEA'S vigor in trying to improve programs:
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SEA, or even takes the initiative in applying P.L. 94-142°'s
standards to educational programs within institutions, the
benefits of this approach can be substantial. One such
example is the California Youth Authority's efforts to improve
educational programs for handicapped children in the state's

youth correctional faciltities:

In 1979, the California Department of Youth Authority

(CYA) began working closely with the California

Department of Education to improve the quality of

special education services for children under the
supervision of CYA.

CYA administers training schools and correctional

institutions throughout the state and has for years

maintained educational programs in these institu-

tions. However, program quality was variable and few

programs complled with P.L. 94-142's provisions:

When SEA and CYA staff conferred on the possibility

of compliance issues being raised in the future, CYA
became committed to improving the quality of their

prograims for handicapped incarcerated youth. A
riuiber of actions followed.

CYA and the Department of Education 51gned an inter-
agency agreement that defined each agency's responsi-
bilities for strehgthenlng CYA's programs. In
addition, an Education Aduninistrator for Special
Programs was appointed within the Institution and
Caﬁbé ﬁféhéﬁ bf CYA. This édmihiétrétdr géVé ihtéh—

institutional schools: Slmultaneously, a pollcy

manual -- the first of its type in the CYA -- was
developed that made explicit CYA's commitment to. both

the goals and procedural safeguards of P.L. 94-142

and the state' s Master Plan for Special Educatlon.

Over 50 of CYA's teaching staff have been retrained

to obtaln Spec1al 'ducatlon credentlais, and the

The result1ng improvement in CYA educational programs

has beéen dramatic. Within three years, CYA had

instituted procedural reforms and eqtab11§hnd
specially designed programs in all of its

institutions. While some institutional schools
procéeded less rapidly than others, sometimes due to
superintendents' resistence, all have made substan-
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tial gains in expanding educational opportunities to

students with handicapping conditions. (See Appendix

B for a more detailed description.)

california's approach in its Youth Authority programs
has Severai advantages: Most importantly, this approach
encolraggs the state agency administering the program to
accept regponsibility for the qualtity of the program. Unlike
other approaches; (such as Louisiana's special school district
a seParate authority), California‘s approach requires the

respOnsihje state agency to give special education a high

1

oy

priority within its own management and organization
struCtUre  when the agency's response resembles CYA's -- that
is; @0 explicit policy commitment to special education is made
-- th® regylt can be lasting institutional reform. Thus, the

programs yijthin the correctional institutions.

CYA's approach also leads to a strategic advantage
becauSe thg reform process is initiated from within an agency,
rathet thsn from without. CYA's Administrator for Special

Department, RBecause programmatic change proceeds more rapidly
when inteypersonal working feiétioﬁshipé are strong, the
decision tg work from within the CYA helped give the new
policles momentum. Even so, some CYA institutional superin-
tendents rgsisted the new policies, but it is likely that the
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resisfance would have been greater if change had been urged
from others outside the Education Department.

Louisiana's Special School District, Florida's transfer of
responsibility to LEAS, and the California Youth Authority's
work with the California State Department of Education to

improve care in correctional facilities -- all succeed in
]
bringing the precepts of P.:L. 94-142 (inciluding LRE considera-
tions) into education programs which previously were not
subject to them. While such SEA policies do not guarantee
that every child will actually be educated in the least
réstrictive environment, they have increased the likelihood
that LRE goals will be reached by establishing a policy con-
text that promotés these goals. ThHus, these policies all
represent significant steps toward guaranteeing an appropriate
education in the least restrictive environment to children who

taken further steps in attempting to assure LRE, by partici-
pating in broad-based deinstitutionalization efforts. These
cfforts demonstrate that SEAs can play a key role in
deinstitutionatization if their policies are adapted to it and
their resources are marshalled to this end. This type of SEA
effort is discussed in the next section:
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C. State Policies to Promote Deinstitutionalization

Earlier in this chapter, the close relationship that
exists between deinstitutionalization efforts and the goals of
educating handicapped children in the least restrictive

environment was noted. Too often, however, déinstitutionali-

zation efforts have been planned and managed by other

agencies, while SEAs and LEAs have had to cope with its

consequences: But this lack of joint planning does not have
to prevail, and policies in the state of Colorado illustrate
the benefits that can result when SEA'S are partners in
deinstitutionalization efforts:

In 1979, the Colorado legislature passed Senate Bill

26, (SB 26), to encourage the development of

community alternatives so that children placed

out-of-home could return to or remaln in their home

communities. The lenglathﬁ S purposes were to

reduce out-of-home placements so children could be

served in less restrictive settlngs, and to halt the

rapidly escalating costs of serving children in
residential facilities. ,The statute applled to
out-of-home placements that were made by any state or
local public agency. Of particular interest were the
placéements made by the Department of Social Services
which controls most of the state's out-of-home
placements {(including foster care and institutional
care).

SB. éé prdyiqu a Eiggd aiidcatioh cé Sociéi éérviCé

be used soleiy for residential care:. Each county was

to appoint a Placement Alternatives Commission (PAC)

which, with broad community representation,; was to

develop a local plan for Pstabllshlhg alternative

proqrams that would enable children in residential

facilities to return to their home ccmmunities:

Simultaneous ly, the Colorado SEA and the Department
of Social Services developed an interagency agree-
ment -that established parametetrs for joint placement,
funding, and monitoring of all handicapped students

[V
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residing in residential facilities: These include

board and care homes, foster care homes; group homes,

private residential schools; and state institutions.

In draftlng this agreement, the SEA and the

Department of Social Services brought together, in a

series of meetlngs,fall local special educators and

county social service directors. Since local
officials were actually involved from its inception,

the resultlng document not only represented a con-
51derable change from the status quo, but also was
likely to &ffeéct change.

The agreement went into effeet in 1979.7 Beeause of
the,Department of Soc1al Services. Instead, the
child's education needs always were considered along
w1th hls/her soc1a1 needs, w1th a strong preeumptlon

As a result of Colorado's two efforts -- one
iniciated by the legislature and the other by the
executive branch -- placements in residentiatl

1net1tutxons have decixned steadxiy. Statewxde,

in FY 1981 and 1982, aithough they then rose siightiy

in 1983; Moreover, Colorado has found that alterna-

tives to out-of-home placements cost approximately

30% of the former per-client cost of residentiatl

placements. While the average monthly per pupll cost
of residential facilities has risen from $1,262 to

$1,456 between 1981 and 1983, the costs for alterna-
tive placements have dropped from $314 to $265 per
pupll per month. Further, the rate of increase for
residential services has declined steadily from 21.5%
in 1978-79 to only 7.9% in 1982-83, (See Appendix C
for a more detailed diéCUééiOh.)

Cotorado's policies are particularly interesting

creation of f1nanc1al incentives to develop program options at
the local level. This policy recognizes that two types of
encouragement are likely to control LRE at the state level.

The first is better control over decisions which potentially
can violate LRE, that is, décisions which result in out-of-

district placement For children. Colorado's policy, like the
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Connecticut and Marytand policies analyzed previously,

attempts to assure that ail agencies making Such placeéments

will have full knowledge of available resources and witltl
carefully assess the child's needs before ﬁakihg such a
placement: In additicn, however, the Colorado policy goes
further by providing financial benefits to a district that
develops new programs in order to maintain children at home:.
Ry incorporating these incentives in a special state taw, the

.the principle of LRE in a very explicit manner.

Colorado's deinstitutionalization effort was not
directed by the SEA, and in fact many of the policy initia-
tives which made it successful were undertaken by other human
services agencies. However, intensive and systematic collab-

oration between the SEA, LEAS, and theé countérpart divisions
of the Department of Social "Services resultéd in the major
change in service delivery patterns which the state has
nxperienced:. By closely involving the SEA and LEAs with the
decisions made by other social service officials, costs were
reduced and children are being served in less restrictive

settings.

D. Summary
The SEA policies discusscd in this section are
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more restrictive settings, education is of a hWigh quality and
A child receives all the procedural protections due him or her
under federal law.

While it may appear that jurisdictional barriers
between SEAs and LEAs -- and between SEAs and other state

and accomplish their aims.: 1In part, this has involved
establising some new rules about SEA and LEA jurisdictions:
Policies such as Maryland's ARD system, Louisiana's speciatl
School district, and Florida's transfer of educational
responsibility for children in state facilities to LEAs, all
redefine education agencies' roles, and give them a new
implement and enforce the provisions of Pft; 94=142. Where
jurisdictional boundaries cannot actually be changed; SEAs
have found success with interagency approaches. The policies

interagency cooperation shown by Colorado's deinstitutionati-
zation effort demonstrate the gains that can be made when two

nr more agencies work together for the same policy an
projgrammatic goals.

developed to

bl

In all cases, the policies SEAs hav

promote LRE seem to involve an expansion of the role
traditionally assigned to state educ¢cation agencies.
Particularly when the SEA gets involved with children most at

risk of restrictive placeménts -- i.2., children for whom
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institutional placement is considered -- the SEA must find a
way to inject the principles of P.L. 94-142 ihto other
agencies' operations. While there are many ways to accomplish

this task, selection of one method rather than another will

ultimately depend on such factors as the historical patterns

of care in a state, the capabilities and interests of the

state agencies involved, and the SEA's own sense oOf its
political, programmat: and financial strength. Especially
when their efforts Have the strong sanction and support of
State as well as federal law, SEAs which have pursued LRE-
related goals vigorously seem to have had greater success in

accomplishing their aims.
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ITI. LOCAL POLICIES TO PROMOTE EDUCATION IN THE LEAST
RESTRICTIVE ENVIRONMENT

environment is a complex task. It is not, as is sometimes
supposed, merely a matter of implementing one or two new
programs. Instead, it requires a series of policy and program
decisions which usually involve a wide range of people.
including school board members, administrators. teachers.
parents, and students.

Thé LEAS that liave achieved the most success in
impléménting the LRE mandate have pursued a broad-based
strategy: They have infused the entire operation of the

programs that are necessary if a district is to offer a full
range of appropriate educational opportunities. While
specific local districts may vary widely in both the amount
and types of resources they can bring to this task., it is the
senss of implementing an overall Strategy which has proven to
bs the key to effective rasults.

[n deveéloping an overall policy on LRE, LEAS Séém to
undertake four major tasks, each of which contributes to the
eventual goal of approprtate educational 6ppbft0hitiés.
These tasks include:

& Making the policy and political decisions to achieve
education in the least restrictive environment:
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e Developing new less restrictive alternatives:

e Improving placement decisions as a step toward

educating students in the least restrictive
environment:;
® Changing attitudes about the education of handicapped
children in relation to non-handicapped children.
This section looks at the policies developed to achieve
these tasks, and examines the aiternative ways LEAs have
pursied each of them. In closing, this section focuses on two

lements of the task together

[v]

LEAS that have put all of these
in order to build an effective overall strategy of educating
children in the least restrictive environment.

A. Making the Policy and Political Decisions to Achieve
Education in the Least Restrictive Environment

As have SEAs, LEAs implementing the LRE mandate of

P.L. 94-142 have had to confront and change traditional ser-
vice delivery patterns:. This is particularily true with
populations of handicapped students such as severely handi-
capped students who, prior to P.L. 94-142, were not always
served by local school districts. Many of these more severely
Handicapped children had been served in private facilities, in
stateé institutions, or were homebound and simply did not.
receive any educational services. When school districts had
appropriate programs, a new level of commitment was required

on the part of the school board, as well as a new level of

support fFrom parents and teachers. Gaining this commitment

and support aften had political dimensions and required
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Those LEAs that successfully promoted services in the
least restrictive environment seem to have made a clearly

defined and explicit policy decision to do so. Rarely did

school districts "drift" into LRE. Instead, the decision to
expand educational opportunities for all handicapped children
in the district was most effective when it was firmly estab-
lished and negotiated early-on with all involved: students,
teachers, administrators, and parents.

The value of an unambiguous policy direction can be

observed in the strategy -aken in Urbana, Illincis, to promote
LRE:

Follow1ng enactment of P.L. 94-142, school districts

in east central Illinois (the Champaign-Urbana area)

were confronted w1th the need to develop educatlonal

children. Until then, these children had rarely been
served in the public Schools. Instead they were
enrolled in five privateé schools in the area which
were supported by the State Department of Mental
Health and Developmental Disabilities. For the most
part, parents were satisfied with this arrangement.

Aowever, as school district officials examined this
pattern of care against the requirements of P.L.

94-142, they decided it was not providing edication

in the least restrictive environment. .Regardless of

the quallty of care in these facilities; they did not

allow 1nteract10n between handlcappcd and non-
handicapped students, and thus did not comply with
the federal mandate. Even aside from compliance
i§§Ué§, §Chool officials felt that it was time for

euppé;trng prtvate echoo}% were llkely to diminish in
coming years; endangering the quatity of services
nffered to children.
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{l) to make a gradual transition of Students from
private to public facilities,; bringing_chldren into
the public schools as their educational development
and the wiltingness of. thelr parents permitted,; or
{2) to bring all the children into the schools at one
time; with no exceptxon. The school districts chose

the latter option; believing if the school district

had the upprﬂprlate programs, there was no reason for

any children to remain in the private facilities.

I'oc accomplish their purpose, the school districts
established the East Central Cooperative Program for
severely 1nvolved and multlply handicapped children.
Planned with the help of the nearby University of

Illinois, the program opened in 1978 and 1wmed1ately

enroclled all 45 children who had been placed in
private facilities: This followed a year of

develogment 1n whlch parents were notlf ed that their

system, and the,pclltlcal work necessary to both

diffuse parents' fears and counter any polltlcal
opposition mounted by the private schools was under-
taken. Desplte ‘some 099051t10n from these sources,

that parents and,teacbe 5 were satlsfled wlth the
program by the end of the firet year. In subseguent

yeéré, the program has served all but one or two

no more than, and probably less than, the cost of the

private schools. (See Appendix D fFor a more detailed

discussion.)

The development of the East Central Cooperative
Program illustrates two points about the making of policy
decisions that lead to less restrictive educational programs.
First, these decisions almost inevitably provoke opposition
when they affect whole categories of handicapped children.
Not all of this opposition is motivated by self-interest.
That is, while several of the prlvate schools oppoqed the move
because it would put thém out of business, parents, too,

sxpresscd anxiety about their children's transfer; because

they feared the change might not be beneficial. Parents at
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least knew what to expect from-the private schools in terms of

quality of education; the public schools, by contrast, had
previously not sven tried to éducéte their children. AS it
turned out, parents' fe- ‘s were groundless and were allayed
when the public program began.

Second, the Urbana program indicates the va.ue of

public schools. Within a year, all of the children previously
segregated in private facilities were fiunctioning in settings
that brought them into regular contact with noﬁ—handicaéped
chiidren. Parents, teachers, and School administrators are
satisfied with the high degree of interaction thé program
provides: Administrators are also convinced that the
program. 1In retrospect, administrators realize that if they

had decided to bring the children back graduaily; many
children would still be in the private schools: Evidence for
their views is provided by the experience of a nearby schootl
district which developed a similar cocperative for trainabte

ict sought to

i

mentally retarded students in 1978. This dist
make a 5low transition from private facilities and, as a
resilt, many Trainable Méntally Retarded (TMR) children still
are not in the public schools five years later.

The Rast Central Tllinois program also illustrates
the importance of P.L. 94=142 as an impetus for naew policies
regarding GLRE: Although district officials had been con-

sidering public school programs for the severely handicapped,
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it was oniy after enactment of the federal law that the
they did.

In other districts, the decision to bring children
back into public school programs has resulted from different
circumstances. Interestingly, however, the nature of the
decision -- to forge ahead with developing progwams within the

diftrict for all handicapped children, without reservation —--

{s often the same. The Gwinnett County School district in
Georgia, which has been successful in developing new programs
for severely and profoundiy handicapped students; further

initiat policy commitment

0

illustrates the importance of thi

tc less restrictive eaucational settings.

Gwinnett County, on the outer ring of the Atlanta

metropolitan area, is a rapidly growing school

district. Out-migration from.:Atlanta and

in-migration from northern states because of the
economic boom in the area put new demands on the
public schools in the late 1970's as well as brought
new resources to the district.

In 1979, despite séveral years under P.L. 94-142,
many severely and profoundly handicapped students in
the district; including severely emotionally dis-
turbed and mentatly retarded children; were not being
served in the public schools.' They were receiving

care in several public facilities nearby; supported

by the Georgia Department of Mental Health.

Dlstr1ct officials reatized that the pattarn of care

had to change and that basic shifts in district

policinrs would be necessary in order for this to

happen. They recruited a new SpeC1al ducatlon
diréctor (Wwho in turn brought other Staff) and gave
the new administrators support in changlng the
district's policies.

The new administrators. helieved strongly in tne least
restrictive environment provisions of P.L. 94-142 and

both were committed to increasing the ability of
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Gwinnett County to serve all handicapped children,
particularly the severely emotionally disturbed
students who had been in segregated public and
private facilities. They convinced the Board that
these children should be brought into district
programs immediately, arguing that this was more

compliant with P.L. 94-142 and that, in the long run,
costs would be less.

wlth;nmpyo years, a program for severely handlcapped

childrer was developed in one of the elementary
schools and children from the nearby mental health

facility had begun to be enrolled in the program.

Within another year, all chldren had been transfer-

red to this program. Simultaneously, children began

to move out of this special program into reguiar
classrooms and other programs which, while in

separate classrooms, were in schools with children of

ages comparable tc those of the handicapped students.
Thus, over a period of three years, movement from
self-contained private facilities had been made not
oniy to self-contained classrooms w;thln the publlC
schools,; but to placement at least on a part-time
basis into regular classrooms. This program has con-
tinued ih FWihhétt Couhty, with an on- going extension

oriented programs for spec1alﬁeducat10n students.
(See Appendix E for a more detailed discussion.)

Gwinnett County, like the Rast Central Cooperative,;
illustrates the benefits of a strong policy commitment to
educition in the least restrictive environment. 1In Gwinnett
Countiy, the policy originated with administrators committed to
thesi principles rather than with the school board. Neverthe-
léss, when asked to ratify this policy direction, the Board
did so and supported all the programmatic activities necessary
£ bring childrén into the public schools:

Thers are Similarities between the East Central
Conperative Program and the Gwinnett County policies which are
worth noting hucauss *Hoy 4lso characterize some of the dis-

tricts discussed later in this chaptsr. First, the importance
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of new personnel to the LRE policy decision is not uncommon.:
patterns of service; they usually have less allegiance to
older patterns of services and thus may be more willing to
make major changes in their district's policies. (This is not

always the case, of course, as new policy developments often

long time staff can sometimes pursue new policies as
vigorously as new staff.)

Second, school board support for LRE policies is
essential in the long run. Many districts have attempted to
implement new policies with only administrative commitment.
In these cases, sfforts are likely to founder when, for
sxample, decisions are required about committing new dollars,
¢r whén a school principal objects to moving hand.capped
Children i7t- His/her school, unless board support is
forthcoming: Board support must be constantly affirmed and
nurtured because, as board membership changes, the commitment
to LRE policies also can change.

THird, the cost implications of less restrictive
alternatives must be addressed, ideally showing that school
districts will face no adverse conseéquénces. In the cxample
~f Illinois, the local school districts believed that public
school programming for miltiply handicapped students would not

be more cxpensive than private school placements: This has

nroved gencrally true. In Gwinnett County,; cost issues proved
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less important because of the growth in the district's budget

due to the county's rapidly expanding population. Neverthe-

schools with the understanding that it would not lead teo
uncontrollable new costs.

districts decided to open new programs quickly, bringing

children into them as rapidly as possible. By not delaying the
process, these school districts qguickly placed their children;
and thereby did not allow strong political opposition to
develop.

After districts make the policy commitment to
develop less restrictive settings; they must begin to
implement the new programs necessary to ac.ommodate those
children who come into the district. The rext Section 150ks
at policies that have enabled districts to succéssfaiiy
achieve this aspect of assuring education in the least

restrictive envitronmént. .

>

B. Developing New Less Restrictive Alternatives

Development Of new program resources requires answers
to a multitude of policy questions: -Por.exampie; districts
nust decide such issues as: What is the best jurisdiction for
administering a new program? How can a district marshall the
resources necessary for néw programs? What type of new sor= .
vices and new programs can best meet the nceds of specific
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groups of handicapped children? How can these programs be
established in the mnst cost effective manner? Generally, the
crucial task is to ensure that the districts' available
resources match the desired programs; this fit can result from
One stragegy which has proven effective for many
districts, particularly rural districts, is developing colla-
borative programs with other districts. Particularly for
districts with low incidences of severe handlcaps, a collabo-
rative approach can expand educational opportunitiés, while
spreading -osts among a number of rarticipating districts.
If the jurisdictional problems involved can be resolved,
- laborative programming can producé an expéhdéd and less
restrictive range of options; as pr.grams in rural areas of
Maine and Oregon demonstrate:

in 1977, 11 school districts in Southern Penobscot

County, Maine, formed a reglonal ppogram to serve

moderately and severely handicapped students in the

public schools: The superintendents of these

districts recognlzed that these children, previously

served in private or state-operated facilities; could
be better served in the less restrictive environments
uffered by the publlc school system. Because the

"3s emall, the superlntendents chose to reglonallze
thelr efforts.

encountered with the prlvate schools. The school%
occasionally refused to serve children referred to
them; the rate of return of handicapped cstudents to
public school settings was low; and even when
children did return to public schools; they had
difficulty adapting because the private school
settings had heen so different: As one administrator
put it; deeplre the increasing concern about the
protilem; "We were getting further away from the whole
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idea of LRE: Fiscal considsrations also piayéd a
part: private facility rates were rising 15% each

year and districts were worried that they. could not

serve severely handicapped children on their "starva-
tion budgets.”

tive costs, the superlntendents of the partxcxpatlng

districts adapted an unusual approach. They created

an LEA-like structure that required neither special

legislation nor a permanent regional staff. Along

with the ten participating superlntendeggsfwhgfserve
as executive officers, the program is governed by a
Board of Directors made up of School Board members

from the region.

To flhéhCe the new reglonal program, each,of its pro-
grams cfarges tuition, which is allocated to
districts in proportion to the number of studerits

each enrolls in the program. A small administrative
budget of about $5,000 covers the cost of the

regional advisory board. Clerical and bookkeeplng
services are billed to each pértiC1pat1ng district
based on the district's pupil enrollment as A
percentage of total enrollment in the region.
Non= part1c1pat1ng LEAS can enroll handlcapped
students in programs on a space-available basis.

The cooperative program has had several positive
effects. First, it brought children back into the
public s:4ools. At the present time, there are fewer

than ten children from the sou'hern Penobscot region

served in either private facxittles or state institu-

tions. Second, the cooperative arrangement has drawn

superintendents more closely into special education

programs. The superintendents claim that the pro-

gram has enhanced their knowledge of handicapped
students. Third, the superlntendents agree that the
regional program prevents districts from "dumping"
handicapped students. The tuition fees for the
program are sufficiently. high that superintendents
are not tempted to uSé thein for routine placements
when less costly alternatives exist in their dis-
tricts. Fourth, while the costs of the public school
program exceed _the private facilities, Superinten-
dents scem comfortable with total costs beécause they
see that students are better served. A final ‘testi-
mony to this program's effectiveness is that other
regions of the state have replicated it. (See
Appendix F for a more detailed discussion. )

A different solution to the jurisdictional problems
of wiilding collaborative programs can be seen in the special

47

70




sducation programs developed for severely handicapped children
in Tillamook County, Oregon.
When P.L. 94-142 went into effect, district superin-

tendents 1n Tlllamook County, Oregon;,a rural area 1in

tion. Superlntendents were worried about rot only
the paper work demands of P.L. 94-142 but their

ability to provide services to low incidence

children, particularly in less restrictive environ-

ments. Superintendents thus decided to form a

Consert;um through the educational service district

(ESD) in orier to both avoid administrative burdens

in each :istrict and to ensure compliance with the
federzl law:

and TMR and EMR populatlons, aithough even these

ehlldren were in self-contained classrooms. More
seriously handicapped children,; including the ser-

iously emotionally disturbed,; were usually sent to
state training schools:

Orice the consortium was established; the

Administrators' first task was to bring children who
had been in state training schools back to programs
in the districts. This requ1red the deveiopm nt of
new programs, including a series of learning resource
centers as well as new TMR classes,; all of which are
on the campuses cf regular School programs. Over
time, staff of the ESD have been able to develop an
increasingly comprehensive continuum of services in

the ESD; building on the special education base

provided directly by the districts. Staff have also

worked hard to encourage greater inclusion of more

severely handicapped children within each district.

The consortium tis governed by a spec1al board made up
of the superlntendexL\ of the participating dis-
trlcts. Core services are covered undcr a yearly
In add-tlon, the sgperiﬁﬁéﬁdeﬁEé propose special ser-
vices v hich the ESD provides wit=h the P.L. 94=142

funds rxch participating district transfers to the

ESD. ({Sec Appendix G for a more detaited
discussion.)

Both Southern Penobscot dand Tillamook County

illustrate the advantages that small rural districts gain by




developing cooperative programs. These advantages include the
foltowing:

superintendents cioseiy 1nvoived in the governance of

the programs. Superintendents; in turn; agree that

they have gained a great deal of knowledge abou’

special education from their participation.

e The governance structure of both programs is adapred .o

local preferences and capacities. In Main., :he

cooperative was de<’ ‘ned for a limited purpose, to ccm-
plement fairly struiig district programs. Because of

the exceptlonal degree of cooperation among the
Aistricts, the program evolved with a minimum of formal
structure. In Or=2gon, the consortium asqumed major,

across-the-hoard responsibilities for special educa-
tion, L\erqby reguiring a more forma¢ organization.
But,; as in Maine,; the governance of the consortium by
resolution rather than by separate contracts between
the ESD and each of theé participating districts is
well-suited to local needs; i.e., it provides the
consortium with the flexibility and authority needed
in planring Whilé,supérihtéhdéhté still maintain
ultimate accountability.

Most importantly; both arrangements have resulted in
less restrictive educational opportunities for severely handi-
capped children: Seriously emotionally disturbed youngsters
in cach district are no longer placec in state institutions,

pri:te schools, or state training schools; but now are served
within the district: While neither dist: ‘ct claims to have
achieved all of its LRE goals -- for example, Southern
Penobscot continues to maintain a separate facility for
seriously cmorionally disturbed children, and Tillamook is
still seeking the right mix of special classrooms and fully

in comparison with the service delivery patterns of onity a

few years aqgo;
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The cooperative approach is only one way to maximize

resources in order to develo, new program altérnatives.

=t

A

larger school districts, a second approach has proven useful:
administéring programs cooperatively with othér human Seérvice

the totat costs. While this strategy has been used by dis-
tricts of all sizes;, it is particularly well-suited to targe
urban school districts with an abundance of human service
programs. The Miami Unified School District's program for
seriously emotionally disturbed students illustrates this

approach.

In the late 1970's, the Miami Unlflec School DlStLii{
identified §étibUsly emotionally disturbed (SED)
children as _a group needing improved services. It
was believed that these children were not receiviig
educational services appropriate to their needs, and,
in addition, too many children were being served

out-of-district or in unnecessarily restrictive
placements:

To develop a wide range of services for these

children, the Miami school district entered into a

series of zrrangements with private agencies in the

communlty These new arrangements entailed the

development of entirely new programs that were colla-

boratively 6851gntd financed, and administered

between the school district and the mental health
agencies.

Two programs were particularly important in expanding
the service resources for seriously emotionally

disturbed children. In the flrst program, the Gchool

an 1nteg ated day program for SBD chlldren. The
program is administeéred in both private Eac111t1es
and in reqgular éChdblstald it53 goal is to provide
services that allow children to be reintegrated into
reqgular school settings. Services provided include
group counseling, individual therapy, and recreation
rherapy— in addition to the normal classroom
programminr.
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conqolldatps a spec1aliasqessment and plannlng func-

tion for SED students as well as an 0n901ng educatlon
program. Students move in and out of this program

from regular schools depending on their need for the

structure and intensive services provided by the

program. While this program removes students from
their regular school, students interact with non-
handic ped children in the school in which the
progrdm is located, and return to their home school
as soon aS possible. {(For more information on
Miami'sS program, See the list of contact persons in
Appendix L.)

district and for achieving LRE are several. By making use of
other agencies' resources; the school district can provide

programs for which it otherwise might not have the resources.
In addition; by tapping the professional expertise of the

mental heaith provider agencies; the school distriect can make
services available without duplicating another agency's staff
-~ a cost-effective approach in a time of restricted budgets.
Perhaps most importantly, Miami's programs are
designed as complements to regular classrcom programming. The

round thosé programs Seek to minimize SED st'u"dé'n"tssi segrega-
tion from régUlar classrooms The movement between these

programs and regular classrooms is constant; and interaction

wiih non-handicapped tudents is built into the programs:. 1In
s Miami's goal has been to provide intensive and highly

specialized services, in the least restrictive onvironment
possihtie, through a combination of agency resources.
LEAs increasingly have used 1nterdg ncy programming
siifiilar te Miimi's. (Otier similar arrangements are described
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in greater detail in Volume 2 of this report, "Eff-ctive

Policics in the Provision of Related Services".) What is

important to note is that these new interagency service
programs can contribute greatly to a district's ability to
carry out the LRE mandatg. Without the arrangements, school

ricts may not have the full complement of services needed
¥

dis

O
(T

“develop between the mandate to have a full range of program
options and the increasing constraints on agency resources.

other by using interagency programming.
A third strategy which districts have used to include

and integrate handicapped children is to extend certain forms

increases non-handicapped children's interaction with handi-
capped children, and it provides a iocus which has been
tacking in the past in the sducational programming for thése
children. This approach of “opening up" new program areas for

handicappe« children is perhaps best iltustrated in vocational
esducation. Fxamples are provided L; the Cape Cod Regional
Technical High School Program in Massachusetts and the Moore-

Norman vocational program in Oklahoma.
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Over a period of years,; the Cape_ Cod Reglgggl

Technical High School Program in Massachusetts has

expanded its services to handlcapped youth with

particular emphasis on making services avallablerto

thote with severe handicaps. This expansion repre-

sents a local commitment to Integrate handrcapped

with non- —-handicapped students and was supported by a
special vocaticnal gtant from the SEA.

In tne sparsel) settled Cape Cod area, handlcapped

develop special programs. As a result, a full range
of school programs was not extended to handicapped
children. To reverse this pattern, Cape Cod Regional
Technical High School staff took the position that

from a local school dlstrlct as part of their open

enrollment policy: They provide assessment and
design vocational options to wmeet individual
students' needs and capacities. erv1ces so prov1ded

ire well integrated with tho se for the non-
handicapped; rather than being provided in, or

entailing; a separ ite and special prmngram.

The expansion of vocational services has been bene-

ficial both to the children and to the district's LRE
capaclrles. As one spec1al educatlon dlrector said:
"Kids who ‘otherwise would sit in a resource room and
collect a diploma are now acquiring sellable skills.
In terms of LRE, chlldren who ornce would have been in
segregated facilities are now being educated with
non-handicapped children. (See Appendix H for a more
detailed description.)

A similar increase in vocational opportunities for
handicappeéd childrén has beéen pionecred in Oklahoma by the

Moore-Norman Vocational Technical School.

Moore=Norman Vocational. Technical School,; located
outside of Oklahoma City, is one of a nuﬁBef of
voeatlonal centers in OLlahoma that have steadlly
increased thelr services for handlcapped children.
Vocational services ﬁor,handlcapped children have

long "been a priority of the state special education

U
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agancy as weéll as of the state Division of Vocational
Rehabilitation, and, increasingly, the state Voca-
tional Technical Education program.

Moore-Norman integrates handicapped children into
regular vocational classes after careful assessment
and IEP development by special education and voca-
tional education staff. Teacher aides, employed by
the vocational education program; supplement the

regular classroom resources when a handicapped child

moves into a vocational classroom. However; although

students may get special instruction within the

classroom, the bulk of vocational programming is pro-

vided alunyside that for non-handicapped children and

by non-educators with technical expertise.

Moore~Norman maintains two classes for approximately

20 handicapped students, the remaining handicapped

students are integrated with non- handlcapped stu-

dents: A "learning skills center" supports the

academic program for both handicapped and non-

handicapped students.: An instructional services

center has devised special vocational curriculum

modules called "Learning Activity Packets" which are

programmed instructional units that students complete

at their an,speeo,,when a student masters a parti-
cuiar skill level, ha/she moves on to thz next level.
There is an open enrollment and open ex1t pollcy in
effect at the schocl, so that students may enroll or
graduate at any point in time; accordlng to the1r own
schedules. (However, secondary students must operate
within the time framework established by their local
high school.) This fléxible curriculum and
enrollment/ eéxit policy enahbles handicappeéd students
to learn alongside non-handicappeéed Student: and &t
their own pace.

The Moore-Norman Vocational School alsc serves
post-high school students, many of whom are handi-
capped. In fact, approximately 55% of its students

are post high sthool age: Many Handiéabbed Students

education program are referred to the school by the

local Vocational Rehabilitation agency. School staff

develop IEP's for these students even though they are

not required to do so by law.

In the past five years vocatlonal programmxng for

handicapped students has grown from an estimated 130

students in 1978 to the current level of 180

students. (This increase has occurred despttefg drop
in overall enrollment ) During the same period, the
schonl has expanded the range of educational

opportunities for these children, #specially for more
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severely retarded children and for eictionally
disturbed children. {(For more information on_ Moore-
Norman Vocational Technical School, See the 1ist of
contact persons in Appendix L.)

Both of thesc programs illustrate the increased
educational opportunities that can be gained by opening up
vocational programming for handicapped children. While voca-
tional programming is not usually thought of as a step toward
less restrictive educational opportunities, it is just that

when it increases the services available to handicapped

Techrnical High School and in the Moore-Norman Vocational

Technical School. These programs illustrate a dimension Of

LRE not usually consideréd; rather than attempting to

students actually may gain more educational benefits.

Whether it is done by any of the strategies described
above, the development of new resources for handicapped
children is perhaps the most important single task which LEAs
face in building less restrictive cducational opportunities.
Without appropriateé programming, any attempt to promoté LRE

rvis neither ‘he children nor the educational goals of the

[b]]

S

district. However,; the shceer availability of new programs
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resource. Many LEAsS have addressed this component of assuring

LRE, which is examined in the next section.

C. Improving Placement Decisions as a Step Toward
Educating Students in the Least Restrictive
Environment

Placemént procedures 4r3 crucial to LRE because they
asffect, first, whether a handicapped child is appropriately
placad and, second, whéther a handicapped child's educational
program is constantly being reevaluated and tailored to the
child's needs. While P.L. 94-142 gives great emphasis to
procedures surrounding placement, Gertain school districts
have gone beyond the taw's minimum procedural reguirements by

either stressing the gualicy of the placement decision or

including other agencies in Eﬁé placement process:. This

section looks at two types of placement policies that have

contributed to zn increased number of appropriate placements:

The Gw11nett Lounty School DlStrLCE —in_ Geoxgla has

handlcapped children in appropriate settings. The
nperations ranual developed by Gwinnett County
details the considecrations that are required before
placing any child, and makes them available to both

parents and teachers. _Special education administra-

tors have workecd to refine these policies to assure
that policies encourage placement in least restric-
tive environments unless strong. Juqtlflcatlon can be
given for more restrictive settings.

t1ve review of aii piacement dec1s1ons. Because

Gwinnett has given pricrity to developing programs

for qer1ously handicapped students, speCIal education

administrators have carefully monitored the growth of

thHese programs and feferralg made to them. Pressure

has also been kept on all separate special programs

Lo constantly reevaluate students for reentcy back

into-r v r classroom programs. As with the initial
»ldceine .. Jroucess, written procedures for considering
56

73



this reentry have bveen developed and are updated
regularly. (For more information on Gwinnett
County's placement policies, see the list of contact
persons in Appendix L.}

Gwinnett County's emphasis on constantly reexamining their

pldééméhr Srocedures illustrates the district's concern that

processes. District administrators alsoc viéew the placement

;éducatidhal programming has failed to address. This close tie

between diagnosis and planning for specific children and the
administrative review of available resources ensures that,
beyond procedural protections, the actual gualit;.
educational progra.ming meets the students' needs.

Gwinnett County's emphasis is on gétting = high

that studénts with Special necds receive specialized and

Chmpréhéh§1Vé ascéssments. In addition, some districts hav:-
attempted to unify special education assessment procedures

with those used by other human services agenc1 es., Contra
Costa County in CalifFornia illistrates this even more

elaborate assessment method:

C@ntra Costa County, California has develépedré

ecial assessment unit for handicapped childre
roge1v1ng services from more than one agency. Th;s
asscéssment unit is a cooperative venture betweeéen the
local schoonl district, the Department of Mental
flealth, and the Department of Youth Services, which
handles all juvenile offenders., County
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admlnletra ore believed that tnese agencies were

often serving and making placement de01slons about

the same children and that it was thus essential to
coordinate the assessment process.

The special assessment unit is located administra-
tlvely 1n the County Department of Mental Health

Howevetr, the assessment process follows all the
procedures necesary to comply with P.L. ,94,1447as
well as with state and local mental health
guidelines. Children are referred to the assessment
u-it by the schools, by the Department of Mental
iealth, and by Correction Officers whenever a child's
problem S€ems too difficult or too complex to be
addressed through normal programming procedures. The
proqram enéutes that the necessary expertlse,is

placement,,and that there 1s,efcoord1nated effort
among agencies to serve the child.

Administrators of the program believe that it has
enhanced the quality of assessment for Seriously dis-
turbed ch:.ldren. It also helps assure that these
children will be veferred to placements appropriate
to their needs; often in less restrictive environ-
ments than otherwise would have been the, case; the
assessment team is better able td determine when a

chxid Ftnally, the assessment team haq been useful

in identifying se ‘ices that should be provided by

the schoolrdxstr ct or by another human service
agency in order to meet the needs of children: In

this way, i.e:; by spurrlng development of addi-

tional resources within the County, the program has

reduced the out-of-ciztrict placements that wou‘d
have been made because these resources were
unavailable.

Contra Costa County officials hope that the assess-
ment sSeérvice can become even more powerful in
reduc1ng 1nappropr1ate placements for chlldren. They

nanagement,agent, monltorlng the progress of,chlldren
and 6n§Uting thét c%ildran are réintegrated inre

perlod,of,tlme in nore,lntcnelve care settlnge. (See
Appendix I for a more detailed description.)

The Contra Costa oxample illustrates the kay role of

assessment and placement policies as part of an overall system




ducation and related services. These policies assume even

[t ]

of

agencies likely tc place children in day or residential pro-

grams. A placement mect nism such as Contra Costa County's
allcws the principles of least restrictive environment, as
established by P.L.. 94-142; to be extended into other human
sérvice g Acies' operations. In the long run, this mechanism

guarantees that nrogram administrators have used uniform or at

least similar, criteria in making placement decisions.

. ) '.\-y' Lz - - - - .
Students and parents also benefit because they are not forced

to cope with one standard for appropriate placement used by

juvenile ipéEi&é system.

.+ Changing Attiitudes about the Education of Handicapped
Children in ,Relation to Non-Handicapped Children

Ultimately,; no matter how clear and explicit a
district's written policies; much of the value of education in
a l8ss restrictive environment depends on intangibles such as
the attitudes of students, teachers, principals, and school
board members. From this perspective, meré placémént of &
hahdicapped children, by itself, i§ only one aspect of the
issue: WHég the school district must try to ensure is that

handicappoed children arc accepted in is setting; that their

(gl
o ol

th handicpped and non-

(o)

presence 1s seen to be beneficial to b

Handicapped students alike, and that a process of normalizing

relitionships-ensues. These are difficult matters to address
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through written policy alone, so school districts have had to
initiate a number of activities to generate these attitudes.

A tschnigue for changing attitudés that seems
pacticularly effective is the policy Of "reverse integra-
tion," ..e., bringing non-handicappsd students into classrooms

for handicapped students:. This practice promotes interaction
between handicapped and non-handicapped students,; evoo when
the handicapped students require the structure and intersive
individualized instruction that is possible in a separate

classroom and thus are unlikely to enter a regular classrnom.
Two oxamples, used by districts that also have instituted
strong policies concerning the least restrictive environment

mandat=, give a s -nse of the benefits of reverse integration.

The Santa Barbara School District in California began
ité program of reverse integration on a small scale
BEécausé it proved so popular with both students and
teachers, they have expanded its - ., As pat- of
this program, non-handicapped el —:ntary schol
~'Udhnt§ Cdmé 1nfo Clééé"é for %éVérély ahd

hand1capped students on a regular basis to serve as
atdes to the teachers. and companions to the children,
Avproximately 25 students currentliy participate in
“his Wqurdm. Santa Barbara School officials

indicate that their problem is not one of obtaining
srongh n0n~WJnu1CﬂppOd vmlunroers, but instead betnq

ible to provide supervision and structured activities

f or the number of elementary students who want to
par*l 1parn

Ii the views of Sdanta Barbara officials, the benefits
of thid 1ctivity Are several. Non-handicapped
sririent s participating in the program not only have
brisy s own itbtiktudes changed, but go hack to their
risga o ir clasaroom, whidre thay help chdnge the
crrrdes af thelr classmates.,

i e piublicity this program has achisved,
Le i ot msan ounen broader.  Parents and othor
T N i o o vealise the value to be



gained from the int.-raction of handicappsd 4nd
non-handicapped children may change their attitudes,
(a change that 1s;, admittedly, hard to assess).

Santa Barbara administrators report that, at a
minimum, the favorable publicity and response to the
program by students; teachers and administrators has
made even initially recalcitrant school principals
more favorable toward close ties between special and
regular education programs: (For more information,
see the list of contact persons in Appendix L.)

A similar tyne o° -everse integration program exists in

Bettendorf, Iowa.

The Bettendorf School District has pioneered an
instructional program in 1ts high school of
"practical classes" which offer another level of
services that bridge the gap between resocurce educa-

tion and regular teachers, including handicapped

students as well as students who are not handicapped

but whose academic records show academic
difficulties.

These classes provide resource © ¢ ‘tion in regular
Classes, thereby extending the ¢ ium of services
available and increasing the am .ut of time that
handi-apped students maintain contact with non=
handicapped students: The philosophy beéhind the
program is that special help should be provided in
regular classes whenever possible, rather than taking
students out of the classroom and serving them in
Scparate resource rooms. At the same time, special
‘nstruction iz extended to non-handicapped students

who are not achii~ving minimum progress in regularc
classes -- the so-called sluw~ ‘earner.

The Bettendorf program appears to be somewhat unique
in that it explicitly seéks t 5 break down the
barriers between regular and spec al educacion. By
combining faculty and stuciénts of specia? education
and regular education *hé proqgram ..as helped foster
more positive atticuddes regarding handicapped
students. Teachers report improved performance bLy
students, and parents appeat to be happy with the
results of the program. (See Appendix J for a mors
detailed discussion.)

By themselves, ths efforts in both Saiita Barbara and

settoendort cannot make major break—throwqhs in educating

61

§4




handicippe? students in less restrictive environments:

truth about LRE.

fu—y

Howsvor, they do illustrate a centra
Ultimately, elaborate policies mean nothing if cltassroom
interaction does not both promote cffective and extensive

en and,

(A

cducitional op ortunities for handicapped child
similtansoue’ 7, provide a g :ater opportunity for interaction
4ih ron-hoesicapped children. 1In achieving this dual goal,
tte attitudes of all those who surround handicapped chiildren,
35 well + the attifudes that handicapped children themselvés
bring to these opportunities, determine whether theé principles
of EeR will tead to better education.

. Achieving an NDverall LRE Strateqy

This volume has analyze ©LRE poticiss Fanging from
51 v agency prolicies that establish a ccocntevr for local
decisions, to speciiic classroom “"policies" which scek to
chHange attitudes. To fully achieve appropriate cducational
spportunitics, a district muet ddress all the tasks this
soction discusses. That is, cis.-icts must explicitly, and in
writ ing; commit themscelves to LRE; they must tevelop the new
nrosrins necessary to lncrease educational opportunities; they
must monitor the placement process to ensure thet =«
handi-apped student is matched appropriately to an availabte

e

Srogram: and they idltimatoly must affect a change in attitudes
towiar:l handicapped children.
Saveral of the districts dlready mentiored in this

report hiave addressed all these dimensions of Misving LRM.
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In addition; two other districts we examined have p_rsued such

3 complate 5¢ritegy sffectively: One of them, Tacnma,

rhn

Washingto-. i1as had @ 1 -ng history ot ¢ducating children in

tha least re-trictive environment thiat pre-datss P.L. 94142,

lall
3

This practice has been strengthened in recent years. The

other district,; Kiverside Gnified School Distriet in Riverside

Count;, California, focused on LRE more recently. But it,

(¢l
U
0
Qi1
|-
|-
O\
rt
[ngl
o2
D
[mall
o]
N
x
n

tno, deliberately set out to addr
mentinmnea above., The wavs in -iich each of these districts

achinved its goals, adapting the principles of LRE to local

conditimns, i1  iatrates tue f ! Lo ne‘its to be achieved when

stricts make &.ch a strong 20 toi.-.. commitment.

Tacoma s systeéem of "prograssive inclusion" of handi-
c:ﬂopewq ~hildren lias been developed and implemented
over twenty year period. _ "t is described by
special educacion officials as a "dynamic,
decentralized; cooperative system patterned after the
n~reds of the changing chkild," and ‘ts goal is to have
the resources of the entire school systém available
te hardicapped children.

Tacoma Public School’'s progressive inclusicn program
hbegan in 1958; when a two and one-half year study to
investigate the incidence of handicapping conditions
in the district was launched: The study was quickly

broadened to an examination of how best to educate

handicapped chtldr" and at its conclusion; a
philosophical and policy commitment was made which
ias fquided Tacoma pollcy ever oince: R
e xcoptional ¢ iidren need to live and led o with

others... Our (present) educdtional psychology and
practice¢ dre calling for an ediucation together rather
than apart."

Tn implémenting ti i3 philosophy, Tacoiia immediatioly
closed its separate school for 120 moderately to
severaly handicapped children, and began establishing

now, in=school programs. [f an appropriate progrin

did not exist for a pe'1f1w handicapp.d child, 1t

was creatked, The concoept -0 miainst rdamia . Jas

central to program development New Proar s« re
63



opened in any school within the district; depending

ipon which school would provide the greate t inter-
acticon with non-handicapped children. Tacoma
admi~istrators stress that programs and facilities
Jtr¢ .irranged in 3 manneér that makes it possible to
inc ude in regular school activities all handicapped
ch:ldren according to their own educational plans.

T -oma's poticy of pr- we inclusion is by now 5o
t1 estabtished ithat . - wvades _all aspe.is ci b=
= school operations. .he dis trict has nad only two
t-of-district placemerts in the past twenty vyears

and state and 1. -al officials zoncur that they have

met their goals of fully 1rtegraL1hg handicapped
children and special education programs into therppb—

lic schonls: {For more infecrmetion on Tacoma's pro-
gram; see the tist of contact persons in Appendix L.)

Tacoma's public school pnlicies to promote LRE have
hacnnie 5o much a part ~f overall school policies that thev

are difficult to distinguish from general education policy:
Yet the program continues co deveclon. In recent years, new
programs have béan initiated to ooth establish closer ties to
SERap Wiman sorvices agenciss and t  bettar serve additiornal
sapulatians, such as handicapped infants, not covered By

Wa«<hii:jton State law, ]

»
White Riverside Unif: ol District's poi.cies
Are omoChomere recent in origi- - are similer in intent to
[ ma's.
T Riverside nified School Bistrict in rthern
CATLFerita fas codoantad o d1str1ct—v1de Sol oy that
foas e ko namby P ivities whic ddd!hbﬁrtho
ival »of proriding Vi 'n tho,longt restrictive
onvirorment.  RHive: o de ipprech attacks the pro-
blem of providing o acst ool services in the oot
restrictive ervironae Hn omultiple front s, all of
which are quided by a common policy statement. T
statoement articul o 5 the 11\?[I(f' ommlhmﬂnt )

serve gl h‘H”l 1pwwd students in an- accept g,
Hroduct e environment that i1s least rostrictive,
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To i ms, the district formed an LRE "standing
Lommltr " made up of top._ levpl district staFt, the
mumherthp changes partlally each year to qu rantee
that all staff remain committed to the LRE goai: The
committee has taken the lead in changing district
practices since it has strong support from the Board
of Education and the Superintendent. First; it
decentralized IEP meetings to each school site rather

than continue them at a central administrative site;

An Altarnative Program Team at each school systema-

tlcal‘y explores any alternatives before placing a

ch? 1 in a special education program:

Next, the committes worked with the district Pupil

Placement committ-e to revicw 311 special educat:on
vlaccments to ensure that cuch handicapped child was
served (1) within his/her ncighborhood school if
possinle; (2) in neighhorhood clusters of schools as

a gecond alternattve, and () in another school in

the district or out of the dlqtrlct if ro in-district

placement is appropriate. Physical structures have
been modified when necessary.

The FRP committee has sponsored perlodlc in-se ‘rvice
workshops for administrators and teachers and
arranqged tor regulc . ~ducation ad inistrators to
exchange permancat {’“lthﬂq with §peécial education
ar’iministrator:s. guilar education and special
oduc1r10n teacher§ a’ﬁo 2xchange positions for a day
in order to better inde rstand each other's functins,

Nonr- handlcapped stude“t are 1red as "cadets"
helpers in special ducatlon classes and parents atc
ediicated aboit the d991rab111ty nf serving handi-

cappad students with reqular students through local
PTAS. Whiln R1verq1d~ ma1nta1ns two separste schools
for handicapped stude nts; tne enrollments are
dcéclining in -nrh. One school i% primecrily for
pre-school chitdren; many of whom often go to redqular
schoots in first grade: (See Appe ndlx K for a more
detailed discussion:)

ﬂ.ithhir}h the eoffects of Riversido's 31 ~ing apo o op

yoet comntete, thelr approaet | Ot vnrt by ‘ IS¢ 1t views
R policy perspectiove Fhat must bo pursaod oo
Histr -t activities: Riverside's policivs State oxplicitl s
that piacements are only s-e ficot of LRE and that equal
Moention tuoE bo pata bo othor i oas Such A5 At EiFudens Con

A5
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“srning the education of handicapped children and personnel

policies that =2ncourage links betwcen regular and special

education: The district's actinns have been consistent with
this mrnad perspectire: For exampie; in their in-service
worksitops; district staff emphasize that appropriate zervices
i1 the least restrictive environment involve much more ! ihan
just mainstre2aming handicapped childrens.

The strong policy commitment to achi - ving appro-
priate oducationil oppcrtunities for all studentis distin-
Juishes hots Tacoma and Riverside from other LEA'S that have
aprirod Med this goal in more 1°nitéd ways. Moreover, both
districts have éstahlished policies to promote services in the
léast restrictive oiivironment in such a way that they are
virtvally indistinguishaible from their gensral education
policies.  In Riverside; the policies affectcd admintstrators
Sf both spicial odication and regu.ai education. For example,
KYvorsidets rolicy ~ncouraging principals of regular schools
ind principals of special school: to trade jobs is ain examp’ e
5f 1n wffnrt to bieak down barriers between gener.! and
dpeaial oducdtion. Similarly, in Tacoma where all hHandicapped
Stiihi s are served on régular campusdés in coRilincticn vl oh
nen=tincicats sd st snts, the policy of progt 55ive incliision
has eoome an inteqgral part of gene:. ' educa:r i Lotreys

T two districts share three additional policy
i R o BGE guicns For ofher districibs trying Eo

S IR

3N
foxy

8
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Pirst, both Aistricts started with an overarcSing

thisory of sducation in the least restrictiva environment. In

Tacoma, this theory was "progrossive inclusion.” Riverside

pterd the administrativ sroncth to LRT developed by JTWK
I ernational Corroratic- 'rivate consulting firm) and

disseminated to Catifornia LEAs by SEA-sponsored in-service
tratning sessions. Some of the difference hetween the two
dis > ~cs' approaches can be tracked to thes. different
startingy points: While ths Riverside approach is more
wwministral fvely oricntoid, the Tacoma approach continually
amphasiz. its philssophical sindsrpinnings. Al&o, &5 a rosult

Lo prograesive incliusinn theory, Tacoma has climinated all

o2l mlbeal Facilitins iy favor of programming in regular

Seeond, both districie have emphasized the importance
Airing commitment to LRE amonn dictrict personnel at attl
‘eunis. kspocially in the early years of its programming,
Tacoma pursuaed this goal through intensive statf recruitaent
Ard RatE training nfforts, Riverside hHas had a comrarahle
cnrigie an invelvinag administrative phréohnbi, nrintinaiﬁ,
el toachors in its standing committe o, In both discricts,
ficidls crsidit thic active Giasodination of An LRE rieiita-
Eoon s fﬁﬁ'fjbthr i Hulidfn; widoapread “upport Fo
procceammat 1o chanege,

Third, both districts emphasizc the 1mortance o
caretul progroameatic plonming thao 1o hased o the nooods of -

tndivhdnal o chitdrens Districts must ssaess needs corotuall oy,
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<144t availible resources when poseible, and u . timately be
priopardd when necessary to commit new resources to new [ o=
Aqvams. Tacoma illustrates, however, that the great majority
of programming can be done., not t-rough discrete, separate

SESgrams, bit in the contest oFf regular school programming.
Riversi.. too has been abhle to achieve 'iny of its goals by
adapting ths LRE process to on-going school board decisions
aboit programming and facilities, thoreby not requiring
"sphecial" policy decisimn- that .ere senarate from those

affecting regular educatic .

aH
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SFECIAL SCHONL DISTRICT NUMB

LOUISIANA

SUMMARY

in 1977, the Louisiana legislature passcd
crasating a special school district

SEOUT AT

Bubions Known as Special School

[l

ric

t

1=t

Ais

and is headed by a

O
T o
T

a iy

to rhe State Superintendent.

enrollmont of 1900 sLiniants,

worn dirscecly in the institutions,

S14.5 million.

to handicapped children aged 0-21

1s funded through a separate linec-:ten
superintendent
The district

employs 600 staf -,

ER ONE

a law, Act 754,

o provide an educational

in 16 public insti-

District Number 6né, this

in the state

whoy réports directly

maintains an
most of whom

ana a budget of

Sinc its .creation, Special School Districh amber One

15 Achiiny iy iES primary obiecctive oOf Snhancs j educational
%irticet to hand’capped studsnts in stake stitctions, Prior
b chiis act, handicapped students in institutions received an
rducarion frow Lo dastitntion Iz which t ey risided, designec
el serated v obhe O7Ffc o Menstal fi-alth and ..ubstance
Anase . the Office on Mantai Porarcdaslon, or the Deopartment of
Correcrions ind sometime s carried out by LEAMS. Since the
special school Aiscrict was c-isted, teachié-= munt row ho
cortitied b the “oard or Educatioa and ctudests receiwe an
Gtuc tin nroviesd By oan odaca’ion agency inoa more

sSchool=-11%r onvivronivnt

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

[



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

OBJECTIVES AND TARGET POPULATION

The intent of the establishment of Louisiana's special
school district was to '‘mprove the guality of education
provided tu handicapped students in public institutions and to
biring their :ducational proaram into compliance with P.L. 94-
132, The léqislaticn craating Special School District Number
One was méant to Focis Aittention on the éducational needs of

handicapped studénts (aged 0-21) residing in public mental
S S |
health, mental retardation and correctional institutions:

Officials recognized that these students had not been given

adequate attention. The creation of a special school district

standards to the educationz}l program :tor handicapped stude:

3
!
Ui

residing in state institutionss

DEVELOPMENT OF THE PCLICY

Beginning in 1976, “he Director of fpecial Education i
couisiana began several initiatives to bring +he Sdication
pisyram into comoliance with P.L. 94-142. Ong siich initiative
@33 targeted at handicappi . Studénts in state institulions =-
students who prévinuhiy had rocoived little or ne “tention hy
~ducation officials. Louisiana operates an equalizotion pro-

Gram to assure that every stadent has avallable a minimum

anount of educational resources regardless of the district in

Lriireo state-eoperate cicilitlies -- Gie tor doab children,
one for bitsa chitbdren;, and one for orthopedically handi-

capped children == woere not incluc»d in the spocial school

district:



which he or she lives. Special education officials sought to

.

extend this cqualization principle to Héﬁéiéipbéa students in
state institutions so that "nese students would receive an
Gducational program comparable to that of other handicapped
chiidren in the state.

special education officials sought to focus programmatic and
poticy attention on students ‘n state institutions. Tho
cducation department hHad ma.nt3ined no 'r’e’.@po'néibirl'i't'y, for
handic pped students in public iAStituticmrs and 1id not
monitsr their educational prog-ams. Creation of a Sbééfé.’t
sche ' district was tharsfore intendsd to bring ‘he educa-
tirnal prograns of thes: studencs under the directioen of the
State Boar. .f tducation instead of left up to the agency
opurating th institution.

Originally, the legislature considered establisiiing three
diiferont spacial schonl districts: one for institutions run
Dy othe 9ffice of Mental Health, one for instititions run by

‘tfice of Montil Retardation, and one for institutions
feid by khe DRepartment of Corrections. Howevior, tl
Lo jis it o decided to cstablish a :iin'(;iié school district for
Aall stiate ifstit tions bocdiisé they wantod to Focids attention
on the edocational program in vach instifution regardless of
thi pairticular type of institution inveolved, Making a
separate school district fnr the Departmert of Corrections,
por exa ple; would make education subse: sient ro the priimicy

ioal of security.  Thus, the logislatiite sSoiight o creats a
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mechanism that would cross alld istrict and agency boundaries
in order to better meet the educational needs of handicapped
students residing in state institutions.

The financial plan for the special school district was
detailed in the legislation. State education monies were
appropriated through a Separatas line item in the budget. In
the First year of operation, 1979, the legislature
appropriated $2 million of state education money. Other state

tn addition to these funds, the leéegislature initially
required the local district where the handicapped child lives
tn add an amount equal to the per-pupil expenditire in the
district: Two years later this provision was eliminated since
the state found it cumbersome to biit the LEAs and the LEAs
disliked the added cost:. Prior to the special schootl
district, money for the children's educational program fiowed
from the legislature to the state agency operating the
institition and from P.L. 89-313 funds.

Thesc and other details were worked out by staff of the
spacial education division of the SEA. Theé Superintendent was
supportive of the idea and carried it to the legislature. The
GFfice of Mental Retardaticn was also supportive of the plan:
the OFfice of Mental Health and the Department of Corrections
took a "watch-and-see” attitude; unsure of how the ptan would
actually work.

The final bill, Act 754, was passcd by both houses of the



IMPLEMENTATION

It took two years to set up the special school district
following the legislation passed in 1977. During those twi
saars, central-administrative staff were hired and plans for
‘mplementation were detailed. A Superintendent of the
¢..trict was appointed and three Assistant Superintendents
hir=l: an Assistant Superintendent tor Administration, an
Assistant Superintendent for Instruction; and an Assistant
<aparintendent for Interagency activities: The administrative
v:afi et up their headquarters in Baton Rouge and began
“iring teachers, teacher aides, diagnosticians, and principals
t> staff the local schools in each institution.

Special School District Number One was originally
established as part of the special education division within
the SFA. However, after two years, it became clear to some
nfficials that subsuming the special district under the
bureaiicracy was hindering its efforts. Operational delays and
2laborite technical procedures wére limiting its
npportunitiss. The State Superintendent therefore took it out
SE the spocial education division and made it an independent
unit that reports directly to the State Superintendent: The
district now hires and tires its own personnel and maintains
its own budget. Several officials noted that establishing
the special school district outside the Department of
Rducation has allowed it to function more effectively and
avoid hureaucratic entanglements.
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Since 1979, when the iégiSlatUi‘é appreo: siated S2 rﬁiliibh;
the special school district's budget has risen to S9.5 million
n 1983, Another $5 miltlioen from P.E. 99—513; P.L. 94-142,
Title NIX, and state general appropriations are added to this
for a total of S14.5 milttion in 1983, Some 1900 students are
Salaries ars made commensurate with the salary schedule of the

district in which the institution is located and pro-rated for

Recantly, the sSchool district worked out a financial
arrangement in which the Uffice of Mental Retardation uses its
money for the stateé match to draw incréasced Title XIX
(Medicaid) dollars from the federal government to be used for
the sducational program of mentally retarded students. Be-
thers for treatment purposces rather than for educational pur-
poos; and because Medicaid allows reimbursement for parapro-
fessionals working with mentally retarded children, the state
builjet office succeeded in arranging for increased Medicaid
reimbiursement . The Office of Mental Retardation contracts
#ith Special School) District Number One, in effect giving them
incroascd Modicaid dolldrs to reimburse pardprofessionals
Wworking with mentally retarded children. This principle maxi-
Mizis fodoral funds 3o tHAt Atate monies can be used

elsewheroe.

39



Top level officials in the Office of Mental Retardation,
the Of fice of Mental Health, and the Department of Education
expressed favorable reactions to Louisiana's special school
district. 3lthough they agreed that certain problems remained

to be worked on, they all believe that the special school

sérvices to handicapped studénts in state institiitiong.

Implementation of Act 754 appears to have successfully tocused
attention on this group of handicapped children. These

students are now participating in an environment that is more

like regular school than ever before. As one official stated,

ved that the mechansim is in place and is

"We have pr

Ol

working: " ,

markedly improved since creation of Special School Districk
Number One. New educational certification requirements
boosted the standards by which teachiers were hired through the
special school district.

Alsn noteworthy is the degree of collaboration achieved
brtween the special school district and thé agency operating
the institition. Refore the special school district came into

was responsible for what services among LEAs and the other
agencies. Since the special school district began operating,
territorial questions have subsided as each agency has learned

who is respondible for what. Diring the first couple of years

b |
o~
&
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of operation, there were some difficulties among staff who
questioned pay differentials hetwecén the two agencies, but
tims $66ms to haveé resolved sich difficulties. One of “he
reasons these territorialt questions have bheen resoilved is thiat

he

Ol
fad

the top stafft of each of the agencies are committed t

he Director of the Office of Mental Retardation and a

I official in the Office of Mental Health are both
former %ﬁuéiéi educators: With these leaders understanding
the £ield of special education, collaboration has more quickly
filter=d down to the opsrational level:

X final positive effect of the special school district is
that very young handicapped children aged 0-2 are now
receiving attention from the education agency. Formerly,
these very young children were not given an educatinnal
program. Louisiana plans to include this age group in its
state-wide legislation in 1985. The special school district
has enabled these young children residing in State institu-
tions to he served by an education agency two years before tha

state mandates services tc atl children age 0-2.:
Within this overall siccess, administrators note thHat

several problems remain to be Wéikéa on; First; education is
still hezinqg provided te handicapped students in a residentiat
setting when a less restrictive environment may be more
appropriate. However, the number of handicapped students
residing in state institutions is decreasing rapidly through
attrition, especially for school-age admissions. 1In 1983,

approximately 60-80% of all children living in these

S
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institiitions are at least sixteen years old. With diminishing

likely to change over the next 4-5 years.

A second problem is one of internal management. The

central office staff has been caught up in political patronage

difficulties which have hindered efficient operation. Central
office staff are not classified as civil servants because
other LEAs are not under the civil service system. The State
easy to appoint political allies. Several persons believe
that better management skills are needed at the central office

and in the field.

Mr. Jerry Westmoreland

Assistant Superintendent for
Administration

Special School bistrict Number One

1415 Main Street

Raton Rouge; bouisiana 70802

(504) 342-6978
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THE DEPARTMENT OF THE YOUTH AUTHORITY

CALIFORNIA

SUMMARY

The California Department of the Youth Authority (CYA),
working closely with the State Department of Education, has
Strengthened its efforts to provide special education and
ralated sérvices to handicapped children in state correctional
facilities. Pursuant to an inteéragency agreemént between CYA
and the Department of Education, CYA is implementing proce-
dur2~s to bhetter idéhtify handicapped youth and provide them

with an appropriate education. Major activities have been t

establish an assessment system, develop IEP's for all handi-

capped students, attain community involveme
solunteers as surrogate parents, and maximize the interaction
betwsen handicapped and non-handicapped students in a manner
that is appropriate to the needs of both. In addition, DYA
staff have been retrainad in order to meet state special edu-
ciation cortification standards. The Department of Education
has supportcd DYA's éfforts with funds for training and
related seérvices as well As with Strong téchnical assistancé
and consultation. The result has been a marked increasé in
educational programming in ail ten of the institutional

schools in California's correctional system which serve

youth.

TARGET POPULATION

The Department of the Youth Authority serves approxi=
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mataly 6,000 youth betwes. the ages of 13-24 (average age 18).
Thess youth; including those Adjudicated as delinquénts and
those convicted of adult crimes, reside in résidential
facilitiss throughout the state. Approximately 12% of the
population attending schools in CYA faciltities are identified
as handicapped at the presoent time.

WVhile the full range of handicapping conditions are
represented in CYA facilities, the majority of the handi-
capped students have learning disabilities, emotional
disturbances, or language handicaps. In addition, many of the
more violent, "acting-out," patients from the state hospitals
for the mentally and emotionally disturbed, have been réceived
by the CYA to insSure a mors Seécure program. Some of the youth
entering Youth Authority facilities hHave already been
identified by local school distfiéts as fédhifihg special
education; while others have not yet heen classified as handi-
capped (particularly the many school drop-outs in the CYA
population).

ORJETTIVES

The specific objectivés of the intéragency agrecment in
which thr You!h Authority assimes responsibility for sducating
its own handicapped students include the following:

e To identify handicapped students by means of a thorough

assessment of each student;

& To develop IEP's and make placement recommendations for
vach identified handicapped student;
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To prov1de cducational services to handlcapped students
in an educational setting that promotes maximum inter-

action bhetween handtcapped and non-handicapped students

in a manner that is appropriate to the needs of both;
and

e To increase the number of certified special education

teachers in the Youth Authority system:

DEVELOPMENT OF THE POLICY

In the years immediately following passage of P.L.
94-142, CYA's spec1al education programming was not extensive.
The Youth Authority faced a host of problems in complying with
the Feéderal law: it had a largé inStititionalized population;
the turnover among incarcerated youth was high; and many of
the institutional superintendents did not view spécial
education as an essential part of corréctional programming.
Even though school programs within CYA had always been subject
to California's Education Code (thus giving the Superintendent
nf Schools the authority to monitor CYA programs), li:tle
Attenticn had been paid to special education services in CYA
tacilities.

Thus; when the Department of Education preparpd to
monitor CYA for compliance with P.L. 94-142, both state
agencies realized that extensive new programmlng and pOllCY
development would be necessary to bring CYA into compliance
with federal and state law: An interagency committee was
ostablished to define the areas in which CYA would need to
make improvements aind to produce an interagency agreement
indicating the commitments both agencies would make to

strangthen CYA programs.



At this point, CYA considéred tlic option of establishing
itseclf as a special school district, similar to theé model
pitonecred in Louisiana: After studying this option; CYA
officialts decided against it; in part because it required

legislation and in part because of resi
institutional superintendents. Instead, CYA officials chose
ming, with support as necessary from tne Department of
Education. After a period of negotiation, an interagency
agreemern: 7as signed and became the basis by which the
Departmert ot Rducation could hold CYA accountable for its
special education programming.

Both CYA and Departmént of Ediucation Staff realized,
however;, that the ihtéfagéhéy agreement was only a bégihhihg.
Ry itself; it accomplished little in the way of improved
programming. In the years that followed the agreement, CYA

building snund special education progyrams.

IMPLEMENTATION

To implemeiit its plan, the Youth Authority Spent one year

fect; a new

laea W

developing specific operational proceduras -- in &
special sducation delivery System. Responsibility for special
sducation programming was centralized under an Education
Administrator for Special Programs within the Institutitions
and Camps Branch of CYA, Resource Specialists (one for each

facility) were recruited and hired to supervise special



oducation sorvices gt cach faciltity and be responsibte for
complying with 11 state and federal policies there. Because
so many of the special education procedures were new, CYA
officials recognized that CYA education staff would have to be
carsfully retrained. For many Youth Authority teachers, this

meant training for certification 8o that they would méct Stats
standards as special education personnel. To date, over 50
staff have ¢quatified fcr speciat education credentials.

A detailed operations manual was devetoped to identify
specific procedures to be followed hy CYA staff: An IEP team
-- made up of an administrator, teacher, psychologist and
parent surrogate -- was designated in each youth correctional
facility. This team is responsible for initial screening to
identify 11l handicapped students. (A1l students newly
committed to the reception center, all recommitted students,
And all parole viclators are screened). Students with
identified handicapping conditions or thosc¢é Suspécted Of

asscssment. Based on the assessment information; the IEP team

Aetermines whether a student is eligible for special educa-
tion. 1If so, an IEP is developed and a specific educational
prorrim recommended. All procedural safeguards are assured:

The scérvices provided by the Youth Authority, under the
the following (as and if necessary):

language and speech instruction

audiological services
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physical therapy and occupational theégapy

visison services
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e tutorial services for youth confined for a physical

condition for 30 days or more when they cannot partici-

pate in classes;
e specialtized vocational education
e psychological services

® health and nursing services

Two of the biggest problems the Youth Authority has faced
since beginning to implemént its new special education pro-
grams stem from the high turnover rate within their facilities
students. Because many youth are in custody for less than a
year; the Youth Authority has beén frustrated in its attempts
to provide sustained educational programs to individual youths
with special needs: In some cases; a youth is reteased not
long after his/her assessment has been completed; 1leaving

little time for the educational plan to be implemented. Thus,
it is often difficult to measure progress, and staff are left
with the feeling that their intensive work in assessment has
had little effect.

THe second problem involves cmotionally disturbed
students, a group that is difficult to serve in any situation
hut particularly in correctionat settings. The Youth

Authority historically had little experience in serving these
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facilities. Now that the Youth Authority has found itself
responsible for educating more of these students, they are
attempting to develop programs which can meet the complex

needs of this group of students.

EFFECTS OF THE POLICY

The effects of the interagency agreement between the
Youth Authority and the SEA ha'\'/’;é'b'e'é’ri positive, leading to a
dramatic increase overall in special programming for handi-
capped youth. However, the effects have varied in each
correctional f. :ility. A major factor in determining how
closely the new procedures are followed is the support they
receive at.each institution. Among institutions whose
superintendents perceive special education as a valuable
service, progress has been apparent: In other facilities;
particularly those geared to older adolescents, where some
superintendents viewed special education as a difficult task
that was not integral to the purpose of the institution, the
system has not taken hold as quickly. Thus, CYA is not yet
fully in compliance, but progréss is continually being made.

red
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Becausc the natural parent/child ties are often Sév
in the case of adjudicated youth (that is, the youth hécomes a

ward of the state); the Youth Authority is in the process of

appointing surrogate parents for all handicapped children:

The Youth Authority recruits surrogate parents from foster

0
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grandparent programs and other voluntary organization

finding persons who understand the advocacy process and who
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will act on behalf of the youth. Under CYA's new policies,
and participate in IEP meetings.

For the Youth Authority, the interagency agreement has
resultséd in funds being transferred from the SEA to the Youth
Althority to help meet CYA'S new responsibilities. During the
first two years of opcération, the Youth Authority recéived an
extra S$S300,000 per year for education purposes. It has also
received assistance in staff training from the State Education
Agency, and the SEA has monitored the Youth Authority's
programs

Youth Authority officials expect continued improvements
in their programming: To this end; €Ya officials have

requested increased technical assistance from the SE&.
However, in light of federal cutbacks to the SEA in training
and discretionary funds, extensive fiscal, technical, and
staff assistance in the near future is in doubt.

CONTACT PERSON

Mr: Mel D. Foote

Education Administrator for
Special Programming

Department of the Youth Authority

4241 Williamshourgh Drive

Suite 227

Sacramento, California 95823
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REDUCING OUT-OF-DISTRICT PLACMENTS

COLORADO

SUMMARY

residential schools,; and Residential Child Care Facilities
(RCCF's). The Department of Social Services is responsible
for programs in these facilities and has traditionally paid
for the costs of foster care, mentally retarded, develop-=
mentally disabled, and delinquent children residing in these
facilities. The State Department of Education, recognizing

its responsibility for the education of these children under

its own state law and P.L. 94-142, developed an interagency
agreement with the Department of Social Services that set
parameters for joint placement decisions; funding, and
monitoring of REEF programs.

two departments agreed to: (1) jointly develop an IEP and
secure an appropriate placement for handicapped children who
may need care outside their own home; (2) jointly provide an
assessment and evaluation report to the court which is respon-
sible for placement and review, including documentation that
the placement is in the least restrictive environment; and (3)

jointly finance such placements in such a manner that the

Department of Education pays for all special education an

i

related services identified in the IEP and the Department of
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Social Services pays for all care and maintenance costs
associated with the placement regardiess of which agency has
referred the child: The county department of social services
must notify the LFEA within 30 days prior to any change in
placement .

At the same time this agreement was being developed, the
Colorado liégislatutre passed Senate Bill 26 (SB 26) which

so chijldren placed out-of-home could return to their home
communities:. The purpose of the legislation was to reduce
out-of-home pltacements so children could be served in less
restrictive settings and to halt the rapidly escalating costs
of serving children in RCCF's. SB 26 allowed for a fisxed

allocation to counties of Social Service foster care funds

{i:e:; all RCCF funds) and allowed counties to use these funds
to develop alternative community services, lifting previous
restrictions that the funds be used solely for residential
care. FEach county commissioner could appoint a Placement
Altarnatives Cominission (PAC) madé up of broad community
riproscntation to develop a local plan for establishing
altérnative programs that would @nablé children in RCCF'Ss to
return to their home communitiés. Countiés with approved
plans could use all or part of their foster care allocation
for altarnative services such as, for example, intensive

family treatment,; independent living programs; therapeutic
toster care; and day treatment programs for =2motienalty

disturbed adolescents. Together these two acts -- one an



interagency agreement and the other a piece of legislation --
form a colereéent policy being pronulgated by the two agencies
to jointly serve a population of mutual concern in a manner

that encourajeés community-basad treatment.

its budget could only he used for such placements. With the
implementation of P.L. 94~142 and Colorado's own state special
education law, the Department of Education recognized the need

At the same time, the Colorado legislaturs became concerned

with the numbar and costs of out-of-home placements among

children in general. In 1978 the Office of State Planning and

Buagét conducted a study of out-of-home piaCéméhtS and beha

that:

e Many incentives existed to place children outside the
homi;

® Rapid escalation of RCCF costs had required major

supplemental appropriations;

e RCCF cassloads were growing at a faster pace than the
general population;

e Evaluations of program effectiveness were non-existent;:

& Placements were often determined without ragard for
sducational neseds,

The Generadl Assenbly considered the recomincnidations whHich grew

it oF this study diiring 1979 and thé resilt was passage of SB

26, signad by Governor Lamm on July 3, 1979, Thare was
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gencral consensus among jislators as well as members of the
executive branch that Colorado must reduce the growing rate of

the development of SB 26. The Joint Budget Committee (JBC),
which is unusually powerful in Colorado, initiated the legis-
lation in response to the 1978 study mentioned above. Because
Colorado was using its own State funds to pay for children
placed in RCCF's, the JBC became concerned at the costs of
such placements. Between 1975 and 1980, the foster care line
item increased 100% from $16 million to S$32 million. Counties
were being reimbursed for 80% of their costs, with no ceiling.
Each year the SEA was able to obtain a supplement from the
legislature. Morcover, the Committee was concerned that
homs, an act which violated the concept of serving children in

the least restrictive environment:

At the same time; the Department of Education and the

NDepartment of Social Services beyan discussions about the
appropriateness of residential placements. Both felt that
many children did not need to be in RCCF's if adequate educa-
tional and alternative treatment programs existed in each
community. The Department of Education took the lead in

establishing an interagency agreement with the Department of
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Social Ssrvices that would define the respective roles of each

5ible. (See Volume 2 for a more detailed discussion of

Colnrado's interagency agreement).

IMPLEMENTATION

While the Department of Education took the lead in
working out the implementation of the interagéncy agreement,
the Department of Social Services assumed responsibility for
implementing the legislation. At the state level, an inter-=
agency committee was formed to review local PAC plans. These
plans provided for alternative services in the community to
prevent out-of-home placement and institutionalization.

Départment of Education personnel sit on this committee and

State Department of Social Services. The Department devised a
new formula for the foster care allocation to the counties:

north of Denver, exemplifies what appears to be effective
colliaboration hetween the county departinent of social Services
And ths coiinty special aducation system which is comprised of
£ive school districts. Following the approval of tho state

Agreemont; the county department of soctal services met with
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cach of the five school districts in the county and is now

finalizing specific agreements with each one. These local
agreements specify that the county department of social
services and the LEA will "meet the expectations as set forth
in the [state] agreement," and set up a prncedure for placitg
a child in an out-of-homé placement or in an alternative
program. The first Step in this process is a staffing by an
interagency committee designed to assiire early intérvention by
the school district, social services and othér community
agencies; Representatives from Spééial éducatidh; the

agency committee: The purposes of this
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committee are four:

e To improve communication among agencies concerning

specific cases:

e To eliminate duplication of services;

e To assure that all valuable resources are explored for
any one case;

To submit a case for review by the Placement
Alternatives Resources Team (described below).

Cascs are staffed by the interagency committee whén the
ligual agency intervention techniques have not succeeded. Any
Schonl or agéncy may initiate a referral to the committse. In
Adam's Coiinty, interagency committee meetings are held twice a
month, with at least Five special education staff attending
@Ach. 1In theé past, numerous cases involving handicapped

students have been referred to the interagency committee in an
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attempt to head off more severe problems that may involve

r date. The referring agency,

multiple agencies at a late
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which in many cases was the schoonl, presents the problen to

with others so that different agencies that may be inveolved
with different segments of the child's behavior pool their
knowledge of the child. Particijating members then sugqgest

potential solutions and the committee recor.'ends an appro-
priate servic» stcrategy.

In some cases where the interagency committee feels the

gram to out-of-home care For reasons other than educational
onés, it réfers the case to the Placement Alternative
Rescurces Team (PART) which is made up of several local social
services staff;, and a special education staff member from the
EEA and any other relevant professionals involwved. It Is 1n

this meeting that a placement decision is made. If the team
decides to place a child out-of-home and a court order is
qranted, Education pays for the educational costs and Social
Services pays for the child's care and maintenance.

In addition to this process set iip by the local agreement
in Adam's County, the Department of Social Services in Adams
County has developed numerous alteérnative programs under SB
26. Its Placement Alternatives Commission (PAC) operates
several alternative programs to prevent unnecessary
out~of-home placements and to provide alternatives for

children already residing out-~of-home such as in RCAF's.

i



Members of the commission in Adams County represent the

following agercies:

® school districts

county health department

county detention center

city police department

juvenile probation

deputy district attorney

county mental health center

RCCF

county department of social services

e Association for Retarded Citizens

After conducting a needs assessment in 1980; the Adams
County PAC identified five alternative programs it planned to
establish in 1980-81 from the flexible foster care funds made
available through SB 26. Their programs were expanded in 1981
and now include the following:

Adolescent Day Treatwent for severely emotionally dis-
turbed youth who need an intensive psychoeducational
program;

Thtbnqive Famiiy Treatment for famiiiﬁs with chiidrﬁn

or neglectful parentq.

Independent Living Program for youth age 16-21 who
cannot live on_their own but do not need the stricture
of an institition;
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otherwise reside in an RCCF outside the county;

® Purchase of Adoption Services for severely handicapped
or terminally ill children:

® Group Home for Adolescent Parents with Children;

Lay Therapy in which parénts Ffrof the community work
with abusive and neglectful parents.

To implement these alternative programs, Adams County

used half of its foster care allocation of $2.8 million and

received an additional $22,000 in start-up funds from the

state through SR 26 for initial implementation. Thus§ it is

community. The fixed allocation precludes a "widening of the
net" phenomenon whereby new funds would serve only new
children.

institutions. Over 700 cilients were receiving services per
month; representing a growth rate of 600% over the previous
year before SB 26 took effect. Placements in RCCF's decreased
during FY 1981, from 1141 per month td 1057 -- a 7% decrease.
Furthermore, the rate of increase for total foster care
expenditures (including alternatives) continued to decreasc
during FY 1981, Table 1 shows these decreasing rates of
expenditurc incréases, and shows that in 1981-82 there was

actually a decrease in real expenditures.
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TABLE 1

B Rates of Increase in Foster Care Expenditures
From FY 1978-1979 21.5%
From FY 1979-1980 14.5%
From FY 1980-1981 10.0%
From FY 1981-1982 -3.8%
From FY 1982-1983 7.9%

It was found that alternatives to out-of-home placement can be

client cost of RCCF placement: The average cost of RCCF
placement in the state rose from S1.,262 per month per child in
1981 to $1,326 in 1982 to $1,456 in 1983. The cost of alter-
native programs actually decreased from $314 per month per
child in 1981 to $265 in 1983. For students who can live in
the community, this cost savings serves as a further incentive

to home or community placement. Yet officials recognize that

appropriate placement regardless of the costs.
Several counties were able to increase their total foster
care allocation by receiving additional start-up funds from

the state. The counties that chosé not to use their foster

tive programs; they faced deficits of over $500,000;
The most significant factor in the ability of counties to

remain within their allocation was use of start-up funds, as



allocation. The three counties with the largest requests for
start-up funds all ended the year with a surplus. Counties
who used a high proportion of their allocation on alternatives
but relatively little or no start-up funds ended the year with
a deficit.

In Adams County,; the number of children placed in RCCF's
(including Child Placement Agencies) dropped from 130 to 42
during FY 1981. Twelve percent of its caseload was moved to a
less restrictive setting in FY 1981, and the number of out-of-
county placements was reduced by 40%. Twenty-eight pércént or
170 children of the total number of out-of-home placements in
during 1981. The county Department of Social Services was

able to return a surplus to the state at the end of FY 1981.
The Special Education Director in Adams County noted the

return of many children to the district and feels they are

being served appropriately in the community. Both the school

districts and the Department of Social Services in Adams

County seem to feel that their efforts to work jointly have

CONTACT PFERSON:
Mr. Brian McNulty
Special Education Services
Untt
Colorado DPepartment of Education
201 kast Colfax
PDenver, Colorado 80203

{303) 366-2724
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THE EAST CENTRAL COOPERATIVE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM
ILLINOIS

o

The East Central Cooperative Educational Program for the
handicapped is a special education joint agreement adminis-
tered by Urbana School District 116 and comprised of 13
districts in Champaign, Ford, Iroguois, Eastern Piatt,
Livingston and Vermilion Counties. The Cooperative was

these six counties; a Cooperative was formed which would

enable the students to be served closer to home than they
would otherwise be without the Cooperatives

Services offered by the Cooperative are based on the
principle that services to handicapped students age 3-21
should be provided in the least restrictive environment. The
program operates in one regular elementary sSchool and one
raqular junior high school. Both locations provide opportuni=
ties for handicapped and non-handicapped students to interact

recreational activities:

T
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TARGET POPULATION

The East Central Cooperative serves handicapped children
age 3-21 wno are severely or profoundly handicapped, often

with multip:.e handicapping conditions: These students are

extremely limited in most functional areas including cognitive
development, motor functioning, language; and independent
living skills. All are multiply handicapped; their physical
impairments are usually severe, they exhibit gross develop-
mental delays, they generally cannot feed themselves or use
the toliet without assistance, and some of them engage in
self-mutilation or aggression toward others.

The primary factor guiding eligibility for the Coopera-
tive program is thHe educational needs of the student.
Administrators maintain that children who néed a highly
strictured and comprehensive educational program in communi-
catinn, motor functioning, self-Help skills or bashavior
management are candidates for the Cooperative program,

regardless of their diagnostic label.

OBJECTIVES

The philosophy of the program is spelled out explicitly
in 4 joint agreement document and involves four primary goals.
First, the Cooperative intends to provide an educational
LEoiram dccording to the individual needs of each student.

BHecaiisi of the soverity of the stidents' handicapping

conditinns, their e#ducational neceds vary to a great extent,



with each able to function in his/Her homé to a gréater or
lesser degree.
Secondly, the Cooperative seeks to provide comprehensive

rvices that address atil facets of the student's life. These

(ol

.
include behavioral,; self-help; pre-academic; academic; voca-
tional, social, recreational, and home and community living
skills.

Third, because the goal of comprehensive services often
means multiple sérvices provided by mors than one person, the
Cooperative seeéks to coordinate all services. Coordinated
the classroom. The classroom teacher coordinates the activi-
tiss of teacher aides, speech therapists, phyéicai therapists,
and parents to ensure the activities of one carry over to the
others:

The fourth and perhaps most important goal is that
services be provided in the least restrictive environment:
and profoundly handicapped students and their less-handicapped
and non-handicapped peers.

The Cooperative follows a policy known as "zero-reject"
whereby no individual is considered to be so severely or
profoundly handicapped that he or she would be denied sér-
ViCéS. In a sense; then; the Cooperative is the most
restrictive educational program for severely involved children
in these six counties: The participating EFEA's must ensure

that each chitd referred for enrollment in the program



actually requires such a highly structured program. At the
saimé time, for seversly and profcundly handicapped students,
the Cooperative répresénts a 1885 restrictive aitérnativé to
the private schools they formerly attended. With the advent
of P.L; 94-142, the districts surrounding Urbana recognized
that separate segregated educationatl facitities did not
provide equal treatment under the law and were not acceptable

severe handicaps: Private schools, regardless of the quality
of their programs, had the limitation of being segregated
facilities and were thus unable to expand a handicapped
child's opportunities for interacting with non-handicapped
children. The developers of the Cooperative believed that if
severely and profoundly handicapped students were to learn to
function independently as§ adults, they must be educated in

Situidtions with their non-handicapped age-mates.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE POLICY

Planning for the establishment of the East Csntral

Cooperative began in the fall of 1975. Prior to that time,

severely handicapped students had been served by two private
schoots in Champaign County: Special education faculty at the
niversity of Illinois (Urbana) began discussions with
administrators of the surrounding LEA's regarding thesec
students. [t soon became clear that all wished to see these
students served by the public schiools rather than the private

schonls. At the same time, cdicdation officials recognized the
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fact that the funds from the State Departmnt of Mental Health

place when this happened.

It was also evident from the beginning that no single
school district in the East Central Illinois region had suf-
ficient numbers of severely and profoundly handicapped
studedts to warrant independent programs. The size of the
member districts varied considerably. (One district, Ludlow,
has only one scéverely handicapped studént enrolled in the
Cooparativeé program.) There wére approximately 40 students
altogéther from the six counties who had been enrolled in the
two private schools.

The member LEAs and faculty from the University began
drafting plans for the Cooperative in Ehe Form of a joint
agreement to bhe signed by each member district. The agreement
stipulated procedures for joining the Cooperative as well as
for withdrawing membership. It also established an Advisory
Committec made up of the directors of special education in the
member LEAs, a university representative, parents, and
representatives from the state Office of Education, Department
of Mental Health, and local Mental lHealth Boards.

Coopérative was the initial planning phase. An interim

coordinator was hired in 1976, one year before the program

hecame operational; to manage the transition from private
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schools to the public school system. Funds from P.L. 89-313
wére uscd for this position. Thérée quickly arose vehement
opposition and resistance from parents and the private
schools. 1In effect, formation of the Cooperative meant that
the two private schools would have to close: The private
schools' parents hired a lawyer to protest the aétiéh; Some
parents; lacking confidence in the public school system since
the EFRAs had previously denied services to their children;
also protested the movement of their children back to the
public schools, fearing that their children would receive less
of an education than the private schools were providing: At

one meeting of parents and school administrators, parents
asked questions such as: “How can the [new] program be ‘at
least comparable' to the present one?" "Why develop an

entirely new program when we have one that we know already

Wworks?" "Is your program -- even though it is run by the
public Schools -- really least restrictive?" "Why should a

major state like Illinois sponsor a program which is a step
backward?"
The member LEAS tried to assure parents that

comprehensive services of high quality would be provided to

he end,; however; they realized tha y
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heir children: 1In

fadl

would have to forge ahead with the new program over the com-
plaints of the parents and private school staff on the belief
that sven if the educational programs are comparable, the
public Schools always offer a greater opportunity for

interaction and such interaction is essential if handicapped
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students are to be expected to function in society as adults.
The - proceeded to develop plans for the program with the
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intention of winning over the parents once it began operation:
The program director now looks back on this decision as the
right one. She feels that "if we had done anything else,
these kids would still be in private schools today."

The drafters of the agreement also spent considerable
time designing an administrative structure for the
Cooperative. It was decided that there should be one LEA
designated as the Administrative District, and it was agreed
that Urbana School District Number 116 would be it. The
Administrative District was given the authority to enter into
contracts on behalf of the member districts, to formally adopt
Ehe Cooperative's annual budget, and to maintain an accounting
system for the Cooperative and conduct an annual audit of all
financial transactions. Cooperative Program staff were to be

participate in all building and district-wide activities and
so they would be accountable to one LEA. In addition,; a
Program Coordinator was to be hired to implement all policies
and procedures and to be responsible for daily operation of
the progra.

I1l1inois maintains county units For most of its Special
education programs. Large cities; however; such as Urbana and
Champatgn; operate their own special education programs that
are secparate from the county programs: For exampie; the city

of Champaign runs a cooperative program for trainable mentally



retarded students from surrounding counties, and the city of
Urbana administers the East Central Couperative Program for

severely and profoundly handicapped students. FEach county

other handicapped students -- generally the

n

then scrves it
high incidence handicapped students ~- by its own county
program(s).

Members agreed on a financing plan that would cover the
costs of the program, especially the higher start-up costs.
cach child sent to the program from its district. The tuition
fee would be set each year as (1) the total actual operational

costs of the program {(including salaries; costs of the
ment), (2) minus income obtained from 89-313 funds and state
reimbursement for personnel, and (3) divided by the total
number of students participating in the progranm.

Also included in the state funds allocated to the project
ara special funds for "extraordinary Sérvices" known as

14=702A funds in Illinois. These funds are provided to dis=

per pupil expenditure in that district. A problem arose when

rbana was chosen as the district to administer the program

because its average per pupil expenditure (PPE) was high.

PPE. Thers was Some initial discussion as to whether the

Conperative Program should he tocated in another district; but

o o]
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it was decided that the strong administrative support for the
program was worth the Fiscal disadvantage of locating the pro-
gram there.

Because the start-up year would be most expensive, it was
agreed that any district not a member during the first year of
operation would be charged an additional ten percent fee per
student during the first year in which they enrolled a
student. There is no charge to the LEAs for joining the
Cooperative; they pay only upon enrollment of students.

Member districts signed the joint agreement in 1977. In
April 1978, the Advisory Committee decided to cease its
regular meetings since the program Secmed to be operating
smoothly. Since that time, they have méet only when major

concerns arise that require their attention.

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE POLICY

Theé prograi became operative in the fall of 1977 at an
slementary school in Urbana and in 1979 at Urbana Junior High
Schonl for secondary age students: The University of Illinois
provided doctoral and master-level students under a teacher
training grant to serve as aides in the new classes. The

advantage of this arrangement was that all of these students
understood the benefits of educating handicapped students on
regular campuses and were highly committed to making the new
program work. ’

The program currently serves 45 students divided into

seven classroom groupings. The staff includes seven full-time



ertified teachers; 15 full-time teacher aides; a full-time

(3

and a half-time communication specialist, and two full-time
developmental therapists. Additional program staff include a
full-time program ccordinator, a full-time social wcrker, a
full-time Homé interventionist, two community trainers and a
half-time adaptive equipment builder. The staff of each

is diracted and supervised by the classroom teacher. Related

service personnel are used as consultants so that the teachers
actually provide the services.

An Individualized Educational Program (IEP) is developed
for each child in accordance with Illinois and federal
guidelines. The student's performance on his/her objectives
are measured directly and continuously and, thereby, the
programs are subject to ongoing evaluation and systematic

instruction, the
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revision. In addition to clas
Cooperative provides speech and language therapy; occupational

therapy and physical therapy;, social work services, parent
education; and community and vocational training. Each member
district provides its own transporation for students enrolled
tn the Cooperative Program:

The budget for the cooperative increased from
approximately $174,000 in 1977-78 to $365,026 in 1981-82., The
increase was dur to inflation, added services, increased

fringe benefits, and rising encérgy costs. Per capita tuition

costs ware S4,608 in 19R81-82.
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Since 1980, the emphasis of the Cooperative program for
secondary-age students has been on vocational skills:
Handicapped students; even at age 11 and 12; have work

experiences written into their IEP's: Community trainers are

hirsd to set up work experiences in the community. The goal
is that the worksite hire the student after he/she graduates
from high school. Some students work in hospital kitchens,
restaurants, and day care centers.

center, has been working there setting up snack time for the
children and cleaning up. Her main problem, according to the
Projram Coordinator, is that her social skills are deficient,
i.e.; others complain of her "bossiness."™ In addition,; her
physical handicap requires assistance to transfer her from her
wheelchair to the toliet. Although she has the technicatl

ier social skills have

skills to do the job, some worry that

rot been adequately developed: The Program Coordinator
believes that this student would pe better off today if she
had jrown up in classes at a regular public school where she

would have had greater contact with non-handicapped peers and

perhaps been able to learn ilore appropriate social skills.

EFFECTS OF THE POLICY

been Lo move an entire group of severely handicapped students

from private facilities into the regular public edu

system within one year; thereby serving these students in a

11



less restrictive environment. ﬁithough hard measures of the

parents, teachers and éémihiStratbrs Feel that the program has

and among hbh:hahaieappéa students: Examples of these effects

include the following:

® The program has increased the developmental functioning

of the students enrolled in it. Students are reported
to be achieving the objectives on their IEP's and to
have decreased inappropriate behaviors.

program's presence in the regular schools has altered

teacher practices. Teachers realized that many handi-
capped students' behaviors were inappropriate wheén con-
trasted with non-handicapped students. Teachers began
to intervene for example, when their handicapped
students made inappropriate noises that may have
otherwise gone unnoticed in a segregated facility.

Teachers also beégan dealing Wwith handicapped students
in ways that resemble more closely the teaching
practices used with non- handlcapoed chlldren Where
teachers in the private schools may have used physical
restraint and justlfled it because of the handicapping
condition, teachers in the new program emphasize

would use; such as peer pressure.

® The program has also had beneficial effects on
non-handicapped students. The Cooperative Program
instituted a practlce of using non-handicapped

students to help out in the spec1al class. Some of

these students had a lcw self-image and were fre-

quently absent from school, but their responsibility in
a special class seemed to give them greater confidence
and improved their overall performance and attendance
at school.
Impleméntation of the Fast Ceéentral Cooperativeé Program
has not résultad in complete elimination of all out-of-

district placéments. A few students are still placed in state

12
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institutions when their home situation demands it. Likewise,
the member districts are not entirely against private

residential placements when the home environment is inappro-
priate: Urbana has one such case: a l4-year old handicapped
child whose home situation was intolerabie: The school
district, after trying psychiatric consultations, medical
evaluations and a number of other service interventions,
it was not for strictly educational reasons and they were not
legally boiund to do so.

Since the Cooperative's inception in 1977, approximately
125 students have tesn served in the program. Enrollment has
ranged from a low of 34 students in 1977-78 to a high of 52
students during the 1980-81 school year. Only four students
have left the program to be nlaced in more restrictive private
settings, and three of these placements were made because the

parents could not cope with the child at home.
Four students have graduated from the work-training

componnent of the program. The cne giril described eartier took
the job in a private day care center; which; although a
volunteer position without pay, offers her work in a non-
handicapped setting. Two students went on to sheltered
workshops, and the fourth, who had participated in a community
Wwork sxperiencc wAs moving to another area in the state
because the local Adult Services Agency in Urbana would not

support a community-based placement for this student.



In summary, education officials in Urbana express

satisfaction with the effects of the Cooperative program:

strong support for the program. For the handicapped students,

officials maintain that public school placement has increased

their interaction with non-handicapped students and will
therefore in the long run facilitate their integration into
mainstream society as adults.

CONTACT PERSON:

Ms. Joan Fortschneider
Program Coordinator

East Central Cooperative
_ _Educational Program
2102 East Washington
Urbana, Illinois 61801

(217) 384=3551
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PROGRAM CHANGE TO ASSURE EDUCATION
Il THE LEAST RESTRICTIVE ENVIROUMENT

GWINNETT COUNTY, GEORGIA
SUMMARY
Since passage of P.L. 94-142, the Gwinnett County School
District in Georgia has dramatically altered the patterns of care

for handicapped students in the County. Special education admin-

istrators committed to the principles of least restrictive envi-
ronment have been able to bring severely mentally handicapped
(SMH) and behavioraliy disordered (BD) children into public
school programs and simultaneously reduce the use of self-con-
tained classrooms and separate facilities. Their success has
resulted from a combination of support from the district school
board; careful planning to take advantage of the overall growth
in resources and facilities oexperienced by the district; and
cooperation from the privaté and public facilities previously

serving soiie of thesée children.

TARGET POPULATION

Gwinnett County's policies to assure education in the least
restrictive environment ultimately affect all handicapped stu-
dents as well as non-handicapped students. lowever, the groups
of students which have been the focus of the school districts

efforts to promote LRE over the past three years have been the
trainable mentally handicapped (TMH), the severely mentally han-=
dicapped (SMH) and multiply handicapped, and students with behav-

toral disorders.
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OBJbCTbeﬁfOEgiﬂE,POLICY

tive environment as follows:

a varlety of piacementroptlons nust be avail-
able in order to provide an appropriate place-

ment for any exceptional student at any par-
ticular time: ... 1In placing a student into

one of these educational settings, it is

important to remember that any arrangement

may be good or bad for a particular student
depending on factors such as the quality of
teaching, the type of curriculum offered and
the characteristics of the individuals stu-

dent.  Yet, the guiding principte should be

that of the least restrictive environment; to

the maximum extent possible; exceptlonal

students should be educated with non-excep-
tional student.*

Within this general philesophy, Gwinnett County's special
education administrators established specific goals of (1) reduc-
ing the use of separate facilities for severely impaired students
in the public schoois; and (2) bringing into public School pro-
grams the SMH and BD children who were being educated outside éf

Gwinnett €ounty's programs.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE POLICY

Prior to passage of P.L. 94-142, Gwinnett County, like most
other areas of Georgia, was not providing extensive special
education services within the district to severely involved stu-

dents. Several factors contributed to this scarcity of services,

*Guinnett County Public Schools, Special Education landbook,
revised August, 1981, p. 17

i
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First; although Georgia had had a fairly strong state special
education statute since 1967, the law did not include strong LRE
provisions, nor had it been richly funded. Thus, districts were
under 1little pressure to accommodate all exceptional children,
and many less wealthy districts (which Gwinnétt was &t that time)
children: Seconrd, alternative forms of care had assumed respon-
stbility for these children. A network of state funded psycho-
educational centers aditinistered by the Department of Education
served youngsteérs with severe emotional or behavioral problens.
Private agencies served retarded children and children with other
developmental disabilities:. While these programs did not serve
all children who needed care, their presence took pressure OFf
the school district to develop its own progra.

In the late 1970's, however, a number of new factors inter-
acted to change this pattern of care. Most basically, passage of
P.L: 94-142 required SEA's and LEA'S to give greater attention to

\RE. In Georgia, the State Department of Education reacted to

[y

the federal law by requiring that, starting in 1978, all dis-
tricts in the state would have to be serving all categories of
handicapped children within the public schools:  Routine place-
ments in public residential facilities and private day schools
would no longer meet requirements for education in the least
restrictive environment.

At about the time the federal law was passed, Guinnett
County had begun actions to bring Sevérely handicapped Students

into the schools. lowever, the steps toward this goal were often
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slow. For example, in response to pressure from the local devel-

opmental disabilities agency, the school district placed trailers
on the campus of this facility to provide educational services
for children attending that program. This arrangement went on
For two years;,; as the school district idéntified TMR childrén who
would be able to come into the public schools. In 1977, the
district completed construction of a new facility, the Oakland
Center; as a diagnostic and service center for severely impaiféa
children. The Center housed primarily TMR children; as well as
some orthopedically handicapped and emotionally disturbed young-
sters. While this separate facility was misdirected in terms of
the federal LRE mandate, it illustrated the County's commitment
to provide sérvices to these children.

Passage of P.L. 94-142 also led, indirectly, to more funding
for special education; not only were the limited amounts of
federal dollars available, but state appropriations were dramat-
ically increased in Georgia as well. This proved particularly

beneficial to Gwinnett County. &As the State changed to a formula
allotment, the school district experienced massive growth; thus
attracting large sums of new dollars. (Because of its 1location
butside of Atlanta, Gwinnett County has been one of the fastest
jrowing counties in the state.)

A third factor which contributed to new patterns of care in
the district was a change in personnel. In 1978, a new director
of special education was appointed, and shortly thereafter he
brodght in a new assistant director.  Doth Of thése administra-

tors were personatly and professionally committed to the princi-



ples of education in the least restrictive environment. They

proceeded to establish a policy direction with the School Board
which gave priority to LRE considerations, and with the Board's
support began a number of program changes necessary to create
less restrictive educational opportunities for special education

Students.

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE POLICIES

In the next three years, the special education administra=
tors pursued a strategy aimed at integrating special education

students into the mainstream of the public schools a much as
possible., This involved a variety of activities;, including the
"bringing back" of students from out-of-district placements; the
creation of new programs in the schools; and the development of
more formal policies to ensure that decisions made regarding each
child's education program emphasized placement in the least res-
trictive énvironment. Someé of thé main elements of this§ strategy
are described below:

e A decision was made to bring almost all children
still attending the Hi-Hope Developmental Pisabili-
ties Center into public school programs. (For some
of the older chilaren in Hi-Hope, it did not make
sense to change their educational program.) This
included approximately .30 TMR children as well as
some children with isehavior disorders.

The sepdrdte classes established at the Oakland Cen-

ter were g¢radually rioved into classes in regular
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school buildings. (A limited number of classes re-
main at Oakland, including 5 classes for severely and
profoundly handicapped students plus 1 class for

.
+

autistic children. This was done in conjunction with
the construction of new school buildings which was
occurring be cause of the district's rapid growth:
As new buildings were constructed; the special educa-
tion administrators identified appropriate space for
special education programs, deliberately choosing
space in new buildings to avoid the stereotyping of

new elementary school next door to Oakland Center;

joined the facilities by enclosed ramps and a garden

One cafeteria serves students in both campuses and a
cooperation peer tutoring program has been instituted
to further integrate the campuses.

A comprehensive set of policies was developed to
clarify the district's procedures in assessment, IEP
development, and placement and review decisions. In-
corporated intoc a manual that could be used both for
training and reference, these policies emphasized the
district's commitment to assuring education in the
léast restrictive environment. Placement decisions,
in pattiGUIat; were structured to assure that adapta-

tion of regular programs and all less restrictive



alternatives were throroughly explored before place-

ment of a child was made into a self-contained

classroom or off-campus program.

e 1In general, the special education program received
strong support from district administrators and the
school board. The special education director has
routinely participated in the hiring of new prin-
cipals and administrative staff, in order to deter-
mine if candidates understood and were sympathetic to
the policy directions of special education programs:

Throughout this three year period; new programs were also
being developed within the special education program. A voca-
tional program, for example, has expanded opportunities for
secondary-age handicapped youth who now are trequently staffed

in 1éss restrictive settings. Classes for children with

1]

pat
behavior disorders have been developed which allow many of these

by the State Department of Education. Finally, a class for
adjudicated youth has been established for youngsters who, if
they were not participating in this program, would probably be

incarcerated:

EFFECTS OF THE POLICY

Gwinnett County efforts liave resulted in less restrictive
placements for the majority of handicapped children in the dis-

trict, with the greatest effect being seen for severely handicap-



ped children. The number of children being educated off campus
has been reduced dramatically over the past five years; the
number of childrén in segregated classrooms on campus has been
décreased markedly in the past three years; and officials are
confident that, in all aspects of the program, the direction of
policy has been altered so that the presumption is that a child
will be educated in a less restrictive setting unless that proves
unsuitable for his/her needs. By taking advantage of the general
trends in the district (such as new construction and rapid
growth); by working closely and productively with the other
private and public facilities serving handicapped children; and
by Securing support from the district administration and the
Board, the Gwinnett County special education program has been
ablte to make considerable advances toward the goal of educating

all children in the least restrictive environment appropriate to

their needs.

Contact Person

Dr. Michael Weinroth - ,
Assistant Director of Special Education
950 McElvaney Lane )
Lavrenceville, Georgia 30245

(403) 963-6713
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SOUTHERN PENOBSCOT REGIONAL PROGRAM

SUMMARY
In 1977, eleven school districts in Southern Penobscot County,
Maine*, formed & regional program to serve moderately and severely

and in less restrictive environments in the public school systems
Because the number of these children it any one district was
fairly small, the superintendents chose to regionalize their
efforts.

The adrinistrative structure of the Regional Program is unigua
in Maine and unusual nationwide. An "LEA-like" structure was

developed without any special legislation and without having to
employ a permanent regional staff. Instead, the program is

handicapped children who were taken out of private facitities:
(1) a program for behaviorally handicapped and learning disabled
students, which although housed in a scparate public school was a
less restrictive environment than the previous facility for these
children; (2) a pro.ram for "maturationally handicapped" (severe=

ly rctarded) students located in self-contained classes in two

*Scuthorn Penobscot County is located in the central part of
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regular public schools; and (3) a program for multiply handicapped

students which is located in repgular public schools:

TARGET POPULATION

emotionally disturbed youngsters. They had previously been
served in private cottage—-type facilities.
The second group, termed "maturationally handicapped", are

severely retarded students, many of whom have serious problems
with some aspect of their physical functioning although only a
few are in wheelchairs. These students had previously been en-
rolied in self-contained private schools. Multiply handicapped
students are served by the third component of the program. Many

some have cerebral palsy, and mos%: are severely retarded as weils:
Prier to the regional program; they had been 1iving in state

institutions and out-of-state institutious.

OBJECTIVES
The primary goal of thé Regional Program is simply to expand

public school programs for severely handicapped students in the
region. As stated in its charter:

is to provide any and all services for
exceptional children that cannot other-
wise be provided within individual rd-
ministrative units. The region will ex-
pand educational opportunities for excep-

The objective of the Regional Program




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

tional children whils serving as the
vehicle to arrange for the establishment
of services to children within appro-

priate private school facilities.
Implicit in this statement is the goal of providing servicas
in the least rsstrictive environment, in this case,
the public school system. :

In addition to this broad objective, the drafters of the
original propcsal identified four other goals for the Regional
Program. These are 1) to monitor special education service
delivery within the region; 2) %o improve screening and evalua=
tion techniques required under federa’ and state laws; 3) to
offer a wider range of special educational services for handi=
capped children in the region; and 4) +to secure state and fede-
ral revenues for regional expansion of special educational

Programs.

DEVELGPMENT OF THE PROGRAM

The Southérn Penobscot Program is one of several regional
programs creatsd in Maine since passage of PL 94-142. Because
Maine is largely rural, with a low incidence of particular groups
of nandicapped students in many areas, the SEA has encouraged

regionazlization as a technique for conserving resources and pro-

231

moting LRE. The SEA has used portions of its discretionary money

il

to help local districts éstablish reégional programs and in addi-

tion offered two types of financial incentives for regional

14

efforts. ¥irst, cunanges in state law were made to accelerate LEA
rzimbursement for pupils served in neighboring school districts

(from a two-year reimbursement cycle to a one-jyear tiime period).
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Second, the SEA exempted LEA's in regional programs from the
normal per-pupil expenditure rate for handicapped students and
allowed local districts to create their own rate based on actual
program costs. In this way, the LEA's could be assured that the
regional program would pay for itself: As a result of these

financial incentives, as well as for programmatic reasons, there

students in the state.

Southern Penobscot County includes twenty local school dis=
tricts with total enrollments ranging from 23 to 24,000. With the
passage of PL94-142, theSe districts initiaily focused their at-
tention and limited resources on the needs of mild to moderately
handicapped school age children. They continued to rely on pri-
vate apenciss to serve more Severely handicapped children.

In 1977, 118 students identified as handicapped were being served
in five private or state operated schools. ‘

school settings within the framework of an IEP met with mixed
siiccess: private schools refused in some cases to serve children
retferred to them, and theé rate of return of handicapped pupils to
piblic school sGitings was very low. Bocause the private school
facilities were very ditferent from public school settings, the
children who did return to public ééﬁééié were rarely able to

adapt to the new envirosment.: In addition, there were constant

-

time, there was increasing concern among school administrators
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This experience; coupled with the rapid escalation of tuition
costs, which were rising fifteen percent each year, heightened
the local districts' conceri about how they could expand their

own capacity'td serve severely handicapped chiiaféﬁ;'ééﬁééiéily
since many of these districts were operating on "starvation
budgets". .

The initial development of the Southern Penobscot Regional
Program had two distinct stages, which, in hindsight, were criti=

cal to the programs' uUltimate success: 1) gathering information

on instructional needs of severely handicapped students, and 2)

establishing a governance structure for the Regional Program.

N

Stage 1 : Gathering Information

The first stage was initiated soon after the passage of P.L.

94-142, between 1976 and 1977, when the Superintendents in the

region, who meét monthly at the local campus of the State Univer-
sity, tirst discussed issues of regionalization: & regicnai

approach had obvious advantages in terms of utilizing limited
resources, but it raised major issues regarding the allocation of

responsibility, authority, and accountability for assessing and
meeting the educational and rélatéd Service nceds of handicapped
children. D
In 1977-78, ten superintendents rcpresenting 11 LEA's within
Southern Penobscot County zuthorized the development of an ini-
tial b&éﬁ by a working group composed of one of the superinten-
dents, and a special resource teacher in his district. The

initial plan was a draft proposal cntitled the Southern

9y
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children then served in private and state operated facilities and

the public schools.

ately gained wider attention; particularly among parents of the
children served by other agencies and among the private facili-
ties themselves.

The reaction from the five private facilities that had been
Serving these children was mixed. Two of the five had long urgcd
the public Schools to assume responsibility for these children

and thus supported development of these programs. Two others

stood these children's needs better than public school officials
and that the public schools were only out to save rioney. Parents
likewise had mixed reactions. Some weére anxious about the pro-
Rather than fully approve the recommendations ineluded in
the initial proposal; the superintendents opted for a planning
year during 1978-79. They hired a small regional staff using a
Title VI-B grant from the SEA and organized five study conrittees
which were charged with revicwing the nceds of students in the
privite facilitics. Additionally, the Study commiltecs were to

develop recommendations to foster the transition of these students



te regionally sponsored public school programs. Each Study Com-

professional staff from both the private agency and the public
schools as well as parents of the children involveds

The purpose of the Study Committees' work during this plan-
ning year was to produce information with which to make decisions
regarding which children could be served in less restrictive
settings and what public educational programs woild have to be
developed to meéet these students' needs. The information was
based on the needs of individual students and was gathered with
the cooperation of the public schools,; the private facilities,
and parents. This process had three significant outcomes:

First, it brought Superintendents into direct contact with

had to contend with the emotional feelings of parents and with
their perceptions”. Seconu, the process provided a way for the
private agencies to have a voiee in the programming based on
their experience in serving handicapped children. At first the
private facilities resisted the idea,; but they quickly realized
that this was the first effort to devclop the public programs
they had been advocating for years; their resistance was even-—
tually converted to active advocacy on behalf of the handicapped
students: At the end of the process, two of the agencies volun-
tarily clused their programs for school=age handicapped children.
Finally, thHis partnorship permitted a carcful cvaluation of which

pupils could appropriately be transferred to existing public
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school classes and which pupils required new public programs:

The SEA remained supportive throughout this initial planning
year. They offered financial support through PL 94-142 discre-=
tionary funds and technical assistance in working out financial
arrangements such as with the Bureau of Mrntal Health. The real
work, howevef, was carried out by the ten Superintendentss

Stage 2 : Creating a Governing Structure.

The Second developmental stage also conducted during the
1978-79 pitanning year, was the creation of a governing structure.

From the outset, the Superintendents were corncéerned that estab-
lishing a legal entity at the regional level would be more of an
obstacle than a facilitatirnig mechanisSm becaise it wouid only be a

bureaucratic step rather than a programmatic one: They wanted to
create a decentralized administrative structure that avoided a
larger regional beauracracy:

As a result, they set up a governing structure as depicted
in Figure 1. Each of the local programs were to be operated by
the school district within which it is physically located. The

would hire one program staff, subject to review and approval of
the Regional Program's Board of Directors which is mads up of
school board members from the region. Each program is also
accountable to a Regional Advisory Board. This Board has one
representative from cach of the participating districts, appoint-
¢d by the Superintendents. It serves primarily as a liaison

tive officers, maintain final control over program budgets and
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ek |
Qi



direction. The Advisory Board also conducts an annual program
review of each of the three programs, designed to identify areas
among the three programs.

In summary, the ten-member Regional Advisory Board repre-

policy recommendations to the Board of Directors, made up of ten
school board members from throughout the region. The Title VI-B
Coordinator and staff were discontinued after the initial plan-
ning year so that there i§ now no régional bureaucracys:

After establishing the governing structure, the superinten-

dents created a financing plan. Each program charges tuition,

which is allocated to districts in proportion to their utiliza-

tion of the particular program: A small administrative budget ==
about $5000 -- covers the costs of the Regional Advisory Board,
clerical and bookkeeping sérvices and is billed to each partici-
pating district based on the district's pupil enrollment as a
percentage of total enrollment in the Region. It was agreed that
non-participating LEA's could enroll handicapped students in the
program on a space available basis by paying the required tuition.
in keeping with the desire to deévclop a4 decentralized admini-
fiscal agent which would be a different superintendent every two
years. Fach superintendent would have a turn at being responsible
for paying the bills and all tuition funds would be forwarded to

the superintendent acting as fiscal agent that year. The purpose



with the Office of Children's Services in the Department of Mental
Health and Mental Retardation to delinsate and distinguish educa-
tional from mental héalth costs. This was particularly important
for the emotionally disturbed students: 4 policy was devised at
including tuition, room and board, and the Department of Mental
Health and Mental Retardation would cover all treatment costs
~ncluding clinical staff. For students who are wards of the
5tdté, the Department.of Human Services would pay all board and
care and treatment,; and the SEA would pay all education costs.
This policy was formalized in a memo of agreement among the three
departments and extended to day treatment programs such as in the

Southern Penobscot Region in 1978.

IMPLEMENTATION

Plans for creation of the Regional Program were completed in
the spring and summer of 1979: Beginning in the fall of 1979; two
of three programs were initiated. One was the program for behavior
handicapped and learning disabled stucdents located in the 0Old
Town LEA at St. Joseph's School. Approximately 35 students aged
normal school cnvironment with individualized instruction and
treatment lanse.  Family therapy is also provided in this program

through 1. - Bangor Community Health and Counseling Services
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under a grant from the State Bureau of Mental Health.

ten students in reading, math, language arts, home economics,
industrial arts and physical education. Although t. Joseph's
School is a self-contained school, it represents a 1€ss restric=
tive environment than the private cottage facility previousiy
used and it increased alternatives available for students identi-
fied as behaviorally handicapped. Fifteen of these students had
lived in a group home and are now able to live with their fami-=
lies. The program director had hoped the separate school would
have been phased out by now, but it is still in operation With
the expectation that it can be incrementally eliminated and its
students returned to the regular public school over the next few

years.
The second program opening in 1979 was for 45 maturationally
handicapped (severely mentally retarded) students. This program
is located in two public schools in the Brewer School System. The
students are served in self-contained classes but are integrated

two physical therapists; five teachers and five teacher aides are
now e¢mployed in this program.

'n September of 1981, two years later, the third program was

kind in the state. Occupational and physical therapists provide
thorapy to those students as well as teachers and teuacher sides.

N
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This program will expand to two classrooms in 1983=84.

Each member district is responsible for transportation for
its own students. In some cases, the board has been able to work
that is more efficient and less costly than operating eleven

separate transportation systerns.

EFFECTS OF THE PROGRAM

Selecting & "confederation" approach to regionalization
rather than establishing a separate legal entity at the regional
level apears to have provided an effective structure within which
to pursue the goesl of serving all handicapped children in the

The following evidence supports the apparent success of the
program to date:

1. Effects on Students. There are less than ten children

from the Soudthern Penobscot Region who are now being served in
private facilities or state institutions. These are primarily

children who need services from a treatment centér. They include

the asscssment of severe family dvsfunction. The other 110
Students formeriy served by the 5 private tacilities in the
region are now being educated in the piublic school system. By
cxpiand the program options available to severely handicapped

students.




Thé Regional Advisory Board has fulfilled the goal of
monitoring special education programs within the district. Made
up primarily of special education diréctors appointed by district
superintendents, the Board has reviewed existing programs each
year and made recommendations for program revisions: For
example, after evaluating each program, the Advisory Bosrd
recommended an expansion of psychological services for the
students at St. Joseph's School and increased occupational
therapy services at the Brewer School. These were both approved

and evaluation tech: iques, and a pre-school referral project was
established to do that. The project operates county=wide under
the direction of the Regional Program and has resulted in greater
guantity and quality of pré-school Screening services. There
is now a single point of referral for all handicapped children in
the county.

The separate public school housing emotionally disturbed
students has had mixed effects. In some cases, it has allowed
superintendents to refer all emotionally disturbed students to the

has encourdged Superinteéndents to déVéibb their own classes for

emotionally disturbed students after they saw the feasibility of
the St. Joseph's program: Three new classrooms have been estab=
lished for emotionally disturbed children, for examplc, allowing

one of the participating districts to usSe the propgram at the St.

Joseph school for only its most Severcely emotionally disturbed
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pupils. Of the 153 students served at the St: Joseph Schooil
program, 22% or 33 students have been returned to regular public
schools and none of these have had to come back to St. Joseph.

2. Effects on Superintendents. The participating superin-

tendents have enhanced their knowledge of handicapped students
and special education for the severely handicapped student.

Prior to this program, few were intimately aware of the needs o
these students. As a result of thei: actions, they now see that
they arc able to develop and maintain high quality programs for
these pupils. -

handicapped students in one of the three programs. They accom-
plished this by setting the tuition fees sufficiently high.
Beciuse the cost of the program for the emotionally disturbed,

for example,; i5 aproximately $7000 per pupil per year,; few Supeéer-
intendents would use this as a routine placement when less costly
alternatives may exist.

The superintendents' budgets have increased since implemen-

Secm to beé comfortable with this riseé in costs because thiey
belicve the students are mich better served. For oxample; the

cmotionally disturbed students, while previously one of the

highest cost groups,; are now offered prevocational programming,



Une official estimates that the supeérintendents brought in
$600,600 to the region in state funds, mental health funds, and
Title VI-B discretionary funds. Without the clout of the regional
programs, this money would proably not have been obtained. The
superintendents Lave now institutionalized the program by replac-
ing discretionary funds with tuition monies. 1In effect, they have
incrementally substituted "hard dollars" for "soft dollars."
Whereas much of the original money was grant money, tuition
piyments now make up a larger portion of the total Sudgét. For
example, whereas the program for emotionally disturbed students
began with $194,000 in tuition in 1979-80, it now has obtained

3. Effects on Parents. Program staff report that parents

6§7tﬁé handicapped children served by one of the three public
school programs in the region are very satisfied with the new
programs. They seem to feel that closer connection with the
public schools is beneficial and their initial fears of inferior
services have been erased:

4. Effects on Other School Districts. The efforts of the

Southern Penobscot Superintendents resulted in legislation

governing tho rogionalization of Spcécial @ducdtion pPrograims
throughout the state, (MRSA Title 20, Chp. 404; 3125) (3) (4).
All regional efforts must now be based on cooperative agreements
as in the Southern Pengbscot region. Members of the Southern
Penobscot Regional Program have made presentations to the State

Principials Asuociation and the State Superintendents; offering
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technical assistance on regionalization. Several school dis-

tricts have ndopted various elements of the Southern Penobscot

model.

5. Efféct on Regular Education. AS in many regional

erforts; the Southern Penobscot Program has had a positive impact

on the quality of regular education in the area as well. As a

result of their collaboration to meet the needs of unandicapped

they job

ciildren, the districts have found that they do

G
Hhl

i

ter

ctl

be

joRl

identifying, "prescribing", and supervising efforts to meet the
learning needs of all children. The direct and ongoing invelve-
mett of thée superintendents of the 10 participating districts is
regarded by all participants as essential to the sucecess in

closing the gap batween special education and regular education

vrosrains and services.

Contact Person

Murray Schulman

3t Josmeph School

014 Town, ilaine
(207) 827-4441
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ENVIRONMENT MANDATE

TILLAMOOK; OREGON

SUMMARY

lished a consortium among Six districts in the county to
implement the provisions of the LRE mandacs:
Tillamook County i§ an examplé of a group of school

districts which, when P.L. 94-142 was passed, had to develop a
new structure under which to implement the goals of the law.
In particiular, the LRE requirements of the federal law posed
problems f~r a county in which resources t» serve severely
handicapped children were limited. By collaborating through
the Educational Service District (ESD) of Tillamook County,

he six districts have been able to achiave substantial pro-

fudl

ress on LRE. Although the = ool district administrators

O

belicve that they still have a way to go for full implementa-
~imn, they have made considerable progresSs in serving severely
handicapped stidents, sevércly rmotionally disturbed children,

and educiablé and trainable mentally retarded stidents.

TARGET POPULATION

The total school aqe popinlation in Tillameok County is

approsimately 4,000 students:  The enrollment in the special




education program is 615 students or 15% of the school age

population. This Elgure includes students financed unuer P.L:
94-142 and P.L. 89-313.

within the county. It is casiest to conceive of these in

three groups: north county, central -ounty, and south county.

The Titlamook Unified School District, located in the central

pert of the county, is the largest and accounts for over S0%
of all students. Both north county and south county are rural

Gistricts separated geographically by mocuntains; and resources

OBJECTIVES

an ongoing effort in implementing LRE, the ESD in

o
|

These

.
{
0
(gl
'—l-\
<
1]
0

Tillamook County has several specific obj

in~'ude:

e To provide appropriate serv1ces Eor all chlldren w1th1n

the district, 1nclud1ng returnlng chlldren to the dis-

trict who had formerly been placed ocut-of-district;

e To provide an educational program for as many children

25 possible in regular classrooms, and, when full

p]*tnmhnt in regular classrooms is not 00531b1e, to
have children malnstreamedilor as much of their educa-

tional program as is appropriate for their handicap;

™ For those chlldren who cannot recelve cducatlon 1n a

that serves them on the campus Of recular schools and

that plans for reintegration into regular classes when
the child's handicap permite,

DEVELOPMENT OF THE POLICIES

To understand the developnent of these LRE policies in

Tillamoo™ dounty, it is necessary to look at how the special

165



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

2ducdtion coisortium was éstablished. When P.L. 94-142 was
passod in 1977, the school districts in Tillamook County were

concérnad with how to implement the new law. In the words of

the current special education director at the ESD; "There was
A general sense that superintendents did no “now how to pro-
vide special education services:" The superintendents were
particularly worried about the paper work demands of P.L.
94-142, and they agreed that if the FESD would do the paper
work, the ESD could nave the P.L. 94-142 fui.us. Thu= =a
Spncial.educatiﬁh consortium was established and all six
districts elected to be a part of the consortium.

Throoos the consortium arrangement, the ESD receives all

sé funds are turned over to

0]

£.L. 44-11Z moniss; that is, th
t oo ¥ o rectly by the districts. This is a different
Arrangement from the mors usual contract provicion under which
districts retain controsl of P..L. 94-142 finds and purchasc

lsctisd sarvicas from the ESD. The advantage to the ESD in

0]

5
Tillamook 1§ that it doés not hHave to "sell" its service to
the districts, and it can plan a comprehsnsive package of
sirvices acrrnts districts., This consoertium arrangement is

At the time P.L: 94-112 was enacte:d, =_ecial educatinn

progr mns in the county were = rving children with specch

handilcaps as well as TMR and BEMR | opulaticns. However, even
these children {(approximately 100) wore in self-contained

classroaoms:  The more seriously handicappoed children,

including the seriously emotionally disturbed, were not served



within the county. It was easier at that time for the
districts not to provide services because the TMR and pro-
schools. It was not until the late 1970'S that the state
cleared out its institutions, and the buirden was on the

dictricts to sérve these children.

IMPLEMENTATION

Tillamook took immediate steps to develop more appro-
priate programs for these children. 1In the first year of P.L.
94-142 implementation, six resource centers were opened, and
in the next year, seven special classrooms were established
including a classroom for the emotionally handicézpped and the
severely handicapped. However, these measures were regarded
as immediate stop-gap measures, and oncé these were in place
the ESD administrators turned their attention to developing a
more planned approach to LRE.

The key to the modél that was eventually established is
thé preéscnceé of intervention specialists. These are staff of

viding special services to each of the member districts: They
act as .esource teachers but on a more extensive basis: For
cxamnyls, it is their responsibility to design service prograins
for ach areca of the county in response to the unmet needs of
children: 1tn addition, they work with individnal teachers,

bringing materials and program ideas to assist teachers in

N |
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maintaining children in the reqular classroom. The roles of
the intervention specialists differ by districts, but the key
feature of their job is to act as l°aison between the dis-
tricts and the ESD. 1In this way, each district's needs ara
met in an individual fashion, and programs are t.ilored to the
needs of that district.

The intériention specialists maintain responsibility for
ensuring that all procedures and paper work are done in
accordance with federal and state rules and regulations. This
relieves the local school principal ani superintendent of this
burden and makes them more willing to cooperate in the pro-
gram. In this sense, the intérvention specialist is something
of a consultant and Sométhing of a case manager for each Sec-
tion of Tillamook County. The intervention specialist
constantly keeps the superintendent informed of what is going
on in the special education programs,; alerting him or her to

any programs or to any future expenditures that will be
being the key factor in achieving LRE, full implementation
obviously depends on havirg a range of appropriate settings

and services for handicapped children. The services now pro-

and most of them are integrated with regular
school programs; that is,; children receive

assistance both in the special classes and
in regular classes.

17§
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- As part of the P.L: 94-142 consortium project,
the ESD administers (a) an instructional
resource center; housed at the ESD, which pro-
vides materials to regqular classroom and

resource teachers; and (b) an evaluation pro-=
gram so that children can be assessed accurately

and placements can be based on full knowledge of
the child's condition. The evaluations are
obtained from several sources usader contract to
the ESD. These include the Child Neurological
Clinic in Portland; the School for the Blind in
Salem; Pacific University which operates a
visual and perceptual Screening clinic also in
Salem; and the Oregon Center tur Speech and
Hearing. Use of these specialized assessment

rasources hss increased sirnce 1979, as they have
been found toc he a valuable resource in under-
standing and assessing a child's condition:

It is unlikely that Tillamoo% would have made as much

progress on LKE &as it has if it had not had good relationships

with its member districts. The manner in which programs are
established at the F3b illustrates the relationship betweer

the districts and the ESD: The ESD board, which is separate

from the state. This resolution is shown to all of the local
district school boards which are then asked what additional
services they believe the ESD could provide for them. The
school boards then propose a list of services, and the ESD
decides which of these they are able to provide with the P.L.
94-142 monies. Thus the use of P.L. 94-142 monies is in
addition to the regular appropriation reccived from the state.
Originally, the services which districts wanted were
occupational and physical tharapy and parent training: Over

time; however, those two Seérvices have been put under the on-

going resolution and are provided with the general Ffunds of

e
~J
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the ©SD. Thus, with the P.L. 94-142 consortium pféjéét; the

ESD has been able to develop still new scrvices, which in turn

extends thé types of educational programs which the county can

provide.

Several factors seem particularly important in implemen-

ting Tillamook's LRE plan: These include the Ffollowing:

L.

to

1mp0rtant, and the =uper1ntendents have been
involved in all steps of the policy-making pro-
cess. mhe superintendehts meet once every mOhth

;ggntlfy any difficulties they have with the
ESD's programs and activities. Although there
is occasionally disagreement among the superin-
tendents, they have not yet had any problem
which could not be worked out..  Perhaps the most
clear evidence of the school districts' satis-
faction with the ESD's activities is that at any

point; the school districts could withdraw their
P.L. 94 142 funds from the consortium and

The governance of the ESD consortium by
resolution; rather than by individual contracts
between the ESD and each of the districts; was
an important factor in glv1ng the ESD flexi-

bility and authority to plan. Instead of being

a mere provider of services for the dlstrlcts,

the ESD has full responsibility for the special

education program, subject to its accountablllty

to the districts:

TLo leadership at the ESD has remained an
‘mortant factor. Boch the spec1al educatlon
dlLector of the ESD and the assistant director
have been there since the passade of P.L,
94-142. They both have a strong personal
cummitment to implementing the LRE provisions of
the law, as weil as to developing comprehensive
serv1ces for handlcapped ctiildren. In a dis-
trict which was not at all sympathetic initially
to spec1al education, their leadership has
resulted in what is today one of the most effec-
tive special education programs among rural

districts in the state.
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EFFECTS OF THE PPOGRAM

1o major effdcts of the LRE efforts of Tillamook County
cain 3 Becn in the location of handicapped children within the
distrirt. A few children, all of them seriously emotionally

disturbed >r severely handicapped, are now educa:ed in sclf-
contained classrooms. The majority of other children receive

their =ducation in resource nrograms; but they are based in
regqular classrooms;
The implomentation of LRE in Tillamook County has not

becn without some problems. The ESD has set up 1 spacial

class in the central part of the county for seriocisly

0]

2motionally disturbed (SED) youngsters. This class wa
established becausé of pressure from the Tillamook Unified

school District. The Supsarintendunt there and a number of

slénsntary school principals believed that they could not
sffzctively serve elementary SED children in the regular
classrooms and they requested th. 25D to establish a separate

classroom. The ESD agreed; somewhat reluctantly: Their

ool

concern was that once these children are segregated in the

o

olementary yvears,; it will be very difficuit to re-integrat
Fhom Adiring the juniofr high school years. However, they
agreed to pilot test this classroom because of the strong
pressure placed on them by Tillamook 'mified.

Onic of te most positive offects of the prograin has been
incroascd officiency for LEAs. WhHile the six LRAS opérate the
Hasiec @piscial sducation programs, the consortium provides

56rvicits to the seversly handicapped. T“hie combination has



attowad both parties -- the ERAs and the 8D -- to focus thaiv
efforts on one type of program.

Overall, the consensus among the Tillamook County super-
intendents is summed up in their stateient: "Ws're spending

11 as weé can Spend them." Furthsar, the

1]

dollars about as w
Siperinténdénts agrée that chHildren aré being mainstrsamed.
In a rural district, whére only four y@ars ago no Sériously
harndicappéd children weré sérved and EMR and TMR children were
served only in Spaecial classrooins, progress has been

considerabl:s,

CONTACT PERSON :

Mr. Tom Thompson

Tilltamook County Education
Service District

2410 Fift., Street

Ttiiamonk,; Oregon 97141

{503) R42-8423
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STATE PROMOTION OF LOCAL JOINT FUNDING
FOR VOCATIONAL PROGRAMS

MASSACHUSETTS

SUMMARY

In 1980, the Massachusatts Department of Rducation made
forty awards to local districts to help them sstablish local
threé-y&ar joint programs to promote vocational services Ffor

handicapped students at the secondary level. A competiti:
biddiny process was used to stimulate collaboration at the
local tevel for handicapped students with vocuational needs.
One of the requirements for the award was that the local
program must use both special education funds and Vocational
Zducation entitlement funds. (3ee Volume 2 for a fuller
description of the state eff: .i

As a result of this seed money, local projects were
initiated, most of which continué to operate. One of the

thi Capu Cod Regional Technical High School: Local special
education and vocational education administrators responded to

e T inttiate long-range planninyg for handicapped youth
iteh includes academic, vocdational and post high-

W 5 &
sohool onjectives:

° de s omany vocdtional options ds possible to
eeds stbdents within A flexible wnvironinént
crailbe smooth transition hetween regular oand
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spectal settings and which permits students to parti-

Cipate in regular settings as much as possible;

agencies to coord
adolescents.

e To actively seek liaiison with outside ncn-education
inate work with handicapped

The Cape Cod Regional Te.hnical High School is part of
Massachusetts' regional vocatisnal cducational network. Since
recueiving the state sced money, Staff from thé school Have
workéd coopceratively with the Superintendents and Special
SdiicAtion Dirsctors in the seven districts covered by the

school to extend a fFull range of pre-vocational; vocational
assessment, and vocational education programs for handicapped
children (known as children with special needs in
Massachusetts.:) Nearly 25 percent of the students in Cape
€od Technicai's regular vocational program have been

identifited as Special Ne>>ds students under Massachusetts
State law, Chapter 766. Any handicapped child is a candidate
for the prograii, but primary focus is on students in the
eighth grade or above. One official describes the target
sopulation as "kids who would otherwise sit in a resource
rooin and collsct a diploma but with no saleable skills.™

In adiition, the school and its Regional Advisory
Committes havs developed two prograins which have beécn designed

"to uxtend vnc.tional éducation programs to the more sceverely

hanlicappad schonl=age and Adult population: "Tho Workplaca®
is an oxtended day program that provide s concentrated skills
Eraining in specific oceuparional clusters; placement and

supervision tn job training slots; and job placement. The

second special program, the Assessment Center, Works with

N
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L a1 Comoney from the SUA; 1ocal officials
Tiar i iy thit ot aild st hAave been able Lo dfford thHe

Initiarinn ot this special program.  As of Sepceember 1982, the

Hroc—vedr “tate granrt of aroroximatoly S95,0400 ¢ach year had

-r

ot since that time, ti-=se fund- heye beon pickd up by
h

sublic and private taitrion monjas i the l1locnhl private

ndusrry conncil.
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iH YOUTH [NTERAGENCY ASSHSSMENT AND CONSULTATION TEAM

SUM™XRY

Contr s Uonsta County, Caliters 1, has created a vy

[nterageney Assessment Consult and Treatment Clinic
(YTACT) bt provid inteonsive ars ssment and con atras-ian

to mulbi-probtom youth; incltuding many ;outh etigihle

[

for sneciat education ser-ices:  Responsible to an interagenacy
Youth Services Board, YIACT was designed to contralize the
ditgnastic and referral functinons for high-risk youth (o
1t omultiplie county agoency resocurces (épeciai
o aR i orn, yrubntiﬂn; mental health, and social services)
won b hoo Forgotod bo vttt most i need, and that dupiiCnfl>n
s Mot 7 odgendcieds did o not ocoerib. Sinece its

1

i, YTACT s Lmprsved the das eosmonts provided to

I
broiinlod vouth, nas feloed pre-ooto coordindating of servicis
ey cenin by e i, Cohas hogan by o move toward
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Hxoaplas of the types of children and youth »ligible for

e Uoases whers multiple éducational tailures are indica-
tive of the neced Eor out-of-home placement or where the
child is demonstrating continued =2ducaticnal difficul-
ties, having alrandy been placed in an out-of-home

rmmunity placement.

e Youth 11 aud out of probatinr ~ustody or those who
Jould by otherwise been refer: 'd to the 45-day court
Ardored diagnostic processes,

o Chiliren in ouc-of-ho: - pluacement made by thi

Children's Residentisl #1.cement Unit (CRPU) or tuan
District Placement Units ¢ the County Social Services

Dopartment (or who ar. cxpected to be difficuit
Nitacement problems) .

Anproximately cighty-five percent of the children and
SthoSerwved by YIACT have been adjudicatod as delinquents.
Thedr s range from 4-20, s lthough the average Age © - 13,
Mruny of thoem aro desionat b o hanﬁii’:ép’p’éd Sstucenes for
Spreial pducation programs, u?viéiiy because of mu..iple
andiio i o goaricid omotional distirbance.  In any case; axl

torHe anare thie nead foil ik i=disciptinary services;

URJKECTIVES OF THE PROGRAM
Pivs Y1CT progran was designed to provide npeeded multi-
tiserolinary plans for b i-to=sorve y ooath: Specitfic

St iven inciadde:

L) troviding appropriiite assessment of ciediool, o Ho-
Poypieal, social andd duaitiondl deodds o ferred
ol e antt At by

{ - . e cds of  the individual v be placedd

Shedie with thE Gnoronriate Facility:

oo iy the Rnowlodoge, skl s, ant abilities of b
g el dnvolscosd o ot =af-Home o lacomanta g,

o el eincat too ey " Pomert s ot

—
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(1) Recommending to the Youth services Board, through the
Operational Committ-e of YIACT, interdepartmoental
policies and procedurss rélativée to an éftectiveé and
officient out-of-home placement system,

DEVELOPMENT UF THE PROGRAM

It ths lata 1970's, the “ontra Conta Countv Board of
cnervisors croated an inter sgensy Youtbh Services Board (YSB)
Mt oup e rhae dirsctors of the County Departnents of Mental
i, Cacial Services, and Probation; as well o as represoen-

tatives from the local school d.s5trict and the Count -

Administratrr's OFfice (CADI.* Leo v senior staff oSf the

CAO, the 8 rd was charged wi.th the task of "

plann iy

T

cimtnistering, and montoring a comprehensive, coordinited

cat-af-home service delivery system™ for Contrs Costa youths
The impotus for the ©oB came from the problems
srienced by dll agencies with the i scalating costs of

Gteot=hame slacoments For troublod vouth, (;mn.‘.'_y éupervi,sdr-s
vneldipeney directors gaw these services as e -:t:t‘eineiy expen—
Sive, Mboin mMony chses iqeffective., It was not atypicai "o
e staft e one agercv £ail ta omake DitOg eSS in a (_}];‘J’:fh
cAss ind, Car ldck of Latrse options, cofor the youth to
TG 'ii‘z)"ir‘ﬁ:*nt : hf\pi"f: Ehat fATlurs vould not rocur. In

ey ases, Coiunky ofbicials Foels kbt vons woere "Falling
Lok n Fhe crackas”™ of agency cervices and ool recetrving
D o b e e b iy wae b an Tat o Por thesoe roasons the
- e S T R N T A AR SRR Vi i e i
D Pyl Sanocinr e, but ot ytrnt oy i
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Sl iaoars Hopod o conrdindbs 86rviceds mors Sffoctivaly 50
FhAt sliconent attompts might be roduced and, when made; would
oo Saccesstal

P Yoath Services Becrd was established as SRR
love?l Sraup o address 1cement tssucs, Tt s

e e, howover, that an operational entity was necded if
bossor eoordination of placements was to be acshieved. YIACT
Wy ceateed a9 the tgseassment unit that would be the first
Scoen i Aan Poantual deprahonﬁiv@ inferdéparthéhtai system of

serviess YIAZT was to condect assessments, nrovide

oo nboand treatmént recommena -ions, and follow=up con-

suttatrion aoross - dnartme g, Funding for YIAC! initially
o From onewiy as ced funids by the Board of
Snmeeso s aea s with oo il ostadf on loan from the County

Dopartaont of Montal Health andd the local school district.

[MPLEMENTATION

YIACTT hocpae cperational in Februoary, 19860 In its first
voear s oar anerdtion, (bt strignled £ dofine [ES role and to
datinanisch it recgonsibilitics from thiose of other agencios.
TIACT o Ficed witi o rh sk of i coming A cridin s rosodrco
EE RN Cod b eevdnt g ciit,oao bhar (1) dpprmpkidté CanBes
TV R TS T T SIS B TS Ansossmernt o and (é) Aagorcy soatb o owon L

PR CYIATTD tor o assiatance ia oaderntityving mecded resounrces.,

Sty T e UTACE bhogan assuming o clear place withio tae

Tty e e watang A Y IxC Tl suceeodoed T Ledining ot
TR RN coivee by, et ab i sy o ot banal o e i qures ;o ana
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provia iyt PP owes o 0w isative of other County agencies,
rtEs serv oo sorae utilized with i{ncreasing frequency. The
ounty e - al Health ard Social Services agencies proved
oo tionlartly supportive, and Mental Health came to assumo
greater postion of the YI-OT budgét.
The curvent TIACT staff vve a team ccmpi‘isi(_ﬁ o a
poyehiatrist, a clinical psychologist, and a clinical social
o, a1l pravidid by the County Department of Méntal
Healnh; 4n education spécialist whose posSiticn is Sup-
pertood by the loscal adication agéncy. Secretarial support,
Fint, ind office expenses ars provided by the County Social

"ices Department. At case manager 1is also hired to

2

conrdinats sorvicss for youth served by multiple agencies and

ts tacilicats reentry ints the community. 105 frobation

Department also contributes toward miscellareous = 0 ses:
TIACD cHcEives refarrals From any codnty agency; witlh tho

orimary relerral sources being social workers, nrobation

ticors, and TREP bteams: Criteria for referral are that:

Y

e thie «: i has already Heen through multiple plhacement s;

e tho child is likely v roquire services from more than

G Angenoy

& the rererring agensy is willing to financy olo conesnt iF
necessary;
e i Incal rosonrces known to the retfoerring agency have
Faren coxbhagstoad,
oo s reber o dn o rocoied; T Soctal o worker nakon e
Prrr it cont ot andd ts Roa detrormines whethor o gusesamont
; ERISE TR TR DRI It oot 3 briel consultation cogsion i3 hoelid;



with o rocoaamondati ons providod to the referring age: “y. It an

assessaent seems called tor; the team gathers materials and

Dast records for a preliminary staffing which is conducted by

YIACT dnd the raferring agency. [fF a 111 assessment still

-

soems apnrapriate; staff make telephone calls rogarding
nirevious placements; and finally,;, conduct a full
multi-disciptinary assessment: The assessmont includes a

povehiatric, psychological, nsychosocial, and viucatricnal

g luations

Followl g bhe assessment, a post-evaluation staffing i3

[

Held In which the YIACT team develops t.catmont racommenda-

tions, which are then writteéen up in a report. Follow-up

v

consultation 15 providod to the treatment progra-i{s)

Foesmnnnidisd, And fﬁiioWQUp evaluations are conducted at

Lwo=w o post ~ia~ement and twelve weeks post-pltacement with

Eho ook o of dn oRcsiis visit by the YTACT social worker:
Shoral ewar staa OF childion scorved by YTACL illustrate

e B program o we chs oand what it dewss

e A\ county day freatmenc  acility for oemostionally disc -
tnrbed students reforrat Cary, a twelve year o1ld; o
YIACT when he began erhibiting self-destructive and
wpgreTsive behieor in his classroom:  YIACT was naskoed
Fo dereraine the natnre ard geverity of Gary's distiir-
Boanees and to o issess whether he fgecded a6 olt- 7 -hoii
Glacesient . YT L0 L oAm members conductsd an extensives
coatidation and roceomeondedd. aivica Gory''s mother's
Stoong redtdtence tooa sesiien. YAl opiacamnt, a4 changd

] Sarvy s o ciac croom teacher and Tnroensive psycho-
beer ooy o an oubepationt s,
e ol .un pooan oo - rroo IS TS BRI i b
it by ol - 1 i b [ Pt iyt
Coreaar S ymeme st o - Yy b hie
o P Leric il o 1o
eyl Tﬁ‘j DU B IR I by o |
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oo ial worker
insticutional treatment.
that Melante's behavior
tion. Becoming abusiwv:
her hehavior; Melantie

s v

tirs bhefore t ~y co o

ment - iso sho. g th
“than QIPVIOU“I/
al @du cation clas
s “eacher, fos

two years and her
stlv Aand traumatic
(NS IETSIN

While evaluatios and

CT's primary function, - he

woell. ﬁirﬁt,

worters, dnd probation

had

teéeam menbers consult

of ficers

askod whether she required
The YTACT assessm ~eveatled
“as shaped by cars of rejed—
hdt language and viole in

"rejected" six foster Eaml—

:ject her: The YIXCT ssess-
v academic ahiliti. . wore more
r all red and she wa )laced in
YIACT stafr consulted with

parents, social worker

RS

>

tor and

s.tuation appearea to stabilize

institutional :lacem nt was

recommendations for treatment remain

team perforss two other vles as

with teachers, social

for approximately 15-20

.nténdoed to make tho

~hildron per wiok. Consiultation is
sxpartiss of the YIACT team available before a child ia in
vrisis and in need of rocidential cars. The second add  ional
service provided bv o the team is interacency wediation;  Wh:n
thers i3 a d° sagrecoment over which gancy witl pay for cer-
vices for oo child, YTACT mey serve an a mediator by examining
the rosources of oach aosency and mar‘ng a recomrmondation for
oo ion of in conflict: Although the tesu's vrecommenaa-
tion not bhinding; it is followed in the creat wijority of
SRR

Y Coroting Sudigiet For YIACT @i dpprmximnttly S150,000
SRR T S I ST Thiis i)qurtﬂth o f Sfﬂ:ia1 w‘er ces (Ndntriiﬂjtﬁﬁ
copr wiman oLy L7 of the bidget: mental health contribut od
SR e pll shiear ton agoeney sipporited doproximabet o2 anc the
S 1'“V1i%p;FMMﬂH1AJJHJ Hﬂ;rﬁmdian72W.

O
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EFFRCTS OF THE PROGRAM

D'urim»; e Fi-st two Lo - Seetdtion, ninety assoess-

ents were prove ecoand approximat ol 79 hours of consultation

are provided mo L, to the county departments of Social

Sorvicoes; Moatal oo crii, Prooation, the Youth Services Board,
PEAS, and the Roegt o »dal Center for devalopnmentally disabled
chiliren snd youth,

AltHouwgh YIAUT - Aff do net believe their goals have wvet
] J :

“on tully accomplished, several positive outcomes have

Tesulton com bhee 1 yra. Theso include:s
e ‘reventing the neod for instituticnal placements: In

a nunber of cases, YIACT has been able ' prevent an
out=-nf-home residential placomort by mirshalling the

resonrces of several community agencies on behalt of
Frouabled vouth: Rather than allow the yrutn to get to
the stage of being labeled “"delinguent” and sent to a
youth coerrectional facil! .y, YIACT mem‘mrq have har-
goted community services that address his/her needs.

Tinely and comprehensive intervention has béoen
i fective Inomany cases.

ipli needs ~¢ trouble ,vouth. Jasced on
thoe holiat SHaE raiy youtd i‘:l—tt:—_r)hu'ble~55hefit Froim
ml'lhi—rilsclpllnary ERES .kivm*ntsrah’fd treatment,;, YIACT has
Hron stuccessfual in h"‘n’-lnq mi:itiple servic:s to bhear
onoindiviadaal pr()’wlr ms.,  Foroexamsle, by spending time
with the tamily. starf{ cuan recovmend famity thevapy
Whoen neadedr sy consuitine wirh schoo! perescanel. they
Can ~aka Suges stiong P changes in the =chool environ-

e "cwrtn{' thn mu

oF
Mo oL By lookin o at Hih total chila oo 51'1'1
b S ha ?';F'iiwi.‘ Cnvoronment the Y"ACT .oeam cs

recos ot range ofF services t.?m!' Are more likely in

combin ‘_ihh o oy ield ceselts bhan would sny single

ditng agreement on o treatment plans. The streactare

o (AR R
YR, wibh px()tc,vm\)xwl‘ Lrom cover Loditfoeront
i stines, maximizes the i iihoosd fthae iEs recon-
e cE e Wil e obfoo fwis Witen - ompl oox diasnost e
E ettt e g eRiat, o ocofesaionals Sfton (’l‘ﬂ‘f
vigreee o Ther oo i apen Al e ssiey i wfm,-l;‘:‘;ry and
cner e b Dotfering « vinions ar vicaged as an
Pmportant ooartoob Fhee rocompn cddart g o nrocoss,  Loadiong

o 1&;
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Lty cur fractive final plans.,
torritorial battles

Sions,

Through these discus-

among agencies have abated.

Althonryh cost data are not available, YIACT staff believe

Eab bheir sor
Hase Bo subpor
Chedir operatin
home placeme

Bpﬂrwfi6nnl fls

COMTACT PRERSON

Larry ‘irnover
Director

YIACT |
2450 A Stanwel
Concord, Cali’

115) /T -1210

vices are cost-eftective,

t the ovorhead costs of an entire

(y budget 1s fairly low. The

nts nrevented

stes f phe teams

i Drive
sitmia 93520

s

thought

154

£

Because t© 2y do
departmne
mber of out-

Autweigh

not
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LRE

BETTENDORF, IOWA

SEMMARY
Hetrondorf o o suburban community in cientral [awa with a
total schaol cnrol lment or approximately 4,800 students.  The

hicgi schioosl in the Bet: o of school district has plonecred an
inatractiopal Arogran of "opetivAal ©139505" Which off3rs an
tddinianal level of services to fill LHC gap bBotweon roesource
classes and reguiar clasacs.  The classcs, startod by special
Pl and reguldr tead here, incliide hand lcapped students
as woll As stddents who ars not handicapped bur whose academic
rocords show Cai bure and/or academic difficultics.

Thisse ©ldsses provide resourcs instruction in regular
Clamaos, thereby oxtonding the continuum of Aervices avatlable
vl iacreasing the amounat o»f time that haadicapped stodeats
Maint cin o confact with non-handicapped students. The
philosophy bhe'tind the program is that special help shoild be
providled In o rogular Cladses whonever ph:"t&,ib]’iﬁ, Fathor chdan
biking stidenes out of the classroom dnd Sserving tHeim in

Sepdrate resoitce roaoms., At Fhe same time, special

)
[

tnatriuchion i3 extended to non-handicapped students who are

not dcthiicyving minimunm progress in reqular o classos.

TARGET POPULATION

This program tocnses anoa Fairly narrow group S

Dandiocaoped atadenitsr these whe e s Lily i diciapped. The

147



LEA has entered into various agreements to have scérvices
provided to different groups outside the district. For
example; severely emotionally disturbed and behavior impaired

students,; labeled "chronically disruptive" iunder Iowa
regulations, are placed in one Of two Schools in near=by
Davenport. TMR students are placed in neighboring high
schools. Vocational Sérvicés to all handicapped students are
provided by the Mississippi Bend Area Education Agency; an
intermediats education agency. Bettendorf thereby specializes
its services by targeting special education and related

services to MR and LD students whose handicaps are not severe.

Bettendorf is part of the "quad-cities” made up, in
addition; of Davenport; Iowa, and Moline and Rock Island,
Illinois. It is a suburban community of approximately 27;000

persons. Bettendorf High School was built in 1973 and
expanded in 1979. It sefves 1,800 students grades 9-12; most

btack and southeast Asian students attend the school.

The program of "practical classes" was developed to fill

restrictive cnvironment: The school district sought a means

to provide resource instruction to students in reqular class-

[y
o)
G



te~e’ © 3pecial help.
ic>i officials also recognized the need to provide

in sc 50l hut who were not labeled as handicapped. They

them inco the spacial education system. In effect, they
sought to ~gpand tneir Special education services to a wider
popiilation. 1n dniig this, théy saw a way to blur the rigid
distinctiors heiween :the needs of handicapped students and

thoss of non=bandicapp:d students.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE POLICY

During the school year 1975-76, a regular classroom

am-leader of a ninth grade language arts

O

teacher was a t

class: She became concerrned over a student who was failing
English yet was not mentally retarded nor learning disabled.
The teacher received approval from the principal to form a new
were diagnosed as MR or LD and half of whom were simply "slow

learners."

class was taught by a team of two teachers: one special
education resource teacher and one regular classroom teacher.
Academic expectations were not related to grade level achieve-
ment but were individually referenced to the particular

student's performance capabilitiss.

| Y
I
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Dui. . tHis initial vear, student achievement ir the

expansion of her professional opportunities. The practice
spiééd during the next school year to tenth and eleventh grade
"practical nnglish" classes: As teachers in other subjects
became interested in the success of the program, other classes
were organized in social studieés and history.

The school administrators saw the prograin as a valuable
extension of their educational program. They agreed to
incorporate the program into their instructional systems
Since 1975, the LEA central administration; as well as
Bettendorf's Principal and Vice Principal have remained

committed to the goals embodied in the programs

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE POLICY

There are now two ninth grade and two tenth grade
"practical" cilasses in Language Arts as well as several in
American History and World History. In addition, special

education teachers function as resource teachers for handi-

capped and non-handicapped students in several regular math
classes. Students may enroll in "practical® courses and still
pursue other regular curricular requirements.

The administrative design of the program is sufficiently
flexible to foster easy movement into and oiut of practical

classes. As an added level between resource rooms and reqular

classes, the goal is to facilitate movement between the two.

195



A student who may not be achieving minimum progress in regular
classes can easily be reassigned to practical classes in
certain subjects. Similarly, students enrolled in practical
classcs who cannot pserform adequately there or whose behavioer
is disruptive, may be moved into resource rooms or special
classes. Conversely, students in resource rooms may at some
interact with non-handicapped students, and students in

practical classes move into regular citasses when they are

able.

The only problem in implementing this program at
scheduling. Because regular and speciai education teachers
must have schedules permitting them to team-teach together,
caraful attertion to schediules was necessary. This problem
was not serious, since the high school is fairly large and

couli generally accommodate a number of scheduling plans.

School administrators note that one of the primary
bencficial effects of the program has been to increase the

time during which handicapped students have contact with
non-handicapped students: The educational necds of mildly
impairead children are met closer to the mainstream educational
program: Administrators alsoc note that the team-tsaching
concept has allowed special education teachers to help regular

teachers individualize their instruction and thereby resolve

w
Fod |
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some of the learning problems of a greater number of children.

School staff report that parents are very supportive of
the program. Bettendorf, in contrast to neighboring
districts, has not been involved in any litigation regarding
handicapped students. 1If anything, parents are reluctant to
move their children out of practical classés and back into
regular classes since they féel their chitdren have
experienced Such SUccéss in the practical ciasses. School
that they have been able to maintain good relationships with

parents.

CONTACT PRRSON:

Mr. Jerry Petersen
Principatl

Bettendorf High School
3333 13th Street

Bettendorf, Iowa 52722

(319) 332-7001
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LRE

RIVERSIDE,; CALIFORNIA

The Riverside Unified School Pistrict in California has

opted a district-wide policy and taken a number of steps

Q.

a

t

0]

at address the goal of providing services in the lea

T
o

restrictive environment. Their approach is somewhat unique in
that it attacks the problem of providing educational ser-
vices in the lséast restrictive environmeént on several Fronts
simultandously, and is guided by a policy statement that
reflects the district's commitment to serving children in the
least restrictive environment.

To carry out this goal, the district established an LRE

rotate on and off each year. This committee has taken the
lead in changing district practices since it has support from

the Board of Education and the Superintendent. Using the

seven critical factors identified by the JWK Corporation as

necesary to ancourage LRE, the Committee developed a plan for

least restrictive environment. First, the committee decentra-
lized IEP méetings to éach school site rather than continue

thém 4t a4 central administration. It also created an

education;

—
[y
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This committee also worked with the district Pupil
Placement Committee (PPC) to review all special education
placements to ensure that each handicapped child was served
within his or her neighborhood school if possible, neighbor-
hood cluster of schools; next in another regular school in the
of-district if necessary. Physical striuctures on regular
campuses were modified when necessary.

The LRE Committee has also sponsored several in-service
workshops for administrators and teachers and even arranged

for regular education adminisStrators to exchange permanent

Functions: Non-handicapped students are used as "cadets" or
helpers in special education classes, and parents are educated
about the desirability of serving handicapped students with
regular students through local PTA's:

Riverside maintains two separate schools for handicapped
students. This is consistent with their philosophy that
special schools shoiuld be part of a continuum of placements
and may be the least restrictive environment that most

appropriately meets the necds of some students. The enroll-

ments are declining in cach of these two schools; and one is
primarily for pre-school children whe often go on to First

grade in a regular school.

20



TARGET POPULATION AND OBJECTIVES

The Riverside LRE policy is intended to assure that all
handicapped students in the district receive a free

appropriaté public education in the least restric

(adl
ol
<
[0}

¢nvironment. This inciudes the most severely handicapped as

well as more mildly handicapped students: The objectives of

the policy are three:

e First; the district seeks to ensure that all

handicapped students are placed in the least

restrictive env1ronment

Second; the district hopes to intégrate regular
education with spécidl éducation. Officials see
' the distinction between the two types of education
as somewhat artificial and hopeé to breéak down the
barriers between the two so that handicapped
students are served in conjunction with
non-handicapped students and non- handicapped
students benefit as well from aspects of special
education.

Third, the district seeks to heightén the level of
understandlhg among admlnlstrators, téééhéié;

Follow1ng passage of P.L. 94-142; the California state

edication agency issued a policy statement on the least

restrictive environment mandate. Incorporated into
California iaw, it stated that "Public education must offer

special assistance to exceptional individuals in a setting

which promotes maximum intaraction with the general school

population and which is appropriate to the needs of both.
The rationale underlying this principle i5 that children's

similarities are mors important than their differences and if
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education is preparation for life; then normal and Handicapped
children ars best prepared in environments whers there are
maximum opportunities for interaction and peer modeling.
state officials falt that qualities of understanding, accep-
tance; cooperation and respect cannot develop if children are
consistently isolated from each other in their Formative
years: Any child who can best grow emotionally, socially and
academically in the regular clasSroom must, therefore; be

variety of equally important options designed to mest the
individual needs of a particular child.:

Following the state lead; officials in “he Riverside
district recognized the need to develop their own policies in
the area of least restrictive environmert. The district has
maintained a commitment to special education Since befors

passage of P.L: 94-142. The special education budget in
the funding coming from the city itself. California state law
in 1976 mandated each local &ducation agency to maintain its
level of funding from the previous year. At that time,
Riverside was at a relatively high level of $1.5 million.
They then had to maintdin that level during subsequent years.

The county Special education budget is $90 million.
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Education officials in Riverside decided to establish an
organizational structiure to facilitate services in the least
restrictive environmént. They formed an LRE standing

committee made up of the Assistant Superintendent of
Instruction, séveral principals, the Director of Special
Education, the Director of Instructional Services, two
individuals from the county office, the Superintendent, and
the President of the Board of Education. The composition of
this committee has since been modified as several Wembers
rotate on and off each year.

The standing committee hoped to first educate themselves

about the least restrictive eénvironment mandate. They

factors necessary to promote the least restrictive environment
mandate, Ovér thé course of the year, Riverside officials
developed a policy statement articutating their own approach

This position statement made it clear that the Riverside
Unifisd School District is committed to providing an
instructional program for special &ducation students that
equals the quality of instruction provided to non-handicapped
students. The instruction i5 selécted from a continuum oOF
service alternatives determined individually to meet the necds

of the students. The statement further notes that
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possible with students who are not handicapped. Placements in

education in regular classes, even with the assistance o
supplementary support, cannot be achieved."

Inherent in this philosophy is the premise that a certain
handicapping condition does not determine placement. Rather;

an appropriate placémént may be chosen from the continuum of

regular and special education services: The policy statement
also reflects the fact that the LEA considers it appropriate;
even important, to include special schools and out-of-district
placements in state facilities and private schools as part of
its continuum of available placements.

The committee recognized that its commitment to providing
services in the least restrictive environment must be an
ongoing one and could not be accomplished in a single
action. Thus they established the committee as a permanent
entity with rotating memberships. They also acknowledged the
danger of "dumping" handicapped students back into regular
schools in ways that might be harmful to the students. To

avoid this, they planned for an incremental approach divided
into two phases. Perhaps most importantly; the committee
recognized that its commitment to LRE would have to involve a
series of steps to attack the problem on several levels. They
knew they had to win the support of administrators,

superintendents,; principals as well as tedchers, parents and

204



students théemselves and the community at large. Members

agréed that this would require a series of actions if

Fundamental change was to be achieved.

a series of strategies designed to lead to successful

achieve implementation in that area. They also identified
personnel to be responsible for the strategy and a time line
for carrying each one out.

Throughout the development of this plan the district had
extensive support from top level administrators: By insuring
their participation on the LRE standing committee, the
committee made Sure the Superintendent and Assistant
Superintendent became knowledgeable about the goal of

providing services in the least restrictive environment as

well as willing participants in carrying out the tasks
identified for the district.

In addition to the LRE standing committee, district
officials recognized the need to collaborate with other
agencies and professionals in order to insure that students
served by multiple agencies did not "fall between the cracks."
The Riverside Unified District along with Riverside County
established a Dual Diagnostic Committee (informally called the

"fuzzy" committee) for cases where the responsibility for a

particular child remains fuzzy. This committee is made up of
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service department and the local probation department. It was

recognized that decisions concerning the least restrictive
environment for a given child may have to involve other
professionals and thus the Dual Diagnostic Committee was

established for children served by more than one agency.

IMPLEMENTATION

The LRE Committée used the seven JWK factors as the basis
for its operational plan: The implementation strategies are
desribed below in terms of these seven Factors.

The first area identified in the plan and pursued by the
LRE committee was the goal of garnishing support for the
concept of LRE. To do this, members developed and showed to

the Board of Rducation and other administrators an audio-
visual presentation which defined the major concepts of LRE.
The committee also scheduled visits for administrators and
board members to visit regular schools with special edication

classes.

_ Placement Committee in the district whose charge was to study

appropriaté student placements. They examined through their

computer systeém thé handicapping condition and needs of each
student. Members of the Pupil Placement Committee examined

the buildings and schedules in each building:; they compared



students' current placements with what might be considered a
less restrictive environment in the student's home school; and

they identified a list of students who could best be served on

school; if not, they would ask whether the student could be
served ii his or her néighborhood clusters of schoois: if not,

another school in the district; and finally, they guestioned
whether the student needed an out-of-district placement. The

central location. An Alternative Program Team (APT) was
established in each school for initial referrals to special
education. The team would meet to identify alternatives such
as the Title 1 program, English As A Second Language program,
a school improvement program, or remedial classes before

handicapped students on regular education campusés where none

had previsusly existed. Each School was thén responsible
under its principal to create environments where handicapped
and non-handicapped Students could interact: These inciude

music, art, assemblies, PE, and library time. Principals and
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Mainstream @nvironmént. The Assistant Superintendent was
charged with the responsibility to alter existing facilities

as necessary and the LRE committee educated teachers and
principals rsgarding the need to redesign or modify equipment
6 enable use by handicapped students:

set up on regular campuses K-12 and classes for seriously
e ntionally disturbed students were established at the
elementary and middle school levels. An itinerant program was

in place for students with visual difficulties. All materials

distributed to students who attended regular schools.

The third factor pursued by the committee involved the

assignment of personnel and allocation of materials. The

use in regular classrooms. Instructional aides were provided
to support students while in regular classrooms: Special
education consultants provided assistance to regular education
teachers to help them accommodate the needs of the special
education students placed in the regular classroom. Whenever
possible, teachers with dual certification, that is, certifi-
catinn in special education and regular education, weére used.
The committee also recognized that a host of support
seérviceés would be necessary to fFacilitate the transition for
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some handicapped students into less restrictive environments:
Building-based personnel, itinerant personnel, and consultants
were used to provide related services to handicapped students.

The fourth factor is staff development: After conducting
a needs assessment,; the LRE Committee established a task force
with teachers and administrators for planning and implementing
Special Education and LRE in-services. The task force
provided in-service training Sessions to teachers and
administrators regarding the goal of LRE and strategies for
fulfilling that goal in Riverside. One of the main points
stressed at the in-service meetings was the distinction

between least restrictive environment and mainstreaming. The
task force felt that it was extremely important to distinguish
the two by viewing least restrictive environment as a much
broader mandate within which mainstreaming was one element.
The fifth factor is acceptance within the school.
education and special education. Several strategies were
adopted to foster this link. First the committee working with
among principals so that a principal of a special school for
handicapped students would take a job for several years as a
principal at a regular school and vice versa. A teacher
exchange day was established where raqular education teachers
and special education teachers would exchange positions for a
day. For students, similiar exchanges were undertaken at

"Skills Day." Further; a system was established for regular
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and special education teachers to share instructional
materials: The Committee also arranged for special ediucation
teachers with the aide of deaf and hearing-impaired students
to provide a course in sign language for regular education
teachers and students.

education students on regular education campuses; several
strategies were pursued. A buddy system was organized to
high schools: ©n the premise that "kids are the best PR" for

regular education students would serve as "cadets" or helpers
in special education classes on their campus.

Teachers of handicapped Students often take the
handicapped studernt into a regular class such as music or art
to talk with the non-handicapped students about the particular
handicap. For example, Carla, a student with cerebratl palsy
in a junior high School was taken into an art class on the

first day with her special esducation teacher and the regular
education students asked her questions about her handicap.
Carla and her teacher told the students that she had been in
an accident where she alinost drowned and as a result had some
brain damage and now has cerebral palsy. The students in the

class asked questions such as "How long were you under water?"

12
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and seéemed to accept her better once they understood a little
moré about her handicapping condition.

Another project adopted in the schools, called Project
experience handicapping conditions: Leaders such as student
council representatives participate in activities such as
walking around campus blindfoided or using a wheelchair so

like them. The district obtained a $3,000 - $4,000 grant to
train district personnel to use the puppet show. They plan to
use it in every regular school in the district in the coming
year.

All of these activities were designed to increase the
acceptance of non-handicapped students on regular campuses.
This was not always easy, however. In one case, one principal
reports that a handicapped child who first came to a regutlar

campus was passing in the halls at the same time that the rest
of the student body was. Because he had a mobility problem,
he was inadvertently knocked down one day and he overheard a

comment by a non-handicapped student saying "I guess you were
just in the wrong place at the wrong time." The handicapped
student felt very badly about it and expressed reservatioiis

about being at a regular school but since then has worked out
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such problems and is now able to get aruind better.
One administrator noticed that the most difficul: student
student because he or she had no visible handicap. It was

felt that students with more physical handicaps could be

non-handicapped students:

The sixth factor acted on by the committee was that of
community acceptance. Committee members continue to share
information about special education programs with the
community: They have invited community business leaders to

The final factor is parental acceptanceé. The district

advisory committee made up of parents was used as a primary
vehicle to educate parents on the desirability of serving
handicapped students as close to their hoie School as
possible. PTA meetings were also used for this purpose.

EFFECTS OF THE POLICY

provide technical assistance to other districts within



California regarding the least restrictive environment
are more special education classes on regular school campuses.
There are many more children who previously attended one of

the two special education schools in the district who are now
being served on a regular campus. The enrollments in the two
special schools have decreased considerably:. 1In the one

three years. Fifty of the 66 students are pre-school, age
3-5, most of whom will return to a regular school in first
grade. The second special school which is for older
handicapped students, age 10-21, has decreased from an
enrollment of over a hindred to 88 students and is still

children in wheelchairs -- would remain: Right now the Ffact

For students,; the effect of the LRE policies has been

increased interaction with non-handicapped students. For

administrators, the policy has made program managemeiit easier.

15

213



is now a basis for placement decisions. The director of
special education finds that other administrators and teachers
more willingly agree to keep a handicapped stiident in his hoie

District education officials feels that the cumutative
effects of the multiple Stratégies they have adopted have been
positive. They now recognize that only by attacking the issue
of 18asSt restrictive environment on multiple fronts
simulantanécusly have they been abie to achieve changes in
attitudes on the part of administrators; teachers; students

and parents.

CONTACT PERSON:

Ms: Susan Toscano
Principatl

Sunshine School
Riverside Unified School
District

9390 ecalifornia Avenue

Riverside;, California 92503

(714) 788-7300
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APPENDIX L

List of Contact Persons for Sites Not Documented

in an Appendix

Connecticut Department of Ms. Dinoo Dastur
Education Connecticut Department of
Private Facility Approval Pollcy _ Education

Bureau of Student Services

Hartford Connecticut 06145

Maryland Department of Mr. Richard Steinke, Director
Educaticn Division of Special Edtication
Maryland State Department of
_ _Education
200 West Baltimore Street
Baltimore; Maryland 21201

Florida Départment of Dr. Wendy Cullar; Director

Education Bureau of Education for

Exceptional Students

State Department of Education
319 Knott Building

Tallahassee; Florida 32304

Miami Unified School District br. Wylamerle Marshall

Exceptional Student Education
Pade County Public Schools
1410 N.E. Second Avenue

Miami, Florida 33132

Gwinnett County Public Schools Dr. Michael Weinrotn
Assistant Director of %pec1al
~ Education
Gwinnett County Schools
950 McElvaney Lane = __
Lawrenceville, Georgla 30245

Santa Barbara County Dr. Atuidrey O'Neill
Reverse Integration Program Santa Barbara County.
Superlntpndent of Schools
Office

4400 Catnedral Oaks Road
santa Rarbara, California
93111
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_APPENDICES _
CONT INUATION

Tacoma, Washingtom = Dr. Henry
Progressive Inclusion Assistant Superintendent
Pupil Personnel Services

601 South 8th Street
Tacoma; Washington 98401
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