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HEARING ON THE REAUTHORIZATION OF THE
EDUCATION ?F THE HANDICAPPED - ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1984, H.R. 3435 "

THURSDAY, JULY 14, 1983

Housg oF REPRESENTATIVES, r
- SUBCOMMITTEE ON SELECT-EDUCATION,
5 COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR, *|
- . Y, Washington, D\C.
The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 am,, in room
- ~.2261, Rayburn House .Office Building, Hon. Austin /J. Murphy
(chairman of the subcommittee) presidinga o
etibers present; Representatives Murphy, Williams, an{l Bart-

- lett.
Also present: Cheryl Kinsey, professional Staff member; Tanya
Rahall, staff assistant; Pat ‘Morrissey, leglslativé associate; and
Mary Jane Fiske, senior legislative associate.
Mr. MURPHY. Good morning. The hearing will come to order. My
preceding remarks I will just insert intp the record. . -

J[The opening statement of Chairman Murphy follows:] '

A “‘“rﬁ‘ . M
OPENING STATEMENT OF AUSTIN J. MURPHY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS From

THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA AND CHAIRMAN OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON SELECT
/' EDUCATION o o

The hearinj will now come to order. T , S

I would tike to take this opportanity to weicome all of the witnesses here today as
the Sibcommittee on Select Educgtion exdmines H.R. 3435, a bill to geauthorize the
disctetionary programs under the Education of the Handicapped Act through fiscal
year 1987. .

Many of you
Handicapped
for All Handicapped Children Act. This is the state formula grants portion of the
Act and it has a/hermament authorization. The discretionary programs we are ex-
amining today art a critical sourge of support to the educational and related serv-
ices provided to nearly.4-million handicapped children under Public Law 94-142.
They provide grants to state and lecal education agencies, (\ther'public agencies, pri-
vate nonprofit organigations and institutions 'of higher.education, to support a varie-
ty of research, training and model project activities.

re probably most familiar with Part B of the E’éucation of the

These ciscretionary programs were originally slated to expire on Skptember 3C, .

1983, but were automatically extended for one additional year by the General Edu-
cation Provisions A¢t (GEPA). ‘

A similar bill, S. 1341, passed the Senate on June 27, 1983. It expands the "Eval-
uation” section of the Ast to require the Secretary of Education to obtain specific

duta from the states on a regular basis, conduct several evaluation studies and pro- |

vide this information to Congress in the Annual Report. In addition, this bill au-
thorizes a model demonstration program to determine exqmplary practices in 'meet-
ing the educational nepds of secondary, transitional and )Sostsecondsary handicapped
students which may be replicated across the country.

(,

t, more commonly known as Public Law 94-142 ur the Edugsatiofi<

1
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Both f these injtiatives have been incarporated into the H.R. 3435, which con-
tains several new features; ' L w

{11 it establishes the National Advisory Committee on the Eduvcation of Handi-
capped Children; .

(24it expands the currently existing State Implementation Grant program under
Early Childhood Projects to enable states to receive.a grant to plan. develop of im-

-plement & comprehensive service delivery system for handicapped “children from
hirth to five years of age;

(3 it empl .zes technical assistance to state and local education agencies in the
provision of -ducational and related services to deaf-blind children with particular
attention to transitional programs/for denf-blind youth who are exiting or preparing

*to exit the educationn¥systen; € . )

(4) it recognizes the importance of parent training through a provision requiring
the Regional Resource Centers to assist in these efforts and th.,sugh & provision in
Part' D of the Agt requiring the Department of Education to hold a separate grant

y competition for private nonprofit organizations for this purpose; and
), (5) it includes new language ur-er the Research section of the Act which focuses
on the ({ieveiopment of new. and improved techhiqués for teaching handicapped chil-
dren. , .
For our first panel of witnesses today, 1 am pleased to welcome Mrs. Madeleine
Will, Assistant Secretary for*Spegial Education and Rehabilitative Seryices, U.S. De-
partment of Education, on her first appearance before the Subcommittee. -
Mps. Will, will $ou please.introduce those persons accompanying vou and then

you@uy begin.
(Text of H.R. 3435 follows:] .

-

’ . . IH R 3435, 9nth Cong, 15t sess | N

.
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A BILL To revise and extend the Education of the Handicapped Act, und for other
) purposes T

’ ¢ Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Education of the
Handicapped Act Amendmernts pf 1984

—\ .
DEFINIMONS .
_ Ske. 2. Section 602 of the Edication of the Frandicapped Act thereinafter in this
Act geferred to as “the Act”') is amended— - - ,
A t1rin paragraph (1)— - v
{A) by striking out ‘'seriously emotionally disturbed,” and inserting in
lieu thereof ''behaviorally disordered”; and -
’ {B) by inserting “or ianguage” after “speach’
12)%31 strikimg out paragraph (2),
(31 in paragraph (3) by ingerting "the Education of”" after "Commiittee on™;
) in paragraph t6),by amending such paragraph to read as follows:
- “t6) The term "State” means any of the several States, the District of Colum-
- bia, the Comignwealthof Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, American
Samoa, the Northern Mariana Islands, or the Trust Territory of the Pﬁa‘ciﬁc Is-
lands.™; . . v ' .
5) in parhgraph (14) by striking out 'Health, Education, agd Welfare” and
mserting in lieu thereof "Education’’; |
thrin paragraph (16) hy inderting "educational”™ after "unique’”;
! 1) by inserting “ta)’ after "602"; and )
(%) by inserting at the end of such sectiun a new subsection (b1 as follows:
“thi FaP purposes of part C of this title, "handicapped yvouth' means any handi.
. capped child (as defined in section 6022110 who—

“t1 s twelve years of age or older; or .
“tZnis enrolled in the seventh or higher grade in school ©

. Y
DESIGNATION OF THE AGENCY FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION

Ske 3 v Section 6033 of the Act is amended to read as follows:

'

"OFFICE O SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS

! ’ N fen . “ .
Sey 603 50 There chall be. within the Oifice of Special Education and Rehabilita.
tive Services n the Department of Kducation, an Office of Speaal Education Pro-
iy . Moy
. , .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Cograms which shall be the principal agency in the Department for administering and
- carrving out this Act and other programs and activities concerning the (‘dL\L‘.‘lliOn
sand training of the handicapped. )

d “ibx 1) The office established under subsection ta) shall be headed by a Deputy As-
zistant Secretary who shall be selected by the Secretary and shall report directly to
tho Assistant Secretary for Special Education pnd Rehabilitative Services. The posi-

» tion of Deputy Assistant Secretary shall be in grade GS-1K of the General S:hedule ¢
uhder section 5104 of title 5, Unjted States Code, and shall be a Senior Executive
Se=vice position for the purposes of seition 3132tax2) of such title. g

~2} In addition to such Deputy Assistant Secretary, there shall be established in
such office not less than six position¥-{0r persons to assist the Peputy. Assistant Sec-
rotary. including the position of the Associate Deputy Assistant Secretary. Each
such. position shall be in grade’G8-15 of the General Schedule under section 5104 of
title 5. United States Code, and ¢hall be a merit pay position for the purposes of
section’5401tbx D of such title.”. ’ !

th The!Act is amended byt striking out “Commissioner” wherever it appears and

inserting in lieu thercof “Secretary’’.

[N

"4

AMENDMENTS WITH RESPECT TO THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON THE EBUCATION OF
v HANDICAPPED CHILDREN '

. ’
Skc. 4. Section 604 of the ded to re 5
K ection 604 of the Act is amended to read a.ss{o\ll’g;‘w\

© UMATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON THE ELDUCATION Of HA X PPED CHILDREN

Sk, GR4 ta) The Seéretary shall establish in the Departmgnt of Education a Na-
tional Advisory Committee on the Education of Handicapped Children, gonsisting of
fifieen members, appointed by the Secretary. Not {ess than five such mémbers shall
be barents of handicapped, children and the remainder shall be handicapped persons
tincluding students), persows affiliated with education, training, or research pro-
grams for the h;indicapped, and those having demonstrated’a commitment to the
education of hatdicapped chiidren.

“(b) The Advisory Committee shall review the administration and operation of the
programs authorized by this Act and other provigions of law administered by the
Secretary with respect to handicapped children (including the effect of such pro-
grams in improving the educational attainment of such children) and make recom-
mendations for the improvement of such programs. Such recommendations shall
tuke into consideration experience gained under this and other Federal programs
for handicapped children and, to the extent appropriate, experience gained under
other public and private programs for handicapped children. The Advisory Commit-
tet may make such recommendations to the Secretary as the fLommittee coNsiders
approprinte and shall make an annual report of its findings and recommendations
to the Secretary nat later than June 30" ob each year. The Sccretary shall transmit
each such report, together with comments and recommendations, to the Congress.

“1¢) Therr are -authorized to be appropriated for they, purposes of this section
£200,000 for ﬁscu‘l year 1985, and for each of the two succeeding fiscal years.”.

AMENWMENTS WITH RESIECT TO GRANTS FOR THE REMOVAL OF ARCHITECTURAL BARRIERS

Spee 5. Section 607 of the Act is amende! to read as follows:

TGRANTS FOR THE REMOVAL OF Q)((:w—'l'l-l('ft’l{/ﬂ. BARRIERS

“Spe. 607 1 The Secrétary is authorized to make grants and to enter into cooper-
ative agrreements with State educational agencies to assist such agencies in making
grants to bxal educational agencies or intermediate educational units to pay part or ’
all of ‘the cost of altering existing byildings and equipment in accordance with
standardé promulgated under the Act approved August 12, 19648 (Public Law 90~
} 1x01 relnting to archjtectural barriers. -

“ihr For the purposes of carrying out the provisions of this section, there are au-
thorized to be appropriated such sums as may be necessary,”.

REGUIREMENTS FOR PRESUCRIRING REGULATIONS

Qe 6 The Act s amended by mserting after rection 607 the following new sec-
unn




Q
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"HEQUIREMENES KEOR PRESCHIBING REGULATIONS

, t ‘ .

“SEC B0S g For p‘urp()sus of complying with section 431 of the General Educa-
tion Provisions Aet with respect to regulations promue’gated under this Act, the 30
day period,under such section shall be 90 days.

“thy The Secretary may not implement any, regulation prescribed pursuant to this
Act which woeuld procedurally or sublstantively leszen &ﬁe protections provided to
hdndicapped children under this Act, as entbodied in regulations in effect on July
20, 1923, tparticularly as such protections relate to parental consent to initiai eval.
uation or initial placement in special education, least restrictive environment, relat-
cd services, timelines, attendance of evaluation personnel at IEP me ings, or qual:.
Nications of personnell, excapt to tthe expent that suéh regulation rs%vcts the clear
and unequivocal intent of tha Congress ZA legidlation. v

"ie) The Secretary shall transmit a opy of any reguldtions promulgated under
this Act to the National Advisory Committee on the Education of the Handicapped
concurrently with publication in the Federal Rogister . e

~/

PARTICIPATION OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN INPRIVATE 5(')!(){)[.\'

SEC. T Bection 6)2 of the Act is amendgd by inserting at the end of such section
the following new subsection: y :

“da 1y 1 a-State educational agency is prohibited by ldflv from providing for the
participation in-special programs of handicapped children enrolled in private ele-
mentary and secondary schools as required by sub:?saion akdi, the Secretary shall
wiive such requirement, and shall axvange Yor the provision of services to such chil-
;jr(-n through arranfements which shall be subj:ect td the requir- ments of subsection.
and), )
~ "t Per pupil expenditures under this part. for handicapped children anrolled in
private elementary and secondary schools, to the extent possible, shall £qual snd
may not exceed per pupil expenditures under this part for handicapped children in
the public schools of the State educational agency.”. . :

v 9

AMHNDM‘ZN'I’S RELATING TO EVALUATION

Sk ¥ Section 61x of the Act is amended to read as follows: -
. (*
"EVALUATION
< -
"SEC. BIR ) The Secretary shall directly or by grant, contract, or cooperative
agreement: collect data and conduct studies, investigations, andievalpations—

"1 to assess progress in the implementation of this Act, the impact, and the
effectiveness of State and local efforts to provide free appropriate publie educa-
tion to all handicapped children and youth:'und .

“12) to provide Congress with information relevant to policymaking and pro-
vide Federal, Stute, and, local educational agencies wilh infprmation relevant to
program management, administration, and effectiveness with respect to such
cducation ! :

“thr fn carrying out the sresponsibilities under this section, the Seeretary, on at
least an annual basis. shall obtain data concerning programs and projects assisted
under this Aet, and under other Federal laws relating te the education of handi.
capped, children and youth, “and such additional- information, from State and local
educational agencies ang other appropriate sources, as is necessary for the imple-
mentation of this Act including— *

“thr the number of handicupped children in each State receiving a free appro-
priate public education igpecial education and reluted serviees: by disahlity cat.
egory and by age group 3-5, 612, 1317, and 1x-21¥;

12) the number of handicapped children in each State who are participating
n regular educational programs, by disability category tconsistent with the re.
quirements of section 6125%B) un({» section 614ak IXCXivh, and the number of
handicapped children in sepurate classes, separate schools or facilities, or public
or private residential facilities, or who have been otherwise removed frém the
regular education environment;

"3 the number of handicapped children exiting the educational system euach
year through program completion or otherwise, by disability category-and age,
and anticipated services for the nest vear;

Cth the amount of Federal, State, and local funds expended in cach State spe-
cifically for special education and related services twhich may be based upon a
sumpling »€ data from State agencies including State and local educational
AEencies:, - '

L)

T
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“(5) the number and type of personnel that are employed in the provision of
specia) education and related services to handicapped chi]ydren, by disability cut-
egory served, and the estimated pumber and type of additional personnel by c}is’—
bility gutegory needed to adequately carry out the policy establishgd by this
ct, and'’ ' . .
“6) & déé.criptio'h of the speeial education and related services needed to fully
implement ttie Act throughout each State, including estimates of the number of

: .- handicapped children within each c.iisabilit{; by age group (8--5, 6-12, 13-17, and
t

.

18-21) ifi need 6f improved services and
need of improvermgnt, [ |

“(c) The Secretary shall, by grant, contract, or cooperative agreement, provide for

evaluation studies to determine the impact.of this Act. Each such evaluation shall

include.recommendations for impgovement of the programs under this Act..The Sec-

1etary shall, not later than July ¥ of each year, submit to the appropriate commit-

tees pf each House of the Congress and p.olish in the Federa) ?{egister proposed

evaluation priorities for review and comment. oy

“(dx1) Not ldater than one hundred and twenty days after the close of‘each fiscal

. '[\;gar, thg:Secretary shall publish and disseminate an annual report on the progress

ing made toward the provifion of a free appropriate public education to all handi-

capped children and’youth. The annual repoct is to be transmitted to the appropri-

. ite committees of each House of Congress and the National Advisory Committee on

; he Education of Handicapped Children, and published and disseminatéd in suffi-

cient quantities to the education commupity at large and to other interested parties.

- '(2) The Secretary shall include in each annual report—
"(Asap index and summary of each evaluation activity and results of studies

e type of programs and services in

conducted under subsection (¢);

“(B) a compilation and analysis of data gathered under subsection (b);
“(C) a descriptionl of findings and determinations resulting from monitoring
reviews of State implementation of part B of this Act;
(D) an index of all current projects funded under parts C through F of this
Act; ‘ . '
* *(E) data reported under sections 621, 622, 623, 627, 634, 641, and 653; .
“(F) an analysis and evaluation, of the participation of handicapped children -
. , and youth in vocatiohal education programs and services;
“tG) an analysis and evaluation of the effectiveness of procedures undertaken
by each State educational agency, local educational agency, and intermediate
. educational unit to ensure that handicapped children and youth receive special
i education and related services in the least restrictive environment commensu-
rate ‘with . heir needs and to improve programs of ipstruction for handicapped
children and youth in day or residential facilities; and
*. *(H) any recommendations for change in the provisions of this Act or any

T other Federal law providing support for the education of handicapped children

and youth,
“e) There are authorized to,,be appropriated $3,100,000 for fiscal year 1983,
33,270,000 for fiscal year 1986,ﬁmd $3,440,000 for-figgal year 1987 to carry out the
provisions of this section.”. . ) '

AMENDMENTS RELATING TO PRESCHOOL INCENTIVE GRANTS

- ~
Skc. 9. Section 614(¢) of the Act i# amended by inserting “, and for providing spe-
cial'edugation and related services for handicapped children from birth to three
yeals of age” immediately before the period.

AMENDMENTS CONCERNING CENTERS AND BERVICES TO MEFT SPECIAL NEEDS OF THE
. HANDICAPPED

Skc. 10. Part C of the Act is amended to read as follows:
“ParT C-—CENTERS AND SERVICES TO0 MEET SPECIAL NERDS OoF THE HANDICAPPED

“REGIONAL RESOURCES CENTERS

“Sgc. 621. 1a) The Secretary is authorized to make grants to, or to enter into con-
tracts or cooperative agreements with, institutions of higher education, private non-
profit organizations, State ‘educational agencies, or combinations of such agencies
and institutions (which combinations may inc?ude one or more local educational
agencies) within particular regions of the United States, to pay all or part of the
cost of the establishment and operation of. regional resource centers. Each regional’

.

o R S T 9
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resource center shall provide consultation, technical assistance, and training to
State educntionnl agencies (including comparable educational agencies and offices
within the Department of Defense and the Department of the Interior relating to
educationai programs and services for handicapped children and youth) and through
such State agencies to local educational agencies. Each center established or operat-
ed under this sectior shall—

“(1) agsist in identifying and solving persistent problems in providing quality
special education and related services for handicapped children and youth;

“(2) assist in developing, identifying, and replicating successful programs and
practices which will improve special education and related services to handi-
capped children and youth and their families; .

“(3) gather and disseminate information to all State educational agencies
within the region and coordinate activities with other centers assisted under
this section and other relevant projects conducted by the Department of Fduca-
tion; and

“t4) assist in the improvement of information dissemination to and training
activities for professionals and parents of handicapped children.

"th) In determining'whether to approve an application for a project under this:sec-
tion, the Secretary shall consider the need for such a center in the region to be
served by the applicant and the capability of the applicant-to fulfill the responsibil-
ities under subsection (a). , .

"(c) Each regional resource center shall report a summary of materials produced
or developed and.this information shall be included in the annual report to Con-
gress required under section 618,

~ “"SERVICES FOR DEAF-BLIND CHILDREN AND YOUTH

-

Src, 622, raxl) The Secretarv is authorized to make grants to, or to enter into co-
operative agreements or contracts with, public or nonprofit private agencies, institu-
tions. or organizations to assist State educational agencies to—

. “tArassure deuf*blind children and youth a free appropriate public education
pursuant to part B of thia Act and pref,iminary transitional services, and

“(B) make available to deaf-blind youth upon attaining the age of twenty-two,
programs and serviees to faeilitate their transition from educational to other
social services.

"(21 A grant, conperative agreement, or contract pursuant to paragraph (1KA) may
be made only for programs providing (A) technical assistance to agencies, institu-
tions, or organizations providing ¢ducational services to deaf-blind children or
vouth; (B) preservice or inservice training to paraprofessionals, professionals, or re-
lated services personnel preparing to serve, or serving, denf-bling children or youth;
iC) replication of successful innovative approaches to providing educationel or relat.
ed services to deaf-blind children and youth; and (D} l{’lcilimtion of parental involve-
ment in the education of their deaf-blind children. Such programs may include—

“ti1 the diagnosis and educational evaluation of children at risk of being certi-
fied deaf-blind;

“tin) programs of adjustment. education, and orientation for deaf-blind chil-
dren and youth; and

"tii) consultative, counseling, and training services for the families of deaf
blind children.

“t31 A grant, cooperatia e agreement, or eortract pursuant to paragraph (1xB) may
be made only for programs providing (A) technical assistance to agencies, institu-
tions, and organizations serving, or proposing to serve, deaf-blind individuals who
have attained age twenty-two years; (B) training or inservice training to paraprofes-
stonals or professionals serving, or preparing to serve, such individuals; and (C) as-
sistance in the development or replication of successful innovative approaches to
providing rehabilitative, semicupervised, or independent living programs.

“th) The Secretary is ulso authorized to enter into a limited number of cooperative

“agreements or contracts to establish and support regional programs for the provi-

sion of technical assistanee in the education of deaf-blind children.

“te1 Programs supported under this section shall report annually to the Secretary
on the numbers of deaf-blind children and youth. paraprofessionals and profession-
als, and family members directly serviced by each activity. The Seeretary shall sum-
marize this data for submission in the annual report reguired under section 618,

"EARLY EDUCATION FOR HANDIC, PPED CHILDREN

“SEe 623, e The Seeretary is authorized to arrange by contract, grant, or coop-
erative agreement with appropriate public agencies und private nonprofit organiza-

()



7

tions, for the develument and operation of programs of experimental preschool and
early education for handicupped children which the Secretary determines show
promise of promoting a comprehensive and strengthened approach to the special
problems of such children. Such programs shall include activities and services de-
signed to (1) facilitate the intellectual, emotional, physical, mental, social, and lan-
guage development of such children; (2) encourage the participation of the parents
of such children in the development and operation of any such program; (3) acquaint
the community to be served by any such program with the proﬁlems and potentiali-
ties of such children; and (4) demonstrate services in the least restrictive environ-
ment taking advantage, as much as possible, of preschool programs serving nonhan-
dicapped children.

“(2) Progrums authorized hy this subsection shall be coordinated with similar pro-
grams in the schools operated or supported by State or local educational agencies of
the community to be served.

“t3» As much as is feasible. such programs shall be geographically dispersed
throughout the Nation in urban as well as rural arcas

“t4) No arrangement pursuant to this subsection shall provide for the payment of
more than 90 per centum of the total annual costs of development, operation, and
evaluation of any program. Non-Federal contributions ma: be in cash or in kind,
fairly evaluated, including, but not limited to, plant, equipment, and services.

“thx1} Subject to paragraph (2), the Secretery is authorized to make a grant to
each State through the State educational agency or other State agency to assist
such State agency in planning, developing, and implementing a comprehensive de-
livery system for the provision of special education and related services to handi-
cupped and other developmentally delayed children from birth through five years of
age.

“(2) The Secretary shall make one of the following types of grants (authorized
under paragraph (1) to any State which submits an application which mects the
requirements of this subsection:

(A} PLANNING GRANT.—A grant not to exceea $75,000 per year for a maxi-
mum of two years for the purpose of assessing needs within the State and estab-
lishing a procedure and design for the development of a State plan which in-
cludes parent participation and training of protessionals and others.

'"(B) DEVFLOPMENT GRANT.—A grant not to exceed $125,000 per year for a
maximum of three years for the purpose of developing a comprehensive State
plan, and gaining approval of this plan from the State Board of Education, the
(Commissioner of Education, or other designated official of the appropriate State
agency.

“(C) IMPLEMENTATION GRANT.-—A grant not to exceed $175,000 per year for s
maximum of three years for the purpose of implementing and evaluating the
comprehensive State plan. A State must apply for annual renewal of such
grant,

“t3) Each State educational ugency or other State agency desiring to receive a
grant under this subsection shall submit an application at such time, in such
manner, and accompanied by such inforimation as the Secretary considers necessary.
Ench such application shall contain assurances and evidence that: '

“(A) The State agency receiving the grant will coordinate with other appro-
priate State agencies tincluding the State educational agency) in carrying out
the grant.

“tB) The State plan will address the special education and related service
needs of ull handicapped and developmentally delayed children from birth
through five years of age with special emphasis on childrer who are often not
identified and children who are not now served.

“IC) The State plan will be closely coordinated with child-find efforts under
section G122xCy and with preschool incentive grant activities under section 614
of this Act.

“t4) The Secretary shall include in the annual report under section 618 of this Act
the following:

“tA) The States and State agencies receiving grants under thi. subsection. the
tvpes of grants received, and waivers granted under paragraph (5).

“tBY A description of the activities in each State being undertaken through
grants under this subsection.

() Beginning in 1986, a description of the status of special education and
related services to handicapped and developmentally delayed childrer from
birth through five years of age uncluding those receiving services througt. Head
Start, Developmental Disabilities Program. Crippled Children's Services. Moental
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tealth/Mental Retardation Agency, and State child-development centers and
private ageneies under contract with local schools).

“» Any State participating in a grant program authorized by this subsection may
request a waiver from the Secretary of any Federal regulation which interferes with
or otherwige abstructs achievement of the objectives of this subsection. The Secre-
tary is alithorized to grant such a waiver, or where such regulations are under the
jurisdiction of other executive agencies the Secretary may grant auch a waiver in
conjunction with any appropriate agency head.

“lck1) Not more than 30 per centum of the funds made available in any year for
the purposes of this section may be used for purposes of subsection (h).

“t2) Not less than 10 per cantum of the funds made available in any year for the
purposes of subsection -1 shall be available for the provision of training and techni.
cal assistance to Stutes preparing to receive or receiving grants under this section.

"RESEARCH, INNOVATION, TRAINING, AND DISSEMINATION ACTIVITIES IN CONNECTION
WITH CENTERS AND SERVICES FOR THE HANDICAPPED

“Skc. 624, t) The Secretary is authorized to make grants to, or to enter into con-
tracts or cooperative agreements with such organizations or institutions, as are de-
termined by the Secretary to be appropriate, consistent with the purposes of this
part, for—

"1 rescarch to identify and meet the full range of special néeds of handi-
ciapped children and youth;

“o2) the development or demonstration of new, or improvements in existing,
methods, approsches, or techniques which would contribute to the adjustment
and education of handicapped children and youth;

“1}).training of personnel for programs specifically designed for handicapped
cnildren tincluding payment of stipends for trainecs and allowances for travel
and other expenses for trainees and their dependents); and

“(1) dissermination of materials ard information about practices found effec-
tive in working with such children and youth. *

“thi In making grants and contructs under this section, the Secretary shall ensure
that the activities funded under such grants and contracts will be coordinated with
simil. r activities funded from grants and contracts under other sections of this Act.

“t¢t In carrying out the provisions of this gection the Secretary is authorized to
address the needs of those with handicapping conditions of the greatest degree of
severty.

“PONTSECONDARY EDUCATION PROGRAMS

"Ske. 625, tan 1) The Secretary is authorized to make grants to or enter into con-
tracts with State educational agencies, institutions of higher education. junior and
community volleges, vocational ard technical institutions. and other appropriate
nonprofit edurational agencies for the development, operation, evaluation. and dis-
semination of specially desigped model programs of postsecondary, vocational, tech-
nical, cuntinuing, or adult education for handicapped individuals.

“(21 In making grants or contracts cn a competitive basis under this section, the
Secretary shall give consideration to four regional centers for the deaf and to model
programs for individuals with handicapping conditions other than deafness—-

“tA1 for deveioping and adapting programs of postsecondary, vocational, tech-
nical, continuing, or adult edi- tion to meet the special needs of handicapped
individuals; and .

“(B1 for programs that coordinate, facilitate, and cncouruge cAucation of
handicapped individuals with their nonhandicapped peers.

“130 OF the sums made available for programs under this section, not less than
22,000,000 shall first be available for the four regional centers for the dealf.

“hi For the purposes of this section the term handicapped individuals’ means in-
dividuals who are mentally retardad, hard of hearing, deaf. speech or language im-
paired. hard of hearing. deaf, speech or language impaired, visually handicapped,
behaviorally disordered, orthopedically impaired, or other health impaired individ-
wls, ur individuals with specific learning disabilities who by reason thereof require
special education and reiated services.

CSFCONDARY EDUCATION AND TRANSITIONAL SERVICES FOR HANDICAPPED YOUTH

“SEC. 626 o The Sceerotary is authorized to make grants to, or enter into core
tracts with, stitutions of higher education, Stute educational agencies, local educa-
tonal agencies, or other appropriate public and private nonprofit institutions or
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ncies (including the State job training codrdinating councils and service delivery

area adminisirative entities established under the Job Training Partnership Act

blic Law ¥7-300) to— .

“(1} streagthen and coordinate education, trdining, and related services for
hendicapped youth to assist in the transitional process to postsecondary educa-
tion, vocational training, ccmpe}itive employment, continuing education, or
adult service; and; s ' . T -

“(2) stimulate t{xe ‘.nprovement and developmunt of programs for secondary
specinl education. . ,

(b) Projects assisted under this section may include—

\ng‘;{ll developing strategies and teéch; ‘ques for transition to independent living,

volational training, postsecondary education, and competitive employment for
handicapped youth; .

“(2) establishing demonstration models for services and programs which em-
phasize vocational training, ‘transitional services, @nd placement for ‘handi-
capped youth; :

/(3) conducting demographic studies which provide information on the gum-
bers, age levels, types of handicapping conditions, and services required for
handicapped youth in néed of sranditional programs;

"(4) specially designed vecational programs to increase the potential for com-
petitive rinployment for handicapped youth;

«“(5) research and development projects for exemplary service delivery models
and the replication and dissemination of successful models;

“(g) initiating \collaborative models between educational agencies and adult
gervice agencies, including vocational- rehabilitation, mental health, mental re-
tardation, public employment, and emgloyers, which gacilitate the planning and

developing of transitional serviges for andicapped ybuth to postsecondary edu-

' cation, vocational training, employment, continuing education, and adult serv-
l“ y .

ices;
“(7) developing appropriate procedures for evaluating vocational training,
placement, and transitional gervices for handicapped youth;

*(8) specially designed programs to provide more effective secondary school
ing*ruction in integaction of handicapped youth with nondisabled students, de-
velopment of positive self-image, improvement of social, communication, and in-
dept 1ent living skills, and utilization o: innovative and exemplary educational
approaches to the needs of secondary school-level students; and

“49) establishing demonstrfition and medel programs which offer promise of
impro* tng secondary school education for hundicapped youth, including increas-
ing successfyl participation in academic, socilil, cultural, athletis, community,
and other aspects of the total school program, as well as activities related to the
school program which encourage the involvement of community resources (such
as business, industry, labor, ard cultural and civic groups) in expanding and en-
riching such educational’programs.

(¢) For purposes of subsections (bX1) and (bX2), if an applicant is not an educa:

tional agency, such applicant shall collaborate with the State educational agency.
“d) Projects funded under this section shall to the extent appropriate provide for

the

direct participation of handicapped students and the parents of handicapped stu-

dents in the planning,«develorment, and implementation of such projects.

“PROGRAM EVALUATIONS

Skc. 627, The Secretary shall conduct, either directly or by contract, a thorough

and continuing cvaluation of the effectiveness of each program asgisted under this
part. Results of the evaluations ghall be analyzed and submitted to the appropriate
committees of each Houte of Congress together vith the annual report under sec
tion 618,

‘“AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

" uQgc, 628. (a) There are authorized to be appropriated to carry out the provisions
of section 621, $5,700,000 for fiscal year 1989, 6,000,000 for fiscal year 1986, and
$6.,300,000 for fiscal year 1987.

“(b) There are authorized to be appropriated tq carry out the provisions of section

622

623
for

. 813,000,000 for fiscal year 1885, and for each of the two succeeding liscal years.

“(¢) There are authorized to b appropriated to carry out the provisions of section

. $206,000,000 for fiscal yesr 1985, $27,100,000 for fiscal year 1986, and $28,300,000
fiscal year 1987.
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“td) There are nuthorized to be appropriated to carry out * » provisions of subsec.
tion (¢ of section 624 $300,000,000 for fiscal year 1085, $:. 1,000 for fiscal year
1986, and 83,300,000 for fiscal year 1987, )

“te) There are authorized to be appropriated to carry out the provisions of skction
625; $5,000,000 for fiscal year 1985,.55,300,000 for fisal year 1986 and $5,500,000 for
fiscal year 1987, \

"(f) There are authorized to be appropriated to carry out the provisions of section
626, $6,000,000 for fiscal year 1985, §6,330,600 for fiscal year 1986 and $6,660.000 for

fiscal year 19K7.".

AMENDMENTS CONCERMING TRAINING PERSONNEL FOR THE EDUCATION OF THE
' HANDICAPPED

Ske. L Part D of the Act is amended to read . follows:”

“PART D—TRAINING PERSONNEL FOR THE EDUCATION OF THF FANDICAPPED

'GRANTS FOR PERSONNEL TRAINING

"Skc. 631 (axD) The Secretary is authorized to rhake grants, which may include
scholarships with necessary stipen s and allowances. to institutions-of higher educa-
tion and other appropriate nonpri 't agencies to asyist them in training personnel
for careers in special education including: P

“tA) special education teaching, including speech-language pathology ane
adaptive physical education; R

“(B) related services in educational settings;

"C) special education supervision and administration;

"1D) special education research; and

“1E) training of special education personnel.

“t2) The Secretary ¢hell ensure tMat grants awarded to applicant institutions and
ageneies under this subsection meet State and prpfessiona?ly recognized standards
for the training of special education and related services personnel.

“t3) The Secretary in carrying out the purposes of this subsection may reserve a
sum not to exceed 5 per centum of the amaun¢ available for this subsection in each
fiscal year for contracts to prepare personnel in areas where shortages exist, when a
response to that need has not been adequately addressed by the grant process.

“tb) The Secretary is authorized to make grants to institutions of higher education
and other appropriate nonprofit agencizs to conduct special projects to develop and
demonstrate new approaches for the preservice training purposes set forth in sub-
section ta), for regular educators, and for the inservice training of special education
personnel, including classroom aides, related servfces personnel, and regular educa-
tion personnel who serve handicapped children.

“te) The Secretary is authorized to make grants through a separate competition to
private nonprofit organizations for the purpose of providing trajning and informa-
tion to parents of handicapped children and volunteers to enable such individuals to
participate more effectively with profescionals in meeting the educational needs of
handicapped children. Such grants shall be designed to méet the unique training
and information needs of parents of hgndicapped children, including those who are
members of groups that have been truditionﬁ{;y underrepresented, living in the area
to be served by the grant,

“GRANTS TO STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES POR TRAINEESHIPS

“Ske 632 The Secretary shull make grants to State educational agencies (and
paynents to comparable educational agencies or offices in the Department of De-
fense and the Department of the Interior) to assist them in establishing and main-
taming. directly or through grants to institutions of higher education, programs for

the preservice and inservice training of teachers of handicapped children. or su-

pervisiors of such teachers. s

"GHANTS TO IMPVROVE RECRUITMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PERSONNEL AND DISSEMINATION
OF INFORMATION CONCERNING l-II)UrATl()NAl. OPPORTUNITIES FOR THE HANDICAPPED

“Ske 633 40 The Secretary is authorized to make a grant to our enter into & con- -
tract with a public agency or a nonprofit private organization or institution for a
national clearinghouse on the education of the handicapped and to make grants or
contract- with a public agency or a nonprofit private organization or institution for
other support projects which may be deemed necessary by the Secretary to achieve
the following objectives

14
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"1 to disseminate.dnformuation and provide technical assistance on a national

basis to parents, professionals, and other interested parties concerning— .
“tA) programs relating to the education of the handicapped under this

Act and under other Federal laws; ) ‘
“(B) participatiog, in such.programs, including referral of individuals to
e appropriate mational, State, and local agencies and organizations for fur-

- ther assistance and
“C) technical assistance in establishing, developing, and coordinuting
State and local parent training and informatign programs;

“2) to encourage students and professiohal sonnel to seek and obtain ca-
reers and employment in the various fiélds relatjng to the education of handi-
capped children and youth; and :

“4) to provide inforimation on available services and programs in postsetond-
ary educa for the handicapped.

“tb) In awaru..g the grants ang ~antracts under this section, the Secrctary shall

vant to performance of the functions eatablished in this section, and ability to con-
duct such projects, communicate with the intended consumers of information, and
maintain the necessary communication with other agencies and organizations.

o . © “REPORTS TO THE SECRETARY

~ © :
“Skc. 634. (a) Not more than sixty days after the-end of any fiscal year, each ‘re;
cipient of a grant or contract under this part during such fiscal year shall prepare
and submit a report to the Secretary. Each ‘such report ghall' be in such formg and
detail as the Secretary determines to be appropriate, and shall include—
*(1) the number of individuals trained under the grant or contract, by catego-
ry of training and level of training; and
- “(2) the ntimber of igdividuals trained under the grant or contract teceiving
degrees and 'cert.iﬁodtiozﬁ. by category and level of training.
. *“th) A summary of the data required by this section shll be included in tl-{annual
- report of the Secretary under section 618 of this Act.
}

o - “AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

fiscal year 198% and $64,370,000 for fiscal year 1987. There are authorized to be ap-
ropriated to carry out the provisions of section 633, $1,000,000 for fiscal year 1985,
$1,050,000 for fiscal year 1986, and $1,110,000 for fiscal year 1987.".

' this part (otks;grthan section 633) $58,000,000 for fiscal year 1985, 361,154,000 for

AMENDMENTS RELATED TO RESEARCH IN THE EDUCATION OF THE HANDICAPPED
Sec. 12. Part E of the Act is amended to read as follows:

<

. “Part E—RESEARCH IN THA\EDUCATION OF THE HANDICAPPED

"R!".S'i:‘.AR('H AND DEMONSTRATION PROJECTH IN EDUCATION OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

“Sec. 641, ta) The Secretary is anthofized to make grants to, or enter into con-
tracts or cooperative agreements with, $tate and local educational agencies, institu-
tions of higher educetion, and other public agencies and nonprofit private organiza-
tions for research and related activities,\to assist speci:r! education personnel, relat-
ed services personnel, and other approprinte persons, 1.cluding parents, in improv.
ing the education and related services for handicapped children and youth and to
conduct research, surveys, or démonstrations relating to the education of handi-
capped children. Research and related activitisg assisted under this section shall in-
clude, but not be limited to, the following:

, "t The development of new and improved techniques for teaching handi:
capped children.

"(2) The development of curricula which meet the unique educational needs
of handicapped children.

"14) The application of new technologies and knowledge for the purpose of im-
proving the instruction of handicapped children.

1) The development of program models and demonstrations in areas of spe-
cial education in need of such models and demonstrations.

“thy In varrying out this section the Secretary shall consider the special education
experience of the applicant and the ability of the applicant to disseminate the find-

ings of any grant or contract. :

ERIC
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give particular attention to any demonstrated experience at the national lcvel rele- -

“Skc. 635. Theére are authgrized to be(%)propriated to carry out the provisions of
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“fc) The Secretary shall publish propoked regearch px'iorivés in the Federal Regis,k
ter every two years, not later than July 1, and ¥hal allow a period of sixty days for
public comments and suggestions. After analyzing afid ¢onsidering the public com-
ments, the Secretary shall publlsh final research priorities in the Federal Register
not later than thirty days after the close of the comment period. '

"“(d) The Secretary shall provide an index (ingluding the title of each research
project and the name and address of the researching organization) of all research
projects conducted in the prior fiscal year in the annual report described under sec;
tion 618. The Sectetary shall make reports of research projects available to the edu-
cation community ¢/ large and to other inferested parties. r

*(e) The Secretary shall coordinate the research priorities established under this

3

capped Resegrch and shall provide information concerning research priorities es-
tablsihed under this section.to the National Council on the Hand@apped and to the.
National fl\dvisory Committee on the Education of Handicappeq Children.

. - .
“"RESEARCH AND DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS INYPHYSICAL EDUCATION AND RECREATION,
: . FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN U

educational agencies\institutions of higher education, and other public or nonprofit

P

“Skc. 642.‘ The Sé\vetary is authorized to maﬁe grants to States, State or local &

private educational ot research agencies and organizations, and to make contracts
with “States, State or local educational agencies, institutions of higher education
and other public or private. educational or research agencies and organizations,f‘é#
research and related purposes relating to physical education or recreation for handi-
capped children, and to conduct research, surveys, or demonstrations relating to
physical education or recreation for handi(’:'gpped‘children. '

J . “PANELS OF EXPER’ °

“SEc. 643. The Sécretary shall from time to time 4ppoint panels of expertg who
are competent to evaluate various types of proposals for projects under parts'C, D,
E. and F, and shall secure the advice and recommendations of one such panel before
making any grant or contract under parts C, D, E, and F of this Act. The panels
shall be.omposed of — ., T

“(1) individuals from the field of special education for the handicapped and
other relevant disciplines who_have significant expertise and experience in the
content areas and dge levels addrassed in the proposals; and

“(2) handicapped individuals and parents of handicapped individuals when ap-
propriate. . o ’

"AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS
“Skc. 644, For the purposes of carrying out this part, there are authorized to be

* appropriated $20,000,000 for fiscal year 1985, $21,100,Q00" for fiscal year 1986, and

$22,200,000 for fiscal year 1987.". -

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR INSTRUCTIONAL MEDIA
v B
Sec. 13. Section 654 of the Act is amended to read as follows: . Q;«.. s

“AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

"Skc. 654. For the purposes of carrying out this part, there are authorized to be
appropriated $19,000,000 for fiscal year 1985, $29,000,000 for fiscal year 1986, and
$21,100,000 for fiscal year 1987.".

)

REPEALERS , '
-Skc. 14 Part G of the Act is repealed. N
TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMBNDMENTS
Sec. 15, Section 611(e) and section 611(aX2) of the Act are amended-by inserting
“the Northern Mariana Islands,” after “‘the Virgin Islands,".
- _ EFPECTIVE DATF *
Skc. 16. This Act shall take effect October 1, 1984.
t 7 ’
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J Mr. MureHy. 1 apologize to the witnesses for being ‘ardy. We

& have a very important caucus going on on the floor aiad an ex- .
tremely important full committee meeting going on downstairs on
W the Vocational and. Educational Rehabilitation Act. So, we're
. “trying to djvide our time this morning. The other members are
déwnstairsftrying to féerm a quorum of the full committee to get a

vote and T may have to pop out to do that. :
So, for our first panel of witnesses today I'm vety pleased to wel-
. come Mrs. Madeleine Will, Assistant Secretary for Special Educa-’
_tion and Rehabilitative Services, the U.S. Department of Educa-

"#ion, on her first appearance beforg the subcommittee.

' Mrs. Will, will you please introduce the gentleman accompany-
ing you? Ycu may proceed.

S

. STATEMENT OF MADELEINEAVILL, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
‘ SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES, US.

? DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, ACCOMPANIED BY EDWARD

~ SONTAG, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR SPEC] EDU-

~ CATION AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES, U.S. DEPARYMENT

" QF EDUCATION .

Mrs. WiLL. Yes. I have with me Dr. Edward Sontag, deputy direc-
- tor of special education program.s. B
Mr. MurpHY. Yes; we've had quite a bit of contact with the
., Doctor and we do appreciate his presence. Thank you, Doctor.

Dr. Sontac. Thank you, Mr. Murphy. Y

Mrs. WiLL. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I
am pleased to have this opportunity to appear before the Subcom-
mittee on- Select Education and discuss what I see as some of the
major priorities which the Office of Special Education and Rehabil-
itative Services will focus on during my tenure. I would like also to
share my views regarding some of' the <discretionary programs
being considered for reauthorization. cx N '

As I have spoken’ with parents, handicapped people; advocates,
and professionals, one basic -trend emerges. e have made signifi-
cant sttides toward our goal of full access and equal opportunity
for handicapped people, but we have a long way to go. There still

! remain gaps as well as overlaps in what is envisioned to be a com-

. prehensive service delivery system. Specifically, two groups of
handicapped youngsters can benefit from improved services. These g
_groups are the vefy young handicapped children and the thousands 4./
of youngsters w}aéy are leaving our secondary schools to seek em- .

ployment and independenE»?\ e

When ‘the 1979 Depart t of Education Organization Act was
enacted,. it ‘was clear thaf the basic_purpose was.,to create an
OSERS which could better coordinate Federal activity. OSERS has
made contributions in this regard and I intend to manage OSERS
with the basic g6al of coordingted and collaborative service deliv-

ery. A , .
Clearly, H.R. 3485, the Education of the Handicapped Act
- Amendments of 1984, recognizes the serious problems which face
these children OSERS was created to serve. I received the bill just .

this week, so I cannot offer you the administration’s views on its
. 4
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specific provisions. The Department will send the subcommittee a °

letter on the bill as soon_as we have fully analyzed its provisions,
I do, however, concur Yully with the bill’s emphasis and have
identified early phil(}hood intervention and the availability of com-

" prehtnsive coordinated services for secondary’ and postsecondary

age youngsters as major priorities for OSERS. - '

Obviously Federal money alofie’is not the key to improving State
and Idcal' practices. Our resources, like those’of States and 'local-
ities, are limited. .However, with available resources we can, and
intend to, do a better job of giving- States the bénefit of our re-

earch and™Jemonstration efforts so they can strengthen their pro-
gram. ,

In the area of early interve’nti’on, the opportunity to improve
childrens’ futures is substantial. We have developed a knowledge
base which)if more readily. available, can help States improve the
quality of services. OSERS is noy" working- on twf) basic strategies
to deal withythis critical issue. » ! -

First, we will use the handicapped children’s early edueation pro-
gram and the tespurces of the National Institute &f Handicapped
Research to develop,training materials and audiovisual presenta-

_ professionals: This pctivity will be designed and implemented caol-
laboratively as a mpjor initiative to insure that al} individuals serv-
ing very youhg handicapped children are fully awdre of the tre-
mendous benefits of early intervention. '

Secondswe are planning to redirect some of the resources of the
handicapped childrep’s early éducation program toward a major
initiative which wil] place” information in thé hands of decision-
makers at the State'and local level.'] firmly believe that the effec-
tiveness of eagly intervention is so clearly documented, that State
and local polfg)ymakers and service providers will see the benefits
and move to develop more responsive ale comprehensive services
when a full awareness of its tremendous potential is achieved.

I have firsthand knowledge of the benefits of early -intervention
and the reports of studies’in this area resoundingly confirm my
personal’views, Early. intervention can actually reduce the numbér
of children needing special services, save millions of ‘dollars, .and
even save families. . -

Unlike problems which we often tonfront, we currently know
what can be done to increase the availability of early intervention.
The_hahdicapped children’s early education program is currently

tions as a wstema}fc effort to develop a partnership with health -

- funding*many projects dealing directly"with sclutions to early-diag-

. nosis, coordination qf services, and effectiwe interventions. We ar .

presexgtly funding three early childhood institutes which are ad-
dressing diagnosis, cogrdination, anq teaching directly. In addition,
over half of our demonstration projects are developing models for
the birth-to-2-year-old population, Many of these projects are work-
ing directly with pediatricians; neonatologisté, and nurses in nurs-
eries. .

I believe we can bring thig expertise and experience to bear.on

for the better for all of us. /
In the area of secondary/postsecondary handicapped students the
solutions are more difficult™to identify. Because pieces of the solu-

|
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~gthis serious problem and, in the wéar future, see a dramatic change --
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tnon are in place and many of the services are available, the chal-
lenge is one of helping States and localitles ereate ap mtegrated
service debivery structure from a variety of yesources.
By ao¢eptmg this challenge of assisting in the development of i
. tegrated services we can move into the area of what I call corituil
ous habilitation, which is a long-termhendeavor requiring sustained . .
effort over the next several years. While I believe thig is a tremen- - '
dous challenge, we must copfrontrit. If we do not we wi}l lose the |, :
» opportunity to insure that andlcapped children can attain their
N full potentia] as contributors to American society.  ° ,
l The success of the public schqols’in previdin® access to,educatnon) |
| for handicapped children is well documented. However, in order to Sl
. establish a rtable foundation for a system built upon the concept of ™~
X continuous i -bilitation, sevefal persistent problems mustbe imme-
diately confronted and resolved, Some of these problems are specif- ’
ic to special educatlon while others emerge .as a fugction of edugp K
. tional needs mergmg with vocational employmenmd com{numty
" living needs.
Contemporary wisdom, recent legislation, and emerging practice
emphasize a service delivery system based upon*tfie needs of handi-
capped individuals who are leaving the publig¢ school system to con- )
front a society:which makes complex demands for which handis = .
caggéi youngsters gould be better prepared. ~ '

ucation, vocational training, and rehabilitative services have ¥
been developed as self-contained systems, each of which is engaged
~at a cerfain time in the lifes dpan of a handicapped individual. Only
+ . in rare instances do the independent systems recognize that they
c_ontnbute to the way in which we must begin to program contmu~
/,nus habilitation. A

Even though I have concentrated my remarks on the” problems
that currently exist, I do want to assure you that progress hgs been
.made and that there are several excellent models which can serve Ya
as guides to action. ,

Work at the University of Oregon and(the University of Wash- '
ington has shown that the application of a behavioral analytical /
approach to the teaching of specific job tasks has enabled moder- -
ately and severely handicapped individuals to secure competitive :
employment 6 |

The University Jof Wisconsin—Madison, in cooperation with .the
Madison . Metropglitan School District, has developed a program
based upon coordiation with local adult service providers and em-

Va ployers whi 1lows r longitudinal systematic planning into the -
j world of work. ination between public school personnel,
employers, and adult seryice provxders begins' in the middle school,
increases during secondary schoo Pnd has resulted in startling in-
1 creases in the number of severely handicapped students who are
employed in nonshel ter;:? egzlronments : .

Also, the Rehabilitat rvices Administration and the Office
’ of Spem Education Programs have’ intly funded a project to:
~ identify ccessful models which coordinate rehabxlntatum and edu-
ca.ional services. These models and others can assist us in selving

" somg of the complex service delivery problems within a reasonable

period of time. However, a number of clear disincentives to contin-

uous rehabilitation may remain outside of OSERS’ direct control.

i
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In these instances ‘there ™uay besmeed to increase cooperative
Federal, State, local- and private-sector initiatives to design leng-
term solutions and to gnalyze the need for joint ypesponsgs. I will
work closely with the Secretary to see that the Departme s’l9gi§-

. lative and budget proposals reflect these priprities. I believe we’can
meet, these challenges and every resqurce available to 3SERS will
be used to do so. ? ‘ B

I appreciate the time you have made available to me Xan_d look

forward to working together with yoK{o provide the hifhest qual-

v .

ty services to handicapped people. I Will be_happy to answer any’ .,

quystions yod" might have. T

-~ [’he prepared statement of Madejeine C. Will follows:]
. ,

~ . .
PREPAR’D‘\STA EMENT OF MADELEINE C. WILL, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR SPECIAL
. EDUCATION-AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES )

Mr. Chairman and members of th& subcainmittee, | am pleased to have this op-

rtunity to appear before the Subcommittee on Select Education and discuss what

see as sgme of the maior priorities which tbe Office of Special Education and Re-
habilitative Services (QSERS) will focus on during my tenure. 1 would like also to
shar®®my views regardihg some of the discretionary programs being considered for
reauthorization. )

As | have spoken with parents, handicapped ple/aﬁgcates and professionals;
one basic trehd emerges.,We have made significaht strides towards our goal of full
access to ¢{jual opportunity for hapgicapped people, but we have-a long way to go.
There stiil remain gaps as well as overlaps in what is envisioned to be a comprehen.
aive service delivery system. Specifically-two"groups of handicapped youngsters can
benefit from improved services. These groupe are the very young handicapped\chil-
dren, and the thousands of youngsters who are leaving our secondary schogls

seek employment and independence. . M

When the 1979 Department of Education Organisation Act was enacted, it was L/

- clear that the basic purpose was to'create an OSERS which could better coordinate
Federal activity. OSERS has "made contributions in this regard and | intend to
manage OSERS with the basic goal of ¢oordinated and col!aborative service -“‘i'

ery. ) | e

Clearly, Ij.R. 3435, Education of the Handicapped Act Amendments of 1984;
nizes the serious problems which face these childrep OSERS was created to'serve. |
received the bill just this week, so I cannot offerlygtlx the Administration’s views of °
its specific provisions. The Department will gend’the suchittee a lette? on the
bill as soon as we have fully analyzed its provisions. -

I do, however, concur fully with the bill's emphasis and have identified early
childhood i ntion and the availability of compfehensive coordinated services to
secondary and aastsecondury age youngsters as' major priorities for OSERS. Obvi-
ously, Federal money -alone is not_the key to improving State and local practices. *
Our resources. like those of States and localities, are limited. However, with avail-

\\ able resources we can, and intend to, do a bettet job of gjving States the benefit of

- our research and demonstration effprts so they can strengthen their programs. In
the arga of parly intervention,.the opportunity te improve children's futures is sub-
stantial. We have developed a knowledge base which if more readily available can
help States improve the quality of services. OSERS s now working on two basic
strategies to deal with thig critical issue.
. First, we will use thg Handicapped Children’s Early Education Program and the
resources of the National Institute of Handicapped Research to develop training ma-
terials and audio visual presentations us a systematic effort to develop a partnershi
with health professionals. This activity will be designed and implémented col]ﬁb‘érn\
tively as a major initighjve to ensure. that all individuals serving very young handi-
capp®d children are ftmy aware of the tremendous benefits of early intervertion.

Second., we are planning to redirect some of the resources of the Handicapped
Children’s Early Education Program toward a major initiative which will place in-
formation in the hands of decision makers at the State and local level. I firmly be-
lieve that the effectiveness of early intervention is so clearly documented, that tyte
w! local policy makers and service providers will see the benefits and move to de-

op more responsive and compfehensive services when a full awareness of its tre-
mendous potential is achieved. ;

-
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/ I have first-haild knowledge of the benefits of-early inter';g:tion ang the reports
of studies into thi \nreh\rewundingl{"ponﬁrm my personal views. Early in :rvention

ildren needing special services, save iillions ofs

" "sam actually seduce the humber of ¢
ddil:%. and even stve famili !

‘ Colteh ¥ Turretly
% Unbhike problems which we often ¥onfront, wé curreptly know what ca. be done to
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. iMcrease the availability of early intervention. The Handicdppped Children’s Early o
Education Program is currently funding many projecta dealing directly with solu-
tions to early diaghosis, coordination of services, and effective interventions. We are

--presently funding three Early Childhood Institites which are addressing diagnosis,
coordination, and teaching directly. In addition, over half ofeur demonstration.
projects are developing models for the birth-to-two-yearold population. Many of*
thesesprojects are working directly with pediatricians, negnatalogists, and nurses in
nurseries. v ] : .

1 believe‘we can Bring this expertise and experienge to bear on this serious proh-

'+ _lem and, in the near future, see a dramatic change for the better for all.of us.

+ In the area of secondary/post-recondary handicap students the solutions are

7 more difficult to identify. Because pieces of, the solutioys are in place and manyfof -

. the services are available, the challenge is on?)f helpiffg States and localities crepte
an integrated service deljvery structare from? ivaric{» of resources.

By accepting thig challenge of assisting in the develoament of integrated services
we can move intp the area of what I'call continuous habilitation which is-a long
terin endeavor requiring sustained.effort over the next several years. While [ be- ¢
lieve this is a, tremendous chatlenge we must confront,it. If we do not we will lose
thé opportunity to edsure that handicapped childyen can attain their full potential K

-as contributors to American society. «

The success of the puklic sc!wols in providing access to education for han fcApped
children is well-documen?®™However, in order to establish a stable foundafion’for a *
system built upon the concept of continu habilitati veral persisteént prob-,
lems must be immediately canfronted afi®resolved. Some of these probjemis are spe-
cific to Special Education, while others emerge as a function of atignal needs
merging with vocational, employment and community living needs. "I’

Contemporary ' wisdom, recent legislation, and emerging practice emphasize A
service delivery system based upon the needs of handicapped individuals who are
leaving the publi® school system to,confront a society which makes complex de-.
mands for which handicapped yotingsters could be better prepared.

) Education, vocational training, and rehabilitative services have been developed as)
self-contained systems, each bf which is engaged at a certain timéin the life span of
a handicapped individual. Only in rare instances do the independent systems redpg-
nize that they ¢ontribute fo the way in which we must begin to program continuous °

= habilitation. ‘ ‘

Even though I have concentrated my remarks on the problems which currenfly
exist, ] do want to assure you that progress has been maderand that there nre gevgr-
al excellert models which can s&ve as guides to action, . b

Work at the University of Oregon ‘and the Unfversity of ‘Washington has sho“':'p/
that the application of a behavioral analytical approach to the teachin of specific
job tasks has enabled moderately and severely handicapped individuals to sequre
competitive employment.

The University of Wisconsin—Madison. in cooperatiqs with the Madison Metropol-
itan School District has developed a program upon coordination with local
adult service providers and employers which allows for longitudinal, systematic
planning into the world of work. This coordination between public school personnel,
employers, and adult service providers begips in the middle school, increases during 0
secondary school, and has resulted in startling increases in the number of severely
handicapped students who are employed in non-sheltered environments. \

Also, the Rehabilitation Services A,dministratilgn and the Office of Special Educa-
tion Programs have ’ointly funded a project to #entify successful models which co-
ordinate rehabilitation and educational ‘services.~

* These models and others can assist us in solving some of the complex service de-
livery problems within a reasonable period of time. However, a number of clear dis-
incentives to continuous habilitation nay-remain outside of OSERS's direct control.
In these instances, there may be need to increase cooperative federal, State, local,
and private sector initiatives to design long term solutions and to analyze the need
for joint responses. I will work closely with the Secretary-to see thatthe Depart-
ment's legislaiive and budget pro 1s reflect these priorities. - .

I believe we can meet these' challenges and every resource available to OSERS
will be used to do so. :

.
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I appteciate the time you have made available to me and "wk forward to working
together with you to provide the highest quality services to handicapped people.
I will be happy to‘answer any questions you might have. .
Mr. BARTLETT. Mrs. Will, thank You for being-here today The
chairman and I apologize for the lateness of the hearing getting
started, we will be somewhat in ~and ou\ébe situation will be dis-
ruptive this mornmg and I do apologlze e're having a major dif-
ference of opinion in the committee markup just downstairs at the

“full comnmittee as to whether the Educatlon of the Handicapped

Act ought to be reauthorized up here” m this hearing room or

whether it's going to be reauthorized as‘a part of the Rehabilita-

tion Act, which is going on downstairs. I offer this information just
s¢*you will know what the difficulty is at this pomt
So, I do apologize. The chairman will be%ack in a little while. He

is attempting to help the chairman of the full committee obtain a

quorum and I'll probably stay here for a little whilé. I'm trying to

¥ keep the‘quorum from happenmg, §0—— .

[Laughter.] ) . o~

Mr. BarTLETT. That gives you some indication.

[*believe that the Education of the Handicapped Act and the Re- .
habilitation Act are related; one for youth and students, and the
other for adults’ I beheve that legislative, actions on those laws
should be condicted in a bipartisan manner and which will help

- the maximum ‘number of people.

. [ do think that there are issues that we ought to look at and
you've raised ma 3' in your test'-’l?i)ny on this reauthorization bill
prefacing to the 1scretlonary ograms, I' welcome you to this
process. I know—you’ve been involved in the area—I also welcome
you to the administration. -

I am looking forward to your office, and Congress, ard this sub- .
committee working together toward strengthening our Nation’s
commitment to the education of the handicapped and finding spe-
cific ways to do that. nd so I'welcome your testimony .and have ¢
reviewed it and will cortinue ta.

«ff you will pardon me just a second, I want to review a questlon,
" some of the questions which we may have for you. [Pause.]
I understand there was a decision to award the ¢ontract for the
¢ National Information Center for Handlcapped Children and Youth
" to Inter-America R .search Associates in December 1982. I wonder,
there has been some controversy and some questions raised about
that. I wonder if you are prepared this morning to discuss the ‘
merits or results of that contract and the status of the contract gt
this pdint, some 6 months afterward?

Mrs. WiLL. Yes; Mr. Bartlett, I only recently became awaté of
the contract and some of the problems that have emerged. I'm not
wure that I can address your questions in total detail. Perhaps Dr.
Sontag can assist me but I am—1I would like to give you some back-
ground information.

- Mr. BArTLETT. Please do. o

Mrs. WiLL. The contract for the National Information Center for
Handicapped Children and Youth was awarded on September 16,
1982. It is a 3-year contract, a part of the recruitment and informa-
tion program authorized under part B of Public Law 91-230.

L)
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T The purpose of the contract is to provide a systematic method of
disseminating comprehensive informatien about programs, services,
resources available to handicapped ghildren and youth. After a.
review process an award was made and a procedure then began

. ‘which I would like to outline for you. .t

~\y There were a number of meetings as part of an ongoing monitor-
‘ing ‘process which took place between October 3, 1982, through
June 22 this year, and, indeed, problems did emerge as a result of
discussions in these meetingk. Specifically relating to the quality of
products, written produgts, produced by the contractor and the dif-

ficulties in meetjng timelines. ' . : A
On July }, a letter of directibn was sent to the contractor outlin-
ing difficylties. and asking for a response, which the Department

\ has received, but which the Department-has not had sufficient time

v

to analyze. , .

If a decision, a judgment, is made that the contractor is delin-
quent, there are two bases fof termination of contract,.termination
for default and termination for convenience. However, at this point

,there goes not seem to be—the facts would not sustain a termina-
tion. '
~ Mr. BarTLErT. Do you have anything to add to that, or is that it?

Dr. SonTaG. I think Mrs. Will has provided, Mr. Bartlett, an ex-
cellent' summary of the.state of the art with Inter;America..It's a
contract that's very important to the Department and it's very im- - ¢
portant to pgrents and children, handicapped children.

o We hdve worked quite vigorously with the contractor to make
sure that they come up\.t?, speed, so to speak, in terms of meeting
the major tasks outlined in this very important procurement, and
we remain optimistic that they will be-able to fulfill the terms of
the co¥ract. \ 4
Mr. BARTLE’I‘I:.) Mrs. Will, would you, then, from time to time, as
things develop, dpd if anything changes, either for the good or for
the bad with that contract, I thinsk there ha# been some interest
expressed by this committee, if you'¢ Id keep us informed.
Mrs. WiLL. We'll be happy to do so. v :
My. BarTLETT. I think we would appreciate that. :
~  Oh a different subject, the Senate reauthorization bill, S. 1341,
has a passthrough provision in it which is intended to correct’a sit-
uation in the State of Missouri with respect to handicapped chil- -
dren in private schools. I understand that the Office of Special
Education Programs has prepared lengthy comments on this provi-
.., sion. Would you comment this morning on that Missouri situation
and provide us with information on a continuing basis as you .
fq{iew that passthrough provision and its impact on Missouri pri- ‘-
vate schools? . ' o
Mrs. WiLL. Yes, Mr. Bartlett. There is undomm:@dly a great deal
of eonfusion regarding the current requirements and also there are
proposals befhg considered to institute a bypass mechanism for pro-
viding EHAB funde for private-schobl handicapped children with-
out invalving State .and local education agencies. While a bypass
provision may be the only way to resolve issues presented by States
where current Federal requirements conflict with State laws, the
prospect of a bypass raises many questions yet to be answered. !
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For example, since EHAB funds, unlike those under chapter 1,
which. currently has a bypass provision, only supplements State
and local jexpenditures for mandated services. It is unclear who
would’ beaY the fiscal responsibility for providing the remainder of
the services. * - N v

I assume that even if a bypass provision for EHAB ware enacted,

gardless of what other measures are taken, 1 perceive a need to

‘clarify the current private school requirements. My office will con-

finue to evaluate, this issue. We do’ feel that the implications for
bypass are enormous. They may be for States as well as the private
schools. They may be advantageous as well as disadvantageous.

Mr. BARTLETT: You testified about your eémphasis on the merits
of early intervention. I assume that ‘will be one of the priorities
that you set, then, in your role. ‘

Mrs. WiLL. Yes, indeed. - .

Mr. BarTLETT. Of the 10 discretionary programs that serve the
handicapped, which will be reviewed to see how they may facilitate
early intervention. Will you be doing it across the board, I suppose?

Mrs. WiLL. Yes, Mr. Bartlett. ,

Mr. BARTLETT. So you will review each of the handicapped pro-
graq)]s to see how they can better serve the goal of early interven-
tion? ’

Mrs. WiLL. Let me refer to my notes here.

Mr. BarTLETT. All right.

Mrs. WiLL. We are, indeed, going to look at all of the programs
across OSERS to identify ways in which we can target moneys to
serving handicapped children, theyvery young handicapped chil-
dren. For example, in personnel preparation we can serve the dual
goal of providing free service training, encouraging more young
people to become teachers. We know that there is a very serious
shortfall. And we can encourage them to work with the very young
handicapped children. This can be done in research, as well.

Mr. BARTLETT. I would also urge, and [ know that this will be
part of your program, that you would look at other Federal pro-
grams, such as nutrition and school lunch programs ahd other Fed-
eral programs, to coordinate and improve early intervention and
identification of handicapped children. : ' ‘

Mrs. WiLL. Yes, that work is ongoing. My Office regularly coordi-
nates with/the Office of Maternal Child Heéalth under Health and
Human Sérvices. In fact, 1 expect to have a series of recommenda-
tions made to me about ways in which the two offices can coordi-
nate in targeting youngsters at risk, infants at risk.

Mr. BARTLETT. And, Mrs. Will, I haye one final question. The
chairman has returned. This is not directly related to the discre-
tionary programs that you testified on today but it's related to the
entire subject and I would pose it to you, and if you're not prepared
to answer it today I would pose-it as a thinking question.

The public, pcrhaps Congress, and perhaps the administration
reacts strongly to the controversy on the proposeqd-changes in regu-
latirns on Pu[‘;lic Law 94-142. Many felt the changes 'went tpo far.
The changes created a great deal of controversy, and so the regula-
tions were withdrawn and nothing was done. . .

. \
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My - tion is'do you think that there will be a way to, with less

fanfare and without g :ng so far as to eliminate the civil rights

srovision and protections of Public Law 94-142, do you think that
there—maybe I'm just wishful thinking—that there could be a way
to, in fact, to change some of the regulations which would help
schools and teachers deal with handicapped students, to remove
some of the more burdensome paperwork requirements, without
taking away the essence of the fundamental civil rights commit-
ment, which I know that you share? I suppose I raise that not in
the expectation that you're prepared with a final answer today, but
is there a way that we can help you approach that question?

Mrs. WiLL. I think that there are always ways to improve a set of
regulations, or a statute, or a program and that is a charge to us. -
In terms of the Public Law 94-142 regulations, my Office has just
about completed an exgensive analysis of the comments that were
received in response to the August 4 NPRM, and the volume of re-
sponse was such that it required an extensive amount of work.

I indicated in anothrer hearing that I wanted an opportunity to
evaluate those comments myself and I also wanted an opportunity
to set up within my immediate Office an outreach program that
would enable me to get comments and input from parents, profes-
sionals, disabled people. 1 feel that it’s very important for the ad-
ministration to do this, to demonstrate this willingness to listen
now, after these regulatory efforts.

So, yes, I do think that there are ways that we can work togetuer
and, in fact, I'm aware of Congressman Murphy’s commission on
the financing—it's very appropriate—for public education, which
has made some very interesting recommendations which I would
like to, again, to have a chance to consider.

Mr. BARTLETT. Excellent, excellent. I know this committee, 1, per-
sonally, and Chairman Murphy, we look forward to working with
you. I apologize for, again, the hectic nature of this.morning. Con-
gress has often been accused of being in a chaotic situation con-
stantly. Actually, this is a rather unusual day for us but it is some-
what chaotic.

To further add to the confusion, I personally have to leave and 1
apologize. In addition to everything else that is happening, I am
meeting with the President on the International Monetary Fund. It
will not be just the President and Steve Bartlett. There will be a
few other Congressmen there. [Laughter.]

But it will be a small enough group that my absence would be
noticed, and so I will leave at this point and try to come back, de-
pending on how long that takes, the IMF being a rather large sub-
ject also. But I do appreciate your service and 1, at'some point, per-
haps, Chairman Murphy, and 1, and you, we might sit down and
begin to review some of those programs and work through them. I
think that’s the door that’s open at this point as we begin to make
this fresh start, and I thank you for your willingness to serve and
your testimony.

Mr. MURPHY. Give my regards to Ronnie. Best wishes for his
health. [Laughter.]

Mrs. Will, I have two. Were you active or aware, I guess, of the
proposed changes in the regulations of Public Law 94-142 a yesr
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ago, August, when it all erupted? Were you aware of what was
going on?

Mrs. WiLL. Yes; I was aware that there was a process in place. |
did not have access to documents. .

Mr. MurpHY. You weren’t one of the protesters?

Mrs, WiLL. I did op them in the hearing, yes.

Mr. MurprHY. You did, yes.

Mrs. WiLL. Yes, I did. :

Mr. Murpny. Did you appear with transcripts and oppose them
in hearings at that time?

Mrs. WiLL. I represented myself in the hearing but indicated that
1 worked with a parent group.

Mr. MurprHY. We had a considerable, as you know, opposition to
the numerous changes that were being made. Of course, I had
great concern over that and we held hearings, accepted petitions.
Let me ask you, do you have—is there any movement now in your
Department to come out with another set of changes in the regula-
tions that you're aware of?

Mrs. WiLL. I indicated to Mr. Bartlett that we are not at that
point. We have to evaluate the responses that the Department re-
ceives on-the August 4 NPRM and that has required a tremendous
amount of work. I would like to review those analyses myself. I
would like a chance to talk to parents, professionals, and disabled
people, and at this point there is no plan.

Mr. MurpHy. I appreciate that and I really appreciate your posi-
tion on it. I suggested to Secretary Bell when he announced before
this subcommittee that he was withdrawing the previous regula-
tions, that our staff and myself would be very happy and willing to
meet with your staff or with his staff at a time, if he’s contemplat-
ing them, before, I think, they get to the stage of published rule
changes. We could perhapsAfier some insight so that we don’t get
into that period of conflict that we had, because it deeply upset
n}:any people, both in Congress and out, and more on the outside
than in. - :

One thing that I would appreciate your cooperation on is the
Inter-America response or lack of response in their contract, and
wonder if you could provide us—I regret I missed your comments
to Mr. Bartlett on that part of that, but I think what we would like
is to have the site-visit report for our record and the Inter-America
response to that site visit, and I guess encourage you to get that
matter brought to your desk and straightened out. I think it’s only
fair to the people who are involved, to the consumers, to your De-
partment, as well as Congress, and we would appreciate if you
could provide us with that information. : -

Then also, perhaps, in due time, drop 'us a note and let us know
what progress is being made.

Mrs. WiLL. We'll be happy to do all of that, Mr. Murphy. In fact,
one of the documents is supplied to you today.

Mr. MurpHy. OK. Thank you very much. We will now proceed
with the. next witness. I thank you very much, Mrs. Will, and
Doctor, for veing with us this morning.

Mrs. WiLL. You're very welcome.

Mr. Mugreny. Dr. Eleanor Chelimsky.

I will go downstairs and answer a quorum call.
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~ [Brief recess.) - )

Mr. Mureny. I'm pleased to be joined by Congressman Williams
from the great sky country. OK. Dr. Chelimsky, you may proceed,
and we apologize again, as I stated, between our Chairman Perkins
and the President we're having a hard time sitting still today.
[Laughter.]

You may proceed.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Eleanor Chelimsky follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ELEANOR CHELIMBKY, DIRECTOR, INSTITUTE FOR PROGRAM
EvALUATION

-

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE ABBREVIATED STATSMENT

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, we are pleased to be here today
to testify on what existing studies indicate about deaf/blind children and about the
Deaf/Blind Centers and Services Program. In order to respord to the Subcommit- -
tee’s time constraints and need for brevity, we are presenting only the highlights of
the attached abbreviated statement of our findings.

In a nutshell, based on our review, we make the following 13 points:

(1) Information about the centers and the populationsn&ey serve is surprisingly
incomplete and inconsistent, given the small number of centers and the-small popu-
lation sizes involved. :

(2) This serious problem of information quality means that our numbers can best
be considered and uged as a?proximations. , ‘

(3) The number of deaf/blind children for the year 1982 ranges from about 2,600
(if one uses the State reports from Public Laws 94-142 and 89-313 combined),
through about 3,600 (if the Re%stry-for Deaf/Blind Children is consulted) to about

/Blind Center directors to the Office of Special Educa-

)

(4) We do find that most rubella epidemic deaf/blind children appear to have been
located by the centers, . .

(5) Ruhella epidemic children will soon be ineligible for services, some in 1985, all
by the e:d of 1988, .

(6) Congenital rubella still results in deaf/blindness for approximately 15 to 110
children per birth year. ° ‘

(T) Between approximately 100 ~nd 140 children per birth year are born or

" become deaf/blind due to causes other than congenital rubella.

(8) Deaf/blindness exists in different degrees. In one State, for example, the
degree of “blindness” for the deaf/blind chi dren includes about 36 percent of the
children “visually impaired,' 21 percent "legally blind,” 20 percent “with light pre-
ception only,” and 23 percent “totally blind"; “‘deafness” includes about 50 percent
with “mild or moderate” hearing loss and 50 percent witk “severe or profound”
hearing loss. -

{9) Deaf/blind children are very often multiply handicapped.

(10) Center activities seem o be nominally well matched to center objectives with
regard to direct services to children, counseling and consulting services, and train-
ing professionals in deaf/blind education; However, the lack of effectiveness evalua-
iion precludes discussion of the quality of these services.

(11) Center activities do not seein to be well matched with the center objectives for
demonstration and dissemination (that is, to develop new, better, and demonstrably
effective ways to serve deaf/blind children).

(12) Most centers seem to allocate most of their funds to subcontracts. However,
the distribution of center purchases is unclear with respect to direct service, indirect
service, and/or technical assistance. '

(13) Finally, average expenditures per child range from about $1,600 to about
l$;5,600, depending on the center. The actual cost for each child, however, is un-

nown. ) :

This concludes our discussion of highlights from our abbreviated statement. More /
detail is available in that attached statement, and of course, we would be pleased to
explain any part of it and answer any questions you may have.

ABBREVIATED STATEMENT

Mr. Chaiﬁnan and members of the subcommittee, we are pleased to be here today
to testify on what existing studies indicate about deaf/blind children and about the
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Deaf/Blind Centers and Services Program. As you know, these centers were author-*
ized in 1968 in response to the rubella epidemic of 1963-1965 during which many
children were believed to have been born deaf and blind as a result of their mothers
having contracted rubella. The centers were also authorized, however, to serve deaf/
blind children regardless of the cause of their deaf/blindness.

This January the Subcommittee‘asked GAO to examine existing studies to deter-
mine what sound information is available on changes in the population of deaf/
blind children since the rubella epidemic of "163-1965, and on the services children
have received through the centers. Today we are presenting what we have learned
from our review of the findings off published evaluations and readily avajlable data
which we have supplemented by discussion& with agency officials and with experts
at the Center for Disease Controi. For the Yiblished evaluations, we assessed the
adequacy of the methods used, determined the soundness of the infurmation they
produced, and identified remaining gaps in the information needey by the Subcom-
mittee. We also reviewed the completeness of réadily available data and the lpgic of
the analyses applied to them. In general, it's fair to say we found large gaps in the
availahility of sound informatidn about deaf/blind children served, gbout the types
of services provided to'them, and about the costs of these services.

A}
Information is incomplete and inconsistent !

There were five reasons .to expect relatively complete information about deaf/
blind children and the centers:

(1) The numbers of centers is small—15 at present—and many have been in oper-
ation for more than 10 years.

(2) The focal population also is small—that is, rubella epidemic children who are
deaf and blind—and those children should have, been located and served since 1969,
when the first centers tht the Congress authorized began operations:

t3) The entire eligible population—all children from 0 through 21 years of age suf-
fering some degree of deaf/blindness regardless of cause—again is small and again
should been served since 1969. )

(4) Existing regulations require an adequate system of records.

5 Finally, a Registry for Deaf/Blind Children has been in operation since 1969,

Despite tgese factors, published or readily available information on the chilgren
and centers is, in fact, both incomplete and inconsistent. Here are four examples:

(1) Records at the Registry, despite the efforts of the staff, have so much missing’
information that the data have almost more holes than fabric. For example, two
large States list about 650 children in the Registry but do not report the causes of
deaf/blindness for 99 percent of them.

12) The only nation-wide studies we located were carried out within the last few
years. Two are surveys of the persons who serve the children on their views of met
and unmet needs for service. The third study—assessing the match between objec-
tives and operations in the centers—did not look at program effectiveness. -

(3) There appear to be neither published national longitudipal studies of the

rogress of the children while thoy are eligible for center assistance nor of how they
ﬁavo fared after reaching 22 years of age. Thus, there is little empirical basis for (a)
evaluating how well the program is meeting the children’s needs, (b) examining
whether the congressional intention that the children be helped to communicate
with, adjust to, and participate meaningfully in socicty has been fulfilled, or (c) as-
sessing what'service they still need after reaching age 22.

t4) The dat: that do exist ave elastic. Numbers in any given.reporting period can
differ by as much as 15 percent.

We present these concerns to emphasize the caution required in dealing with "fac-
tual” information about many aspects of the children’s needs and services. Even for
such a simple "fact” as the nur-bers of deaf/blind children in 1982, there are three
diffarent figures (with several | ssible reasons for the differences): about 2,600 from
the combined Public Law 94-142 and #9-313 State reports, about 3;500 from the
Registry, and about 5,400 from the center Directors’,reports to the Office of Special
Fducational Programs. Thus the findings we -report here today are of nccessity
based on judgment calls at least tc some degree. We signal them by our use of the
word “about’ in giving figures.

Findings

(1) Most rubellu epidemie deaf/blind children appear to have been located by the
centers.—In a 1964 report, the rubella epidemic of 1963-1965 was estimated as likely
to have caused handicaps for about 20,000 children: 5,500 visually impaired, 12,000
hearing impaired, 1,250 retarded/crippled. and 1,250 deaf/blind. We estimate the
deaf blind centers have located about 1,640 rubells epidemic-age children. Of those,
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we believe about 1,360 are deaf/blind due wﬁxgeniml rubella, a figure close to the
1969 projections. ‘

(2) Some rubella epidemic children will be ineligiblg for services beginning in 1985:
All will be ineligible by the end of 1988.—In 1985, the leading. edge of rubella epi-
demic children who are deaf/blind to some degree 'wili reach their 22nd birthda
when they will be ineligible for service through the centers. By the end of 1988, all
of the deaf/blind rubella epidemic age children will have reached 22 years of age.

13) Congenital rubella still makes some children deaf and blind.--Despite a devel-

“oped vaccine and a vigorous immunization program, rubella is still with us. Local

outbreaks occur on college campuses, in military barracks and ot\?{r settings in
which targe numbers of people congregate. Ainong girls and young women of child-
bearing age, those 15 to 19 years of age have the highest rates of rubella each year.
The Center for Disease Control has joined some health associations i1, argujng for a
hational immunization effort for womendf child-bearing age. s‘/‘ .

The Center for Disease Control estimates that about 250 to 1,000 cases of new-
borns with the congenital rubella syndrome occur each year. If about 6 percent of |
these babies eventually dev,lop some degree of deaf/blindness, then we have about
15 to 60 additional children deaf/blind due to rubella annually. If, however, we ex-
trapolate from cases reportdd: to the Registry, then about 110 new chifdren annually
suffer some degree of deaf/b ess due to congenital rubella. Thus, the number of
new children swelling the ranks of the deaf/blind each year due fo congen'*a] ru-
bella is likely to be between 15 and about 110. { \

(4) Rubella is not the only cause of deaf/blindness.—Some children not affected by
rubella are born deaf,and become blind for unrelated reasons such as child abuse
and accident. Some are born blind and become deaf for unrelated reasons. Some
suffer from a genetic disease called Usher's Syndrome in which a child born deaf
becomes progressively blind during adolescence. The Registry has identified 55
causes other than rubella associated with some de of deaf/blindness.

The number of children per birth year who are reported to have been born or to
suffer some degree of deaf/blindness due to cayses other than rubella has remained
relatively steady. Extrapolating from Registry identificAtion, we estimate about 110
per year prior to the epidemic, about N0 per year during the ep'kiemic, about 140
per yea¥ in the 9 yeurs after the epidemic, and about 119 per birth year in recent
years. :

In the absence of such changes as a highly buccessful immunization program, a
redefinition of deaf/blindness or in statutorily mandated reported, it is unjikely that
there will be sudden increases or decreases nationally in the numbers of deaf/blind

~schildren reported.

(5) Children have different degrees of deaf/blindness.—Children located by the
centers have different degrees of deaf/blindness. We can see this through the use of
indirect indicators such as the communication methods rdorted by a small sample
of teachers of the deaf/blind childrén. These methods ranged from unaided' speech
to finger alphabets. ?More teachers reported uging viBual sign language than any
other single meghod; the method repo by the next*largest number of teachers
was hand-on-hand sign language. This suii ts that while many children may have
some auditory or visual capacity, some also almost wholly deaf and blind. The
Registry's report form provides for degrees of blindness ranging from “visually im-
paired’’ to total blindness,and for degrees of deafness ranging from “mild"” to “pro-
found.” A State, which is gaid to have relatively complete and accurate dats, eports
that of children for whom degree of deafness is known, 50 percent have "mil(s)'o or
"moderate” loss and 50 percent “severe” and “profound’’ hearing loss. Of the chil-
dren for whom degree of vision is known, 36 percent are “visually impaired,”'21 per-
cent are “legally blind,” 20 percen. have "light perception only,” and 23 percent are
“totally blind.” ,

(6) They have other handicaps too.—~Only about 24 percent of the approxifately
2,000 children for whom the existence (or not) of additional handicaps is reported to
the Registry, suffer some degree of deaf/blindness without additional handicaps.
About 76 percent are deaf/blind to some degree with at least one additional handi-
cap.

Diagnosis is often difficult. A deaf/blind child may appear to be mentally retard-
ed, for example, due to sensory problems in communication. Lack of uniform diag-
nostic categories complicates things further.

Ve think it is reasonable, however, to characterize the population located by the
centers A3 dlveg( both in degree of deaf/blindness and in the existence of other
handicaps. We Believe that the prevalence of other handicaps makes it as accurate
to characterize the population as multiply handicapped as it is to characterize' it as
deaf/blind. We recognize. however, the complexities that deaf/blindness can add to
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these other conditions and the special implications involved for education %nd serv-
ices.

(7) Center program aobjeciives and center activities mc/fch well in service to chil-
dren.—A 1982 study of the centers by the American Institutes of Research found a
good match between objectives and activities in (1) direct educational services, (2)
indjrect counseling/consulting services, and (3) traming professionals in deaf/blind
education. Since the study did not evdluste program effectiveness, little i§ indicated
-about the quality of these services or how well they meet needs. Implementation
also is uncertain. The report does suggest that services and technical assistance are
concentrated within a Mirly narrow geographic area close to the centers themselves.
The reagson may be partly the co-l¢ “tion of some centers with State Departments of
Education, since traveli{reezes on\b.uate employees may affect the staff of such cen-

ters. Bhis is of some significance in' light of the change from 15 to 6 centers. .

(8) Program objectives and activities do not match well in development, demonstra-
tion, and dissemination.—The same American Institutes of Research study found
that objectives and activities do not match in (1) developing and demonstra’ling new
and improved methods for educating deaf/blind children and (2) disseminating effec:
tive practices and information. The Office of Special Education Programs has heen
expanding and centralizing these functions since 1978, In 1978, $1,000,000 was allo-
cated for competitive awards {or demonstrating effective ways to mainstream deaf/
blind and other severely-handicapped children into least restrictive environments. A
total of $3.7 million is expected for fiscal year 1983 for innovative program awards.

It is true that develbping, demonstrating, and disseminating information on new,
hetter, and effective ways to serve deaf/blind children is indeed an important func-
tion. And it is also true that many problems typically exist in planning, implement-
ing, and evaluating demonstrations which have little to do with their locus or place-
ment. That is, centralization and expansion of funds mozyg)'t be panaceas for prob-
lemns found in decentralized model or demonstration progtams.

(9) It is not clear whether the centers purchase mostly direct service, indirect serv-
dce, or technical assistance.—According to the Office of Spacial Education Programs,
direct or subcontracted gxpenditures include the.costs of diagnosis and evaluation,
weekend and summer programs, tuition in residential private schools, workshops for
teachers of the deaf/blind and similar sérvices. Ten of the 13 centers for which data
are available allocate about 70 percent or more of their budgets to subcontracted
service. Bhe centers' operational costs include rent, staff salaries and benefits, tele
phones and supplies, and similar charges. These categories seem to blur, however,
and the readily available data do not allow us go focus them. For exainple, some

centers may provide technical assibtance through their own staff in which case it is -

carried under center operations and others may [urchase all or some technical as-
sistance services in which case it is carried as direct services. According to State
coordinators of deaf/blind programs surveyed in 1982, most direct instructional
services for school-age deaf/blind children are provided by Public Laws 94-142 and
80-313 and by State or local funds. The center resources are said to be used to sup-
plement and enrich services to-sr ©0ol-age children in important ways, and in some
centers, to provide direct services 0 the children who are too young or too old to be
eligible for State supported education. We have not, however, been able to find an
adequdte empirical base for these statements.

110/ The expenditure on services tg each child is uncertain.~Per child expenditures
are uvailable as the total Award to each center divided by the number of children
located. The expenditure on services received by an individual child could be-higher
or lower by ap unknown amount. A few children could have received services cost-
ing thousands of dollars while most children received relatively inexpensive serv-
1Ces.

Centers vary considerably in “per child located costs.” The highest is reported
from the South Atlantic Center (85,602 basee on 252 children located with an award
of $1,411,681). The lowest is from the South Centra| Ce:rter ($1,589 based on 694 chil-
dren located with an award of $1,102,616). We are told that the national average
cost of educational services to the deaf/blind child. is about $11,000 with deaf/blind.
center funds paying for about 20 percent of the total. The variation in children's
characteristics and other factors are likely, to make the averages highly uninformna-
tive as a measure of allocation relative to need. The centers’ budgets have remained
relatively constant over the years, at about $15,600,000 for the total program and
the numbers of children located have remained relatively constant, but inflation un-
doubtedly has increased considerably the costs of services:; Most of a small sample of

. program directors and those serving deaf/blind children report that recent alloca-
tions have been “adequate” but express concern foi the future.

\\ ~ 1{3 O
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. SUMMARY

Rublighed or readily available information about the children and the cencers is
incomBlete. What there is, can be inconsistent and useful only with caution as ap- °
proximations. -~ ‘ . .

We believe, however, that the centers are serving most of the 1963-1965 rubella

- epidemic children wh&are deaf/blind to some degree. We know that about a third of
these children will ineligible for service beginning in 1985 and that all will
become ipteligible by the end of 1988.. Other children continue to be born or to
become deaf/blind to some degree duge to congenital rubella or to other causes. Their
number annually is small, and welﬁave np information indicating 3 dramatic de-
crease (or increase) in the near future. The centers seem to be providing direct and
indirect service delivery and technical e~-“d@nce corresponding reasonably to the
congressional ¥ptent in these.areas, but » not seem to be meeting cangressioh-
al intent with/regard to development, ¢ stration, and dissemination functions.

This informition suggests first, that therc 18 a continuing need to provide services
for a small, but severely handicapped group of young people and &econd, that there
exists some uncertainty about the best ways to deliver services to them.

This concludes-our dtaterfent. We would be pleased, to explain any part of it or to
anewer any questions you may have. )

STATEMENT OF DR. FLEANOR CHELIMSKY, DIREC'I'OR,".INSTI-
TUTE FOR PROGRAM EVALUATION, U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTIEG
OFFICE, ACECMPANIED BY LOIS-ELAIN DANTA

Dr. gueLimMsky. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

MnéChairman, members df the subcommittee, let me begin by in-
troducing a person who i on my left here. She is Dr. Lois-Ellin
. Danta, and she’s the group director at GAQ'’s Institute for Program
Evaluation, who has the responsibility for our educational studies.

We are really very pleased to be here today in,response to the
subcommittee’s request to testify on wh. . existing studies ‘tell us
about deaf-blind children and about the deaf-blind centers and
services program. In order to heed the subcommittee’s time con-
straints and need for brevity, we're presenting only the highlights
of the attached, abbreviated statement of our findings, which
means that the attach~d statement is a ministatement to begin
with, so that makes: this one a mini ministatement. But I would
. ask you, if yeu could, to put the full statement,in the record.

Mr. Murpny. Without, objection, it shall be done.

Dr. CHELIMSKY. In a nutghell, then, based on our review of pub-
lished evaluations and reddily available national data, we make
the following 13 points. '

First, we found that information about the centers and the popu-
lations they serve is surprisingly sparse, is incomplete, and is in-
consistent given the small nuniper of centers, the small population
sizes involved, and given also the numbeg of years the centers are
in existence.

Secgnd, we feel this is a serious problem of information quality
and it means that our numbers can best be considered and used as
approximations. \

The problem is illustrated by the fact, and this is a third point,
that the actual number of deaf-blind children for the year 1982 is
uncertain. It's a primitive sort of fact. It ranges from about 2,600 if
gou use the State reports from Public Laws 94-142 and 89-313 com-

ined, to about 3,500, if you use the Registry for Deaf-Blind Chil-
dren, to about 5,400, if you use reports from deaf-blind directors to
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- the office of special education programs. So, it réanges from 2,600 to
<« 5,400, more than double.

The fourth point, we do find that most rubella’ epidemic deaf-
blind children appear-to have been locateéd by the centers. We base
that on the fact that there was a 1969 estimate that there would be

| 1,250 kids. We discovered that 1,360 have been identified, which .

looks like a good match. I

1 Fifth, rubella epidemic children will, in fact, soon be ineligiblé

for service,ome in 1985, all by the end of 1988, :

The sixth point, althoiigh we’ve had no further natioral rubella
epidemics since 1965, it's important to remeniber that it's the case
that congenital .rubella still results in deaf-blindness. We measure
that as approximately 15 to 110 children per birth year, as best es-.
timated. That’s what it is.

Seventh, between approximately 100 and 140 children per birth
year are'born or become deaf-blind due to causes other than con-

: genital rubella, and we see that there are Sécauses that are listed
as possible reasons for deaf-blindness in the Registry. One of the

.t causes, is Usher’s Syndrome. ’ ) -

The eighth point that we’'d’ like, to make is that deaf-blindness

p eXists in different degrees with different definitions across the
States. In one State, for example, the degree of blindness for the
deaf-olind children includes.about 36 percent of children who are

. what is called visually impaired, 21 percent who are legally blind—
those that are the définitions that are given—20 percent with light
~  perception only, and finally, 23 percent who are totally blind.

v Deafness, in the same way, includes about 50 percent with mild
or moderate hearing loss, and 50 percent with severe or profound
hearing loss. So, there is a good deal of variatipn.

A ninth point, deaf-blind children are very often multiply handi-
capped. For those children for whom additional handicaps are re- .
ported, only about 24 percent are uniquely deaf-blind. Seventy-six
percent have at least one additional handicap. So, it's not simply a
problem of deaf-blindness.

Point 10, based on the data we reviewed, it seenied to us that
center activities are pretty well matched to those center objectives
that deal with direct educational services to children, counseling
and consulting services,, and training professionals in deaf-blind
education. We're not saying that the services are successful. We're
saying that they seem to be reasonable activities.to fulfill the objec-
tives that the centers have and that the Congress has mandated.

Because there are no evaluations of the effectiveness of the cen-
ters program, none, it precludes any discussion of the quality of the
services.

On the other hand, and this is our point 11, center activities do
not seem to be well matched at all with the center objectives for
demonstration and dissemination, that is tc develop new, better,

. and demonstrably effective ways to serve deaf-blind children. There
seems to be no léng-range plan for identifying what works, what
doesn’t work, and no plan for disseminating the information, if
they had it. f

Point 12, most centers seem to allocate most of their funds to
subcontracts. But the distribution of center purchases is unclear




o 'w_'ii‘:;l; respect to direct service, indirect service, and/or technical as-

' sistance. - ,

Point 13, finally, our las poingé the average expénditures per-
child range ‘from about $1,600'to about $5,600, depending on the
center. But the actual cost for each child is unknown.

That concludes the discussion of our highlights and, clearly,
more detajl’# availgple in the attached statement. We'd be pleased
to explain any part of that stafement and answer any questions ¥
you may have, if you want to do that now or later for the record. -
Thank you.

Mr. MurpHy. Thank you very much, Doctor. , .

Did you receive any- information from your review of the deaf;
blind program which includes what happens to the students after
they attain age 18?

Dr. CueLimsky. No.

Mr.2MurpPHY. You received no ihformaQ:m on that? Or did You \

receive information and find no facilities available?

DBr. CHeLiMsKy. The probl? that we had was that there were
no—you must remember th& what. we looked at was nationally
published deta and evaluations. We did talk to people so we did
have people tell us anecdotal information about what happens but
. we don't have good information about what the services are that
are given, what is available. We don't really know that unless,
Lois-Ellin you would like to add something to that. N

Dr. DANTA. There don'’t seem to be, as Dr. Chelimsky noted, any
followup studies nationally of the—— , '

Mr. MUrPHY. The centers do nothing in the way of following up,
followup studies? You didn’t find any of tKvee? N

Dr. DANTA. We were’ looking for the nationally published evalua-
* tions or readily available national data. Individual centers may but
we could not find any nationally available studies on that question,
very important question. We would very much agree-that it is a *
lack; a gap, in our knowledge.

" Mr. MurpHy. Do you have a sense of what changes in the pro-
gram might improve the development, demonstration, and dissemi-
nation activities assogjated with the programs? Did you—were you
able to come up with any conclusions that might help us?

Dr. CHELIMsKY. | think that's a very im nt question also. ]
think the thinking that needs to go into that about how you would
design the demonstrations to find out what works and what doesn’t
work would be the first thing that I would worry about. We didn’t
find any evidence that that was.occurring. _ )

Our sense is that thete are problems of organization which are
often considered to be very important, such as whether they are
centralized or whether they are decentralized, and things of that
sort. | guess our experience with demonstrations is that what is
really important is that one has a very clear idea of what one
wants to find out from the demonstration. One designs the demon-
stration to find that out. One collects data so that you can deter-
" mine whether, in fact, it occurred, and then you disseminate pror
ising practices and you talk about them and we just aren’t finding
any of those activities.

-
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It sounds terr;&y gimple but maybe it isn’t as simple as it
sounds. But it needs to be done. So, I would caution yop against
structural changes as opposed-to information-preducing-cKanges.
Would you like to.add something to that? N .
Dr. DANTA. No, that’s fine. . ,
Mr. Murrwv. Mr. Williams, do you have any quesﬁons? ..
Mr. WiLLiams. To use your words, this report is based on judg-
ment calls rather&han significant findings. Should the legislation .
or the administrators be requiring objectives-gnd demonstrable / ‘
|
|

?

products at the end of a year's time s0 that we’do know and can
identify the accomplishments of these. efforts?” . oL

Dr. CHELIMSKY. Fthink tnat’s the chief finding that I would like |
to communicate here. I am wondering what the basis can be for
making decisions on a program where there isn’t the most rudi-
mentary basis, even to-decide what the population is. I would agree
with that wholeheartedly, Would you agree also, Lois-Ellin?

Dr. DA..tA. Yes. '

Mr. Wygtams. Has that suggestion been made before?

Dr. CueLiMSKY. I have no idea. This is the very first time that I
have gone into these data to this degree, with this kind of care. It
may be the case that people have bggn telling you this for years. I
don’t know. I'm not aware of it.
- Mr. WiLLiIAMS. With gegard to the value to the clients of these
services, is that value ,gthg‘jved differently by those who provide
the services and the parents’ .

Dr. CHELiMsKY. We haven't done anything of that sort in this
study. That would require the sort of thing we did on the runaway
and };‘omeless youth program, that we would go and ask and try to

atch. '

Mr. WiLLiAMS. | recall those results and they were very interest-
ng. o : ’
Dr.  CHELIMSKY. | remember when you asked me about inter-re-
later reliability. It made my week. [Laughter.) , :
Mr. WiLLiams. My staff was delighted too. [ISqughter.].

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. !

Mr. MurpHy. Delighted that you remembered the question. .
Thank you, Mr. Williams. - ' -

It'’s been suggested by Ms™Morrissey that we ask if you would
entertain our written questions at a subsequent date for the mem-,
bers who were unabie to be with us, after they have reviewed your
testimony, and also from our subgemmittee staff?

Df QuELIMsKY. Oh, with great pleasure, Mr. Murphy.

Mr. MurpHY. Fine. Thank you very much, Doctors, for being
with us. o

The next panel of witnesses, Dr. Brian McNylty, supervisor of
special education, Colorado Department of cation, and Dr.
Philip Jones, from the Virginia Polytechnic Institlte. .

Doctors, you may proceed.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Brian McNulty follows:]
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PrepARED STATEMENT OF DR. BRrIAN McNuLTY, SuPERVISOR OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

AND EArLy CHILDHOOD SraTR COORDINATOR, COL0RADO DEPARTMENT OF Epuca-
- TiON, DNver, CoLo. ' ‘

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am Dr. Brian McNulty, super-
visor of special education and: the early childhood State coordinator with the Colora:
do Department of Education. while I am interested in all the proposed educational
amendments before you, I am here today tg speak specifically on section 623 regard-
ing early education for handicapped. childré }

.
ARE PI{UCHOOL BPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS A S0UND INVESTMENT?

Recently in Colerado. we completed a study for the general assembly on the effec-
tiveness of ear:iy intervention for children with handicaps. This study clearly docu-
ments that under both controlled research ccnditions and in regular pyblic school
settings that these programs are highly effective. To be more specific, I -quote: “The
results indicated that almost one-third of the handicapped childret®Wwho received
special education services through preschools for handicapped children were able to
bigin public schoo!ls in regular education with no special education services” (P. 5).

vealed ¢fat approximately 40 percent of these youngsters were judged to be average
or abové average in reading, math and language arts” (P. 5). Finaliy, g analyzing
the cost of providing these programs, it was determined that, over time, it actually
costs school districta loss to serve handicapped children in preschool programs than
it does to wait until they enter schpol. In fact it was documented that after subtract-
ing the actual cost Jf the preschool program, that ip just two years, school districts
save over $1,500 p r handicapped child.
i

WHAT 18 THE NRED POR FEDERAl, AND STATE LEADERSHIP? ~

Given these dramatic results, one might ask why are State and local education
agencies experiencing such difficulty in.developingeand implementing these pro-
grams? While certainly a major par of this can be attributed to a declining re-
source base, much of the preblem can alsc be ascribed to the need for more systemic
changes. The provision of sérvices to handicarped infants and preschool children. re-
quires not only new Federal, State, and local funding sources, but a different serv-
ices delivery system. This new.service delivery syatem requires a new leadership in-
tiative on the phrt of the State Education Agency. To give ap example, if wg are
going to imﬂleme.nt appropriate services for preschool handicapped children then
almost all the support service personnel currently employed in the public schools
must be retrained in the areas of aueum'?t and program planning for this popula-
tion. Since, to date, most preservice training programs for personnel such ps psy-
chologifts, speech/language therapists, PI’s and OTs have focused only on the
school ag andicapped child, these individuals do not feel qualified to work with
this younger handicapped population. This concern/must also be paired with the
continuing need for more trained early childhood special education teachers and,
consequent{y, the need for the development of new preservice teacher training pro-
grams. This, in turn, necessitates the development of program and certification
standards by the state educationhl agency, as well as increased responsibilities in
the areas of monitoring and technical -assistance. Given this single example, you can
begin to see the “‘domino effect” of how a single concern multiplies into sumerous
important igsues. ,

While in the past ten years, we have witnessed a signififant increase, the number
of Ppublic programs'serving young handicapped children and their families, limited
attention has been given to systematically planning for this change. In a time of
limited resources, we all must make the commitment to more effec*’ve and efficient
long-range planning. The rational realldcation of responsibilities requites that care-
ful attention and sufficient resources be given to finding new wgys to access and
integrate sz rvices across agencies for this’population. ) .

What you have before you today is such an initiative. The proposed legislation
represents a comprehensive approach which will assist the States in the develop-
ment and imiplementation of statewide services to young handicapped children and
their families. It takes into consideration the foct that system-wide change requires
time aAd planning, and allows the flexibility.needed to address differences .from
State to State. More specifically,.the current proposal outlines three types of grants
aimed at assisting States which are in different stages of development. The first
aption, the planning grants, will assist States that currently have limited or no
public services for preschool handicapped children. It will provide many of them
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with their first opportunity tq conduct a thorough assessment of the needs. Such
yuestions ns: Who is to be served? How many childten are there? What services cur-
rently exist? What resources are needed and can be identified and addressed on ¥
btatewide basis? The development grants then provide States with the opportunity
to develop a comprehensive state plan for addressing these needs. These plans can «
address which services are to be provided, who will provide them, and how they will
be financed. In addition, the plans can detail the cooperative working relationships .
between agencies. Th;:e plans will provide States with the ability to adequately

-plan for the statewide provision of services to this young handicapped population.
Finally, the implementation grants agsist States in implementing and evaluating
the plan of statewide services. This will allow States o pilot, evaluate, and modify
the components of the plan angd therefore ensure its effectiveness. Let.me close by
saying that, although the benefits of early intervention are becoming more and
more evident, assistance is still needed in déveloping appropriate service delivery
systems for these childten and their families. If States are to take the leadetship
role, they must move from a reactive to a proactjve position. Clearly, this current
initiative-provides them with such an incentive. l

? I appreciate the opportunity to present you with my views and have'included a

copy of our efficacy -study Yor your review. I look forward to continuing this joint
Federal-State partnership and toward working with the subcommittee in its efforts
to assist States in serving all handicapped children.

SUPERVISOR OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND EARLY CHILD-
HOOD STATE COORDINATOR, COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF
EDUCATION; AND DR. RHILIP JONES, PROFESSOR AND COORDI.
NATOR, ADMINISTRATION AND SUPERVISION OF SPECIAL EDU-
CATION; VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE )

Dr. SICNULTY. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee,
I am Dr. Brian McNulty cf the Colorado Department of Education.

I have submitted my written testimony for your review, so I'd like

to deviate just a bit from that to highlight several statements. One.

is on the efficacy of early intervention and the second ison the ca- .
pacity of States to develop statewice programs,for preschool handi-
capped children.

We have.w completed a recent report for the Colorado General
Assembly th#t looks at the efficacy of early intervention in public
preschool programs, I think one of th- yery first studies in the
country that really looks at public sche i programs.

And there are three or four results that I think are imporEant
for your review. One is that in both controlled research settings
and in the public school we had similar kinds of findings and one
was that when we identify young handicapped ghild:en at the pre-
school level, and if we don’t intervene with them, that those same
children are identified again in elementary school as handicapped
and 100 percent of them end up in special-education.

So, I think that the age-old erroneous conception that children
oultgrow their handicaps has certainly been disproveh once and for
all. : : : :

The second major point, I think, was that when we did intervene
with children at age 3, in a variety of settings, urban, rural, home-
based programs, center-based programs, it didn’t seem to matter,
that the results were similar and that those results included: Ap-
proximately 30 percent of the kids were able to enter regular edu-
cation with no special educdtion services and to remain in regular
education. Another third of those students were able to go into reg-
ular education with support services. So that we saw a very large
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shift®of children. When we didn’t intervene, 100 percent ended up
. in special education. When we did intervene, approximately 30 per-
cent of.those went right into regular education and stayed there. +

When: we looked at the cost factor of how much did it cost us to
serve thoge children in public school programs, and how much did
it cost us to serve thogg children who did not receive those pro-
grams later we found that after subtracting actual cost of pro-
viding those pr programs, that those programs had already
pai?i for themselves by the time those children were in second
grade. " o '
As a matter of fact, we actually found that we had actually made
about $1,500 per child, per handicapped child, once we had sub-
tracted out the cost of the preschool programs.

So, we telt that the programs were very, very effective, not onlf'
programmaticwise in terms of child progress, in terms of their abil-
ity to benefit from regular educatign, but also in termg of costs to
the taxpayer. Y ' ej

The third point, 1 Fuess, was that when we surve parents and
said: “How did you feel aboyt the programs? Did you feel the pro-
grams were effective?”’ Overwhelmingly, their answer to us was
yes. On top of that there was a side benefit that they felt that the
programs had assisted the families and had supported the families
in their having a handicapped child. '

So, overall the effectjveness results, I think, were somewhat star-
tling to us.in terms of the amount and benefit of the programs.

The second point I'd like to make is in regard to the question:
Are States equipped and ready to really serve this population of

oung, handicapped children? And although we have got a wealth,

think now, of research information around what kind of frograms
are effective and models, States are finding it very Aifficult to
r.ake the transition from what we have done in research to what
we need to do in public school programs, which are somewhat dif-
ferent than research settings. ‘

Also in terms of volume, on the numbers of kids that we serve,
the variety of facilities that we serve kids in, and'we're serving
children, again, in rural settings and urban settings, in home-based
programs. All of those are different kinds of programs for public
schools. So that we have had to really look at developing an entire-
ly new service-delivery system which adequately meets the needs of
families and young handicapped children. Serving infants is cate-
gorically different than serving a secondarj-%s‘ﬁtude t. that
the ability for the public schools to adapt to'those riew kinds of pro-
grams has been very, very difficult for them. N

So, I think we're having trouble making that ljump and what is
recommended to the committee, in“your prcposal, section 623, is a
new proposal which would assist States, then, in planning for how-
do they adapt their entire system, how"do we look at establishiing
new State legislation, néw funding in terms of State funding, how
do we look at establishing new kinds of. facilities, new'standards,
teacher-traifng programs? The list really goes on and on.and on in
terms of how States need to adapt in order to adequately meet the
needs of-young, handicapped children. .

1 think States are trying to make that jump but I think that
they're finding it very, very diffiult because they don’t have the
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planning capacity to really look at where are‘these children, who
are currently serving them, how can we best utilize the services
that are already available in communities, how can we use other
agency providers in cooperation with public school providers? So, 1
would just ask that you give that sericus consideration.

I have included pur study for inclusion in the record and I'd
available for any gomments. ) : -

Mr. MurpPHY. WA t objection, your entire statement as well as -
your study will be admitted into the record, Doctor. Thank you.

Dr. Jones.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Philip R. Jones follows:] '

PREPARED STATEMENT OoF PHinie R. JoNES, Ebp. D., PrRoressor AND COORDINATOR, Ab-
MINISTRATION AND SUPERVISION OF SPECIAL EpUCATION, VIRGINIA PoLYTECHNIC IN-
STITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY, BLACKSBURG, VA,

Chairman Murphy and members of the subcommittee, it is indeed a pleasure to
appear before you today as you consider the reauthorization of the discretionary
programs under the Education of the Handicapped Act (EHA).

The Commission on the Financing of a Free and Appropriate Education for Spe-
cial Needs Children deliberated many hours on the 4apic of discretionary programs
under EHA. The Commission findings and recommendations provide strong support
for The Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (Public Law 94-142)
and the current regulatory structure. We firmly believe that the discretionary pro-
grams you are considering today have been and will continue to be required as we
move more closely to full implementation of Public Law 94-142. .

Specifically, Commission ommendation VI states “Congress and the Depart-
ment of Education should target a portion of current discretionary resources %o en-
courage SEAs and LEAs to use more effective idministrative policies and practices”
(p. 2 commission report). To amplify this recommendation such targeting should en-
courage state and local education agencies to develop and implement;

“Policies which establish more flexible regular education p ms; policies which
limit or assign appropriate financial responsibility; practices which bring into exist-
ence the lohg sought after interagency collaboration; strategies to encourage the
growth of community-based residential alternatives; and practices which reduce un-
necessary conflict-related expenses” (p. 27, commission report).

Recommendation IX states "The Federal government should fully fund the EHA
discretionary program to support research, training, model development, and dis-
semination programs which together work to ensure that every handicapped child
receives an appropriate education” (p. 29, commission report). Our 16 Commission-
ers firmly believe that we have made great progress throughout the nation since the
enactment of Public Law 94-142. The majority of the handicapped have been identi-
fied and now have access to a free, appropriate kublic education. Thus we are near-
ing procedural compliance with the statute. Such procedural compliance has result-
ed in “quantitative’” strides, such a5 numbers of teachers employed, numbers of
handicapped children enrolled, number of personnel preparation programs in insti-

tutions of higher education. Qur concern focused on whether current educational

rograms and services are appropriate for the children who have been identified as
andicapped. Appropriate deals more with a “qualitative” dimension and we firmly
helieve that the EHA discretionary programs are those which build the qualitative
capacity of state and local education agencies.
he Commission found the following barrigrs to the achievement of the 'appropri-
ateness”’ goal: :
“The inadequacy of current diagnostic procedures and limited use of state-of-the-
ar{instructional technologies;
‘A lack of well-equipped personnel, including classroom teachers, to handle the

.range of special needs presented by children, the shortage of specialists (e.g., physi-
_cal therapists, occupational therapists, and speech clinicians), and the lack of pro-

grams to equip parents with the knowledge and skills they need to be full partners
in the plainning and cohﬁlct of their child’s education; and
“A lhmited capacity anong Federal and state personnel to provide technical as-
sistance and dissemination programs to school districts” (p. 32, commission report).
Current Federal discretionary programs are designed to address these kinds of
needs and in order to achieve the intended goals of Public Law 94-142, ohgoing pro-
grams of research, training, model development and dissemination must be contin-
\ .
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ued. The Report of the Commission states: 'Such a program needs to be a balanced
one; on the one hand, supporting research and development aimed at increasing
knowledge and understanding of specific handicaps, and at developing more effec-
tive educational practices, and on the other hand, supporting training and dissemi-
nation activitiee hich develop local capability to provide the most appropriate edu-
cation which cutrent knowledge and practice allow” (p. 33).

In my role as a professor I feel it is very a propriate to comment on reauthoriza-
tion of Part D for Training of Personnel and Part E for Research and Demonstra-
tion Projects. | am currently director 6T two personnel prc%aratiOn projects under
Part D and one student-initiated research grant under Part E. Aleo from a personal
standpoint 1 was a recirient ‘'of a Federal fellowship to complete the doctorate in
administration of special education at the University of Minois in 1965-66. Without
that Federal support, it is doubtful that 1 would have been able to take leave fromn
my position having served for five years as a teacher of the mentally retarded and
five years as a supervisor of programs for the mentally rotarded. Since the receipt
of that fellowship, | have been employed as a director of 8 ial education in an
Illinois school district for three years, a trainer of doctoral level administrators of
special education at Indiana University for seven years; an assistant state superin-
tendent and administrator of the division for Handicapped Children in the Wiscon-
sin Department of Public Instruction for two years; and have now completed six
years as a trainer of doctoral level administrators and supervisors of special educa-
tion at Virginia Tech. Both the Indiana and Virginia Tech programs received pro-
< gram support.grants under Part D and the over 80 graduates from those programs
with whom 1 worked currently hold leadership positions in public school, state resi-
dential facilities, stote education agencies, professional organizations, private agen-
cies, and institutions of higher learning in 22 states and Puerto Ricvo. Certainly the
inveatment of Federal funds in my education and that of these program graduates
have been felt throughout the country. These statistics are only those from my, own
personal knowledge in administration and supervision of special education and do,
not include statiatics from the approximately 808  personnel preparation projects?
currently funded throughout the nation.

The language you have incorporoted in the bill for reauthorization of Part D will
allow these personnel pre’paratlon programs to continue to produce qualified teach-
ers, administrators, and researchers to work toward the quality education for handi-
capped children envisioned in 1976. Shortages still exist in certain specialized areas
and in certain geographical regions of the country.

1 was pleased to see the inclusion of language to allow the Department of Educa-
tion to make grants under a separate competition to provide training and informa-
tion to parents of handicapped children and vblunteers. Certainly a variety of ap-

roaches should be utilized to better inform parents of rightsind responsibilities
eading to improved educational programs for their child. Many 16cal and state edu-
cation agencies have undertuken projects to meet the information needs of parents
and volunteers. Unfortunately not all states and localities have done so and parents
in those areas lack the information necessary to appropriately accese the education-
al planning and delivery of service functions needed for their children. My observa:
tions from around the country would suggest,that such parent training and infor-
mation programs are needed the most in rur&l areas where other agencies are not
available to meet the informatiop needs of parents.

In reviewing the sections of the reauthorization bill relating to Part E, Research
and Demonstration, | was pleased to see continuation of this program. This discre-
tionary program certainly is the one that looks to the future in devel,pment of new
knowledge and improved techniques. One small portion of this program which has
resulted in solid improvements of our capability to provide more meaningful pro-
grams and services for the handicapped learner is the student-initiated research
competition. Virginia Tech currently is the recipient of two awards to support stu-
dent research. One of the grants is developing cost models for local schoo? districts
to utilize in determining the comparative costs of public and private school options
for handicapped children. The other grant is supportin student research aimed at
analyzing state special education finance systems aﬁg determining what factors
within the various systems utilized today tend to enhance and/or inhibit program
development at the LEA level. Obviously both of these projects have administrative
orientations given the nature of our pregaration program. Generally such student
research Frants are funded at $10,000 or less and their products have rather imme-
diate application.

The whole area of téchnological advancement in the education of the handicapped
has received support under this program. Many more applications of technology
appear likely given the support of research and demonstration funds authorized by
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the bill under consideration t:)duy. Whether field initiatives in open competition or
targeted competitions are utilized the research program has had major impact on
programs for handicapped learners. As is always the case in research and develop-
ment activities, dissemination must follow to allow the knowledge gained to trans-
late into state-of-the art practice. Such dissemination is inzorporated into the lan-
guage of the bill under consideration. ' .

Other reactions to the bill under consideration seem to be appropriate at this
time. The designation of an Office of Special Education Programs to be headed by a
Deputy Assistant Secretary will hopefully clarify the rapidly changing designations
encountered since the creation of the Department of Education. The three different
titles used in the recent past {BEH, OSE, and SEP) have been confusing to profes-
signals and presumably even more confusing to parents and others with an interest
in special education.

The inclusion of attention to post-secondary and transitional programs is 4 natu-
rally evolving and necessary section. It is most appropriate to address the needs of
hundicapped persons who exceed the upper age limits of Public Law 94-142. Muny
government officials and professionals at all levels have expressed concern about
the handicapped learner who needs additional education, training, or services

beyond secondary school programs, and this section certainly begins to address such
concerns.

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before the Subcommittee today and offer
my appreciation of your\wisdom in proposing the reauthorization of the discretion-
ury program under the Education of the Handicapped Act. These programs are
ilndﬂ:c)l1 nle;:;ssury os we continue to work toward the full implementation of Public
LW -1 34,

Dr. Jones. Thank you, Chairman Murphy and members of the
subcommittee. I come here in two roles today. As you indicated, a
member of the faculty of the Virginia Polytechnic Insiitute, and for
Governor Robb’s benefit, and State University, which is our official
title. Virginia Tech is the way. we refer to it. I'll have some com-
ments later from that context.

More importantly—possibly not more importantly, but certainly
with more than just one individual’'s somewhat biased views some-
times, I had the privilege of serving as the chairman of the Com-
mission on the Financing of a Free and Appropriate Education for
Special Needs Children, which of course, you're deeply aware,
Chairman Murphy, and we certainly appreciated your wisdom in
convening that kind of a panel.

That was a very interesting experience, I must say. Our 16 com-
missioners represented higher education, research, public schools,
professional organizations, State legislators, State boards of educa-
tion, and so on. So just the fact that that kind of a group, while I
54y I chaired it, sometimes I felt I was refereeing—the fact that we
could come out with a report and some recommendations that we
could all subscribe to, I think, does give that some degree of validi-
ty,

The Commission on the Financing of Free and Appropriate
Public Education for Special Needs Children’s findings and recom-
mendations did have many references in relation to the discretion-
ary programs that you are considering today. We firmly believe
that the discretionary programs have been and will continue to be
required as we move more closely to full implementation of Public
Law 94-142.

We see them as very much in concert with each other and cer-
tainly the discretionary programs have been around longer, but
indeed, they are possibly even more necessary today than they
were at the outset.
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Commission recommendation six states, and I apologize for read-
ing some of this, but I think we need to get the full emphasis of
what the Commission said, and 1 quote: . ‘

Congress and the Department of Educati%n should target a portion of current dis-

‘ cretionary resources to encourage State education agencies and local education
agencies to use more effective administrative policies and practices,

That recommendation was actually amplified a little bit in the
report, and again I quote: “Policies which establish more flexible
regular education programs,” and we feel that the regular. educa-
tion programs haven't been flexible enough in many instances to
accc;)légt for youngsters who might otherwise be identified as handi-
capped. ,

Again I go back 1nto the quote: .

Policies which limit or assign appropriate financial responsibility, practices which
bring into existence the long sought’after inter-agenc collaboration, strategies to -~

encourage the growth of community-based residential alternatives, and practices’
which reduce unnecessary conflict-related expenses. -

Recommendation nine from the Commission states:

The federal government should fully fund the EHA discretionary program to sup-
port research, training, model development, and dissemination programs which to- -
gether work to ensure that every handicapped child receives an appropriate educa-~ "
tion. |

The Commission, in the deliberations, found that, indeed, we
have made great progress since 1975 when Public Law 94-142 was
passed. We viewgi primarily that pingress as quantitative. We
know there are greater numbers of handicapped children being
served. We know there are greater numbers of teachers employed
in special education. We know there are more personnel prepara-
tion programs and so on, and certainly Congress has seen fit to ap-
propriate more dollars. We appreciate all of those things. '

However, the Commission in deliberations decided that we really
weren’t sure about the appropriateness or the qualitative dimen-
sion of some of the programs that are covered under the authoriza-
tion bill you're considering today. The discretionary programs that
you do consider are really those factors that can lead to the quality
in educational programing for handicapped youngsters that we ex-
press concern about. . .

The Commission found the|following barriers in existence to
achiuvement of the appropriateness goal. And again I quote:

The inadequacy of current diagnost}c procedures and limited use of state of the
art instructional techrologies, a lack of well-equipped personnel, including class:
room teachers, to handle the range of special needs presented by children, the short-
age of specialists like physical therapists, occupational therapists, and speeck <lini-
cians, and the lack of programs to equip parents with the knowledge and skills the
need to be full partners in the planning and conduct of their child’s education and,

finally, a limited capacity among federal and state personnel to provide technical |
assistance and dissemination progre ..y to school districts. |

And Brian, 1 must say, we weren't talking about you there when
we said “limited capacity.” .- :
Current discretionary programs and those thath\you are consider-
ing today certainly address those kinds of needg, and in order to
achieve the ongoing and intended goals of Public Law 94-142 pro-
grams of research, training, and model development and dissemina-

tion must be continued.

-
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The Commission report also states: .

Such a pfogram needs to be a balanced one, on the one hand supporting research
and development aimed at increasing knowledge and understanding of specific
handicape, and at developing more effectivgaeducational practices, and on the other
hand, supporting training and disseminatigh activities which develop local capabil-
ltl)lv to provide the most appropriate educatfon which current knowledge and practice
allow, -

I'll shift out of my rcle as a Commission member now for a little
bit and speak as a professor. In my role, certainly, I have a very
great interest in part D, the personnel preparation, and part E, for
research and demonstration projects. I currently direct two person-
nel preparation projects under part D, and one student-initiated re-
search grant under part E.

Also, from a personal standpoint, very probably I would not be
here today had I not received a Federal fellowship kind of back in
late medieval/early renaissance period, as I recall, but specifically
in 1965-66 and that Federal fellowship of some $2,800.at that time
allowed me to go ahead and complete doctoral work at the Univer-
sity of Illinois. It's doubtful I could have done that at that point in
time, having served as an administrator in an Illinois school dis-
trict and also having a family. to provide for.

Since I received that fellowship, I've had 3 years as a special edu-
cation directer in Illinois, 7 as & trainer of administrators and su-
pervisors of special education in Indiana, at Indiana University, 2
years as assistant State superintendent of the State of Wjisconsin,
and head of the Division for Handicapped Children in the State
education agency which also included the usual special education
staff, crippled children service program, or title V of the Social Se-
curity Act, the old program when I was there, and also the State
- schools for the deaf and the visually handicapped. :

I have now completed 6 years again as an administrator trainer
at Virginia Tech. Possibly that investment has been spread
throughout the country and may, indeed, for $3,000 I sure traveled
a lot in terms of getting around ‘this country.

Indiana and Tech, both training programs in administration and
supervision of special education, have benefited from program sup-
port grants under part D, and with the 7 years at IU and now the 6
at Tech, we've had some 80 doctoral and specialist degree gradu-
ates. They are currently employed in 22 States and Puerto Rico
and theyre found in positions of leadership and LEA’s, SEA’s,
public and private residential programs, professional organizations,
private agencies, and while we strongly discourage our administra-
ti}:re graduates to go into higher education, indeed some of them are
there.

One of them is a director of the UAF and another is a trainer of
administrators and supervisors in the State of South Dakota.

So, the Federal investment in that program, I think, has been
shown to dctually benefit folks from around the country.

Most recently, as of August 1, one of our students from Indiana
who graduated some years back, is moving from a directorship in
northeastern Wisconsin to Galveston, Tex. I'm sorry Mr. Bartlett
has left the room. We've touched his State now. And as of August
1, one of our current students, who is within a couple weeks of de-
fending dissertation, will be accepting the director of special educa-
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tion position in a boerd of cooperative eglucational gervices in Wyo-
ming and Gennessee County. in New. York. So, we're sorry Mr.
Biaggi isn’t here today, too. '

But those are two of our most recent States that we have moved
into with our graduates. - c

Certainly these are only from my personal knowledge, which I
have the best information on, in. terms of personnel preparation
programs. But I think the results that I can give to you from those
programs, as I've just done in statistics, would be magnified some
800 times over for the approximate number of personnel prepara-
tion projects that exist today. ' :

Certainly we know there are still shortages in certain areas of
the country for certain types of trained individuals and certain spe-
cific areas that do need additional attention. Teachers of severely
and profoundly handica ped would be one example. The other, cli-
nicians that 1 mentioned, would certainly be another example.

The language that you have included in this reauthorization bill
would allow part B to continue and 1 feel still make a major impact
in terms of moving away from the shortages that we're finding. We'
still have many untrained teachers serving in programs for handi-
capped children, which is not, in my estimation, the best way and
certainly we may have the quantity with the number of youngsters
enrolled, but we don’t have the qualitative Erogram that 1 really
" think you envisioned when Public Law 94-142 wag passed.

. .1 was pleased to see the inclusion of the language in the bill to
allow the .Department of Education to make grants to—for the
training and information to parents of handicapped children and
volunteers under competition. There are a variety of Qpproaches,
however, that can be taken in this way. '

As 1 look around the country, I've seen many State education
agencies and local education agencies doing some outstanding
parent training anc. information programs. They are actually in-
forming the parents of their rights and also of their responsibil-
ities. Not all LEA’s : 1d SEA’s have behaved in that manner. How-'
ever, 1 do think it's their responsibility under the Education of the
Handicapped Act to do so. ‘

Unfortunately, since they don't, there is a need for parent infor-
mation and training and I think that the flexibility of the language
that you have included here will allow that to happen. ,

There appears to be, from my estimation, a greater need many
times in the rural areas where their agencies are not available, to
provide the information as to how to access this program in the
local schools.

There is a tendency to look at more urban or metropolitan areas
and 1 think we've overlooked a particular clientele. I'm also not
sure that many of the lower income groups are receiving specific
information in this regard.

So, + , this portion of the bill would go through I would certainly
hope tt.at there would be attention given to those things.

In looking at the sections on research, 1 am pleased to see the
continuation of the program and 1 indicated that Virginia Tech
currontly does have one award that 1 direct under the student-initi-
ated research program and we also have another student-initiated
research grant. One of them is looking at the comparative costs
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and developing a model for comparing the compariive costs of pri-
vate and public education of handicapped oungders. That's one
that the Comrfission debated long and hard, as you recall, Chair-
man Murphy. co

The second one is looking at the varjous state financed systems
in terms of supporting special education programs, analyzing those
systems, looking at the facilitating factors and, indeed, some of the
inhibiting factors, as they exist, in State funding formulas, in
terms of Frogress toward education of all handicapped children.

Both of those received less than $10,000 under the research pro-
gram and I think the payoff from either one of them, while they're
very heavily administrative oriented, will, indeed, have great bene-
fit around the country. Again, that's just an example from personal
knowledge. The whole area of technological advancement in the
education of handicapped kids, since I started in this game in 1952,
just blows my mind, having directed programs for deaf youngsters
-as the director of special education in Cha paign, I1l. I now look at
the technological advances in that field 4nd I just can’t even be-
lieve it’s the same field. The same would be true with education of
blind youngsters. ’ '

Certainly we need to continue the research program to allow for
those kinds of advances, the development of better technology, de-
velopment uf better practices, and more importantly, your bill as
you have it before you, does emphésize the dissemination, which is
so eritical, to take the research from the laboratory, or from the
setting where it was conducted, out into the country and make it
have the payoff for kids. '

Inclusion of attention to postsecondary and transitional pro-
grams is certginly one that was bound to evolve and it's necessary.
We have an upper age limit, obviously, on Public Law 94-142, and
there are additional things that can be done for individuals beyond
that age. So, I commend you for addressing that concern. There are
many Government officials and local education officlals that have
expressed this throughout the country, and I would also say that
probably there should be some of the research emphasis in this
area. .

In looking at other sections of the bill, I'd like to commend you
for a couple of the definitions that you have included here, for ex-
ample, striking out the “seriously emotionally disturbed” title
which has a very negative connotation in many, many si.uations,
and substituting “behaviorally disordered” ‘and maintaining the
same definition, I think, would be a real step forward.

Also by inserting the words “educational’’ before “needs? so the

' phrasing would be ‘“unique educational needs” as opposed to
“unique needs” as currently exists. Again, that's somethin? that
the Commission focused on and certainly I think that will help
clarify that we're talking about educational needs of youngsters in
terms of those unique needs.

Many times that's created confusion.

I think Brian did an excellent Job on the preschool. I'd’ just say
that we have a preschool technical assistance center for teachers in
southwest Virginia at Virginia Tech. It's a method that the State
of Virginia, or Commonwealth of Virginia, has used to assist in
that area in its allocation of Federal funds to those centers. And
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we're out there working with the teachers, with some of the funds
that you're talking about under this reauthorization bill, and
seeing great payoff for it. )

I appreciate the opportunity to be with you. 1 appreciated work-
ing on the Commission and I commend you for your wisc ym, really,
that you’ve shown in preparing this bill. *

Mr. MurpHY. Thank you, Doctor., I personally want to thank you
for your service on the Commission and ‘all of the members of the
Commission. I think they performed a great service to our educa-
tional community. -

‘Dr. McNulty, I just have one question to agk you. C~uld you very
briefly describe the services that are currently proviaed to handi-
capped youngsters in Colorado at the preschool age, between birth
and 5? And do you have the cooperation of the local mental health
agencies in this regard? What do you do for the preschool and how
do you coordinate that with any other department?

Dr. McNuLty. We have services currently being provided by two
or three major providers. The.public school is one major provider.
Developmental disabilities, which for us falls under a Department
of Institutions, is a second major provider. And then the third pro-
vider would be Head Start programs. All three ®f those programs
are operating within our State. '

Mr. Murrny. Have you had any curtailment of the Head Start
program in the last year or so? Have you had any problems?

Dr. McNuLty. We've had curtailment of all ~f our programs.
Most of the programs are supported with loc = i State dollars,
obviously, and although we have been fairly protected from the re-
cession to date, during the past year even we have felt the reces-
sion hit our programs and we have lost support service personnel,
and probably more so than anything, I think what we've seen start
happening is the dropping away of services from other agencies,
particularly the Department of Health,

So that when we start looking I think, and that question came
up before, at child nutrition privgrams, and at well baby clinics,
and we looked at the support services that the programs usually
accessed as a part of their program, we have seen a curtailment of
those services which then, I think, puts gn\additional, burden on
the program to try and really be all things to all people. And that
has been, I think, the toughest part for our programs, is they have
really lost some of their technical expertise around the medical
areas, around nutrition, around health services, and around sup-
port services for parents and families. g

Mr. Murpuxy. OK, thank you, Doctor. L

Dr. Jones, 1 have one question for you and perhaps you can give
us some advice. We've had in many school districts, particularly in
the Northeast where we're cutting back on the number of classes,
we’'ve had teachers who are furloughed or reduced in number, and
we found that in some school districts they would take a teacher
who is lower on seniority and reassign them to teach math and
sometimes to teach special education.

Can they be retrained? Can they be readily adapted inhto the spe-
cial education field? How long does it take to retrain them? Have
you done any studies in this, in the personnel reassignment area?

\]
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Dr. Jongs. Personnel reassignment is a major issue. I'm aware,

of course, that in many States, negotiated contracts with boards of -

education do come into play here in terms of senior:ity. However, I
think there’s an override there 1n terms of people being reassigned
for those positions for which thtg'y are legally certified by the State
education agency certification offices. Very possibly the States need
to police this in some indications where.a secondary English or
social studies teacker might be reassigned to teach preschool, se-
verely, retarded youngsters. That would not be, in my estimation, 4
very good match.

On the other hand, could that secondary English teacher or
social studies teacher be retrained or ‘“retooled,” if you choose to
use that terminology, to work with such a populdtion? I think a lot
of it would depend on the willingness of the individual, to start out.
Certainly those individuals would need to be willing to go back into
a training program.

More importantly, I think they could be trained. In many in-
stances you're talking about the potential of an additional year’s
service in higher education courses to pick up the required certifi-
cation that wouid be necessary. Some States have moved to a provi-
sional certification wherein a teacher who has 3 to 9 hours, depend-
ing on the State we're talking about, in special education, can be
assigned with a provisional certificate with the understanding that
they, indeed, will go on and complete the training within a certain
specified period of time. :

Speaking from the standpoint of Virginia, and I suppose this is a
negative for Virginia, we have too many provisionally certified spe-
cial-education teachers that I'm not sure it's being policed, but
indeed they are continuing in their education. I don’t know that
that would ever happen in the great State of Colorado, but it possi-
bly could, and of course, one #f the problems is, again, you get into
this seniority bind in a negotiated contract. -

But I do think the statutes pretty well override that. You need to
be legally certified to provide that special education under Public
Law 94-142,
~ Mr. MURPHY. I guess what's happening, though, is the provision-

1 certification is thwarting that and then comes the conflict does
the teacher then take a leave of absence, paid or unpaid, for a

" year? It would seem to me it would take them clearly a year to pre-

pare to go from teaching English literature to handicapped young-
sters.

Dr. Jones. I picked a very extreme example. If we were talking
about working with secondary, educable, retarded youngsters or
possibly behaviorally disordered youngsters, that English teacher
or social studies teacher at the secondary level would not have as
difficult a time in making that transition. I shouldn’t have picked
the example I picked.

Mr. MurpHy. You've got to guess how long it would take to
retool them? ‘

Dr. JoNks. Well, I think, again, we're talking, you know, to really
do the job right, probably an additional year. By the time they did
serve a practicum or internship kind of arrangement, or student
te?ching arrangement in that new?”field, which I think is criti-
cal-——
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* Mr. MurpHy. Well, that’s not toe long. .'
Dr JonES. No, that’s not too long. " :
My. MuRPHY. In the professional life of the teacher. .
. Dr. JonNks. And, of course, we're seeing, fewer and fewer special?
* educhtion graduates each year for the last several years, according
to the statistics from the Department of Education. We know our
field is subject to burnout. We have, possibly, a higher turnover
rate. So, we do have great needs for personnel.

Normally, ;ou know, 1 suppose I would gay that I was glad to see
a shift to preservice training in the administration of part D, al-
though it almost went too far. We'd had a significant allocation of
inservice training in prior years and in this last year's competition
we went almoet exclusively to preservice and possibly this pendu-

Jum went a little too far, Mr. Murphy. .

Mr. Murpxy. OK; thank you very-much. \

Mr. Williams. .

Mr. WiLniams. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Dr. McNulty, is early
intervehtion more cost effective—rather, cost beneficial —when ap-
plied to|the rnoderately or severely handicapped than when applied
to the a}-risk or ‘-.-nildly handicapped child?

Br. McNuLty. That's an interesting question and it’s one that we
actually did try to address in our study, to look at how—what was
the levehof severity of the children when they started the pro-
grams and Yehat kind of a shift in terms of their severity level did
we see as they left the program.

I think that what we saw was that there was—the benefit was
across all severity levels, that we did see a shift in terms of chil-
dren who were classified as severely handicapped ‘into ‘the moder-
ate ranges and from the moderate ranges into the mild ranges and
from the mild ranges into regular éducation, and we did see that
shift acrosg all severity levels, and we did try and look and say:
“What does that mean?” and we also tried to look at: “Does that
change from categorical condition to categorical conditfon?”

Certainly when we looked at individuals who were deaf, they
were always going to be deaf. And we couldn’t change that, so that
they ma:iy still need, and did need, services in special education. So,
it was difficult when you talk about different categories, also, to
say that a child moved from being profoundly deaf to mildly deaf.

We obviously couldn't see that kind of a change.

So, it varled from handicapping condition to condition, I guess, is
the way I would have to qualify that. But we did see a benefit for
all children in terms of the restrictiveness of their placements.

- They moved from more severe to less restrictive placements, across
the board. '

Does that answer your question?

Mr. WiLLiaMS. Yes. '

Are you indicating to me that you measured whether the handi-
capped children moved to a new level of lesser handicap?

. Dr. McNuLTy. We couldn’t really judge that too much except by
what level of services were they receiving, then, ldter on? So, we
tried to really look at two issues. One was how were they, in terms
of their current assessments? Were they diagnosed as mild, moder-
ate, or severe? And No. 2, we tried to also look at what was the

%
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restrictivgness of the setting? Were they in regular-education set-
tings or were they in self-contained special-education settings? '

We tried to look at both of those factors.

And we actually saw a shift in both factors. They moved to less
restrictive settings and we did see a decrease in the severity. Now
again, I would have to qualify that to say that we only saw that in
certain conditions. -Certainly in the area of emotional-behavioral
conditions we saw that. ‘ _

Certainly in the area of when we saw kids who were significantly -
delayed in language, we saw that kind of a shift. It was difficult to
look at the area of cognition and to say that a child was function-

ing at one levél and they moved to a higher level of cognitive func-
~ tion. The kids' adaptive behavior certainly were there. They were
performing better.

When we did a final assessment of all of the chitdren, we tried to
look at_how would their current teachers rate them in terms of
academic performance. One of the findings that we did see was
that over—the teachers rated over 40 percent of the kids who had
received preschool special-education programs as now functioning
. on that either average or above average performance in terms of
reading, math, and language arts. So, we saw an increase in aca-
demic performance and we saw an increase in less restrictive place-
ments. And that was the way we judged that.

Mr. WiLLiaMs. In the report of Secretary Bell’s National Com-
mission on Excellence there's a statement of overblown rhetoric
which is, and -I'm not quoting it directly now, but I think I'm pretty
close, that says if a foreign power had required America to accept
the educational system it now has, we might view it as an act of
war. That report dealt primarily with high school education.

With regard to education for our handicapped citizens, is this
Nation at risk?

Dr. McNuLty. That's putting me right on the line. I would sa*
that handicapped children are -always at risk and they are at risk
certainly more than the general population in terms of an opportu-
nity to fully participate in the American system, and that, there-
fare, they are at risk because by not being given every opportunity
to reach their potential, we limit their ability to fully participate
as a citizen of this country.

And sc I would interpret your question, then, to say are we doing
everything that we can in terms of educating the handicapped chil-
dren in this country? I would certainly say no. We certainly still
see children not receiving the full range ‘of services that they need,
not just that they could benefit from but that they actually need.
That's due to lack of personnel. It's due to lack of fiscal resources.
It's due to an inability to be able to get people to very rural areas
of our States.

There are multiple reasons that children are not getting these
services, and I guess 1 would say for those children, yes, they are at
risk. -

Mr. WiLLiaMs. Dr. Jones, is this Nation gt“risk because of its in-
adequate attention to the educational needs of special children?

Dr. JonEs. Is the Nation at risk?

Mr. WiLLiaMms. Yes.
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Dr. Jones. That's a different twist. I wasn’t prepared for that

twist. I think it-probably is and lad I answered your first question®

I'd have said yes .and no. There are some 16,000 school districts, as
I recall, throughout the country, and we have.some 50 States, and
in some of those arens yes, very clearly the education of the handi-
capped children and\handicapped children are at risk and I think
the Nation, indeed, is at risk, as you phrase it that way. Because
without the support for programs for the handicapped and full
access to the full range of services to which the youngsters are en-
titled,/I think that we are at risk with social programs that are just

going to continue on'and on and on in terms of welfare programs

for these youngsters, residential programs which are high cost, will
continue to be high cost.

"~ We've made progress. We've made progress in some Statos, in
most States. I'm not sure we've made as much ﬂrogresa in uther
States and within local school districts, within both of those catego-
ries of States. Some of them are doing a pretty good job and some
of them really eren't trying to do véry much for handicapped kids.
I think we are at risk both for handicapped kids and as a nation.

Mr. WiLLiams. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. .

Mr. MurpHY. Thank you very much, Mr. Williams, "

Thank you, Dr. Jones, Dr. McNulty. On behalf of the committee,
we greatly appreciate your attendance here this morning and your
indulgence of our schedule and waiting and testifying. You've pro-
vided a great deal of insight and I want to say to all the witnesses
this morning, they: have provided some very valuable testimony.
This is the only preliminary hearing we're going to conduct before
markup of this. bill by the subcommittee, H.R. 3435. So, your testi-
mony is rather exclusive, altbough we did hold extensive hearings
last year. .

We intend to mark up the bill before subcommittee next Thurs-
day, July 21, in this room at 11 o’clock, for any persons who are
interested.

. Tht;l(llk you very much for your participation. We stand ad-
journed. -

[Whereupon, at 11:50 a.m., the subcommittee recessed until 11
o'cleck, July 21, 1983.] -

[Material supplied for the record follows:]

. PrepArep Statemint 0F KatHieeN M. Roy, Pouicy AssociaTe

INTRODUCTION /
United Cerebral Palsy Associations, Inc., is pleased to submit written teetimony to

the House Subcommittee on Select Education concerning H.R. 3435, the “Education -

of the Handicapped Amendments of 1984.” Since the enactment of P.L. 94-142, the
“Education for All Handicapped Children Act,” handicapped children have begun to
be served by our nation’s public school systems. Prior to the enactment of this legis-
lation, many UCP affiliates had provided special education and related services to
handicappeg children, many of whom had been éxcluded from our nation's schocl
system. Because children with cerebral palsy often have severe, multiple disabilities,
we have been in a unique position to evaluate the progress of special education over,
the last several years. We believe that special education, has made great strides in
recent years toward meeting the needs of these children. But we also believe that
certain areas of special education require further concentration im order to fully
meet the needs of disabled children. The Education of the Handicapped Act discre-
tionary programs offer an opportunity to increase effort in those areas of sfecial
education which need further exploration. In a sense, the Education of the Handi
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capped Act can be seen as a ratalyst for improving special education throughout our
Jhation. UCPA is therefore pleased to comment on those sections of H.R. 3435 which
we feel will improve the provision of special education to handicapped children.

EARLY CHILDHOOW EDUCATION AND PRESCHOOL INITMTIVES

Since cur agency was founded, we have been deeply concerned with providin%
services to young, handicapped children. Study after study has in%icawd the critica
importance of early diagnosis and intervention with young han icagped children.
Indeed, if children with cerebral palsy and other developmental disabilities receive
services early in their lives, the effects of their handicappinﬁconditi s may be sig-
nificantly reduced. Therefore it is not surprising that many UCP affiliates have pro-
vided, and continue to provide, services to thase very young children.\In order to
stimulaté activity in this area, UCPA was given a three-year grant in 1971, by the
then B u of Education for the Handicapped to develop the Natioually anized
Project to Provide Comprehensive Services for Atypical Infants. The Purplﬁssof this

fi

project was to train both professionals and parents to work with young children
with handicapping conditions. Through the efforts of this project, several infant de-
velopment programs were started throughout the countrg;. Many of these pro&‘ams
continue to provide quality services to young disabled children and their families.
Another positive outcome of this project was the development of the transdiscipli-
. nary approach to educating children with developmental didabilities. Through th
- transdisciplinary approach, professionals fr6m various disciplines work together to
asgure that all of the child’s developmental n;:eds are adequately met. The transdis-"
ciplinary approach is often used today. But, in the early seventies, bringing together °
several different professionals to focus on the needs of a single child was a revolu-
tionary idea. UCPA is proud that %e have been able to promote a process which has
assured that many young children have received the services whicl\»(hey need in
order to reach their full potential. ,

We have mentioned these accomplishments not to boast, but to demonstrate
UCPA's longstanding corhmitment to meeting the needs of young handicapped chil-
dren. While many significant contributions have been made in this area, we are
keenly aware that much more must be done for these children. We are pleased that
H.R. 3435 begins to address many of the unmet needs of these young children, For
example, section 623 of the bill, “Early Education for Handicapped Children,” has
been significantly expanded. This section establishes a grant program which will
enable states, through their state education agencies, to plan, develop, and imple-
ment a comprehensive delivery system for providing preschool services for handi-
capped childrert from birth through five years of age. In deve'sping this plan, the
state agency must with other public agencies which are involved in the provision of

~~ services to young children with disabilitied,"such as Head Start and the Develop-
menta)} Disabilities Program. UCPA strongly supports this new initiative b#cause we
firmly believe that it will encourage states to give indepth consideration to the
unmet needs of these young handicapped children. We would recommend that state
agencies be encouragell to work with private, non-profit agencies who have etpertise
in this area. Many UCP affiliates across the country would willingly contsicut»
their time and expertise to assist in the development of a comprehensive state pla.
for these children. Many of our sister agencies also have experience in this ar.a
which could prove invaluable to state agencies in developing these plans. '

Another provision of H.R. 3435 which UCPA heartily endorses is that which calls
for the Secretary of Education to include a description of the status of special educa-
tion and related services being rendered to children from birth to five years of age.
Thiu provision will enable the Congress and the education community to accurately
evaluate the negds of preschoolers with disabilities. Such a report would also enable
state education ygencies to plan for children who will soon be entering the elemen-
ta?r school system. ’

inally, we are pleased that H.R. 3435 allows children from birth through five
years of age to be served through the existing Preschool Incentive Grant Program.
It is our understanding that this will enable certain states who are currently serv.
ing preschool children to begin to serve youngsters under the age of three. This ex-
~ pansion of services clearly enhances the development of many disabled preschoolers.
The'Subcommitte: is to be commended for their insight into the needs of young chil-
dren with handicapping conditions. All the provisions which we have cited will work
together to nisure that the needs of these children are adequately met. The impor-
tance of these preschool services cannot be overstated. As more handicapped chii-
dren receive these much-needed services, they will be better prepared to participate
in the school system and thus become full functioning ac.lts.

‘
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) TRANBITIONAL AND POSTSECONDARY SLIVIOI\B FOR HANDICAPPRD YOUTH

We are pieased that H.R. 3435 contains a section which spedﬂuliy'nddmea'the" SR
needs of handicapped youth. The stated purpose of this section is to “strengthen and !
coordinate education, training and related services for handicapped youth to assist
in the transitional process to postsecondary education, vocational education, or
adult services.”’ Disabled youth have a number of unique pYoblems which have not
been met, in recent ydars, UCPA has begun to focus on the needs of teenagers and
young adhits with cerebral palsy. As we have looked into this area, we have found a
number of psyco-sccial and develapmental problems vﬁch present substantial bar.
riers to entering adult life. For éxample, some young persans with disabilities may
need assistance in obtaining the skills needed in order to live indgpendently. Other
youths may have difficulty relating to their non-disabled peers and may need coun- k
seling or simply encouragement in making new friends and moving into the adult
world. Families may also nesd sssistance in helping their teenagers achieve inde-
pendence. These are very real needs and we are confident that this section of HR.

3435 will begin to address these nesds. More important, Kerham.bil that these tran-
sitional services can be replicated in order to serve other disabled youth. In the
coming years wewill have an i ‘ease’in the number of disabled students who have
_recelved the benefits of a free appropriate public education, but who may need these
transitional services in order to successfully. enter adult life. We believe this fact
increuses the need to focus the Education of the Handicapped Act on these impor-
tant transitionnl needs. ' ’

H.R. 3436 also expands the current authority under Section 625 of the Act which
authorizes postsecondary education programs. This section of the law allows the Sec- -
retary to enter into grants and contracts with institutions of higher education and
community colleges, vocational and technical schools and any other appropriate
agency. Programs funded under this section will develop and operate specially de-
signed mode! programa for handicapped youth. Historically, this program has Heen
focused on the needs of a single disability group. We are plnﬁ that H.R. 3435 ex-
pands this program to serve students with other types of dishbling conditions. In .
addition, we are pleased that H.R. 3436 plnoeo an emphasis on the development of
model programs rather than the “center” concept which has traditionally been the w
focus of this program. In light of the current economic conditions, UCPA strongly
endorses the promption of model programs as a costeffective means of promoting
these services. ' 5

These transitional and postsecondary programs are both eseential to enabling our
disabled,youth reach their full huiman potential. Both of these initiatives offer excit-
ing possibilities for a segment of the disabled population which has been largely ig-
nored. We are confident that these provisions will work togdther to assure that dis-
abled youth are better prepared to enter adult life.

PARENT TRAINING

We are pleased that H.R. 3435 begins to address the existing parent training
needs. UCPA was founded by parents of childrer. with cerebral palsy, and parents
continue to play an active and important role in ol agency. Public Law 94-142
mandated that parents of handicapped children becorwe directly involved in their
child’s Individualized Education Plan (IEP). The law also gives parents the right to
due process if they feel that their child’s educational needs are not being met. Both
the IEP and pavental right to due process are cqr*l,emonee of the law. But for par-
ents who do not have experience in d-veloping ayAEP or have never had to use due
process, these experiences cmn be very intimidatigg. Our sgency has actively worked
with parents to teach them how to utilize these provisions. But we are keenly aware
that more parent training must be done in order to assure that parents of handi-
capped children understand their child’s educational needs. Moreover, the parents

7 ¥f these children have many unanswered questions such as, “Will my son or daugh-
ter be able to live independently in adult life?”” “What types of things should we do
in our home which will foster our child’s physical and emetional independence?”
These are the types of questions which can be answered through a parent training
program. We believe that the parent training provisions of H.R. 3435 will offer the
flexibility which is needed in order to assure that parents of handicapped children
receive this much-needed trwining. in developing these trainin% rograms, we hope
the Department will dialogue with other agencies, such as UCPA, who have exper-
tise in working with parents. Such exchange of ideas will enhance the training
which is rendered to these parents. \
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/ DEFINITION OF BPECIAL EDUCATION

H.R. 3435 changep’the definition of “special education” by placing the work “edu-
tgational" in the définition. If this provision is enacted, the language will read as
ollows: . '

“The term 'sgfcial education’ means specially designed instruction, at no cost to
the parents or guardians, to ineet the unique educational needs of handicapped chil-
dren, includifg classroom instruction, instruction in phynical education, home in.
struction, and instruction in hospitals and institutions.’

We recognize that this change in the definition of “special education” is an at-
tempt to define more clearly the services state and local education agencies must
provide fo handicapped children. In light of the complexities of our nation’s educa-
tional gystem, this c ange in.the definition may be warranted. Howaver, we are con-
cerned that the term “educational” be broadly defined in order to aseure that a
child receives the educational and related services he or she will need to reach his
or Her potential. For example, many children with cerebral palsy are intellectually
capable, but may have severe physical problems which require related services in
order to ameliorate the effects of the handicapping condition.

UCPA is a member of the Consortium for Citizens with Developmer tal Disabil-
itiea Task Force on Education. This task force considered this problem and recom-
mended that the term “educational” be broadly defined to include such factors as
academic achievement, l;)hynicél and social development, adaptive skills, and voca-
tional rreparation. UCPA endorses this broad definition because we believe that
this will assure that children receive the services they need in order to reach their
maximum potential. It is our understanding that the report which accompanies
H.R. 3435 will retlect this bro~~ interpretation of the term 'educational” and we
commend the Subcommittee for this action.

¢ OTHER PROVISIONS OF INTEREST TO UCPA

Several other provisions of H.R. 3436 are of concern to UCPA. For exaniple, Sec-
tion 607 of the bill will make state educational agencies the rtecipients of funds for
the removal of architectural barriers. Through the enactment of Public Law 98-8,
the socalled Emergency Jobg Bill, the Office of Special Education Programs was
confronted with the monumental task of distributing $40 million to state and local
education agencies within a short period of time. By making the SEA (ne primary
recipient of these funds we believe that this mowi could be more easily distributed
to the local education agencies. This would ease the burden placed on the Office of
?Fecial Education Programs and would assure that these funds were spent wisely.

owever, we must caution the Subcommittee that this provision must not allow
states to supplant the efforts which the SEAs and LExs are cursrently making*
toward making our nation's schools accessible to handicagped students. We feel that
this money should be viewed as a partnership between the federal government and
state and local education agencies whereby these agencies work together to assure
that qur schools become accessible to all students.

H.R. 3435 significantly expands the evaluation requirements of the Act. A thor-
ough discussion of these provisions is beyond the scope of this testimony. However,
H.R. 3435 requires the Secretary to collect data from state and local education agen-
cies concerning the number of children receiving a free appropriate public education
by age groups. These groups include children ages three-to-five, six-to-twelve, thir-
teen-to-seventeen, and eighteen-to-twenty-one. This data will be collected on an
annual basis. We do not wish to overburden the state and local education agencies
with needless data collection. However, we see a great deal of value in collecting
this information, particularly by the age groups which are specified in H.R. 3435.
This data would enable state and local education agencies to improve planning for
handicapped childreri on a longitudinal basis. Thus, as children move from one age
group to another, state and locs! education agencies should be able to plan for their
needs. This will be especially important for ciildren who will be entering the school
system and young adults who will be leaving the school system. We have already
expreased our concern that very young children and those disabled students who are
leaving the school svstem have a number of unique needs which have not been met
to date. It appears that collecting data by these age groups will enable our nation’s
educational system to respond to the needs of these students more effectively. UCPA
endorses the collection of this data by the specified age groups.

H.R! 3435 eliminates the current provision in the Act which requires states to
report the number of children who are not receiving a free appropriate Pubhc edu-
cation. instead, the bill requires state to report the number of children “in need of
improved services and the type of services and programs in need of improvement.”
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With the implementation of Public Law 94-142, many children who were heretofore
excluded from the public achool system are not receiving some type of special educa-
tion services. However, UCPA consults with parents regularly who feel that their
children are not receiving appropriate special education and related services. It ap-
Feau that the provisions of H.R. 3435 wall help-the educational system and agencise
ike UCPA focus on areas ggczfecial education which need improvement. Thus, we
are wplaued to endorse this on of H.R. 3435. -

@ appreciate the opportunity to submit this testimony regarding the ‘Education
of the Handicapped Act..We look forward to working with the House Subcommittee
on Select Education to improve the quality of ial education and related services
which are rendered to our nation’s handicapped children. .

PREPARKD STATEMENT or FREDERICK J. WEINTRAUB, ASSISTANT EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
DEPARTMENT oF GOVERNMENTAL RRLATIONS, Tre CounciL ror ExceprioNaL CHil-
preEN, RESTON, VA,

Mr. Chairman and members of the Select Subcommittee on Educatign, The Coun+
cil for Exceptional Children (CEC) is pleased to have this opportunify to offer it
comments on important issues concerninﬁH.R. 3435) the reauthorization of the
Education of the Handicapped Act (EHA). The Council for Exceptional Children is a

national association of 50,000 special education rofessionals and others concerned .

with the education of handica and gifted and talented children and*youth.

Mr. Chairman, while Public Law 94-142 is Part B of EHA, it is our understanding
that since it's authorization does not expire, it is not under consideration by the sub-
committee during this EHA reauthorization glroceu CEC’s-comménts will theyefore
be limited to the remaining portions of the EHA, ¢’

Since the Congress created the EHA in 1966, the Act has been the foundggion of
the federal role in special education, pmvidi% the ,impetus for all manner of re-
search, demonstration and gemonnel support. The Act originally provided for grants
to states (later to become Public Law 94-142), research and personnel preparation,
and also mandated the establishment of the Bureau of Education for the Handi-
cagged (BEH) in the U.S. Office of Education WSOE). During the remainder of the
1960’s the Congress continued to expand the federal role in special education by
amending EHA and adding programs such as Mgional resource centers, centers for
deafblind children, instructional media, ?acher recruitment, early childhkood
‘models, and programs for children with specific learning disabilities. )

EHA will, of course, always have an im AA;: role in supporting the mission tﬁ'
Public Law 94-142, but, aside from Public Law J4-142 we believe that the EHA has
an ongoing mission to continue to improve over time, quality of instruction for ex-

ceptional children. That vital mission existed before the enactment of Public I..a:»-

94-142, and that mission remaina just as vital today. ;

The EHA has played a significant role over the past two decades in expanding
an¢ ‘mproving special educational services to handi¢apped children. In fact, as we
reviow the existing authorities, we are impressed with the continued usefulness and
timeliness of most of the provisions of the EHA. We do, however, believe that it is
necessary to examine areas of need in the field of speciai education and to etrength-
en the EHA based upon that assessment. The recommendations which we make in
this statement are based upon that selective search for areas where the statutes
should be strengthened. The fact that we do not discuss certain programs or aspects
of the statutes does not indicate a lack of.concern or support for/them. Further, the
order of our presentation of issues follows the order in wifich items appear in the
existing EHA designation.

DEFINITION OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN }’
The Council for Exceptional Children endorses the brovision in H.R. 3495 estab-
lishing the term “behaviorally disordered” as the designationd for childr%: who are

handicapped by virtue of their behavior. The current definition of “handicapped
children’’ uses the terminology “seriously gmotionally disturbed” which relies heavi-
ly on inferences about internal emotional phenomena. This reflacts a concertualiz’a-
tion of mental illness that is at least 20 years old. More current diagnostic classifica-
tions stress the description of problem behavior rather than the immediate interpre-
tation of observed behavior as indicative of inner pathology. A new definition that
would focus efforts on the description of problem behaviors as they relate to the
tasks encountered by studeénts in educational situations would be helpful to the pro-
fessionals nssessing children and developing special educational programs and the
children and their families.
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DEFINITION OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

Section 602(16) of Part A defines special education gs it"applies to all programs
supported by or operated under EHA. "The term 'special education' means specifi-
cally designed instruction, at no cost to parents or guardians, to meet the unique
needs of a handicapped child, including classroom instruction, instruction in physi-
ca) education, home instruction, and instruction in hospitals and institutions.”

We believe that the term “unique ne~ds” has been too broadly inturpreted to
apply to child needs far beyond those of an educational nature. We therefore concur
with the provision in H.R. 3435 adding the word "educational” between “unique”
and “needs” in the definition, thus more clearly setting forth that the purpose of
special education is to meet the educational needs of handicapped children. In that
vein, we would also refer you to the Report from the Commission on the Financing
of a Free and Appropriate Education for Special Needs Children (March, 1983),
which contains useful discussion on the issue of clarifying that which is and is not
educational. We would request, however, that report language accompany this pro-
vision to clarify that the committee does not intend to limit the scope of what con-
stitutes an education for handicapped children.

SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS (SEP! STRUCTURE

The Congress has long maintained a deep concern that the agency administering
special education programs:

(1) Have sufficient administrative authority and vigibility.

(2) Be the primary agency to speak nationally on the educational needs of excep-
tional children and youth,

(3) Have sufficient staff to carry out its responsibilities. In Public Law 91-230, en-
acted on April 13, 1970, and Public Law 93-380, enacted on August 21, 1974, the
Congress very precisely required that the then Bureau of Education for the Handi-

“capped (BEH) be headed by a Deputy Commissioner of Education appointed by the

U.S. Commissioner of Education who was to report directly to the Commissioner.

A similar concern thet top bureaucratic rank be guaranteed was demonstrated
when the Uongress created a separate Department of Education on October 17, 1979.
At that time the Congress authorized an Office of Special Education and Rehabilita-
tion Services, to be headed by an Assistant Secretary. This Assistant Secretary,
nominated by the President and confirmed by the Senate, reports directly to the
Secretary of Education.

CEC was deeply involved in the realization of an independent Department of Edu-
catjon, the joini.g ad ministratively of special education and rehabilitation serviceg,
and the desigaation ¢ un Assistant Secretary at the top line of the bureaucratic
hierarchy. 1. was everyone's understanding among the various parties involved in
the creatiun of the Department that the then BEH, now Special Education Pro-
grums (S'iP), would have equal standing. directly under the Assistant Secretary,
with the lehabilitation Services Administration (RSA) and the National Institute
for Handicapped Rescarch (NTHR).

We agree with the provision in H.E 3435 rewriting EHA section 603 to conform
to the statutes authorizing the Department of Education. This provision would - ¢-
quire:

(b That there will be a principal agency for administering and carrying out pro-
grams and projects relsting to the education and training of the handicapped.

(21 That such principel agency shall be headed by a Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Special Education appointed by the Secretary of Education.

(3t That such Deputy Assistant Secretary shall report directly to the Assistant
Secritary for Special Education and Rehabifitative Services.

t4) That there be six positions for persons to assist the Department Assistant Sec-
retary carry out his duties including the position of Deputy Director.

Such requirements are nothing more than an updating of the thrust of the origi-
nal EHA language in light of the statutes creating the Department of Education,
and will serve to erase uny potential future doubt as to the status of the agency
responsible for special education programs. Bureaucratic structures in our age are
critical reflections of Congressional policy, and cunnot be left to chance. We would
ulso urge the committee to include in its report the intent that the three branches
of OSERS function on a co-equal basia.

We also request that the statute specify that SEP have administrative and plan-
ning responsibility for federal activities on behalf of gifted and talented children
and youth This responsibility previously resided with BEH and SEP. While there iy
presently not a program for the gifted and talented to administer, wo urge that SEP
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be charged with overadl [imgrum responsibility. We will discuss our rationale and
other proposels for the gifted and talented later in our statement,

NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Mr. Chairman, in 1979, under the aegis of Public Lew 91-230, the Congress cre-
ated a National Advisory Committee on Handiapped Children (section 604, EHA).
That committee functioned until its statutory termination on Octobér 1, 1977.

CEC has not historically been an enthusiastic sugporter of national advisory com-
mittees as a general proposition. We do recognize, however, that the advisory which
functioned from 1970 to 1977 offered valuable insights and data which contributed
significantly toward the important provisions to move the Nation forward toward
full and appropriate educational opportunit for handicapped children. Our point is
that at times national advisories, given a _Apecific charge, given precise reporting
time lines, and, most importantly, given the requirement that their findings and
recommendations shall be transmitted to the Congress, can make a useful contribu-
tion toward informing and sensitizing the public in a particular area of national
concern.

When the EHA was last reauthorized in 1977, a general effort was underway pri-
marily from the new Carter Administration but with the cooperation of the Con
gress to eliminate as many national advisory ccmmittees as could be reasonably jus-
tified. In that spirit, while the statute authorizing a national advisory was retained
in the 1977 EHA reauthorization, one short sentence was added at the end of that
authority, “The Advisory Committee shall continue to exist until October 1, 1977.”
CEC did not see sufficient reason to quarrel with that terminatioa,

However, as we struggle to maintain and promote compliance under Public Law
94-142 in the 1980's and 1990's, and at the same time enhance the quality of special
education for each and every exceptional child during the same period, we feel that
it would be valuable to reconstitute a national advisory committee. Many have been
lately suggesting, on and off Capitol Hill, that a special commission should be cre-
ated to further analyze regulatory issues in fed cral special education law. We are
not certain that such a commission is necessary. On the other hand, the provision in
HR. 3435 which provides for the reinstatement of an advisorg committe which is
already on the books, an advisory which could investigate and report on a number
of issues before us at this timé—whether the provision of: related services, the
achievement of qualified instructional personnel, the application of new technology,
the provision of services from birth through five and 14 through 21, to name a few—
could indeed be hele‘ul. We would urge that HR. 3435 be amended to change the
proposed National Advisory Committre on Education of Handicapped Children to
the National Advisory Committee on SKecial Education to encompass the full scope
of authorities and functions under the Act.

Some would wonder if the existing National Council on the Handicapped (NCH)
does not already serve this purpose. Our answer is: no. It was clearly understood
from inception that this council would advise in matters primarily relating to the
Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA) and the National Institute for Handi-
capped Research (NIHR). The general lack of special education expertise on that
council reflects this intent. Moreover, to add special education to the responaibilities
of this Council would be to give it more than it could rensonably handle.

EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION

We strongly endorse the provision in H.R. 3435 to improve the federal effort to
provide early childhood services for handicapped children from birth through 5
years of age with specific reference to EHA section 619, the Preschool Incentive
Grant Program, and section 623, the Handicapped Children's\Early Educatidn Pro-
gram. -

For some time it has been postulated that providing the preschool handicap{)ed
child early intervention services during this period of rapid learning and develop-
ment would increase the possibility of lessening the effects of the handicapped. The
research studies of the past decade confirm this hypothesis. Preschool intervention
for handicapped children appears to:

(1) Increase intelligence in som~ «: ‘ldren.

(2) Produce substantial gains in motor development, language, emotional stability,
coghitive abilities and self-help skills.

(3) Prevent the development of secondary handicapping conditions.

(4) Reduce family stress. :

{5) Reduce child abuse.

() Increase family inconie potential.
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(1) Reduce societal dependency snd institutionalization. -
(8) Reduce by up to 60 percent the need for special class placement at school age.
(9) Be cost beneficial by as much as 236 percent.

It is clear that preschool services for handicapped children are essential for handi-
cagped children, their families, our schools and our society.

State educatioh agencies (SEA) reported that in 1982, 227,801, 3~5 year old pre-
school handicapped children received special education services. The National
Center for Educational Statistics estimatea\gat in 1982 there were approximately
10,182,800 children age 3-5. Thus 2.2 percent of the 3-5 population received special
education services. It should be noted that Head Start reported that they served
41,339 handicapped children. However, we have no data on how many of the Head
Start children are or are not in the SEA reported count. A highly conservative esti-
mate of the percentage of the preschool population ‘requiring special education serv-
ices is 5 percent. Thus we are presently serving, b{ liberal estimate only, 50 percent
of handicapped children ages 3-5 in need of special education.

The National Foundation-March of Dimes reported that more than 250,000 in-
fants are born each year with birth defects that may lead to handicapping condi-
tions. Another 50,000 infants are born premature and thus with substantial odds of
becoming handicapped. While some progress is being made in serving the birth to
three handicapped population, estima conservatively to be over 500,000 children,
no d_atalexists on how many are being served. Sample studies suggest the number is
minimal,

The Education of the Handicapped Act contains two major preschool components.
The oldest is section 623, the -landicapped Children's Early Education Program
(HCEEP). The primary purpose of the program has been to encourage the establish-
ment of new effective early education services for handicapped children throughout
the states and territories through supporting demonstration and outreach projects
and technicul assistance. A recent comprehensive evaluation of the program wasg
conducted by Roy Littlejohn Associates, Inc. They reported that:

(1) Projects serving 21,000 handicapped children exist in every state and in several
territories, in urban as well as rural areas.

(2) More than 30,600 children have been served in continuation projects at no cost
to the HCEEP.

(3) A total of 2,157 replications were identified; 1,991 as a result of outreach activi.
ties and 166 from projects in the demonstration phase serving over 100,000 children.

(4) Replication programs are known to have served 107,850 thildren.

(5) For each’ child served directly in the demonstration projects, 6.4 children re-
ceived services through continuation of demonstratios: projects and through replica-
tion of projects.

(61 For every HCEEP dollar expended in programming, $18.37 has been generated
in progmmming for children and their families. )

(7) Fifty-five percent of the children who leave HCEEP demonstration projects are
placed in integrated settings with non-handicapped children which is less expensive
than more specialized placements. 7

(R) Sixty-seven percent of the children who leave HCEEF demonstration projects
perform in the average and above average range in relation to their peers, accord-
Ing to staffl of the regular and special education programs to which they graduate.

(9) Eighty percent of the 280 projects are still continuing to serve children inde.
pendent of HCEEP funding.

(10) Extensive amounts of training have been requested and provided to personnel
of other agencies.

(11) More than 3,000 products have been developed by HCEEP projects and widely
disseminated, many through commercial publishers (

The report concludes: “The accomplishments of the HCEEP srojects as shown by
the survey results are greater and more varied than for any otLer documented edu-
cation , “sgram we have been able to identify."

The second preschool component of EHA is the Preschool Incentive Grant Pro-
gram, section 619. Because the Congress would not fully mandate services to handi.
capped children age 3-5 in Public Luw 94-142, it established a financial incemtive.
For cach 3-5 year old handicapped child served, a state would receive an additional
$300. However, because of limited actual appropriations, 5states are only receiving
approximately $110 per child. For states already committed to serving these chil-
dren the funds are of great assistance, but for states with little or no commitnrent
the incentive is not an incentive at its present level of funding

A few additional observations:

1) Since 1980, there has been a 2 percent decline i the number of 3-5 year old
handicapped children being served

L]




.\\.

)

(2) Fewer states mandute preschool services today than at the time of passage of
Public Law 94-142. ' ,

(3) Reductions in funding for health and social service programs is impairing pre-
schoo) services (particularly for the birth to three population.

The Council for"Exceptional Children would like to recommend that:

(1) The Congress fully fund the preschool incentive.

] 2 ;l"ha‘t; states be permitted to count for reimbursement handicapped children
rom birth.

13) That the Public Law 94-142 mandates be extended to- handicapped children
from birth on a phased in basis. :

However, we realize that these recommendations are probably not politically or
economisally realistic at this time. We therefore endorse the more modest, but none-
theless valuable, amendments contained in H.R-3435:

*" (1) To amend the preschool incentive (section 619)to permit states to utilize the
funds to serve preschool handicapped children from birth to 5. Present law limits
usage to children ages three through five.

(2) To amend the HCEEP program (section 623) to add a new state pldnning and
implementation authority in the area of early childhood. However,-we would recom-
mend that federal ﬁranu be made available to state education agencies rather than
the provision in H.R. 3435 that any state agency may apply. This, we believe, would
provide for greater accountability and continuity.

REGIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS

The Council i8 increasingly concerned that more concrete progress needs to be
made toward meeting the continuing educational needs of exceptional persons
beyond completion of a traditional elementary and secondary education. It is recog-
nized that some exceptional persops will still require specially designed basic educa-
tion beyond the age limits usually established for public education. Some states
have extended the age ranges for some exceptional persons. However, little atten-
tion has been given to the role of |?ecill education in the education systems serving
adults. Exceptional persons have lifelong learning or continuing education needs, as
do all adults, beyond basic elemer.tary and secondary education, Increasingly, com-
munities are providing such opportunities to the ?eneral public, with apparently
minimal regard for the special educational needs of exceptional persons. Moreover,
the whole issue of effective transfer into the “world of work” still requires compre-
hensive national attention and action.

Beyond the EHA, CEC continues to work to establish a meaningful policy base on
behalf of handicapped Americans in the following federal activities: vocational edy-
caiton; adult education; carepr education and lifelong learning; continuing educa-
tion; and CETA, Youth Partnership, and other job training programs.

With respect to EHA, we endorse the proposed amendments to section 625, Re-

. gional Poatsecondary Education Programs, contained in H.R. 8436 to provide for an
enhanced mode! authority for programming in all areas of postsecondary education.

PERSONNEL PREPARATION

Part D of EHA, which provides support to institutions of higher education, state
and local education ncies and other institutions and agencies for the pur of
preﬁaring ?ersonnel or the education of handicapped children, is the cldest EHA
authority (1958) and perhaps the program having the most significant impact on ad-
vancing and improving services of any of the EHA authorities. Twenty-five years
ago the Congrees recognized, as we do today, that the key to effective services for
handicapped children is to develop and maintain an adequate and well prepared
cadre of special education personnel. The majority of the personnel in the field of
special education, from classroom teachers to administrators to university person-
nel, were educated in programs supported under Part D. A recent study in Hlinois
found that 87 percent of the graduates of special education teacher preparation fo
grams ih {llinois came from pro;rams supported under Part D.

Perhaps the greatest challenge and test of Part D came following the passage of
Pubtic Law 94-142, and the commensurate need for significantly inc numbers
of special education personnel. In the three school years from 1976-17 to 1979-80
the number of special educators employed increased by 43,000. Since it is estimated
that the annual attrition rate in special education is 12 percent, as compared to 6
percent overall in education, the achievement is even more impressive.

Despite this progress, the Department of Education reported that in school year
1979-%0 there were 3,200 vacant aJ)ecinl educdtion positions nationwisde affecting an
estimated 58,000 handicapped students, The Department of Education also reported

/.
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an estimated shortfall of 8,864 prepared personnel in 1981-82, Despite the evidence
that Part D significantly contributes to meeting the personnel needs of special edu-
cation and the evidence that severe shortages still exist and will continue to exist,
this program has suffered more from Administraticn budget reductions and policy
fluctuations than almost any other,

We believe that recent actions by the Congress to restore some of the lost funds
and new regulations by the Administration will provide the firm footing this pro-
gram needs if it is to remain effective. We believe the rewriting of Part D contained
in H.R. 3436 reflects the direction this program needs for the future.

RESEARCH AND DEMONSTRATION

Research is the second oldest federal special education authority, coming a few
years after the initiation of personnel development programs. With respect to the
federal role in special education research, we are reminded of the criteria employed
by the Chairman of the Senate Subcommittee on the Handicapped, Senator Lowell
Weicker, to determine whether the federal government should be involved in a spe-
cific activity. If the free market private sector will do the job, fine; keep government
out. If the private gector will not do the job, then state and local government should
become inyolved. If state and local government will not assume responsibility, then
the federal government should become involved. Education research is an excellent
example of an activity which has historically required sustained federal support.

If special education is to serve children well, then it can be. argued that the life
blood of successful education is twofold: having trained professionals, and having
the capacity to do the job. “Having the capacity” is directly related to the level of
investment in research,

Mr. Chairman, in the years immediately following the enactment of Public Law
94-142, much of the resource available unJ‘;r the research authority cf Part E of the
EHA was directed toward implementation and ¥valuation of the implementation of
that law. We would not quarrel with that emphasis during the firs} years of Public
Law 94-142, but we urge the Congress to make clear that the essential and overrid-
ing mission under Part E should be intensive applied research toward improvement
of the quality of instruction of all exceptional children. The provision in H.R. 3435
wil, focus Part E reséarch on the confinuing improvement of special education in
the areas of - 1ethodology of instruction, instructional environment, and curriculum.

We\also agree that there is a critical importance to utilizing the Part E authority
the continuing application of technology in special education instruction.
amples may be cited on the potential of technology, but may we simply ob-
serve that, from 1980 to 1982, the number of microcomputers available in the
schools fordinstructional purposes doubled. The increase is likely to be even higher
i and 1984,

K" 3435 clarifies that Part E is the one authority in the EHA which may allow
fér model demonstration programs on a flexible basis, that is, not specifically target-

demonstration activities may be found in the edu-
catjon of seriously emotionally disturbed children and in the area'of secondary-tran-
gition education for all handicapped children.

With respect to secondary education, if high school is a momentous time for all of
our nation's youth, the challenges that must be overcome for handicapped 'youth are
truly staggering. This is the time when the basics learned in elementary education
must come together to produce personal fulfillment, independent living, postsecond-

cition and the severely han“dica{)ped. Two target areas which E%(:Vide examples of

. ary education potentials, and realistic opportunity in the world of work. All of this

occurs in the midst of an ever changing job market. Further, all of this occurs in the
midst of the normal transitions of adolescence, compounded by the individual learn-
ing difficulties of one requiring continuing special education.

Thus far, model demonstrations have been traditionally in the elementary area.
Secondary special education cannot be dealt with simply by an extension of elemen-
tary special education or by minor changes in existing secondary curricula. It is in-
creasingly apparent that secondary Jevel special education requires significant alter-
ation in instructional methodology, organization, and structure. We urgently require
a serious national investment in the preparation, testing, and replication of proven
models in secondary special education. We agree with the intent in H.R. 3435 to
focus attention on secondary education. We questic  .owever, whether a separate
a}t}xthority is necessary. We believe that the need cou.. be met under the Part E au-
thority.
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THE EDUCATION OF GIFTED AND TALENTED CHILDREN

As the members of this subcommittee know, The Council for Exceptional Children
afgdspeaks on beha’ ' of gifted t:nd talented children and their special educational
needs.
The history of recent federal activity in this area has not been encouraging. On
October 6, 1971, the U.S. Commissioner of Education, Sidney Marland, submitted his
now much quoted nationwide assessment regarding the status of gifted and talented
education to the Congress. One of the clear messages of the Marland Report was:
efforts to stimulate the development of gifted and talented programs through the
use of unspecified federal appro riations were not benefiting gifted ‘and talented
children in any significant way. artly as a consequence of that evidence, the Con-
gress created in 1974, and later expanded in 1978—with the support of CEC—a «
modest but important program of federal support specifically for gifted and talented
children. That program included a state an local support component; demonstra-
tion, research, and clearinghouse authority; and designation of'a U.S. Office for
Gifted and Talented Children, which was housed in the then Bureau of Education
for the Handicapped.
But ell of this was swept away and the evidence of the Marland Report was disre-
garded with enactment of the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act. of
1981 (ECIA). The block grant proponents were given their day, and the gifted and
talented program dissolved into that education block grant (Chapter 2, ECIA) along
w'h most of the rest of the authorities under the prior Elementary and Secondary
Education Act.
What limited information is now available on the actual use of the block grant by
the states and local school districts with respect to gifted and talented education is
not encouraging. The National Committee for Citizens in Education (NCCE) recently
reported that only five states specified that a percentage of the funds going to local
education agencies for educating high cost special needs children include gifted and
talented children. The percentage varied from 10 percent in Alabama, Delaware,
and Washington to 5 percent in New Jersey and 4 percent in Oregon. Even if the
local districts adhered to these state-level prescriptions (whether they are required
by law to do so is in doubt), this would represent only .5 percent of the $437 million
distributed to the states under the education block grant in fiscal 1982.
Only slightly more encouraging news comes from a recent preliminary report to
the U.S. Department of Education. Nineteen of the 24 states reporting indicated
that their localities are utilizing the block grant for educational support for the
! gifted and talented, representin% a total ofg$3.8 million and representing a peycent-

age of 3.03 of the total Chapter 2 allocation. Nineteen states means less than half of
the states, and when one factors in the territories, it could be argued that barely
over one-third of all jurisdictions report allocations for gifted and talented educa-
tion. It is also worth noting that the prior, targeted program was operating at $6
million in actual apprapriations before being liquidated.

We do not mean to dismiss potential for, gifted and talented children under the
block grant. But the block grant approach does not constitute federal leadership at
a time when the experts are saying that it is essential that the federal government
return to its role as a catalytic agent. In fact, the histoty of efforts for gifted and
talented children presents convincing evidence that the xtates and localities follow
the lead of national trends and federal priorities. This view was recently reiterated
by the President’s Commission on Excellence in Education that called for the feder-
al government to assume the leadership in advancing the needs of gifted and talent-
ed children.

Such a role should mean vigorous federal activity in the following areas: profes-
sional training, inservice training, demonstration programs, innovation and develop-
ment through research, and state leadership expansion and training.

The Council fgr Exceptional Children remains firmly committed to the inclusion
of gifted and talented children within the exceptional child concept. It should be re-
called that historically the majority \f special educators have used the term>excep-
tional in referring to all children with special needs (both gifted as well as handi-
capped) and likewise, as practitioners, have always perceived themselves as belong-
ing to a profession committed to the education of arleexceptional children. In addi-
tion, there are presently 28 states that administratively house their gifted and tal-
ented educational programs within their state-level Special or Exceptional Educa-
tion Units or Divisions.

We believe, Mr. Chairman, that it is time for the Congress to signal again a prior-
ity concern for gifted and talented children and their special educational needs. We
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have a number of recommendations to ain establish a federal leadership role in
this area, but at this time we make the following specific recommendations:

(1) That S?ecial Education Programs within the Department of ‘Education be re-
quired to include gifted and talented children as a priority population,

(2) That, wherever appropriate, the Secretary-discretionary programs (EHA, Parts
C through F) which are administered by the current SEP be expanded to jnclude
g;‘ftl%d and talented children as an eligible target population along with handicapped
children. ) .

(3) That a reconstituted National Advisory Committee on Special Education in-
gliudﬁ iamOng its responsibilities issues relevant to the education of gifted and talent-

children, .

Mr. Chairman, without going into great detail at this time, we would like to ob-
serve again that the proposed enlargement of the exceptional child base is by no
means revolutionary. Many states, including Pennsylvania, have such a base, either
in statutes or in practice. And again, in the special education profession there exists
a long established common base of expertise with res to the whole spectrum of
exceptionality, handicapped children and gifted-and talented children.

In conclusion, may we say how pleased we are with the progressive directions
being taken in the reauthorization of the EHA by both this subcommittee and by
the corresponding subcommittee of the Senate. Finally, may we again thank you for
this 0pportunitf' to offer written comment for the public record. We stand repared
to make the full resources of The Council for Exceptional Children available to this
subcommittee as it fulfills its legislative charge with respect to reauthorization of
the Education of the Handicap Act.

PREPARED: STATEMENT OF THE CONFERENCE OF Epucarional ApministraTORS Sznv\;ﬁ‘.
ING THE DEAF, Inc. (CEASD) anD THE CONVENTION OF AMERICAN, INSTRUCTORS OF
THE DEAF (CAID)

Mr. Chairman, the Conference of Educational Administrators Serving the Deaf,
nc. (CEASD) and The Convention of American Instructors of the Deaf (CAID) very

discretionary programs under the Education of the Handicapped Act, with regard to
Part F, “Instructional Media for the Handicapped,” and particularly the Captioned
Films and Educational Media for the Handicapped.

First, let me begin by making a very important distinction regarding the Cap-
tioned Films and Instructional Media Progam. It should not be considered a discre-
tionary program. We say this because it is not a program for which the need will go
away. This is a basic service program and the prime source of communication and
education for deaf persons—children and adults. Most of the other discretionary
programs authorized under the Education of the Handicapped Act are either re-
search or demonstration programs, limited to a faw centers or programs.

In fact, the Captioned Films and Instructional Media Program was. indefinitely
authorized until the enactment of the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981. For 25
years, since the program was originally established in 1958 as the Captioned Filins
for the Deaf Programs, the Federal government has demonstrated their s:(rport for
thege important services for.the deaf. Although the program was expanded in 1968
to include al] handicapged persons, deaf persons have been the primary focus of this
program —a focus which we hope the Congress will reaffirm durinﬁ the reauthoriza-
tion process, as deaf persons continue to need the full impact of this program. This
is the only program funded by the Federal government which provides direct serv-
ices to the broad range of deal'ypemons, from children to adults.

Second, let me specifically emphasize that the Captioned Films and Educational

" Media Program &lays a critical role in addressing the cultural and educational

needs of deaf children and adults. By providing for the development of educational
and general interest media which addresses the unique communication needs of the
deaf; the production and diitribution of captioned films; and the training of persons
in the use of such medi= %e Captioned Films and Educational Media Program
allows deaf persons to entes 192 mainstream of American life.

In order to comprehend the ympsitunce of this program, one must recognize that
deafness is ind a severe disability, which poses very difficult educational bar-
riers, and barriers to enabling deaf persons to participate in, understand, and com.
municate with the world in which they live. The servicea provided through the Cap-
tioned Films Program are therefore essential to bringing deaf persons into the cul-
tural mainstream of our society, and to their educational development and enrich.
ment. W
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Mr. Chairman, sustained federal support for the Captioned Films and Educational
Media Program is essential if the unique communication needs of the deaf are to be
addressed. There is no other source for thees services. They are unlikely to be ad-
dressad at other levels of our society due to the relatively few numbers of deaf indi-
vidusls, and their thin phic dispersion, which makes the costs of highly spe-
cialized media services an Froducu. the stimulation of innovative media applica-
tions, and the exploratior: of technological advancements in this regard, not com-
mercially viable in the private sector, and inefficient on a state-by-state basis. There
is, therefore, & continuing need for centralized media sevvices and service delivery
for the deaf population.

The importance that deaf individuals attach to these services is clearly demon-
strated by the fact that the deaf population participates in the coat of the program.
The deaf persons who organize groups to borrow and watch captioned films algo pur-
c'hue projectors antl pay return postage costs in order to use the films. No charge
Jan be made for admission to viewing a captioned film loaned under this govern-
ment program. The nciea/schools which operate the 58 educational captioned
film depositories-absorb as much aa 80 percent of the cost of circulation of educa-
tional captioned films. Deaf persons who wish to benefit from closedcaptioned tele-
vision must make an investment of more than $200 for a television decoder, Ap-
Rroximately 70,000 decoders have been purchased.

Unfortunately, media related services currently available to the field of deafness
represent a reduction in servi in spite of the demand for such rarvices. While
over 1,300 educational films have been selected for captioning, this representa only a
small fraction of the educational films available to the public at large. More than
150,000 film loans are proceugd each year by and throol&h 68 cooperating film de-

,000 accounts in schools and
programs. In a recent year, the number of accounts increased by more than 20 per-
cent. The Captioned Films and Educational Media has demonstrated that
it provides servicea that deaf persons and educators of the deaf need and want.

Other accomplishments of the program include the development of a collection of
more than 1,000 general interest films which have been captioned to made them ac- |
ceasible to deaf persons. More than 100,000 film loans are made each year from a
centralized distribution center to miore than 7,000 groups of:deaf adulta. The
number of registered g:x:fu has increased each year notwithstanding the introduc-
tion of broadcast captioned programming on television. In addition, the program has
developed Line 21 closed-captioned TV tachnology largely.due to federal program
support. A significant amount of captioned programming is being make acceasible to
deaf persons through broadcast television.

During the 97th Congress, the House Subcomm.ctee on Select Education, and sub-
sequently the House Committee on Education and Labor, reported legislat_n (H.R.
6420) which would have established &.¢ Captioned Films and Educational MeJ:a Pro-
gram as an indefinite, independent authorization within the Department of Educa-
tion budget, thereby affirming, according to House Report 97-850 to H.R. 6820, that
... the distribution of captioned media and other adapted mitevials has bheen and
shouid continue to be a legitimate federal responsibility,” and “. . . as something

* different from the traditional discretionary pmﬁrams." )

While this specific statutory changes not reflected in the current reauthorization
measure, H.R. 3435, CEASD would urge tho Subcommittee to reaffirm in Report
language (1) the importance of this program to mgerzi;ug the unique communication
needs of the deaf; (2) the contjnuing need for centralized federal support for the pro-
gram; (3) the recognition that this program is indeed different from the traditional
discretionary programs; and (4) the urgent need of the deaf population, in particu-
lar, for these services. -

Given the limited funding available to this program, the lack of other avenues for
providing such media materie and services to the deaf, the increased numbers of
deaf persons due to the rubv’  nidemic of 1963-65, and the fundamental relation-
ship of these media service a¢ specific communication deficit of the severely
hearing impaired, an atmos, e of stability dnd growth is imperative to the pro-
gram and tﬂz individuals it is .ntended to beriefit. Without this program, deaf indi-

. viduals would be substantially isolated from the broader society and its values. The
access that has been ‘provided through this am is still far short of what is
needed, and of what is available to the general public. CEASD therefore respectfully
urges the Subcommittee to reaffirm Congressional recognition of the importance of
the Captioned Films Program and related media services to the deaf individual.

Thank you for this opportunity to present our views. .
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PREpPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMRRICAN Snwu-Lmomon-Hnnmq ABSSOCIATION

The American Speech-Language-Hearing Association is pleased to submit its
views and recommendations concerning reauthorization of the discretionary pro-
grams under the Education of the Handicapped Act. The House Subcommittee on
Select Educat.on has undertaken a careful review of these programs and we appre-
ciate having, been afforded the opportunity to participate in development of the
“Education of the Kandicapped Amendments of 1984."

Since implementation of the Fducation of the Handicapped Act over a decade ago,
we-have been seen tremendous growth in both the quantity #hd quality of education
of the handicapped programy and services. Much of this improvement. can be traced
directly to the activities initiated and completed under the discretionary programs
that are part of the Act. Examples include the following:

Demonstration projects for early childhood and severely handicapped. These
projects provide informgtion, materials and services to thousands of handiclpped
children, teachers, parents and program administrators. Without projects such as
these, there would have been little incentive to provide needed services to the pre-
school and severely handicapped population. ' y

As the need for quality special education was realized, there was an increased
demand for qualified special educators. EHA funds available for personnel develop-
ment ensured that there would be a supply of qualified personnel available to imple-
ment special educat.on and related service programs. Unfortunately, the demand
has always exceeded the supply. .

To ensure that the programs, meterials, and technology used in special education
are up-to-date and effective, EHA provides funds for innovation and development.
The pro{‘ects encourage research to ensure that the moat cost-effective methods and
materials are available for use with handicapped children.

These few examples show in a samall way the importance of EHA programs to the
lives of handicapped children, their parents &and teachers. Therefore, ASHA believes
it is important to continue the education of the handicapped discretionary programs
and that authorized funding be placed at a level that will ensure continued growth
and improvement of Education of the Handicapped Act programs.

Definitions (pt. A, sec. 602 of the act)

The proposed changes are largely of a technical nature out will have the impor-
tant effeci of updating definitions which are central to proper interpretation of con-
gressional intent and implement.ation of the Act. We strongly endorse the addition
of the term’ ‘or language’ after speech. “Handicapped children” (Section 602(1)) will
now be defined to include: “Mentally retarded, hard of hearing, deaf, speech or lan-
guage impaired, visually handicapped, behaviorally disordered, orthopedically im-
paired, or other health impaired children, or children with specific learning disabil-
ities, who by reason thereof require gpecial education and related services.”

During the past decade there has n a greater awareness and identification of
children and youth with language impairment. A 1981 study of speech-language pa-
tholugists employed in the schools found that 46.7 percent of the cases served were
language impaired children.! Although this number includes children with other
handicape, speech-language pathologists and identifying a greater number who have
& primary handicap of language impairment. Because profeesionals throughout the
nation -are identifying children who are language impaired, many state and local
education agencies use the category “speech or language impaired”” as a way of ac-
curately identifying communicatively handicapped children and youth.

The term ‘speech or language impaired”’ makes it clear that children and youth
with language disorders are to be covered under the Act and provides a visible cate-
gory in which ther can be idenitified. The proposed change alge brings the law into
line with the Public Law 94-142 regulations that refer to “the identification of chil-
dren with speech or language disorders.”

We are concerned with the additioh of the term “educational” to the phrase "to
meet the unique needs of a handicapped child” in the definition of “special educa-
tion.” While we concur with the argument that this is an “education’ act, there is
the danger that the term “eduditional” will be narrowly defined to mean "“academ-
1C.

! "The Speech-Language Pathologist in the Public School: A Current Profile,” Governmental
Affaits Review, American Speech-Language-Hearin;, Association, vol. 2, No. 2 (July 1981), 77-81.
’I‘(hiz figure was verified by an American Speech.Language-Hearing Association survey done in
198
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In-actual practice, the term "educational” is oftey used by state and local educa-
tion agencies synonomusly with the term “academic¢ achievement.” Therefore, some
state and local education ngencies have indicated that to be eligible for special edu-
cation a child must have & handicap and problems in academic achievement-—mean-
ing reading, writing, mathematics or other academic subjects. For example, some
students who are severe sjutterers or who have voice disorders but who do well aca-
demically are not eligibdé for service because they do not have “‘educational” (i.e,
academic achievement) problems. ’ .

ASHA believes this violates the intent of the Education of the Handicapped Act
and is discriminatory against individuals who have handicaps but are.doing well
.academically. The term “‘educational” should refer not only to the child's ability to

achieve academically, but also to the ability to develop communicatively, socially,’

physically and emotionally. To include the term '‘educational” without & concomi-
tant definition of what it means will only perpetuate confusion. If left undefined,
theterm “educational” might be used by state and local education agencies to deny
many necessary related servives (which they might consider health rather than edu-
cational in nature), such as audiology, physical therapy and occupational therapy,
This might result in noncompliance with the requirements of Section 504 of the

habilitation Act of 1973 concerning the provision of appropriate educational services
te handicapped children. “An appropriate education . . . consist(s) of education in
regular classes, education in regular classes with the use of supplementary services,
or special education and-(such) related services as develupmental, corrective, and

other supportive services . . ."" (42 FR 22690, Section 84.33(b)).

* In order to clarify the meaning of this term and to continue coverage of “all
handicapped children,” we recommend that Section 602(16) be amended as follows:

“The term ‘special education’ means specially designed instruction, at no cost to
parents or guardians, to meet the unique educagonal needs of a handicapped child,
including c¢lassroom instruction, instruction in physical aducation, home instruction,
and instruction in hospitals and institutions. Unique educational needs include aca-
demic, social, emotional, communicative and physical needs.” .

Similar language already exists ¢lsewhere in the Act. Section €23 (Early Child-
hood Education) provides ‘‘for activities and services designed to (1) facilitate the in-
tellectual, emotional, physical, mental, social, and language development of sich
children . . .”. Also, the naw section on transiticnal services includes among poten-
tial grant recipients “specially designed programs to provide more effective second-
ary school instruction in interaction of handicapped youth with non-lisabled stu-
dents, development‘of positive self-image, improvement of sucial, communication,
and indepondent living skills . , ."” (Section 626{aX8)) and "demonstration and model
programs which offer promise of improving secondary schoo! education for hand:-
capped youth including increasing successful participation in academic, ancial, cul-
tural, sthletic, community, and other aspects of the total achool prograra . . " (Sec-
tion 626(aX9). The proposed modification of the amendment to section 602(16) would
therefore be kept consistent with the rest of the statute.

Another change that we believe is neceasary in updating the Act is in the defini-
tion of “specific learning disabilities.” In to concern among professionals
and parents with the inappropriatenese of the existing definition, a study of issucs
related to the definition of specific learning disabilities was undertaken by the Na-
tional Joint Cemmittee on Learning Disabilities (NJCLD). This Committee consists
of the following organizations: The Association-for Children and Adults with Learn-
ing Disabilities, American Speech-Langu e-Hearin%Assocmtion, Council for Learn-
ing Disabilities—Counril for Exceptional Children, Division for Children with Com-

munication Disorders--Council for Exceptiortal Children, International Reading As- .

sociation, and The Orton Dyslexia Society, Inc. It is recommended that the defini-
tion developed by the NJCLD be used in ion 602(15) of the Act: ?

“Learning disabilities is a generic term that refers to a heterogeneous group of
disorders manifested by significant difficuities in the acquisition and use of listen-
ing, speaking, reading, writing, reasoning, or mathematical abilities. These disorders
are intrinsic to the individual and presumed to be due to central nervous system
dysfunction.

“Even though a learning disability may occur concomitantly with other handicap-
ping conditions (e.g., sensory impairment, mental retardation, social and emotional
. disturbance) or environmental influences (e.g., cultural differences, insufficient/in-
appropriate instruction, psychcgenic factors), it is not the direct result of those con-
ditions or influences.”

1The full statement is attached as Appendix A.
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Evaluation (pt. A, sec. 6i8)

Various changes and additions are proposed in this section which should have the
effect of providing more accurate information about children receiving or needing
special education and related services. In particular, greater attention will be fo-
cused on the need for iinproving services (i.e., identifying underserved as contrasted
with unserved children, since most of the latter have been and are being accounted
for). There is one major gap in the list of new data collection requirements—there is

no proposal to collect information on related services. We believe vhat Co isin |

an untenable position in determining the overall funding requirements for educa-
tion of the handicap programs when it has no data on the kinds or volume of
related services provided handicapped students. Such data would assist members of
Congress in making decisions regarding necessary funding for related services as
part of the overall education of the handicapped program.

ASHA recommends that data be collected on the related services provided for
each handlca'Pping condition. At a minimum, there should be a study to gather such
information from a representative sample of states.

In addition, we recommend that the House consider the longitudinal study ap-
proved in the Senate-passed hill (S. 1341) which would “sample . . . handicapped
students encompassing the full range of handicapping conditions . . . {and examine]
their educational progress while in special education and their occupational, éduca-
tional, and independent living status after graduating from secondary school or oth-
erwise leaving special education.” (Section 618(¢X3XA)).

Preschool incentive grant program (pt. B, sec. 619)

ASHA has testified (Senate Labor and Human Resources Committee, October _ -

1980) in support of expanding coverage of handicapped children to include the popu-
lation below the age of 3, and we are therefore very supportive of the amendment to
the Preschool Incentive Grant Program that would bring about this change. Much
research had demonstrated that earl}' identification, diagnosis, and treatment of
handicapping conditions can aigniﬁcantl{ reduce the number and severity of handi-
caps in later life. Efforts to redu¢e the limiting effects that physical and cognitive
impairments have on major life functions permit children to more fully benefit from
the educational process. '

Besides the development gains derived from early intervention, there are impor-
tant benefits to the public. Since the provision of special education and related serv-
ices to infants and preschool children should reduce the number and severity of
handicapped conditions, fewer public funds will have to be allocated for these chil-
dren during their school years and beyond. ‘ ‘

Deaft-blind centers (pt. C, sec. 622)

The initial intent of model deaf:blind centers has been met. The centers have pro-
vided programming 8%{’0” for those deaf-blind children identified as a result of the
rubella epidemic of 1963-66. In the 14 years since funding for this program was ini-
tiated, we have seen the ful}. implementation of the Education for All Handicap
Children Act. Thus, many of the services provided under, this program are duplica-
give of what state and local education agencies are to provide under Public Law 94-

42, .

We suggest that centers begin a transition from centers providing direct services
to centers that provide technical assistance and coordination activities in the area of
deaf-blind and se+srely handicapped children and Kouth. In the future, consider-
ation should be %iven to determining how such technical assistance and coordina-
tion to state and local education agencies fita with the technical assistance activities
of the Regional Resource Centers. Possibly, all technical assistance functions could
be taken over by one program.

Early childhood education (pt. C, sec. 623)

Education of preschool hapdicapped children hns proved to be one of the most
cost-effective special education programs. The handicapped children’s early educa-
tion program has provided service to thousands of young children through outreach
programs and has provided state and local education agencies with models, methods
and materials that have facilitated tho provision of cost effective services for pre-
school handicapped’children nationwide.

Early education programs are cost effective. In an 18-year study of the High Sco
Perry Preschool Program in Ypsilanti, Michigan, the High Scopz Education
search Foundation reported that by the end of high school 19 percent of children
who had attended preschool had been placed in special education classes compared
1o 39 percent of those who had not attended. This is a 50 percent reduction in the
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need for special education services. The study indicateyl also that the longiterri ben-
efits of preschool outweigh the costa.? A public schoo] that invests $3,000 per child
for one year of preschool begins to recoup its investment immediat: iy in savings on -

special education and related services. Early Child
thousands of young children through outreach p
stitutes, and technical assistance. Most important,
tion that can be used by school districts nationwide
for preschool handicapped children.

Increased funding tor this program is neededLl%ehcghmge gtates to provide pro-
grams and services for handicapped_ children, birth to’iige b. We endorse the action
of both House and Senate avthoriing committees in ;spe¢ifying that this section ap-

lies to children from birth to eight years\of age. ASHA suggests that part of the
unds be used to provide states with planiing grantsito develop and implement a
full service preschool program plan.

ASHA recommends that the handicapped children's early education program be
reauthorized at a level of $25 million.

tsecondary education programs (sec. §25)

rojects funded under this Section have focused primarily on handicapped adults
pursuing higher education. This is ayimportant &rogram in that it is the only sec-
tion of the Act that deals directly with the handicapped aduit's efforts to achieve
higher education. ’

ost of the funds authorized for this program have been used to assist deaf indi-
viduals. However, the’existing statute specifically refers to the full range of handi-
caps and we recommend that pr:ﬂect be expanded to include other groups of handi-
capped adults in need of higher educatior and vocational educat -~ programs. ~

ASHA recommends that this Section be reauthorizad at a level of $4 million.

Secondary education and transitional services for handicapped youth (sec. 626)

This new section fills a major gap in the univesse of programs serving handi-
capped persons. The program will authorize grants for the purpose of strengthenin
and coordinating education, training and related bervices to assist handicap
youth in the transitional process to postsecondary educatior, continuing educatior,
vocational training, ccmpetitive employment, and indepbndemt living.
. Another stated purpose of the grants is to initiate ' collakorative models between
.educational agencies and adult service agencies, including vocatiounal rehabilitation,

mental health, mental retardation, public employment, and employers which facili-
tate the planning snd developing of transitional services for handicapped
youth . . ." (Section 626(bX6)). We believe that coordination among these agencieés,
a.mli particularly between education and vocational rehabilitation agencies, is essen-
tial. i

The Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services was established to im-
prove the transition of handicapped individuals from elementary and secondary edu- .
cation to vocational pursuits. We are confident that this new section will be an im-

rtant means of fulfilling the OSERS mission of assisting handicapped individuals
in the transitional period from school to adult employment and independent living.

Training personnel for the education of the handicapped (pt. D, secs. 631 and 632)

The education of the handicapped personnel development program providee sup-
port to institutions of higher education and state and local education agencies to
ensure an adequate supply of qualified providers of apeical education and related
services. Funds also have been used to provide special education training for regular
edurators and for development of innovative training models. Without properly
tre ‘s, accessible, and sufficient personnel, it is difficult to envision the successful
accomplishment of the primary goal of Public Law 94-142. Study after study has
shown that the shortage of qualified special education personnel is a critical nation-
&l problem. For example, in February 1983, 41 state educatién Afencies indicated
they had funded but unfilled vacancies for speech-language pathologists. One state
reported over 300 vacancies. In an effort to recruit individuals regardless of their
qualifications, 10 states that currently require the master's degree as the minimum
level of education and training for employment as 4 speech-lunguage pathologist are
congidering or have already reduced their certification standards to the bachelor's
level. Hence, there is not only an inadequate supply of personnel but also a trend

———

3S¢e Schweinhart, L. J. & Weikart, D. P. ' Young Children Grow Up: the Effects of the Perry
F;BQSOChOOI Program o Youths Through Age 15.” High Scope Educational Research Foundation
(1920).

Education projects serve
demonstration gro'ects. in-
projects provide informa-
vide cost effective services
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toward less qualified personnel in the public schools. This trend can only lead to
poorer services and educational outcomes for handicapped children.

In order to increase the supply of qualified personnel to serve handicapped chil-
dren, the decline in feders! asmstance durzi‘r;g the past several years must be re-
versad. ASHA recommenidy that the authorized level of funding be set at $70 million
for the period covered uwder this reauthorization. Under the expiring Act, funding
had twen authorized s $35% million in fiscal year 1982, We believe that our recom-
mendstion, which is based nn actual funding in fiscal year 1979 plus modest incre-
mental increases (five psveent) added to cover inflation, is realistic and appropriate.

ASHA supports changes bsing ﬁ:opooed in Part D of the Act. One change that is
purely technical will substitute the term “speech-language pathology” for the out-
dated term “speech correcticnist” in Section 631(1X1XA) which lists fields that may
receive grant support in preparatiop of special education personnel. We also are in
favor of efforts to inform and train parents regarding the rights and available serv-
ices for their handicapped childrsn. We think that it is especially important that
thesz efforts be aimed at particijatory interaction between parents and profession-
als in order to further improve ¢Jucational and related services to children. Finally,
ASHA supports the amendnient requiring that:

“The Secretary shall ensure that grants av ded to apflicant institutions and
agencies under this subsectiols meet state and profeseionally recognized standards

fer the training of special education and related service personnel.” (sec. 631(aX2).) |

This requirement will help im&mve the overall quality of personnel trained and
4hould serve as an incentive for those programa that do not now meet state and pro-
fessional standards to strive for improvement. By roviding funds only to programs
that meet designated standards, the training of highly qualified professionals will be
enhanced. As a means of implementing this new requirement, we recommend that
funding be given to those p ms that have received accreditation from agencies

recognized by the Council on Poatsecondary Accreditation and/or the Department of
Education,

Recruitment and information (pt. D, sec. 638)

ASHA supports the expansion of this section and the development of a national
clearinghouse on the education of the handicapped. We believe that support for re-
ferral services, parent training and information programs, and programs to encour-
age students and professional personnel to seek careers in education of the handi-
capped are laudable objectives.

Innovation and development (pt. E)

We also support thé expansion of research and related activities under Part E,
This Part provides research and development furds needed to develop new products,
Erograms and services that will improve the quality of education received by the

andicapped. Research projects funded typically have national significance and are
based on national needs. If adequate and appropriate services are going to be provid-
ed, now and in the fu.ure, it i8 necessary to continue to researcg and .disseminate
innovative and cost-effective techniques and materials related to education of the
handicapped programs.

The proposed changes, taken as a whole, should significantly improve the quality
and utility of education of the handicapped research. In particular, we think it is
appropriate that there will be a coordination of research priorities and activities be-
tween this program and the National Institute of Handicapped Research. Also, we
think that it is appropriate to require that panels of experts convened for purposes
of evaiuating discretionary programs be composed of special educators, handicapped
individuals, and parents of the handicapped.

We recommengnthree additional areas in which accurate up-to-date information is
needed. One area concerns the demonstration of personnel needs among the special
education professional disciplines and within geographical locations. The determina-
tion of areas of personnel sgorulgee and nee<:|g is essential to the appropriate alloca-
tion of training resources. A second area concerns the identification an compilation
of information on other (than education agency) sources of support services for
handicapped children (e.g., Medicaid, private health in.urance).

Because of decreasing finances, many states are revising their eligibility require-
ments for handicapped children, and are changing their policies on class size and
caseload. As a result, handicapped children who previously were eligible for educa-
tion of the handicapped services are no longer eligible. Also, as caseloads and class
gizes increase, handicapped children may receive services that are not appropriate

for their needs. ASHA recommends a study of the impact state policies related to

eligibility and caseload/class gize have on delivery of special education and related
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services. We bouuve this is important information that will assist in determining
the meact of changing state policies on education of handicapped children and
youth.

ASHA recommends reauthorization of Part E projects at a level of $25 million.

While Public Law 94-142 and Part B funding ensure the provision of free and ap-
proupriate public education for handicapped children, the discretionary programs
{Parts C, D and E) provide the infrastructure on which an effective State Grant Pro-
gram is built. Wit' sut adequate provisions and funding to ensure continuing and
adequate persont. development, preschool through postsecondary demonstration
projectg, research, and dissemination of information, the provision of quality educa-
tion for handicapped childrerfand youth would be difficult if not impossible.

ASHA appreciates the opportupity tc present its viewu‘nd recommendations for
the Subcommittee's consideration. We look forward to continue working with Mem-
bers and staf’ as Congress proceeds with the important legislative task of extending
and improving the Education of the Handicapped Act.
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