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REAUTHORIZATION OF THE DISCRETIONARY
PROGRAMS UNDER THE EDUCATION OF THE
HANDICAPPED ACT

TUESDAY, AUGUST 27, 1985

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON SELECT EDUCATION,

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
Bozeman, MT.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to nolce, at 1 p.m., in room
276, Strand Student Union Building, Montana State University,
Bozeman, MT, Hon. Pat Williams presiding.

Members present: Representatives Williams and Bartlett.
Staff present: Celinda Lake, majority legislative associate, and Bob

Silverstein, majority counsel.
Mr WultAites. Welcome to this first in a series of hearings of the

Subcommittee on Select Education, the holding on the reauthoriza-
tion of the discretionary programs under the Education of ths
Handicapped Act and the delivery of special education services to
handicapped children in rural States and communities.

Many of you are familiar with part B of the Education of the
Handicapped Act, more commonly known as Public Law 94-142.
Part B, which is celebrating its 10th anniversary this November, is
the section which allocates more than $1 billion of Federal assist-
ance to States in their efforts to provide a free, appropriate public
education to all handicapped children.

The discretionau progiams we are examining today, which need
to be reauthorized before September 30, 1986, are an essential
source of support to the special education and related services pro-
vided to the 4 million handicapped children receiving services
under Public Law 94-142.

These discretionary programs provide approximately $155 mil-
lion of assistance to State and local education agencies, other
public agencies, private nonprofit organizations, and institutions of
higher education to support a variety of programs, such as: centers
and services to meet the special needs of the handicapped, includ-
ing regional resource centers, early education programs, secondary
education programs, transitional services, and postsecondary pro-
grams; training of special education personnel and parents; dissemi-
nation of information; research on effective ways to provide services;
and timely inptructional media.

During the next several months, we will be hearing both oral
and written testimony from parents, students, Federal, State, and
local administrators, and researchers.

(1)
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Based on that testimony, it will be our goal to craft a comprehen-sive proposal for the reauthorization of the discretionary programsunder the Education of the Handicapped Act.Mr. Bartlett.
Mr. BARTLETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I appreciate this opportunity to be in Montana for this hearing.

As I stated earlier, I think in many ways these are so much morehelpful than any of the hearings we have had in Washington, be-
cause I think the answers both in education areas and education ofthe handicapped areas and other areas tend to be here rather than
in Washington, DC.

This hearing on the Education of the Handicapped Act has, infact, two topics or two parts, first is the 94-142, the basic Stategrant act, which is the State grant with State mandates, the essen-tial civil rights for handicapped students in this country; andsecond, there is the discretionary program.
The discretionary program is specifically up for reauthorization

since 94-142 is permanently authorized. I wouP hope during the
course of the healing we will talk about the discz tionary program,and we also solicit and obtain testimony and viewpoints on thebasic Act itself, or on part A, 94-142.

First, on the discretionary programs, I will be looking for wit-
nesses, and we have an exceptional group of panels, to offer sugges-tions for both prioritizing suggestions, which of the discretionary
programs in your judgment need to be increased, which could becould be done less of, what improvements could be made in the dis-cretionary programs, and specifically I will be looking for prioritiz-ing kinds of suggestions, which are more important than others
given the latter part of the 1980's.

Some of the improvements we made and some of the changes wemade in 1983, the last time the discretionary programs were reau-thorized, included the extension of eligibility for preschool, weexpanded the evaluation, and data collection, annual reportingrequirements.
If anyone is familiar with those new annual reporting require-

ments, I would like to have some comment on whether that was animprovement or, in fact, not an improvement.
We emphasized indirect services for deaf-blind children. We re-quired a 90-day comment period for regulations issued under partB of the Education the Handicapped A. We reestablished theAdvisory Committee on Education ofthe Handicapped.
We authorized two new grant issues, one for transitional pro-grams for handicapped use, and the other for parent information.If anyone has any knowledge on how well or not well those pro-

grams have worked, I think it would be helpful.
In addition to that, I would hope that the witnesses could focuson barriers, and in particular those specific and special barriersthat exist in rural areas, whether it is resource barriers or primary

service delivery problems, personnel recruitment or retention, orstaff development, or just simply geography.
I think one of the difficulties we have with the Act is there is nostandard definition, for example, whether a school district is ruralor not. I hope we get some testimony on what a standard definition

might be.
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As we go through the hearing, I would hope that we could also
take a look at 94-142 itself. It is now a decade old. It is the basic
civil rights act for handicapped students. It will not be repealed,
nor should it be.

I would hope that Congress is now ready after a decade to look at
the Act with some maturity, and understand it wasn't chipped in
stone, it wasn't sent" 'doivri Hilitorielablets-fröin Mount Sinai. If
there are ways to improve 94-142, we ought to look at it.

There have been suggestions of improvement in the area of disci-
pline. Others, definition of medical versus education, which is one
of the constant turmoils, and Congress has largely abdicated that
responsibility, and has said the definition is going to be whatever
the court says it is going to be at that particular time.

There is a current controversy over payment of attorneys' fees
whether at the court level or administrative level, and other
things.

One last thing, I would like to get your opinions and views on
what happens when we leave school. We now are creating an enor-
mous opportunity, it is not a problem, it is an opportunity, for
some 15,000 young people a year as they leave school. We have yet
to develop those systems in which they can move into the complete
world of employment and lead fully productive and independent
lives, and I would like your suggestions on that kind of transition,
what we could do better, what we could do differently.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. WILLIAms. Before we call our first panel, let me say that I, at

least, have some time constraints this afternoon. I need to be in
Washington early tomorrow morning. That means I have to depart
from Bozeman on a flight that leaves here just after 3.

So, we want to move in a prudent manner. We want to hear
from everyone. We will try to move along. If we don't finish before
I have to leave, Steve will chair the remair der of the hearing.
However, I am hopeful to hear from everyone myself. Thus, I ask
you to keep your testimony within reasonable bounds. If it begins
to over 10 minutes or so, I will tap the gavel lightly and we can
move on.

We have with us assistant superintendent for special services,
Judy Johnson, representing Ed Argenbright, the superintendent of
public instruction in Montana. Joining Judy is Gail Gray, director
of special education in the same office.

Gail and Judy, if you will come forward.

STATEMENT OF JUDY JOHNSON, REPRESENTING ED ARGEN-
BRIGHT, SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION, STATE
OF MONTANA, ACCOMPANIED BY GAIL GRAY, DIRECTOR OF
SPECIAL EDUCATION, STATE OF MONTANA
Ms. JOHNSON. Congressman Williams, Congressman Bartlett, you

may be the first person that has ever forgotten Gail Gray's name.
Mr. WILLIAMS. You notice I didn't forget it for long.
Ms. JOHNSON. WiSe move.
We are very happy to have you and Congressman Bartlett here

in Montana. We appreciate your holding these hearings in what we
consider a very rural State. In a way, I speak not only for the State

t.i
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of Montana, but what are called the floor States, which have somevery unique problems.
Even though our ruralness is somewhat similar to Texas, the

amount of money we get is not, and that, of course, also gives ussome problems.
I think there is no question whatsoever that Public Law 94-142has had a tremendous impact on what has been happening with

the education of the handicapped kids throughout Montana and
certainly throughout the Nation.

We continue, of course, to see our courts doing interpretations of
Public Law 94-142. I am not sure that that will end tomorrow, and
often we get caught between the court ruling and the congressional
mandate, but hopefully Congress will keep up with what the courtsare doing.

I want to comment specifically on a couple of aspects of part Aand B of the Act before we go into the discretionary programs. Sec-
tion 607, die architectui:0" barrier removal, -hag-Elea redelifirau-
thorized. There is not very much money available within that pro-gram.

We continue to try and figure out what Montana's appropriation
might be. I am certain that Montana is not unique in the fact that
many of our school buildings are very, very old.

It appears that Montana will receive about $150,000 to removethe barriers. I guess, perhaps, it would be wise for Congress to lookat some of those architectural barriers and the amount of moneythat is put into that .particular aspect of the Act.
Another is section 611. For aboiffThe-Iiisi 5 or 6 years, the ad-

ministrative costs of special education have been funded at the
same $300,000, which is what a floor State gets. We are not in thecategory of getting the 5 percent. Consequently, we have not had
any increase whatsoever in the administration of the special educa-tion program. We certainly have had a lot more mandates. The
larger States, which are on the 5 percent, of course, have an in-creasing amount of administrative money year after year, and Iwould certainly urge Congress to take a look at either raising that
cap a little bit, because the mandates continue to grow for us.The larger States continue to get more money for the program,while those of us in Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, Wyo-
ming, Vermont, have maintained and tried to maintain the sameamount of money for the last 5 years. Those are a couple of sec-tions.

You did comment, Mr. Bartlett, ort the data collection. Reviewing
the data collection is the worst thing that has happened to handi-
capped kids since pre-94-142. It is the greatest request for data wehave ever received from any Federal program.

Now, I don't know what you are going to do with that, and I will
be very candid with you, we were afraid to send it to the schools
this year. We are in the business of educating children, I thinkboth at the State and at the local level, and that is what we are'asking them to do at the local level, is educate kids.

The data collection requirements will not only cost the school
districts time and energy and, frankly, fmances, but it is also goingto cost the State a great deai of money just to get the data requests
going.

ib
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I think in doing this, we have also just gone through a Federal
monitoring that has also required the districts to all get their
annual reports up, and our fear is that we are going to face a
change in attitude in the districts, from one of cooperation and un-
derstanding to one of concern and reluctance, and there was some
concern and reluctance when 94-142 first came, partly because of
the paper barrage.

I think we need to see some modifications to effect a reasonable
data collection, and one that will meet the needs of Congress and
the Department of Education, and also the needs of our school dis-
tricts, who can perhaps utilize the data they collect.

We are having a little trouble, I think, in Montana, explaining
why you want all that data. Those are the major concerns I think
we have with A and B in Montana.

Montana receives approxhnately $3 million. The legislature sup-
ports the Montana special education program at about $29 million
this year. At over $51 million for the biennium.

The Regional Resource Center serving.Montana has really been
successful in meeting the requirements of the Act, and has become
an extension of the Office of Public Instruction. The center and its
network of centers provides timely consultation and technical as-
sistance and training to the State, and, I think, that is a very
viable part of a very rural State to have that kind of a regional
center available to us.

We are fmding on section 622 that the services provided to the
blind are compatible to those provided to other kids. We would like
to see that particular portion a' little more flexible.

In a rural State such as Montana, we do not have all that many
pediatricians or physicians or teachers to serve basically the same
population the severe and profoundly multiply handicapped stu-
dent and the deaf-blind. We are using the same people, we are
training the same people, the kids are all in the same school
system. It gives us more flexibility to reach more people with a pro-
gram.

Section 623 contains a statement "as much as feasible, programs
shall be geographically disbursed throughout the Nation in urban
as well as rural areas." It seems appropriate that that statement
should be entered into all the discretionary programs. I think there
is a real tendency when they are awarding discretionary grants to
overlook the rural areas and the unique needs of the rural area.
That is not part of the entire section on discretionary programs.

As you heard Maggie and some of the others testify earlier, the
transition of secondary education of the handicapped has really
been something that we have been looking forward to because we
are small, everybody knows everybody, and you can get on the
phone. I can see it as a defmite advantage to that transition. In
moving our kids, we cooperate both with the legislature, certainly,
and vocational rehabilitation, and those sections know how many
kids are coming. We have that kind of thing going on within the
local area.

Training of personnel for the education of the handicapped,
again, that is probably one of the areas where some kind of provi-
sion should be made so that every State receives fmancial assist-
ance, and they do not. That is a competitive grant. Appropriate

14
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language should authorize a grant through the State education
system of each of the States. We are extremely dismayed, Congress-
man Williams, Montana did not receive any training money thisyear at all.

Special problems are encountered in other States, or in Montana,
and other States, certainly, where training institutions are located
much closer to the population. We don't have that in Montana.

Of course, the need for updating is critical. We bring a lot ofpeople into the State to do our updating. Because of our many,
many miles, we try to accomplish this as close to the teachers or
parents, employment site, as we possibly can.

I also think that it is critical that the Department of Educationconsider the needs within a State and not randomly just select a
grantee without securing some kind of verification from a State
agency. That seems to happen every now and again, someone turns
up with a grant, we don't know about it, we didn't hear about it until
the regional office sends out their printout.

That concludes my testimony. We prefer to answer some ques-tions. Gail has all the answers, and I know how to read, and that is
kind of how we work.

[The prepared statement of Judy Johnson follows:]
THE OFFICE OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION,

Helena, MT, August 21, 1985.
To: Subcommittee on Select Education, Committee on Education and Labor, U.S.

House of Representatives.
From: Ed Argenbright, State Superintendent.
Re: Testimony on the Reauthorization of Parts C, D, E and F of the Education of the

Handicapped Act.
Chairman Williams and members of the subcommittee, It is significant that on

the 10th anniversary of P.L. 94-142, Congress is seeking input on the reauthoriza-
tion of the discretionary programs of the Education of the Handicapped Act. Thereis no question that P.L. 94-142 has had a tremendot: impact on the education of
handicapped children and youth throughout our nation. Because states and local
education agencies have established their own guidelines, there are wide variations
among all provisions of the law. There are differences in who is identified, how they
are evaluated, where they are placed and what services they receive. These vari-ations are not the result of conscious efforts to deny access to special education and
related services. We continue to see the courts making interpretations of P.L. 94-142.

Many of the controversial issues have developed because the costs of special edu-
cation and related services are greater than those of regular education. Traditional
research efforts have not been conclusive in demonstrating the cost benefits of spe-
cial edurition. We must continue to address the humanitarian concerns and social
investments for our handicapped children and youth. These students leave our
schools and enter society, and well-spent funds aid in this transition. We must take
active steps to ensure that these emerging citizens do not become the future's eco-
nomic and social burdens. The discretionary programs of the Education of the
Handicapped Act can help us in the total development of our handicapped childrenand youth. The State of Montana and local school districts have continued to pro-
vide major fmancial support to the education of handicapped students. This supporthas been far greater than the federal government appropriation. Through the dis-
cretionary programs, the unique needs of the handicapped are dealt with from a na-tional perpective.

This testimony is provided from the perspective of a state with a relatively small
population and a large geographic area.

Before I comment on some specific aspects of the discretionary programs, I have
three observations on sections under Parts A and B of the Act.



%

vi .
tyi .. ...

i .2
4...., '6

a.t .d
1

4, .
441

4
3 lift .... 4

1 4.

tr: t
'4 : 1

f *
:

it,
.. 7-4, * - ,.

. 4., .- . 04 -. 1
4

. 2
. ,..1 .. t t ,-: t , XII_ .., .4,.

x4 :t
- 'i . 1 -1. Z."-

t_______' i...ii 1 t___:

+..
Ir. 7 I

itt
Ai

ii...., ...0,..1, A
a .0140....,,
ellir i .4di 06.011.0- , vp

11.0:11111;:t "IPmr

IMP



Pi
n4

&
pk

to
aq

I
1,

1 
h

ap
"S

fb

itt
d

le
till

&
ai

-i
t

if
IF

til
t

1

11
,1

ill
 li

t
tr

i
b

st
i

1
.7

11
1.

it
1

F 
.t

a
ti

1



9

This is just a little bit more than we had anticipated at this
point.

Mr. BARTLETT. Do you find the information to be useful to you?
Do you do anything with it?

Ms. GRAY. Some of it is very useful. We use some of our informa-
tion for our allocation of funds, we use some of it for the planning
of our minigrants for training. But we haven't had enough experi-
ence yet to know just how valuable all of it is going to be.

Mr. BARTLETT. Well, do you recommend that we retain that data,
the full component of data collection or amend it somewhat to
permit more sampling or eliminate it?

Ms. GRAY. Yes, I really would recommend that you look carefully
at sampling. There are a number of differences in definitions just
for the specific handicapping condition. I would commend the De-
partment of Education and the special education programs for
working very, very hard to try to make the requirements easier to
follow.

They have set up a task force, they have called people to Wash-
ington, they have tried to simplify some of the forms, and I think
they are working very hard at this, but it is very difficult, and
there is so much to do at one time. If we just had one table per
year, I think perhaps we could do this.

We also, being a small State, have a very small staff. We have
six people on our staff. We don't have a data collection specialist.
So that means the other people on staff have to spend a portion of
their already-allocated time to work on this, and they aren't spe-
cialists in that area.

Mr. BARTLETT. Of the discretionary programs, do you have an
opinion as to which should have a higher priority for us, which are
the most important to you, transitional, career development, per-
sonnel development, training?

Ms. GRAY. I think the first three that you mentioned certainly
are there. The transitional programs are just getting going. I don't
think we can carefully evaluate what the impact of them has been
yet.

Montana and many other small States, of course, have a lot of
difficulty getting the competitive grants because of the size of our
staffs. We don't have people that have time, and a lot of times the
expertise in grant writing. So we don't pick up as many of those
discretionary grants as States with large staffs and more experi-
ence in that do.

I think that the early childhood programs are very valuable, par-
ticularly in a State like Montana, where we don't have a mandate,
although we do have permissive services down to birth.

The comprehensive system of personnel development is some-
thing that is extremely important in States like Montana and
needs to have continued emphasis at the Federal level. However, it
is very important that all States have their share of whatever the
Federal pie becomes in that program.

Mr. BAamarr. Thank you.
Mr. WILLIAMS. I am fully sympathetic to the difficulties which

the mandates and regulations pose. By the way, the regulators in
this instance are required by the Congress to promulgate these reg-
ulations.
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But I am sympathetic to the difficulty you have in charting them
out. We did that because of testimony we received which said that
the States were not adequately serving a wide range of population
by age group. So we said to the States, don't do anything different
from what you are doing, just tell us what you are doing. So next
time, we will correct it if you are not doing it correctly, because
now the States are angry Wcause they have to tell us what theyare doing.

You know, we were asked several years ago to cut the money for
the regional offices. We cut the money for the regional offices, and
now people are complaining because the regional director can'ttravel to Montana except for once every 3 years.

Folks are absolutely livid about administrative costs. They want
the administrative costs to be cut. As Budd Gould says, get the
money directly to the people. Now, you are telling us your adminis-
trative costs are not high enough.

So the dilemmas go on and on, and I can guarantee you that nei-
ther the Congress nor the State legislature will ever be able to get
it exactly right, but we will try to plug the leaks as we go.

Now, with regard to the data collection, I understand Gail, earli-
er this year you had two meetings with the folks in Washington_
and expressecl your concern to them shout certain of the data
collection requirements. Was this meeting satisfactory? Which data
collection requirements did you express concern about, and has the
matter been righted?

Ms. GRAY. I think we are making great progress on that. Howev-
er, I would not say the matter has been righted because at thispoint in time, it looks like we are going to have to give data based
on accurate, complete comprehensive collections for next year,which is very difficult for us to do at this point.

I do think that the people in special education programs are
making great efforts. We have a meeting here of the small States,
we call them the $300,000 Club. At that time, the Department of
Education did send our Dr. Danielson to speak with the group.

I think he had a very tough shoulder at that point. He dithi't get
to talk much. We spent a lot of time crying to him about all the
work and efforts we were going to have to put into this and short
time lines.

That was followed up with a task force meeting in Washington,
at which, I think, there was a lot of productive work taken on. We
have not had any response yet from Washington from the special
education people as to what the results of that meeting will be. I
am confident and optimistic that it will, perhaps not being totally
satisfactory, but it will make our job much easier and allow us to
spend more time and effort on services for students.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I would be more than pleased to help you and
invite you to do what you have done. That is, stay in touch with me
and our committee with regard to the outcome of that. The courts
have told the Congress that the separation of powers require us to
keep our fingers out of the regulators, that is the President's busi-
ness. Nonetheless, we can write letters and make phone calls and
maybe help along the way.

We appreciate both of you being here today. Your testimony has
been very helpful.
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Our second panel of three witnesses is Michael Hagen, Katharin
Kelker, Richard Van den Pol. Mr. Hagen is director of the Mon-
tana Center for Handicapped Children at Eastern Montana Col-
lege; Katharin Kelker is here as a parent; Mr. Van den Pol is a
director of the Preschool Program at the University of Montana.

STATEMENTS OF MICHAEL HAGEN, DIRECTOR, MONTANA
CENTER FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN, EASTERN MONTANA
COLLEGE; KATHARIN KELKER, PARENT; AND RICHARD VAN
DEN POL, DIRECTOR, BIG SKY PRESCHOOL PROGRAM, UNIVER-
SITY OF MONTANA

Dr. HAGEN. Thank you. You have my written testimony already,
and I will not go through that and read it as written, since you can
do that yourself. I do have comments regarding several issues that
I would Like to address to you today.

I just want to make some comments specifically about part C.
Judy had mentioned in her testimony that the regional resource
centers have done good things for the State. I think as an RRC that
may be true.

As a local education agency person in the field, as I speak to
other directors in special education, classroom teachers, they are
not as supportive of the RRC. I don't think they know what the
RaC is; what its functions are; who they are supposed to be work-
ing with, or corresponding with.

At the present time, the RRC's dissemination of information goes
through the SEA directly. LEA personnel are not able to circum-
vent that system. I don't think all the information about what can
be done is provided to the various people in the State that could
use that service.

There are several things that I think the RRC could do for us
and should do for us. Initially, there were 12 RRC's. Now they are
down to six. Their territory has gotten larger and their dollar
amounts have not increased proportionately.

We as a rural State, as expressed earlier, have a problem getting
competitive grants, especially in the discretionary areas. We feel
the RRC is a very viable option to that. However, as the mecha-
nism is currently set up, we don't get to those people as well as we
could or should, I think.

Second, we have been fortunate to have a discretionary project
at the Montana Center for Handicapped Children for the past 2
years. We are moving into the third year of a project called MESH,
the Montana Model for the Education of the Severely Handi-
capped. We are very fortunate to develop many byproducts and ini-
tiatives that will be used not only by the SEA but by our local edu-
cation personnel.

We feel we have made some strides, not only in school personnel
and school programs, but a variety of other agencies, human serv-
ice agencies as well, vocational rehabilitation. Through the use of
discretionary dollars and grants, such as the one we have, we can
continue to improve and service our population.

The second area is within the area of early childhood programs.
At the present time, Montana does have permissive legislation for
preschool, zero to five. We have been fortunate for 3 years now to

1 73 I
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have a State grant. This is the second year it has been contracted
to our agency. We are very fortunate to work with the SCA in re-
ceiving that particular contract and grant through Washington.

The State limitation grants I think are on their way now, as they
have new language to make them 8-year-long projects to really
take a hard, close look at preschool services. However, when we
look at preschool services in Montana being permissive, there is
still inequity, and considerable inequity as to the children that are
served.

Currently, the majority of the public school programs serve chil-
dren from 3 to 5. The developmental disability services, SRS in
Montana, serve children zero through two, three. However, as par-
ents who need services live in Montana, there may not be pre-
school services availaMe. If they are available, it may only be on a
very limited basis.

If you are fortunate enough to live near a larger city, you may
have some base service where service may be from a 4-day to 5-day
program. Some programs, such as the one in Billings, we have been
fortunate to offer a full day service to some 5-year-old children.
However, the discrepancy in the inequity of service availability is
still present. Within Billings, a large geographic area of the State,
Billings Public School District does offer preschool services to chil-
dren as young as 2 in center-based programs.

However, across the river, you won't get services until age 7. So
that means either parents have to uproot and move into Billings to
get services, or the child has to sit at home for 6 years before serv-
ices are offered. If they have a kindergarten program, then they
can start a little bit earlier.

There is vast inequity in the services for children. We would like
to recommend that stronger language be put in the legislation to
request States to look at permissive language and make services
more equitable. The State dollars that are paying for those pro-
grams are shared by everyone. But only certain people reap those
benefits. We feel that inequity should be looked at very carefully.

We have been fortunate through the efforts of Kathy Kelker,
who you will hear from next, with the preschool mandate, and we
hope we will be fortunate enough at least for the next biennium to
have mandated services.

There is still inequity not only in services that are available but
the quality and quantity of services as well, and that should not be
overlooked.

As we just talked about, personnel availability. In cities you have
more personnel, in rural areas you have less trained personnel. So
we need to broaden the intent of Public Law 94-142 to include
educational services for all children birth through 5, and the permis-
sive language should be removed to create equitable service.

The third area I would like to speak to is secondary education
and transitional services. We have been hearing a lot from Made-
leine Will regarding transitional services. The majority focus in
those areas have been vocational, and I think we feel very strongly
that vocational services is only one aspect of an adult's life.

You and I work 8 hours a day, some 12, some 14, some 18. But
that is not all our life. But that is what we hear, and we are asked
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to continue to get children as adults ready for adult vocational
services. We feel that is only one aspect of the child's life and his
adult life.

We need to start, No. 1, very early with our children that we
serve at the center at preschool, start vocational services. We feel
we need to address that very quickly, but we also need to address
social skills, leisure time activities, and the whole gamut of cur-
riculum, and not just vocational integration into competitive envi-
ronments or competitive employment.

There is a whole realm and variety of skills that need to be tat-ght,
tasks that need to be taught, and we need to not only focus on
vocational, we need to focus on the whole child, the child as a whole,
as a whole adult.

I think, we need to do that through the efforts of not only the
public school, but also the department of vocational rehabilitation,
developmental disability services, all coming to grips with what is
the focal point for a person that is handicapped and may be
handicapped from birth to death, and how can we best serve that
child in a total environment?

We should look not only at total vocational services, but independ-
ent living services, leisure time activities, social skills development,
and the list goes on and on. We feel that has been overlooked, and we
feel through some of our efforts and our discretionary contract now,
that we are trying to address that, in helping parents to make those
decisions, and having more input into looking at the total child who
will be an adult at some period of this life.

Mr. WILLIAMS. One minute, please.
Mr. HAGEN. The next area I will switch to is personnel prepara-

tion. You heard a little bit about that. We feel that, especially in a
rural State, we need to look at other efforts in training personnel,
possibly through a paraprofessional training area.

We have done that on native American reservations very effec-
tively in the last 2 years, training people that live and will contin-
ue to live in those areas and train paraprofessionals to carry out
the delivery of services.

We feel that is an option. We need to look at the whole area of
personnel preparation, not only thr9ugh teaching but also adminis-
trative principles. We have superintendents who we have trained 10
years ago, but we haven't done any training recently.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Michael Hagen follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MICHAEL HAGEN, DIRECTOR, MONTANA CENTER FOR
HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

Representative Williams, staff members, ladies and gentlemen, my name is Mi-
chael Hagen, and I serve as the Director of the Montana Center for Handicapped
Children, which is a facility offering educational, diagnostic and outreach services to
handicapped children and their parents who reside within the State of Montana.
The Center, which has been in existence for 37 years, has been heavily involved in
the implementation of the Education of the Handicapped Act. We have been grate-
ful for the leadership the federal government has provided through EHA which en-
sures that all children, regardless of the nature of their handicap, have access to
education.
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The Discretionary Sections C, D, E and F of the Education of the Handicapped
Act have done much to provide direction and substance to the law. I wouldnow like
to discuss subsections C and D individually, as they relate to the provision ofserv-
ices to handicapped children and youth in Montana.

PART C-CENTERS AND SERVICES TO MEET THE SPECIAL NEEDS OF THE HANDICAPPED-
REGIONAL RESOURCE CENTERS

Montana is one of the states served by the Mountain Plains Regional Resources
Center (RRC) located in Logan, Utah. While the state has received some good serv-
ices from the EEC (i.e., technical assistance for the development of the successful
Surrogate Parent legislation, technical assistance to the Billinp Public School spe-
cial education task force), much more should and could be done. Currently, the RRC
is charged with providing technical assistance through the State Education Avncy.
Even this limiteci charge has become more difficult because the number of RRce
has been reduced from 12 to 6 &aid the geographical territories of the existing cen-
ters, therefore, has been increased tremendously. Funding has not kept pace with
the costs of travel and communication within these larger territories so the effec-
tiveness of the RRC has been reduced, making it virtually impossible to provide
even minimal services to the rural/remote areas which most need RRC assistance.

One of our desperate needs, which the RRC could certainly fulfill if its charge
were broadened and if it were more amply funded, is for technical assistance with
the preparation of grant applications. Grants are about the only option for the de-
velopment of new and innovative programs, specialized adaptations of new technol-
ogies to suit the rural/remote nature of the state, or dissemination of newly devel-
oped or national best practices in services to persons with handicaps. Our state, for
numerous reasons, is constrained by a very limited budget for all human services.
There is little or no money available on a local basis to allow for growth and devel-
opment of services for our handicapped population. We must rely on assistance from
the federal government to get us started in new directions; once started we can con-
tinue on our own.

We have difficulty being competitive in grant writing because we cannot assemble
the expertise and staff that big colleges and universities can to do their grant writ-
ing. As I converse with colleagues from institutions in more populous states, I hear
them speak of "grant writing machines" which include cadres of graduate studentswho can be unleashed on the literature and several academic departments which
can be set to work researching and writing sections of the grant. When we write
grants in Montana, it usually means one talented individual doing all of the
research and writing and probably typing the manuscript as well, always within the
extremely brief time frame allowed to complete the application.

On the rare occasion when one of our applications is successful and is funded, we
can accomplish a great deal. Our problems so that when they have the funds, they
can provide the services which meet our regional needs. For example, the Center is
currently fulfilling a federal contract, the Montana Model for Education of the Se-
verely Ihndicapped (MESH) which is in its third and final year of operation. During
that time it has published a state-wide directory of services which is proving to be
highly valuable to service providers, educators, parents and persons with handicaps.
This directory, for the first time, provides a composite of all the services acros the
entire state. We have had numerous reports of families who have used the directory
to help them relocate in an area where more adequate services are available. In the
future, the Directory will be updated periodically so that its listings will continue tobe current.

In addition to the state directory, the MESH Project has developed specific proce-
dures for the development and implementation of state of the art technologies in
transition. The project has prepared an implementation manual complete with step-
by-step directions and models for all the forms and documentation which may be
necessary to implement transition procedures. The Office of Public Instruction has
elected to utilize the project's forms as models to disseminate throughout the state.

During the next several months we will be implementing the IYMH transition
model in four sites, including rural, Native American locations. Thus, the MESH
Project has served a number of purposes for our stateit has provided information,
developed new prandures and is in the process of demonstrating those procedures.
We need more such grants to help us keep abreast of what is goingon in the field of
special education. If we were able to use the resources of the RRC and its major
university connections, we might be able to do a better job of applying for grants
and might be more able to stay in the mainstream of special education research and
program development.

IS
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RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Fund the Regional Resource Centers at resonable levels which allows them to
do the job for which they were intended.

2. Add the provision of technical assistance to agencies/organizations to prepare
competitive grant applications to the existing role and scope of the RRC with fund-
ing levels appropriate to allow this activity to be actually implemented.

3. Consider carefully the current practices connected with the discretionary grant
process. Perhaps more federal dollars could be more equitably and better spent
through a formula grant program.

PAM' C-EARLY EDUCATION PROGRAMS

This is an area of major concern to parents and professionals alike. From the pow-
erful, empirically based evidence currently available in the literature, we know with
a high degreee of certainty that early intervention plays a major role in facilitating
the development of fullest potential of handicapped children, youth and adults.
However, here in the state of Montana, preschool services are "permissive" and
even though a few programs are scattered throughout the state, they are far from
being equitably available to families of handicapped children. Also quality of the
programs is variable because there is no one administrative or evaluative body to
which these programs are responsible.

The State Implementation Grant, which is the second contract which the Center
received, has been responsible for accomplishing much even though the environ-
ment of fiscal conservatism has contributed greatly to keeping preschool services at
a minimum within our state. The SIG has a highly developed model for preschool
service delivery currently available for dissemination. The staff provides technical
assistance to those few programs brave enough to take on a new client load with
little or no fmancial support. The SIG has also provided limited fmancial seed
money to programs who apply and meet the criteria to receive this funding. As a
result, several preschools have been created and services expanded where none ex-
isted before. A Parent Resource Library has been established and receives heavy
statewide use, and a newsletter is disseminated which addresses specific informa-
tional concerns of parents and professionals. We are pleased with what we have ac-
complished through the SIG thus far, however we have definite plans to continue to
push very hard for equitable, quality services to infants (at identification) through
the preschool years. The SIG has the following responsibilities to be accomplished
over the next several years: To develop a comprehensive interagency cooperative
agreement which delineates responsibilities and timelines for implementation; To
develop a statewide interagency tracking system for all children from birth through
five years of age who are identified as handicapped or at risk of being handicapped;
To provide needed training for service providers, parents and families; To provide
technical assistance with the development of educational and related services to
young children with special needs; To systematically study cost factors related to
the delivery of services and programs for these children. Again, here is another ex-
ample of how powerfully the service delivery.system within the state can be impact-
ed to provide better services through the vehicle of federal grant dollars.

Most of us are convinced that the preschool mandate will pass in the next legisla-
ture. The vote was so close last time and the momentum is strong. Parents of handi-
capped children who reside within this state can take the majoraty of credit for the
near success with this legislation, and they are working even harder to ensure pas-
sage. They will succeed. However, it has been a long, hard, uphill battle.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Broaden the intent of P.L. 94-142 through federal law to include educational
and related services for all children birth through five years of age who are identi-
fied as handicapped or at risk of being handicapped. The "permissive" aspect of this
law should be removed to create equitable, quality services for all infants and young
children across the nation.

2. Continue to support, through federal seed money, efforts by states to develop
and implement quality services for their young children.

PART I-SECONDARY EDUCATION AND TRANSITIONAL SERVICES

For many years we as professionals and parents have been convinced that our
moderately and severely retarded children would never acheive community integra-
tion when they reached adulthood. Now, not only is the technolop available to
train for community integration, but several of these successful training programs
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are in full operation across the nation. This exciting evolutionary development
brings with it many unanswered questions about exactly how the service delivery
system can respond to these new directions for training moderately and severely
handicapped persons to actively live, work and play within the communities.

My concerns about this issue are as follows: Role of the public schools: Prepara-
tiou For adult life for moderately and severely handicappW persons must begin at
the earliest possille time. Infants should receive training programs aimed not only
at emerging motor, language and cognitive development, but also social skills. These
children should not be educated with watered down academics under any circum-
stance. Throughout the educational process, academics should only be taught where
they have definitive relevance to reasonably-expected functioning levels anticipated
for adulthood. A handicapped child's educational time is too precious to be wasted
learning to tie shoes or stack blue blocks or even to recite American History. Theyneed a broad range of self-help, vocational, social, and leisure-recreational skills inorder to achieve the levels of comas .ity integration of which they are capable.
Taking into account the much slower learning rates and limited number of sldlls
which can be acquired and maintained over the duration ofa standard public school
year, the imperative for relevant, clear, concise goals, objectives and related curricu-
lum becomes evident Also evident, then, is the need for a longitudinal approach
which allows each year of education to be spent in preparation for success within
the next, all leading cumulatively to help produce an adult who functions within
the community with the highest level of integration possilile. TlesiRhIloigspatAssig-
nificantly different from the one which is being promoted by con-
centrates on vocational placement to the exclusion of other features of normal com-
munity life. In addition, OSERS advocates intensive vocational training and place-
ment during the last year to two years of high school, at the earliest, and makes no
recommendations about curricular content before that time. Our perspective is that
it is the responsibility of the educational 'process, over the 15+ years that the handi-
capped child receives these services, to address all aspects of community integration,
including social skill training, independent living training, leisure/recreation skill
acquisition, vocational training, hands-on experience, and job placement by the timethe student graduates.

Role of the Department of Vocational Rehabilitation: In the past, vocational reha-
bilitation services have commonly not been available to this population of handi-
capped persons because they were rarely deemed to be competitively employable.
Now, because we have the educational technology present to be able to change the
employability of these persons, vocational rehaklitation agencies will have a new
population for which they must be fiscally and programmatically responsible. Many
of the moderately and severely handicapped adults should be trained and able to
hold positions in the work force. However, these saw- people will require differing
levels of ongoing support in order to maintain themselves on the jo'o. The public
school responsibility ends with graduation. Vocational rehabilitation agencies have
neither the mandate nor the fiscal resources to provide this support. Even more crit-
ical, vocational rehabilitation counselors are not trained in the skills necessary to
assist a moderately or severely handicapped person to successfully maintain a jobplacement.

Role of the Developmental Disabilities Division: The expertise to provide ongoing
supported employment services to handicapped persons should reside within the
staff of the Developmental Disabilities Division. However, this function is currently
not a focus of this agency. They use the bulk or their limited fmancial resources to
support persons in sheltered and avocational workshops. The current structure re-
turns nothing to the tax base which supports it and is very expensive. In addition,
the DDD provides group homes to facilitate independent livmg, yet we are all
plagued by long waiting lista for openings in the few group homes the DDD has the
resources to fund. In addition, the DDD can only serve those persons who are
deemed developmentally disabled, and this omits a sizable group of people whose
needs are very similar yet who don't qualify for these services, these people (i.e.
head injured after age 18, moderately or severely learning disabled) basically "fall
through the cracks" of the service system into a void of no services after they leave
the public sch000l system.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Shift the federal focus from vocational placement as an end goal to concentrate
on the most efficacious use of the entire public school experience such that it is di-
rected toward full community integration, including but not limited to vocationalplacement.
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2. Rise the SGA level for handicapped persons (gross $310/month) to at least the
level designated for persons who are blind (gross $611/month). This would enable a
person with handicaps to be clearly better off working than not working.

3. Strongly promote the cooperation and coordination of services across the three
agencies who provide the bulk of the training and support. Knowing full well that
dollars are limited, the public school system, the Department of Vocational Reha-
bilitation, and the Developmental Disability Division could coordinate services to
ensure a lack of duplication of services, few if any gaps in service, and a logical co-
ordinated progression of services such that each supports and facilitate the efforts of
the other.

4. Determine which agency will have responsibility for providing the ongoing sup-
port necessary to assist moderately and severely handicapped persons to maintain
themselves successfully on the job, and fund them adequately and provide for the
training necessary in order to ensure success of the program. Empirically, we have
every reason to believe that we can assist moderately and severely handicapped
people to be contnbuting members of society, in every way. Importantly, it appears
as though persons provided with this support will contribute to the tax base rather
than taking from it with no return. However, the changes that are necessary to fa-
cilitate this are service delivery system wide and will require not only impetus and
directions from the federal government but also initial monies to make the neces-
sary system changes.

5. Broaden the scope of independent living training to include all types of disabil-
ities and provide impetus and funding to allow for monitoring and maintenance of
persons living independently, as necessary.

6. Increase funding to allow for more group homes to reduce the lengthy waiting
list for this critical service.

PART D-PERSONNEL PREYARATION

I have spent a great deal of time thinking about the issue of personnel prepara-
tion and its relevance to a rural/remote society such as Montana. Intuitively, it is
easy to predict the reality of the situationmost small isolated communities cannot
attract special education personnel to serve their handicapped children. If they are
lucky and are able to hire someone, in almost every case, the new person moves on
within one to two years, and the long, frequently unsuccessful recruitment process
must begin again. !got only are services inconsistently provided, but programs and
delivery systems cannot be built with repeated service interruptions.

Recognizing the problem, only one solution seems feasible. Residing within those
small, isolated communities are persons who have chosen to live there and families
who have lived there for generations. These people have a commitment to the com-
munity. If paraprofessional training could be taken into the community and provid-
ed to persons who live there and who may have an intrinsic interest in the field of
special education but who are unable to leave their homes and families for extended
time periods to attend school some 200-500 miles away, a stable service system
could begin 'to emerge. This would certainly not prevent the community from re-
cruiting and hiring professional staff, but the ancillary support would be continu-
ously present, and if, as is common, no one applies for the vacancy(s), then some
services could still be delivered to the children who need them. This system would
require not only preservice training, but continued inservice training, monitoring
and assistance. With fewer and fewer students selecting special education as a
major in our colleges and universities, our larger cities are even beginning to feel a
shortage of teacher& This will drastically effect the small isolated communities
(which make up the bulk of Montana). Now is the time to prepare for this critical
shortage.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Provide federal assistance to colleges and universities, serving isolated remote
areas which would allow them to recruit, train and monitor paraprofessionals who
reside within these communities.

2. Formalize and standardize the curriculum for this training such that it reflects
careful consideration of the role of the paraprofessional serving children in isolated
communities.

3. Certify the trained paraprofessionals and require periodic recertification.
4. Provide the initial professional diagnosis and related evaluations to develop the

training programs for each childthen the paraprofessional would be responsible
for carrying out the programs, and would keep data. Both the activities of the pare-
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professional and the child change data should be monitored routinely by the profes-sional.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Thank you very much.
Ms. Kelker.
Ms. Maxim Representative Williams, Representative Bartlett, I

really appreciate your having solicited testimony from a parent. Ithink that is unusual, and I am very grateful for this opportunity.
I am speaking for myself as the parent of a mentally retarded

son who is 14, and also for other parents that I work with through-out the State. We have a parent organization called Parents, Let's
Unite for Kids, and I am the coordinator for that organization. So I
have the opportunity to hear from many parents.

I am going to comment on the discretionary programs in terms
of the yardstick which parents use. I will be talking about those
things which make a difference to us at the grassroots level.

In terms of the regional resource centers, I am an enthusiastic
supporter of the RRC's because they have made a difference for us.

This particular RRC, which is based in Logan, UT, has made a
conscious decision to include parents in all of its operation. When
they are looking for advice as to what projects to form or to oper-
ate on, they ask parents. Half of their advisory board are parents
from the State they serve. The current cochair of that group is a
parent from Montana. So we feel we have a good deal of opportuni-
ty to speak, to the RRC.

Let me give you one example of why that is useful to us. As par-
ents who live basically in isolated areas, we often feel guilty we are
not affording our children with handicaps all the sophisticated
services that exist in other places. We express that need to theRRC, and they have set up on a regional basis programs where
they bring in parents and teachers and also people who deal with
technical equipment, adaptive equipment, computers, and assess
the children and match the children with the kind of equipment
that they need.

There was just such a program in Great Falls a couple of weeks
ago. That kind of thing brings technical assistance into Montana
that we otherwise would not be able to have. It also extends the
efforts of our office of public instruction.

I would like to comment on early education programs. This is an
area which is a real concern to me. I was one of the people that
went to the legislature last year and said, look, we have to do
something about what is going on in Montana.

It is very true that we have some excellent programs in ourState, and we are able to say, as they say in other places, that
early intervention services do make a difference.

For example, I mention in my written testimony we have a good
preschool program in Helena, and I know a Down's Syndrome childin that program during her first year of preschool was getting
enough language development that she exceeds expectations forher age. That is a very unusual fmding in the Down's Syndrome
child. This same child is also learning to read. Those kinds of
things wouldn't happen if she didn't have an early intervention
program.
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Our parents know these programs exist, and if they live in a
community that does not have an excellent program like the one in
Helena, they then have to make some tough decisions.

I brought with me a letter from a parent in Cut Bank, MT, who
has made the decision to leave a business, a thriving business, sell
their home, and move to Billings where they have no prospect of a
job, simply because they need preschool services for their child
with cerebral palsy and the'y would not get them unless they move
to a larger community.

The office of public instruction, I think has done a very good job
of using the incentives that are available through the Federal Gov-
enunent. We have used the so-called PIG grants and figure grants
and have talked many school districts into developing preschool
programs But they are not available everywhere. For us parents,
that wasn't acceptable. We went to the legislature asking for the
mandates and lost by two votes. But we will be back. We want to
be able to say once again to the legislators, the Federal Govern-
ment thinks this is important, we parents think this is important.
It is helpful for us to have those incentives, it is helpful for us to
cite research that we can obtain through the Federal Government.

In terms of the transitional services, I guess I have some skepti-
cism. I think it is a wonderful idea that Madeleine Will is proposmg.
As a parent of a chili:1 -who Will óózithiiageroüjoftránsi..
tion, I am very pleased that there is something happening.

I am really afraid there is an awful lot of rhetoric that may
not be implemented in the prograins fast-enough. Were my child to
be graduating today from school in Billings, there would be nothing
available for him in terms of transition. The best I could hope for
would be a waiting list. He could be on a waiting list for a shel-
tered workshop, which would not be an appropriate placement for
him. He could be on a very long waiting list for independent living
or some kind of an apartment or group home.

Basically, what we are facing now, unless something changes, is
providing those services for our son by ourselves. It is not that we
are asking for a handout. We are working very hard with our son,
and I know many parents who are doing the same thing to teach
whatever skills we can. But we are really afraid that we will have
created a monster, a young person who has a great many skills but
has no place to use those skills when they fmish school.

I am hopefulI am not being negativeI am hopeful those serv-
ices will be available in the next 4 or 5 years, but a great many
things will have to change if that is going to happen for my child
and for others that are in that age group.

I wrote to Madeleine Will with my concerns about the rhetoric
and getting things implemented, telling her that I didn't think we
were going to make it in Montana. She wrote me back a very nice
letter. The essence of that letter was, we are going to provide you
with opportunities to try for grants, and that will be your big
chance. Well, that doesn't help me a lot, because I know that it is
difficult for us to compete with other States in those types of
grants.

Another area I would like to comment on is personnel prepara-
tion. I am really kind of worried, because this is an area which was

2 5
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dramatically cut, or recommended for cuts, by the administration.
An 18-percent reduction, as I understood it.

In Montana, we see fewer and fewer students going into special
education. We used to have 200 students in the undergraduate pro-
gram at Eastern Montana College, and now we have about 60 per
year. It is not as glamorous a field as it was when 94-142 came in.
Students now know the financial opportunities may not be as good.

As a parent, this worries me, because when a vacancy is open in
a school district, I would like the school district to have the oppor-
tunity to choose among several candidates instead of having to
settle for whoever is available.

I am also concerned that in some of our rural areas, parents
report to me their child has always been served in the classroom by
an aide instead of a special education teacher. In some areas, a
child has never seen a speech pathologist because only an aide is
available.

The last thing I would like to comment on is the parent training
grants. We tried for a parent training grant this xear in Montana
for the first time. We have never had a parent training center. We
still have many parents who are unaware of their rights under
Public Law 94-142.

Let me give you a couple of examples. There was a student in a
wheelchair in one of our rural communities whose parents were re-
quired to come to school every day to carry the child onto the play-
ground.

If they didn't come, the child was not allowed to go to recess. The
parents didn't know they had any rights to protest that kind of
procedure.

Another parent was told that their child with Down's Syndrome
would not be able to enter the local school district, would have to
be sent away to a large city and be placed in a foster home. Again,
the parents didn't know they had any rights in that situation.

I think that sometimes when we compete for parent training
grants, that when they are read in Washington, people forget what
we are up against our here. Parents who are isolated, as our par-
ents are, perhaps have more needs than some others for compan-
ionship and for some understanding of the law. I am hoping that
the next time around, we will be successful with a parent training
grant.

[The prepared statement of Katharin Kelker follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF KATHARIN KELKER

Representative Williams, Representative Bartlett, ladies and gentlemen, my name
is Katharin Kelker, and I am a parent of a fourteen year-old son who is mentally
retarded and in a junior high special education program in Billings where our
family lives. I am pleased to have this opportunities to discuss with you the value of
the discretionary programs under the Education of the Handicapped Act from my
perspective as a parent and a consumer of services. One of my roles is that I serve
as a Coordinator of a self-help project milled Parents, Let's Unite for Kids which is a
statewide coalition of parents of children with a variety of handicapping conditions.
In this capacity I have the opportunity to talk with other parents on a daily basis.
My remarks in this testimony reflect, therefore, both my experience and the experi-
ences of other parents throughout the state of Montana.

Overall, parents tend to judge the quality of the Discretionary Programs on
whether the money and effort expended on them has noticeable positive effects on
issues or problems which the affect the daily lives of handicapped children. There
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states In which preschool services have been universally available and have proved
to be successful. In order to convince wary legislators and school trustees who are
always concerned about cost, we need to be able to point to the support the federal
guvernment has given to early intervention programs and to the mounting evidence
that early intervention can reduce some of the cost of special education at the ele-
mentary and secondary levels and may also reduce the need for some adult services.
Recommendations

1. Provide contingency funds to cover castrophic costs of serving severely handi-
capped preschoolers;

2. Expand outreach efforts of HCEEP programs to lay the groundwork for state-
mandated early intervention programs for children 0-5;

3. Increase funding for Preschool Incentive Grants to be more in line with the
authorization level for this program;

4. Emphasize sevices for children birth through 2;
5. Disseminate information about models for service delivery which utilize exist-

ing resources;
6. Disseminate information about effective programs for outreach with specialized

therapies like speech, occupational and physical therapy.

SECONDARY EDUCATWN AND TRANSITIONAL SERVICES (PART C)

As a parent of a mentally retarded teenager who will soon be making the transi-
tion from school to work, I am grateful for the emphasis that the federal govern-
ment is placing on the transitional period. As I look ahead to the opportunities
which may be available to our son Chris in the community, I have some fears that,
unless changes occur soon, he will not be prepared for the competitive job market
and he may not be able to find a suitable place to live in our community. At present
our school system is just beginning to offer a vocational program which is geared to
jobs in the community and which incorporates real work experience. In addition,
though semi-independent and independent living arrangement exist in our commu-
nity, the demand for these opportunities is high and our son may have to wait for
several years until there is an opening for him.

My husband and I are hoping that changes in the system will come quickly
enough so that Chris can benefit from them. We think that Chris is capable of
living fairly independently if he gets the right training now, and we are trying to do
our part by teaching him independent living skills and encouraging lum to try

jworking at obs in the community. This summer Chris is working as a day camp
counselor for the YMCA. He applied for the job himself, took the training and was
selected to work through the same process as other teenagers. We feel this experi-
ence was a great step forward for lum, but much more will have to occur before he
will be ready for the competitive world.

The changes we would like to see in the system, the changes which we know
would help Chris and others like him, are the very ones which Madeline Will has
been advocating and which Part C as amended emphasizes: improvement of second-
ary special education programs and strengthening and coordination of postsecond-
ary services. Secondary special education curriculum must be changed so that pro-
grams emphasize the academic, social and vocational skills which are relevant to
successful integration in the community. "Watered down academics" and anemic vo-
cational simulations just do not prepare a young person to do the types of work that
are really available.

We are encouraged that the federal government is funding demonstration transi-
tion projects and is disseminating information about best practices for transition.
We are concerned, however, that expectations have been raised or transition and
that governmental and educational agencies will not be able to meet the need rapid-
ly enough. This spring I wrote to Madeline Will expressing my concern that the
rhetoric in Washington might not be matched with action back here in the states. I
told her that our state agencies, especially Vocational Rehabilitation, did not have
the money to meet the challenges which the transition movement poses. She gra-
ciously replied to my letter by explaining that her department was initiating a
number of grant competitions for personnel training and the development of transi-
tion models. While I am sure that these grants will be of great help in some states,
in Montana we do not have a "grant writing factory." It is difficult for us to com-
pete with other States with large grant writing groups.

It it, my hope that handicapped teenagers in Montana will not be left out of the
transition movement. Our children who have grown up under P.L. 94-142 have so
much promise because they have benefited from public education. It is, and will con-
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tinue to be, tragically wasteful if these young people cannot fmd jobs and they end
up dependent, idle and ignored by the community.
Recommendations

1. Continue to encourag agency cooperation, particularly between Developmental
Disabilities, Vocational Rehabilitation and school system;

2. Encourage generic services which are available to persons with all types of
handicaps rather than to one category of disability (DD);

3. Fund Vocational Rehabilitation at higher levels to accommodate the greater ex-
pectations from that program.

PERSONNEL PREPARATION (PAII-7 D)

I was astounded to learn this spring that the Administration had recommended
an 18% reduction in the personnel preparation appropriation. In Montana we are
experiencing a dramatic downturn in the number of undergraduates who are select-
ing special education as a major. At Eastern Montana College the number of majors
has clipped from over 200 per year to fewer than 60. In the past special education
majors out of Eastern's program have had a 100% rate, and the need for special
education teaches statewide continues to be the same or greater.

As a parent I would like to think that our school systems had some opportunity to
choose several applicants for a special education position instead of having to settle
for whoever is available. I know that some school districts in Montana, particularly
in more remote areas, have had to use aides in special education classrooms because
they were unable to hire a certified teacher. Also some rural special education coop-
eratives have been unable to hire a licensed speech pathologist and so have had to
make do with speech aides.

Not only do we need more teachers and specialists, we also need better quality
training. Our special education teachers are certified K-12, but their training lacks
emphasis on secondary programs. We need educators who are well-versed in the
skills necessary for students to make the transition from school to work. The whole
transition movement has no chance of success if we do not have professional staff
who can properly prepare students.

I am concerned that lack of federal funding for personnel preparation will result
in a trend toward less qualified personnel which will have an eventual long-term
negative effect on the quality of special education. I am also concerned because
Montana received no Part D money this year for personnel preparation.
Recommendations

1. Fund Personnel Preparation at authorized levels;
2. Assure every state of at least a minimal level of Personnel Preparation fund-

ing;
3. Stimulate personnel preparation in the specialty areas and in secondary special

education.

PARENT TRAINING GRANTS (PART D)

Parent Training Grants to train parents to participate more effectively with pro-
fessionals in meeting the needs of handicapped children have been funded through
Part D monies. This year 12 grants out of 89 were funded. For the first time Mon-
tana submitted a parent training grant which was ranked 31 out of the 89 and was
not funded. It is unfortunate that Montana's grant was unsuccessful because our
state is one of very few which has never had a parent training grant. Ten years
after P.L. 94-142, many parents in Montana are still unaware of their rights under
the law. Though most school districts make a commendable effort to provide appro-
priate service, there are still instances in which services are denied or parents are
not informed of their rights. For example, in one-community parents of a high fkinc-
tioning Down Syndrome child were told that their daughter could not be served in
the local district and that she would have to be placed in a foster home in a larger
city if she were going to go to school. In another case an elementary-aged girl in a
wheelchair was deprived of recess every day at school unless her parents would
come to school and carry her to the playground and back.

Because Montana is such a geographically large and sparsely populated state, it is
difficult to form and maintain an effective network of parents of handicapped chil-
dren. Nonetheless, such a network has been formed and hits over 800 active partici-
pants. This group is determined to tiy again for a federal grant, hoping this time to
articulate our needs more clearly. Just because our numbers are small does not
mean that we have less need for information and support than parents in other
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states. In fact, because parents of handicapped children in Montana are sometimes
isolated from others with similar problems, there is perhaps a greater need to link
parents and provide them with information and support.

Recommendations
1. Fund one parent training center in each state:
2. Screen grants regionally so that persons familiar with local problems can ana-

lyze the grants.
Summary

I feel privileged to have the opportunity to testify at this hearing. For a parent to
be able to speak this directly to the federal government is indeed a remarkable ben-
efit of our democracy. My family and I are grateful for the leadership the federal
government has provided in insuring that our children with handicaps have access
to an appropriate education. We applaud your efforts in Congress on behalf of these
powerless children and commend the values which lead you to work in their behalf.

Mr. WiLuAms. Thank you.
Dr. van den Pol.
Dr. VAN DEN Poi. Honorable Chairman and conunittee members,

distinguished guests, colleagues and friends, thank you for the invi-
tation to testify with regard to the reauthorization of the Educa-
tion for all Handicapped Children Act. Congressional insight and
leadership is apparent in this landmark legislation, designed to
protect the civil rights of all Americans.

Subsequent regulations, coupled with Federal appropriations,
have enhanced greatly the ability of States and territories to more
equitably serve their handicapped students. This has occurred via
direct fiowthrough funding to the States, as well as through the
discretionary support of research, demonstration, and training
projects that equip special education teachers and related person-
nel with proven strategies to effectively serve our exceptional chil-
dren and youth, and their families. I join you today in hoping the
testimony received will strengthen these mutual efforts.

I currently serve as a professor at the University of Montana and
director of the Big Sky Preschool on that campus, which is funded
by the Handicapped Children's Early Education Program of the
U.S. Department of Education. My comments today will primarily
focus on early childhood. In course work with students, and in
child study team meetings with parents, I find that many people
are surprised to learn that education is not a right per se of the
U.S. citizenship. Instead, other rightsto due process and to equal
protection under the law ensure an equitable opportunity to par-
ticipate in a State's educational programs These rights have been
articulated in the Education of the Handicapped Act as well as sec-
tion 504 of the Rehabilitation Act amendments.

Within the context of civil rights, it is noteworthy that the right
to equal educational opportunities was addressed well before 1975.
Litigation as early as 1954 established this principle with regard to
racial equality. In 1972 these rights were accorded handicapped
learners.

A fundamental tenet underlying litigation and congressional
fmdings is that all individuals have -the potential to benefit from
education. More specifically, expert testimony provided by educa-
tional researchers in the Pennsylvania Association of Retarded
Children v. the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania established that
these benefits are related directly to the capability of all human
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beings to learn, irrespective of the degree of mental retardation,
physical impairment, or sensory deficit.

Thus alternative treatments such as custodial care, so-called
stimulation programs, and even well-planned educational programs
which do not result in student learning, are inadequate, as deter-
mined by other cases. In 1971, Wyatt v. Stickney established that if
ineffective treatment is provided, then the constitutional rights of
the student have been violated.

The impetus provided by litigation and legislation has been com-
plemented by another form of Federal leadership. In 1968 Congress
enacted Public Law 90-538, the Handicapped Children's Early Edu-
cation Assistance Act, which led to the establishment of the Handi-
capped Children's Early Education Program, sometimes known as
the First Chance Network within what is now the Office of Special
Education and Rehabilitative Services.

Projects funded by the Handicapped Children's Early Education
Program and other units, as well as long-term collaborative efforts
by private and other public agencies, including the National Insti-
tute of Child Health and Human Development within the National
Institutes of Health, collectively have yielded an informative and
reliable data base regarding effective educational practices. Not
only have those findings provided an array of effective teaching
techniques for handicapped students, they also have demonstrated
how developmental, sensory, and motoric handicapping conditions
can be attenuated via timely intervention.

At least two benefits accrue: Students are able to more fully par-
ticipate in and benefit from regular educational programs, and tax-
payers enjoy savings in the form of reduced expense for special
education and related service programs.

Perhaps .an approgriatg_question now would be: What constitutes
"timely' intervention? Wry simily, the earlier intervention
begins, the better the results.

I would like to cite two cases from the Big Sky Preschool. These
are data we collected about 2 years ago. Lee was admitted to our
preschool at 23 months of age. At 6 months a tracheotomy tube
had been placed in the throat to decrease laminosis and respiratory
arrest emergencies. The tube prevented her from vocalizing and
continued to be a detriment to speech development. She was diag-
nosed as having Downs Syndrome, severe cognitive delay, and
severe speech delay.

During her first days of preschool, Lee was unresponsive to per-
sons who were unfamiliar to her, was clinging to family members
who transferred her in. If removed from the sight of her immediate
forrii , she would cry with such intensity and duration a suction or
brea tube was necessary. She was unable to make any speech
sounds. e could crawl but would not initiate or respond to any
staff or children. .

After several months of her first year in preschool, she would
walk, although unsteadily. She signed 60 or more words using
manual communication. She displayed no distress when left at
school, and often would ignore family members when they arrived
to pick her up. She enjoyed music, attempted to make the signs
that went along with the musical songs. Although nonvocal, she in-
creased the variety of speech sounds she could make.
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In a 7-month period of time she showed an 11-month develop-
mental gain and a 12-month gain in speech and language. That ex-
ceeds what we would expect from the so-called normal child.

Two years later Lee is now diagnosed as borderline. She signs
450 words and combines them in unique 2- through 5-word sen-
tences. For example, when she first saw a picture of a panda bear,
she signed it "raccoon bear." No one had taught her that. She's
completely toilet trained, she runs and climbs, she's the first multi-
handicapped child admitted to a nonhandicapped preschool pro-
gram at the university, she knows all letters of the alphabet, and
she counts from 1 to 10.

In contrast to Lee, Hughy was 4 years and 4 months old when he
joined the program in October. Upon initial diagnosis, he was diag-
nosed as having moderate cognitive and language delay. He was
also significantly delayed in self-help skills. He did not dress him-
self and was not toilet trained. The pediatrician had advised the
family to wait and see if he got better. His play was limited to
tackle football games, which were initially discouraged by the
school, although his father continued it at home because he wanted
Hughy to play high school sports.

The playing with other children required periodic behavioral
interventions. Hughy's father is a college graduate, his mother a
high school graduate. After 2 years in preschool, Hughy was classi-
fied as borderline delayed when he graduated. He began the kin-
dergarten program, and the parents refused to permit special edu-
cation services. They also declined special educational testing. We
do not have access to formal data, but the school reports indicate
that he's falling further and further behind.

In the most recent reauthorization of the Education for the
Handicapped Act, two significant changes occurred. States were
permitted to spend preschool incentive grant moneys on children
from birth through 2. Previously, regulations allowed only spend-
ing on services for children 3 through 5.

In addition, 30 percent of the early childhood program appropria-
tions now must be spent on the new State grants program, each
having a total duration of 8 years. In 1984, 52 States and territories
participated in State implementation or planning grants. The se-
quence ensures that the States will assess needs for early interven-
tion, will develop a comprehensive administration, and will have it
approved by appropriate State officials.

I have three recommendations regarding the reauthorization.
They are closely related to the advances made in the last reauthor-
ization.

With regard to preschool incentive grants, two changes are rec-
ommended. Congress initially authorized $300 per counted child as
a funding base for each State. Currently only about 40 percent of
that sum is available to State agencies. As Kathy Kelker noted, we
need an incentivein -States that have not mandaservices. Con-
sidering inflation, the total appropriation may not be a sufficient
incentive to accomplish increased services, especially in rural States,
such as Montana. It is suggested that Congress authorize the full
$300 as it intended in 1975. And, second, if State agencies are going
to be allowed to spend incentive grant moneys from birth

55-928 0-86-2
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through 2, we ought to be allowed to count these children also.
Currently we can only count children 3 through 5.

With regard to State grants programiming, there is enormous po-
tential to encourage States and territories to install the administra-
tive structures sufficient to cause services to be available through-
out the Nation. However, it does not provide for technical assist-
ance, so-called program development, as Mike Hagan refers to it.

Hypothetically, State regulations could ensure all handicapped
preschoolers receive an individual education plan within 6 weeks of
identification. However, the content of the MEP, its goals and teach-
ing methods, could be developmentally and educationally inappro-
priate. Thus the handicapped student rights still would be violated
as in Wyatt v. Stickney. Effective treatment and service delivery re-
quire a technical assistance course, similar in nature to the two na-
tional agencies that currently assist demonstration projects and
State intervention.

The Handicapped Children's Early Education Program has such
a component available via its outreach. Outreach projects are expe-
rienced with and capable of assisting schools and other agencies to
deliver effective and appropriate educational and related programs
via validated school models. Unfortunately, outreach projects are
de =easing in numbers. Those that do exist are assured of only 1
year of funding, often competing continuation applications are due
after only a few months of operation, thus precluding citation of
impact and efficacy.

In 1982, the Department of Education contracted with Roy Little-
john Associates to evaluate the entire Handicapped Children's
Early Education Program. The major findings of the study included
80 percent of the 280 projects that were initially funded be contin-
ued. The study identified 2,157 replications of service models-166
results from the 3-year demonstration phase, 1,191 came from out-
reach projects. For every single dollar expended in the handicapped
children's program, $18.37 were generated in programmin_g for chil-
dren and their families. Replication programs served 107,850.

Fifty-five percent of the children who leave demonstration
projects are placed in integrated settings with nonhandicapped
children, which is far less expensive than more specialized self-con-
tained placements. Sixty-seven percent of the c dren who leave
demonstration projects perform in the average and above average
range in relation to their handicapped peers, according to the staff
receiving them.

Having served as a project director for both demonstration and
outreach j)rojects, I can readily attest to the challenges of demon-
stration, including model development, evaluation, and validation.
Appropriately not all demonstration projects receive outreach fund-
ing, although the Littlejohn report notes 80 percent endure subse-
quent to that funding. A return of $18.37 per dollar spent appears
to be a prudent investment of scarce discretionary moneys. We
have yet to factor in the savings afforded families through reduced
stress, or schools to reduce special education costs.

Despite 15 years of research, we have yet to identify a special
education student who is incapable of learning. I urge Congress to
embrace the principles advanced in Wyatt v. Stickney and ensure
young handicapped children receive effective assistance. Effective-
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ness can be assured via technical assistance and model replication
activities made available to schools and States during and after the
8-year State grants programs Yes, there remain many questions to
be addressed by research and demonstration grants. But we need to
maintain the expertise that now exists. We need to share the an-
swers we now know. The Littlejohn data indicate that outreach
projects are an effective and cost-efficient mechanism for treating
effectively unserved and underserved young handicapped children
and their familial. If the outreach component is strengthened via
increased appropriation and multiyear funding, all handicapped
children programs and components will benefit from a kind of .syn-
ergy. In the long run, we will all benefit.

In closing, I cite the late Carl Perkins, who in 1968 noted, "This
program should be viewed as a model demonstration program and
not as service program; however, programs that show promise of
providing meaningful answers for education of handicapped chil-
dren should at the appropriate time be evaluated for permanent
legislative approval."

Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Richard van den Pol followsl

PREPARED STATEMENT OF RICHARD VAN DEN Pot.

Honorable chairman and committee members, distinguished guests, colleagues
and friends, thank you for the invitation to testify with regard to reauthorization of
the Education for All Handicapped Children Act. Congressional insight and leader-
ship is apparent in this landmark legislation, designed to protwt the civil rights of
all Americans. SuWewent regulations, coupled with federal appropriations have en-
hanced greatly the Wlity of states and territories to more equitably serve their
handicapped students. This has occurred via direct "flow-through" funding to states,
as well as through the discretionary support of research, demonstration, and train-
ing projects that eguip special education teachers and related personnel with proven
strategies to effectively serve our exceptional children and youth, and their families.
I join you today in hoping that testimony received will strengthen these mutual ef.
forts.

I currently serve as a professor at the University of Montana, and director of the
Big Sky Preschool on that campus. In course work with students, and in child study
team meetings with parents, I find that many people are surprised to learn that
education is not akggtlenctt rer se of U.S. citizenship. Instead, other rightsto due proc-
ess and to equal on under the lawensure an equitable opportunity to par-
ticipate in a state s educational programs. These rights have been articulated in the
Education for the Handicapped 1tct (FL 94-142), as well as Section 504 of the Reha-
bilitation Act Amendments of 1978 (PL 98-112), and subsequent regulations.

Within the context of civil rights, it is noteworithy that the right to equal educa-
tional opportunities was addressed well before the RHA of 1975. Litigation as early
as 1954 (Brown v. Board of Education, 847 U.S. 488) established this principle with
regard to racial equality. In 1972 these rights were accorded handicappW learners
(Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children v. The Commonwealth of Pennsyl-
uania, 848 F. Supp. 279).

In the enactment of PL 94-142 in 1975 Congress disclosed a number of fmdings,
including:

(1) There were more than eight million handicapped children in the United
States,

(2) State and local education agencies had a responsibility to provide education for
all handicapped children, but laoked the financial resources to do so,

(8) It was in the national interest that the federal government assist state and
local efforts to meet the educational needs of handicapped students in order to
assure equal protection under the law.

A fundamental tenet underlying litiption and congressional findings is that all
individuals have the potential to benefit from education. More specifically, expert
testimony provided by educational researchers in P.A.R.0 v. The Commonwealth of
Pennsyluania established that these benefits are related directly to the capability of
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all human beings to learnirrespective of their degree of mental retardation, ph '-
cal impairment, or sensory deficit.. Thus, alternative treatments such as custodial
care, so-called "stimulation" programs, and even well-planned educational programswhich do not result in student learning, are inadequate, as determined in other pre-
1975 cases. In 1971 Wyatt v. Stickeny established that if ineffective treatment is pro-
vided, then the constitutional rights of the student have been violated.

The impetus provided by litigation and legislation has been complemented by an-
other form of federal lm&rship. In 1968 Congress enacted PL 90-538, the Handi-
capped Children's Early Education Assistance Act, which led to the establishment of
the Handicapped Childrw's Early Education Program URz221sometimes known
as the First Manw Network within what is now the Office of Special Education
and Rehabilitative Services. At that time the host agency was known as the Bureau
for the Education of the Handicapped. Projects funded by HCEEP and other units of
BEH, as well as long-term collaborative efforts by private and other public agencies,
including the National Institute of Child Health and Human Development within
the National Institutes of Health, collectively have yielded an informative and reli-
able data base regarding effective educational practices. Not only have those find-
ings provided an array of effective teaching techniques for handicapped students,
they also have demonstrated how developmental, sensory and motoric handicapping
conditions can be attenuated via timely intervention. At least two benefits accrue:
students are able to more fully participate in and benefit from "regular" education-
al programs, and taxpayers enjoy savings in the form of reduced expense for special
education and related service programs.

Perhaps an appropriate question now would be: "What constitutes 'timely inter-
vention?" Very simply: the earlier intervention begins, the better the results. For
example, physically involved infants benefit from range-of-motion exercises and
other forms of physmal therapy. A highly educational nursery prpgram for neurolo-
gically impaired babies can take advantage of so-called "plasticity" in the central
nervous system. Sensorily involved young children learn to utilize other intact mo-
dalities, if their environment is adapted appropriately. The cumulative effects of a
general developmental delay can be greatly offiset if pediatricians refer infants and
toddlers to structured prachool programs where intensive special educational expe-
riences are programmed systematically. Finally, parents and siblings who receive
competent guidance in the sp.ecial needs of an infnut or toddler are far more effec-
tive at caring for that child in the natural home, and suffer far less family stress
than do those who are encouraged to "wait and see if s/he 'outgrows it' by kinder-garten."

In concluding, I would like to briefly overview some current developments within
the field of early childhood special education and offer a few recommendations re-
garding reauthorization of the EHA, specifically with regard to the HCk2,11.

The HCEEP has five primary components. (1) Demonstration grants are made on
a highly competitive basis, for a three year period, to develop, implement, evaluate
and replicate a locally designed service project. (2) Outreach grants are one year
awards that support continued replication activities of successful service models. Re-
cipients of outreach grants must have non-HCEEP continuation of their model pro-
grams. Awards support work with other agencies to install the effective model, with-
out the receiving agency having to "recreate the wheel" or go through the costly
and laborious designimplement--evaluate cycle. (3) State projects mclude state
implementation grants, preschool incentive grants, and state planning grants. (4)
Technical assistance centers are funded to assist demonstration projects in start-up
and coordination with other related projects, as well as to assist State Education
Agencies to plan, develop, and implement the administration of early intervention
services. (5) Research institutes are collaborative projects of HCEEP and the Re-
search Projects Section of OSERS. Five year funding bases permit intensive longitu-
dinal research in key areas. Three Institutes are now researching social competence
and management of behavior disorders as strategies for meaningful integration of
handicapped students in "regular" school programs, the effects of early intervention
or fuiiiIy dynamicsincluding fathers, and collective analyses of previous early
intervention efficacy dataincluding costsbenefits.

Two significant changes were enacted in the most recent reauthorization of the
EHA (PL 98-199). (1) States were permitted to spend Preschool Incentive Grant
monies on children from birth through five. (Previous regulations allowed spending
on services only for children aged three through five years.) (2) At least 30 percent
of the HCEEP appropriation now must be spent on the new State Grants Program,
each having a total duration of eight years. In 1984 fifty-two states and territories
participated in State Implementation or Planning Grants. This sequence ensures
that states will assess needs for early intervention services, will develop a cornpre-
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hensive state administrative plan and have it approved by appropriate state offi-
cials, and will implement said plan.

I have three recommendations regarding reauthorization of the EHA. They are
closely related to the advances accomplished under PL 98-199.

PRESCHOOL INCENTIVE GRANTS

Two changes are recommended: 1) Congress initially authorized $300 per counted
child as a funding base for each State Education Agency. Currently, only about 40%
of that sum is available to SEAs. Considering irfiation, the total appropriation may
not be a sufficient "incentive" to accomplish increased servicesespecially in rural
states with small populations. Congress should authorize the full $300, as it intend-
ed in 1975; 2) If SEAs are going to be allowed to spend PIG monies on children birth
through two years, these children should be included in the child count. Current
regulations allow only three through fivc year olds to be counted.

STATE GRANTS PROGRAM

The State Grants Program has enormous potential to encourage states and terri-
tories to install administrative structures sufficient to cause early intervention serv-
ices to be available throughout the nation. However, it does not provide for techni-
cal assistance in actual service delivery. Hypothetically, state regulations could
ensure that all handicapped preschoolers receive an Individual Education Plan
within six weeks of identification. However, the content of the IEP, its goals and
teaching methods, could be developmentally and educationally inappropriate. Thus,
handicapped student rights still would be violatedas in Wyatt v. Stickney (1972).
Effective treatment and service delivery requires a hechnical assistance source
similar in nature to the two national TA agencies that currently assist demonstra-
tion projects and SEAs. HCEEP has such a component available via its Outreach
component Outreach projects are experienced with and capable of assisting LEAs
and other agencies to deliver effective and appropriate educational and related pro-
grams via validated service models. Unfortunately, outreach projects are decreasing
in numbers. Those that do exist are assured of only one year of funding; often com-
peting continuation applications are due after only a few months of operation, thus
precluding citation of impact and efficacy.

In 1982, USDE contracted with Roy Littlejohn Associates to evaluate the HCEEP.
The objectives of this impact study were to:

1. Determine the extent of (a) continuation of projects from non-HCEEP funds
after the end of the three-year period of federal support for demonstration; (b) repli-
cation of models developed by the program; and (c) placement of children graduat-
ing from the projects.

2. Analyze factors affecting the projects' impact.
3. Collect descriptive and analytical information on some of the exemplary

projects with the greatest impact.
The major fmdings of this study are that: Eighty percent (80%) of the 280 projects

are still continuing to serve children independent ofHCEEP funding.
More than 30,200 children have been served in continuation projects at no cost to

the HCEEP.
The study identified 2,157 replications; 1,991 as a result of outreach activities and

166 from projects in the demonstration phase.
For every HCEEP dollar expended in programming, $18.37 has been generated in

programming for children and their families.
Replication programs served 107,850 children.
For each child served directly in the demonstration projects, 6.4 children received

services through continuation of demonstration projects and through replication of
projects.

For each demonstration project, an average of 33 children per year were served
through other funds.

Projects have been active in every state and in several territories in urban and
rural areas as specified by the legislation.

Fifty-five percent (55%) of the children who leave HCEEP demonstration projects
are placed in integrated settings with non-handicapped children which is less expen-
sive than more specialized placements.

Sixty-seven percent (67%) of the children who leave HCEEP demonstration
projects perform in the average and above average range in relation to their peers,
according to staff of the regular and special education progranis to which they grad-
uate.
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Twenty-one HCEEP Projects have been approved for dissemination by the Joint
Dissemination Review Panel of the Department of Education on the basis of evi-
dence of effective programming and cost of replication.

More than 3,000 products have been developed by HCEEP projects and widely dis-
seminated, many through commercial publishers.

Extensive training has been requested by and provided to personnel of other agen-cies.
Having served as a project eirector for both demonstration and outreach projects,I can readily attest to the challenges of demonstration, including model develop-

ment, evaluation and validation. Appropriately, not all demonstration projects re-
ceive outreach funding, although the Littlejohn Report notes 80% endure subse-quent to 11(Y support. A return of $18.37 per dor spent appears to be a pru-
dent investment of scarce discretionary monies. And we have yet to factor in the
savings afforded families through reduced stress, or LEAs for reduced special educa-
tion costs.

Dcepite 15 years of research, we have yet to identify a special education studentwho is incaple of learning. I urge Congress to embrace the principles advanced inWyatt v. Stickney, and ensure that young handicapped chiliren receive effective
services. Effectiveness can be assured via technical assistance and model replication
activities made available to SEAs and LEAs during and after the eight year state
grants programs. Yes, there remain many questions to be addressed by research and
demonstration grants. But we need to maintain the expertise that now exitswe
need to share the answers we now know. The Littlejohn data indicate that Outreach
projects are an effective and cost-efficient mechanism for effectively treating un-
served and underserved young handicapped children and their families. If the Out-
reach component is strengthened via increased appropriation and multi-year fund-
ing, all HCEEP components will benefit from a kind of synergy. In the long run, wewill all benefit. In closing, I cite the late Carl Perkins who in 1968 noted that "This
program should be viewed as a model demonstration program and not as a service

; however, programs that show promise of providing meaningful answersfoTgerrcation of handicapped children should at the amropriate time be evaluated
for permanent legislative approval." (Carl Perkins, Committee on Education and
Labor, Report No. 1793, 90th Congress, 2nd session, to accompany H.R. 18763, with
Wilfred H. Rommel to the President, September 23, 1968, Reports on Legislation,
Box 52, 9/20/68-10/4/68, Lyndon Baines Johnson Library.)

Thank you.
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ADDENDUM To RICHARD VAN DEN POL'S TESTIMONY, BOER/JAN, MT, AUGUST 27, 1985

Following are narrative summaries of two preschool students, Lee and Huey.
These summaries are intended to illuatrate the dramatic effects of early interven-tion and program consistency.

LeeLee was 1 year 11 months old at the beginning of her preschool program. At
the age of 6 months, a tracheostomy tube had been placed in her throat to decrease
cyanosis and respiratory arrest emergencies. The tube prevents her from vocalizing
and continues to be a detriment to her speech development. Lee was born two
months premature. She was diagnosed as having Down Syndrome, severe cognitive
delay, and a severe speech delay.

Lee was admitted to the Big Sky Preschool at 23 months of age. By that time she
had spent a total of 5 months in hospital settings. She was a serious medical risk
due to the tracheal tube implant and required the constant presence of an adult
trained in emergency suctioning techniques. Prior to enrollment, Lee had rarely
been in contact with other children or adults. During her first days in the preschooL
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she was unresponsive to persons who were unfamiliar to her and would cling to the
family member (mother, father, or grandmother) who transported her. If removed
from the sight of her immediate family she would cry with such intensity and dura-
tion that suctioning of her breathing tube was necessary. She was unable to make
any speech sounds. Though Lee could crawl, she would not initiate interactions nor
respond to other children or staff.

In May of 1983, after 7 months of preschool, Lee could walk, although unsteadily.
She signed more than 60 words using manual communication. She displayed no dis-
tress when she left at school to the extent that she would ignore family members
when they arrived to take her home. Lee worked and played with a wide variety of
adults and would spontaneously engage in parallel play alongside other children
and would occasionally share toys. She enjoyed music and would attempt to partici-
pate by making the signs that go along with the words of the songs. Though Lee is

inonverbal, she ncreased the variety of speech sounds she could make. Between pre-
and post-testing, a duration of seven months, she showed an 11-month general devel-
opment gain and a 12-month gain in speech/language.

In most recent teets, June, 1985, Leo's diagnosis was changed to "Borderline
mental retardation.' She possesses a sign language vocabulary in excess of 450
words, and combines signs in two through five "word" combinabons. Lee will spon-
taneously combine signs; for example, when first shown a panda, she signed "rac-
coon-bear." Lee now runs and climbs. She usee the toilet with complete independ-
ence. She can sign all letters of the alphabet and count to ten. Recognition of her
accomplishments are widespread: She was recently accepted into the University's
non-handicapped preschool program for the 1985-86 school year.

Hury.Huey was 4 years and 4 months old in October 1982. Upon initial admis-
sion, he had been diagnosed as haying moderate cognitive and languao delays.
Huey was also significantly delayed in self-help skills. He was not able to drm- him-
self and was not toilet trained. Parents had been advised by the pediatzition that
"he would outgrow it." Huey's classroom play skills were limited to a modified
tackle football game. Preschool staff began toy play training and utilized behavior

=7:ment techniques to reduce aggression and "tackling." His father approved
educational programs, but continued tackle football at home, in part because

he wanted Huey "to play high school sports."
In June 1982 testing indicated Huey's diagnosis was "borderline cognitive delay"

geitiserech therapy needed. He was able to dress himself and had acquired in-
independence in toileting. Playing wakmore gentle at school

Unfortunately, parents refused pernuseon to share preschool records with public
school personnel They reported concern abuzt "lebellbi,3 and stigmas." Parents also
refused permission for the school to test Huey for "special needs programe," &wits
the kindergarten teacher's enconrogement. Without specific testing, precise evWua-
bons of Huey's current status is impossible. Anecdotal reports indicate that he is
falling further and further behind his classmates.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Thank you. Mr. Bartlett.
Mr. BAgnarrr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me begin with all

three of ro:iu, but particularly Ms. Kelker and Mr. Hagen. You testi-
fied in different ways, I think I'm trying to paraphraseof Mon-
tana's general lack of success in obtaining competitive discretion-
ary grants. I know the people in Montana are smarter than the
rest of the country, so I am having some difficulty as to what you
would have us change in Federal law.

Is there somethingno doubt there is; I just don't know what it
isis there something about the way the competition for grants
are secured that gives Montana a more difficult time than other
States? Do you have any specific suggestions other than make
them noncompetitive, which I think one of you had testified that
that's what you would suggest. Do you have any other way to do it
other than to make them noncompetitive?

Ms. Mom. I can't speak to other kinds of grants, but in terms
of the parent igrant, there are 89 proposals this year and only 12
were funded. Our grant was rated number 31. So it wasn't real bad,
iluess, but we got the comments back and the indication to us was
that there were expectations in the grant which were not in the
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RFP, the original proposal. We are not part of the political scene
where some of these things go on, and so all we have is that docu-
ment in front of us, the RFP to follow. That's what we did.

Some of the comments indicated that they really wanted us to do
things for underserved populations, for example, Native American
populations. I have to say that the whole parent population in
Montana is underserved, and their expectations were further along
the line than where we are. It is as though the proposals were in-
tended for States that already had parent training centers in some
as

So we feel as though it would have been helpful to have the
grants screened at a regional level to see if they fit regionally and
are then sent on to Washington. That that might be useful. It is
not that we want to avoid competition. If you have no chance to
compete because you are missing some of the elements, then you
feel kind of out of the game, so to speak.

Mr. BARmErr. So at least in that case you think the RFP was
skewed toward States that already had the program?

Ms. KELKER. No, the RFP was very general and appropriate, I
feel. But I could tell from the comments that we got on our grant
that there were expectations of those who read the grants that did
not appear in the RFP. We couldn't know those expectations, be-
cause all we had was the piece of paper. I don't think anyone in-
tends to be unfair about it. I think it is hard in Washington where
these things are being done to remember that there are still States
that are at the beginning, back at square one. We have never had a
parent training center. We have hundreds of parents who don't
know anything about this stuff.

Mr. BARTLETT. There may be some ways that we can help that in
the legislation, or in the committee report, perhaps. We will look
into it. I appreciate the testimony.

Dr. HAGEN. A couple comments I wanted to make is as I talk to
colleagues around the country, and especially those that have doc-
toral programs in special education. People refer to their grant-
writing machines where things are on word processors or they can
review literature and send 15 graduate students to the library to do
this or do that. In Montana, at least in our case, you have one bright
person to sit down and write the whole thing from beginning to end
and do everything else that they have to do. We just don't have the
manpower to do all that. That's one area.

We can look at specifically in some areas like suburban handi-
capped, the University of Washington will get funded. You can
pick them out. You can pick out the ones that are going to get
funded because they have always been funded and they have
people who can continue to write the grants and MDU's and things
like that. In Montana we don't have the personnel, don't have the
track record, we can't put together grants that are competing with
large institutions, large programs that live and continue to survive
off discretionary dollars.

I just don't think we can compete with the University of Wash-
ington. We may have good concepts, we may have good ideas, but
we don't have necessarily the technical ability and time and effort
to do that.
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STAIIIMONTS OF ROURT RICHARD& SUPERINTENDENT,
PLIINTYWOOD SCHOOL DISTRICT, PLINTYWOOD, MT, AND
DONIS NILO& DIRECTOR, NATIONAL RURAL DEVELOPMENT
DISTITUTI, WOBURN WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY
Mt. bananas Thank you, Congressman Williams and Mr. Bart-lett. I waists the opportunity to be here this afternoon. I also

eerie is several roles and really appreciate being able to testify. I
eat a palest et a handicepped child who is now 28 years old, and
hes the public education process in Montana. I begansty carter at the western end of Montana in the small
tugs et I have ted to the eastern portion of the State,

;:z., live is I have submitted written testimony, and
like to several thhtge.
et all, I would like to emphasise the very rural nature of

MMus& lbea the folks in Montana have a hard time realizing
Just haw vast our State is. People that are born and raised in west-
ing Matsu Alsatian never even have the opportunity to travel
te maim Montana. I looked it up in an °Mat State map, and the
dkItanee from Plentywood to Busman, which I traveled yesterday,

4611 sibs
Is ardor to go to the Idaho border,I would have to travel another

811 miles, Air a total et 814 miles. It is quite comical, often we are
veiled Ibr imeral meetings in Helena, which I. a distance of about
NW albs Rem Plsnlywood. People in Helena have a hard time re-
ebbs that it would lie easier !be them to travel to northern Cali-
Wale than it would for myself from Plentywood to travel to
Helen&

rIM IMO the people in Washington have even more problems
e respead to those kinds of distances. I once answered a
from a secretary in Washington who was challenging one

et the rmyu., on a brim I had filled out. The form asked for the
Ingest distance traveled by a student in our district, and what
types et read did that person travel. * response wu 90 miles on
peed road. She called me, first of all questioning whether we still
really tarleirreel road! in Monthlra.thAir suslcond otfieall, if anybody
wouM

Abe in Montana we haw the problem of varying, differing sizes
et tams We have heard some excellent testimony this afternoon
hem_ people Missoula and Billings. Billings in 1980
was listed as over 100,000 people. Montana as a whole has a
population et only 690. Plentywood, the town I represent, has a

:tubaif approdmately 8,000 people. The total in the county is
. That is a very wide difference, and it really does create

a great dibbling in our school districts that we serve.
I looked up the Act that you were asking us to testify on, and one

et the parts said, to ensure all children have available
to them a fres and appropriate c education which includes

Citieducation
and related to meet their unique needs.

a very noble statement. I think that the Act itself has done
much to provide ,iust exactly that. I guess as an administrator, one
of the problems I have is following that little statement there are
TO pews of typewritten materials relating to the regulations to
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cover it. I guess my question is how do we in the very small towns
respond to those 70 pages of regulations?

In fact, we have a neighboring town of Westby, some 6 miles to
the east of Plentywood. Their student population is approximately
100 in grades K through 12. They have one special education teach-
er. The only hope that I see for schools with this size to be able to
succeed meeting even the minimal needs of that child is a great
deal of cooperation. However, I feel that the regulations themselves
impede the cooperation between schools, between the schools and
the state department of education, and possibly between our state
department and Washington, DC.

As an administrator, I look at these grants very often. They come
across iny desk. The first thing they ask is your student population.
At Plentywood we would serve approximately 20 handicapped stu-
dents in a population of 700. Many times the regulations will call
for minimum number of students to be served. If you have 20 stu-
dents, you are just out of luck. That's too small. The regulations, if
you look through them, are full of restrictions which are talking
about the population served. I understand that the Federal dollars
are trying to reach the most students that they possibly can and
possibly give the most bang for your dollar.

You have been making reference to given catagories of students.
In fact, my fellow adminstrators have a great deal of difficulty with
that. It is ironic in the 20 years that I have worked with special
education, I have seen the pendulum swing back and forth.

First, we don't want to label any student because labeling the
student earmarks them and the other children make fun of them,
or parentswe had an instance just spoken of where the parents
would not allow their child to be served in special education. Very
often that's because the parents fear this labeling aspect that we
are required to give. So we went through a period where we were
asked not to provide names, not go provide labels on the child. The
latest report that Gail Gray talked about is the exact opposite of
that. We now must label the child in very exacting categories.
They must be multiply handicapped, learning disabled, et cetera, et
cetera, et cetera. Often, again, from an administrative point and
working with the parent, those labeling and those restrictions
really do make it difficult to work with the child.

Along those lines we have requirements that the child must be
tested every, so often, every 3 years, and so on. Very often that is
necessary and perhaps some schools have abused it. However, as a
parent, I felt that once I recognized my children's handicap, that
the testing became repetitive and really wasn't very useful. I guess
I didn't like being told every 3 years just how handicapped my
child was. Sometimes I think it would be better if we could do less
testing and possibly do a better job of serving that child.

Those 70 pages, if we look from a small school point of view,
would be very hard for even the people dealing with the program,
your special education teacher and your administrators, to know
the regulations. What we find in our small schools is that we rely
very much on the State Department to help us out. We rely on that
Office of Public Education and Ms. Gray and Ms. Johnson to help
us find what we really are required to do by that law. I would hesi-
tate to say, maybe with tongue in cheek, but I think of the 200
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high schools in the State, a majority of the administrators probably
would not know all those regulations, and it is not that they don'ttry, it is just that they are so comprehensive it is impossible to
follow.

That's one reason that I strongly supported the attempt of the
state department of education to raise that cap of $300,000 for ad-
ministrative costs. Again, we are caught in the same thing. Be-
cause our State does not generate a large amount of money, the 5
percent for administrative cost is not enough to really cover the
needs of the state department. Again, I think we are caught in that
rural State-type thing.

At the beginning of the hearing you mentioned the requirements
of data reporting. I serve as the director of a co-op. We serve seven
schools with a student population of approximately 1,400 students.
I more or less inherited the job because I was the one more inter-
ested in special education and willing to put in the time. One of the
things we had to do was to fill out a form for part BGB for the
VLA flowthrough money.

None of the seven schools in itself could meet the restrictions on
population so that they could apply individually for the grant.
Therefore, I combined it and applied. When I got the packet I
almost had a heart attack. In fact, I calculated it out. According to
the responses that it would take, I would have had to fill out 3,000
paragraphed written statements in order to complete the applica-
tion. Again, the State department bailed me out. They gave a lot of
help, and we did meet the necessary deadline and we, as a school,
the seven schools, will receive approximately $25,000 to help ourprogram.

Another area that we have mentioned today is the transition
program. I feel this is a very important project. We must complete
it. Along with Kathy, I feel in Montana we are just starting, and I
think it is the. individual schools themselves that are doing the
work. The preschool mandates, I know that there is some interest
in the State, a large amount of interest in the Billings area. They
are fortunate enough to provide preschool services.

As an administrator, and when it came up in the legislature, I'm
totally in favor of it, with one condition: That we have the &Bars
to meet the mandates that are given. Too often our laws are man-
dating services from the school board and they are not providing
the dollars to flow with it. This is happening both at the State and
the Federal level.

Finally, I would suggest the key to any program, whether it be
our two teacher program in Plentywood or the program in Billings,
remains the teacher. No matter what kind of laws you pass, build-
ings we build, or money we spend, unless we have teachers to im-
plement that program, we are not going to be successful.

I don't really have any answers, because I, like Kathy, see our
students in high school moving away from the teaching profession.
I think this is a national problem. It certainly is a State problem
we will have to address. If it means higher teacher salaries, more
recognition for teacher services, whatever, we will all have to join
together and provide that. Failing that,..I see no hope in terms of
teacher training.
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Finally, I would like to thank you again for being here. The ef-
forts that you have put forth so far have been very beneficial. I
hope my testimony has been of some help.

[The prepared statement of Robert Richards follows:]
PREPARED STATEMENT OF ROBERT RICHARDS, SUPERINTENDENT, PLENTYWOOD PUBLIC

SCHOOLS, PLENTYWOOD, MT

Re: Testimony on Reauthorization of the Handicapped Act.
I am honored to have been selected by this committee to present testimony relat-

ing to P.L. 94-142 and its various amendments. The rural nature of Montana is ap-
parent to anyone who has traveled our magnificent state whether by car, or train or
even air. Problems presented to education because of the states rural nature can
only be experienced by those actually involved in the process, similar perhaps to
travelers who attempt to traverse our state by bicycling or foot travel.

The official state highway map lists the distance from Pleutywood to Bozeman at
496 miles, to reach the Idaho border through Missoula requires another 318 miles
for a total of 814 miles. Helena to Plentywood is a distance of 505 miles and
Plentywood to Billinp is listed at 355 miles. Westby is a small town only 26 miles
from Plentood but the highway between usually is closed by severe winter storms
each year. Remntly I totally frustrated a young lady from Washington, D.C. by rep-
Bonding to a question of student distance travelled each day with a response of 90
miles on a gravel road. She could not comprehend a student travelling 90 miles per
day to school or the fact that each road in the country was not paved.

Not only _are the towns in Montana isolated by distance, they vary greatly by size.
The total Montana population in 1980 was 786,690, less than most cities in the east-
ern States. Plentywood is a town of 3000 located in Sheridan County with a popula-
tion of 5400. Billings, our largest city, has over 100,000 people. Most of the 200 high
schools in Montana are smaller than Plentywood which has a student population of
170. Reg. 300.1 of the act you are considering states its purpose as:

"(a) To insure that all handicapped children have available to them a free appro-
priate public education which includes special education and related services to
meet their unique needs."

The regulations require 70 pages of typewritten materials. So how does Westby
located 531 miles from our state capitol and with a student population of 100 in
grade K-12, comply with PL-94-142? The handicapped child in Westby may need
the same help as one in Plentywood or Billings or New York City. Westby &hools
will first look to its own resources for help, then our Sheridan/Daniels Special Edu-
cation Co-op and most importantly to our special education staff in the Office of
Public Instruction in Helena. The key to success for this handicappedstudent may
well be the degree of cooperation between all of the educational apncies in Mon-
tana for certainly Westby cannot provide services by themselves. The regulations
themselves may be the greaterst hindrance to cooperation. Throughout the 70 pages
you will fmd restrictions to populations served, references made to percentoges of
given categories, (ie % of LD vs general student population) and priority given to
programs serving multistate regions or large popu/ations centers. Our schools need
flexibility in order to function. We rely on our state office for help in teacher in-
service training, for implementation of exemplary programs, for leadership in com-
plying with the law. I strongly support the amendment to raise the cap of $300,000
for administrative costs so diet our state office can continue and even improve its
present services.

This spring, as director of the Sheridan/Daniels Co-op, I completed the application
for Part B flow through funds. Our Co-op serves seven schools with a total student
population of approximately 1400 students. None of the seven schools could meet
the minimum number of students required, thus the Co-op made the application. To
completely fill out all responses would have required over 3000 written responses. It
was only with the help from our State Office that the form was completed and those
funds made available to our schools. While the regulations may apply to the very
large schools I question their value to Montana. Many fellow administrators clues-
don whether the effort required for the application was worth the funds received.

Significant progress has -bwn made with our special education programs in the
last ten years. Without the help of P.L. 94-142 my daughter Yvonne might well be
in an institution such as Boulder today. She is now 23 years old and is a client at
Eastern Montana Indligries in Miles City. This group home provided an answerfor
our family as Yvonne reached adult age. Most important to our family is the fact
that Yvonne is happy and content with her life. In Plentywood our school has
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worked cooperatively with the Glenwood activity center by placing high school aged
handicapped students in their prygram on a part-time basis. Transition from publicschools to adult programs remains a primary concern in our long range planning.

The key to any school program remains the teacher in charge. No law, or new
building, or great amounts of money spent can guarantee a child's education. Since
the handicapped require even greater efforts for each achievement accomplished
quality tmchers are essential. ClUr small schools not only have a difficult time in
recruitment of special education teachers, we often lose our best teachers to larger

A constant effort must be made to provide quality in-service training with
2:192neri; of our State Office of Education. Even though our student numbers might
fall short of those of the population centers our teachers, due to their isolation, need
the retraining service the most. In Westby there is one resource teacher whose near-
est help is the two special education teachers teachers in Plentywood. In New York
City there must be a thousand special education teachers to help one another.
Which teachers would you consider need the most help?

I applaud your efforts to improve the quality of Special Education in our Public
Schools and hope that my input might be ur4d in your deliberation.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Thank you, Mr. Richards. We appreciate your tes-
timony.

Ms. Helge, we have your testimony, we appreciate all of it. As
you know, we are limited on time. We ask you to summarize and
we will place your testimonx, as we will the testimony of each of
the witnesses, in its entirety in the hearing record.

Please proceed.
Ms. Hamm. Do you want me to summarize now?
Mr. Wmultais. Yes.
Ms. HEIDE. I do bring a thank you from about 200 people that we

called from our office in preparation for the testimony because
they are extremely thankful that you are focusing on rural special
education. Thelma people are members of the organization.

To summarize for the people who haven't heard it, as well as to
emphasize some points for you, we do have a critical personnel
preparation shortage and we see that as one of the most mAjor
issues right now in rural special education.

In the document that you have, it gives an overview and says
that there is a critical neeei to actually iron out for the Department
of Education a definition of what rural really is.

There is an example of one definition that has been used since
1978, which we feel should be looked at by the Department for In-
ternal Data Gathering purposes. Because until that problem is
straightened out, many of the others can't even be worked on.

We don't even have now, in other words, at the department level
an understanding of rural versus nonrural performance. The data
that is gathered is only as accurate as what is turned in.

The States and the Federal Government require certain data
that, unfortunately, local districts dilet like to turn in. We need
some anonymous data gathering about what services are really
needed. That is what we would like you to emphasize as you read
through this document.

We have five major recommendations. Again, just to summarize,
and noticing that the document does contain a global list of prob-
lems we found in the research in the last few years, and also a
pretty global listing of it.

The first is to look at four legal mandates that exist when we are
talkio, about rural s cation. The Nati .n ion on
Excellence report is ano er. ow, ngressznan iams,
you are interested in a summit meeting coming from that. You will
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note the back insert that is orange deals with a response that we
hope you will consider.

Section 206 of Public Law 96-88 and the Rural Education Policy
for the 1980's that was issued by the Department of Education both
state that the Department of Education will provide equitable serv-
ices for rural areas. This is not happening. We all know that. I am
sure that is one of the reasons you orgamzed this effort today. Un-
fortunately, this will get worse. Rural populations are growing
except in farm areas. Lientified numbers of handicapped children
are increasing. The cost of services are increasing.

So many children as we talk today are entering the secondary
and transition phase. There is a new baby boom upon us. The pov-
erty level is growing in rural areas, and again personnel shortages
are already acute. They can go nowhere but become more acute.
That is because of the other opportunities that continue to be avail-
able to people who formerly might have gone into rural special
education and also because of the market for educators in general.

Half of the teachers in this country are going to retire within the
next few years, and we are talking about lots of rural America, be-
cause, as we know, we have a higher number of people who are
older teachers in rural areas than nonrural areas.

So our five recommendations deal, No. 1, with responsive policy
mid regulatory interpretation. We are talking about a very simple
pramise, and that is not consistently looked at, and that means rec-
ognition of the diversity of rural subcultures. You will note on page
5 of the document, you have a diagram that really looks at the di-
versity. We are talking about schools from 1 to 10 Icids in a remote
ranching territory, perhaps in Montana, perhaps in west Texas.
Ranging from that to a village in Alaska to the small cluster sea-
coast towns in New Englandtremendous diversity, primarily di-
vided by factors like population density and topography.

Once that is recognized and the department begins to deal with
that, then we can look at specific service delivery strategies that
tend to work in a given type of subculture. If we are trying to serve
a student who is of preschool age who has mental retardation and
has no speech therapist available, has perhaps a school board that
has not particularly decided to implement 94-142, the strategy is
really different than the strategy required to deal with the child
whose principal problem is that they are 400 miles from the near-
est service and they have spring floods every year, climatic prob-
lems, storms every winter that keeps out-of-town service from get-
ting to that particular student.

Another component of that responsive policy interpretation deals
with requirements such as those that you mentioned, the $7,500 re-
quirement. It is a boon for most areas that we have special educa-
tion cooperatives. It does not need to be looked at closely because,
again, isolated areas, it is difficult sometimes even to cooperate in
a collaborative way for servicesagain, looking at the weather pat-
terns, looking at the extreme distances between the service provid-
er and the student, and looking at the personnel burnout problems
which are becoming more and more acute.

We ask that you also consider policy decisions, particularly when
they have to do with serving kids with severe handicaps. When we
did this little survey for this testimony today with people at reel-
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dential centers in rural areas, I think their point is very cogent
that even in a case like a residential institution, we all want the
least restrictive environment policy for a particular child. It is not
always possible in rural areas. There frankly are not enough kids
to be served always by local school districts if the area is extremely
remote.

I think we ought to take the tact of encouraging the residential
institution to integrate that child into the community as quickly as
possible, to train the community, and we do have some excellent
examples for that. For example, a situation that I mentioned in the
testimony. We do not recommend that all across the board. What
we say in rural areas, sometimes that is the only solution.

We ask also, that you consider the second recommendation of in-
creased agency accountability, meaning that the Department of
Education in its annual report for Congress on Public Law 94-142,
and also the Department's annual report on section 206 of Public
96-88, should have to make a statement about how Public Law 94-
142 is being implemented in rural areas. That is not currently a
requirement, and I don't feel like rural areas are being equitably
treated because of that.

Underneath the increased agency accountability recommenda-tion there is the area of discretionary grant priorities. Since we
work with rural districts across this country, I can quite confident-
ly tell you that Montana's problems you have heard today are not
isolated instances. It is necessary that discretionary grant pro-
grams begin to say we have a priority for rural.

There is a built-in disadvantage on the point of reviewers. From
the point of view they express that, xi- any of the rural areas have a
more serious problem competing because of the sparse populations
and the numbers game we all must play when we look at national
and Federal politics.

The numbers of grants are disproportionately small. There are
other ways, though, that the Department could be supportive. For
example, the division of assistance to States needs to be encouraged
to collect better information. The Division of Innovative Develop-
ment needs to deal with research and demonstration programs
across the board in discretionary programs.

I would also encourage that the task forces that exist and that
are created in the Department of Education encourage and maybe
even decide to build in a factor that they have to have not only
field involvement from rural areas but also congressional staff in-
volvement. I think this will bring more accountability.

Third, I would encourage you to consider the creation of a na-
tional clearinghouse on rural special education. The existing clear-
inghouses, such as ERIC, and the National Information Center on
Handicapped Children and Youth, do an excellent job for what
they are designed to do.

There is a serious gap. That-gap has to do with data gathering,
and that means statistics and strategies that really make sense in
particular kinds of rural areas. Again, thinking back to the diversi-
ty on page 5 of that document.

Also, one role a clearinghouse could take would be for informa-
tion dissemination. When we are talking about that, we are not
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talking about the typical model. We are talking about information
that is disseminated through ongoing rural technical assistance.

Co-op county extension workers go out in this country every day.
They could be taking information with them as do home health
agents. Many other ongoing service providers like that should
become part of an information dissemination network. So a clear-
inghouse would deal with things that make sense in the rural
areas.

The clearinghouse should also deal with recruitment issues. We
have all talked about personnel training and availability. There
are truly disincentives in working with rural areas. We ought to be
talking about exchange centers, career ladders that are realistic,
and, as you know, the career ladder concept mentioned was not one
that makes sense in rural areas.

We ought to have that clearinghouse deal with retooling and
with student scholarships. We have started a small effort which we
call a National Clearinghouse on Rural Scholarships. What we are
doing is soliciting information from the universities and other
sources to fmd out what scholarships that are currently available
for students in rural areas. That could be extended so we really
can begin to encourage people to specify a scholarship. Then we
can have some impact on some of these areas that are so hard to
bring people into.

Another function of the clearinghouse could be development of
validated preservice curricula. There have been some efforts in
that direction. In fact, they have won awards from the American
Association of State Colleges and Universities, but they are very
foundation curricula. Much more needs to be done. The bottom line
on that is that it needs to be a regionalized type of curricula. What
makes sense in eastern Montana doesn't make sense for western
Montana, nor does it make sense for Georgia, for south Texas. I
think you get the feeling from what I am saying we have to go to
region-specific efforts.

We have also got to study State certification issues, identify
those that would be responsive to rural needs and meet the quality
dimensions. It is not only the fact that State education agencies
demand specialized certification% and reciprocity is not available
from one State to the next, but we need to take a serious look at
when do we really need a specialized person.

When can other technological advances make the difference so
we can bring in some expertise from the outside? When can peer
professionals be the most effective?

When should we retool current people who are, for example, a
regular educator and they could be retooled to serve some of these
specialized functions? We need to focus on interstate and regional
solutions and it needs to be a very serious look.

There is a national rural education research agenda that has
been defined. It has not been implemented, and you have a copy of
that on the way back with you to Washington, DC. You also have a
data bank book that tells what we currently have.

In other words, what we need from the national perspective and
from the Federal Government is direction for that. That does not
mean only funds, because we are talking about a very cost-efficient
process. The network is already set up. What we are talking about
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is using all resources of the Department of Education, technical as-
sistance, staff time, and other things that really in essence are
almost free compared to some of the things that all of us typically
ask for when we ask for money.

Internal data collection is also an area that the paper addresses,
and I don't think I will go into that now because of the time, but
the bottom line is consistently defming rural from the Federal per-
spective. Then using existing resources, census data takes are not
used. The National Commission on Education Statistics records are
not currently used. It is inexcusable enough that they were not
even collected until 1983 for schools under 300 population. But thefact is now that they are not used. I think we need a push
from your direction and from the Department of Education to
make those viable.

The last part is interagency responsibilities. The Department of
Agriculture has done a significant amount in education, in rural
education, obviously, for years. That has not been interfaced with
the Department of Education. Neither has relevant work from the
Departments of Labor, Commerce, and Transportation. So I think
we need to look at some interagency responsibilities, and I think
you can provide direction for that.

In summary, you do have needs data in that direction. You have
data looking at progress that has occurred, which has been tremen-
dous. We are asking that you consider a comprehensive approach,
because we feel like rural kids deserve that, and there are congres-
sional mandates in that direction.

Page 42 we ask you to pay attention to because it outlines bits
and pieces of what we think could occur to enhance the quality.
The five key elements we are talking about is a responsive policy
in regulatory interpretation, increased accountability regarding
Public Law 94-142 from the Department perspective, including con-
gressional reports, including implementation of the rural agenda,
research agenda, initiation of the clearinghouse concept, and con-
sistently looking at data needs internally and interdepartmentally.Those are the primary things we emphasize.

Again, thank you very, very much for considering this area and
giving it the due prominence it should have.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Doris Helge follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DORIS HELGA PH.D., EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, AMERICAN
COUNCIL ON RURAL SPECIAL EDUCATION [ACRES], WESTERN WASHINGTON LINIVER-
srrir, BELLINGHAM, WA

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The problems involved in providing special education services in rural areas have
been well documented. The population sparsity, geographic isolation, inclement
weather patterns, and other factors of rural America combine to create obstacles to
services, particularly those that must be accomplished by itinerant personnel shared
by more than one district. Additionally, rural special education has the most critical
pesonnel shortages of any area of education.

Legislative mandates exist that are supposed to ensure that rural students with
disabilities receive appropriate educational services. These include the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education Rural Education Policy for the 80's, Public Law 94-142, and Sec-tion 206 of Public Law 96-88. Although substantial progress has been made since

ipassage of P.L. 94-142, critical problems remain. It is mperative that a comprehen-
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sive approach be taken to ameliorate current problems. Congress must provide
policy, appropriations, regulations, and oversight

This document makes a number of recommendations that will ensure equity for
rural constituents. They focus on the following items.

1. An increase in Department of Education accountability.This includes a re-
quirement for reporting the progress of rural schools in meeting PL 94-142 as part
of the Annual Report to Congress and in the annual Congressional report &lading
with the implementation of the Department's Rural Policy for the 80's. The account-
ability thrust also should require that the Department publish "rural" as a priority
for discretionary programs and that a "National Clearinghouse on Rural Special
Education" be established. The Clearinghouse would meet critical service gaps by
engaging in activities including; rural special education teacher recruitment; rural
special educator preservice curriculum development; information dissemination re-
garding effective rural service delivery strategies (to rural schools and families of
students with disabilities); and national, inter-state, and regional teacher certifica-
tion procedure reforms to make certification more responsive to rural schools.

2. Policy and regulatory interpretation.Is stringent enough to meet Congression-
al mandates yet flexible when necessary for rural implementation.

3. Implementation of an empirically determined national rural education research
agenda.Resulted in the identification of critical research questions that must be
answered. Studies regarding these questions will assist in determining the most ef-
fective and least costly methods of educating handicapped students in rural and
remote areas.

4. Consistent, serious internal Department of Education data collection processes.
These include use of a consistent defintion of "rural", requiring that states collect
"rural vs. nonrural" data, and in other ways making it possible to identify rural
needs and effective service strategies.

6. Interagency collaboration between the Department of Edcuation and relevant
departments such as the Departments of Agriculture, Commerce, and Health and
Human Services. This collaboration I. required by the Federal Interagency Commt-
tee on Education and Section 206 of PL 96-88, but has not occurred. It I. essential
for effective service delivery at the local level.

SECTION I-RURAL SPECIAL EDUCATION: NEEDS AND PROGRESS

Introduction
Thank you for asking for my testimony regarding needs in rural special eduction,

progress m implementing PI, 94-142 in rural areas, and swgested Congressional
action. I represent the American Council on Rural Special Education (AC), the
only national membership organization specifically concerned with enhancing serv-
ices for rural individuals with disabilities. Our members include rural service pro-
viders and parents in all 50 states.

My personal experience has included living and working in rural areas in three
states, Texas, Kentucky, and Washington. I have also consulted with rural school
districts and service agencies in over 40 states.

ACRES has been responsible for numerous studies which have been used in previ-
ous Congressional testimony, a national rural education research agenda, the devel-
opment and validation of rural special education service delivery strategies, and
preservice and inservice curriculum. Our rural special education preservice curricu-
lum was recently honorsd with a national "Showcase for Excellence Award" given
by the American Association of State Colleges and Universities (AASCU).

Our services include an electronic telecommunications system for rural schools,
operation of a National Rural Education Research Consortium, a National Consorti-
um of Universities Preparing Rural Special Educators, a national rural scholarships
clearinghouse, national conferences, the Rural Special Education Quarterly, etc.

ACRES works with all relevant national special education and rural education or-
ganizations and has solicited information for this testimony from ouch agenices as
well as from our members. Our constituency has asked that we thank the U.S.
House Subcommittee on Select Education for sponsoring this hearing. We know that
Congressman Williams and others have been responsible for a great deal of the sup-
port for PL 94-142 funding and have urged that a "submit" be held as a followup to
the National Commission on Excellence in Education report, A Nation at Risk. We
ask that this committee refer to the publications referenced in this report including
the ACRES "Response to the National Commission on Excellence in Education. . . .

From the Rural Perspective". (See Appendix C.) ACRES members also applaud the
intent of the report of the National Commission, but we note that critical issues
must be addressed if rural school children are to receive appropriate educational ex-
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periences. Differences in rural and non-rural schools must be recognized by policy
makers and implementors, and appropriately different strategies of implementing
Commission recommendations must be provided.

THE UNIQUENESS OP 'ME RURAL SPECIAL EDUCATION CONTEXT

Rural schools have distinct educational environments and unique strengths and
weaknesses. For example, rural areas have much higher poverty levels than non-
rural areas, and rural schools serve greater percentage of handicapped children.
Even though rural populations are increasing, their tax bases are not Rural schools
contribute greater percentages of their local resources for education. However, rural
services cost more than similar services in urban areas because of expensive factors
including transportation requirements and scarce professional resources. On the
positive side, rural America still has a relatively high trust factor, close family ties,
and a "sense of community." In fact, rural citizens still evidence a willingness to
volunteer to help those with disabilities.

THE DIVERSITY WITHIN AMERICA'S RURAL SCHOOLS

Rural subcultures vary tremendously. They range geographically from remote is-
lands and deserts to clustered communities, and economically from stable classic
farm communities to depressed lower socioeconomic settings and high-growth "boom
or bust" communities. The array of rural schools ranges from isolated schools serv-
ing as few as 1 to 10 children in a location 350 miles from the nearest school dis-
trict, to schools located in small clustered towns or surrounded by other small dis-tricts.

The problems of serving a cerebral palsied child in a remote area with no physi-
cal, occupational, or speech therapist, and where 250 miles exist between that child
and the next cerebral palsied child, are quite different from problems encountered
in a more clustered rural area where the chief barrier to service delivery is adminis-
trative apathy. Obviously, location has tremendous implications for proximity to re-
sources, especially highly specialized services such as physical or occupational ther-
apy.

Figure 1 may be helpful in conceptualizing the diversity of rural America's school
systems. Each of the variables listed has individual ramifications for service deliv-
ery. For example, the administrative structure has implications far securing extra-
school resources. A district that is part of a cooperative can usually obtain the serv-
ices of an occupational therapist more easily than can a single isolated district.



47

High (e.g.. clustered small towns)

POPULATION DENSITY

Low (e.g., remote locations)

OTHER COMMUNITY AND DISTRICT
VARIABLES

1. District administrative struciure
2. Geographic barriers to services
3. Ethnic groups represented
4. Ma (or religions practiced
5. Languages spoken
8. Socioeconomic groups represented;

degree of poverty
7. Average age of residents
8. Prevalence of various disebilities
11. Community services and other

resources available
10. Distances to services that are

unavailable locally
II. Climatic variables that affect travel
12. History of community attitudes

toward individuals with disabilities
13. History of special education services
14. Community communication and

power structures
15. Degree to which district collaborates

with other agencies
10. Transient student populations

present (e.g., migrant ur military)
17. Degree of support from state

education agency and other relevant
agencies

18. Degree to which eduudion is valued
19. Average daily attendance

FIGURE 1. Dimensions uf the diversity of rural
school system*.

Two key variables of service delivery are population density (Are there an ade-
quate number of students with a given disability so that a district can "afford" to
hire a specialist?) and topography (Does a mountain with untraversable roads at cer-
tain times of the year inhibit transportation of services to students?). Interaction of
these two dimensions with that of "other community and district variables" further
individualizes a district. Change of one variable in any of the three dimensions fur-
ther differentiates a given community from others. Because this is an open model,
the number of possible types of rural communities is infmite (...N). In fact, the Na-
tional Rural Research Project catalogued over 300 combinations when conducting
on-site visits during 1978-1982.
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THE IMPACT OF INCONSISTENT DEFINITIONS

One of the most significant obstacles to thoroughly assessing the effectiveness of
rural special education services has been the absence of a consistently applied defi-
nition of the term rural among federal agencies, educators, and professional organi-
zations. The inadequacies of data available to compare rural and urban districts
may be partially attributed to the problem of defining rural education.

Most federal agencies have no definition or requirements for gathering data on
rural performance versus non-rural performance. Data on rural schools collected by
the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) have frequently been summa-
rized with data from large school districts. Furthermore, data were considered un-
important and completely deleted for districts which enroll under 300 students. This
has occurred in spite of the fact that 25% of the operating public school districts in
the United States enroll fewer than 300 students each (Williams & Warf, 1978). The
NCES did not initiate processes to report data on districts with fewer than 300 stu-
dents until March of 1983.

Many data-gathering bodies have defined rural solely by using population figures.
Unfortunately, various data collection agencies and students have used different
definitions in studying rural school populations, depending on the types of data
being collected, the purposes for data collections, and staff and resources available.

A rural school district has commonly been defined as one having fewer than 1,000
students, although figures as high as 2,500 have frequently been used. Population-
based definitions of "rural" may inadvertently include non-rural districts. For ex-
ample, if the local education agency (LEA) being classified is a large county school
district, it may have a larger enrollment than 1,000 or even 2,500 yet still be very
rural because of the sparsity of its population. In addition, strictly defining a rural
district as fewer than 1,000 or even 2,500 students may inadvertently result in the
inclusion of suburban areas. One may readily ascertain some of the potential prob-
lems when special education cooperatives are being considered. This is particularly
true because of the historical emphasis on consolidation of rural districts. A popula-
tion-per-square-mile definitiob is more fiinctional even though total geographical
square miles may differ.

ONE WORKING EEFINITION OF "RURAL"

The following definition is based on a modified census definition and consider-
ation of the tremendous diversity in rural schools and communities across the
United States. This definition was used in 1978-1983 research projects funded by the
U.S. Office of Special Education Programs (SEP) and conducted by the NRP. "A dis-
trict is considered rural when the number of inhabitants is fewer than 150 per
"'pare mile or when located in counties with 60% or more of the population living
in communities no larger than 5,000 inhabitants. Districts with more than 10,000
students and those within a Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA), as de-
termined by the U.S. Census Bureau, are not considered rural."

THE NEMO FOR QUALITY RESEARCH

Partially because of definitional problems, little data collection occurred concern-
ing rural education or rural special education until the late 1970's. Urban service
delivery models have historically been recommended and unsuccessfuly applied to
rural schools. Practices successful in one spftific type of rural subculture have also
been transported, without adaptation, to other rural subcultures and have failed.

STATUS REPORT ON SERVICE DELIVERY

A study involving 75 school districts and cooperatives in 17 states was commis-
sioned by. the SEP to compare services to rural handicapped students before and
after the implementation of PL 94-142 (Helge, 1980).

The sampled districts and cooperatives were selected for their geographic, cultur-
al, and socioeconomic representatives. State education agencies (MA's) had been re-
quested to select LEA's/cooperatives with widely variant performance regarding PL
94-142 implementation. Two-day on-site visits in each district involved interviews
with persons at all levels of the organizations. Follow-up telephone interviews
gained additional information and detected divergent responses during "crisis" and
routine periods. Consistencies and discrepancies between SEA and LEA responses
were also noted.

The sampled districts and cooperatives exhibited significant improvements in pro-
grams and services offered and in the types and ages of handicapped students
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Moja, service delivery problems identified in this studywere relatively consistent
with those kind in the -National Comparative Study (Help, 1980) funded by the
IMP. The major noteworthy differencee were increases in the percentages of re-
spondents naming fUnding inadequacies (up from 56% to 74%), transportation inad-
equacies (up from 34% to 60%), and difficulties providing services to low-incidence
haedieltiMed Populations (up from 39% to 52%).

indwts said the ibllowing factors were primarily responsible for these signif-
acorn -uilles: (a) fiscal inflation; (b) increased numbers of' handicapped studints
identified and served (a 92% increase after implementation of PL 94-142); (c) a suffi-

=rind et time elapsing since initiation of' PL 94-142 to determine services
nd to experiment with provisions of the IEP; and (d) tremendous revenue

shortfalls and other (finding problems experienced by numerous states and impover-
Med rural communities.

PIANSONNEL NUM

Respondents were asked, "What special education and supportive positions are
most needed in your district but are nonexistent, unfilled, or not funded (cut back
because fisnding for a position was rescinded)?" Table 3 responses to this question.

MILE 3.SPECIAL EDUCATION AND SUPPORT POSITIONS NEEDED BUT NONEXISTENT, UNFILLED, OR

NOT FUNDED

in - xe-48th NNIV Wats les pmestages of the Mal nunew of reepordente with a given none)

Pug. Nonevietent
(pant)

Unfilled Not funded
(Petcent) (PorPInt)

Average

(Went)

We awls 10 16 9
Osibue aussit/IMrseist 6 0 2
POMO! 10 6 5
UAW OWN War 3 6 3
*MS siligibliss still 0 3 1

Ommleal Ow_ 3 1 17 10

R*6011111.111 6 2 23 19

IMO WhiWidneens Witt 3 2 17 15
Adeqpit 0 3 1

Iluess MOM Ws 0 0 1

Weft Isilliss Wu* 12 1 10 11
Wm st as eases* &Wei 3 6 5
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TABLE 3.SPECIAL EDUCATION AND SUPPORT POSITIONS NEEDED BUT NONEXISTENT, UNFILLED, OR

NOT FUNDEDContinued

(n=200Each entry reports the percentages of the total number of respondents with a given response]

Position
Nonexistent
(percent)

Unfilled
(percent)

Not funded
(percent)

Average
(percent)

Resource room teacher 0 6 0 2

Teacher of the gifted 0 3 6 3
Nurse 3 0 3 1

Low-incidence/itinerant personnel 3 17 20 13
Teacher of trainable mentally retarded 3 0 3 2
Paraprofessionals 0 0 3 1

Preschool teachers 0 0 6 2

Adaptive P.E. teacher 0 0 3 1

Personnel adequate NA NA NA 17

Respondents generally reported that low-incidence/itinerant positions (including
physical, occupational, and speech therapists) were most often needed but did not
exist. Personnel recruitment and retention problems (noted to be a major problem
by 66% and 64%, respectively, of those sampled) were directly related to the de-
scriptions of special education and support personnel needed. Only 17% of the dis-
tricts/cooperatives surveyed related that they had an adequate number of special
education personnel. An increasing concern of the SEP has been that standards for
hiring rural personnel have been lower than standards in non-rural areas. The data
from this study corroborated this concern (e.g., 92% of the respondents reported
that emergency certification was "available and frequently used"). Respondents also
stated that temporarily certified personnel were not well qualified for their posi-
tions.

EFFECTS OF TEACHER CERTIFICATION GUIDELINES

The majority of the respondents (59%) related that certification guidelines were
too specialized for rural programs. For example, most states mandate that one or
more areas of specialization occur in training. The LEA respondents felt that such a
requirement was inappropriate for service in rural areas, where working with a va-
riety of low-incidence handicapping conditions is typically required. In fact, numer-
ous states have initiated certification requirements responsive to rural service deliv-
ery problems, and many are investigating how they may be more responsive to
rural service problems.

INADEQUACIES OF PRESERVICE TRAINING

Teacher training institutions generally do not consider special rural needs and
circumstances when designing training programs. The vast majority (97%) of re-
spondents stated that they had not been ttained specifically for work with rural
handicapped students. Only 10% described their preservice training as adequate for
their work in rural communities. Respondents felt particularly strongly about the
need for generalizable non-categorical skills because most rural special educators
work with a variety of handicapping conditions and have few specialists available.

STATUS REPORT ON RURAL SPECIAL EDUCATION COLLABORATIVES

Collaborative structures facilitating the delivery of special education services have
existed for decades. These include:

1. State-mandated special district systems and education service agencies.
2. Cooperatives formed by local district initiation.
3. Regional or decentralized state education agency systems providing no direct

services.
4. Other interorganizational structures, including district contracts with private

or community agencies; cooperative:cooperative or cooperative: LEA agreements;
interstate collaboratives; and other unique arrangements.

Most of these structures were not specifically designed so that students with dis-
abilities could be served, although some (such as the educational service dsitricts in
Texas) were designed with rural and regional service needs in mind.
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Because of the requirement in the Federal regulations for PL 94-142 that districts
request a minimum of $7,500 in flow-through monies from SEA's, special education
cooperatives have mushroomed since 1975. These structures vary tremendously in
governance systems and in georgraphic scope, but most were designed to ameliorate
the difficulties of providing a continuum of services in rural schools. Of particular
concern were problems serving students with low-incidence disabilities.

Collaboratives of all types offer opportunities for cost savings via shared staff, pro-
grams, staff development, and other resources. Collaboratives offer local rural dis-
tricts the advantage of joining together for services while maintaining the benefits
of small schools. These benefits include a great deal of autonomy in how services
are provided.

Collaboratives also frequently reduce the degree of resistance to change in rural
districts when administrators, teachers, and members of the community meet to-
gether to discuss shared problems and when the public is appropriately involved in
decision-making. To this extent, collaborative structures tend to increase account-
ability to students with disabilities and their families. In collaboratives where inter-
action with clients and communities is scarce, client accountability is decreased.

CONCERNS REGARDING COLLABORATIVES

Research has also identified a number of concerns about the operation of collabor-
atives.

1. Goal displacement occurs when an emphasis on cost efficiency becomes the
overriding goal of an administrative structure, and individual child needs are placed
at a lower priority level. A caveat seems to be necessary in maintaining focus on the
true purposes of the collaborative.

2. Cumbersome bureaucratic layers and political structures designed to facilitate
services can actually isolate students from services and unnecessarily involve serv-
ice providers in political battles. The involvement of multiple governing boards
(within each LEA and for the collaborative as a whole) is usually cumbersome.

3. The separate fiscal status of LEA's and the collaborative can cause instability
for the local district. This is particularly true when the collaborative requires the
LEA to purchase services. The types of services offered, their quality, or the pro-
gram emphasis may be changed for financial reasons rather than on a needs basis.

4. Adequate consideration must be given to establishing effective relationships be-
tween the collaborative and each district in regular as well as special education
matters. This includes lines of accountability of all personnel hired by the collabora-
tive to work with some or all districts involved. For example, it is wise to discuss
guidelines for dividing service time for collaborative personnel among various duties
and districts at an early stage. Some collaboratives find it effective to allocate dis-
trict costs on the basis of the amount of time in service delivery in that particular
district. Other districts prefer that staff payments be equally split, no matter where
services were delivered. Such operational decisions are best made when the struc-
ture is initiated.

5. The abilities of shared personnel to cover vast distances effectively are another
concern. In addition, many special education supervisory staff hired by the collabor-
atives are unable to have impact on special education staff working with their dis-
tricts. They either have no hiring input or no control over staff actions, as many
special education personnel were deemed to be accountable to the building principal
once they entered his or her building.

6. District personnel may abrogate their responsibilities by allocating all responsi-
bility for handicapped students to the collaborative. Many collaborative staff feel a
need for better education and commitment of district personnel in understanding
their roles in complying with PL 94-142. The ultimate source of responsibility for
services is frequently difficult to determine.

7. Program specialists (such as itinerant teachers) find that acceptance is often a
problem. District staff frequently do not understand the specialists' role, their gruel-
ing travel schedules, and the problems of operating in less than adequate facilities
reserved for the "part-time staff member." Burnout is frequent.

8. Accountability systems are frequently difficult to detect, and informal systems
often differ dramatically from those of the formal organizational chart.

9. Parent involvement and communication becomes more and more difficult as
services are removed further from the local school building. Situations requiring
child travel to a centralized service facility inadvertently exclude many parents
from participating in the child's program.

10. Quality of services is often inconsistent across units of a collaborative because
of variations in staff competency and staff development programs.
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11. Hidden agendas are prolific in collaboratives because each district feels ulti-
mately responsible to the local community. True change across a collaborative is dif-
ficult in the midst of competing local priorities.

HIRING OF UNQUALIFIED PERSONNEL

Rural areas typically have higher percentages of unqualified personnel, lower
levels of certification, and higher rates of temporary and emergency certifications.
Roughly two-thirds (66%) of those surveyed reported that emergency certifications
were typically used in their district They stated that temporarily certified person-
nel were not well qualified for the positions that they held.

Relatively high percentages of the rural special education directors and teachers
interviewed by this study reported a lack of training for their positions. (E.g., 15%
of the rural special education directors and teachers had taken few or no courses in
special education.)

Respondents issued caveats concerning symbolic preservice program changes (e.g.,
curriculum revisions leading to false security and simultaneously inhibiting truly
needed reforms). Problems preservice training institutions face as they prepare
rural special educators were largely understood by interviewees and were reported
as follows:

1. There are serious questions about the quality of role models, materials, and fa-
cilities in many remote rural schools in which practica and student teaching must
be arranged. There is a need to expose students to qualified innovative, state-of-the-
art learning situations, facilities and equipment. This is often in conflict with the
need to expose trainees to the realities of rural schools, teaching facilities, and
equipment. 'These factors obviously have ramifications regarding recruiting students
to work in rural America.

2. The need to locate adequate numbers of quality practice and to transport stu-
dents is frequently a problem, particularly in remote rural areas. There is also typi-
cally a problem locating other field experiences (observations, pre-student teaching,
internships, etc.).

8. Student and faculty housing are frequently a barrier to quality field experi-
ences. Because of the remoteness of many university service regions, students are
frequently located off campus for extensive periods of time.

4. Funds for supervisory travel is often a problem. The role of the supervisor
within the school setting often must be clarified. This is particularly true when a
supervisor may travel for 2 or 3 days to reach some of the remote student teaching/
internship sites. Cost efficiency sometimes becomes the determinant planning vari-
able, especially when travel and supervisory costs are considered.

5. Travel feasibility for students and faculty is often severely inhibited by climatic
and geographic barriers.

TEACHER CERTIFICATION GUIDELINES RELATED TO SERVING RURAL HANDICAPPED
STUDENTS

Sigjuficant problems exist regarding the certification of rural special educators. In
a 1 8-79 study involving special education directors of state education agencies,
many officials expressed serious doubts that rural special education recruitment and
retention problems could be solved without modifying current state certification
stipulations.

Numerous states (e.g., Wyoming and Wisconsin) have initiated certification re-
quirements responsive to rural service delivery problems, and many (e.g., Colorado)
are investigating how they may be more responsive to rural service problems. Sever-
al state education agencies are initiating non-categorical certifications, and the leg-
islative bodies of a few states (e.g., Vermont) which have had generic or non-categor-
ical certification requirements for years have recently investigated the possibility of
changing such requirements in view of increased handicapped child counts. This
would have a significant impact on rural populations, especially in predominantly
rural states such as Vermont.

Emergency certification was found to be available in 92% of the districts/coopera-
tives represented in the 1980 survey. Variations of the status of emergency certifica-
tion are described below.

Table 4.Status of Emergency Certification
Percent

Available and frequently used 88
Available but rarely used 4
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Percene
Available but never used 5Not available 8

.................... ........... ........ ........ ....... 100
Even among the 8% of all respondents stating that emergency certification was

not available, only one state was reported to be inflexllile on this issue if the district
was in need of personnel and only uncertified applicants were available

When asked, "What problems exist with teacher certification in your state related
to serving rural handicapped students?", data in Table V below were collected.

Table 5.Problems With Teacher Certification Regarding Serving Rural
Handicapped Students

Percene
Certification regulations too specialized 59Lack of reciprocal certification across State lines 34
Certification regulations too generic 6Special education only certified at masters level 2Lack of certification in learning disabilities 1No problems with certification 32

Total 100
The majority (59%) of the respondents related that certification guidelines neces-

sitated that one or more areas of specialization occur in training. Most interviewers
felt that this was inappropriate for service in rural areas which typically involve
working with a variety of low-incidence handicapping conditions.

One-third (34%) of the responsibilities related their frustrations with the lack of
reciprocal certification agreements among states. They felt that this significantly
contributed to rural personnel recruitment problems. Approximately one-third
(32%) of all interviewees reported no problems with teacher certification.

After PL 94-142, all districts offered some medical services, including diagnostics;
a majority (55%) referred students to local physicians and almost half (49% and
41%) offered physical and occupational therapy.

The dramatic changes in services delivery in this area are obvious in Table VI,
below. However, it should be stressed that over half of all surveyed districts still did
not use physical or occupational therapists or medical diagnostics. Only 21% used
paraprofessionals to assist with the delivery of health services.

TABLE 6.-CHANGES IN HEALTH SERVICES

[In person

Services Before Public
law 94-142

After Public
Uw 94-142

Percentage
change

Medical diagnostics 17 48 ' +182
Physical therapist 11 49 1+346
Referrals to local physicians 29 55 ' +909
Paraprofessionals 04 21 1+425
Occupational therapists 05 41 1+720
Interagency agreements with public health agencies 19 13 -32
flo services 19 0

Signilkant to the .05 level.

An additional survey of 100 geographically representative rural special education
administrators was conducted in 1984 to determine reasons for rural personnel turn-
over. Table VII illustrates the findings from this study. It should be obvious that
relevant preservice training is essential if personnel turnover is to be decreased.

Appendix A illustrates samples of successful rural special education programming
strategies.

SPECIFIC DATA NEEDED

State education agencies consistently report via their CSPD and other documents
that rural services are the most difficult to provide. Unfortunately, the field and the
Department of Education do not have an accurate evaluation of the total problem.
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TABLE 7.-RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS REGARDING HIGH TURNOVER OF POSITIONS IN THEIR LEA/

COOP

[Percent al times mentioned (lw region)]

IP IV V VI VII EX IX X
Aver.

age

Reason given:
(1) Low salary/make more money else-

where 17 0 60 3 33 2 0 8 13 1 2

(2) Rural/remote area is undesirable 0 0 40 3 17 5 25 33 25 1 2

(3) Few qualified personnel in the field 0 0 30 1 0 0 0 0 1

(4) Pregnancy/marriage 17 0 0 1 8 0 0 38 1

(5) Difficult field to work in/burnout 25 25 20 17 4 25 17 13 1

(6) Relatively easy area to work in._ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

(7) Too much time spent traveling_ ...... 0 0 10 17 0 25 0 3
(8) Too heavy work/case load 17 0 0 0 0 0 0

(9) Low need, small enrollment 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

(10) Not qualified to work in the field/
working out in the field 0 25 0 17 13 8 0 1

(All percents are =dui to nearest whole number.)

State education agency data regarding the numbers of students identified and
served are only as valid as local district reporting systems. As districts are mandat-
ed by law to be appropriately serving all students, it is highly questionable that un-
served students are counted. (In fact, it was not uncommon for state education agen-
cies to report 10,000 unserved students the year before PL 94-142 was to be fully
implemented and 0 unserved students the year the law was to be "in full implemen-
tation.")

Rural districts experience distinct difficulties serving students in remote rural
areas who need highly specialized service providers (e.g., occupational or physical
therapists) who are hard to recruit. A study is needed that will anonymously query
the districts regarding the numbers and types of unserved handicapped students. A
valid determination of needed services and personnel can then be made.

SECTION IIHOW CAN ME AVAILABILITY OF NEEDED EDUCATIONAL SERVICES IN RURAL
DISTRICTS BE IMPROVED?

Legislative mandates in context
The U.S. Department of Education issued a "Rural Education Policy for the '80's"

on August 23, 1983. This document stated:
IS.

. . the Department will assist in identifying and developing special programs
available for handicapped individuals located m rural areas, and . . ."1. . the Department will provide personnel to coordinate the consolidation of
available research on personnel shortages and additional needs for analysis . . . Re-
search should focus on effective practices and characteristics of effective rural pro-
grams and projects . . ."

The Department's responsibilities in this area have not been fully implemented,
and PL 94-142 should be a key vehicle for making this happen.

The U.S. Depatment of Education has a legislative mandate to deliver an equita-
ble share of the information, services, assistance, and funds available from and
through the Department, to rural areas. (U.S. Secretary of Education's August 23,
1983, report and Section 206 of the Department of Education Organization Act, PL
96-88). Current services and fiscal allocations are not equitable. It is clearly the re-
sponsibility of the Federal Government to address this issue and fmd solutions to
identified problems.

Progress in serving rural students with disabilities has been notable. However,
the following factors indicate that rural special education services must be better
supported. This is consistent with the Commission's statement that the Federal Gov-
ernment, in cooperation with states and localities, should help meet the needs of
key groups of students the Commission defined as "both national resources and the
nation's youth who are most at risk."

1. The rural population growth, first identified in 1972 and termed the "Rural
Renaissance" is continuing.

2. Increasing numbers of rural handicapped children are identified each year. In
fact, since the implementation of PL 94-142, there has been a 92% increase in the
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numbers of handicapped students identified and served in rural America (Helge,
1984.) Simultaneously, the costs of educating rural handicapped students rose more
significantly than the costs of educating non-rural handicapped students. Costs are
exacerbated by high transportation requirements, inadequate numbers of specialized
personnel available, etc. Local monies cannot adequately meet the needs.

3. Handicapped children originally served by PL 94-142 are now entering second-
ary schools, many of which are unprepared to meet their needs.

4. Transition services (from school to work and/or community settings) are typi-
cally inadequate in rural areas, particularly those with little or no business or in-
dustry.

5. The new "Baby Boom" and growing rate of rural poverty will increase the
number of rural handicapped children needing services.

6. The shortage of available rural special educators, already a serious concern,
will increase. Almost half of all U.S. teachers will retire within five years, fewer
students are majoring in education, and rural areas have not been as attractive to
the majority of new teachers as are non-rural areas. Most teacher education pro-
grams are not prepared to prepare teachers for rural areas.

Recommendations follow for fully implementing PL 94-142 in rural areas so that
rural handicapped students receive apmpriate services. The suggestions are also
strategies to implement the recommendations of the National Commission on Excel-
lence in Education in a rural educational context.
Recommendations

A. RESPONSIVE POLICY AND REGULATORY INTERPRETATION

1. Recognition of diverse rural subcultures.Rural school subcultures vary tre-
mendously (e.g., geographically from remote islands and deserts to clustered commu-
nities; economically from stable classic farm communities to depressed lower socio-
economic settings and high growth "boom or bust" communities). Local resources
are unequally distributed. Rural school environments, strengths, and weaknesses
are unique, and policy recommendations must allow for this diversity.

Not only are rural environments different from non-rural environments but rural
subcultures vary tremendously. Thus strategies of improving rural schools and their
products (students) must be addressed in different ways than strategies addressing
non-rural problems. As examples, technology will assist with problems of isolation
in some communities. In others, only a highly personalized touch will be accepted.
Sometimes local control is helpful, but outside intervention and aesistance is often
necessazy to affect local problems.

The Department of Education should recognize the diversity of rural subcultures.
This should culminate in the recognition that the implementation of PL 94-142 (i.e.,
enactment of the regulations) will be different in rural than in non-rural areas and
that each rural subculture will require unique problem-solving strategies.

2. Policy interpretation that is flexible for local rural needs yet meets Federal man-
dates.Many policy and regulatory interpretations of PL 94-142 stem from an
urban orientation. An example is the requirement that a school district apply for a
minimum of $7500 or not qualify for PI, 94-142 reimbursement funds. The key ad-
vantage of this requirement is that collaborative efforts are emphasized. Rural spe-
cial education cooperatives across the U.S. were formed during the implementation
of PL 94-142. This meant that personnel, equipment, facilities, and limited re-
sources were shared by more than one district in a cost-effective manner. The prob-
lems arise in remote rural areas such as those of Montana, West Texas, Alaska, and
isolated pockets of Pennsylvania where school districts are geographically too far
apart to effectively collaborate for service delivery. (E.g., in inclement weather and/
or mountaninous terrain, it is difficult for districts to share the services of an educa-
tional specialist when district offices are located 200+ miles from each other.)

Policy decisions and regulatory interpretation regarding serving rural children
with severe handicapping conditions must always be carefully considered. Geograph-
ic distances, scarce services, and limited access to such services require flexibility in
interpreting the "least restrictive environment" aspects of the law. Some children
frankly cannot be effectively served in their local rural area (e.g., a severely autistic
child or a traumatized child from a non-intact family who must leave a village
school which has no medical or other support services to attend a fully staffed resi-
dential school.) Simultaneously, we must continue to encourage residential schools
to integrate their students into the local community, and enroll the children into the
local school as soon as possible, with a plan to return each child to his local commu-
nity. (Programs at the Spaulding Youth Center in Tilton, New Hampshire, offer an
excellent example of this process.) Another example of flexibility, at the state level,
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occurs in states such as Indiana which use a weighted formula so that rural districts
with high transportation costs and few local services would receive greater funds for
more severely handicapped students.

B. INCREASED ACCOUNTABILITY SYSTEMS REGARDING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF PUBLIC
LAW 94-142 IN RURAL AREAS

As stated above, data have clearly indicated that rural areas are fraught with the
most serious perionnel deficiencies and are the most problematic in implementing
PL 94-142. The Department of Education should make a serious commitment to eq-
uitable prioritization for rural service delivery (as per the Department's rural edu-
cation policy statement), and this requires Congressional oversight.

1. Strengthening the annual report to Congress.The requirement in Section 618
for an annual report to Congress on the implementation of PL 94-142 should be ex-
tended to include a requirement that the Department report to Congress spwifically
on progress and needs in rural areas. It should also be required that the annual
report concerning progress in creating equity in rural areas, as per Section 206 of
the Department of Education Organization Act, PL 96-88, include specific state-
ments regarding progress in meeting the needs of special education children.

2. Rural as a discretionary grant priority.Rural delivery should become a pub-
lished priority for all discretionary programs. Presently, only the Division of Person-
nel Preparation of OSERS has a rural competition, and it is new and very small.
The number of grants funded by the Department of Education to rural vs. non-rural
areas is disproportionately small. (E.g., the Division of Assistance for States should
secure better rural needs information, and the Division of Innovation and Develop-
ment and research and demonstration projects should publish a rural priority for
discretionary competitions.) OSERS activities such as rural task forces should have
representation from the field and significant involvement of Congressional staff.

3. Creation of a National Clearinghouse on Rural Special Education.An appro-
priation should 1.* made to create a -National Clearinghouse on Rural Special Educa-
tion. Existing clearinghouses such as ERIC and the National Information Clearing-
house on Handicapped Children and Youth meet critical needs of bibliographic
review and information dissemination to parents of handicapped children. However,
such structures were not designed to meet the serious nee& of rural information
gathering, dissemination, and technical assistance which are not being met. The
needs to be met by this clearinghouse include the following:

Data gathering regarding effective service delivery strategies in specific rural sub-
cultures (i.e., socioeconomic, geographic, climatic, attitudinal and school district
variations). Strategies should be prioritized that are cost effective. This would in-
clude the investigation of technological alternatives for rural special education in-
struction and instructional support, management, and staff development.

Information dissemination using a rural model. (E.g., involving existing rural re-
gional and local delivery systems such as county extension and home health agents
as well as essential centralized components of the Clearinghouse.) This type of ap-
proach would mean that local rural cultures would be considered, and rural chil-
dren would more likely benefit from information disseminated. The approach would
also be cost efficient.

Recruitment of prospective rural special educators to meet serious rural personnel
shortages, the most critical of any area of special education. It is imperative that
personnel preparation funds and recruitment and information monies under Part D
be prioritized so that training incentives for recruiting students as well as "retool-
ing" existing rural regular education personnel occur. Part D also allows for the
funding of scholarships, and this will be necessary in some cases to recruit teachers
of severely handicapped children in sparsely populated remote areas. Development
of career ladders designed to recruit and retain quality rural special education per-
sonnel will also be part of this effort.

Development, validation, and dissemination of rural special educator preservice
training curricula so that university training programs can motivate students to
work in rural areas and better prepare them for rural working conditions. Ex-
change of preservice training resources (e.g., student recruitment, practica, intern-
ships, and evaluation procedures) among university faculty training rural special
educators.

Study state certification issues and the problems they pose for rural school sys-
tems. The study should identify certification processes that are responsive to local
rural needs and maintain the quality recommended in "A Nation at Risk." It should
include assessments of when generic vs. specialized personnel are most effective and
analyze appropriate uses of paraprofessionals (who are most likely to remain in the
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local rural area). Development of recommendations for inter-state and regional re-
forms (e.g., certification reciprocity or needs for particular shortage areas) plus state
specific reforms. Facilitate collaborative efforts between state education agencies
and universities designed to determine positions and types of personnel needed and
to devise appropriate personnel preparation programs.

Collect and disseminate information to rural training programs and parents re-
garding successful rural school-family partnerships and special education resources
for rural families.

C. IMPROVING RURAL SPECIAL EDUCATION HY IMPLEMENTING A NATIONAL RURAL
EDUCATION RESEARCH AGENDA

The dramatic diversity of rural schools and their unique needs support the imper-
ative need for quality rural education research. This research is required if educa-
tors are to make sense of the diversity and to develop content-related educational
curricula and administrative procedures.

Research studies should focus on the results of a recently completed empirical na-
tional study identifying a national rural education research agenda. (National Rural
Education Research Consortium, 1985). Nine research clusters were identified and
rank ordered in this study, as listed below: Rural School Effectiveness; Governance
and Finance Issues; Staff Training Needs; Advanced Technologies as Resources;
Teaching Styles and Incentives; Field-Based Personnel Preparation; Personnel Prep-
aration (ethical issues, curriculum, methods, logistics); Personnel Recruitment and
Retention; School-Community Interaction and Rural vs. Non-rural Factors.

Specific research questions identified as critical to each of the nine clusters were
also investigated. (Please see Appendix B.)

The Federal Government should support research efforts related to the prioritized
research clusters above. Assistance should be available via data collection (e.g., use
of existing data available from required state education agency and project reports)
as well as by funding research RFP's.

Given the current limitations of Federal funding, it is obvious that funding cannot
readily be made available to address every question that is part of a given research
cluster. Because the study culminated in prioritization of the research questions
under each cluster, the Department can easily initiate action by funding a certain
number of prioritized problems.

D. INTERNAL DATA coutzeriox

The Federal Government should adopt and apply a consistent dermition of
"rural." This would facilitate accurate and efficient data collection by federal and
state agencies.

The Federal Government should mandate routine data collection at Federal and
state levels on the quality of rural special education. Such data collection should
include information differentiating rural and non-rural funding and educational
quality.

The Federal Government should routinely and efficiently collect data so that
rural vs. non-rural differences in funding and educational quality may be deter-
mined. Analysis should be feasible for even very small districts (e.g., those under
300 ADA).

A meeting/forum should be held with all Federal Government agencies involved
in data collection and distribution. Relevant field personnel should also be involved.
It should be discerned what relevant data are currently collected by the Federal
Government, and data collection processes should be systematized (e.g., data re-
quired to receive grants and contracts of funding for schools). One goal of the meet-
ing should be to ascertain what additional data need to be collected so that the criti-
cal elements of this research agenda can be addressed.

Relevant data which have been collected by the Federal Government (e.g., NCES
data or U.S. Census data tapes) should be assessed regarding potential relevance for
rural research. Currently available data should be made accessible to rural research
projects. Existing external data collection sources should be optimally use0 (e.g.,
data collected through ERIC and data collected and submitted by local and state
education agencies). Particular attention should be devoted to the relevance of
survey questions so that the data submitted can become useful for efforts addressing
the rural education research agenda. Information should also be sought regarding
how the National Council on Education Statistics and other appropriate governmen-
tal units can assist in gathering data than can be used by researchers addressing
the crucial elements in this national research agenda.

f
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The Federal Government should solicit information regarding progress in address-
ing the national rural education research agenda discussed above and in meeting
rural personnel shortages. This information shold be included in the Department's
annual report to Congress which is required by law. This yearly report should relate
progress in improving rural education related to an established format (ie., rural
school problems and goals of the Federal Government) so that a systematic evalua-
tion of progress is possible. This report should include a section regarding progress
in meeting this rural education research agenda and address rural personnel short-
ages. This information should not only be disseminated to the U.S. Congress, but to
relevant professional organizations and agencies.

The Department of Education is required by law to sponsor an annual forum re-
garding rural education. Because the annual national conference is required in part
as an accountability mechanism for the Department's Rural Education Policy State-
ment for the '80's, confernce topics should include reports of progress in implement-
ing PL 94-142.

Legislation requires that data collection center upon effective school practices.
Current dissemination efforts (e.g., the National Diffusion Network and Joint Dis-
semination Review Panel), if they bracket successful practices for rural and non-
rural settings, frequently erroneously assume either that an urban model can be
transported to a rural setting or that one rural model will be effective in a number
of rural subcultures. The Federal Government should support research studies pro-
filing rural school practices that are effective in specific rural subcultures (e.g., so-
cioeconomic, geographic Population sparsity, and other bases). In addition, current
practices also assume that a rural school will ask for information/data relevant to
its subculture. An alternate model should be implemented for information dissemi-
nation. (See Section IIB3 of this document.) Research projects which are applied in
nature and emphasize demonstrations of effective processes and dissemination of
findings useful to rural practitioners should be supported.

E. INTERAGENCY RESPONSIBILITIES

The enhancement of rural education should be an interagency responsibility with
significant involvement of the Department of Education. Congress has recognized
that rural education involves all disciplines and that past approaches have been
fragmented. Standard categories of education (e.g., elementary vs. secondary), do not
reflect the way that educational services are delivered in many rural settings. A ho-
listic approach should be implemented, and relevant agencies such as the Depart-
ments of Agriculture, Labor, Commerce, and Transportation should be involved.
Many of these departments have been engaged in rural activities in the past, and
the Department of Education activities to improve rural education shoulsi be col-
laborative and utilize past efforts. (For example, the Rural Development Policy pre-
pared by an advisory group to the Department of Agriculture should be analyzed to
determine the potential for interagency coordination.)

Rural education was one priority of the FICE committee (established by executive
order and discussed above) which involved multiple government agencies. Relevant
activities already accomplished by FICE should be assessed for their for their viabil-
ity as resources to this thrust. The Department's Intra-Agency and Interagency
Committees should communicate and work cooperatively. Thus, it is recommended
that the various offices related to rural education form a consortium or partnership
to fund research and demonstration efforts that holistically address issues in rural
education.

Collaborative activities, ranging from sponsoring national conferences to jointly
funding research proposals or developing new combinations of interdistrict collabo-
ration, should occur. Each government branch should adopt appropriate rural foci,
and an entity such as the Department's Interagency Rural Task Force (FICE) should
facilitate coordination and collaboration of efforts so that the entire list of research
clusters and questions will be covered.

Within the Department of Education, authority should remain at the Secretary's
level vs. splitting the aspects of the research agenda between branches. This will
facilitate better communications between branches and keep any recalcitrant
agency from impeding total progress. It is recommended that all agencies develop a
statement of work, initiate appropriate RFPs, and begin their efforts.

Summary
The problems involved in serving rural special education students have been well-

documented as have the acute personnel s ortages of rural America. A comprehen-
sive approach is essential if the Department of Education Rural Education Policy

6 5
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and PL 94-142 are to be fully implemented. Figure 2 repesents the expected bene-
fits of implementing the recommendations in this document. The power source for
the "light bulb" will be provided by Congressional policy, appropriations, regula-
tions and oversight. The components of the bulb interact with each other, resulting
in high quality rural special education services. This increases accountability to
rural handicapped constituents and causes legislative requirements of PL 94-142
and Section 206 of PL 96-88 to be met.
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INCREASING ACCOUNTABILITY FOR RURAL SPECIAL EDUCATION
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Rural handicapped children deserve a comprehensive educational approach in-
volving responsive policy and regulatory interpretation, and increased accountabil-
ity systems regarding PL 94-142 implementation. The implementation of the nation-
al rural education research agenda and the National Clearinghouse on Rural Spe-
cial Education will result in development and dissemination of viable rural service
delivery strategies. Publishing "rind" as a funding priority of PL 94-142 discretion-
ary programs will show evidence of a desire to strive toward the rural-nonrural
equitability requirements of Section 206 of PL 96-88 and to fully implement PL 94-
142. Strengthening the Annual Report to Congress by requiring a full report on the
progress of rural special education is essential.

A sincere thank you is offered to this committee from special educators and par-
ents of handicapped children across rural America.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A-1DENTIFIED RURAL EDUCATION RESEARCH CLUSTERS AND SPECIFIC
RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Table I.-Research Clusten Regarding "Importance to the Field"

Ranking of MeansCluster
(Seale 1-5)

I. Rural school effectiveness 3.78II. Governance and finance 3.56
IH. Staff training needs; technology as a resource 3.52IV. Teaching styles and incentives 3.50V. Field-based personnel preparation 3.39
VI Preservice preparation (ethical issues, curriculum, methods, logistics) 3.34VII. Personnel recruitment and retention 3.26VIII. School-community interaction 3.26IX. Rural vs. nonrural 3.13
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CLUSTRR VI: PRESERVICE PREPARATION IETHICAL ISSUES, CURRICULUM, METHODS,
LOGISTICSI

Qsteutione

I. How can preservice students be prepared to work with ethnic minority, bilin-
gual, migrant, and other populations in rural areas?

2. What curricula are currently offered at different levels of personnel prepara-
tion for rural school systems including B.A., M.A., and Ph.D.?

3. Should rural special education personnel preparation programs prepare quality
graduates from less than superior students?

4. What are the differences in the length and type of training r Nuired to reform
quality graduates out of less than superior students?

b. How can superior students be recruited to train for rural special education ca-
reers?

6. What technical and human skills and knowiedge should be included in a rural
training program?

7. How can training programs balance the need to provide "state-of-the-art" qual-
ity role models, practicum experience, etc., with the need to expose students to the
realities of rural schools?

8, How can logistical p73blems (e.g., travel costs, housing, etc.) of supervising rural
remote preJervice practice best be addressed?

CLUSTER VIC PERSONNEL RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION

Questions

1. What are the best procedures to recruit and retain rural speciai education
staff? Regular education staff who work with handicapped students?

2. What kinds of procedures used by business and other non-government and gov-
rnment agencies (e.g., Peace Corps) for training, recruiting, and retaining person-
nel could be used in rural preservice preparation?

3. What specific education roles need to be filled in distinct geographic areas?
lAre certain handicapping conditions more prevalent in one area or another?)

CLUSTER VIII: SCHOOL-COMMUNITY INTERACTION

Questions

1. For what roles should local rural citizens/teachers be recruited? What roles
should be filled by outsiders?

2. How can we secure greater community involvement in rural special education
programs?

CLUSTER IX: RURAL VS. NON-RURAL

Qiestions
1. How 41 local school objectives and expectations (for handicapped student

achievement/special education programs) differ from community and student expec-
tations of rural areas?

2. In what ways are the concerns in #1 above diffe ent from those of non-rural
areas?

3. What are the differences in attitudes and self-concepts of rural vs. non-rural
handicapped students?

4. What non-schooling influences are significant for rural special education pro-
grams?

6. What difference doeft school board composition pose for effective rural special
education program functkming?

6. What aspects of rural preservice training should come from psychology or an-
thropological science?

7. What cross-cultural skills are needed to effectively function in rural schools?
8. What are impacts of local rural cultures on iearning and behaving?
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APPENDIX B-SAMPLE PROFILES OF EFFECTIVE RURAL SERVICE DELIVERY STRATEGIES

APPENDIX C-ADDRESSING THE REPORT OF THE COMMISSION ON EXCELLENCE IN
EDUCATION-FROM THE RURAL PERSPECTIVE

AMERICAN COUNCIL ON RURAL SPECIAL EDUCATION,
Bellingham, WA, August 15, 1983.

ADDRESSING THE REPORT OF THE COMMISSION ON EXCELLENCE IN EDUCATION-PROM
THE RURAL PERSPECTIVE

PURPOSE OF THIS DOCUMENT

The American Council on Rural Special Education (ACRES) wishes to express
pleasure with the intent of the Report of the National Commission on Excellence in
Education, A Nation at Risk. The document highlights critical issues that must be
addressed if our nation's schoolchildren are to receive appropriate educational expe-
riences.

This document formally requests that the Commission and the U.S. Department
of Education recognize differences in rural and non-rural schools and provide for ap-
propriately different strategies of implementing Commission recommendations.

FACTORS OF RURAL SCHOOLS THAT SHOULD BE CONSIDERED BY POLICYMAKERS

Rural schools (67% of all schools) and rural students (33% of all school children)
experience distinct educational problems and exist in specific subcultures. Rural
areas have much higher poverty levels that non-rural areas, and rural schools serve
greater percentages of handicapped children (due to less prenatal and postnatal
care, higher poverty rates, fewer social services available, etc.).

Rural areas are rapidly growing in population yet their tax bases are not. Even
though rural schools contribute greater percentages of their local resources for edu-
cation, rural services cost more than similar services in urban areas because of ex-
pensive transportation requirements necesary in remote/sparsely populated areas,
scarce professional resources available, etc.

Serious staffing inadequacies in rural schools are particularly relevant to the rec-
ommendations in the Commission's report. Particular difficulties exist in recruiting
and retaining qualified teaching and other rural educational staff, particularly
those needed to work with handicapped students.

Many rural schools are forced to hire inexperienced teachers, and emergency cer-
tifications are rampant. As the preponderance of rural schools pay lower salaries,
and a majority of unemployed urban teachers choose not to work in rural environ-
ments, the Commission's recommendation that superior teachers be rewarded must
be carefully implemented. A majority of rural teaching staff with longevity are per-
sons who were born and reared in the community in which they teach. They are not
only more easily "recruited" but are more readily accepted by the local community.
This phenomenon has pcsitive and negative ramifications.

If the Commission's recommendation of "career ladders" for teaching staff is im-
plemented, consideration must be given to the fact that many rural schools have
only one, or a few, teaching positions. (Implications are obvious for the recommenda-
tion to develop master and lower level teaching positions.) Administrative turnover
tends to be low in rural areas. Policy designers must recognize that short-term sug-
gestions such as having "local scientists" substitute for teaching personnel would be
difficult in remote rural areas having no scientific industries.

Itinerant staff; essential in sparsely populated rural areas, often travel vast dis-
tances on marginal roads, in inclement weather. This must be considered when
plans are made to implement the recommendation regarding effectively using exist-
ing school time. The travel discussed above contributes to exceptionally high attri-
tion rates, with turnover rates of 40-50% being relatively common.

Such high personnel attrition causes problems with educational program continui-
ty and with staff development efforts. Rural administrators frequently find that
their inservice efforts must continually focus on "Inservice Basics" vs. in-depth
tra ining.

As a rule, preservice training programs across the country have not uniquely pre-
pared educators for rural settings. Nor have universities motivated students to
teach in rural America. Curricular analyses have indicated that even universities
with rural service areas typically do not prepare their students any differently than
preparation programs with urban missions.
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Plans to implement the recommendation to include computer science as part of
the "Five New Basics" (a laudable objective) must consider the fact that although a
majority of rural schools have a computer of some type, their computer resources
are typically inadequate. For example, many schools have only one computer (used
for administrative purposes). Additionally, corporate computer donation programs
have thus far favored urban areas with high visibility. A majority ofrural staff are
not computer literate, and rural schools to date have a paucity of software for stu-dents to use.

Similar concerns must be addressed when implementing other curricular recom-
mendations centering upon strengthening the areas of foreign language and fine
and performing arta.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR POLICY MAKERS

The following suggestions are offered to those designing strategies to implement
the Commission's recommendations. It is emphasized that they are supplemental
and reflect a rural educational context.
.1. Recognition of diverse rural subcultures

Rural school subcultures vary tremendously (e.g., geographically from remote is-
lands and deserts to clustered communities; economically from stable classic farm
communities to depressed lower socioeconomic settings and high growth "boom or
bust" communities). Local resources are unequally distributed. Rural school envi-
ronments, strengths, and weaknesses are unique, and policy recommendations mustallow for this diversity.

Not only are rural environments different from non-rural environments but rural
subcultures vary tremendously. Thus strategies of improving rural schools and their
products (students) must be addressed in different ways than strategies addressing
non-rural problems. As examples, technology will assist with problems of isolation
in some communities. In others only a highly personalized touch will be accepted.
Sometimes local control is helpful, but outside intervention and assistance is often
necessary to affect local problems.
2. Support for innovative teacher training programs addressingareas of critical need

The Commission's recommendation that teachers be better prepared and that the
profession be made more rewarding is particularly appropo for rural America. The
Federal Government should provide grants for innovative teacher training pro-
grams, addressing areas of critical personnel shortages across the nation (e.g., rural
itinerant teachers of the hearing and visually impaired).

Potential rural teachers should be educated regarding strengths, challenges and
inconveniences of rural life. As numerous studies have indicated that appropriate
curricular materials for rural preservice preparation are lacking, grants should be
awarded to develop curriculum modules and other materials. 'These should deal
with alternate instructional arrangements and service delivery systems (including
technological), creative resource identification, working with rural professionals,
and personal and professional survival skills for rural educators, particularly itiner-
ant personnel.

Personnel preparation should include experiential training in rural schools and
communities and teach personal as well as professional survival skills. Students
should be exposed to rural school realities as well as "state of the art" learning situ-
ations, facilities and equipment.

Special efforts should be made to motivate students to teach in rural areas (Coop-
eration between state education agencies and universities could assist in determin-
ing positions and types of personnel needed.) University efforts should include ad-
visement procedures designed to educate students about position surpluses and
shortages.

S. Development of career ladders and merit pay systems designed to retain quality
rural personnel

Career ladders should be designed and publicized as part of a merit/reward struc-
ture. These advancement structures should be realistic for rural/remote school sys-
tems with few employees. (E.g., they should be part of national systems to link
available positions and applicants so that career ladders are not limited to positions
available in the immediate area.)

Thus policy makers must address certification issues and problems pertinent to
rural areas. These include divergent certification requirements across L izte lines
and unique certification needs of rural schools (e.g. generic vs. specialized training
needs). As previously stated, recruitment of qualified personnel for rural, especially
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remote, areas is difficult- Many truly qualified personnel cannot be hired because of
minor certification issues such as having taken an educational history course in the
"wrong" state. It is essential that districts have the flexibility to hire qualified indi-
viduals for rural areas. Unique certfication models designed to accommodate rural
needs should be explored and those currently in practice in states such as Wisconsin
should be examined. Appropriate uses of paraprofessionals and volunteers should
also be investigated.

Merit pay system should be investigated with the goal of retaining quality person-
nel in rural areas. Because of rural funding inadequacies mentioned earlier and be-
cause rural communities are already funding higher percentages of their school
budgets from local funds than do non-rural schools, the sources of funding for merit
pay will have to be addressed.
4. Support for essential inservice train:rig programs

Because of inordinately high personnel turnover rates, small numbers of rural
personnel (who must serve general and low incidence needs), and severely limited
inservice budgets in most rural schools, comprehensive inservice training must also
be addressed by policy designers.
5. Adequate support for rural special education services

Rural special education services must be better supported. This is consistent with
the Commission's statement that the Federal Government, in cooperation with
States and localities, should help meet the needs of key groups of students the Com-
mission dermed as "both national resources and the nation's youth who are most at
risk." Since implementation of PL94-142, there has been a 92% increase in the
numbers of handicapped students identified and served in rural America. Simulta-
neously, the costs of educating rural handicapped students rose more significantly
than the costs of educating non-rural handicapped students. Costa are exacerbated
by high transportation requirements, inadequate numbers of specialized personnel
available, etc. lacal monies cannot adequately meet the needs.
8. Investigate and support alternate service delivery systems

Because sparse populations are inherent in ruralness and cooperative organiza-
tional structures have been found to offer service and cost benefits, policy makers
should seriously investigate ways to support intermediate educational units and to
advocate support/rewards for itinerant staff. It is essential that administrators have
the flexibility for shared service delivery, staff exchanges, and other aspects of inter-
agency collaboration.
7. Investigation of technological alternatives

A serious investigation should occur of cost savings, efficiency, and feasibility of
technologies in various rural subcultures. Emphases should inclUde electronic com-
munication systems and other management, instructional, and staff development
applications. It would be advisable to develop a plan to motivate corporate techno-
logical gifts to rural schools. These should include donations of hardware, software
and training.
8. Adequate data collection regarding the quality of rural education

The Federal Government should routinely and efficiently collect data so that
rural vs. non-rural differences in funding and educational quality may be deter-
mined. Analyses should be feasible for even very small districts (e.g., under 300
ADA, a group about which the National Council for Educational Statistics has not
previously collected data).

Respectfully submitted,
DORM HELGE, PH.D., Executive Director,

American Council on Rural Special Education (ACRES).

Mr. WILLIAMS. Steve will have several questions and we will
close the hearing. I will begin because I have a plane that is going
to take off here 13efore very long.

Mr. Richards, both you and Ms. Helge mentioned the necessity of
keeping good instructional personnel around. That has historically
been left to the localities and the States. It does not seem to many
of us, however, the difficulty involved, particularly in rural areas.
We ought to make no mistake, those problems are not only in rural
areas. There are, by the way, many things that make rural areas
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far better places to live for people with disabilities. It has generally
been seen as a local and State role to maintain good teachers. If, in
fact, it should be a national effort to try to do that, how would you
suggest we do it?

Mr. RICHARDS. I think one thing that has changed, Representa-
tive Williams, we are being mandated to do more and more things.
Public Law 94-142 makes a lot of mandates on the school.

We just heard a little bit about speech pathologists. In the area
that I represent, we have tried for 6 years to recruit a speech pa-
thologist. We have not been successful during those 6 years. Obvi-
ously, we tried everything within State and even out of State. It
goes beyond the local condition.

We can train, do a better job, I suspect, of encouraging our
younger people from a local level. But I think some of these will
have to be more of a national.

Mr. WILLIAMS. How would you suggest that the national govern-
ment help you obtain a speech pathologist?

Mr. RICHARDS. I think they have helped by putting an emphasis
back on education. We have gone through a period when education
kind of was the doormat of our national priorities. We need to
make education a national priority, and a large priority, put the
respect back into teaching and put the dollars in that will follow it.
Then I think we will get our young people to come back into the
education fields.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Ms. Helge, are there too many mandates placed
upon rural administrators with regard to the consideration of the
disabled?

Ms. HELGE. I am afraid I would have to ask ycl.i to be more spe-
cific.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am trying to get you to follow up on what Mr.
Richards said concerning the increased number of mandates. His
statement is in line with what we have heard today.

People who have said that have not been, in the main, very spe-
cific about which mandates it is they don't care for. I am asking
you generally during this past decade, have the mandates and reg-
ulations which have been placed upon local and State administra-
tors served the disabled or created a disservice for the disabled?

Ms. HELGE. No; I think they have definitely served the disabled. I
think the thing we are advocating is flexibility in the interpreta-
tion of those.

For example, if you are in an area where it does not make sense
for two districts to get together because they have to make the
$7,500 requirement, then allow them to defend that to the Dep! rt-
ment and have the Department approve and say, yes, we under-
stand because of your winters and because of the geographics, and
because of sparse populations, it won't make sense in your area. So
we are allowed the flexibility.

Another comment to make, we consistently find as we travel
around the country. the answers are there to an extent. What is
not there typically is an understanding from another district that
someone else has worked through a similar problem, and that
comes back to the clearinghouse concept, I think, if there were a
way for people to say, here is something we have tried, this is the

?",
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type of subculture in which we have tried it, we want others to
know about it.

Mr. WI LuAms. Why would the Federal Government have to man-
date that? Why can't Montanans talk to North Dakotans on their
own? Why do we have to tell you to do that?

Ms. HELGE. Resources, they do talk.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Ma Bell is the resource.
Ms. HELGE. There is an electronic communication system too.

However, you have to have an organizational structure and re-
sources for people to get together to do those things. To a limited
extent, you can do it without Federal help. It is going on now.

What I am saying is it could go on in a more cost-efficient
manner and it could go on more effectively if a small amount of
resources were set aside for that purpose.

Because you brought up Dakota, I was in South Dakota this last
year, and while I was there, ostensibly to make a speech, I decided
not to blow the opportunity to have them develop things I could
take to other areas. So I asked every person in the audience to list
what you -Jan tell ine that you are doing effectively in the area of
transition for rural handicapped kids.

We went back and typed it up and sent it back to South Dakota
and sent it to other people across the country. All that meant to
me was that South Dakotans are doing things, number one, and
secondly, how many people in this country don't know about what
is going on? Which comes back to the fact that if we really want to
have a broad spread impact and a good way of addressing things,
we better have a better dissemination center.

Mr. RICHARDS. I think we do a lot of communicating. I went to a
meeting last spring and one of the areas we talked about is retrofit-
ting our buildings. I was listening to the president of the Universi-
ty of North Dakota telling how they had been inspected by the Fed-
eral Government relating to their handicapped services, and the
number of dollars was astronomical because they were going to be
required to change all of their water fountains so they would be at
a lower level and the person in the wheelchair could use that.

Also, they were being asked to change all of their control panels
on the elevatoragain, so that that person in the wheelchair
would have an opportunity to use the elevator. They were in the

-wess of having architectural services draw up the plans when he
happened to talk to one of his janitors that was wandering around.
The janitor said, "I can't understand that; why can't we go ahead
lid put a little container with cups next to the water fountain and
die person in the wheelchair could take a cup out and fill it up and
take the water? "Along the same line, when he is entering the ele-
vator, why can't we attach to a chain a small stick so he can take
he stick or she can and punch the button and make the elevator
o up?"
Lo and behold, they submitted it and it was approved. It was a

great idea.
Again, the key there is flexibility. The regulations themselves

aren't bad; we need the flexibility to be aCe to enforce them.
Mr. WILLIAMS. In that instance, the flexibility was there. As we

go around, particularly as we have people come into Washington,
DC, to testify in this regard, we hea r two things. First, there ought

7 5 .



'70

to be flexibility; and, second, when we innovate in the States, thereis flexibility.
You were allowed to use the stick on the elevator. You were al-

lowed to place the cup somewhere else. The Federal Government
simply said, we believe that people in wheelchairs should have aright to use the elevator. We think they should have a right to get
a drink of water. We think this may be the best way to do it. Youhave another idea, tell us.

The States ought not to believe there is no flexibility. There isn't
enough. Steve and I and others work all the time trying to create
more flexibility, trying to get the regulators to try to be flexible,
who are doing the best job they can.

That anecdote is one similar to what we have heard in the past.
The Federal Government tries, as best it can, to be a good partner
with the States, and States like Montana have helped to make it
easier for the Federal Government to be a good partner.

I want to say to my friend Steve, I very much appreciate, Steve,
your coming to Montana to be with us. Although Steve representsa nonrural area in Dallas, his younger life was spent in a rural
area in Texas, and he fully understands the difficulties which facefolks that live in those areas. So he is here because of his concernwith our problems in the States which house literally millions of
Americans who have problems similar to ours.

I am delighted you took the time out of what I know has been a
very busy August for you to come to Bozeman and be with us, andI am delighted you all came today.

R nk you.
Mr. BARTLETT. Thank you. As I said earlier, it is a delight to

serve on this committee with you.
The chairman has a plane to catch, which I hope he catches, by

the way. You may not lEnow it, but Members of Congress have aspecial arrangement with various commercial airlines. They agreeto take off on time, and if we are not there, they take off anyway.
Special little agreement that we have.

It is good to hear a Texas voice, although it has been awfully
great to hear all the Montanans. Dr. Helge, who is from Austin,
TX, don't ever give up that voice.

I have a number of questions. First let me delve into 70 pages of
regulations that Mr. Richards and also Dr. Helge mentioned. Whatchanges in them would you recommend? Would you recommend
that they be simplified, reduced, improved?

We now haveagain, we are in the 10th year, the 10th anniver-
sary of 94-142. One attempt, which was an abject failure, was wit-
nessed by the regional hearings around the country, was made to
change the regulations. Where would you suggest that we go with
the regulations at this point?

Mr. RIamans. From an administrative point of view, I would like
to see most of them eliminated. I know that is impossible. I knowthe purpose of them is very valid.

I guess I would relay back to the state department and as.. -Ithink those are the people that have the first line with them, nnd
they are the ones that have to put up with us as administrators as
we complain about the individual regulations. I think I would sug-
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gest that you request from the individual state departments any
methods that they see for reducing those and see if we can't do it.

Mr. BARTLETT. Dr. Helge, do you have any opinions about those?
Ms. HELGE. The $7,500 requirement was the only requirement

that continued to surface as we made approximately
Mr. BARTLETT. My question, would you lower that $7,500 or abol-

ish it? Where would you sethow would you handle the minimum?
Ms. HELGE. The people we talked with by phone were not sug-

gesting that it be lowered. Instead they were suggesting that each
state department be allowed to say you do not have to form a coop-
erative because in this area we realize you are so geographically
isolated and such severe winters, and for other reasons, we realize
it is impossible for you to have a collaboration. They were asking
for flexibility not to cooperate if their State department knew they
were implementing 94-142, but not using that one stipulation.

Mr. BARTLETT. So to have the funds flow through the State?
Ms. HELGE. Right, without the $7,500 being attached to that.
In other words, they don't want to be told if you cannot apply for

$7,500, then you have to work with your neighbor. If their neighbor
is in Alaska, for example, not even accessible by road, then it
doesn't make a whole lot of sense to have to do that, or in eastern
Montana. That is just an example. If in eastern Montana, it doesn't
make sense for them to effectively collaborate.

Mr. BARTLETT. That sounds like it is abolishing the $7,500 mini-
mum.
MS. HELGE. The people we talked with were not that strong.

They were not saying abolish. They were saying, "ask that our
state department be given the option to say you do not have to go
with that $7,500 requirement."

The only other thing they were asking for was caution in inter-
preting and pushing into policy things that had to do with serving
severely handicapped kids in very remote areas. I gave the exam-
ple of the residential school requirement.

Mr. BARTIMIT. What about some of the other things, the individ-
ualized curriculum process or discipline or the adversarial some-
times relationships that crop up in due process? Were there other
changes, definition of medical services and educational benefits?
Are there other changes you would see?
MS. HELGE. People that we called for this particular survey for

the test and people in previous studies we have conducted said,
"Yes, it was a hassle to implement, but we feel it is worthwhile
and we would like to keep those specific issues." They are saying,
in some ways it continues to be a hassle, but they were not saying
they wanted those aspects changed.

Mr. RARTIZIT. Mr. Richards.
Mr. RICHARDS. Yes; I would agree. I think most of those come

forth with the due process.
It seems like early in this process we do it for 2 or 3 years and

then we would change the definitions and go through the process
again.

One comment, I liked her on specific parts of the program. For
instance, in Plentywood, if we were to have a very severely handi-
capped person, you have to realize we only have two teachers.
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There is virtually no way we can provide an appropriate education
for that child if we have a very severely handicapped person.

However, the information put out in the mandate says we must
provide it. Now, to provide it, it probably means moving that child
355 miles to Billings, because they are the only onesthat is the
only area close enough to us to really get the help. In that case I
would say the appropriateness of the education has to be defined in
the locale of the area.

It was interesting that Kathy Kelker brought in Cut Bank as one
of those schools where the parent moved the child from Cut Bank
to Billings. Cut Bank is one of our larger schools in Montana, be-lieve it or not, Plentywood is also.

When we talk about 200 schools, there is only about 16 large
schools in the State where they could fully serve that type of a pop-
ulation. The rest of the schools depend on those larger areas for
help, and I see no other way to complete it.

Mr. BARTLErr. Dr. He lge, you addressed one of your recommen-
dations on certification issues. I suppose what you mean is some
additional flexibility on generic versus specialized personnel?

Is that what you have in mind?
Is there a problem that the Federal Government is part of the

problem, or is it strictly a State issue?
Ms. HELGE. It is not that the Federal Government is part of the

problem. But I think it could be part of the answer, and, yes, it is
partly generic versus specialized certification. It is also reciprocity
issues.

I think if some of the data gathering that currently takes place
out of DSA, and some that could take place were geared toward
looking at some of those issues very carefully and fmding models
that do tend to work, and then spreading the word about those,
that that would, again, be a partial answer. As it is now, it is not
only true each State is different in requirements, but it is true we
don't have a handle at all on what should be in this area.

We don't want to say someone comes out of a personal prep pro-
gram and they can work anywhere. But there has got to be a
middle ground between that and between the aspects of some
States saying you have got to be certified in every single area in
which you teach a child for a specific handicapping condition. It is
just not going to work and it is not working that someone out of a
personal prep program is trained to work with behavior disorders,
multiple handicapped and on down. And those are the kids you will
find in some of the small districts.

Mr. BARTLETT. Those are State requirements in many States?
Ms. HELGE. Right. Again, your question is particularly apropos

that the Federal Government may not be part of the problem, but
they could be part of the answer.

Mr. BARTLETT. One final question. A question on parents.
I know Ms. Kelker is still here. There is a statement written

somewhere that parents have the primary responsibility for the
education of their children. In fact, that statement is a matter of
Federal law in the creation of the Department of Education. Unfor-
tunately, the Federal Government has forgotten it as soon as it was
written.
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I suppose my question from I your perspectives, what do
you see administrators doing tc raging parents to come back
into the classroom and get invo the education of their chil-
dren, or do you see that encourage happening?

I have some fear that the adve xial roles have begun to take
over in many school houses. Both sides come in with a full battery
of lawyers and they file subpoenas at each other rather than decide
to put the cups for the water fountain out.

Mr. RICHARDS. I think you are looking at individual school dis-
tricts. It would depend upon that individual school district, how the
administrator, and how the staff work with the parents.

I feel in our school district we have a very good relationship,
have not had adversarial conditions. I have foundI am a parent
of a handicapped child, and I think the effort that we put into her
education, and the effort that I see other parents of handicai ped
children, far exceeds the efforts of a normal child. The rewards
exceed the rewards for a normal child, also.

Mr. BARTLETT. Is there anything we can do, and perhaps not, I
don't kTiow that it is a matter of Federal mandate. Is there any-
thing we ean do to encourage that conversation to occur between
the school administrators and teachers, given the school board and
parents?

I will never forget the parent that we had a good conversation
with who was in a Federal lawsuit. As well she should have been,
she prevailed at every level, including all the way through the fifth
circuit, and then back to the Federal circuit. Yet, the disturbing
thing, she had come to talk to me twice, I was a member of Con-
gress some 200 miles from her home, we had a good conversation,
and at the conclusion, she had been in this lawsuit for 3 years, I
asked her what her school board members said when she raised
these same questions. She said she had never talked with her
school board, and they had been through two campaigns in elec-
tions of school boards since then. It wasn't her fault, she had been
discouraged both by her attorney and by the school board from
talking with her. So sheit was like I didn't want to go all the way
to the top to the school board, so I came to Congress instead.

I know Ms. Kelker wants to answer that.
Ms. KELKER. I am on the school boarci.
Mr. BARTLETT. What is it that keeps parents from talking to the

school board and encourages them to come to Congress instead?
Ms. KELKER. I think your experience may be a little bit different

in Texas. Part of the regulations in Montana require that when
there is a disagreement and it goes as far as this kind of discussion,
that it goes first to the school trustees. We are just really getting
into that process, and I think it is going to work.

You are right to point out that that is where it should begin,
with the school trustees. We have had very few serious disputes in
Montana. I think we have basically a good record of responding to
the law.

Where, there are difficulties, I think they arise from administra-
tors who have to been part of the 94-142, who began their careers
long before the law and were having real problems with parents
coming in and asking for things that they had not been used to
providing in the past.
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The example of the severely handicapped child, I think, is a good
one. But that information is gradually getting out to all the placesit needs to go.

A lot of our parents don't know what to ask for, and they need to
be trained so they can ask appropriately. I don't think we are going
to have these enormous disputes in Montana.

We have a good history of negotiating on an informal basis. Not
that there aren't problems, there really are some serious problems,
but I think that is much perferable. I don't think we will have liti-
gation on the order you are talking about.

Does that answer your question?
Mr. BARnzrr. Thank you.
Dr. Helge, any comments on the role of parents?
Ms. HELGE. Yes, I think I am more concerned about the parents

we never hear from, to be honest with you.
We had a lot of research that indicated that parents were basi-

cally rubber stamps. Rural parents in many isolated areas feel that
they do not have expertise, should not have a role with the school
system, and fuliy have nothing to offer. There are also isolated
rural areas in which there is no standard of excellence for them to
look at. Therefore, they don't know what could be.

I am particularly enthusiastic and our group is about the things
that Mrs. Will has done, such as building in competitions, encourg-
ing of advisory boards to include parents. The RC's are good exam-
ples of that, and also encouraging dissemination about what par-
ents can do into the remote areas. I think if we extend the advisory
board movement, and also encourage, meaning the Department of
Education encourages, training programs to look at these issues.

Almost every university in this country has a course on how to
work with parents, but that is not enough. I think that needs to be
extended significantly so we can really look at the parents we don't
ever hear from.

Mr. BARTLErr. Thank you.
I very much appreciate, Dr. Helge, the extra preparation you

went to for this testimony. I find it to be valuable; and it will be
used in the formulation of the legislation. So, I appreciate you and
your entire institute for that.

On behalf of the entire subcommittee, I want to thank all of the
witnesses that have participated in this hearing. It has been an ex-
traordinarily learning experience for me and for the four or five
members of staff who have been sitting around taking notes, or
will when we get back to Washington.

[Additional statements submitted for the record followq
MONTANA ASSOCIATION OF SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGISTS,

Helena MT, August 21, 1985.
Representative PAT WILLIAMS,
Helena, MT.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE WILLIAMS AND COMMITTEE MEMBERS: The Montana Associa-
tion of School Psychologists (MASP) is deeply concerned about possible regulatory
changes in the Education of the Handicapped Act. As psychologists, we provide serv-
ices to handicapped children and their parents throughout the entire Special Educa-
tion process, from identification to service delivery such as counseling or consulta-
tion. Due to our extensive involvement, we offer the following comments.
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PREPARATION OF SPECIAL EDUCATION PERSONNEL

Without Federal guidelines as they currently exist regarding qualified personnel
both the scope and quality of services available to the handicapped would be ham-
pered. Educational "titles" abound. Federal guidelines serve a useful way of clarify-
ing what certain personnel should be competent to do as these services are easily
misunderstood by lay personnel.

MASP has been very active in the training process of special education personnel
including inservice training, development of a Beast Practices manual in conjunc-
tion with the Office of Public Instruction and, most recently, a manual on identifica-
tion of Learning Disabled students. Grants from State and Federal agencies have
allowed us to accomplish these things. We hope their worth will speak on behalf of
continued funding in this area.

GENERAL REGULATORY CHANGES

MASP has participated in the development of state regulations that allow for ef-
fective procedures in implementing the intent of the Handicapped Act. Current reg-
ulations as they exist do represent appropriate services and to see extensive changes
or limitations of existing regulations would hamper current operable levels.

LACK OF SUPPLEMENTAL PROGRAMS

Environmental, cultural and economic factors continue to interfere with many
students academic progress yet many programs which serve these children, such as
Chapter 1, have been cut drastically or rural states such as Montana do not have
the population base to qualify or students are too widely spread to serve. Many of
these children have been inappropriately shunted to overloaded Special Education
programs as the only alternative for special assistance. MASP believes that in addi-
tion to maintaining current protection for handicapped children, protections and
safeguards must be developed to assure the rights of children who are at risk for
school failure and require services while remaining in general education without
classification as handicapped. Our national association (NASP) has done an excel-
lent job of consolidating our concerns in a Position Statement I have attached to
this letter.

I am also enclosing a copy of comments made to previously proposed changes to
Public Law 94-142 by our association as I believe they still reflect current concerns.

Thank you for the opportunity to address your committee.
Sincerely,

JUDITH A. BututimarsstErEa, Ed.S.,
President.

[Whereupon, the hearing adjourned.]
IMPORTANT ADVOCACY NOTICE

ADVOCACY FOR APPROPRIATE EDUCATIONAL SERVICES FOR ALL CHILDREN-POSITION
STATEMENT

P.L. 94-142 (The Education for All Handicapped Children Act) has achieved major
goals in serving handicapped children, many of whom had been previously excluded
from appropriate educational programs. Since its enactment in 1975, all handi-
capped children have been guaranteed a free and appropriate education, the right to
due pTocess, and individualization of program according to need. We strongly sup-
port and continuation of legislation which has mandated these guarantees.

We also recognize that serious problems have been encountered as school districts
strive to meet these mandates and that quality education is still an elusive goal.
Some of these problems reflect difficulties within special education; others appear to
be special education issues but have their origns in the regular education system.

One major set of problems involves reverse sides of the issue of access to appropri-
ate education: (1) On the one hand, access to special education must be assured for
all zignificantly handicapped children who need and can benefit from it. (2) Con-
versely children are being inappropriately diagnosed as handicapped and placed in
special education because of: (a) a lack of regular education options designed to meet
the needs of children with diverse learning styles, (b) a lack of understanding, at
tira.A, of diverse cultural and linguistic backgrounds, and (c) inadequate measure-
ment techolmies which focus on labels for placement rather than providing infor-
mation for program development.
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It is not a benign action to label as "handicapped: children who are low achieversbut are not, in fact, handicapped, even when this is done in order to provide them
with services unavailable in general education. School personnel often resort to la-beling because it seems the only way to obtain needed services for children. This is
an unfortunate result of categorical models which attach funding to classifications.Other problems originating in the classification system include:

Labels that are often irrelevant to instructional needs.
Catetories, based on deficit labels, that are rather arbitrarily defined, part'cularly

for mildly handicapped and low achieving students, but which come to be accepted
as "real" and may prevent more meaningful understanding of the child's psycho-educational needs.

Reduced expectations for children who are placed in special needs programs.
Assessment processes aimed at determining eligibility which often deflects limited

resources from the determination of functional educational needs and the develop-ment of effective psychoeducational programs.
A decreased willingness on the part of regular education, at times bordering onabdication of responsibility to modify curricula and programs in order to bettermeet the diverse needs of all children.
As increasing numbers of children are classified as handicapped and removed

from regular classrooms for special instruction, there has been a dramatic reduction
in the range of abilities among children who remain within the general education
system. Concurrently, as national standards for excellence are being raised, the
number of children at risk for school failure is growing dramatically. Without provi-
sions to prepare students for higher expectations through effective instructional pro-
grams, many of these children may also be identified as handicapped and placed inspecial education. This climate, in which children are tested and labeled as failures
or as handicapped in increasing numbers creates an urgent need for reexaminationand change in the system which provides access to services.

In view of these problems, and based upon the commitment to see that all chil-
dren receive effective and appropriate education irrespective of race, cultural back-
ground, linguistic background, socioeconomic status, or educational need, we believe.All children can learn. Schools have a responsibility to teach them, and school
personnel and parents should work together to assure every child a free and appro-
priate education in a positive social environment.

Instructional options, based on the individual psychoeducational needs of eachchild, must be maximized within the general education system. Necessary support
services should be provided within general education, eliminating the need to classi-
fy children as handicapped in order to receive these services.

Psychoeducational needs of children should be determined through a ulti-dimen-
sional, non-biased assessment process. This must evaluate the match between thelearner and his or her educational environment, assessing the compatibility of cur-riculum and system as they interact with the child, rather than relying on the defi-
cit based model which places the blame for failure within the child. Referral to the
assessment and placement process must always relate directly to services desigl,edto meet psychoeducational needs.

In addition to maintaining current protections for handicapped children, protec-tions and safeguards must be developed to assure the rights of children who are at
risk for school failure and require services while remaining in general education
without classification as handicapped.

We propose a new national initiative to meet the educational needs of all chil-dren.
We propose the development and piloting of alternatives to the current categori-

cal system. This requires reevaluation of funding mechanisms, and advocacy for
policy and funding waivers needed for the piloting of alternative service delivery
models. It also requires the development of increased support systems and extensive
retraining of all school personnel to enable them to work effectively with a board
range of children with special needs with the regular education system. This initia-
tive will encourage greater independence for children by enabling them to function
within the broadest possible environment, and independence for school personnel byproviding them with training and supports so they can help a wide range of chil-dren.

The types and extent of change we are suggesting should be made cautiously. Tar-geted funds intended for children with moderate and severe handicapping condi-
tions must be protected. Similarly, resources for children who are not handicapped,
but who experience learning difficulties, must be protected even though these chil-
dren are served within general education. We need to assure that no child is put at
risk for loss of services while the change process is occurring.
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RELATED SERVICES

We tiel parents and their handicapped children face special challenges and may
require different and unique support than schools traditionally provide. The pro-
mod removal of services such as health, medical, or parent training and counseling
is opposed by MASP. These services are often the difference between a child being
Able to benefit (him, or not benefit from, his or her education. For example, we are
greatly concerned that emotionally disturbed children receive mental health serv-ices that could be eliminated under proposed regulation changes. Finally, deletion ofthe definition of "related services" eliminates any guarantee of uniformity in public
education standards which currently helps to insure that all children receive appro-
priate educational services.

LEA FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY

Relieving local education associations of much of the financial responsibility whenchildren are unilaterally placed by parents or another agency in a special education
school or institution m y be appropriate. However, we are concerned that this will
severely limit access to such facilities for stielents who need it. We hope revisions
would include guidalines that empower and ftind other agencies to serve children in
need of institutionalization due to reasons other than their educational needs.

DISCIPLINARY STANDARDS

While MASP supports the proposed section that disciplinary standards must notdiscriminate against handicapped children, we recognize the unique challenge that
emotionally disturbed children present. Further clarification to protect the rights ofsuch children prior to exclusion from school appears needed so that the burden of
proof is not left solely with the child or parent regarding their right to a free, appro-priate education.

TIMELINES

The thirty day t le limit in which to develop an TEP following determination
that a child is handicapped appears reasonable and sh. .1d be kept to prevent unrea-
sonable delay of services.

PARENT INVOLVEMENT

MASP feel that parental involvement has been a positive thing and we hope that
tut efforts at weakening such involvement in these proposed changes will be recon-
sidered. The ultimate benefits of working with parents, and thus keeping to a mini-
mum "fair hearings", are great. A child's best interests are never served by creating
animosity between school, parent and child.

Parent participation in the development of an IEP and in placement, including
use of an interpreter, if necessary, are admittedly an administrative burden. Howev-er, we feel that it is important, especially to handicapped students who may have
limited understanC:ng of their needs and rights, that their best advocate understand
these educational needs. Parental support is essential to all education.

EVALUATION AND PLACEMENT

MASP strongly believes that there is danger in not comprehensively and thor-
oughly evaluating a handicapped student from a number of professional perspec-
tives. A multi-disciplinary approach, both in the initial evaluation and IEP meeting,is essential to a child's educational success in the least restrictive alternative. Cur-
rent regulations allow for variation in the nature and scope of these assessments.
MASP recommends the language of the current regulations be maintained.

WRITTEN REPORTS

Deletion of the requirement for written reports, (while very tempting to our over-
worked members), is opposed. Such reports document evaluation findings and rec-
ommendations made and are useful in measuring growth upon re-evaluation. Most
importantly, they insure continuity of programming, teacher to teacher, school to
school and state to state. With the mobility of families increasing, we find written
reports very helpful in avoiding service delays for new students within our state.



79

LEAST RESTRICTIVE ENVIRONMENTS

Deletion of LRE requirements would appear to us to encourage the segregation of
handicapped students in that it appears to dispose of mainstreaming. These require-
ments are the basic tests of least restrictive environments and their removal leaves
no incentive to states or LEA's to maximize normal educational experiences, insofar
as possible, to the handicapped.

STATE PLANS

While MASP would support a number of the changes proposed regarding state
plans, we question the cost-effectiveness of such proposals. Also, while we believe
that the intent of the proposed changes is to place more decision-making with the
SEA's and LEA's, we see little opportunity for local, public imput. Such plans must
be open at all levels to public input and review, if they are to be successfully imple-
mented and supported by the communities.

SUMMARY

MASP is deeply concerned about the proposed regulatory changes discussed above
and the limits they place on the quality and availability of services to the handi-
capped children we serve. We believe that, while the intent of such changes was to
reduce the administrative burden for SEA's and LEA's and to clarify current regu-
lations, the current revisions, instead, add confusion. We foresee much more litiga-
tion and fair hearings if these are adopted, for these changes represent a serious
erosion of the educational rights of handicapped students and their families, grant-
ed and intended by Public Law 94-142.

Therefore, MASP recommends that the Department of Education withdraw the
proposed regulatory changes in their entirety and, after completion of the public
comment period, issue a new set of proposals with the aid of the many national or-
ganizations, such as MASP, who have offered such assistance and whose intent is to
maintain the spirit and integrity of services to handicapped students intended by
94-142.

Sincerely,
JUDITH A. BURKHARTSMEYER,

MASP Legislative Chairman.
GAIL SWAGART,

MASP President.

EASTERN MONTANA COLLEGE,
Billings, MT, August 20, 1985.

Hon. PAT WILLIAMS,
Congressman, US. House of Representatives,
Helena, MT.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE WILLIAMS: I am most pleased to be able to provide written
testimony supporting the need for further special education services for rural areas.
Having been involved in teacher preparation training for ten years, the most recent
four in Montana, I am well aware of many of the difficulties which are unique to
providing services in rural areas. Foremost among these needs is the need for teach-
er training programs which adequately prepare teachers to provide services to stu-
dents with varied educational handicapping conditions. Many of our graduates have
expressed the frustration of instructing one or two moderately to severely handi-
capped students in a self-contained classroom while attempting to operate a re-
source room for 15-25 other students. Provision of services for low incidence popula-
tions is complex in rural areas due both to the demands of simultaneously providing
services to learning disabled students and to the specialized training that is needed
to adequately instruct the more severely handicapped students. Montana could most
assurWly benefit from both additional support for teacher preparation for rural
areas and from assistance with funding special programs in rural areas.

However, despite the seriousness of the need for more general support for rural
preparation programs, my experiences in Montana lead me to believe that the lack
of preschool programs in many rural areas in Montana and teacher preparation for
such programs, remains the most serious concern related to provision of special edu-
cation services in Montana. As of 1983, forty-six states require special education
services for children 3-4 years of age, seven states provide special education from
birth, and twenty-four states have permissive legislation and provide some sort of
supporu to local education agencies (1VIallory, 1983). Montana remains one of the few
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states without mandated preschool services. Montana currently lacks provision forcertification for preschool educators as well.
A summary by the Montana Office of Public Instruction (February, 1984), reportsa total of 1,562 preschoolers, ages 0-5 with handicapping conditions, in Montana. Ofthese, 894 fall within the 1-4 age range and of the 894, 675 are currently beingserved by school districts. The remaining 217 are served by home-based services.However, in counties with only 1-4 children with preschool handicapping condi-tions, most are receiving inadequate services in local preschools which do not in-clude special education programs. A recent estimate suggests 200 preschoolers inrural areas are receiving little or no services. Of particular concern in Montana aswell, are the number of Native American children on reservations without pre-school services. During 1985, there were 1,438 births on reservations. It is estimatedthat handicapped infants on reservations 0-2 years, is 3.5 percent, 3-5 years, 4 per-cert, and for 6-8 years, 16 percent. Most Indian reservations do not have specializedpreschool services.
In order to adequately meet the needs of preschool handicapped children in Mon-tana, legislation is needed mandating preschool services and funds are needed bothto support these programs and to assist colleges and universities as they attempt toprovide adequate teacher preparation to meet the unique needs in rural areas. Inregard to teacher preparation, it has been suggested (Mallory, 1983), that long terminternship experience is a needed factor.
In order to adequately prepare educators for preschool classrooms in rural areas,several frctors need to be added to teacher preparation programs. Rural-focusedmodules need to be introduced into special education coursework, practicum experi-ences need to be introduced into rural areas with dual university and rural supervi-sion and specialization in preschool handicapped education needs to be introducedwith the concomitant coursework.
Based upon my understanding of the literature, my direct involvement in specialeducation classrooms and my interactions with parents, teachers, and handicappedchildren through my professorship, my involvement with the Council for Exception-al Children and my coordination of the annual Symposium on Early Education andthe Exceptional Children, I perceive that if the need of rural education and pre-school education are not addressed, the future for handicapped children in Montanawill suffer, lagging behind advances in other states. Additionally, students withoutearly educational experiences and related special services, encounter the followingproblems: greater motoric deficiencies due to the lack of adequate occupational and

physical therapy; greater speech and language impairments due to the lack of earlyspeech and language therapy; greater cognitive deficits which can never be totallyremediated due to the lack of early educational advantage; and greater social defi-cits due to early years where socializational experiences under specially trained per-sonnel are not available. Handicapped students and their parents in Montana arecurrently not receiving the advantages of the state of the arts. Home-based andcenter-based preschool programs are needed in Montana and teachers need to beadequately trained to interact with handicapping conditions varying from mild defi-cits to autism, orthopedic and severe mental impairments. Programs need to be de-veloped which include an adequate number of hours of training each week. Childrenreceiving weekly and bi-weekly visits from home trainers obviously are receiving farless than those enrolled in programs which meet on a daily basis. While home-based
services may be adequate for the 0-2 range, center or school based programs whichmeet daily provide the intensive instruction needed for the 3-5 year olds.Preschool special education programs have proven to be cost effective with sav-ings for $9,000-$20,000 reported (Garland, 1980, Wood, 1980). Obviously, not only thepreschool child and his/her family, but society in general benefits in many waysfrom the provision of preschool services. Some children receiving preschool specialeducation services can be mainstreamed directly into regular classrooms and neveragain have a need for special education services. For others, the length of special
education involvement is reduced. And yet for others, their skills are increased dra-matically due to this earlier start. Parents of preschoolers should not have to bearthe burden of specialized educational and treatment related services. Failing to pro-vide adequate special services to preschoolers appears to me to directly contradict
the tenets of PL 94-142. I urge your subcommittee to seriously consider authoriza-tion of funding and legislative change.

Thank you for your efforts on behalf of handicapped children and their families.Sincerely, ,
CHRISTINE Y. MASON, Ph.D.,

Associate Professor.
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MONTANA RURAL EDUCATION CENTER,
WESTERN MONTANA COLLEGE,

Dillon, MT, August 22, 1985.

Hon. PAT WILLIAMS,
Helena, MT

DEAR P- r: 7 :tint to thank you for the opportunity to submit written testimony
for the ri ertaining to the special education needs of the rural students in
Montana.

Montana is a large state with many small rural school districts. We have over 200
schools in Montana with an enrollment of less than 100 students each. We also have
106 one-room schools that 10 students or less with the smallest school having only
one student. The one-room school in Montana is not disappearing as many people in
Montana think because of isolation and distance.

Isolation and distance is another factor in Montana. Many of these schools are
more than 50 miles from a town or city, and the most isolated school is more than
75 miles from a city. Many of these schools are located on gravel roads also.

We must remember that the student is the most important consideration in pro-
viding service for their special needs. We as educators must do the best job possible
to provide the special education no matter where the student lives.

I will addreszi some of the areas from my experience in the rural schools that I
feel need to be addressed for the future. We serve the teachers and students in the
fie1 e. and have first hand experience of the needs in rural schools.

I. SPECIAL NEEDS IN SERVING THE HANDICAPPED IN RURAL AREAS

1. In-service training and staff development in the field is essential for the rural
staff. With the distance and tbe time involved in traveling, it is important that
workshops with the rural teachers and the special education specialists be held in
an area where three or counties can combine the staff for in-service.

2. Money for resource centers and up-dated media material for the schools
through the special education coops is also a need in the rural schools.

II. GRANTS

1. Competitive grants usually are awarded to larger schools. The small rural
schools have a definite need for grant money to train and update special education
teachers. Small grants through our center or the Office of Public Instruction specifi-
cally for small schools are a must. Rural people are important also.

Thank you again for this opporainity. Dr. Douglas Treadway, President of West-
ern Montana College and The Montana Rural Education Center are dedicated to
serving rural Montana. Please call us at any time if we can be of assistance.

Sincerely,
RALPH KROON,

Director.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SUSAN E. LEHINGER, ED.D., DIRECTOR, HUMAN SERVICES

AND EDUCATION DEPARTMENTS, FLATHEAD VALLEY COMMUNITY COLLEGE, KALI-

SPELL, MT

Congressman Williams, Congressman Bartlett and distinguished members of the
Select Committee on Education, Thank you for this opportunity to submit testimony
to your committee regarding the re-implementation of Public Law 94-142. It is an
honor to participate in the on-going efforts of the U.S. Congress to provide equal
educational opportunities to all children.
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First of all, let me identify myself and explain why testimony from me may besignificant to the findings of the Select Committee. My experience with the educa-tional system and handicapped children within it began with my own child 24 yearsago, before the advent of such landmark legislation as that passed in the 1970's.Since that time, I have been involved in with hundreds of other handicapped chil-dren and adults in my capacity as a psychologist in a federally certified Institutionfor Mentally Retarded, as a psychologist for Developmental Disabilities Region 1 inthe state of Washington, as a social worker dealing with foster care and child pro-tective services also in the state of Washington, and in my capacity as an educatorof human service workers and educators and consultant to children who have learn-ing disabilities and developmental disabilities in the state of Montana. Lest youthink that my experience has been only with handicapped children, I should addhere that I have reared a total of six children of my own and two foster children.My background includes undergraduate degrees in sociology, social work, and an-thropology, maner's degr-ri in developmental psychology and public administrationas well as a doctoitte in :ec....c%tion. In the past 10 years, I have been involved in fiveresearch projects dealing the learning strategies of children and developmen-tally disabled adults.
Initially, I would like to cor nd you for having the foresight to enact legislationof the quality of PL 94-142. I that one of the best things that it has done for theeducation of the handicapped cl-.;%1 is to establish the multidisciplinary team ap-proach to the problems of the ch Rather than a one-track approach, we now areable to look at the child's entire erlertoire of behaviors and capabilities. In short,we see the whole child rather than "bits :d pieces of him/her. Further, PL 94-142has recognized the need for parental ps r71Cirll i011 in educational outcomes. In spiteof the fact that some parents must enter ez hd.m7sarial relationship with school dis-tricts in order to obtain the benefits offered t. me: the law, they can now assist onbel, involved in the educational plan forCue': ..r:ld.A all, many people are afraid to sugge::: trip in PL 94-.142 because it is somuc er than anything they have hal 'n 4 yrk3t Lt me contrast the past withthe pit 'or you.

Take th: c-- se of Sheila, a petite normal lookiiK: la.a:n.lniur,4 child whose disabil-ity caused he: IA: be kept back in the first grade. Mere wr-, testing offered, nosuggestion other than "fai.it.,, Wh:a ic came to leaving the fourthgrade, Shell.: ..val mato "failing". Had t ie i:arents not insisted that Sheila, who bynow was 13 n1d in the fourth grade, be tested, and had the one psychologist(serving a district alone) who tested her not "just read an article aboutthose kinds or b!sms" she would never have been anything but a "failure" in herlife. At age 12, was placed in a self-contained special education classroom(today, a resow,:e room would have sufficed) and "socially passed" through the re-mainder of he:- school years. The prognosis for Sheila is a lifetime spent in "protect-ed settings". No one knows what the prognosis might have been had she been therecipient of services such as those provided under PI, 94-142.In contrast, take the case of Scott, a normal-looking boy of 12 years old who suf-fers from mixec: dominance problems, has de:ayed verbal processing and who haddeveloped behavior problems due to frustration. A third party evaluator/consultantwas called in by the parents, screening was done by a neurologist, a psychologist, apediatrician, an optometrist, and a speech pathologist. The chilli was removed fromthe school setting temporarily on recommendation of the child study team, over-came his behavior problems through one to one positive intervention and is in theprocess of being intergrated back into the regular classroom. The prognosis for Scottto succeed in life improves daily as he overcome his learning disability through theuse of innovative teaching methods allowed and funded through PL 94-142. Had theconsultant not been trained in positive behavior change techniques, the outcomemight have been different even with PL 94-142.
All is not completely well with PL 94-142. While it is indeed a miraculous piece oflegislation, it must be improved if children like these muitioned are not to slipthrough the cracks in the law. For example, the funds for teacher training andperent training are discretionary. Teachers are not trall.ad in our schools of educa-tion today to deal with such complicated problems as t ley are seeing. A child with alearning disability such as that describei above cani.ot be handled with punitivemethods of with ordinary behavior modification methods. From school entry, Scotthad struggled with inability to cope Atith his environment and its overstimulation.Pressures to conform via behavior modification only merle him more frustrated.Most colleges and universities teach disciplinary procedures which would not workwith most learning dis Ned children. Most universities and coCevs offer minimaltraining to education majors in the area of developmental disabu..cies and practicufn
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placements with seriously developmentally disubled or learning disabled children
are practically non-existent. Federal IMR regulations for institutions receiving fed-
eral funds require more specific monitoring of program approaches than does
anyone of methods applied in our school systems. The initial program for correcting
Scott's behavior was so-called "compliance training" which required him to respond
within 5 seconds to a command or be restrained. The prognosis for him, had the
program been implemented, was a lifetime of institutionalization as the behavior
worsened to the point of uncontrolled violence or possible mental breakdown. Thou-
sands of children are in the same position thoughout the United States. Should we
fire the professional who writes such a program? The current system of education
for educators teaches just such "compliance training" as a viable mode of behavior
modification. Why not train the professionals and teachers in methods other than
the ones that have been the old stand-bys so that they can cope with the students
they are required to teach. Some colleges and universities have begun to search for
and hire faculty members who have the ability to teach education majors who are
interested, the different approaches needed to cope with severely handicapped or
learning disabled children. That still does not deal with the problem of teachers al-
ready in the field who do not have the skills ot cope with mainstreamed children.
When they went to school, the courses were not ever optionalthey did not exist.

In a book called "Weeping in the Playtime of Others," Kenneth Wooden has
called attention to the large numbers of children who are incarcerated by our juve-
nile justice system because of behaviors which result in their being excluded from
our educational system. Charles Manson was one of those. How many of such chil-
dren could become useful, taxpaying citizens if teachers had more understanding of
learning disabilities, developmental disabilities, and special strategies of teaching
which applying to those children?

Parent training is also necessary. Not only in the way to participate in the child's
education by knowing what the legal rights of the child are, but also in methods of
reinforcement of the school program in the home environment, it is a well known
fact that handicapped children fare better if the treatment of problems is consistent
from school to home and vice versa. To assume lack of interest on the part of par-
ents is incorrect. Inability to participate because of lack of understanding of the law
is more accurate. Parents who have become aware of current attempts in the Kali-
spell area to obtain support and funding for a demonstration project designed to
provide such training for professionals and teachers as well as to prevent the neces-
sity of shipping their children out of the state of Montana for free and appropriate
education have suggested that they are extremely interested in such a demonstra-
tion project. No child should have to be sent into another state for an appropriate
education. Especially in the light of recognized need for parental involvement in
his/her education. Parents who have been contacted in other states have expressed
similar interest in training educators in new strategies in order to avoid such prac-
tices as sending children to learning centers in other states. Such projects are ex-
tremely difficult to obtain funding for in the current system of competition for
grants and have been exceptionally difficult to obtain in states having rural status
and smaller populations.

Recognizing that the courts have ruled that education that is inappropriate is a
violation of the child's rights to free and appropriate education no matter how
steeped in tradition it is (Wyatt v. Stickner, 1972), the following recommendations
are offered for your consideration.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. With respect to Part B, Reg. 300.320 and Reg. 300.321. Second priority children
gio longer second priorit, but first priority) and with respect to Part C., Reg. 300.380
through Reg. 300.387; change discretionary use of funds to mandatory use of funds
for personnel development and in-service training.

2. Make at least one training center and/or demonstration project for personnel
training mandatory in each state. Make grants available to each state in pro-rated
amounts according to population and need.

3. Remove discretionary status from funding for parent training (Part D.) and
make one state program for parent training mandatory in each state. Grants should
be available equally to states regardless of population or rural status. Amounts
could be adjusted according to population ar,d need.

4. Require that each grant funded for p-.sonnel, in-service and/or parent training
have a legitimate research component. The outcomes of such research components
to be shared with educational systems throughout the nation.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE MONTANA ASSOCIATION FOR CHILDREN AND ADULTS
Wax LEARNING DISABILITIES

Montana Association for Children & Adults With Learning Disabilities (MACLD),
a parents advocacy group, appreciates the opportunity to participate in this Confer-ence on Transition.

We are gratified by the recent intent of Congress to provide funding for expanded
high school vocational and transition services for handicapped students. It has been
our experience, however, that funds in the past for these programs have been pri-
marily allocated for the more severely handicapped.

Developing a comprehensive service continuum for handicapped youth withregard to high school, postsecondary and/or adult services which will lead to em-
ployment is imperative. Responding to the needs of those individuals at the higherend of the handicapped spectrum will present a unique challenge. Although some of
these individuals may not require support services, many will.

Following is a brief analysis of present programs and options for the learning-dis-abled:
High School

The majority of learning-disabled students do not have access to appropriate
career counseling and/or vocational experiences while still in high school. High
school special education resource rooms are often patterned upon the approach used
at the elementary level. It is not unusual for secondary resource room teachers to
tutor learning-disabled students in the entire high school curriculum. This approachis unrealistic and assumes that the increased academic requirements adopted bymany school districts seeking "excellence" in education are appropriate for all stu-
dents. Higher academic standards have also become synonymous with college prepa-
ration. Statistics indicate that 80% of the jobs in the United States do not require a
college degree and that most students will not obtain one. (The Unfinished Agenda,
p. 1, National Commission on Secondary Vocational Education) Present vocational
opportunities for learning-disabled students, if they exist at all, are often based onthe assumption of low job skills. Learning disabled students often must choose be-tween an inappropriate vocational experience and an inappropriate academic cur-riculum.
College

College is a viable option for some learning-disabled students. These students
often find that accommodations for their learning handicaps do not exist. Collegeswith specific programs for learning-disabled students are few, expensive and mayhave waiting lists.
Other Postsecondary Services

Learning-disabled students upon graduation from high school suddenly find them-selves without access to special services of any kind to help them make the transi-
tion to other postsecondary, adult services and/or employment. There is a great dif-
ference between being unemployable and "handicapped". Individuals with learning
disabilities alone cannot qualify for a program like Supplemental Security Income,
for example. Vocational rehabilitation and other traditional handicapped services
are not available for the majority of learning-disabled individuals. The "fall through
the cracks" of the present service provider system, which serves the more severely
handicapped, but is inappropriate for learning-disabled adults. Vocational technical
centers cannot serve them until they are 16 years old and have left high school.
Public Welfare Programs

Because of the present lack of appropriate vocational and job training opportuni-
ties which could begin in high school, we believe that a substantial number of learn-
ing-disabled individuals are presently on public welfare programs. The loss of their
productivity can be measured in ever-increasing welfare costs. Without access to job
training and employment opportunities, this situation will not change.
Montana ACLD recommends

(1) Staff development programs so that high school teachers feel comfortable with
learning-disabled and other mainstreamed handicapped students and can work moreeffectively with them;

(2) High school career counseling, vocational education, and job training based on
learning-disabled students' aptitude, interests, and abilities;

(3) An evaluation of current secondary learning disability special education pro-
grams to determine actual student needs and how to meet them;

9 0
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(4) A comprehensive continuum of services for those handicapped individuals at
the higher end of the handicapped spectrum including high school, postsecondary
and/or adult services and initial years of employment, if necessary. The continuum
should include opportunities for learning-disabled students to utilize vocational tech-
nical centers whPn appropriate before they graduate from high school;

(5) A commitment by Montana colleges to provide the counseling and academic
support services necessary so that learning-disabled college students may complete
their chosen courses cf study;

(6) Involvement, input, and support from community business and labor leaders in
designing and implementir, job training programs for the handicapped, including
the learnin 4isabled.

Of all of those presently served by federal law as "handicapped", the learning-
disabled r-a the largest majority and the least served. They also have the highest
pot Antial lur competitive employment. It is time services so long promised to them
Wcome a reality.

Representative PAT WILUAMS,
Helena, MT.

UNIVERSITY OF MONTANA,
DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY,

Mi.ssoula, MT, August 16, 1985.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE WILLIAMS: I am writing to submit testimony for the hear-
ing in Bozeman, Montana regarding reauthorization of P.L. 94-142. I am the profes-
sor of school psychology at the University of Montana where the state's only train-
ing program for school psychologists resides.

I am in support of reauthorization of P.L. 94-142 and believe it has accomplished
remarkable benefits for handicapped children. Further, I believe that Montanans
are moving more and more effectively toward the goals of P.L. 94-142. But I wish to
leave testimony regarding most of the issues to others and focus mine on support for
training of school psychologists in a rural state like Montana.

Montana's school psychologist training program has been in operation since Fall,
1978. It was designed to utilize two professors, but has had only one so far. The spe-
cial materials necessary for instruction have been borrowed from school districts
and are gradually being purchased with instructional grant monies available at UM
or being gone without. The program has worked closely with the Montana Associa-

tion of School Psychologists and local professionals. It has been formally regionally
approved as a training program.

We are now making minor revisions in the program to prepare for review by the
national accrediting agency (NCATE) in Spring, 1987. Given those changes, our stu-
dents will graduate with a Master of Arts and educational specialist degrees with
two years of graduate study and a year of internship.

Our program will be ready for the review, but will be criticized, perhaps
"warned", or even not approved because we lack a second professor which is re-
quired by the accreditation standards. Restricted budgets and campus priorities
have not permitted hiring a second professor or obtaining more adequate education-
al supplies.

Well-trained school psychologists are critical to moving effectively toward the
goals of the P.L. 94-142, and yet rural states like Montana have difficulty providing
such training. I am requesting that you consider P.L. 94-142 funding including sup-
port for rural state school psychologist training programs.

Sincerely, GEORGE C. CAMP, Ph.D.
Associate Professor of School Psychology.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF RICHARD B. OFFNER, PH.D., DIRECTOR, MONTANA
UNIVERSITY AFFILIATED PROGRAM SATELLITE, UNIVERSITY OF MONTANA

My rem today are directed at the discretionary sections of the Act. I would
like to preface these remarks, however, with a few general comments about the Act.

A decade has now passed since Public Law 94-142 was enacted. This landmark
legislation has, to qu, e. Madeleine Will, "ushered in the most creative period in the
history of sp Jal education." As this country has moved a decade beyond passage of
the Act, singilicant advances have been made in education of handicapped children.
The Sixth Annual Report to Congress on Implementaion of PL 94-142 highlights ac-
complishments such as:
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From the 1976-77 school year until 1982-83 there has been a 16 percent increasein the number of children receiving special education and related services;A 119 percent increase in the learning disabled population;A 23 percent increase in the number of preschool children served ages threethrough five;
Thirty-eight states now mandates services to preschool children;
A steady increase in the number of post-secondary-age handicapped students;Ninety-three percent of all handicapped children are receiving their education inregular schools, with about two-thir& being educated in regular classrooms withnonhandicapped peers.
Nevertheless, current attention to mediocrity in education highlights the need toimprove educational programming (Education Commission of the States: TaskForces on Education for Economic Growth, 1983; Elam, 1983; Natinnal Commissionon Excellence in Education, 1983; Peterson, et al. 1983). The much discussed reportof the National Commission on Excellence in Education (1983), for example, hasdriven extensive remedial activity over the past year, as federal, state and local ju-risdictions have responded to the report's findings and recommendations. Important-ly, within this context, there has been a clear affirmation that the concept of excel-lence in education applies to all students as they strive to reach their maximumpotential, including the handicapped (Will, 1984).
As alternatives have been developed over the past decade to meet the instructuralneeds of students considered "exceptional," a dual system of education has result-edregular and specialeach with its own pupils, teachers, supervisory staff, andfunding sysLem (Stainback and Stainback, 1984). As Assistant &cretary of Educa-tion Madeleine Will (1984, p. 13) points out
"A great deal of confusion surrounds bou, the goals and interrelationship of regu-lar and special education. Regular and special education have evolved into some-what artificially compartmentalized service delivery systems. It is evident that thereare children who do not fit clearly into either the regular or special education deliv-ery system. There is a sizeable group of children in this nation's schools today whoare not being served adequately in the regular class environment, yet do not meetthe federal and state requirements for being labeled 'handicapped child."
There is a certain irony, I think, in the fact that our efforts to attain free andappropriate education for all disabled and handicapped children has led to a seriousdichotomization between so-called "regular" and "special" students (Martin, 1976,Stainback and Stainback, 1984), and real barriers between regular and special edu-cation (Will, 1984). A recent report issued by a blue ribbon congressional commissionof the House Select Education Subcommittee notes that:"Due to historical and administrative factors, special education has been viewedas a program separate from and competing with regular education . . . Consequent-ly, handicapped children are often regarded as "assigned" to special education in away which reinforced programmatic separation and eliminates demands on generaleducation programs for increased flexibility in inclusiveness." (Will, 1984, p. 13)The burgioning rolls of special education have begun to cause considerable alarmin many states across the country (Algozzine, Ysseldyke, and Christenson, 1983;Gerber, 1984). This concern has particularly centered on the large increase (119 per-cent) in the number of learning disabled children served in special education pro-grams between 1976 and 1983 (US. Department of Education, 1984). Currently,states are tightening their eligibility criteria to control the number of identifiedlearning disabled students, an effort that is proving successful in slowing the growthrate (Gerber, 1984). Nonetheless, shifting the burden of responsibility for studentswith learning difficulties from special to regular education has inherent problems.for many handicapped students, the least restrictive and most desirable environ-ment for their education is the regular classroom. For others, however, the regular,so-called "mainstreamed" classroom may in fact be more restrictive (Gottleib, 1979).

The potential benefits for children that are appropriately placed with skilled class-room teachers and support personnel are well documented. I think it is important tonote that, following the enactment of PL 94-142, substantial federal funds weremade available through Dean's Grants, National Support System Projects, and theNational Inservice Network to support the training of all educators, both regularand special, in principles of instruction for handicapped students. Since 1981, feder-al funds for this kind of training have diminished, and state support has not filledthe void. Therefore, the concept and stimulus for these efforts have declined. Smith-Davis, Burke and Noel (1984), in their report on 'Personnel to Educate the Handi-
capped in America", suggest that it is

". . . an extreme irony that the mownnent toward this least restrictive of all edu-cational environments is now acceleratmg in special education. It is an ever greater
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irony that it is taking place, in great part, from necessity, rather than purely for
reason of educational philosophy. It appears that regular education for the handi-
capped students is expanding, not because fiscal backing and federal authority con-
tinue to promote it, but precisely because fmancial problems in many locations
prompt the need to provide education in the least expensive environment (Smith-
Davis, Burke, and Noel, 1984, p. 181).

As educators move to address problems of excellence in education, concurrently
with a shifting responsibility for hard to teach students from general to regular edu-
cation, they will be looking for solutions to the problems faced by our dichotomozed
system of special and regular education. Gilhood noted in 1976 that we are ap-
proaching the day when, for each child, the law will require that the schooling fit
the child, his needs, his capacities, and his wishes; not the child fit the school. Thus,
special education may become general and general education special.

Looking back on the past decade of PL 94-142, we should not forget that it was
through many hearings such as this; countless testimonies of parents, advocates,
and professionals that pushed for and got legislation to ensure that all handicapped
children and youth receive a free and appropriate education in the least restrictive
environment. It was this legislation that stimulated a boom in the development of
educational technology unparalleled in history. It was this legislation that led to the
establishment of model programs that have made a lasting impact on educational
practice. It was this legislation that promoted the preparation of the thousands of
special educators needed to meet our national manpower needs. And, it is this legis-
lation that holds promise for our continued efforts to ensure that this legislation
that holds promise for our continued efforts to ensure that this country's handi-
capped citizens achieve their maximum potential, independence, and self-sufficiency.

I truly believe that tremendous progress has been made in achieving the goal of
PL 94-142: that is free and appropriate education for all handicapped children and
youth. I believe, however, that it is important to keep this in perspective. When fed-
eral funds are available to promote change and development in the service system,
significant press is made. Unfortunately, when federal resources are pulled back
or reprioriti, state and local resources do not necessarily follow to maintain the
system or continue the course of development. Therefore, it is critical that the direc-
tion taken in reauthorizing those parts of the Act that provide discretionary funds
for research, development, and training be carefully planned to target areas of need
that will provide lasting contributions to enhanced educational services for this
country's handicapped children and youth.

The discretionary programs authorized under the Act are the cornerstones for ad-
vancement of educational services to handicapped children and youth. Today, I
would like to address a few considerations for reauthorization of these sect .ons.

POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION PROGRAMS

I recommend that reauthorization of Part C of the Act emphasize the develop-
ment of vocational education programs that can lead to increased employability of
handicapped persons. A special focus should be placed on post-secondary programs
for persons with learning disabilities. It is recognized that after high school, learn-
ing disabled students often fmd themselves without access to special services to
assist them in making the transition to the community. These individuals rarely
qualify for community-based services designed for persons with more severe develop-
mental disabilities. Vocational education, rehabilitation, and other traditional com-
munity services frequently are not available. These individuals often become unem-
ployed or underemployed. In a recent publication by the National Commission on
Sewndary Vocational Education, it was noted that 80 percent of the jobs in the
United States do not require a college education. Thus access to specialized vocation-
al and job training after high school will assist substantial numbers of learning dis-
abled individuals to achieve appropriate gainful employment.

There is little doubt that current social policy and federal mandates relating to
services for handicapped youth and young adults are strongly focused on the move-
ment from school to the world of work. The role of "worker" for handicapped per-
sons is no less important than it is for the nonhandicapped. An individual's self-
identity, socialization, and personal autonomy are all expectations of his or her
"work life" (Defazio & Flexler, 1983). Thus, given the em hasis society has placed on
the work ethic, employment experiences for handicap persons provide opportuni-
ties to experience social roles, images, and person competencies valued by the
community (Wolfensberger, 1983). Bill Kiernan (1983) points out that:

"If an individual is not engaged in gainful employment or receiving remuneration
this will affect the type of recreational and residential options which will be avail-
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able. Much of our social and residential activities are highly related to our earningcapacity."
Postsecondary education programs hold promise for developing important voca-tional and adult education models that can lead to increased productivity, independ-

ence, and self-sufficiency for handicapped persons.

2. TRAINING PERSONNEL FOR THE EDUCATION OF THE HANDICAPPED

Many professionals believe that a major impact of PL 94-142 in this country has
been the preparation of personnel to educate handicapped persons and the compre-
hensive planning for personnel development. It it4 also recognized that the federal
personnel preparation program is currently funded at an insufficient level to sup-
port large-scale solutions to the complex manpower needs faced by this country.

I recommend that reauthorization of Part D include a substantial increase in sup-
port for developing training programs to meet the critical shortages of qualified spe-
cial education and support personnel. At a time when special education enrollment
is increasing, the supply of qualified professionals is dwindling. Manpower shortagesin special education are being reported nationwide, with critical widespread short-
ages predicted in the near future (Smith-Davis, Burke & Noel, 1984).

Over 50 percent of the states report that enrollment of new special educationtrainees is down, with overall handicapped student enrollment expected to continue
increasing through the end of this decade. In a study of national personnel supply
and demand conducted in 1982 (Smith-Davis, Burke & Noel, 1984), only 22 percentof the states reported that they had sufficient preservice personnel programs withintheir boundaries to supply the special educators needed to fulfill the demand. Only
two jurisiKetions reported that the supply of new graduates was sufficient to meetcurrent demzods r personnel. Further, regional or multi-state development of
graduates does not appear to compensate for this lack of preservice programming.

The most critical shortages of personnel to educate the handicapped exist in ruraldistricts across the country. Rural attrition rates are routinely found to be 50 per-
cent annually, with 100 percent turnover within one year not being uncommon. Av-
erage attz ition rates in other parts of the country are less than 20 percent. Manpow-
er shortages and staffing problems in rural districts often require the placement ofhandicapped students in foster or boarding homes in cities distant from their homecommunities.

In many states, inservice resources are being diverted to train educators to
assume new roles in special education to address critical personnel shortages. In
over 80 percent of the states, priority for special education inservice training is di-
rected at regular education staff. This emphasis follows the movement of handi-
capped children into regular classrooms. The federal personnel preparation's grant
program should begin to refocus on inservice training to maintain and develop the
skills of our special education labor force.

Congress will need to act to address the critical manpower needs in special educa-
tion. An important legacy of PL 94-142 is the provision for the preparation and con-
tinued development of personnel to educate handicapped children and youth. The
critical importance of the Comprehensive System of Personnel Development and the
federal grant program in personnel preparation to supplying qualified manpowershould not be overlooked.

3. RESEARCH IN EDUCATION OF THE HANDICAPPED

I recommend that Congress maintain an active research program to incretoe
knowledge and understanding of handicapping conditions and teaching, learning,
and education-related practices and services for handicapped children and youth.
The research program has been very successful in developing special education tech-
nology. I reiterate that research and development, along with training, are the
mainstays of our progressive efforts to meet the needs of all handicapped persons.

I urge Congress to be particularly cognizant, however, of the need for researchapplications that will lead to maximum independence, inration, and self-suffi-
ciency for handicapped persons. Of concern to me is the ne for research on ways
to integrate "special ' and "regular" teaching technologies La assure that all persons
benefit maximally from their educational experience. We must look for constructive
ways to minimize the dichotomy that has developed between so-called special and
regular education.

Further, I believe it is essential that we continue to develop technology for the
effective transition of handicapped persons at critical points along the course of
their educational ca:eers. That is, home to preschool, preschool to kindergarten, ele-
mentary to secondary programs, and secondary education to community services.
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The goal of PL 94-142 the past decade has been free and appropriate education for
all handicapped children and youth. I think the goal for the next decade should be
maximum independence, integration, and self-sufficiency.

4. HANDICAPPED CHILDREN'S EARLY EDUCATION PROGRAM

I recommend that Congress expand the early education program, with specific em-
phasis on increased funding for outreach and dissemination programs. In a recent
study of Ht.;b231 by Littlejohn Associates (1983) they reported that:

Fifty-five percent of the children who leave HCEEP demonstration projects are
placed in integrated settings with nonhandicapped children, which is less expensive
than more specialized placements.

Sixty-seven percent of the children who leave HCEEP demonstration projects per-
form in the average and abovz average range in relation to their peers, according to
staff of the regular and special education programs to which they graduate.

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

Replication programs are known to have served 107,850 children.
For each child served directly in the demonstration projects, 6.4 children received

services through continuation of demonstration projects, and through replication of
projects.

For every HCEEP dollar expended in prog-imming, $18.37 has been generated in
programming for children and their families.

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

Early education programs are critical factors in the future of education for handi-
capped persons. We should work toward the day when all states mandate and sup-
port services for handicapped children from birth. The Congress should continue
their role in ensuring support for preschool services.

5. ONE FINAL COMMENT

The Handicapped Children's Early Education program, and other programs for
developing model services for school age handicapped populations have been very
successful in developing practices that are critical to our educational system today.
It is time for a new focus to be developed for a population that is only beginning to
receive attention: those handicapped youths ages 18 to 21 who are aging out of our
existing special education programs. I think it is time we place the kind of intense
effort that has provien so successful in developing early education programs or de-
veloping model educational services for handicapped persons at the other end of the
age continuum.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide this testimony. If you have any ques-
tions, please let me know.
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REAUTHORIZATION OF THE DISCRETIONARY
PROGRAMS UNDER THE EDUCATION OF THE
HANDICAPPED ACT

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 22, 1985

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON SELECT EDUCATION,

COMMTITEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 9:30 a.m. in room
2261, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Pat Williams (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.

Members present: Representatives Williams, Martinez, Bartlett,
and Jeffords.

Staff present: S. Gray Garwood, staff director; Robert Silverstein,
majority counsel; Colleen Thompson, clerk, and David Esquith, leg-
islative associate.

Mr. Wm..' Arm. I want to welcome each of you to the second in a
series of hearings the Subcommittee on Select Education is holding
on the reauthorization of the discretionary programs under the
Education of the Handicapped Act. The first hearing was held in
Bozeman, MT, on August 27.

Many of you are familiar with part B of the Education of the
Handicapped Act, most commonly known as Public Law 94-142.
This landmark legislation, which was signed into law 10 years ago
this November, provides more than $1 billion of Federal aid to
assist States in their efforts to provide a free, appropriate, public
education to all handicapped children.

The discretionary programs we are examining today, which
expire on September 30 next year, are an essential source of sup-
port to the specia) education and related services provided to the 4
million handicapped children receiving services under Public Law
94-142.

These discretionary programs provide approximately $155 mil-
lion of assistance to State and local educational agenci, other
public agencies, private, nonprofit organizations and institutes of
higher education to support a variety of programs.

The specific purpose and focus of today's hearing is on the discre-
tionary programs pertaining to preschool, secondary, transition,
and postsecondary programs. It would be helpful if the witnesses
would comment on and then make recommendations for improving
the Federal role in each area.

With respect to preschool education programs, it would also be
helpful if the witnesses would address the following question:

(91)
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First, what are the benefits of early intervention programs for
preschool-aged, handicapped children?

Second, are the new early childhood State planning grants facili-
tating the development of comprehensive, statewide delivery sys-
tems that are appropriate to the needs of the preschool population?

And third, should there be an increased focus on parent involve-
ment in the preschool programs?

With respect to transition and secondary school programs, it
would also be helpful if the witneses would address the following
issues..

First, it appears that our definition of what constitutes success
under Public Law 94-142 is changing from a focus limited to access
to services to one that also includes outcomes. For example, does
the graduate have skills required for employment? What is the im-
portance of this change?

Second, what should be the focus of transition programs? Should
they be limited to employment or should they also include residen-
tial, social, and interpersonal skills?

Third, is there a problem of handicapped students dropping out
once they enter high school?

With respect to postsecondary education programs, it would be
helpful if the witnesses would address these three questions:

First, what types of programs, services, and accommodations are
presently being provided around the country to assist handicapped
students succeed in postsecondary institutions?

Second, what are the components of a program that will facili-
tate the handicapped student's success in college? What are the
major obstacles to success for disabled students entering college?

And, fmally, what have we learned from the demonstration
projects being funded by the Department of Education?

I look forward to hearing whatever answers you can give us on
those series of questions.

My colleague, Mr. Bartlett.
Mr. BARTLETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman and witnesses, I am looking forward to the next 2

days of hearings on the Education of the Handicapped Act as Con-
gress begins its work on reauthorizing the various discretionary
programs that combine to complement and supplement Public Law
94-142.

These discretionary programs, I think, have served their intend-
ed purpose of providing the State grant program with technical as-
sistance and support by generating a host of model practices in
areas that are technologically complex and ever changing.

These discretionary programs also provide key areas of support
in the development of personnel and instructional materials.

As we have learned, the education of a handicapped student pre-
sents a variety of teaching challenges to special educators. We
should all take pride in the achievements of Public Law 94-142,
and those achievements can in part be attributed to the function-
ing of the discretionary programs.

I note that the witness !ists for_the 2 days of hearings cover a
wide range of Interests in programs under the Act, and I think that
is appropriate. I am particularly interested in the progress that is
being made in the secondary and transitional program and the
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nature of the cooperation that the special educators are encounter-
ing with adult service agencies, as well as the issues that surround
early childhood education in preschool instruction.

In other words, it seems to me that this round of reauthorization,
we need to, among other things, take a careful look at the before
school begins and at the after school is over, at either end of the
age spectrum. Both of these areas present unique challenges to the
act and require significant participation from noneducational agen-
cies in order to meet the needs of the handicapped persons involved
as well as the needs of the families.

I am also looking forward to learning about the section 6 schools
and the nature of the education provided the handicapped students
in these schools. I do appreciate the willingness, in particular, of
Dr. Stephens to participate in these hearings on short notice and
recognize that the section 6 schools, while too often ignored, are a
unique part of the Nation's schooling system.

I will note that Dr. Stephens is a constituent and a Dallasite, and
I hope that that doesn't overly taint her testimony to the negative.
In my book it taints it to the positive, of course. But we will coun-
sel with the other members of the subcommittee.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. BAnnzrr. I would be happy to yield.
Mr. WILLIAMS. The Chair finds that it taints it toward the posi-

tive.
Mr. BAnTizrr. Excellent, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Inasmuch as it seemed to be in doubt.
Mr. BARTLETT. We will attempt to achieve unanimous consent

from all members of the subcommittee at a later time.
The various discretionary programs under the Education of the

Handicapped Act, I think, represent the cutting edge of special
education policies and practices in order to maintain Public Law
94-142 as a dynamic service srstem.

In order to do that, Congress must be in close communication
with those who administer the discretionary programs as well as
those who utilize them.

The Education of the Handicapped Act has been marked by bi-
partisan support and by a willingness of interested parties to meet
the needs of handicapped students within the context and con-
straints of the regular education system. I look forward to continuing
that tradition of this quite valuable program.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Thank you.
Our first paneland please come forwardis Carl Dunst, Brian

McNulty, and Gene Edgar.
Dr. Dunst is director of the Family, Infant and Preschool Pro-

grams, Western Carolina Center, Dr. McNulty is the executive di-
rector of Special Education, Colorado Department of Education,
and Dr. Edgar is a professor at the University of Washington.

Dr. Dunst, let's begin with you.
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STATEMENT OF CARL DUNST, PH.D., DIRECTOR, FAMILYAMANT
AND PRESCHOOL PROGRAMS, WESTERN CAROLINA COWER;
BRIAN A. McNULTY, PH.D., EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF SPIIICIAL
EDUCATION, COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION; AND
EUGENE EDGAR, PH.D., PROFESSOR, UNIVERSITY OrILISINTG-
TON, A PANEL

Dr. DUNST. I appreciate the opportunity to share my- thoughts
today with this committee.

I currently serve as the director of the Family, Infant arid Pre-
school Program in Morganton, NC. We operate five project:tamale,
under Public Law 94-142.

Ai I iriaiciticr in my -*rain" testiiiiciny," there- iie
and human benefits derived from early intervention. I emuKtlike
to elaborate on several of those points, but the major point I leenddlike to make is that in order for our intervention proven:Wear be
successful we must truly begin to take a broader based appseeth to
provision of educational services to handicapped children am/ theirfamilies.

Now, let me focus in on one point in terms of an economic bene-
fit, is our program which focuses in on early educatiem in terms ofthe prevention of the institutionalization of handicamed children.
We have found, as a result of a study we have recemtly conducted,
that there was three times greater probability of being institution-alized if you do not participate in an early intervention program.

Now, it cost about $3,000 a year to serve the fenmity in our pro-
gram, whereas institutional cost is about $4.1111 a year. So thateach child we are able to keep out of an institution will result in asavings of $42,000 to the State. I should say it is actually a $42,000savings for the Federal Government, since 95 percent of all the
money for our institution is actually Federal dollars.

The major benefit that has been derived by institutional avoid-
ance so far has been a total savings to the State of North Carolinaof $9 million in less than 10 years.

Another way of looking at the benefits of early intervention is tofocus in on a specific case and illustrate that early intervention
needs to include educational programming but also programming
besides those for the chho.

Just a real brief case study of a child:
John is a 3 year old profoundly handicapped with hydraencepha-ly. The condition is characterized by partial or complete absence ofcerebral cortex.
When we first became involved with this young child at age 3,

the child spent most of his time lying on his back or being held by
the mother, did not talk, could not feed himself, basically could notfunction independently.

This particular case is important because the mother is a 17-
year-old single mother who receives very little support from
anyone within her household and there is no support from the
child's father. She finds herself depressed the majority of the time.

When we began our involvement with John, we were able to de-velop a number of interventions that facilitated his ability to take
food and fluids without resistance, to play independently with toys,
to hold his head up, and to sit upright in a specially designed chair.
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The mother was taught techniques that allowed her to engage in
dressing, feeding, and 13athing the child without those being overly
demanding activities. As it turns out, this mother would spend up
to 8 hours a day simply caring for this child in terms of basic
needs.

The focus of the intervention with this child included educational
intervention for the child but also included broader based social
and economic interventions with the mother. As it turns out, this
particular mother had medical bills exceeding $100,000 as a result
of the care of this child. John is now 12 years old, living at home
and attonding a public school program. It is our best guess that
had we not provided broad based interventions for that child and
family outside of the educational realm as part of our preschool
services, that child would be institutionalized today.

We have repeatedly found with the families that we work with
that unless the educational program in which the child is involved
takes a broad based perspective of the child and family and ad-
dresses family needs as well as child needs, the risk of institution-
alization is extremely great.

Now, with those brief economic and human benefits in mind, let
me turn to some comments about part c, section 623 of the Act.

Subsection (a) of the Act specifically authorizes the development
and implementation of experimental education programs.

These programs have typically been operated under the Handi-
capped Children's Early Education Program and have traditionally
been very child focused. Only curscry attention is given to the dif-
ferent types of parental involvement that are likely to help fami-
lies rear handicapped children as normal as possible and for the
kids to benefit optimally from educational programs.

We find, for example, that the programs that fail to attend to
basic child and family needs often result in families not wanting to
carry out interventions with their child.

In terms of the section that involves the State planning grants, is
the comprehensive State plan which includes nine major compo-
nents. These components outline a number of the specific things
that States ought to do as part of carrying out a State plan. I
would like to comment on three of those, because I believe that
these components are not specific enough, and because they are not
specific enough States are not likely to follow through on truly de-
veloping a comprehensive plan.

First, it is my observation that attainmen1: of the major activities
as part of the proposed plan is beyond the scope of most States at
this particular point in time because the components do not in-
clude explicit definition of what should be done as part of a com-
prehensive plan.

Secoixi, as more and more States begin the planning and devel-
opment phases of their State plans, I become more and more
uneasy of the manner in which those plans are being implemented.

Basically, there is a trend toward taking school based models,
classroom models, and applying them to preschool handicapped
children.

It is my contention that this will prove to be a serious mistake,
because preschool handicapped children and their families have
specific types of needs, the learning process is different with those
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children, the manner in which parents need to be involved is differ-
ent, and if we use school based models with preschool handicapped
children, we will wind up probably providing a service that is not
meeting the needs of the children and families.

Third, there are a number of requirements for the comprehen-
sive service delivery system that implicitly recognize the broad
based needs of handicapped children and their families, but unfor-
tunately there is lack of specificity in the requirements.

Based on those brief comments, let me just make a few recom-
mendations.

The first recommendation is that consideration should be given
to inclusion in section 632(a) of a provision for States who operate
demonstration and outreach projects to include efforts to meet
family level social, economic, emotional and educational needs as
part of their activities. They can either do that directly or media-
tion of those services through coordination with other social agen-
cies.

The second recommendation is that we should provide more ex-
plicit defmitions and descriptions of the nine major components of
a comprehensive State service delivery system in order to provide a
better framework for States to be able to carry out the intents of
the law.

Third, it might be a useful for a statement to be made in section
623(b) that notes the preschool years represent a unique period of
development and that State plans should reflect this uniqueness in
the planning, development and implementation of a comprehensive
State plan.

And fourth, the rules and regulations governing a comprehensive
service delivery system should include a statement that the plan
include provision of services to handicapped children and their
families that address not only educational needs but economic,
social, health and psychological needs as well. And again, this does
not nePd to be done by the educational agencies, but could be done
through coordination with other social service agencies.

Finally, I appreciate the opportunity to share these thoughts and
hope that they are useful in terms of reauthorization of the Act.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Carl J. Dunst follows.]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF CARL J. DUNST, PH.D., DIRECTOR, FAMILY, INFANT AND

PRESCHOOL PROGRAM, WESTERN CAROLINA CENTER, MORGANTON, NC

Honorable Chairman and Committee Members, Distinguished GuestaL Collegues

and Friends, thank you for your invitation to testify before this subcommittee

regarding reauthorization of the Education for All Handicapped Children Act.

Without the continued leadership and support of members of congress, the

protection of the rights of handicapped persons might be threatened. I

commend you for your commitment to ensuring that all handicapped persons

receive a fair and deserving education, and thank you for your efforts on

behalf of all handicapped persons and their families.

I currently serve am director of the Family, Infant and Preschool Program

located in Morganton, NC. Our program provides a host of education and

supnort 'services to preschool handicapped children and their families. We

cutrently operate five projects authorized under P.L. 98-199. Two projects

are funded as part of the Handicapped Children's Early Education Program, two

as part of Training Personnel for the Education of the Handicapped, and one as

part of the Preschool Incentive Grant program.

My experiences eith these particular projects as well as other

experiences during the past 14 years have convinced me of the importance of

preschool, early intervention services for both children and their families.

Consequently, I will restrict my testimony to comments regarding the preschool
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years given my strong convictions concerning the importance of early

intervention.

As I indicated in my vritten
testimony, there are both human and economic

benefits derived from early intervention vith handicapped preschoolers and

t,1*.ir families'. I vould like to briefly elaborate upon a portion of that

evidence to place my recommendations in proper perspective.

One goal of the program I direct is the prevention of the

institutionalization of handicapped children through the prolasion of broad-

based educational, social,
psychological, economic, and health-related support

to the children and their families. It is a basic premise of our program that

institutional avoidance is attained through
provision and mediation of broad-

based supportive services that make the birth and rearing oi a handicapped

child as normal as possible, and thus permits the child to function as an

integral member of the family unit.

The results of a pilot study that we conducted shoved that of all the

children institutionalized from our catchment area betveen 1972 and 1983,

t
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1

only 8 participated in our program while 19 did not. A more recent study

currently being completed for the period from 1972 through 1985 indicates that

there is three times greater a probability of being institutionalized if you

did participate in our early intervention program.

It costs about 43,000 per year for our program to serve one child and

family. The caste of institutional placement is nearly $45,000 per year.

Consequently, each year that institutional avoidance occurs, the state of

North Carolina realizee a $42,000 savings per child.

A cost benefit analysis of the data from our institutional avoidance

study indicated that for those children who have not been institutionalized,

nearly $300,000 per child has already been Bayed as a result of early

intervention. We estimate that our state has already realized a $9,000,000

2
savings for all the children for whom inetitutional avoidance has occurred.

1

This included all children 13 years of age or less. Our program began
in 1972, and s of 1983, the oldest "graduates' verio 13 years old.

2
Based on currently available figures, approximaately 4-5 percent of all

handicapped persons in our catchment would be expected to be
institutionalized. Of the 1000 children who have participated in our program,
less than one perent have been institutionalized. Thus, at least 3 percent or
30 children have not been institutionalized; resulting au savings of nearly
10 million dollars.
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Another way of looking at the benefits of ..zarly intervention with regard

to institutional avoidance is to briefly examine the case study of a child and

family who participated in our program:

John is 3-year-old profoundly handicapped child with

hydranencephaly. This condition is characterized by either partial

or complete absence of thv cerebral cortex and is represented by

membrane filled with clear fluid.

An initiol t found that John spent the large majority

of his time lying on his back in his crib or being held by his

mother. He could not feed himself, could not sit or hold his head

up independently, did not talk or communicate, and could not

interact vith people or materials in socially adaptive manner.

John's mother is 17-years-old; single; and living with her

parents. She

physically and

places upon her.

other relatives.

on his mother.

is totaily responsible for John's calm.. She is both

emotionally exhausted because of the demands John

She receives very little help from her parents or

Since John's birth, and becuase of his dependency

she has not finished school, is unable to pay John's

J.05
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medical bills, and finds herself depressed most of the time. By all

relevant indicators, John was clearly at-risk for institutional

placement.

Ootft child- and family-level intervc-Aions were implemented

with John and his mother when they became involved in our program.

John was taught to take food and fluids without resistence; to play

independently with different toys; to hold his head up; and to sit

upright in a specially designed feeding chair. The mother was

taught tecnniques to make child care tasks including feeding,

dressing, bathing, and changing John less demanding. John was

enrolled in a half-day specialized cay care program so the mother

could finish school and she used respite care on weekends in order

to get household chores completed. The mother was acquainted with

both public and private funding sources in order to relieve the

financial burdens resulting from John's handicapping condition.

Other social support services were also made available to the mother

to meet other child and family needs (food, shelter, clothing,

etc.).
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John is now 12-years-old; still living at home; and attending a

classroom-based program for hanoicapped children in a local public

school. The mother has completed school and works full-time to

support both herself ano John. Soe continues to periodically use

respite care on weekends so that she can socialize with her friends

and family. She also parlticipates in a parent support group

designed to improve services to handicapped children and their

families.

For both John and his mother, it was necessary to implement

broad-based interventions to affect broad-based changes in the

entire family system. It is this type of comprehensive service-

delivery program that prevents institutionalization and fosters

social-adaptive competence.

As this vignette illustrates, both child and family needs must be addressed if

early intervention efforts are to be truly successful and beneficial. As

noted in my written testimony, evidence from the'early intervention efficacy

literature indicates that child,. parent,. ahd family functioning is most likely

19 be optimally affected by avarpm if they address individualized needs

using a broad-based,. comprehensive approach to early interventign.
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With the above introductory remarks in mind, I now turn to a series of

comments and recommendations regarding P.L. 98-199, Part C, Sec. 623.

Sec. 623 (a) (1) of P.L. 98-199 specifically authorizes the development

and implementation of experimental early education programs that show promise

for promoting a comprehensive and strengthened approach to working with

handicapped children and their families. P.L. 90-538 (Handicapped Children's

Early Education Assistance Act) initially authorized the development of model-

demonstration programs and outreach projects designed to "disperse" the

findings from the demonstration projects.

The large majority of Handicapped Children's Early Education Program

demonstration and outreach projects have been child-focused with cursory

attention to the potential benefits of different types of parent involvement.

For the most part, parent involvement has been viewed in terms of parent

training t affect changes in knowledge and skill acquisition. There is a

growing awareness that programs for preschool handicapped children are more

likely to be successful to the extent that they provide or mediate provision

of services to meet social, economic, psychological, and health, as well as

educational needs. So often the comment is made by educational staff that
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8. Information concerning the neecs of handicapped children and the

availability of services; and

S. Ongoing evaluation of the effectiveness of the services and

programs provided to handicapped
children and others involved in

their education and care.

The implicit intents of a number of the components of this comprehensive

system plan deserve comment. First, it is my observation that
attainment of

the major activities of the proposed comprehensive plan is beyond the

capabilities of a large number of states without more explicit definition of

what each activity should entail. Many states have had considerable

difficulty in meeting the intents of P.L. 94-1.42 for school-age populations,

and it is questionable
whether services for hancicapped

preschoolers and their

families will fare much better.

Second, as more states begin the planning and development
phases of their

state plans, I become more and more uneasy about the manner in which the

service delivery systems are being conceptualized. There is a trend toward

taking school-age models, and applying them to preschool
aged children. This

will prove to be a serious mistake. The needs of preschoolers and their

families, the methods of instruction, the learning process, the "ecology" of
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the school-home relationships, the context of instruction, the role that

parents play in the education of the children, etc. are different for birth to

six year o:d children compared to six to 1B year old children. Consequently,

we need a different type of service-delivery system at the preschool level.

There needs to be a more explicit statement in the law regarding the

uniqueness of the preschool years and the need to consider this in the

development and implementation of a comprehensive system for preschoolers and

their families.

Third, a number of the requirements for a comprehensive service delivery

system (Ws 5 & 7) implicitly recognize the broader-based needs of children

and their fami:ies, and the need for the state plan to include provisions that

insure that these needs are met. However, the mxtent to which this is likely

to occur is minimized given the lack of specificity in the requirements. It

would help tremendously if the requirements for a comprehensive plan included

a statement that specified that the broad-based needs of children and their

families should be addressed as part of the plan.

Based on the above comments as well as information presented in my

written testimony, I would like to make the following recommendations
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regarding possible changes in Part C, Sec. 623 of P.L. 96-199:

1. Consideration should be given to inclusion in Sec. 623 (a) (1) a

provision which states that demonstration and outreach project

include efforts to meet family-level social, economic,

emotional, and educational neeos either as part of program

activities or through mediation of services to meet these needs

througn coordination with other agencies.

2. Provide more explicit definitions and descriptions of the nine

major components of a comprehensive state servi,re delivery

system in order to provide a better framework for states to use

as part of the development and implementation of a comprehensive

service-delivery system.

3. A statement should be added to Sec. 623 (b) (1) that notes that

the preschool years represent a unique period of development, and,

that state plans should reflect this uniqueness in the planning,

development, and implementation of a coMprehensive service-

delivery system.

113



los

4. The rules and reguIations governing a comprehensive service

delivery system should include a statement that the plan

include provision of services to hanalcapped chilcren and their

famines that addresses economic, social, health, psychological,

and educational needs.

Honrable Chairman and Committee Members, I appreciate the opportunity to

share my thoughts regarding P.L. 98-199, and hope that you find my comments

and recommendations useful in your efforts toward the reauthorization of the

Education of the Handicapped Pct. Thank you.

Carl J. Dunst, Ph.D.
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Mr. WILLIAMS. Thank you very much.
Dr. McNulty.
Dr. MCNULTY. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, I

am pleased to be here today.
I have submitted my written testinany to you already and I

would like to summarize that a bit and then make sure that I
answer the three questions that you have directed toward this
panel.

Let me back up just a moment.
I came before this subcommittee 2 yeurs ago and presented testi-

mony to you which I think addresses your first questions of the
benefits of early intervention. At that time I presented a followup
study that we had done in Colorado that looked at over 1,300 pre-
school children who had received services through public schools,
and we looked at the outcome of those services.

We found that approximately 30 percent of those children were
able to go into regular education settings. In addition, we felt that
across all severity levels that children were able to be moved to
less restrictive settings, which we felt was of benefit to those chil-
dren.

The third statement I guess I would like to make, and I am glad
that Dr. Edgar is here today, is we did a subsequent followup study
in the State of Washington. Although it was done with a group of
more severely handicapped children, we had another interesting
outcome, which we looked at the stability of placement in regular
education.

So, we were saying even though preschool children may go into
regular education early on, do they stay in that regular education
placement? In this second followup study that we did, we found
that 87 percent of the children who had received preschool services
and were placed into regular education stayed in those regular edu-
cation placements throughout their educational career. We felt
that was very significant data on one of the questions that had yet to
be answered.

A third part of that was to look at parental satisfaction, how sat-
isfied were parents. I wish actually that this hearing were a couple
of months later because we are now doing a followup study, both
ourselves and in conjunction with the University of North Caroli-
na, with approxfmately 3,000 families in Colorado, to look at the
satisfaction parents have with preschool programs and to make
sure that we are addressing their need.i.

In our last study we found that 99 percent of the parents felt
that the programs were helpful, and that 98 percent of them felt
that their kids were doing better in school as a result of those serv-
ices now.

So, overall, again, I think we really felt very, very positive about
the outcomes that we had had in our early intervention program.

In terms of the specific reauthorization of the early childhood
programs, I did want to come with some recommendations to this
coma ittee.

1 I. 5.)
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Right now, in reviewing the budget of approximately $22.5 mil-
lion, i appears that half of that budget is spent on developing
model demonstration programs. It is my belief that right now in
the development of those programs that we are not in need of
many new models.

I certainly would not recommend that we don't have model de-
velopment, because I believe we need model development. But I
think that what we are finding is that there seems to be a lot of
repetition in the models that are being developed now and that we
have a lot of old models that seem to being tinkered with a bit and
then called new models. It appears that there really is not a need
for the intensive amount of dollars that is going specifically into
the model development component.

Instead, I guess I would suggest that the second part of that pro-
gram is toward outreach, and the outreach programsI believe,
again in my testimony, I think the outreach programs are funded
at somewhere around $3.9 million of that $22.5 million. To me, that
percentage going into outreach seems extremely low.

When we realize that most of the programs now that are being
offered are in public settings, the need in those settings, aside from
a more stable funding base, the greatest need is for in-service train-
ing or training of their personnel in terms of running a quality
early intervention program. So rather than putting the majority of
our resources into development of new models, I guess I would sug-
gest that we put the bulk of that money into the models which
have proven themselves and fund the outreach component instead
at a higher level.

In addition, it appears that although in the past we funded those
outreach programs on a 3-year cycle, lately those programs have
been funded on a 1-year cycle. A 1-year cycle is almost impossible
for a local school district and State to take advantage of eut-of-
State programs that are funded. By the time we hear that the pro-
grams are funded their funding year is usually over and we can't
really access those outreach programs on a 1-year funding cycle.

I would recommend that we go back to a 3-year funding cycle for
those outreach programs.

The third point I would like to make is around personnel prepa-
ration.

Specifically under part D, I would like to see the continued focus
on the training of early childhood and infant teacher personnel
preparation programs We have a great need to continue those
kinds of training programs As the number of programs increase,
so does the need for well trained staff.

The other part under part D that I would like to mention is that
there doesn't seem to be still a lot of training programs for support
service personnel to work with preschool and infants. By that, I
mean psychologists, training programs, speech, language, et cetera,
still seem to be focusing predominantly on the school-age popula-
tion and yet under the child fmd requirements those same person-
nel are required to do assessments with younger handicapped chil-
dren and don't seem to have the skills.

I would like to recommend that we make a priority for training
support service personnel under part D also.
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I would also like to make a couple of comments on the research
institutes. It seems like we have perserverated a bit on the ques-
tion of early intervention effectiveness. Although it certainly is an
important question, I believe that it has been addressed and that
certainly in terms of the policy and practice in the field that we
have early intervention programs, we will continue to have those
programs and that we don't need to perserverate on the question of
the effectiveness of early intervention as much as we need to now
focus on what is it that constitutes a quality early intervention pro-
gram, and we start looking at what do we want our early childhood
programs to look like in order to be effective, with which popula-
tion of children.

I would like to see us develop some effective models for parental
support in public schools, following up on Dr. Dunst's concerns of
looking at what is a good parent support model that could be pro-
vided in a public school setting.

So, I come to four or five current problems that I see.
One is the lack of outreach training, the lack of trained person-

nel, the lack of family support, and the lack of a stable funding
base for early intervention programs.

In closing, one of your other questions was, should there be an
increased focus on parent involvement in preschool programs Cur-
rently the statute reads that there needs to be parent involvement.
I would like to see that changed to not just involvement or partici-
pation, but parental support.

I think that the new early intervention literature, again coming
out of North Carolina, focuses much more on support, how do we
provide active, ongoing support to families with young handicapped
children. If at no other point in time, this is the most important
time to intervene in a child's life and in the family. This is when
they need that support most.

And so, rather than saying we want parents involved or we want
to provide them with some way of participating in our programs, I
think the programs need to have some kind of direction in saying
that you need to provide active, ongoing support through these pro-
grams.

Thank you very much for allowing me to come before you today.
I will be glad to answer any questions.

[The prepared statement of Brian A. McNulty, Ph.D., followsl



113

PREPARED STATEMENT OF BRIAN A. MCNULTY, PH.D., ExEcurivE ElutEcroR, SPECIAL
EDUCATION, COLORADO DEPARTMENT OP EDUCATION

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee; I am Brian A. McNulty, the

Executive Director of Special Education with the Colorado Department of

Education. I am extremely pleased to have this opportunity today to testify
before thi; committee on the reauthorization of Parts C, D, E, and F. of the
Education of the Handicapped Act. While I am interested in all these

discretio4ary programs, I will focus most of my presentation on the Part C
programs dealing with reschool handicapped children.

Two years ago I came before this committee to present the findings of a

comprehensive statewide follow-up study of preschool handicapped children. At

that time I presented data to you which documented that with early intervention,
future placement into special education had been reduced by over thirty

percent. In addition, significant gains had been made in placing children in
less restrictive settings across all severity levels. These data also

documented that when children were identified as handicapped at age three and
not served, that a hundred percent were re-identified at school age entrance and
over 97% required special education. This data confirms that we have the
capability to identify the right population of children early on in their lives

and that these children do not outgrow these problems. Without early

intervention all of these children will require special education services upon

entering elementary school. This study also assessed the cost of providing
early intervention programs and concluded that "even after subtracting the cost
of the preschool special education program, (in constant dollars), the school

districts over three years, saved $1560.00 per handicapped pupil"

(McNulty, Smith, Soper, 1983).

In a suhsequent follow-up study conducted in conjunction with the state of

Washington, some other significant outcomes were obvserved. The most

significant piece of information to me was concerned with the stability of
educational placements. Eighty-seven percent of all the preschool graduates
placed into regular education had remained in that setting throughout their
educational career (Edgar, McNulty,.Gaetz and Maddox, 1984). I helieve that

this data tells us that our successes during the preschool years continue to
impact positively upon the child's educational future.

Finally, in surveying parents whose children have participated in such programs,
close to one-hundred percent felt that the preschool intervention programs were

helpful (99%) and that their children were doing hetter in school now as a

result of those programs (48%).

These findings are presented to affirm the direction and support that this
committee has demonstrated towards serving young handicapped children and their

families. If forced to choose a single time in which to provide intervention
and support to a handicapped child and their family, I helieve that the data

Supports that that time should be as early on in a child's life as possible.
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Next, let me review the programs currently funded under Part C and somerecommendations for your consideration. Currently, the FY85 Appropriation for
Early Childhood projects is 22.5 million dollars. Of that figure, approximately
3.9 million dollars is scheduled to fund Outreach projects, 5.9 million for
early childhood state plans, approximately 1 million to the new early childhood
research institute, approximately 900 thousand dollars for technical assistance
projects, and the remaining 11 million to fund model demonstration projects.
From my perspective, the percentage

distribution of these dollars is not in line
with the needs of the field. Let me explain why. The goals of the HCEEP program
have always been twofold; the development and dissemination of model programs,
and the expansion of services to young handicapped children and their families.
f-or fifteea years the Oepartment of Education has been funding model development
and seed money to facilitate the expansion of these services. While initially
this development component was a major vehicle for both the development of
models and expansion of services, lately few completely new models have been
developed. We have instead continued to fund many variations on a theme; many
models now being funded are replications of existing models. While there stillis a need for the development of new models, a greater need now exists for
dissemination and training in models that work in order to help school systems
with the systematic expansion of services to this population.

The vast majority of early intervention programs are now offered in publicsettingS. Aside from a stable funding base, the biggest need that theseprograms have is in the area of staff development and training. Theselocal programs have neither the resources or the skills to offer this much
needed training, the critical difference between effective and ineffective
intervention programs has to do with the quality of the staff and the programs.
While we have developed a cadre of successful

Outreach programs, access to these
programs is extremely limited. For example, Colorado has no Outreach grantsfunded within the state. If a local program wants to replicate a proven model
it must pay much of the cost of importing such a model. The question that needs
to be asked is "what good does it do to develop models if they aren't going to
be implemented?". Therefore, I would suggest that with the limited resources
available, that you increase the allocation of dollars to the Outreach programs
with a consequent reduction in the numher of model demonstration projects.

A study undertaken by the United States Department of Education (the Littlejohn
study) concluded that demonstration

projects followed by Outreach had a much
greater impact (both in the field and fiscally).

This makes sense when one
considers that such projects spend much of the first three years; developing
their models and little time in dissemination or training. I would like to
recommend that rather than concentrating the greatest amount of resources on
model development that instead a greater amount be spent on the Outreach
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projects. Currently, these projects are underfunded both in terms of numbers

and budgets. In addition to increasing the number of Outreach projects, serious
consideration should also be given to funding these projects on a three year
cycle as was done in the past. Funding them on a year to year basis is both

confusing and costly. It has proven to be extremely difficult for states and
local education personnel to access these projects given the current one year
funding cycle. A three year funding cycle would also facilitate the utilization
of these models into the Early Childhood State Planning cycle.

Along this line, I would also like to encourage that a portion of the Part 0
Personnel Development dollars to be targeteo for both inservice (through the SEA
grants) and preservice training programs for early childhood special educators,
and the development of a priority for new preservice training programs for
related service personnel who serve this young handicapped population.

I would now like to turn my attention to the newly funded Early Childhood State

Planning Grants. While it is Still too early to assess the actual effectiveness

of these grants, I feel confident in stating that these grants will go a long
way in developing a comprehensive statewide delivery system for young handicaped

children and their families. I believe that presently this program is on target

in meeting the needs of states. State agency structures take time to modify,

refine, and develop, and therefore, the eight year funding cycle is very

appropriate. I would also like to complinent you on your inclusion in the
statute of the need for training and technical assistance. This component is

crucial if states are to develop a comprehensive delivery system for this

population.

I would also like to make some brief comments regarding the Early Childhood
Research institutes. First of all, I consider these institutes to he a critical

component of the Handicapped Early Childhood Education Program. There continues

to be an ongoing need to fully explore issues concerning young handicapped
children and their families. The present institutes go a long way in assisting

the field in its work. I would, however, say that I don't think we need to
perseverate on the issue of the effectiveness of early intervention. I for one

believe that this quesiton has been answered in the affirmative. In addition,

the fine work done by Weikart, Strain, Anastasiow and Shankoff all demonstrate
these outcomes. Instead, I would suggest that the research should now be
directed towards identifying what constitutes a quality program, for which

populations. A second topic might address effective models for parental support
that can be offered by the public schools.
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Given the vast changes that have occured in the field of early childhood in
terms of the number of children being served, and the number of programs serving
them, there is a need for the current allocation to reflect this need. Overall
then, I would like to recommend the following as a percentage distribution for
the Handicapped Children's Early Education Program:

(1) Model demonstration projects 15%

(2) Outreach projects 30%

(3) State plan grants 30%

(4) Research institutes 20%

(5) Technical assistance 5%

With such a shift in resource allocation, the Outreach projects could truly
assist the state plan grants in expanding services, providing viable successful
models that contribute to a continuum of services, and in the provision of much
needed training of personnel (which has been listed as a need in the report to
Congress.)

I sincerely appreciate having the opportunity to present my views to you today.
I look forward to continuing this important partnership between the Federal and
State governments and hope that I can continue to he of assistance to this
subcommittee.
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Mr. WILLIAMS. Thank you.
Dr. Edgar.
Dr. EDGAR. Thank you for giving me this opportunity to share

some of my views with you.
My written testimony focused primarily on secondary programs

and transition issues. I would like to highlight four of the issues
that I raised in my written testimony.

The first one is the issue of outcomes. I think that the work of
this committee and the bill have really pushed the field and the
profession, parents, the Government, to take a hard look again at
what is the purpose of American education especially as it relates
to persons with disability. I think that is a healthy debate, one that
can probably not be answered in any easy way but it is certainly a
healthy debate and one that we need every now and then to reopen
and discuss.

Specifically, the issue of what should persons with disability be
doing after they leave school that are indices of success is a really
important question. How we are going to grapple with that I think
is going to direct a lot of our efforts in the future about developing
programs.

Specifically, the issue of work and nonwork components as they
relate to quality of life. I think that OSERS has clearly made a
preference for work being the major desired outcome of programs
for persons with disability. I certainly have no hassle with that. I
think that everybody should probably be given the opportunity to
work. However, I think there are other parts of a person's life that
are also important, and what part education plays in that or
should play in that I think needs to be openly debated and dis-
cussed and programs built to address some of those issues.

Living independently, recreating independently, when I stop and
think personally, when I introspect about what parts of my life are
important, work certainly is high but there are other parts of my
life that often become higher than work. If I could find a way to
have somebody fund me for the rest of my life, I think I might
even be able to think about not working for some period of time.
But I don't want to downplay the issue of work.

The second point that I would like to address is the issue of
tracking our products. I don't want to get into too much of an in-
dustry analogy here, but somehow or other it amazes me that we
have not stopped to look at what happens to the students who go
through special education when they leave the school system or
when they leave special education.

My interest in this area started a few years ago when I asked the
simple question to myself: I wonder what happens to the people
who are going through this program? I couldn't find that answer.
We didn't have those data. To struggle to come up with programs
for building curriculum or to fund projects that will take a look at
transition without knowing the answer to the question, what hap-
pens to the students who currently are going through our pro-
grams, seems to me to be really difficult and probably not very
functional. So, we started looking at that and some really amazing
things started coming to our attention, anyway.

The number of people who don't finish the public school pro-
grams who start was probably the most amazing thing for me. That
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I thisk that that is a real lwavy duty issue that we need to take a

IstIstateeesad Wag that same out of our tracking data that wu

Nai:LaCIP4 es rtitOmailfTgalfothettmCansbreen draaliene ;let
mat We took a leek at it aad in 1St in every category, and if you
is& at the mitts% testimony I hay* som numbersin every type
of howiimpiag teadition boys seemed to do bettor than girls when
thainizmye -the public shook"

, II depends what criteria wo are talking about but if
we look at MN or liviag ispendently, of reported satisfaction, it
eons that the tamales do Ies well. Probably is something that

leek at.
IITTeltd thing that I was maned at, and it is one of those
Wage I It* le ia I was very wreeglit the pastI used to so
that milSo haadisapped kids, these LD kW, learning disabled

behavior disorder kids, or emotionally difturbed -kids, and
Raft amatally retarded kido were all the same kids being called
Ohm* sum I published a couple of articles on this, I said that
we Jut deal btew how to diagnose those kids and we are playing
um games. Whoa we looked at our data, the Ibllowup data do not

° i
that maims. I was really wrong.Tg.:".r. tut thm kids wbo aro mildly montally retarded,

whatever thet is, those yam adults, do much pooror in the com-
ma, this these kits that we call learning disabled. Again,
She data la ea written testimoay, approximately 60 percent of the
kids we Mei kaiMg &shied on our study were working in some
toe ef jab, whisk to nonhandicapped kids
a- dim am sp. Ilat with mentally retarded kids we find
thet loos them le want are

It we tabs these who are in some type of post public school train-
11116 Peellralk.like a swish or voc training or working, we find
that the WNW samitally retarded have no programs to go to and
that that population really seems to be ignored in our service
syIeso Wier oohs&

111% 1 Wok the trechieg is really important. We have to contin-
mily leek at what is happsalag to our graduates so we know what
hied et to build. The three that come to my mind are

be4ruyaridarsems totbe really doinogumucheepOoarnedr
thee same

The lest Wag I would like to comment on in this oral testimony is
the asod tar osordiasted sorvices right at the point of transition,
who the *abaft are leaving the public schools and then going
ma hie the post school world or the world of the community or
whams. We has to dose up with a new name for that We don't
bow bra to ascribe it right now.

The pales nobody is given the responsibility of hanginig with
Ore staleals. As prebismmatic as the public schools are la our
wraftry y b o dy knows where to go if you have a kid of

ags._ You go to tho school buiWN and you put them
is, yea Mei a director aad you say, Brian, it is your problem,
yea take are of IL
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But when that kid graduates there is no common place that is
responsible for those people, and maybe there shouldn't be. I don't
have an answer for that. But we have a lot of students who are
leaving the 'public schools and there is nowhere for them to go. The
disability programs serve some of the special ed students but not
all of them.

If we look at rough numbers, we would say approximately 20 per-
cent of the students who leave special education programs are eligi-
ble for developmental disabilities programs in the various States.

Voc rehab serves some of the students but not all of the students.
Mental health serves some of the students but not all the students.
Vocational education programs and voc-tech serve some of the stu-
dents but not all of them. Comnyinity colleges, 4-year colleges,
there is no one place for everybody to go.

Somehow or other we probably need a coordinated State plan,
similar to the early childhood plan, but at the secondary transition
levb1. to get these agencies to work together.

But there is one fact that I will leave us with today, and then I
will close.

No matter how well we coordinate those programs, there aren't
enough of them. There are simply not enough service dollars to
pick up the people who are leaving public school_ who_ need ongoing
support. That needs to be addressed by several agencies, not
only education.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Eugene Edgar followsl
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF EUGENE EDGAR, EXPERIMENTAL EDUCATION UNIT, CHILD
DEVELOPMENT AND MENTAL RETARDATION CENTER, COLLEGE OF EDUCATION, UNI-
VERSITY OF WASHINGTON

Recent attention to the issues of secondary programs for handicapped youth
and the subsequent transition of these youth to community life afforded by
Part C of the Education of the Handicapped Act has accomplished several
goals: increased national awareness of these issues, a reopening of a healthy
debate on the purpose of public education in the United States (especially as
applied to youth with disabilities), the focus on outcome of education as
opposed to access to education, the beginning of a major revamping of

secondary curriculum in special and vocational education, and the genesis of a
movement to coordinate necessary post-school services. A problem was clearly
identified, potential problem-solving ideas were generated, funding was made
available, priorities established, the Office of Special Education and

Rehabilitation Services took a formal stand (Will, 1984), and research and
development activities were initiated throughout the country. Given all this
attention, the very best thinkers in special education and human service
delivery have come to work on the problem. As with any scientific endeavor,
thee have been successes as well as failures in these efforts. However,
there has been steady progress toward the development and implementation of
effective programs that will ensure an improved quality of life for youth with
disabilities as they mature into adults.

Two issues which have emerged from this initiative have, I believe, great
potential to positively impact special education services far into 'die future:
the debate on the desired outcome of special education and the development of
a desire to measure the outcomes of special education rather than the

availability of programs (outcome vs. access issues). These two factors have,
in turn, opened the doors for a careful scrutiny of secondary curriculum, the
availability of post-school services, an analysis of the process of transition
from schools to community life, and the exposing of several related problem
areas.

Although tempted to delve deeply into the philosophical debate on the
purpose of public education in the United States, I will leave the fundamental

issues raised by Jefferson and Dewey to another time. However, there are four

major issues which do relate directly to this topic that I would like to
highlight as a method of opening the dialogue. First is a predicament of
American education succinctly stated by Daniel Boorstin:

The debate over its (education) proper role in American democracy
would focus once again a question that had reoccurred throughout
American history and that would bedevil the nation in the twentieth
century. It was in some ways the central problem of modern

democracy, for it was nothing less than the question of the meaning
of human 'equality.' Was the good society one which allowed all
citizens to develop their natural differences, including their

natural inequalities? Or was it a society which tried to make men
equal? Did 'equality' mean the maximum fulfillment of each, or did
it mean the leveling of all? (Boorstin, 1973, p. qg)

Should special education attempt to replicate the education of nonhandicapped
students (mainstreaming the content of education) or should special education
create a separate curriculumT-T-Mficult issue, one that can not be totally
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resolved but one that must be addressed by professionals, parents, andlegislators.

The second issue has been raised by Chester Finn, our current Assistant
Secretary of Education. "Is formal education - the kind one gets in school -
fundamentally an extension of the family? Or is it one of the premier
functions of the larger society?" (Finn, 1985, p. 17) This issue impacts
special education directly in terms of parents' role in developing the
Individualized Education Plan. Who is responsible for developing the
direction of educational programs, be they vocational, academic, or social?
This debate must continue, and must actively involve teachers and parents.
"Those who would truly revitalize the schools will understand both views
[parents or society], but be captive of neither." (Finn, 1985, p. 36)

The third issue has clearly been stated by Madeline Will. "The transition
from school to working life is an outcome-oriented process encompassing a
broad array of services and experiences that lead to employment..." (Will,
1984, p. 1) The desired outcome of special education, at least in this case,
has been defined as employment. This certainly diverges from the desired
outcome of regular education...what about learning "to speak and write
correctly and [developing] standards of right and wrong?" (Finn, 1985, p. 36)

Finally, Andy Halpern has stated the issue of a broader goal for special
education..."living successfully in one's community -should be the primary
target of transitional services. The dimensions of community adjustment
include the quality of a person's residential environment and the adequacy of
his or her social and interpersonal network. These two dimensions are viewed
as being no less important than employment." (Halpern, 1985, p. 480) So the
debate continues, as it should, and to a large degree stimulated by Part C of
the Education for the Handicapped Act.

The second direction I would like to discuss deals with the tracking of
special education students. The authorization of funds to conduct demographic
studies (section 625(a)(4) of Part-C) has resulted in the generation of a data
base by which to evaluate the impact of special education as well as isolate
problem areas and.needed resources. This is a significant move in the
direction of developing outcome measures as compared to process measures for
the evaluation of what constitutes an "appropriate education." Before this
initiative, the evaluative function in special education focused on access
(numbers served, IEPs developed; location of services, LRE, etc.). Now the
focus has shifted to outcomes -- what happens to students who are served by
special education. Certainly the contract awarded to SRI to conduct
longitudinal studies will provide a substantial data base on which good
decisions can be made in the future. The study by Susan Hasazi and her
colleagues in Vermont has provided the field with crucial information on the
post-school life of special education students (Hasazi, Gordon, & Roe, 1985).
Studies we are conducting in Washington State are also adding to the data base
(Edgar, Levine & Maddox, 1985). These data sets allow us to review the
impact of special education, isolate populations which need more attention,
and chronicle the needs of these individuals as they adjust to the adult world.

The convergence of these two activities (the debate on outcome and the
establishment of an outcome data base) has resulted in the highlighting of
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three major issues: needed changes in secondary programs or curriculum, the
need to coordinate and expand post-school services, and the need for
developing a formalized 'hook-up process at the point of young adults'
transition from schools to community.

Secondary Curriculum Changes

As a result of intensive professional activities over the past several
years, stimulated by the availability of federal dollars, there have been many
innovative changes in the secondary schools. CP7cainly the attention focused
on the vocational education-special education partnership has resulted in the
inclusion of many special education eligible students into appropriate
vocational education classes. There has been a concentrated effort to
increase the learning skills (study skills) of mildly handicapped students
which will enable them to fully participate in regular education and achieve
the skill levels of their nonhandicapped peers. Some innovative
work-placement programs for the more severely disabled students have produced
meaningful skills in individuals who many thought were incapable of living
independently. There has been much progress. There is still a very long way
to go!

As encouraging as these programs have been, there are several disturbing
points which remain. Contrary to popular belief, we have yet to show a
positive correlation between vocational education programs for handicappeki
students and eventual employment. Logically, there should be a causal
relationship between the two; however, we still are searching for the
components of vocational education (training) which relate directly to
employment. Some of the Hasazi et al. findings provide a glimpse of what may
prove to be crucial program components. The Vermont data found that actual
job placement (holding a real job for pay during summer or after school)
seemed to be an important precursor to later, post-school employment, whereas
merely attending vocational education classes was less of a factor (Hasazi,
Gordon, & Roe, 1985). These data do not imply that vocational education is
not effective; rather, they indicate that we need to study further the effects
of education and training on employment outcome.

Related to this issue is the concern for subpopulations within all those
students served by special education. Are we obtaining equal outcomes with
the various types of students in special education? From our data in
Washington State two very disturbing trends are developing. First is the
issue of sex differences -- females and males served by special education seem
to achieve different outcomes in terms of employment and community
adjustment. When controlling for handicapping condition we have found that
female graduates do significantly less well on all outcome measures than their
male counterparts. These data are consistent with those noted by Hasazi,
Gordon, and Roe (1985). Why does this happen, what can be done to change
this, and how is this change to take place -- these are crucial questions
which demand our further attention.
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CURRENTLY EMPLOYED

N=757
Male

N.371
Female

Learning/Behavior Disordered (Ns760) 70% 56%

Mildly Mentally Retarded (Ns150) 47% 40%

Sensory Impaired (N.52) 54% 43%

Severely Mentally Retarded (N=166) 42% 36%

HELD AT LEAST ONE JCS SINCE GRADUATION

Male Female

Learning/Behavior Disordered 82% 69%

Mildly Mentally Retarded 67% 49%

Sensory Impaired 67% 57%

Severely Mentally Retarded 52% 47%

CURRENTLY IN PDSTSCHOOL EDUCATION

Male Female

Learning/Behavior Oisordered 19% 16%

Mildly Menially Retarded 16% 10%

Sensory Impaired 38% 43%

Severely Mentally Retarded 9% 7%

The second subpopulation of concern is the group generally identified as
mildly mentally retarded. This is a very complex issue involving ethnic
minority issues, male-female issues (boys are grossly overrepresented in this
group -- a 5:1 ratio of boys to girls), regular education vs. special
education, labeling, testing, and so on. The National Academy of Science has
addressed this issue in a publication entitled Placing Children in Special
Education:AStrategy for Equity (Heller, Holtzman, & Messick, nwc
an eloquent restatement of the problem was proposed...the question is not why
are minorities and males overrepresented in special education but rather why
doesn't regular education do a better Job with these populations. I have
argued elsewhere (Edgar & Hayden, 1985) that mildly retarded students are
similar to learning disabled and behavior disordered students and need the
same type of education experiences. I was wrong% Our data continually
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indicate that those students we have identified as mildly mentally retarded

consistently do worse on any measure of post-school adjustment than do

learning disabled or emotTemially disturbed students (the other mildly

handicapped). And there are virtually no post-school services for this

PoPulation that provide long-term, ongoing support for their adjustment to

post-school life. While vocational rehabilitative services are appropriate

job training possibilities for them, these young adults appear to require

ongoing support services to be successful in adjusting to the community. This

population needs to be studied in depth in order for us to develop appropriate

and effective secondary programs. We have a long way to go.

Mildly
Mentally
Retarded
N'150

Learning/
Behavior

Disordered
N'760

Currently Employed:
43% 66%

Weld at Least One Job
Since Graduation:

58% 78%

Current13 Employed or in
School or Both:

51% 76%

The final point I wish to make regarding
needed changes in the secondary

curriculum concerns dropouts. Potentially the most serious of all issues

raised in this testimony is that of dropouts or "elbowed-outs* or 'abandoned'

individuals-who are eligible for special education
programs but who leave the

school system before completing a program of study. The 1981 GAO Report

(Disparities Exist in Who Gets Special
Education) found that 67 percent of

chilaren served in special education in the pubiic schools were 12 years of

age or younger. Many, including myself, interpreted this to mean that there

were unidentified students in the secondary schools who needed special

education but were not receiving it. The obvious solution was to *look for'

these students in the regular education classes. With hindsight I believe the

issue is that of dropouts. Data on dropouts are very difficult to obtain -

students leave a particular school for
numerous reasons (a move to another

location, actual dropping out, illness, adjudication by the legal system,

etc.) but seldom inform the school about the reason for exit. So, students do

not show up for class, the school makes one or two attempts to contact the

family, and after some period of
time the absent student is dropped from the

rolls, usually with a note that
the school is "unable to locate' him or her.

National statistics indicate
that appioximately 27 percent of students who

begin 9th grade fail to graduate. Tnat is a deplorable statistic -- our

public schools fail outright a quarter of the population. My guess is that

the numbers are even higher for special educaticm students. Not so for the

more severely involved,
for they are truly captives of the system: they are

placed on school buses - sent to
school - returned home - and cycled on and
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on. However, a sizable portion of the 80 percent of special educationstudents who are mildly handicapped
(Edgar & Hayden, 1985) seem to disappearin our secondary schools. Here is a brief example. In a major urban schooldistrict there are same 1800 students enrolled in special education programsin grades 7 through 12.

Divide this number by 6 (the number of grades, 7through 12) and we would expect 300 students per grade. Over the past 3years, 110, 108, and 113 students have either graduated or 'aged out° ofspecial education programs in this district. What has happened to the other200 potential graduates each year? Were they returned to regular education?Or did they udisappear A
very crucial question. My guess is that theydropped out, they were mildtv
handicapped (mildly mentally retarded, learningdisabled, emotionally disturbed), they were poor, they were from ethnicminorities, and they are not adjusting well to adult life in the community.These are, admittedly, guesses. A major effort is required to study thisissue and develop approriate

intervention programs at the secondary level forthese students.

Coordination and Expansicm of Post School Services

The next major concern is the need for better post-school services. Theessence of the problem is simply this:
there are not sufficient post-school

services to adequately meet the needs of special education students who leavethe public schools. And, even with the best techniques available in secondaryschools to appropriately "teach°
the students the right skills, AND with thebest coordination of existing post-school services (coordination which islacking right now), there will still not be sufficient post-school services.There must be an expansion of alimilTity

based services for our citizens withdisabilities. The services most in demand appear to be: 1) Jobs, not training
for jobs, but real jobs. 2) Support services for those individuals who canlive an almost (but not quite)

independent life (the moderately and mildlyretarded, the chronically mentally ill). These include not only work but alsoresidential and social services. 3) The development of additional post-publicschool educational opportunities, including job training, in ccamunitycolleges, vocational schools, and other generic post-secondary
educationalprograms. These topics may not be the concern of this particular hearing but

they are absolutely necessary to consider if we really do wish to enhance thequality of life of our citizens with disabilities.

A more pertinent issue is the coordination of existing services.Duplication, waste, bickering between service agencies, finger-pointingbetween school staff and post-school program staff, and parentaldiscouragement are far too common events in
current interagency collaborativeefforts. I believe we are learning (slowly
perhaps) about how to 7it alongwith each other. There are numerous examples of

good coordination, rs well assome obvious bad ones. (For instance, the removal of vocationalrehabilitation counselors from the schools in the 1970s after passage of PL94-142 has to be one of the greatest
mistakes in the delivery of humanservices. No single agency is to blame
-- we simply made a mistake that isslowly being rectified.)

Attempts to make transition planning
a mandatory collaborative effort aretoo young to evaluate. Attempts at voluntary

collaboration (doing what weought to because we ought to - - not because of a law) are also a bit too new

1.{
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to evaluate. However it is motivated, collaboration is clearly important.
Many interagency collaborative programs (stimulated by Part C) are being
implemented and, at least for the present, it appears we are on the right
track. Precisely because these efforts are new and largely unevaluated, it is
urgent that they be continually monitored.

A Formalized Hook-Up Process

The final topic of concern is the actual 'hook up or 'hand off" of the
student from educaticm to post-school services. A brief revieo: we need to
alter secondary progranm so as to better prepare our students for the
post-school world. We need to GREATLY expand post-school services for some of
the people we serve. (It stands to reason that there is no need to worry
about the transition process if there is no place to go.) Finally, we need to
be sure that we hand off those of our students who need post-school services
to appropriate post-school agencies. Clearly, not all special education
graduates need post-school services. Both Hasazi et al. (1985) and Edgar et
al. (1985) note that approximately 50-60% of the graduates are doing "pretty
well' without special services. And, with an tnproved secondary curriculum,
we can realistically expect even more of our graduates to function in the
adult world without support. However, for those students who require ongoing
post-school services, the schools, who are the senders in the transition dyad
(schools to cmimunity) must take the lead in developing formalized procedures
for ensuring that the students (and their families) are "hooked up' to
appropriate services 8EFORE they leave the schools. There have been a number
of such programs devgaRa-across the country (Horton, Maddox, & Edgar, 1984)
and there are others being developed by projects stimulated by Part C. We
should consider the establishment of a mandatory Individualized Transition
Plan (ITP) for all students exiting special education programs. On the whole,
I personally dislike mandates. On the other hand, ITPs ought to happen but
they don't.

Summary, Conclusions, Recomsendations

The attention focused on secondary programs and the transition of special
education students by Part C of the Education for the Handicapped Act has
achieved startling positive results. A number of issues have energed which
could serve as a major focus in the future.

1) Maintain the emphasis on secondary programs, especially regarding
curriculum change projects.

2) Maintain the emphasis on tracking student outcome data.

3) Acknowledge the need for additional post-school services for a subsample
of special education students.

4) Develop a major initiative for the study of dropouts from special
education programs.

5) Open debate on a mandatory Individualized Transition Plan for all special
education students.
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6) Facilitate the continuing dialogue concerning the desired outcome of
special education.

Thank you for inviting me to share my views with you.
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Mr. Wniztiss Thank you. Thanks to each of you.
Mr. Bartlett.
Mr. Batirrizrr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I want to thank the paneL This is exceptionally good and provoc-

ative testimony, and of course, Dr. McNulty, we appreciate you
coining back again for another round of reauthorization.

Let me begin with Dr. Edgar. First, just a comment, I suppose,
on something you said in your oral testimony but not in your writ-
ten testimony about work. There are a variety of outcomes, obvi-
ously, and should be, that should be emphasized as well as meas-
ured. But if yOu were one of those people who were denied the op-
portunity for the next 40 years of 3rour life to get a job in the work,
you might think that work was a bit more important.

Dr. EDGAR. I certainly would.
Mr. BA1M.ETT. I do agree with you when you suggest that we

ought to focus on the outcome of the services, rather than the serv-
ices themselves.

We in Congress and I think in the providers, we oftentimes use
various measurements to measure how much service, as measured
by dollars, we are providing, as opposed to what the outcomes are.

I would begin with any of the three of you, really, as to
iilielheTi.ou would-II-Aire any kind of suggestion for things that we
could do in this reauthorization that would better measure out-
come?

I know that there are several things that we are doing in terms
of maintaining a tracking of student outcome and such, but I am
not at all convinced that anyone is using that data at all well. And
so my question is, is there something we can do in the law that
would provide better measurement of outcome? And second, is
there something that we can cause to be done that would cause
that data to be utilized? Or how well do you think the data is uti-
lized now?

It is a pretty easy question, I know. Dr. Edgar?
Dr. EDGAR. That is a real tough question. I think there are prob-

ably multiple outcomes, and I think that two things should happen.
I would like to see two things happen.

One is the open debate about various outcomes continue, because
I don't think it should be closed in the near future.

I would also like to see programs that are funded to develop
model curriculums or whatever to report outcomes, and probably
longer range outcomes than are currently being requested. That
deals with how long funding .cycles go. A lot of the projects are
funded for 2 or 3 years and it is really hard to do long-term follow-
up with a 2- or 3-year funding. But I think by requesting those fed-
erally funded programs to report outcome data would be one way.

The other one is to get the Statesand Brian will probably not
want to talk to me on this onebut States to collect that as part of
the Act to collect some outcome data.

It is hard to get sometimes but I think it is real useful informa-
tion.

Mr. BARTLETT. Dr. McNulty or Dr. Dunst?
Dr. MCNULTY. Let me backtrack a little bit because I think one

of the second issues that needs to be addressed is the dropout prob-
lem.
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If we are following along the kids who have been more successfuland stayed in school, I am not sure we are getting the full picture.
I think, No. 1, we need to back up and get some good data on the
dropout issue and to look at, you know, how many kids are drop-
ping out and why are they dropping out, because I think it is that
group of kids that we are going to be most concerned about interms of their ability to go into work situations.I would like to see us collect that piece cf data. Again, maybe
under some of the research initiatives, if we could look at somedropout studies of handicapped kids that looked atagain, it prob-ably is that more mildly handicapped group of children, who arethey, you know, what happens to that group when they drop out,first. I would then support the notion of saying that we do need todo some followup and some follow along.

The problem is, again, the public school loses its jurisdiction of
those children, they go out, they move, and they leave and they go
into other parts of the system. So, it becomes very difficult, at leastfor a local public school program to say that they are going to
follow these kids out into the work world, because these kids move.I am not sure that the local public school is potentially theatleast certainly the beginning place to gather that data. I would
throw some of that, I guess, back to the States and say maybe that
the State education agencies could undertake an imtiative to do
some followup. I think that the universities could undertake somefollowup. And again, start gathering at least a State by State if not
a national data base that tells us what is happening, again, to thehandicapped population.

We have done a followup study in Colorado that looks at whathappens to the high school graduates of handicapped children. So, Imean, we have got some of that. Again, we feel it is a sampling.And then the questionswe are doing a second followup study
right now because the first followup study said there seems to be avery high correlation with, again, the parents' perception of whatthey wanted for their children.

Parents who wanted children out of their home, living independ-
ently, and working, seemed to have more kids out in the workforce.
There seems to be some kind of a correlation between parent ex-pectations also.

The second study that we are doing now is to say, what is it that
sort of defines those parent expectations, and look at that, is there
some way that we can support parents, again, in terms of sayinghow do we help you to help your child find a job and get on into
the workforce also. And that is another question that I think needs
to be asked, because I don't think it is as simplistic a variable assaying that the kids naturally will go out and fmd jobs independ-ent.

It seems to be very highly correlated with the expectations of the
family also, do parents want their kids to leave home. Some par-
ents may not want their kids to leave home. They are caretaking
for those children and they really don't want to let them leave.

So, there are some other variables I think that need to be lookedat aside just from that outcome variable of saying did they leave
and go to work. The question of why didn't they leave, why didn't
they find work, was it the fact that we didn't provide the right case

13 5



131

management in terms of hooking them up with other agencies, was
it because maybe there wasn't the expectation on the child's or the
parent's part that they would go out and work after they graduat-
ed.

Mr. BARTLETT. All right. Let me switch over, then, to the pre-
school part, which the two of you, Dr. Dunst and Dr. McNulty, pro-
vided.

I suppose my questions would be multiple and almost endless,
such as in terms of preschool, in your judgment, who should pro-
vide the services? What category of kids should receive the serv-
ices? What needs to be done, what would be the single most impor-
tant thing, in your opinion, that could be done to facilitate coopera-
tion in joint responsibility between social service and educational
agencies?

Let me preface it by saying that I look forward to the day when
a service system is in place to assist the development of severely
handicapped infants on the day that they are identified, beginning
from that day forward, because I think that early intervention is
the most effective. But how would you sort out the roles between
the social service agencies and educational agencies in the pre-
school area?

Dr. DUNST. Let me answer that from the perspective of North
Carolina, which has been involved in serving severely handicapped
infants for almost 12 years now.

There are two types of services provided to handicapped children
and their families in North Carolina. One is through the mental
health system, which was decided back in the last 1950's that it
was important as part of the mental health of families to serve
handicapped infants since the demands that those children place
on the families could exceed the families' capability to cope with it.

The other type of service in North Carolina is services through
the public school program. Those services tend to be for mildly
handicapped kids but tend to be very restrictive in terms of their
focus, focus in terms of what constitutes early education as well as
what constitutes the outcome of early intervention.

For mildly handicapped kids, the outcome is typically child prog-
eny. For severely handicapped kids, it tends to be the emotional
and physical well-being of the families, the ability of the child to
function within the family unit, the ability of the family to rear
that child as normally as possible. I am not sure there is one
agency more than another that could or should be responsible to
serve mildly handicapped youngsters and with respect to severely
handicapped youngsters.

The thing that I fmd that is most important is an agency who
recognizes that families have needs beyond the educational needs
of the handicapped youngsters, and their willingness to provide the
services and to work with the different agencies to ensure that
family and child needs outside of education are met. States tend to
vary in terms of how they -do that. In some States, I have seen
public health agencies take that responsibility. In other States, I
have seen the educational agencies.

I think the key to mention is that there has to be an agency in
each State who has the ultimate responsibility for the coordination
of the services to handicapped children and their families, but they
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shift is gOr4 to be inevitably toward the public school then to pick

up that Mit to five population, because it is logical they are in
every esramunity, et cetera, and they seem to be the logice provid-

er.
_may not still be the most appropriate provider and they

asey still need additional training, but in tile negotiations at least
that we are having with the other agencies to say the chronically
meat* ill have get to be served also out in the community, if we
ace ast going to lastitutionalise people who are developmentally
disabled, obrosioally mentally ill, et cetera, and they are going to
have to live in the community, that beoomes an incredible fiscal

and programmatic responsibiliV fbr the other human service agen-
da.

As we are that on them saying, we have got x numbers
of thoueands ot handlosppeo children coming out of public schools
and we expect you to be the adult service providers, their response
back is Ulm you are going to have to pick up that early end, we

can't de that.
Ildr. Mumps. The gentleman's time has expired.
Dr. Boast, you mentioned that we needed more equitable distri-

butioa and dononstration of them grant& How would you share
the mow across outreach and &ate planning grants, and research
and leshniosl assistance,

Dr. Dunn. The point that Brian made and what I put in my
written testimony is that the number of demonstration grants that

exist is simply inequitable in terms of the benefit for out-
reoroblie know that fbr every child who is served in a demonstra-
tion grant, there are more four to eight children served as
part of outreach.

Unless we chimes the fbcus of what constitutes a demonstration
grant mod what we continue to do in terms of saying that we want
model dmsonshiations of the programs, we have pretty much run

out of demonstration models. And we know that the greatest bone-
fits to headisepped children are likely it:3 come as a result of put-

ting mom funds into the outreach
New, what would be an equit="ditribution, at this point I

don't know is I would way a shiftright now it is about 75-25, 75
25 outreach. I would think that no less than 25

demoastration and 75 outreach would increase tremendously the
number xi haadicapped kids that could be served in this country,
because we know that those outreach efforts reach more and more

hendioapped kids.
The second thing is that as outreach projects become involved

with es* intervention projects that have not had the opportunity
to test and try dsmcnstratlon models, they can benefit by increas-
iltiezcriroalily of services they provide for handicapped youngsters
by -red with these outreach projects.

or not there is a magic formula, I don't know, but I
would think that a switch in the way the fUnding occurs, where

most of the mossy is actually put into outreach as opposed to dem-
mention. would be the way the majority of handicapped kids

could be served in this country.
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Mr. WILLIAMS. Dr. McNulty, as you know, the small States arelimited in the amount that they can spend for administration.Public Law 94-142 sets the maximum at $300,000.Do you have any suggestions for amending that cap?Dr. MCNULTY. I would like to talk not only about the smallStates but all the States. The small States especially, yes, I thinkthat that $300,000 cap is unrealistic in terms of the administrativeresponsibilities that are required under Public Law 94-142.The monitoring of all other public agencies who provide educa-tion programs alone, I think, necessitates enough staff at the SEAlevel to 13e able to do that. I would encourage you, I think that therecommendation was to move that up to $400,000 a year. I wouldreally like to support that, although we are not one of those smallStates, that you consider that.
The problem has been for StatesI think when that 5 percentcap was placed on administration, it was placed with the thoughtbeing that the States would receive 40 percent of the excess costs,and 5 percent of that 40 percent, I think, would have been suffi-cient to provide enough administrative staff to carry out the intentof the law. But 5 percent of 9 percent doas not provide enough ad-ministrative staff to really, I think, carry out the mandates of thelaw.
Mr. WILLIAMS. In your testimony you encouraged additionaltraining support services. Elaborate on that for me some?
Dr. MCNULTY. Under part D?
Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes.
Dr. MCNULTY. What I was suggesting there, especially in earlychildhood, was that the priorities can be set for the SEA Part Dtraining grants. I would like to suggest that right now we have outin the field, again with the rapid growth of early childhood pro-grams with lots of people out in the field who are not currently cer-tified or endorsed, although they may be going back to schoolthey have a great need for in-service training in the field in orderto run a quality early intervention program.
I would like to suggest that maybe a priority could be set as apart of the SEA Part D grants to dictate training in the field, in-service training to the local school districts in the area of earlyintervention.
Mr. WILLIAMS. What do you see as components of an effectiveparent support initiative?
Dr. MCNULTY. It would certainly vary. I think that the questionbecomes, what is it that parents see themselves as needing. Andtherefore, the focus of the kinds of services that we offer to parentsneeds to be set by the parents themselves. Is it that they need aparent support group, is it that they need more information, is itthat they need to knowto have someone work with them to tran-sition their child into public schools?
I think that the question is really one that is more focused thaninstead of teaching parents, which is I think the way that the earlychildhood programs started was, we are going to teach parents toteach and make them miniteachers.
Now the question is, how then do we instead say to parents,maybe what you need right now is a cooperative babysitting pro-
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gram so that you can get out of the house every once in a while,
maybe you need respite care, et cetera. And those are the kinds of
support functions that could be coordinated, I think, through an
early intervention program.

Mr. Wuxi Ams. Dr. Edgar, Assistant Secretary Will has placed a
high priority on improving transition services for handicapped
youth. The C4ngress has suggested spending slightly more than $6
million and Secretary Will has been able to allocate a total of $20
million.

Secretary Will is defining the outcome of special education as
that is, the best outcome of special education as employment. You
seem to be indicating otherwise. Within the context of the addition-
al dollars and emphasis going to a transition, I would like you to
comment further on the successful outcomes of transition?

Dr. EDGAR. I don't want to leave the impression that I am op-
posed to work. That has been mentioned several times and that has
happened to me before in similar situations. I really think that the
emphasis on work is a positive one, but it should not be the only
emphasis.

I think there is more to providing education than simply focusing
on employment. I would like to expand the definition of what the
desired outcome is. I think that would include the semblance of
living independently so you make decisions, in that you choose ac-
tivities, including work, but that you choose activities or what you
do.

A student of mine did a little study a number of years ago where
she tracked what five regular teenagers did in high school and
weekends and after school, and basically what they did was they
hung out. We went out to a friend's and hung out, we went to the
basketball game and we hung out, we messed around, hopefully le-
gally.

She tracked then some kids who were in trainable mentally re-
tarded classes in the same high school, the same age, and basically
they were hauled to the handicapped dance and they were hauled
to the handicapped park department program, and again they
didn't make choices. They were taken somewhere, dropped off,
picked up and brought back. They didn't hang out.

I think that is sort of a statement of quality of life, of choosing
what you are going to do. Somehow I think we need to build that
into our school programs. So, that is, I guess, what Ichoosing rec-
reational activities and finding independence in living would be
other things, in addition to work.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I found myself being somewhat startled by your
revelations about lost, literally lost youth, that they either inten-
tionally drop out or are unintentionally elbowed out of our school
system.

Is it the schools', therefore the States' chore to track students
who are no longer under their umbrella? And if it is, what do we
do with them once we know where they are? Or are we only find-
ing out where they are so we can add another column?

Dr. EDGAR. I was startled when I stumbled across that, I was
startled in two ways. One is that I never thought about it. I have
been in this profession for over 20 years and I thought I was an
advocate for kids and I thought I was out there. All of a sudden I
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realized that probably more than 25 percent of the kids that I
thought I was advocating for I didn't even know were disappearing.
You know, that sort of grabs somebody who is theoretically think-
ing about these things. So, that startled me.

The second thing is, why aren't we doing a better job? I think it
is the question that the National Academy of Science asked in that
publication about equity in special education, where the first ques-
tion was, why so many minorities and males in special education?
Then they said, the real question is, why doesn't regular educationdo a better job with minorities and males? I think that is our
responsibility, ai people concerned with education. When we see a
substantial number of people that we should be serving -who are
leaving, I think we need to ask ourselves, why can't we do a better
job. The reason to track them is not another column or another
publication. The reason to track them is to say, what can we do for
that group of kids?

Mr. WI LuAms. So, the result of your tracking would be to find
them for the purpose of trying to determine why they dropped out
or were elbowed out, and what they are now doing?

Dr. EDGAR. Maybe they are doing great. I doubt that. But maybe
they honestly are. Then maybe we can put in a dropout program as
an intervention program.

But no, I think it is to find out who they are and under what
circumstances they felt compelled to leave or they left, and is that
something that we should address and how do we address it.

I think one way to answer those questions is to go to the source
and what some of us call backward mapping, rather than trying to
think about it at the university level or the congressional level, go
down to the people who are experiencing it and saying, what is
going on, do you have any ideas for what maybe could be better.

Mr. WILLIAMS. It seems to me that about a quarter of a century
ago, before we really began to attempt to impact those Americans
who, for whatever reason, lived in what has been referred to as the
shadow of life, we began that effort because we had information
about the despair in which these people lived. It seems to me we no
longer have that information. At least we no longer talk about it,
because now we are treating many millions of those people. So we
now talk about benefits of the treatment.

What you are saying is many of them are leaving the treatment,
going back into the shadow, and we no longer talk about the de-
spair that they feel out there.

You know, maybe those of us in government have been discuss-
ing only half of what we ought to be talking about. That is, we are
talking about the benefits of governmental application with various
programs. Maybe we need to once again focus on what happens
when there is a lack of application to the millions of elbowed out or
those who, for one reason or another, simply never quite get into
the system. That is what we used to talk about. That is what con-
vinced us to try these applications in the first instance.

Mr. Jeffords.
Mr. JEFFORDS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
First of all, Dr. McNulty, coming from Vermont, I appreciate the

words on administrative funds.
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Dr. Dunst, your statement that we should increase the funding
in the outreach area concerns me only to this degree: I have not
taken a look nationally, but I have taken a look in Vermont and
also in the Department of Defense schools. This past summer I
spoke with the pediatricians and persons involved in the child find
programs, that seem to be working very well. They expressed a
great concern about the outreach work they are doing, because
when they located youngsters and informed the family that they
had a handicapped youngster and that something ought to be done,
all they could do was to put them on a list with a school system
and then on a time available basis something might occur until
such time as they reached age 5.

I am concerned as to what happens when we improve the out-
reach and the child find programs Nothing happens except the
anxiety level either goes up or down, depending upon the way the
family handles the situation.

What happens if we improve our outreach? Is anything being
done on a broader scale to take care of the youngsters?

Dr. Durum My comment about the shifting emphasis from dem-
onstration to outreach would be contingent upon a State plan being
in place where the State is actually establishing preschool pro-
grams for handicapped children. So that in a State where there is
no State plan and there are no early intervention services avail-
able, then demonstration programs would obviously be one solution
to serving handicapped preschoolers.

However, in the States, which the majority of them will have
State planning grants and have begun to wtlish these preschool
programs is e way to improve the quality of those programs is
probably baying people who have spent time demonstrating how to
run high quality programs workingwith these new programs in an
outreach capacity to help them begin to do things within their pro-
grams that we know are tried and tested.

So that there is a linkage between decreasing the demonstration
grants and increasing the outreach grants to the extent that a
State planning grant actually is setting up preschool services for
handicapped children.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Where do we stand nationally for the early child-
hood programs?

Dr. Dubin. I am not sure what the mostI believe that effective
this year all but a handful of States will have State planning
grants, which means over the next 5 to 6 years is that the majority
of States will in fact have the potential of setting up large numbers
of preschool programs for handicapped children.

Mr. JEFFORDS. I am Emmy I won't be able to be here for Dr. Ste-
phens testimony, but if I could direct one question to her obliquely
here. It would seem to me that since we have the Department of
Defense schools and a structure within the Defense Department., if
there is any place we ought to be able to build a model to examine
how we ought to operate, at least at the Federal level, it ought to
be in those Department of Defense schools. Especially overseas
schools, to see how we can really coordinate the child finds, the
early childhood, and the schools. Apparently we are not doing that
right now.

So, thank you. Thank you, whoever the Chairman might be.
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Mr. BAwn.Err [presiding]. I am not sure who the chairman is, butwhoever it is, I would like to turn it over to Mr. Martinez for ques-tions.
Mr. MARTINEZ. I thank you, Mr. Bartlett.
You know, when I think of the special programs that I see orhear about and not just in this area but other areas as well,where soineene develops anideal progiam -but no one else knowsabout it. It is active only in one part of the country and nowhereelse. This drawback is made more difficult when coupled with thequestion of how you deal with handicapped children, especially inpreschool, because there are so many different handicaps, and eachone of them, I guess, has a peculiar set of circumstances that youhave to deal with.
So, I don't know that you can really develop any model programthat would fit every situation. But at least some standards of oper-ation could be shared on a national basis, I would think that thatwould be the ideal thing to do.
I think your testimony addressed this, there are many handi-capped people out there that never become aware, or maybe par-ents of handicapped children that never become aware that thereare programs that can help them.
I agree with you when you say you would like to see some of themoney spent for outreach and services, rather than just expendingany more for developing model programs
Could you expand, how 6ould you--my concern always is that ifwe provide a program that would reach everyone that it possiblycould, how can you develop a way of really reaching every personout there that really needs that service?Anyone or all.
Dr. DUNST. Let me just respond real briefly. My experience hasbeen that you can do all the child find that you want and will oftenresult in not finding the children. You set up a program and youmake that program visible and the children will be identified.We know that our child find efforts in this country as a result ofFederal funding have essentially been a failure, because theysimply do not identify large numbers of handicapped youngsters aspart of their identification activities.
If you set up a program based on some established need, youalmost always identify sufficient numbers of children to be servedand typically more.
Mr. A1ARTINEZ. They find it some way, either through the publi-cizing of that
Dr. DUNST. In North Carolina, any time we go into a county inwhich there are no existing services and we establish some type ofpreschool program for handicapped children and their families, wealways have kids and families coming out of the woodworks to getinto that program.
Dr. MCNULTY. That has been our experience also. Once the pro-gram is established, the people find the program. There seems tobe an incredibly effective informal communication network thathappens amongst parents. When parents talk to other parents,they find where those services are, especially for early interventionprograms.
Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you. Nothing else.
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Mr. WILLIAMS [presiding]. Well, gentlemen, thank you very
much. We appreciate your responses. They have been very helpful.

Mr. BAltnzrr. Mr. Chairman, before the panel completely breaks
up, if I might first ask unanimous consent if we could leave the
hearing record open, if that is appropriate, to either receive the re-
sults of the longitudinal study which is being done by the Depart-
ment of Education on this issue of dropouts, and/or at least refer to
that study which will be submitted sometime before reauthoriza-
tion, at least refer to it in this hearing record as something that
then we could look at in obtaining some real data on the dropouts.

Mr. Wmuluds. I think the gentleman has a good idea. We are re-
ferring to it in this hearing record and then accepting it for our
files, inasmuch as this reauthorization bill will most likely not be
fmally considered until the first of the year, and that will give us
an opportunity to have the material.

Mr. BiutmErr. I think the Chair is correct, accepting it for our
files is the appropriate way.

If the Chairman would allow one _additional _question of Dr.
McNulty, would jrifiu--4atheF ad hoc solution, do you need
any reauthorization of a permanent solution to the small State
minimum, and do you believe that your educational agencies who
would have their funding decreased slightly as a result of the in-
creased minimum, do you think that they would also concur with
the increase in the administration?

Dr. McNtwry. I think they really would. I think you would find
unanimous support amongst the States for that.

Mr. Rummy. Among the local educational agencies within the
States?

Dr. MCNULTy. Yes.
Mr. BARTLETR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Thank you.
[Committee insert follows:]
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COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND L4BOR
U.S. NOM OP NIPINISINTATIVES

AMONNONWSINNWAHNA*1
WASHINGTON. DC 2I5

SUDCONWITIllme MCI* EDUCATION

October 31, 1983

Carl Dunst, Ph.D.
Dirmabar, Family, Infant and Preedboal Pro:Tons
Western Carolina Center
Morgantown, North Carolina 2805

Dear Dr. EmIsts
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Thank you for Wang the time to present testis:ay before the Subconmittee
on Select Education regarding the reauthorization of the Education of the
Handicapped Act. Your testisrony was extremely helpful.

Because of the number cf witnesses testifying at the hearing, I was unable
to ask several questions that are of interest tome. I wauld appreciate it if
you would answer the questions set out below. The hearing record will be open
until November 13 to include your responses to these additional questions.

1.) ghat changes would you asks in the existing law to facilitate the
expansion of preschool propreare in the various states and localities?

2.) Please share with the Subcommittee the level of detail you would like to
see in the legislation regarding the components at the conarehensive state plan.

Best regards.
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Sincerely,

Pat William
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES

DIVISION OR MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES

WESTERN CAROLINA CENTER
IMOLA JOAO

MORGANTON. N. C MSS

Rovember 12, 1985

Mr. Pat Williaas, Chairman
Committee on Education and Labor
Subcommittee on Select Education
U.S. House of Representatives
617 House Office Building, Annex e1
Washington. D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Williams:

Per your request. I am submitting the following
information in response

to the questions in your latter of October 31, 1985 regarding reauthorization

of the Education of the Handicapped Act.

1. Changes in the existing law to facilitate expansion of preschool

programs in the various states and localities.

Expansion of preschool programs could be accomplished at both the Federal

and State levels with authorization. that both stipulate the nature of

allocationa oz exieting resources and provide additional incentives to

establish preschool programs at the local levels.

(A) As I indicated in both my written and oral testimony, allocation of

federal support for more Outreach Projects rather than Demonstration

Projects will almost certainly increase the number of children that

are served as the Littlejohn Report found. If at least three

quarters of the combined desonstration/outreach funding were

allocated to outreach efforts, more than four times the number of

children currently being served through federal projects could

receive preschool services.

(8) If states are to be sotivated to increase their efforts st the

Preschool level, the amount of incentive funds provided as pert of

the Preschool Incentive Program will need to be increased. The

current level of funding simply is not adequate in terms of the

benefits to be reaped from efforts to establish preschool services.
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(E) Deny preschool special education and early intervention programs in
our country are Operated by public agencies and nonprofit
organizations lather than the public schools. These programs already
have the organizational capacity to expand provision ot services. Astatement in the law that permitted other than public school
programs to aubmit preschool program plans tor state funding (to the
extent that the intents of the law were met) would provide a major
means for increasing the number of preschool programa.

2. Level of detail in the legislation
regarding the components ol acomprehensive state plan.

The specific components that I feel need to be added or expanded upon are thefollowing:

(A) I think it is imperative, if state plans are to be effective, that a
statement be added that explicitly states that a comprehensive
service delivery system includes a "a plan that takes a family
systems approach which identifies and meets the needs ol both the
child and family either through provision or mediation of services
in order to meet educational, social,

psychological, financial, andphysical needs.'

(8) Component (b)(2) of the state plan, which describes the assessment
and diagnosis requirements, might be expanded to include a statement
to the effect that 'assessment of both child and family occur andthat the assessment process focus on identification of child and
family needs and strategies to meet these needs.' There is a
tendency for BBBBBB went to be deficit and diagnosis oriented with
minimal efforts directed toward assessment for intervention
purposes.

(C) A component might be added that states that "family level needs and
methods to meet these needs should be addressed as part ol the stateplan." So often, families are overlooked as part of service-
delivery systems or the assumption is made about the needs oi
families without explicit effects in these areas.

(D) A component could be added which states that 'as part of the
implementation of a state plan, there be an individualized child and
family plan developed for each family that is used as a basis to
ensure that needs are met. To the extent that services are matched
to needs rather than having children and families fit service
delivery systems, the probability of a program being succesaful will
be enhanced considerably.

(E) The component for parent involvement (b)(5) might be expanded to
reflect the fact that "high quality programs involve parents in all
aapents of program development and implementation, and provide ormediate wide range of parent involvement activities that ensure
that family needs are met.'
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(F) Finally, it would be helpful to add a statement that notes that the
*preschool years represent a unique period of development, and which
states that plans should reflect this uniqueness in the planning,
development, implementation of a comprehensive services delivery
system.*

I hope you find these additional comments useful. Should you need any
other information, please feel free to contact we at qy time.

p1

Carl J. Du st, Ph.D
Director
Family, Infant it Preschool Program

148
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COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR
U.S. HOUR OP IDPOUNDITATIVES

Off 1101111101101111111.13110 AMR 4111

WASHINGTON. DC 2011111

SUDCONDIIMIONSILICTIOUCATION

October 31, 1985
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SIMINORMIV.110
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Eugene Edgar, Ph.D.
Prodessor
University of Meshing=
NI-10
Seattle, Washington 98915

Dear Dr. Edgar:

Thank you for taking the time bo present testimony tefore the stAxameittee
on Select Education regarding the reauthorization of the Diucation of the
Handicapped Act. Your testimony was extremely helpful.

Because of the number of witnesses testifying at the hearing, I was unable
to ask several questions that are od interest tome. I would appreciate it if
you would answer the questions set out baker. The hearing record will be open
until Bomber 15 to include your responses to these additional questions.

1.) Do you have any statistics or anecdotal information regarding the number
or percentage of functionally illiterate adults who have lemming disabilities
or mild retardation?

-2.) Bhen should a transition program begin? Is it appropriate to include
transition objectives in the IEPs of scam elementary aged children?

3.) You have testified atout some of the positive imams of the Administri-
Lion's transitional servicei initiative. Do you have any questions or concerns
stout its conceptual bases or the manner in thigh it is teing impleseented?

4.) To what extent is the problem of providing transition services hampered
by ego or turf problem with one agency or group of specialists refusing to work
with others?

Best regards.

Sincerely,

Pat William

149
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UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98I9S

November 8, 1985

Child Dadepwait & Mewal Raardatia Caster
Experinnetal Edsostiort Out, WJ-10

Honorable Pat Williams
Subccamittee on Select Education
Committee on Education and Labor
U.S. House of Representatives
617 House Office Building Annex fl

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Pat:

Enclosed are MY responses to your questions of October 31, 1985

concerning my testimony regarding the reauthorization of the

Education for the Handicapped Act. I want to express my apprecia-

tion to you for allowing me to express my views.

Sincer

Eugene tdgar
Professor
College of Education
University of Washington

TdOmmq206)543-4011
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3) tgo-turf problems among professionals.

There are ALWAYS ego problems and finger pointing about
how "others ought to behave." When multiple agencies
are involved thereare even more problems. I've
enclosed a manuscript we have prepared on the topic.
In general my beliefs are very Zen like...ego and turf
issues are...they exist. No amount of complaining will
make them go awky. So rather than bemoan the fact,
let's get on with working our way through the maze. I

believe that people who really cart about making the
aystem work for persons with disabilities can make a
difference.
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Maneuvering Through the Maze: Transition Planning

for Human Service Agency Clients

Mary Maddox
Project Manager
Networking & Evaluation Team
Experimental Education Unit WJ-10
Child Development & Mental Retardation Center
College of Education
University of Washington
Seattle, WA 98195
(206) 543-4011

Eugene Edgar, Ph.D.
Principal Investigator Networking &
Evaluation Team

Professor
Area of Special Education
College of Education
University of Washington
Seattle, WA 98195
(206) 543-4011

DeceMber 11, 1984
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Abstract

Moving from a program in one agency to a program in another agency is a

certainty in the lives of people with special needs. This article examines

the critical issue of interagency transitions for human service clients.

Transition is defined in the context of educational and other human services.

Six important issues facing clients and agencies are discussed. Suggestions

for improving transitions for clients and the agencies that serve them are

presented.
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Maneuvering Through the Maze: Transition Planning

for Hunan Service Agency Clients

There are few scientific principles
that govern the field of human service

delivery. The complex and variable naturn
of health, education, and social

service systems impedes the ability of policy analysts to conduct cuntrolled

experiments, accurately describe relationships, or abstract principles that

govern the interrelationships of these systems. However, there is a class of

events that occurs with such
regularity for beneficiaries of hUman services

that they can be called ogivens.°
This class of events is the °transition" or

movement of clients from
one agency to another as a function of income, age,

or change in status. Client transitions are usually based upon the systems'

needs, not their own.

As naive investigators in the area of interagency collaboration, we

stumbled onto the problens inherent
in transition while searching for a way to

improve access to needed services for special education students. We were

seeking a way to match student needs
and characteristics to the universe of

educationally related services, with the schools designated as the single
point of entry. These educationally related services include functions that

have not traditionally been provided by the schools -- e.g., physical therapy,

occupational therapy, parent education, intermittent catheterization. Through

interagency collaboration, schools could link students with needed services

offered or paid for by different agencies. Within the single point of entry

concept an Individualized
Education Program could be fulfilled through the

combined resources of any number of human service agencies, with one agency,

the schools, acting as traffic manager.

155
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Although we never did find the single entry point, we found the °given° of

transition, which is probably the most troublesome interagency issue for

service providers. Client transition is a point in service delivery when

schools and other agencies need to work together productively, yet

historically it has been a time of serious problems. The old buzz words

'interagency collaboration' have lacked clear objectives. Planning for the

movement of clients between agencies, however, has emerged as a critical,

action-oriented objective for interagency collaboration.

Why Do Clients Make Transition Between Agencies?

A number of factors force handicapped peop'e and their families through

transitions in the human service maze. As noted, these factors relate to 'the

system,' not to the needs of clients. They result from an organizational

approach that dissects clients into service pieces that can be paired with an

agency or service provider.

The myth of the overall plan. Perhaps the most important factor is the

absence of an overall plan for coordinating available services. We thought

there was such a plan. As educators, we were most familiar with the range of

educational services, but we at least knew that there are 'other' services

used by handicapped people (e.g., Mental Health, Vocational Rehabilitation,

Medicaid). We assumed that somewhere (probably in an office in D.C.) there

was someone (probably a bureau chief --whatever that is) who knew how the

pieces of this vast system puzzle fit together. Undoubtedly, there was a wall

chart somewhere which depicted this 'integrated system.' We were wrong.

Human service programs have developed haphazardly. Out of the concern of

lawmakers, community leaders, and special interest groups driven by a vocal

constituency or by observed need, programs have been created to respond to
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needs for health, education, and social services. In most instances the

programs were developed for a specific clientele (e.g., Women, Infants and

Children - VIC, a food supplement program for pregnant women and their

infants; Crippled Children's Services, a rehabilitation program for children

with crippling conditions but not mental retardation alone).

Eligibility criteria. Almost all human service programs have a target

population to whom they provide service. One bureaucratic outcome of this

designation is the establishment of eligibility criteria to limit the

clientele uto mmy receive the services. So a corollary (if not a principle)

of human service programs is: criteria are applied which divide clients and

their needs among many agencies (federal, state, and local) that administer

human service programs.

Changing client characteristics. Most agencies have definite

entrance-exit criteria which are often fixed by age (e.g., schools are for

people from birth or age 3 through age 21 or 25 years), income level

(welfare), geography, or combinations of the above (e.g., Head Start - age and

income). Aging, income fluctuations, and changing residence are factors that

force clients to make transitions between agencies.

Service locations. Various types of services are accessible only in

specific locations: school buildings are places where people receive

education. Neuromuscular centers are places where people receive physical

therapy. Mental health centers are places where people receive counseling.

The rule is: the client goes to the services (the service seldom goes to the

client). Thus, client movement in, between, and around services is a

prerequisite to receiving a service.
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Describing Transition

As defined by Madeleine Will, Assistant Secretary for Special Education

and Rehabilitative Services (U.S. Department of Education), transition for

graduating special education students involves preparation in the secondary

schools, support at the point of leaving school, and secure opportunities and

services as needed in adult life. This definition identifies three important

transition elements: the sending agency, the actual "hand-off" process and

the receiving agency. When translated into more general terms, the definition

can apply to any type of client or student transition. Each of the three

elements can be the focus of efforts to improve the movement of clients from

one program to another.

The Sending Agency

The sending agency has primary responsibility for the student before

transition. In the case of graduating special education students, the schools

are the sending agency. When young handicapped children move from infant

early intervention programs into public school programs, the early

intervention agency is the sending agency. The sending agency can improve

transitions by modifying the prograns or treatments offered so that clients

are better prepared for the new placements. For graduating special education

students, this might mean adapting the high school vocational curriculum to

reflect the needs of the labor market. For incarcerated youth, the behavioral

expectations for students in institution schools might be changed to be more

like those in community schools.
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The Receiving Agerxy

A receiving agency will take over primary service responsibility for a
client from another agency. The schools are a receiving agency for young

handicapped children who are moving from early intervention services. The

schools also receive paroled youth from institution schools. Receiving

agencies can improve transition for clients by modifying programs and services

to build upon the client's previous program. For example, the array of
post-school vocational programs can be expanded to include options that

promote community integration. Local public schools can offer alternative

programs and flexible scheduling
for paroled youth %to have a history of

failure in traditional programs. Frequently, agencies serve as both

receivers and senders.

The Hand-off

The "hand-off° involves the
process and procedures that are used to move

the student or client from one agency to another. Hand-off includes planning
for the new placement, communicating with parents, exchanging .records,

choosing a new placement, and many other activities associated with the

transfer of clients. Planning and accomplishing an effective hand-off may

begin 2 or 3 years before the actual student transfer. In most cases the

hand-off is a no-man's land.
Because it is not the clear responsibility of

either the sending or receiving agency, there are usually no systematic

efforts to deal with critical hand-off issues.

The hand-off is the bridge between services. However, effective

transitions should be equated with
more than the bridge itself; it is not a

static, frozen moment. It requires planning on both sides beforehand and

systematic communication after the immediate transfer has occurred.
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The hand-off of clients from one agency to another is a critical moment in

transition. The absence of effective hand-off procedures can negate the

effects of exemplary services on either side of the process. Agreement

between both agencies regarding when and how placement decisions will be made,

how records will be transferred, or what type of follow-up communication is

needed are critical to effective transitions.

Fortunately, the hand-off is the easiest element to change or improve in

transition services if both sending and receiving agencies are willing to meet

and agree on a process. Simple, low-cost procedures can be used to ensure

that important information about clients is exchanged, that clients are

referred to appropriate services, and that parents are involved in inportant

decisions.

Cautionary Notes

Organizational barriers. Human service agencies have evolved complex

organizational patterns atich are NOT consistent across agencies. Geographic

areas are not coterminous. Application procedures differ significantly.

Planning cycles vary according to the federal fiscal year, the state fiscal

year, and the calendar year.

Ownership and turf. Territorial issues are a conmon feature of human

service programs. It is not unusual for agency staff to develop feelings of

ownership of their services, their procedures, their definitions. These

details of service provision becone closely guarded, protected against change

that is not in response to internal directives. The details of these

procedures are not readily shared with outsiders. Thus, in order to prevent

the loss of turf or threats to ownership, agencies develop complex rules and

regulations which are not easily learned by potential ccmsumers or by other

agencies.
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Vertical v. horizontal communication. People in agencies typically

communicate better internally than externally. It is much easier to go to a

superior or a subordinate with a problem than it is to cross agency boundaries

and speak to a counterpart in a different agency. Horizontal communication--

that is, communication among counterparts in different agenciesis inhibited

by a number of factors. Because organizational structures vary, it is

difficult to know what role holder to call in another agency. The right name

and phone number are difficult to find. Professionals face the same problems

parents do in trying to make productive contacts with human service

providers. Agency policies also inhibit horizontal communication. Permission

to cross agency boundaries may be required from both agencies. On the other

hand, vertical communication -- going up or down within one's own agency -- is

much easier. Vertical communication, however, is not very effective in

solving interagency problems.

Effecting change. Sending and receiving agencies can make only some

changes in the transition process. The changes that they can make are in

their immediate programs or in the hand-off process. Staff of one agency

cannot change the quality, approach, or variety of services offered in another

system or agency. Nonetheless, there is a high rate of "talk" about the need

to change the other agency to effect a better transition. Senders point the

finger at receivers. Receivers return the criticisms. These efforts are

wasted.

Six Hand-Off Issues

Scores of agencies over the past 4 years have helped us to identify six

important issues in the hand-off process. These issues can be easily

addressed and their solutions are elegantly simple.
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1. kaareness. Sending and receiving agencies need to know about one

another's programs. Providers are part of a compiex system of services that

our clients use serially and concurrently. Our clients' transitions will be

greatb improved if we know %tat our companion agencies are doing. What

services are offered? What are the staffing ana facilities like? What is the

philosophical approach? What type of program planning is used (IEP, IWRP,

ISP)? In rural areas there may be only one or two agencies to investigate.

In more densely populated, service-rich areas, there will be systems of

agencies to investigate. On-site visits, inservice training, and written

materials can be exchanged in order to promote soreness among programs.

2. Eligibility criteria. Planning for new placements requires considering

several possible destinations. Sending agencies need to have a rough

understanding of eligibility criteria to make valid and realistic referrals.

For instance, it would be foolish for schools to refer all of their special

education graduates to an agency with an IQ cut-off of 70 when only 20 percent

of special education students have IQ scores below 70. Certainly, staff of

one agency cannot be expected to make eligibility determinations for another

agency. Yet having a working knowledge of eligibility criteria of other

programs in the conmunity will greatly inprove the sending agency staff's

ability to identify realistic options.

3. Exchange of information. In order to prepare for new clients before

their arrival, receiving agencies need information about them. Names, service

needs and history, and assessment results can be exchanged between agencies

with parent permission. Exchanging this information before the transition can

help to guarantee that the client is indeed eligible for referral to the

receiving agency, allow the receiving agency to plan for the client, and

ensure that information about the client which was gleaned in the previous
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placement can be put to use in the next environment. In ongoing consultation

with receiving agencies, sending agency staff can identify criteria to be used
in the future for selecting students about whom information should be
exchanged.

4. Program planning before traasition. Assuming that every client or

student has a service history and a service future helps agencies to make

transition planning a routine rather than random event. Preplacelent planning

can be accomplished jointly by sending and receiving agencies before

transition, thus preventing a gap in service and promoting continuity. Piggy-

backing on an existing planning process is a convenient preplacement

strategy: for instance, when schools are the sending agency, receiving agency

staff can attend the client's IEP meeting. Most other agencies have a siadlar

process that can be modified for joint planning.

6. Feedback after transition.
Receiving feedback about what has happened

to a former student or client
serves mapy purposes for the sending agency.

Information on client outcomes in
new environments provides important data for

program evaluation and alteration. If a school staff discovered that none of
their special education graduates found eoplcoment, they sight want to

re-evaluate their exployment preparation programs. Teachers in corrections

institution schools often need to know what happens to their former clients,

but usually the only students they know about are those who reoffend and are

resentenced to the institution.
Follow-up information can be collected in a

number of ways. Schools can survey former students or their parents by

telephone or mail. Parole counselors can provide feedback to institution

schools.

6. Written Procedures. Formal procedures are needed to ensure that

important transition hand-off activities take place. Even single events such
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as an exchange of pertinent information between agencies need to be

systematized lest they be neglected. Part of this process is documentation.

Formal written procedures improve client transitions into new services in a

number of ways. First, when procedures are codified, they are not easily

overlooked or forgotten. A particular staff member may knaa the procedures

well, but when this person leaves the agency the procedures are lost. Written

procedures are easier to evaluate and m3dify. In addition, written procedures

document responsibilities and provide a vehicle for negotiations between

agencies.

Conclusions

The six hand-off issues discussed above can be addressed by agency staffs

and incorporated into their procedures ulthout extra help, money, or

resources. Procedures for client transfers can be built into routine staff

activities without additional personnel. In our fieldtests of transition

hand-off procedures, cost data indicated that agencies do not incur

significant additional costs. That is, new staff do not have to be hired to

conduct the activities. The initial investment of staff tire in establishing

transition hand-off procedures is of course greater than the costs of

continuing the procedures once they are in place.

If formal planning concerning transition of clients is not valued by the

agencies involved, planning will not occur. Likewise, if planning for

important transition hand-off events does not occur, the transfer will be

sloppy and critical steps will not be acconplished. For example, the transfer

of student records is a universal problem between and even within agencies.

It is not unconmon for service providers to marvel at their inability to
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Mr. WILLIAMS. I would ask our second panel to come forward,
Mr. Sales, Mr. Abramson, and fir. atepheis.

Dr. Scales is assistant director of the Counseling Center and di-
rector of Disabled Student Services at the University of Maryland;
Mr. Abramson is a student at American University here in Wash-
itigton; and Dr. Stephens is Director of the Department of Defense
Dependent Schools.

Dr. Scales, pleased to see you today, and we will begin with you.

STATEMENTS OF WILLIAM R. SCALES, Ph.D., ASSISTANT DIREC-
TOR, COUNSELING CENTER AND DIRECTOR, DISABLED STU-
DENT SERVICES, UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND; ANDREW
ABRAMSON, STUDENT, THE AMERICAN UNIVERSITY, WASHING-
TON, DC; AND BETH STEPHENS, Ph.D., DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT
OF DEFENSE DEPENDENT SCHOOLS; A PANEL
Mr. SCALES. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members

of the committee.
I have been asked to share my views with you on some of the

current and fliture problems affecting handicapped youth and
adults in postsecondary education.

I would like at this time to ask if the record could be kept open
for some extended period of time for me to submit more written
testimoriy at a later time?

Mr. WILLIAMS. How long are you requesting?
Mr. Somas. I would say maybe 2 to 3 weeks.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, we will accept your testimony.
Mr. SCALES. Thank you.
I would like to begin my testimony by expressing my apprecia-

tion for being given this opportunity. I feel that I am especially
well qualified to speak in this area for several reasons.

First of all, I have been a disabled person myself for over 30
and in that time have attended three different postsecondary

institutions as a disabled student. I have also been a service provid-
er at two different higher educational institutions. So, based upon
those experiences, I think I have some idea of what the major prob-
lems are, from two sides.

I am currently the director of Disabled Student Services at the
University of Maryland, and assistant director of the Counseling
Center. In addition to that I have been the immediate past presi-
dent of a coalition of colleges and universities here in the Greater
Washington area that was made up of directors of disabled student
programs in those colleges. That represented about 40 different in-
stitutions in the immediate area. I am also a cochairman of the
Legislative Committee of the National Association of Directors of
Disabled Student Programs, which currently has over 600 higher
educational institutions represented in its membership. Thus, I feel
that I have contact with many other colleagues in postsecondary
institutions that are dealing with some of these problems.

Certainly, when I look back over the 30 years that I haveas a
disabled person, I have seen tremendous changes and tremendous
improvements in the educational opportunities for people with dis-
abilities, at all levels 9f education.
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Back at the time when I first started college in the late 1950'sthere were absolutely no facilities, no programs, nothing. I had tobuild my class schedule around following the athletes around inthe school in order to make sure that I would have people thatcould carry me up three and four flights of stairs to get to myclasses, which is, needless to say, a little bit demeaning. But never-theless, that was the only way to get it done in those days.
We certainly have come a long, long way from that time. Back atthat time also, one had to plan many of their day's activitiesaround such simple things as going to the bathroom, because youcouldn't expect to fmd an accessible bathroom. So you had to

schedule your life around those kinds of activities.
Thank goodness, we have come a long way from that point today.I think we still have a long, long way to go, however, and that is

what I am here to talk about today.
There are a number of particular problems that I think the dis-abled individual and their family faces in trying to make the tran-sition from the secondary school into the postsecondary setting,

whether that be college, technical school, or whatever.
The first of those that I would like to address is that of sometransitional problems that I am aware of.
When I think about the disabled person out in that community

and they are getting ready to leave the secondary school and start
to move toward some kind of postsecondary experience, the firstand greatest barrier that they are facing right away is to try tofind out where is a postsecondary program that can accommodate
my particular needs that are relatefi to my disability and also that
has the kind of program and the kind of training or education that
I am seeking, because they don't always go hand in hand, unfortu-
nately. There is a lack of really good, accurate information in this
area, about what is available in the postsecondary level for support
services for the different types of disability.

The National Clearinghouse on Postsecondary Education for
Handicapped Individuals, the HEATH Resource Center, has made
a valiant effort, I believe, in trying to gather that kind of informa-tion and make it available. But even for them to do that, the diver-
sity has been so great that it is really impossible to have accurate
information and up to date information all the time.

The HEATH office, I think, does a good job of helping parents
and disabled people know what kinds of questions to ask when they
are looking for institutions and looking for programs, and to know
what kind of services are really generally successful. But in terms
of being able to tell them exactly where they can find those, it is
an awesome task for a parent to try to find that appropriate insti-tution for their particular son or daughter.

There is a need for some basic minimal standards of program-
ming that every postsecondary institution should have to meet in
the area of special student services. At the present time the diversi-
ty from one institution to another, even within the same class of
institutions, the diversity of the programs and the support services
that are available is unbelievable. And there are very few minimal
standards that everybody ought to have to meet.

I have just spent a couple of years on a special commission, edu-
cational commission, and one of our tasks was to develop minimal
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standards for postsecondary institutions, particularly in the area of
all support services.

Disabled student programming was one of those areas, and we
did begin to try to develop some minimal kinds of standards. It was
a big task, because you don't want to write standards that are so
strict that it is going to wipe half the higher educational institu-
tions out and yet they can't be so weak that they don't mean any-
thing. We do need to have some kinds of standards of that kind
adopted and established that every institution must meet.

We still receive at the University of Marylandin my office
alonetwo to three calls a week from families in various areas
of the country who are searching for a postsecondary institution
that can provide the special services for their son or daughter. We
are one school and if we are getting that many calls, I am sure
there must be many, many more.

Another area that I would like to address is the difficulty in fmd-
ing the appropriate accommodations. Once you fmd an institution,
then trying to fmd one that can accommodate you in the various
areas where accommodation is necessary.

The accommodations break down into several things. Classroom
accommodations. Again we find a wide, wide disparity from one in-
stitution to another in terms of what kind of classroom accommo-
dations they are willing to offer the disabled person attending that
institution.

For an example, you might have a blind student who is going to
attend one particular university and they may be allowed to tape
record an essay exam and turn it in in that manner, whereas an-
other institution would not allow that. Some institutions might
allow the person to tape record the lectures, where others will not.
So, there is just no real consistency from one institution to the
other.

There are problems in the areas of curriculum accommodations,
as well, in addition to classroom accommodations. There is no spe-
cific standard that says that any university should make adjust-
ments in the curriculum for those individuals who absolutely
cannot, for one reason or another, complete a certain phase of the
curriculum. I give another example here. If you have a deaf stu-
dent attending an institution of higher education, for that particu-
lar individual the English language is already a second language.
Sign language is the first. To expect that person then to be able to
complete 9 to 12 hours of a third language it seems to me is asking
for a considerable, and I am told that the main reason that lan-
guage is required in so many areas is that it is simply one way to
really learn to understand the culture.

It seems to me that you could understand a culture by studying
other aspects, other than just the language, and for the deaf
person, they could study something like the history, the art or the
music of that culture and get just as good an understandizig as to
make it be swifically the language. Yet, these are the kmds of
battles that the disabled individual has to constantly fight at the
postsecondary level.

Another problem in the area of curriculum accommod2tion is
that of gettmg some extended time in which to complete a course
of study. Most colleges and universities have a specific time period
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at which you can pursue a certain degree. Well, most disabledpeople simply cannot and do not complete the education at the
same time that everyone else does. So, there needs to be some flexi-bility in terms of the additional time you are given to complete aprogram as well as to complete specific work assignments.Institutions do not serve all disability types equally. That is an-other thing that you find. If you are a disabled person or you havea child that has a learning disability, you may find one institution
that has excellent services for the deaf or for the visually impaired
but have absolutely nothing for your child who is learning disabled
or mobility impaired. Again, there are pockets of places where cer-tain disability groups are served very well, others are not ad-dressed at all.

There is a great disparity also in trying to identify which institu-tions have the kind of technical equipment that is going to be es-sential to that person accessing the programs. Some institutions
may have closed circuit devices, television devices that will enlargethe print as much as 60 times. You could take a normal page ofprint, put it under the viewer, it will blow it up on a monitor, and
so a person with even 1 or 2 percent vision can sit at that monitorand read much of their own material, read their own exams, bevery independent in doing their own work. Not all institutions
have that equipment. Some do, some don't.

Some institutions might have devices that will read the printedword to the spoken word. Again, the paper is laid on a little thing
that goes by that reads the print and converts it literally from thewritten word to the spoken word.

So, a student can go to a library where that piece of equipment is
available and do his own research independently in the library. He
can tape record the stuff that he wants out of there, and that is agreat boon to someone that has that. But if you go to anotherschool and that isn't available, you are really going to be penalized
considerably.

Probably the most critical area that I find is that in the area of
financial aid. Most financial aid, and particularly Federal financialaid, is established with a criteria that says you must carry a cer-tain number of credit hours in order to be eligible to receive thatfinancial aid.

In most situations that is 12 credit hours. Many disabled people
cannot carry 12 credit hours and do it successfully to the point ofmaintaining a 2.0 grade point average. Therefore, they are penal-
ized and the financial aid is really not available to them. If they
could be considered on a full time load with 9 hours or 6 hours and
still qualify for the financial aid, that would be a tremendous boonto them.

There are very few scholarshipsorgrants available that are spe-cificallST for the diliBled.-Art-he same time thaihere is less and lessfinancial akl available to the disabled person, the costs of thatperson attending the postsecondary institution are consistentlygreater.
They have the cost of such things as special equipment, wheel-

chairs crutches, tape recorders, _personal care attendance. All ofthose things cost money. At the same time there is less moneyavailable to them, the costs fot them are much, much great-
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er. So that the family and the student are in a double bind in the
area of the fmancial support.

The other problem in the financial aid area that is really a criti-
cal one is who is responsible for paying for what kinds of services.
You find great diversity again from one State to the other, one
region to the other, one school to the other. In some institutions
interpreting services for the deaf are paid for by the institution. In
other areas the institution refuses flatly and in that case sometimes
DDR picks it up, or sometimes the individual is expected to pay.

I know of several institutions right now that have established a
fixed dollar amount that they will allow to be spent toward accom-
modations for a disabled person. If that person's needs extend
beyond that specified amount, it is up to them to find other re-
sources or to pay for it themselves. There is great inequity in the
area of fmancial support for disabled people at the postsecondary
level and tremendous need in this area.

The last area that I would like to address is that of physical
access. I said earlier that we have come a long, long way, and we
really, truly have. But it seems very sad to me that thethe re-
moval of the _physical barriers was one of the first thinss that was
addressed in the Federal legislation under the Rehabilitation Act of
1973, and the deadline under that legislation in which all institu-
tions were to have made efforts to remove those architectural bar-
riers has long passed, and yet we have many institutions who have
done absolutely nothing in this area.

We are some institutions that are still in the process. But I think
it is easy for us to get into the position of feeling that the physical
access problems have been resolved and they nu longer need to be
addressed, and I am afraid that is certainly not true ot all.

It seems to me that in this area there needs to be continued in-
centives of one kind or another, either fmancial incentives or regu-
latory, or both, to continue to work toward architectural accessibil-
ity for students on all college campuses.

These are but a few of the major problems facing the handi-
capped in higher education today. There are many more and that
is the reason I would like to ask to be able to submit some addition-
al testimony later on, to help to cover some of those other areas in
much more detail.

One more thing I would like to do, and that is to say that we
have a long way to go and we have a lot of problems, but by way of
indicating that we are making some progress, I would like to share
with you some very brief biographies of some of the students who
graduated from the University of Maryland last year, who utilized
special student services, just to give you an idea of what kinds .1f
things could be going on if we had much greater support and much
more equitable services available all across the country.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Scales, could we ask that you cover those in
summary. Your time has expired and we want to stay fairly close
to the agreed upon time limits.

Mr. SCALES. I am sorry. I didn't
Mr. WILLIAMS. If you will complete your testimony with some

brevity, we would appreciate it.
Mr. SCALES. I will. I can do that very quickly.
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I would just like to share with you some examples of some ofthose students.
We have had one student who was a learning disabled student

and utilized extended time for testing, extended time for examina-
tions, graduated with a bachelor's degree in criminal psychology.

We had several other deaf students who graduated from the Uni-
versity of Maryland. One of them was getting a doctorate degree,
another one getting a master's degree in library services.

We have had another student who graduated in business admin-
istration and is currently employed by an insurance firm. That
person was a paraplegic in a wheelchair.

So, I just wanted to offer these as examples of the kinds of oppor-
tunities that need to be available to people and these kinds of suc-
cesses could be happening on a much, much greater scale.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Dr. William R. Scales follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. WILLIAM R. &Aims
Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I have been asked to share my viewson current and future problems affecting handicapped youth and adults in postsec-ondary education programs.
I would like to begin my testimony by expressing my appreciation for being giventhe opportunity to present what I feel are some of the major problems facing handi-

capped individuals and their families in their quest for a postsecondary education. Ifeel I am especially qualified to address these issues since I have been disabledmyself for over 30 years and have experienced the problems involved with postsec-ondary education and the handicapped from two perspectivesconsumer and serv-ice provider.
I am currently Director of Disabled SU:lent Services and Assistant Director of theCounseling Center at the University of Maryland, College Park. In addition, I amimmediate past president of the Nation's Capital Area Disabled Student ServicesCoalition, a regional unit of the National Association on Handicapped Student Serv-

ice Programs in Postsecondary Education for which I serve as Legislative Co-Chair-
person. Thus, I represent over 600 colleagues who direct, coordinate, and providesupport services to handicapped students on American campuses.

Certainly when I look back over the last 30 years, we as a society have come along way in our efforts to make all levels of education available to the handicappedin the most integrated and least restrictive way possible. Annual studies of Ameri-
can college freshmen show that handicapped students on cam_pus have grown from2.7 percent in 1978 (the first year that a question was asked about disabililty) to 7.3
percent in 1984. However, I intend to address today some of the more critical prob-10, a areas which continue to face the handicapped in postsecondary education.

'r,lude: transition from secondary school to postsecondary education; locatingappropr auornm Aations after high school; fmancing higher education; and
physical access of postsecondary institutions.

TRANSITION

The fir t area I wish to address is the area of transition from secondary school to
college o, other postsecondary education. If disabled students who have received
educatior al support under 94-142 are to realize the full benefit of that support, thetransitio to postsecondary education must be improved. Among the transitionalproblems I be faced by the handicapped person is that of trying to select the appro-
priate peg. ;econdary institution to meet their specific needa They must try to findthe insf.ution that has the type and degree of support services they need to accessthe p, .4ranis as well as one that offers the academic or technical education they
wish o pursue. This is a difficult and time consuming task due to a lack of dependa-
ble iriformation on support services available, admissions crii and cost of specialdrvices.

The National Clearinghouse on Postsecondary Education for Handicapped Individ-
uals (HEATH Resource Center), currently provides information about the types of
services which can be available and examples of adaptations which are successful in
providing access to various types of disabled persons so that individuals attempting
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to select a postsecondary school can ask the appropriate questions of schools under
consideration. However, the diversity of American higher educational institutions
makes determining the best institution for a particular handicapped person a cum-
bersome process.

There is a need for some basic standards of program provision with which all
postsecondary institutions must comply. At the present time there is little consisten-
cy in w hat services are provided ancl for what segment of the disabled community
from one institution to another.

T here is also a need for secondary school staff and vocational rehabilitation staff
to be better informed of the various postsecondary institutions and the wide diversi-
ty that exists in their support programs. At the present time the Disabled Student
Services Office at the University of Maryland receives, on the average, 2-3 calls a
week from disabled individuals or their families seeking information on appropriate
postsecondary programs.

APPROPRIATE ACCOMMODATIONS

The next area I would like to address is that of locating appropriate accommoda-
tions for disabled students. The accommodations problems break down into several
areas.

First of all there is the problem of being able to receive the appropriate classroom
accomodation. Not all institutions, and not all faculty are willing to give accommo-
dations such as extended time on exams or assignments for those individuals who
require additional time to complete the required amount of work. Not all institu-
tions are willing to offer alternate testing formats. For example, in some institu-
tions a blind student may be allowed to do an essay exam on a tape recorder while
in other institutions they are not. Some institutions are still reluctant to allow stu-
dents to tape record lectures because of copyright concerns. Not all institutions are
willing to allow interpreters into the classroom nor can they accommodate them in
the classrom situation. Some faculty are still unwilling to make alterations in their
teaching style, such as being willing to verbalize what they are writing on the black-
board for the benefit of the visually impaired or blind student who is attending
their dr...

There b. a problems in the area of curriculum accommodation. Many institutions
are still unwilling to substitute certain courses or waive certain course require-
ments for individuals whose disability makes it impossible to manage that particu-
lar course. As an example, you might have a hearing impaired student for whom
the E.iglish language is already a second language (sign language is the first). To
ei:neet them to be able to master a third language, much of which is based on
ha ting a thorough understanding of English, is really unreasonable. The primary
-easoin for learning a foreign language is the first place, I am told, is to gain an
o nderstanding of the culture. There ought to be other ways to understand the cul-
ture than just the language. Study the art, history, or music. But many institutions
are unwilling to make these substitutions.

Another problem in the curriculum accommodations is that of getting extended
time to complete degree requirements or even course assignments. Not all institu-
tions are willing to make these adjustments.

Institutions do not serve all disability types equally. This is another problem faced
by disabled students, parents, and counselors looking for the best postsecondary in-
stitution. Some institutions may provide services for the visually impaired or the
deaf to a great degree, but they may be totally inaccessible for a person in a wheel-
chair or using crutches. There is also difficulty with locating adapted equipmant.
The quality of the availability of adapted equipment from one institution to another
is a problem.

Many times that equipment Is essential to the handicapped persons' being able to
succeed. Some institutions have closed circuit television devices that will enlarge
the print of a book or typed page as much as 60 times so that a person with low
vision can do their own reading and access their own exams without assistance.
Many institutions do not have that equipment. Some institutions have reading ma-
chines which convert the printed word to the spoken word, others do not. So there is
a great diversity again of what is available from one institution to another.

FINANCIAL AID

The next area I will address and one that is probably the most crucial of all to a
disabled individual is that of financial aid to help meet the cost of higher educati_
Strangely enough the eligibility requirements for Federal Financial Aid are con-
trary to the very need for persons with special considerations. Many institutions
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and most fmancial aid programs require a student to carry 12 credit hours to be
eligible for the financial aid. For many students with severe physical limitations 12
credits is more than they can possibly manage. They would be carrying a full time
load if they had 9 or in some cases 6 credits. If they cannot meet the 12 credit re-
quirement, they are penalized. At the same time, they are very few scholarships or
grants available specifically for disabled individuals. There is also a problem of what
constitutes successful academic progress. On most campuses you must complete a
certain number of.credit hours in a given semester or you are considered to be fall-
ing behind in classification status and thus become ineligible for the financial aid
you might have had to begin with. At the same time that there is less financial aidavailable to the disabled the costs are greater. The students and their families are
facing a double edged sword. Additional costs that a disabled student has would bein the areas of personal equipment such as wheelchairs, crutches, general health
maintenance, attendant care, and study aids. These are areas which are not provid-
ed by the institution and must be taken care of by the disabled individuals. The fact
that the costs are greater while the availability of financial aid is less, undoubtedlyhas the greatest impact on preventing a larger number of disabled people from
taking advantage of postsecondary education.

Another problem in the area of fmancial aid is who pays for what services. There
is great diversity from one state to another, one region to another, and one institu-
tion to another in terms of who is going to pay for the support services such as read-
ers, interpreters, and other aids.

In some cases the institution may pay for nearly everything, in other cases the
student is expected to share in that expense. One institution may pay a fixed dollar
amount toward support services and if the cost exceeds that amount the student isexpected to pay or fmd some other resource. In some areas Vocational Rehabilita-
tion Services are more willing to pay for auxiliary aids than in other areas. So
again, there is great diversity and great lack of continuity from one geographic areato another in terms of the financial aid that may be available to an individual.

PHYSICAL ACCESS

The final area I will address is that of physical access problems. In spite of the
fact that the deadline in the 504 Regulations which required that all institutions
receiving federal support make their facilities accessible has long passed, there are
still many institutions today who have done nothing while many are still in the
process of removing architectural barriers. It seems difficult to believe that we are
falling so very far behind in an area which was one of the first to be addressed. It
seems to me that in this area institutions need to have some incentive, be that fi-
nancial, regulatory, or both, to continue to work toward architectural accessibility.

These are but a few of the major problems facing the handicapped in higher edu-
cation today. I respectfully request that the record be kept open for two or three
more weeks to provide opportunity for the submission of more complete informa-tion.

Thank you for your time. I will be glad to entertain any questions.
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WRITTEN TESTIMONY OF DR. WILLIAM SCALES, LEGISLATIVE CO-CHAIR, ASSOCIATION ON

HANDICAPPED STUDENT SERVICE PROGRAMS IN POST-SECONDARY EDUCATION

INTBOINS21191

This adjunct to previously Presented testimony I. divided into four maJor sections: (1)

a brief review of past federal involvement in programs/services for disabled students in

higher education: (b) a description of the impact of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of

1973 on educational opportunities for students with disabilities: lc) a review of the mission.

goals and activities of the only national professional organization for educators serving this

student constituency: and Id) a philosophic and practical discussion of the WINO end

concerns for the future of this Population. including specific recommendations for the areas

in which congressional influence may have Positive impact on the development and expansion

of services.

THE ROLE OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IN POST-SECONDARY EDUCATION

FOR STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES

Federal support of Post-secondary education for students with diaabilities can be

traced back to the 1860's and the establishment of Gallaudet College. Funding for this

specialized facility for deaf students was granted on an annual ad-hoc basis until the

1950's when the authorization legislation was amended tc provide regular support. Aside

from such early efforts to serve the hearing impaired Population, federal support for handi-

capped students in higher education has been sporadic and limited until very recently.

In 1917. the Federal Board for Vocational Education was established under the

Vocational Education Act. The following Year. Massachusetts became the first state to

enact a Vocational Rehabilitation Law, establishing an agency to carry out its mission.

Other states followed this example, particularly in the years after World War I. Much of

the rehabilitation emphasis was fostered by the implementation of PL:178 for veterans of

the War. Such attention to rehabilitation of adults sometimes encompassed educational pro-

gramming at the post-secondary level, although its emphasis tended to be related to direct
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preparation for work settings.

The years following World War II saw the establis. t:f the President's Commit-
tee on Employment of the Handicapped. While the major foc of this organization has fret.
ditionslly been the world of work and the effective/efficient use of human resources. the
Committee has always served in an advocacy rgle for a variety of disabled constituencies.
including those individuals interested in pursuing post.secondary education.

The first programs established specificaliv for support of disabled students in higher
education seem to have arisen during the mid-40's at the University of California-Los
Angeles (UCLA). the City University of New York ICUI6Y). the UniversiV of Michigan and
the University of Illinois. In the years that followed, individual schools established various
types of support Programs at schools with diverse demographic and geographic distribution.
The programs ranged ham mainstreamed education to homebound training, from programs
for students with only one type of disability to programs for any student with a dis-
ability. Among these earlY Programs (before 1959) were those at Wayne State University.
Hofstra University. Hunter College. Boston University. Kansas State Teachers College (now
Emporia State UniversitY). Southern Illinois University. University of Oklahoma. and Lots'
Beech State College (now UC-Long Beach).

The year 1959 marked the establishment of a trial program at the University of
Missouri. in Columbia. funded by the federal government through the Division of Vocational
.Rehabilitation. This was the first time that direct federal support was involved in program-
ming for disabled students other then deaf students. This Research and Demonstration
Grant included money for renovation (to eliminate architectural barriers) and support ser-
vices for students with a wide variety of handicapping conditions. Tilts was to be the pre-
cursor of an active decade of expanding federal involvement in post-secondary education
for disabled students.

In 1961. the Vocational Rehabilitation Administration funded a Demonstretion and
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Remearch grant at Kansas State Teachers College. The purpose of the project was to Pre-

sent models for accommodatioo procedures. The protect included a thorough survey of more

than 1000 institutions of higher education regarding their ability and willingness to serve

disabled students; the study concluded that there were limited opportunities for such stu-

dents available at that time. The Vocational Education Act of 1963, Section 110 (as

amended in 1976) provided the opportunity for community colleges and vocational/technical

institutes to receive support for 'special needs students in vocational/technical programs.

In 1965, Syracuse University hosted a conference for educators in the State of New York

titled "Academic Advancement of Disabled Studentsr this conference was supported, in

part, by Vocational Rehabilitation funds. The Higher Education Act of 1965, as amended by

Title VIII, Section 802, provided federal financial assistance to higher ecucation insitutions

to allow them to paY for work experiences for disabled students through cooperative ado-

cation programs. The year 1968 saw the passage of PL:89-36 and the establishment of the

National Technical Institute for the Deaf. During the 60's, both ths National Science

Foundation and. the Fund for Improvement of Poet-Secondary Education provided monies for

model projects for the post-secondary education of students with disabilities.

Federal attention to poet-secondary education for disabled students reached its peak

with the passage of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and its accompanying 504 Regulations

(more about the impact of 504 is offered below). In other arenas, the 70's saw an increase

In the numbers and types of programs receiving federal support. In 1970, the Office of

Special Programs for Students from Disadvantaged Backgrounds expanded their definition of

disadvantaged" to include physically handicapped students, thus opening the way for fund-

ing several Special Services, for Disadvantaged Students (SSDS) projects specifically to

serve disabled students. While handicapped students COULD be served in other SSDS pro-

jects. they were represented in very small numbers until the late 70's; today, it is estima-

ted that more than 15.000 disabled students receive support services through such
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programs. This move to serve more physically handicapped students paralleled the passage

of Section 504 and the mandate to serve engendered in these regulations. Prior to this

active involvement from SSDS. the majority of direct suPPort came from the Bureau of

Education for the Handicapped. In 1975. the Bureau provided funding for 14 model

post-secondary prorrams to serve disabled students. In 1977. the Bureau helped to fund a

conference et Wright State University in Dayton. OH. entitled "Disabled Students on

American Campuses: Services and the State of the Art. This meeting was the first

attempt to bring together service providers on a national scale to discuss the problems

and challenges of serving disabled students in higher education. Prom this meeting

emerged the nucleus of the group of dedicated professionals who would become the

Association on Handicap Peg Student Service Programs in Post-Secondary Education

(AHSSPPE). This meeting was followed in 1978 with a second meeting at Wright State

1-Change Strategies and Disabled Persons: Postsecondary Education and Beyond") and then

a 1979 meeting co-sPonsored with the State University of New Yorkauffelo rWorkshops on

Communication. Networks That Promote Opportunities in Post.Secondary Education for the

Handicapped").

Thus far, the federal government has continued its active involvement in promoting

post-secondary opportunities for disabled students in the 1980's. The Office of Special

Education and Rehabilitative Services has funded a number of R h/Demonstration

Projects to assist in defining the needs of handicapped students as well as proposed

strategies to meet these needs. In the Past few years, several grant award programs have

focused on "transition strategies." but few have had much benefit to service providers at

the post-secondary level, or to their student constituencies; the difficulties engendered in

these "transition' initiatives will be discussed under the heading of "Future Directione.

177
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THE IMPACT OF SECTION 504 ON EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES FOR STUDENTS

HIM DISABILITIES

To understand the importance of the Rehabiktation Act of 1973 and its accompany-

ing 504 Regulations, it I. necessary to review the status of post-secondary opportunities for

disabled students BEFORE the implementation of Section 504. Limiting of human Potential

through arbitrary decision-making was the order of the day.

Students were routinely denied admission to programs because the admissions offi-

Cers FELT they would be unable to perform successfully. The stereotypes and beliefs held

by society at large, and often by college officials, determined if a disabled student was to

enter a certain field. Examples of these stereotypes were numerous. Certainly, disabled

people could not teach elementary or secondary school. How would they handle the children

in a fire drill? Certainly, blind people could not be engineers or scientists. It was far too

dangerous to have them near specialized equipment. Certainly, deaf people could not work in

heavy industry. They could not hear the whistle blow. Not only wore these stereotypes and

beliefs the basis on which admission was Judged, but when disabled students were denied

e ntrance they had no legal recourse to fight for their inclusion.

In the days prior to the implementation of Section 504, one very prominent public

university prohibited students who needed a personal care attendant from enrolling ut the

university, regardless of their academic ability. Private colleges and universities did not

e ven have to bother considering disabled applicants.

While some disabled individuals DID receive an education during this era, they often

saw their career goals and chace of institution limited to the fete schools that were

accessible, both physically and in terms of policy and attitude. Most disabled students were

"counseled" into the behavior sciences. As stated by one such consumer:

"...As a disabled person who was educated during this time, I know how

often my plans had to be modified and sometimes even abandoned because
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Through its adopted regulations, Section 504 provides civil rights protection for dis-

able. piteous in their dealings with any institution or agency that is a recipient of federal

financial assistance. In terms of postsecondary education, this coy eeeee extends to virtually

AU public colleges and universities as well as a very large number of private schools. The

specific protections afforded to disabled studebts are lengthy and technical. Perhaps the

overall impact can best be summed up by the concept of program accessbility to disaKad

students, Accessibility includes the elimination of policy %artier', the provision of auxilary

aids such as readers and interpreters, and the provision of equal educational services and

programs to disabled and nondisabled students, as well as physical access to the campus.

Under Section 504, access to a college or university education based on one's academic

ability hes become a right for disabled students, rather than a prMlera dependeut on the

attitude of a particular person, department or college administration. Since the implementa-

tion of the 504 Regulations in 1977, virtually every state in the nation has opened its

WAG post-secondary institutions to students with disabilities. The .freedom of choice now

available for disabled students contrasts sharply with that of the 1960's and early 1970s

when pockets of accessible colleges existed. Now. thanks in great part to Section 504. we

find that some of the most prestigious "Ivy covered walls" have .-...come accessible, in addi-

tion to many public institutions. The three examples listed below give a partial indication of

the rapid increase in numbers of disabled students..

Obio State University 1975/32 disabled students 1984/662 disabled students

San Diego City College 1979/216 1984/489

Stanford University 1979/6 1984/57

Despite these tremendous gains, we have a long way to go. Not all colleges serve all dis-

ability groups adequately. Policy and attitudinal barriers remain difficult to break down and

keep down. Finding funding and stability for programs and services remains a critical need
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at many campuses.

The Grove City Decision of 1984 creates numerous stumbling blocks to the continued

advancement of efforts to make college campuses accessible (physically !Ind programmatical-

ly) to disabled students. A move to evaluate legal mandates to serve on a program-by-pro-

gram basis, rather than on an institution-wide basis, may encourage colleges and universities

to be less diligent in initiating/enforcing accessibility within their institutions. Thus far.

observors seem to feel that there has not been any significant move to pull back from

existing levels of access, but that little forward progress has been made in expanding

opportunities since the Grove City Decision was rendered. It would seem that the p

of some form of legislation aimed at resolving the perceived "gaps" in cov aaaaa is vital if

the movement toward equal access to higher education is to continue to grow and flourish.

We must acknowledge that the full integration of persons with disabilities into our

society will not alwaYs be easy or smooth. It will cost us in several ways. While there is a

monetary cost associated with accessibility, previous evidence clearly indicates that such

expenditures are amply repaid in inc aaaaa d employability (and thus, increased taxes) from

those disabled students being educated. Also, the social change implied by full implementa-

tion of Section 504 will be "expensive to the status quo, as it will challenge our previous-

ly held stereotypes, beliefs and attitudes about the disabled. It is perhaps this cost to

tradition which pushes some to seek to abandon efforts to guarantee integration of disabled

persons so soon after they have finally been granted. We must argue that the expense in

terms of dollars represents an investment in America and its principles, and that the ex-

pence to the social status quo in terms of violation of our attitudes and beliefs, and its

resulting discomfort to the establishement, is merely a society experiencing "growing pains."

These will pass with time!
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THE ASSOCIATION ON HANDICAPPED STUDENT SERVICE PROGRAMS IN

POST-SECONDARY EDUCATION

A discussion of higher education for disabled students would be incomplete were it

not to include a review of the history of the only national organization specifically devoted

to this very special, and specialized, student constituency. The following description of the

purpose and goals of the Association on Handicapped Student Service Programs in Post-

Secondary Education (AHSSPPE) may provide perspective on the scope and interests of this

organization:

The Association on Handicapped Student Service Programs in Post-

Secondary Education is a nonprofit organization of persons from the United

States. Canada and other countries committed to promoting the full partici-

pation of individuals with disabilities in college life.

The Association was established to provide a vehicle to strengthen the

professionalism, expertise. and competency of individuals who are vitally

interested and involved in services for handicapped students by:

Encouraging the development and expansion of a communications net-

work for those persons professionally involved in programs for handi-

capped students; in addition to the Association's expanding publication

series, this networking is enhanced through the activities of Special

Interest Groups;

Facilitating the collection and dissemination of information about post-

secondary education and the handicapped student;

Developing the capability to make timely and meaningful responses to

issues and concerns affecting the educational resources and environment

of handicapped students;

Training personnel about the many avenues of support services neces-

182
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sary for the successful academic and social integration of handicapped

students in post-secondary institutions;

Exploring areas of qualifications of persons working with handicapped

students on post-secondary campuses:

Serving us a resource both to individuals currently providing support

services to handicapped students as well as to other individuals and

organizations interested in expanding/improving access for such students

to hIghor education.

From a so .1 r . 'I) of concerned individuals who came together in 1975 to discuss

strategies for program organization and student accommodation, AHSSPPE has grown to a

current organization of more than 650 individuals from all fifty states, Canada and a smat-

tering of international representation. The group Published its first newsletter, the Mil. in
1977, shortly before the first national conference for service proviAers at Wright State
University. In 1978. one year after the Section 504 Regulations were finally enacted.

AlISSPPE's constitution was adopted, its Articles of Incorporation were filed, and its first

Officers and Committee c,.drs were appointed.

Sinco that time, AHSSPPE has grown significantly; a myriad of activities have

helped to facilitate the Association's development and f,?rmation as the national organization

dealing with disahled students in higher education. Among these varied activities are: the

1979 National Symposium on the Southeastern Community College vs Davis case, the initia-

tion of Joh and Information Referral Services, and the development of a (still exPanding)

Publication series covering all aspects of services to students with disahilities. Annual, na-

tional conferences have become a regular part of AHSSPPE's planning and have been held

in Denver, Boston, Columhus. Oakland: Kansas City and Atlanta in the past six years. Other

milestones include the estahlishment of a quarterly publication, the ANSSPPE Bulletin, the

filing of an amicus curiae brief in the Camenisch vs. the University of Texas case, the

183 .1
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hiring of an Executive Director and the move from a totally volunteer organization to

centralization of functions through an established National Office with a paid staff. In

1980, the Association began an active awards program to honor individuals who have

provided service to the Association (the Ronald E. Blowier Dedicated Service Award), to the

field of disabled student services (Professional Recognition Awards), and a small award

program to honor out- standing disabled students in their efforts to further the cause of

educational opporturdilon for stuts with disabilities.

AHSSPPE has applied for n rous federal grants and several private grants. Since

1982. AHSSPPE has been actively w sd in providing training to service providers from

projects spensored by the U.S. Departpeol If Education's Office of Student Services. More

than 700 individuals will have received 1.1: icing from AHSSPE concerning support to Physi-

cally handicapped and learning disabled students "rT4ore the end of the current fiscal year.

The Phenomenal growth of AlISSPPE durio8 W.:. --t 10 years seems to be directly

proport. ,/ to the expansion of program availability .:,, 4ccese nationwide. As more and

more celsz.e., ...monies their mandate to serve ett.t;s r.s. additional post-secondary

personnel ari. deAng the responsibilities Inv nch rdrylces. The 650+

members of the .1 t -:zallon represent individual 450 inetitations nationwide.

This rapid growt%. ..` - .: to the validity of APS5PPE's goals and Un- dedication of its

membership.

EVEIREMEZEZEIgn

The Relationship of PL 94-142 sad Section 504

Public Law 94:142 provides educational access for handicapped students at the elemen-

tary and secondary levels. Section 504 assures equal access to education for handicapped

students (primarily) at the post-secondarY level. While the gnneral intent is the same, the

methods documented for providing such services are very different: traditionally, these differ.
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ences have been responsible for confusion and concern in providing appropriate transition

preparation for disabled students choosing to pursue a higher education.

PI. 94:142 essentially guarantees that children and youth will receive a free, appropri-

ate public education regardless of handicapping condition. Schools are responsible for the
identification and diagnosis of children with special needs: following evaluation, the schools
a resPonaible for providing any ancillary services (speech therapy, physical therapy, special

educational instruction, etc.) necessary for the student to benefit from schooling. The least
restrictive alternative environment" referred to within the legislation permits educators to

develop self-contained programming for students with certain handicaps so long as they are
included in traditional programming to the largest extent which is educationally sound.

Parents are, by regulation, included in the planning of every phase of their child's program
and the law includes detailed procedures for assuring the rights of parents to serve as pri-
mary advocates for their children.

In contrast, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 is generally considered to

cover post-secondary education (in fact, Section 504 includes a Section on Elementary and

Secondary Education which speaks to those students who are handicapped but not in need of
special services e.g., those needing only physical access in order to participate in educe-
tion programming. The regulatory functions of PI. 94:142 are more detailed and generally

supercede the general statements given in Section 504). Section 504 promises that program-

ming available to non-disabled students will be available to disabled students, but does not

demand the implementation of new programs or services for students with disabilitie unless

these services are of a supplementary nature and necessary to insure full participation in
other "traditional" activities. Support services are to be available "for the asking", but the
institution is under no obligation to seek out students who MAY be in need of special

accommodatIon, nor Is it resPonsible for providing accommodation unless it is requested by
the student. Beca.nie those individuals protected under these provisions are assumed to be

185
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adults there is NO discussion of parental involvement or parental rights.

These differences in the delivery of services to students at the secondary and post-

secondary levels have become a maJor source of concern to educators from both types of

Institutions. Of particular concern to those in secondary school is the question of how best

to prepare disabled students for the degree of independence necessary to be successful advo-

cates for their own needs at the post-secondary level. Initiating requests for services is the

responsibility of the schools under PL 94:142; it is the responsibility of the individual stu-

dent under Section 504. This is a difficult adjustment for students who have never been

asked to identify or articulate their own needs.

Of particular concern to educators at the post-secondary level are the numbers of dis-

abled students receiving high school displomas but not being prepared or encouraged to pur-

sue a higher education. Most of the r eeeee ch that has been done to study the success of

special education options has looked at the numbers of disabled students graduating from

high school and going on to successful employment (often in vocational and/or technical set-

tings). Seldom is there mention of transition to post-secondary educational institutions. It

would seem that disabled students are not often considered viable candidates for higher edu-

cation. A recent report from the National Center for educational Statistics indicates that

roughly 53% of all high school graduates can be expected to pursue some form of post-secon-

dary education upon graduation. The study divides students during their high school careers

into groupings of low." "median," and "high" performers, and indicates that even among the

low" performers. roughly 30% are likely to pursue higher education. Yet among the docu-

ments submitted to this committee in support of educational issues is a statement that "it is

expected that at least 7% of today's special education students will need and want to pursue

some form of postsecondary education or training upon leaving high school." This drastic

drop in numbers of students expected to pursue a higher education is discouraging to those

individuals who are convinced that many of these students have tremendous potential which

186
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remains untapped.

Recognizing that PL 94:142 promotes equal educational opportunity for disabled stu-

dents in elementary and secondary school, and that Section 504 extends .those opportunities

into the post-secondary setting, it would appear that the biggest gap in current educational
policy is in the arr zf promoting r....;cessful transition from one setting to the other. This

imperative translates into several specific recommendations regarding the assignment of funds

under the wrtatutes oeing reviewed by this committee:

Recommendations

pectins 625.(41(1), Postsecondary Education Programs

This section includes authorization for funding the development and operation of "spa
cially designed model programs for "individuals with handicapping conditions other than deaf-
ness"; if these expenditures are to have direct impact on the education of the largest num-

bers of students, emphasis should be on programs which provide a blueprint for organization

and delivery of .support services which can be applied bY service providers in a wide verietY
of campus settings. If education of handicapped students with their nonhandicapped peers is

to be encouraged, students should have access to quality support services at large numbers

-4i educational facilities, so that theY have the same numerous OPTIONS in selecting a site

for their educational Pursuits as do their able-bodied peers. Specifically:

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT special emphasis be given to model (demonstration)

proiects which are replicable in many settings; further,

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT service providers be encouraged and assisted in perfor-

ming regular and detailed evaluation of the effectiveness of programming.

Moreover, the proposed funding priorities in this section reflect a supposed need based

on the numbers of students, and the types of disability represented among those numbers, at
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a point in time when these statutes were developed. Evidence indicates that these numbers

ma/ have altered considerably over the past two to three years. The posboacondary schools

are experiencing an influx of students coming from expanded and improved secondary pro-

grams. Particularly in the area of learning disabled students, most service providers report

huge increases in the numbers of students being served (as much as 200-300% increase is not

unusual since 1980). These significant shifts in the make-up of the population to be served

appear to warrant extra attention in the planning/preparation of programs and Personnel.

Specifically.

IT 19 RECOMMENDED THAT special attention be given to the problems and issues

involved in providing quality support services to learning disabled students in postsecondary

education.

An additional concern in the area of Postsecontia / programming for handicapped stu-

dents is the lack of reliable, comprehensive information on the currently available range and

location of services. Par example, a high ranking official from the U. S. Department of Edu-

cation recently was quoted as saying that there were 100 colleges in the country other than

Gallaudet and the National Technical Institute for the Deaf which were providing support

services for deaf students. Among the 450 institutions represented by the membership of the

AlISSPPE alone, we can document MORE THAN 200 INSTITUTIONS providing support ser-

vices to deaf students. A definitive demographic study of disabled students in higher educa-

tion from application to graduation has yet to be attempted. While Section 626.(a)

speaks to such studies for the secondary school population of disabled students, this type of

research has not been a stated priority in the area of Postsecondary Education Programs.

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT demographic studies which provide information on the

numbers, age levels, types of handicapping conditions and services required for disabled stu-

dents involved in postsecondary education be established as a priority for effectively evalu-
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etleg/hepeevleg the current level end type of services available.

Section 626.(a). Secondary Education and Transitional Services for Handicapped Youth

The types of programming assisted under this section are urgently needed to promote

the successful culmination of student educational experiences in post-secondery settings; how-
ever. recent emphasis on programming in this area has been heavily weighted toward the

transition to vocational placement and the world of work. While large numbers of disabled

students are receiving better and more complete educational programming than ever before at
the elementarY and secondary level, the numbers of these students who are successfully
finding their way into the postsecondary mainstream are alarmingly small. Better transition
strategies must be pursued for the sizeable population of disabled students who are intellec-
tually capable of pursuing a higher education; if the development of such strategies does not
keeP pace with the development of educational services available to students in secondary
AND post-secondary settings, we will quickly find ourselves dealing with a large population

of under-educated. and thus under-employed. individuals. Specifically.

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT more emphasis be given to the possibilities of transition

of academically capable disabled students from secondary to post-secondary education; and

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT demographic studies regarding the numbers of students

successfully making the transition to postsecondary education be a priority; further

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT the results of such studies be used in comparison with
the numbers of students presumably eligible for post-secondary education in order to deter-
sine HOW and WHY the bridge from one setting to the other is currently undeveloped or
under-utIlized.

18.9
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Section 633. Grants to Improve Recruitment of Educational Personnel and Dissemination of

Information Concerning PAucational Opportunities for the Handicapmill

There is a vital need for active dissemination of information regarding the whole field

of services to disabled students in higher education. The HEATH Resource Center provides a

valuable service to consumers in dissemination of information regarding the nature and avail-

ability of services, but there has been little federal emphasis on providing information to

professionals in the field on the organization and/or improvement of such services. The Divi-

sion of Student Services HAS provided training restricted to the personnel in its service

projects which are national in scope. The availability of this training has been shadowed

by a sharp rise in the NUMBERS of disabled students being served in these projects (from

an estimated 8,000 in 1979 to more than 15.000 in 1984). It would appear that the ability

and willingness of institutions to respond actively to the challenge of providing services to

disabled students is linked to the siZe of their base of knowledge in *how to approach tits

issues involved. Specifically,

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT emphasis be placed on supporting and encournging the

widespread dissemination of technical assistance and information to professionals responsible

for providing quality support services to disabled students in higher education.

Honorable Chairman and Committee Members the membership of the Association on

Handicapped Student Services in Post-Secondary Education, whose views I have represented

herein, wish to thank You for the opportunity to share our thoughts and concerns with you.

We hope that you will find these comments and recommendations useful in your deliberations.



186

References

Administration proposals for the handicapped coming soon. Handicapped Americans Reports.March 11, 1982. pp. 1-2.

Administration tries to quiet fears on Section 504 changes. Handicapped Americans Reports,October 7, 1982.

Bowe, F. Handicapping America: Barriers to iisabled people. New York, Harper and Row.1978.

Bowe. F. Rehabilitating America: Towavd independence for disabled and elderlY People. NewYork, Harper and Row. 1980.

Guide to disability civil rights. Berkeley. CA: Disability Rights Publication by Disability rightsEducation and Defense Fund, Inc., 1980.

Harris, It. "Has 94-142 failed the college-bound disabled studentr AliSSPPE, 2(4). pp.17-21.
Johns. C. The disabilty backlash: Is the implementat o of Section 504 a matter of cost totradition or to the treasury?. Testimony presented V the House Subcommittee on theCivil Rights Restoration Act, March, 1984.



187

Mr. WILLIAMS. Thank you.
Mr. Abramson.
Mr. ABRAMSON. I would just like to thank Mr. Williams and the

committee for inviting me here today. This is indeed a great honor
for me.

My name is Andy Abramson. I am currently a student at the
American University. Although I take the same courses as every-
one else, I am also enrolled in a support program for students with
learning disabilities.

I was tested in third grade and found to have learning disabil-
ities. I was lucky in that my family was concerned and aware and
could provide some services for me in addition to using the services
through my school system, rather than having to depend solely on
the system.

I attended public schools in Winnetka, IL, and was usually given
one period a day for tutoring and special help throughout elemen-
tary school and high school. Mainly I have trouble with reading,
spelling, grammar, handwriting, and organization. My strong areas
are math and verbal expression.

I took the SAT's both timed and untimed, doing considerably
better untimed, which showed my real potential. In looking for a
college, I consulted a private placement counselor and investigated
about half a dozen schools.

The American University was my all-around first choice since it
seemed to have an appropriate level of support for me that was
well integrated into the mainstream of student life. By contrast, at
another school the program was located in the library with a large
sign on the door, "handicapped." I felt there would be an isolation
of students with special needs and a stigma attached to needing
extra help. I did not even consider going to a college that did not
have support services, so my options were limited. I came from a
big high school and wanted a smaller college. Fortunately for me,
most programs were available at the smaller schools.

Last year I enrolled at the American University which had a
program that I felt gave me the level of support I needed. Faith
Leonard is the director of the program, and I worked last year with
my tutor, Lisa Keller, in the Learning Services Program. We met
on a weekly basis, although some weeks more often if I had tests or
papers due.

We worked on proofreading, writing papers, and on strengths
and weaknesses and suggesting ways to help. The program allowed
me to take some tests with extended time in a quiet place as the
learning center.

I also arranged to copy other students' notes, since it was hard
for me to listen to a lecture and take notes at the same time. Pro-
fessors were willing to help me when I needed content tutoring in
any course. I feel the program has given me good support.

Last year, for example, my grade point average was 2.6.
One of the reasons I believe there should be Government funding

for learning disabled college students is so that they can get better
jobs. My goal is to be a management executive and for this a col-
lege degree is essential.

With a support program such as that at the American Universi-
ty, I would find college very difficult. Instead, the special services I
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have received have really helped me to untap much of my learning
ability. For example, I might not be able to write up to my full po-
tential because of my spelling, yet tutoring will allow me to do this.

Since many people depend solely on the public system for sup-
port, I believe it is very important to provide public funding.

The program I entered at the American University in 1983 in-
cluded nine freshmen students. There are thousands more out
there needing help in order to become more successful in the work-
ing world. The money you put into education for college students
with learning disabilities is an investment. There will be a return
because we are going to become even more productive members of
our society, and without that support it woulci not be possible.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Andy Abramson follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ANDY ABRAMSON

My name is Andy Abramson and I am currently a student at The American Uni-
versity. Although I take the same courses as everyone else, I am also enrolled in a
support program for students with learning disabilities. I was tested in third grade
and found to have learning disabilities. I was lucky in that my family was con-
cerned and aware and could provide some services for me in addition to using the
services through my school system rather than having to depend solely on the
system. I attended public schools in Winnetka, IL and was usually given one period
a day of tutoring and special help throughout elementary school and high school.
Mainly, I have trouble with reading, spelling, grammar, handwriting and organiza-
tion. My strong areas are math and verbal expression.

I took the SAT's both timed and untimed, doing considerably better untimed
which showed my real potential. In looking for a college, I consulted a private place-
ment counselor and investigated about half a dozen schools. The American Universi-
ty was my all-around first choice since it seemed to have an appropriate level of
support for me that was well integrated into the mainstream of student life. By con-
trast, at another school, the program was located in the library where a large sign
on the door said "Handicapped." I felt there would be an isolation of students with
special needs and a stigma attached to needing extra help. I did not even consider
going to a college that did not have support services so my options were limited. I
came from a big high school and wanted a smaller college. Fortunately for me, most
programs were available at smaller schools.

Last year I enrolled at The American University which had a program that I felt
gave me the level of support I needed. Faith Leonard is the director of the program.
I worked last year with my tutor, Lisa Keller, in the Learning Services Program.
We met on a weekly basis although some weeks we met more often if I had tests or
papers due. We worked on proofreading, writing papers and on strengths and weak-
nesses and suggesting ways to help. The program allowed me to take some tests
with extended time in a quiet place such as the Learning Center. I also arranged to
copy other student's notes since it is hard for me to listen to a lecture and take
notes at the same time. Professors were willing to help me when I needed content
tutoring in any course. I feel the program has given me good support. Last year, for
example, my grade point average was a 2.6.

One of the reasons I believe there should be government funding for learning dis-
abled college students is so that they can get better jobs. My goal is to be a manage-
ment executive and for this, a college degree is essential. Without a support pro-
gram such as that at The American University, I would find college very difficult.
Instead, the special services I have received have really helped me to untap much of
my learning ability. For example I might not be able to write up to my full poten-
tial because of my spelling, yet tutoring allows me to do so.

Since many people depend solely on the public system for support, I believe it is
very important to provide public funding. The program I entered at The American
University in 1983 included nine freshmen students. There are thousands more out
there needing help in order to become more successful in the working world. The
money you put into education for college students with learning disabilities is an
investment. There will be a return because we are going to become even more pro-
ductive members of society than we would have been without support.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Thank you very much.
Dr. Stephens.
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Dr. STEPHENS. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, in-
cluding Congressman Bartlett from Dallas, I am Beth Stephens, di-
rector of the Department of Defense Dependent Schools. Now, this
is an overseas system. I am also director of section 6 schools, which
is a stateside system.

I would point out that section 6 and DODDS are two separate
systems created by separate legislation and with distinctly differ-
ent administrative structure.

I appreciate the opportunity to respond to your interests today,
and I will briefly summarize the testimony that has been submit-
ted for the record.

Within DODDS, the overseas system, we have responsibility for
the education of approximately 151,000 students in 270 schools lo-
cated in 20 different countries. We have over 9,000 educators on
the staff.

On January 7, 1985, I, as director, was assigned the authority
and responsibility for the section 6 schools located on 18 military
installations within the United States in 8 different States. There
is also one in Puerto Rico. We also have five section 6 arrangement
schools with local education agencies. The section 6 schools have
approximately 500 employees and they provide educational oppor-
tunities to approximately 36,000 students.

My remarks today address section 6 schools.
The Department of Defense provides funds and it has policy over-

sight for the section 6 schools. But like public schools in the United
States, these section 6 schools are administered by locally elected
school boards. However, the base commander does approve the
minutes of the meetings of the school boards.

Section 6 schools conform to the laws and regulations of the
State education agencies in the States where they are located. Ac-
cordingly, the information about the application of Public Law 94-
142 in the section 6 schools differs from State to State.

Operationally, section 6 schools are similar to small public
schools in the United States, and as is the practice in many States,
a section 6 school will rely on a larger educational unit to supply
services which are not cost-effective for them to supply. Specifical-
ly, section 6 schools often contract services for severely handi-
capped individuals. Generally, this is arranged through the cooper-
ative support of usually an adjacent local school district.

Public Law 81-874 states that section 6 schools shall be compara-
ble to public schools within the States where they are located. This
means following the respective State plans for special education. In
providing the comparable services for handicapped students, the
section 6 schools are in full compliance with Public Law 94-142. In
fact, several of our section 6 schools have gone beyond their State's
basic requirement to serve handicapped children. For example, the
Fort Campbell school system has gone beyond the Kentucky State
guidelines for serving students in the 5- to 17-age range. They serve
students from 3 to 21 years of age. This wider range is consistent
with the recommendations contained in Public Law 94-142.

Also, during the 1984-85 school year the State of Kentucky moni-
tored the Special Education Program at Fort Knox section 6
schools and they awarded them nine special commendations, more
than any other school district in that State.
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In an interpretation of the applicability of special education laws
to section 6 schools, the Department of Defense, Office of GenevaL
Counsel has indicated:

Although Public Law 99-192 does not directly govern the Section 6 schools. a sway
apply indirectly in some respects. The analysis begins with the language of al previ-sion in Section 6 itself:

"To the maximum extent practicable, the local educational agency, or the bead ofthe federal department or agency.. . . shall take such action as may be necessimrta
ensure that the education provided . . . is comparable to the free public education)
provided for children in comparable communities in the state . . ."

Under this line of reasoning, if the Section 6 school fails to provide its bamoi6-
capped students with a free appropriate public education . . ., then it denies-ahem
an education comparable to what they would receive in the state's public schools.

It is my perception that the section 6 schools are providing ap-
propriate educational services to handicapped students.

Then also, within the context of our mission, DODDS, the ova+,
seas system, is prepared to respond to any requests from the sec-tion 6 schools in their efforts to provide free, appropriate edgest-
tional services to handicapped students.

So, I thank you for the opportunity to appear before yoia, sened if
there are questions, I would be happy to respond to them.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Beth Stephens follows:]
PREPARED STATEMENT OF BETH STEPHENS, PH.D., DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENVOF DEFENSE

DEPENDENTS SCHOOLS

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am Beth Stephen*. director of the
Department of Defense Dependents Schools (DODDS) and diner (of section 6schools. DODDS and secton 6 are two separate school systems earrinaii by separatelegislation and with distinctly different administrative structures.

Within DODDS we have responsibility for the education of approximately 151,000
students in 270 schools located in 20 foreign countries. Over 9,000 educators are em-ployed in these schools.

On January 7, 1985, I, as director was assigned authority and responsibility forthe section 6 school systems located on 18 military installations in 8 States and
Puerto Rico. We also have 5 section 6 arrangements with local education agencies.The schools, which have approximately 500 employees, provide educational opportu-
nities to approximately 36,000 students. The remainder of my remarks will addressthe section 6 schools.

The Department of Defense provides funds and has policy oversight for the sec-
tion 6 schools. Like public schools in the United States, the section 6 schools are
administered by locally elected school boards as prescribed in section 6 of Public
Law 81-879, which established the schools. However, the base commander approvesthe minutes of the school board meetings for schools on that particular base. Section
6 schools conform to the laws and regulations of the State education agencies in the
individual States where they are located. Because the section 6 schools are locatedin 8 different States and Puerto Rico, the requirements for and implementation of
State-legislated mandates vary. Accordingly, the information about the application
of Public Law 99-192 in the section 6 schools differs from school to school.

The information I will provide today about the education of handicapped childrenin the section 6 schools has been gathered from the administrative officials of the
respective section 6 schools on the 18 military installations.

Initially I will address factors or issues which are common to the schools on the
18 basedoperationally, the schools are similar to small public school districts
within the United States. As is the practice in many States, a section 6 school will
rely on a larger educational unit to supply services which are not cost-effective forthe srialler section 6 unit to supply. Specifically, the schools often contract services
for low incidence and/or severely handicapped students. Generally, this is arranged
through the cooperative support of a local public school district. This approach
allows the section 6 schools to provide or to arrange for the provision of a full con-tinuum of special education services.

Public Law 81-879 states that section 6 schools shall be comparable to public
schools within the State where they are located. For most of the 18 systems this
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means following the respective State plans for special education. Section 6 schools in
Puerto Rico are to be comparable to Washington, DC public schools. In providing
comparable services for handicapped students, the section 6 schools are in full com-
pliance with Public Law 94-142. Personnel must by law meet the certification stand-
ards of the State in which the system is located.

If the committee were to review provisions for handicapped pupils in a section 6
school, they would find individualized education program forms, required proce-
dures, and terminology that would be reflective of the State plan where that specific
section 6 school is located: i.e., each of the schools at the 18 sites report that they
are following the special education guidelines slid regulations of the State in which
they are located. In fact, several section 6 schools have gone beyond their State's
basic requirement to serve handicapped children.

One unit, Fort Campbell school system, has gone beyond the Kentucky State
guidelines for serving students in the 5 to 17 age range, by serving students from 3
to 21 years of age. The wider age range is consistent with Federal recommendations
in Public Law 94-142.

During the 1984-85 school year, the State of Kentucky monitored the special edu-
cation program in the Fort Knox section 6 schools and awarded 9 special commen-
dations, more than any other school district in the State.

In an interpretation of the applicability of special education laws to schools esta-
bished under section 6 of Public Law 81-874, the Department of Defense, Office of
General Counsel has indicated that, and I quote:

"Although, Public Law 94-142 does not directly govern the DOD section 6 schools,
it may apply indirectly in some respects. The analysis begins with the language of a
provision in section 6 itself:

"To the maximum extent practicable, the local educational agency, or the head of
the Federal department or agency, with which any arrangement is made under this
section, shall take such action as may be necessary to ensure that the education pro-
vided pursuant to such arrangement is comparable to free public education provided
for children incomparable communities in the State-20 U.S.C. § 241(a).

"It could be asserted, therefore, that if the State in which a section 6 school is
located is subject to Public Law 94-142, then the educational program of the section
6 school must also satisfy the statute. Under this line of reasoning, if the section 6
school fails to provide its handicapped students with a free appropriate public edu-
cation, consisting of necessary special education and related services individually
tailored to the handicapped student's individual needs, then it denies them an edu-
cation comparable to what they would receive in the States's public schools."

It is my perception, that despite any logistical problems with the operation of dis-
tinct school systems within the educational and geographical boundaries of the 8
States and Puerto Rico, the section 6 schools are providing appropriate educational
services to handicapped students. The schools have worked cooperatively with their
respective State educational personnel to implement appropriate regulatory guid-
ance regarding services to handicapped children.

Also within the context of our mission, DODDS is prepared to respond to any re-
quests from the section 6 schools in their efforts to provide free appropriate educa-
tional services to handicapped students.

I do thank you for the opportunity to appear before this committee. This con-
cludes my statement, but I would be pleased to answer any questions.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Thank you very much.
Mr. Bartlett.
Mr. BARTLETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Let me begin with Dr. Stephens. So, your testimony is that the

section 6 schools are in full compliance with Public Law 94-142 be-
cause they are required to provide comparable services?

Dr. S'TEPHENS. They follow the State plan for special education in
the State in which they are located, and these States are in compli-
ance, therefore section 6 is also.

Mr. BARTLErr. Do section 6 schools, for example, provide the full
due process kind of hearings and individualized instruction and
curriculum plans?

Dr. STEPHENS. Yes. The procedure set forth in the State plan for
due process, or the procedural safeguards for due process are fol-
lowed by the section 6 schools in that State.

1 9 6
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Mr. BARTLETT. SO, if we were to clean up loose ends and include
section 6 schools under Public Law 94-142 explicitly, there
wouldn't be anyI think I hear you saying but I want to know if
this is truethere wouldn't be any consequences, either negative
or positive?

Dr. STEPHENS. Well, actually I think that the fact that they have
to be comparable to the State plan and the schools in that State
assures that they are in compliance with Public Law 94-142. I
don't know that any additional legislation is necessary, because by
law they have to be comparable to the State plan in which they
operate, and they are.

Mr. BARTLETT. OK. I guess my other question on section 6
schools, you said that you have 500 employees and 36,000 students.
I assume that means that you contract a lot of the students out to
the local school districts. Am I reading that correctly?

Dr. STEPHENS. You mean the special education students?
Mr. BARTLETT. No. All students.
Dr. STEPHENS. We have 36,000 students in section 6 schools. Gen-

erally, in the 67 schools that we have, 60 of them are elementary
schools, 7 of them are high schools. So, many of the high school stu-
dents do go to high schools in adjacent school districts. Of course,
the school districts receive aid when they do.

Mr. BAraszyr. Thank you, Dr. Stephens. I very much appreciate
your testimony and being here.

Dr. Scales, and this will be a question for both Dr. Scales and
Mr. Abramson, from the descriptions that you both gave, two con-
clusions emerge. One is that there has been tremendous progress
on the college campuses in the last 20 years. Second, that maily
colleges have a ways to go in terms of providing full access to
higher education.

I suppose my question is, could progress be made in terms of
communications with various college campuses so institutions of
higher educationis there a need for institutions to have a clear
understanding of student needs? And in light of that, would you
think thatyou know, we do have a clearinghouse, as you know, of
information, and you testified the clearinghouse was notI don't
want to characterize what you said, but was not being used as well
as it could be. Are the problems with the clearinghouse that access
by the students, the students don't know about it, or can't use it, or
is it problems that it is not accurate, or is it problems of incom-
pleteness, or is it problems that this clearinghouse doesn't ask the
right questions?

We don't want to create another clearinghouse. What can we do
with the one that we have that would improve those?

Mr. SCALES. I would think that it is more a matter of the clear-
inghouse being able to have the appropriate funds and the appro-
priate support in order to collect the information and compile it in
a more complete and a more accurate fashion, because, you know,
the higher education accessibility has not been in existence for any
extended period of time. Many colleges didn't start to do anything
until at least 1977.

Mr. BARTLETT. If you could help me a little bit and rather than
tell me that the solution is more funds, if you could sort of go and
tell me what the more funds or existing funds would do? That is to
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say, what is the problem with the clearinghouse? Does the clearing-
house not have adequate information, or are they not disseminat-
ing it?

Mr. SCALES. I think it probably does not have the accurate infor-
mation collected, and it probably needs more of that about the spe-
cific programs on each and every campus.

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Abramson, did you use the clearinghouse to
obtain information about college campuses?

Mr. ABRAMSON. I am not familiar with the clearinghouse per se.
If I understood your question correctly, I think it is important that
scholls look at each others programs, since it is such a very new
thing for a lot of schools. If one school is indeed having success
with their program, why not send representatives to take a look at
it and see how it is working and maybe copy that or work on that
and make it better?

Mr. BARTLETT. How did you find information about the various
college campuses? When you made your university selection, how
did you find information about the various campuses?

Mr. ABRAMSON. I was very, very lucky. My high school, its serv-
ices program, the head of the program had gone on sabbatical the
year before and had traveled around the country checking out
schools with new programs, and had done a report, written up a
report on which schools she liked and what their strong points
were. The year that I was to graduate she finished the report.

If it 'hadn't been for that, I am not quite sure what I would have
done. I also went to a college counselor, a private one. I had one for
the school, but, you know, this is just such a new thing, that this
report that she had written was really the state-of-the-art. It was
really fine.

Mr. EARTIZrT. Dr. Scales, I wonder if you would think it would
be useful if we were to attach to the clearinghouse, for example,
some sort of a student or student/parent advisory council to be cer-
tain that the things the clearinghouse is doing are useful on the
receiving end and in fact they are being received? Is that the kind
of communication, the technique that you are advocating, or is it
something else?

Mr. SCALES. Well, I think it really is a matter of the clearing-
house having the opportunity to more accurately gather the data
about the programs and then to somehow make it clear to the par-
ents out there that that information is available and where it is
available.

I think probably lots of parents don't know where to go to find
the information. Consequently, we get calls all around the country,
people asking where do I go to find these kinds of support services.

Mr. BARTLETT. Thank you.
Thank you very much.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Martinez.
Mr. MARTINEZ. I was interested in your testimony when you

touched on minimal standards of programming. Could you give us
a few exampaes of minimal standards of programming?

Mr. SCALES. Yes. When we worked on those standards for the
last year or so and were trying to establish those, we looked at
some of the bmader areas, like what sort of minimal "ring would
be required on any one campus to assure that some lt of support
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services would be available, things like at least one person on that
campus ought to be given as their primary responsibility to coordi-
nate all services for all disabled people attending that institution.That is one kind of thing.

The fact that every institution ought to have some kind of a mis-
sion statement as a part of their whole institutional mission that
addresses providing higher education to disabled students, you
know, things of that nature, that there ought to be some kind of
general guidelines developed in terms of what kinds of accommoda-
tions should students be able to expect when they attend a public
institution, you know, whether or not they ought to be able to
expect to have interpreters in the classroom if they need them
there, or note takers, or whatever it is that they might be.

So, there could be some listing of minimal kinds of services that
every institution ought to have to be expected to provide, thosekinds of things are what we were trying to address in the stand-
ards that we developed. We also diaveloped a set of guidelines that
went along with each of the standards that was a greater expan-
sion of that minimal standard, that led more toward being what
would be kind of like the ideal program.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Certainly in your discussion of this, or most of it,
at mine point in time entered the matter of costs involved in doing
some of these things. Do you feel that regardless of the economic
base of a particular university that all of them should be able to,
within their economic capability, provide at least minimal stand-
ards?

Mr. SCALES. I would hke to think, yes. I think that they should beable to, but I am not at all sure they can. You have such great
diversity in the postsecondary institutions in this country, and Ithink that is in many ways good. I don't think postsecondary
institations ought to be all exactly alike, they shouldn't all look
exactly alike.

But on the other hand, I think there needs to be some kind of
minimal level of support that the disabled person could expect to
find to go to one of those institutions, and I think the degree to
which individual institutions can afford to fund those things them-
selves, again, varies greatly from one to the other.

Mr. MARTINEZ. You have to understand that if we start to intro-
duce something that would require across the board, across the
country minimal standards, let's say, in this area, that the grave
concern is going to be the ability to afford to do it.

Mr. SCALES. Oh, I know that.
Mr. MARTINEZ. Then where does the money come from.
Mr. SCALES. That is right.
Mr. MARTINEZ. The Government has to provide for some institu-

tions, funding assistance for it to provide at least that minimal
standard.

Mr. SCALES. At the present time, the only Federal money that is
really going into providing these kind of services on the postsecond-
ary level would be in some of the model programs like TRIO, and
those programs have done, I think, a very fine job and they have
set a pretty good model for people to at least know what they
ought to be doing.
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But if that kind of funding could be done on a broader level, it
certainly would be very helpful.

M. MARTINEZ. Thank you.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Scales, does the University of Maryland make

the curriculum accommodations, the time limit extensions that you
indicate are necessary for many people with handicaps?

Mr. SCALES. Yes, we do.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Tell me something about those accommodations?
Mr. SCALES. OK. We have a handbook that describes the services

that we have available on our campus for all the various types of
disabilities. We serve all of the different types of disabled students
on our campus.

In the case of a student who, let's say, has a physical limitation
that makes the process of writing much slower than it would be for
a nondisabled person, we try to sit down and work with that person
and make some estimate of about how long it is going to take them
to produce a reasonable amount of writing, compared to E -meone
who doesn't have that disability. Then we try to give them that
much more time in which to complete an assignment or to com-
plete an exam, in order not to have them penalized because of the
difficulty with the writing, and to be able to express their knowl-
edge on the same level as anyone else.

We do provide interpreters for deaf students on our campus. We
do have most of the adaptive equipment that I described earlier.
We provide reader service for blind students.

I would say that the University of Maryland probably is pretty
much in the average range of what you would find on college cam-
puses comparable to it. I would not say it is an exemplary program,
but I certainly would think that we are average or better for insti-
tutions of our size.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Your concern about the disabled students who
carry a full course load, perhaps being made ineligible for full stu-
dent financial benefits is well taken. I have introduced legislation
which I am hopeful we can amend in total or in part under the
postsecondary education bill that is coming out of the Postsecond-
ary Education Subcommittee. It will in large part relieve that prob-
lem because it expands the eligibility for part time students.

Mr. SCALES. Great. That is real helpful to us.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Abramson, did you receive additit- nal assist-

ance that was necessary to you that was not federally supported
while you were in grade school, junior high or high school? Could
you discern between the extra help you were getting, whether it
was Federal help, State help or just voluntary assistance?

Mr. ABRAMSON. I am not quite sure who supported our program
in my high school, but I know that, for instance, extra help, a lot of
times I had to get a private tutor. I was very lucky that my family
could afford to pay for a private tutor. I know a lot of people can't,
and in that case you are in trouble.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Do you think your teachers were more flexible
with your requirements because of your learning disabilities? Did
you find that the teachers were easy to work with, generally. I
know each teacher is different. Yet, did you find that there was

200



196

some unfairness because you had to meet the same exact criteriaand goals as all the other students?
Mr. ABRAMSON. Most of my teachers were very, very understand-

ing. The way you present it is, I can do this work if I can have
extra time. I can show you that I have the knowledge, but I need
extra time to do it. Most teachers and most professors are very un-derstanding of that.

You know,. every once in a while you come upon a professor who,
I guess, takes it personally or thinks that you are taking them for
a loop or something, that you need more time. But most educatorsunderstand and will try to help you out and let you work up to
your capabilities.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Thank you.
Dr. Stephens, do the section 6 schools have their own separate

administrators hired, authorized and administered by the Depart-
ment of Defense, or are those administrators and teachers employ-
ees and under the authority of the local school board?

Dr. STEPHENS. Well, I would answer, both, and I will have to ex-
plain that. The administrator for our section 6 is the superintend-
ent, just as the superintendent is the administrator in the school
districts, public scnool districts. Of course, they serve as more or
less the executive director of the school board, just as superintend-
ents do in public schools in the United States.

They can be employed by the school board under a contractual
arrangement, just as employees of local school districts have a con-
tract with the school district, and in some instances they also are
listed as Federal employees. Both conditions exist in section 6
schools. The contracting is done, of course, by the school board
signing a contract for the people that work in that school.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Some of the teachers and administrators are Fed-
eral employees and other are local school district employees, not
within the same school but nationwide?

Dr. STEPHENS. They all are local employees. Some are under a
contract and other are Federal employees. Those are the two mech-anisms that are utilized.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Those who are local employees are paid for by the
locality or the Department of Defense?

Dr. STEPHENS. The Department of Defense. All funding for sec-
tion 6 schools is provided by the Department ofDefense.

Mr. Wuxi &rim. Is their salary schedule determined locally or by
the Department of Defense?

Dr. STEPHENS. It is determined by the comparability clause in the
legislation. Salaries for the school teachers in a specific school will
be comparable to the salaries paid to teachers, and it is an average,
in the adjacent school district, in the school district in which the
State capital is located, and then from one to three other school
districts in that State, and they are paid the average salary. That
is computed that way.

Mr. WILuAbis. Does the Department of Defense have data con-
cerning the number of disabled students in the section 6 schools or
who enter the section 6 schooi?

Dr. STEPHENS. I do, and I can submit it for the record, if you like.
In the 1984 school year there were 33,000 students approximately.Of that number, approximately 3,000 were special education stu-
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dents; 2,869 were served by section S facilities and services; 91 re-
ceived contract services with probably adjacent school districts.

The percentages that are found nationwide are maintained in
section 6 schools.

Mr. WILLIAMS. How does a parent of a disabled child in a section
6 school assure him or herself that the child is receiving full sup-
port and services comparable to Public Law 94-142?

Dr. STEPHENS. Well, the parent, of course, attends the case con-
ference at the time decisions are made concerning the educational
program for their child, the individual educational program. And if
they accept it they sign it and state that they are in agreement.

If they do not, they can follow the same due process procedure
that is available to all people in that State, that is incorporated in
the State plan. They can go from a hearing, and if the State also
has mediation, they can go for mediation. If they still are not in
agreement with what the school is outiining for their child, they of
course can take it to the court. That is the procedural safeguard
that is outlined for the parent.

Mr. WILLiAMS. Are those parents as fully protected in their
rights as are parents whose child is attending a school that is cov-
ered directly by Public Law 94-142? Are the protections identical?

Dr. STEPHENS. They are, because we have to be comparable to the
State and so we do follow that state's plan. Our policy has been
successful. We have not had any lawsuits filed against section 6
schools for an alleged violation of the child's educational rights.

Mr. WILLIAMS. If a lawsuit was filed, would it come under the ju-
risdiction of Public Law 94-142?

Dr. STEPHENS. It would be filed because the State plan would in-
dicate that they should be following Public Law 94-142 and they
were not, and we are following the State plan.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Will the chairman yield?
Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes.
Mr. MARTINEZ. I was always under the impression and have read

several different places that a military person cannot sue the Gov-
ernment.

Dr. STEPHENS. Well, the parents can ask for a hearing and at thetime--
Mr. MARTINEZ. But you said that their last remedy was in a

court of law.
Dr. STEPHENS. I would defer to our general counsel on that, Mr.

Terzian.
Mr. TERZIAN. There is no prohibition on filing a suit. There may

be some difficulty in maintaining the action where there is no sov-
ereign community break. However, in the case where there is a
lawsuit filed under a State plan, the rights that the parent and the
child would have would not necessarily be against the Federal Gov-
ernment. It would be as to whether or not the school system, the
local school system that administers the section 6 school did in fact
meet the requirements of the State plan.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Oh, I see. So that if he brought suit against the
section 6 school not providing his child with the kind of special at-
tention that child needed, or education program, that it would be
because section 6 was in compliance with the State plan and the
State plan was inadrquate, and thereby you are saying then that
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serviceman would not be suing the Federal Government but ineffect would be suing the State?
Mr. TERZIAN. Well, my sense is that the lawsuit would be against

the school board or the local school agency that administers theprogram. Those persons are not necessarily Federal employees oracting under color of Federal law. Therefore, there is no necessarycommunity to sue where the action was lodged for failure toadhere to the procedural requirements set forth in the State plan.Moreover, the remeey would probably be an equitable remedythat is, to correct the problem and see that the child is properlyplaced. It would not be for damages, more than likely. In that situ-ation the doctrine of sovereign immunity, even if it were to be ap-plied, would not be onerous against the child. The courts would,
even in the presence of a sovereign immunity lawsuit, conceivablyorder equitable relief.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you.
I yield back to the Chair.
Dr. STEPHENS. To answer your question, the school board is thegoverning body and the responsible body. The Department of De-fense provides the funding, just as in other public schools in thatState.
Mr. WILLIAMS. As a matter of interest, what was the reason forthe placement of section 6 schools in the first instance, inasmuch

as they are a unique part of the education system? I am interestedto know how they started.
Dr. STEPHENS. Well, they came into being either during WorldWar II or shortly thereafter, and there was concern about peoplewho were placed on a base, about the quality of education that

their dependents would receive, and to assure the people that theywere receiving the education that they wanted schools werebrought into being on the military bases.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Can you tell me the States that those schools arelocated?
Dr. STEPHENS. They are located in seven of eight different States.

I will defer to Mr. Bradach on that.
Mr. BRADACH. We have North and South Carolina, Georgia, Ala-bama, Louisiana, Virginia, New York, and Puerto Rico.
Mr. WILLIAMS. With the exception of New York and Puerto Rico,those are all Southern States. Was there a particularand I don'thave a preconditioned notion as to the answer herewas there acondition existing in the South, New York and Puerto Rico which

encouraged the placement of those schools in just those few areas?
Mr. BRADACH. Actually, in the Southern States in 1950 with theintegration problems, it was determined that the military students

were r qt receiving an equitable education at that time, the Federalchildren. Therefore, they started the section 6 schools for thosepurposes.
States like New York, and there are some what they call ar-rangement schools in States like Massachusetts and Delaware,which are funded by the Department of Defense as State law pro-hibited expenditure of State funds for children of Federal employ-

ees. So, that was a second reason some schools were established.
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Mr. BARTLErr. If the Chairman would yield, I might just ask a
followup question as to whether either our counsel knows or your
counsel knows.

With regard to section 6 schoolswe deal with Public Law 94-
142, but what committee of Congress has jurisdiction over section 6,
what committee of the House, over section 6 schools?

Dr. STEPHENS. Well, the appropriations come through the Armed
Services Committee. We submit all of our budget to the Armed
Services Committee. It is part of the Department of Defense
budget.

Mr. BARTLErr. Have you ever testified before Government Oper-
ations or is there any jurisdiction by Government Operations?

Dr. STEPHENS. I have never testified before them.
Mr. BARTLETT. SO, it is all in the Armed Services Committee.
We appreciate your patience as Congress tries to make sense out

of what we have created jurisdictionally.
Dr. STEPHENS. If we can answer additional questions, we will be

happy to do so.
[Committee insert follows:]
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In the context of Section 6 schools, the doctrine of sovereign immunityprovides a first line of defense against
a lawsuit filed against the Federal

Government for a failure to meet a requirement of Public Law 94-142. If aFederal court should rule that sovereign immunity does not bar a suit againstthe United States or a U.S. Section 6 official, the Federal officer will stillhave the protection of the doctrine of qualified immunity. Section 6 teachershave been found by several courts to be Federal employees for retirement andcertain other civil service benefits. It is conceivable that a Federalteacher could be sued for a violation of Public Law 94-142. There has been nocourt determination of liability in such an instance. However, it is probablethat the defense of qualified
immunity would protect the teacher so long asthe teacher complied with the State plan.

In all suits filed against
a Federal official acting within the outer limitsof his/her authority, the Department

of Justice will appear on behalf of andrepresent that official.

Since Section 6 schools are operated by local school boards, and since theState plan is executed under the supervision of the local school board, theschool board is the more likely target of any lawsuit alleging a failure ofcompliance with Public Law 94-142.

I hope My comments will be helpful to you and to the members of yoursubcommittee.

Sincerely,

Beth Stephens, Ph.D.
Director
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Mr. WILLIAMS. Our thanks to you, Dr. Stephens, and Mr. Abram-
son and Dr. Scales. You have been very helpful today.

This concludes this oversight hearing for the day of the So.h:om-
mittee on Select Education.

[Whereupon, at 11:44 a.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]



REAUTHORIZATION OF THE DISCRETIONARY
PROGRAMS UNDER THE EDUCATION OF THE
HANDICAPPED ACT

WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 23, 1985

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON SELECT EDUCATION,

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
Washington, DC

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 1:10 p.m., in room
2257, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Pat Williams (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.

Members present: Representatives Martinez, Good ling, and Bart-
lett.

Staff present: S. Gray Garwood, staff director; Robert Silverstein,
majority counsel; Colleen Thompson, clerk; David Esquith, minori-
ty legislative associate.

Mr. Wuxi Juts. Let me call this meeting of the subcommittee to
order.

Although our ranking minority member is not yet with us, he
will be and rather than delay our witnesses any longer, I want to
welcome each of you to this third in a series of hearings on reau-
thorization of the Education of the Handicapped Act. Previous
hearings have focused on preschool, secondary, transition, and post-
secondary services provided under the discretionary programs and
the delivery of special education services in rural communities and
states.

The focus of today's hearing is on the training of parents and
hearing examiners, research and personnel preparation under the
discretionary programs, and provisions in the law pertaining to
State administration, particularly the set-aside for State adminis-
tration and data collection requirements.

With respect to parent training, it would be helpful for the mem-
bers of the subcommittee to learn more about how the 1983 amend-
ments establishing and setting aside funds for parent training cen-
ters is operating. What changes, if any, need to be made to improve
this provision?

With respect to the training of hearing examiners, it may be that
not enough is known about State and local policies pertaining to
hearing examiners. This is a serious deficiency because of the im-
portant role hearing examiners play in resolving complaints filed
by parents or school officials under Public Law 94-142. It is our
hope we can learn more about the training that these individuals
receive as well as other aspects about how they function.

(205)
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With respect to personnel preparation, we are interested in
learning more about, first, the current and future needs for person-nel preparation for the handicapped; the second, characteristics,
conditions and contexts in which personnel preparation in higher
education occurs, initiatives by professional associations and ac-creditation bodies as well as initiatives by State departments of
education; third, whether part D constitutes a coherent national
program, has continunity and consistency, adequately focuses limit-ed resources, and recognizes the role of leadership training, recruit-
ment, innovation, and experimentation.

With respect to State administration, the members of the sub-
committee would appreciate suggestions about how to permanently
address the small State set-aside. We would also appreciate any in-formation you could share with us on the date collection provisions
that were added 2 years ago.

We look forward to hearing the testimony from each of you, andI will first call Dr. Culler and Ms. Eklund to the witness table. Dr.
Culler is the chief of the bureau for education for exceptional stu-
dents, Department of Education in Florida; and Judy Eklund is the
school services coordinator, special education unit, Vermont De-partment of Education.

STATEMENTS OF WENDY M. CULLAR, CHIEF, BUREAU FOR EDU-
CATION FOR EXCEPTIONAL STUDENTS, FLORIDA DEPARTMENT
OF EDUCATION; AND JUDY EKLUND, SCHOOL SERVICES COOR-
DINATOR, SPECIAL EDUCATION UNIT, VERMONT DEPARTMENT
OF EDUCATION
Mr. WunAhis. Dr. Cullar, let's start with you.
Ms. CULLAR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I have submitted written testimony to you, and I wish to just

highlight a few sections of that testimony and, of course, I would be
most willing to answer any questions that you might have.I think it is very important that the local, State, and Federal
partnership be maintained to improve special education relatedservices for America's handicapped children, and we must also pre-serve the concept that the decisions made relating to a child's edu-
cation must be made as close to the child and the child's family as
possible. This means at the school district level. We must support
and encourage parents, teachers, administrators, and school board
members to make the individual decisions that will increase the
learning opportunities of handicapped students.

As the national education reform movement has focused on sec-
ondary education, resulting in high quality standards for curricu-
lum and teaching as a nation, we must also focus on the quality of
curriculum and teaching in special education in each school build-
ing and each school district. I believe that the Education of the
Handicapped Act is a well-balanced act as it has evolved over the
last several years. It is well balanced between services, research,and training.

I suspect the major question facing you would be why should we
continue a major Federal role in the education of the handicapped.
I must urge you to recognize that we have just begun. You will
hear many accolades of what has happened this last 10 years and
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they are important years, but we have dealt mostly with quantity,
with procedure, little with quality. I am talking about the quality
of sane1 student performance: learning to read, to write, to have
independent skills, to have work skills and to have the skills that
are prerequisite for higher education.

The Federal partner must continue to share in the cost of educat-
ing handicapped students. Incremental increases must be made for
school age students, but I would urge you to pay particular atten-
tion to the preschool incentive grant program. The research and
the model programs have demonstrated the results of these pro-
grams, and as a nation access to preschool programs must become
a reality for every handicapped child. I believe that the Federal
Government must regain an important role it has played in the
past in the area of research and training. The vitality of our pro-
grams are contingent upon new ideas and new applications. The
Federal partner must also regain its leadership role in focusing
substantive knowledge on substantive issues that can change what
happens in the classroom and in the life of a handcapped child.

Assistant Secretary Will deserves a great deal of credit and com-
mendation for her leadership in the expansion and improvement of
transition services, and we must continue that, particularly a focus
on secondary education.

I believe, however, an overridLng principle for administering the
Federal discretionary grants must be to assist State and local gov-
ernments to become as self-sufficient as possible. In practical terms
that means relating the discretionary grants directly to the State
plan for the education of exceptional students or handicapped stu-
dents or to assure that the discretionary grants demonstrate that
they will expand or improve the policies in the State plan for the
education of handicapped children.

A coiWcTifEe specifiFiections Ofthe Act I would like to refer-
ence. The extension that Congress permitted for the preschool in-
centive_ grant funds to be used for_h. andicapped children below age
3, I highly commend. I would urge you, however, tO now provide the
additional incentive to allow States to count those children that are
served and, therefore, be eligible to generate additional funds for
that State. I believe the collaborative efforts among medical, educa-
tional, and human services agencies are beginning to bear fruit,
and we need more equal access to early intervention programs.

I would also suggest you revkiw the provisions of the law related
to the 12-percent cap on the number of students that may receive
funds. I would recommend that you maintain the 12-percent cap,
but adjust the ages in the total population and the ages of the
handicapped students that are compared. This could either be done
by comparing the 5 to 17 total population where the 5 to 17 are
served or another option would be to compare the number of handi-
capped children served within a State regardless of the age or with
a specified age such as a State may serve 2 to 21 and then that
would be compared to the total population 2 to 21.

I wou'd recommend, however, the first option of the 5 to 17. If
that wet applied to the State that is currently serving the most in
terms of percentage, which is 12.56 percent, based on the figures
that the State has submitted to the U.S. Department of Education,
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only the comparison of the 5 to 17, that State would report serving
11.7 percent of their 5 to 17 population.

The section of the law that was amended last time dealing with
the evaluation, particularly the one dealing with data, I believe
that it is very important that we have comparable data across local
school districts and across States to assist program managers and
policyrnakers to make better decisions about program effectiveness
and resource allocation. Although the data requirements are exten-
sive, they are doable; but I would recommend that Congress and
the US. Department of Education allow a 3-year phasein for the
collection and reporting of the new data and that the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education accept responsibility for assisting State educa-
tion agencies to adjust and expand their capacity in the area of
data collection and data information systems.

One of the most important additions that was made in Public
Law 98-199 was the addition that allowed the U.S. Department of
Education to enter into cooperative agreements with State educa-
tion agencies to evaluate the effectiveness of programs. I think that
evaluation of programs should be the major thrust of a second
decade of Public Law 94-142. This is a very important first step
that allows and encourages State education agencies to build their
capacity to do evaluation studies, to report the results and actually
use the results in policy decisionmaking.

The regional resource centers have been very effective in assist-
ing in the exchange of information across States, regardless of
their size or their urban or rural nature. These kinds of services
should continue.

In the section of the law providing for the deaf/blind, I would
recommend since the majority of the deaf/blind school age children
are moving through our schools now, that section of the law be
combined with the section serving the severely handicapped. There
would be no minimizing of the services for deaf/blind but it would
maximize the resources for all severely handicapped students.

A topic that perhaps needs some additional attention is to in-
crease the focus of discretionary funds on the area of education
technology. Computers, assistive devices, and software have the po-
tential for increasing the independent, productive, and leisure ac-
tivities of the handicapped children and adults. However, these
new technologies must not be used as toys but truly effective tools
for learning and work. There is a lot of work to be done to inte-
grate them effectively into the day-to-day classroom activity.

The momentum in secondary education and transition services
has been tremendous, that momentum must continue. As model
programs are instituted, I would urge that you move into the next
phase as you did in early childhood, to require State plans, State
implementation and State level development so that statewide poli-
cies can be changed to make transition more effectiye.

In part D of the Act, training personnel for education of the
handicapped, I believe that training is an important Federal func-
tion to assure a supply of well-trained teachers. Over the next 5
years the Florida school age population will increase 11 percent. At
the same time the number of young people 22 to 29 will decrease,
that pool of individuals from which we draw most of our teachers.
We are entering into a new era of retirees among the teachers. So I
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believe that we are just coming into the serious teacher shortage
that folks have been talking about.

I would also recommend that you consider requiring a closer link
between the allocation of the training funds within a State to the
State's comprehensive system of personnel development and the
data on teacher supply and demand.

Lastly, I would comment nn the provision for research. The vital-
ity of any of our enterprises can be measured by our willingness to
invest in finding better ways to deliver service by new products
and new procedures. The Federal investment in research in the
education of handicapped children and youth is critical to the vital-
ity of our field. I urge you to maintain this section of the law to be
administered by the Office of Special Education Programs so that
the research function can be appropriately integrated with the
other functions of the office.

Thank you, sir.
Mr. Wmr-fAms. Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Wendy M. Cullar follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF Da. WENDY M. CULLAR, CHIEF, BUFtEAU OF EDUCATION FOR
EXCEPTIONAL STUDENTS, FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Mr Chairman and members of the committee, thank you for the invitation to tes-
tify on the reauthorization of the discretionary programs of the Education of the
Handicapped Act and the administration of the Act by State education agencies.

I am currently the state director of special education for exceptional students
(both handicapped and gifted students) m the Florida Department of Education. I
have served in the Florida Department since 1966 except for the one year (April
1984-April 1985) I served as Director, Office of Special Education Programs, U.S. De-
partment of Education. I also served as Prsident of the National Association of State
Directors of Special Education in 1975-76.

The population of the State of Florida continues to grow and by 1989 the State is
predicted to be the fourth largest state in population. The State represents a popula-
tion of diverse backgrounds and with diverse needs. The Florida Legislature has
been responsive to the needs of handicapped and gifted students having passed man-
datory education legislation in 1968 to be phased in and fully implemented m 1973-
74. The Florida Legislature has kept its commitment to support the requests of local
school districts to serve handicapped and gifted students.

This partnership of local, state, and federal governments is critical to the mainte-
nance and improvement of special education and related services for America's
handicapped children. I would describe this three way partnership in the following
terms. We must preserve the concept that decisions affecting a child's education be
made as close to the child and the child's family as possible. This means at the
school building and local school district level. We must support and encourage par-
ents, teachers, administrators, and school board members to make the individual de-
cisions that will increase the learning opportunities of handicapped students. As the
national education reform movement has focused on secondary education, resulting
in high quality standards for curriculum and teaching, as a nation we must also
focus on the quality of curriculum and teaching in special education in each school
building and each school district.

The State partner must be supported in its role of establishing standards, develop-
ing policy, monitoring, data collection and program evaluation. Although much good
work has been done in the states these past 10 year we have just begun in assuring
the quality of education for each handicapped student that is desired. The states
and local school districts continue to provide for 90% of the cost of educating handi-
capped children.

The Federal partner must continue to share in the cost of educating handicapped
students. Incremental increases must be continued for school aged students but I
would urge you to double the increases for the preschool incentive grant program.
The research and the model projects have demonstrated the results of these pro-
grams, and as a nation access to preschool programs must become a reality for
every handicapped child.
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The Federal government must also regain an important role i; has played in the
past in the areas of reserach and training. The discovery of new kaowledge, the ap-
plications of new knowledge are critical to the ongoing improvement of the educa-
tion of handicapped children. All states and all school districts cannot have the ca-pacity to conduct basic acientific research nor to systematically apply and evaluate
new techniques in well dIsigned studies. This role must be continued and enhancedat the federal level.

The Federal partner must also regain its leadership role in focusing substantive
knowledge on substantive issues that can change what happens in the classroomand in the life of a handicapped child. Assistant Secretary Will, Office of Special
Education and Rehabilitation Services, deserves credit and commendations for the
leadership she has provided for the expansion and improvement of transition serv-ices and supported employment for handicapped persons. Her tenacious leadership
is making a difference in otate and local policy changes, resource allocations and in
the quality of life for handicapped persons and their families.

Another example of this type leadership role is the symposium recently supported
by the Office of Special Education Programs in August, 1985, at the request of the
Council of State Consultants for Speech Programs. The symposium brought together
state education personnel responsible for speech and language programs and state
oducation personnel responsible for programs for severely handicappedstudents. To-
g nher with researchers from higher education, representatives of professional orga-
nizations (American Speech, Language and Hearing Association, The Association for
Persons with Severe Handicaps, and the Council for Exceptional Children: Division
for Children with Communications Disorders) and local school district administra-
tors. By reviewing new research findings and the evaluation of experimental pro-
grams, state education personnel can upgrade program standards to improve the
communication skills of severely handicapped children and youth.

An overriding principle for administering the federal discretionary grants should
be to assist state and local governments, institutions of higher education and com-
munity agencies to develop the capacity to serve handicapped children and adults in
more self sufficient ways. In practical terms this would mean requiring that discre-
tionary grants demonstrate a compatibility to the State Plan for the Education of
Handicapped Children or that a proposed discretionary grant will enable a state to
expand or improve the policies in the State Plan for the Education of HandicappedChildren.

Now let me comment on specific parts of the Education of the Handicapped Act.

SUBCHAPTER I-GENERAL PROVISIONS

National Advisory Committee on Handicapped Children and Youth
This section of the laws has yet to be implemented. The law also requires each

state to have a State Advisory panel which has been implemented. These panels
must continuously identify the unmet needs of handicapped children and youth inthe State and these discussions serve as important public forums. Such a national
public forum could do so much to focus attention on the learning needs of handi-
capped preschoolers, school aged students and students in transition to work and
post secondary education. This section should be either implemented or deleted fromthe law.

Grants for the removal of architectural barriers.
States and local school districts have not received the benefits of this section of

the law nor the funds appropriated. Implementation of this part of the Act could
help speed the implementation of programs in less restrictive environments.

SUBCHAPTER II-ASSISTANT TO STATES

I have commented earlier on the important partnership among local education
agencies, state education agencies and the federal government and this partnership
must continue. I commend Congress for extending the use of the preschool incentive
grant funds to handicapped children below age three. I would now urge you to pro-
vide the incentive by allowing students below age three to be counted to generate
funds for the preschool incentive grant. The collaboration efforts among the medi-
cal, educational and human services agencies are beginning to bear fruit. These ef-
forts must be supported so that all handicapped children born in these United
States have equal access to early intervention programs.

There are two provisions of these requirements placed on states that need in-
creased federal leadership and federal monitoring. The first is the requirement for a
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comprehensive system of personnel deveiupment, and secondly the requirement for
the identification, location and evaluation of all handicapped children. The provi-
sions of the federal law in both these instances are quite adequate and ten years ago
much good work was done in the states to implement these provisions. However,
now in 1985 the conditions are much different. There are new issues in teacher edu-
cation and the teacher supply must be increased. In many ways our interagency col-
laboration has improved and multidisciplinary services to families is a reality. But
the . information technologies need to be applied to the child identification sys-
tems.

I would also suggest that you review the provisions of the law related to the 12%
cap on the number of students served. I would recommend that you maintain the
12% cap but adjust the ages of the total population and the ages of the handicapped
students compared so that the ages were comparable. This could be done by either
comparing the number of handicapped students ages 5 to 17 to the total population
5 to 17, or by comparing the number of handicapped students in the age range
served by a state (for example, in Florida that would be 0 to 21) to the total popula-
tion ages 0 to 21. Since states are now reporting to the Office of Special Education
Programs students by individual ages, I recommend the first option.

Evaluation
I would commend Congress for its amendments to this section P.L. 98-199. Compa-

rable data across local school districts and across states are needed to assist both
program managers and policy makers to make better decisions about program effec-
tiveness and resource allocations. Although the data requirements are extensive,
they can be provided if both Congress and the US. Department of Education will
allow a three year phase-in in the collection and reporting of the new data and will
also accept the responsibility to assist states in developing both their human and
material capacity to produce these data. All states should be provided technical as-
sistance in data collection procedures and methods for adjusting current informa-
tion systems.

On of the most significant additions to EHA by P.L. 98-199 was allowing the U.S.
Department of Education and state education agencies to enter into cooperative
agreementa for the purpose of conducting program evaluation studies. The evalua-
tion of programs should be the major thrust of the second decade of P.L. 94-142. The
first step in this process is that through these discretionary grants to state educa-
tion agencies, capacity can be built to conduct evaluation studies, to effectively
report the results and to use the results in improving the learning opportunities for
handicapped children and youth at the local, state and national levels.

SUBCHAPTER III-CENTERS AND SERVICES To MEET SPECIAL NEEDS OF HANDICAPPED
REGIONAL RESOURCE CENTERS [ROC]

These centers continue to provide valuable assistance to state education agencies
and assist in equalizing the professional and technical resources among large and
small, rural and urban states. They are serving to facilitate the exchange of infor-
mation on both effective and ineffective policies and practices. The time in the life
of a handicapped child is too precious. We must quickly learn from our achieve-
ments as well as our mistakes and the RRCs provide the vehicle for this.

Services for Deaf-Blind Children and Youth
As a majority of the deaf-blind school aged children from the rubella epidemic

move through the schools and the number and complexity of the various categories
of severely handicapped children increase in the schools, this iz the ideal time for
Congress to combine into this section the provisions for severely handicapped chil-
dren and youth under section 624. This in no way should minimize services to deaf-
blind students but rather maximize the use of resources for all severely handi-
capped students.
Early Education for Handicapped Children

The provisions added to this section by P.L. 98-199 were very appropriate as the
next logical step in incorporating the results of research and model programs into
the policy and practices of state and local education agencies. The emphasis on state
planning, development, and implementation should be maintained.

Educational Technology
Increased discretionary funds need to be available to state and local education

agencies to develop and implement procedures to effectively integrate the new tech-
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nologies into the curriculum and classroom activities. Computers, assistive devices,
and software have :he potential for increasing the independence, production, and
happiness of handicappecl children and adults. But these new technologies must not
become just expensive toys but truly effective tools for learning and work. Class-
room teachers and other professionals need access to the new technology, curricu-
lum materials, in-service training and managment techniques to ensure efficient
and effective use of the new technologies.

Secondary Education and 71-ansitional Services for Handicapped Youth
The momentum must be continued for the improvement of secondary programs

and transitional services for handicapped youth. Once program models have been
demonstrated I would recommend that discretionary grants to all states for plan-
ning, development and implementation be added as you did in the early childhood
program. Statewide implementation of transitional services must be accomplished
as quickly as possible and this is more efficiently done if state policy and resource
allocations are effected.

In addition, I would share with you the concerns expressed to me by many par-
ents in Florida, and that is limited adult education, support services in post second-
ary education progrms and adult services from state and community agencies. As
you review federal laws related particularly to adult education and post secondary
education, I would urge you to make provisions for more participation of handi-
capped students.

71-aining Personnel for Education of the Handicapped
You have for the past several years received a great amount of data about the

training needs of special educators, administrators, and parents. I cannot emphasize
to you enough the real teacher shortages that exist and that will increase in the
next five years. Specifically in Florida the school aged population will grow 11%
from now to the 1989-90 school year while at the same time the number of young
people ages 22-29 will decrease. This is the age group from which mot of our teach-
ers come. Also within the next five years a much higher percentage of teachers will
retire. Teachers who began their teaching careers in the late fifties and early six-ties.

Training is an important federal function to ensure a supply of well trained
teachers. I would recommend that you consider requiring a closer link between the
allocation of funds within a state to the state's Comprehensive System of Personnel
Preparation and the data on teacher supply and demand.
Research in Education of the Handicapped

The vitality of an enterprise can be measured by its willingness to invest in find-
ing better ways to deliver its services and new products and procedures. The federal
investment in research in the education of the handicapped children and youth is
critical to the vitality of our field. I urge you to maintain this section of the law to
be administered by the Office of Special Education Programs so that the research
function can be appropriately integrated with the other functions and programs of
the Office.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Ms. Eklund.
Ms. EKLUND. Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the Vermont Depart-

ment of Education I would like to thank you for this invitation to
share our views on the Education of the Handicapped Act, specifi-
cally,, as your letter requested, our perspective on State adxninistra-
tion of the A-Ot, including set-aside funds, data collection require-
ments, discretionary programs and the . ;ional resource centers.

The Vermont State Board of Educati.a believes that service to
local school districts should be the first and foremost role of the
Vermont Department of Education. Technical assistance requests
from parents, local administrators, and teachers have continued to
increase under Public Law 94-142. Being a small and relatively
poor State, local districts have not been able to employ extra layers
of personnel to deal with the administrative aspects of Public Law
94-142. Consequently, they rely heavily on a strong special educa-
tion technical assistance unit in the State government which is
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largely funded by the Federal Goveriunent. To continue to carry
out our administrative responsibilities to the fullest, Vermont sup-
ports the amendment to Public Law 94-142 which would raise the
administrative set-aside for small States. Whether it is Vermont, Il-
linois, New York, or California, the administrative responsibilities
are the same. Yet, for example, California can draw on 15 times
more Federal funds than Vermont to carry out the administration
and oversight functions.

With the amount fixed at $300,000 for the last 5 years, and given
a 30-percent increase in State salaries over 5 years, we have had
fewer real dollars to use for administration. Without this increase
we will have to look over the next 2 years to cutting back State
personnel.

The discretionary dollars available through the 25 percent set-
aside has allowed Vermont to promote _programs for underserved
children: handicapped preschool programs, programs for emotion-
ally disturbed adolescents and children who are hearing impaired.
We have been successful in replicating these programs in various
regions in the State and securing State funds. These Federal funds
have been critical in program development, and we urge your con-
tinued support for the flexible use of these dollars.

In regard to data requirements, at all administrative levels
Public Law 94-142 has evoked cries of protest about paperwork.
There certainly were no cheers this past spring when we an-
nounced to local administrators that their data collection require-
ments were about to be increased. This year's Federal data forms
and accompanying instructions number more than 60 pages. To
complete the forms at the end of the 1984-85 school year took 160
person hours in State personnel alone. One table has nearly 2,500
data cells: 12 age groups times 18 related services times 11 handi-
capping conditions. It would not be an imposition on our time to
report to Washington the number of handicapped children served
in various types of instructional settings. However, it becomes a
substantial imposition on local special educators' time when they
must look up the specific age and handicapping condition for each
child.

Regarding the data requirements to be collected on students
leaving school, we feel these are critical. This requirement is criti-
cal and important. However, the requirement should more closely
parallel the transition process which Assistant Secretary Made-
leine Will has promoted, reducing the number of categories from 17
to 5.

In relationship to regional resource centers, we urge continued
support for the RRC's. For Vermont, with limited administrative
resources, the Northeast Regional Resource Center has provided us
assistance in many areas, including program evaluation, secondary
programs, legal issues and policy development and much more. We
view the resource center as the arm of the Federal Government
which links us with current research and best practices that are
available nationally.

As Dr. Cullar referred to, there certainly still are unmet needs.
There are clearly areas in which Public Law 94-142 does not go far
enough in its protection of handicapped children. Hundreds of Ver-
mont's preschool children who qualify for and greatly need early
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intervention must wait in the shadows until the age of 6 to receive
special instruction and related services. Some 85 percent of the
handicapped under 3 receive no special education; 30 to 40 percent
of handicapped children under 6 are not served. This week we
learned of a child approaching the age of 3 who has been hidden in
a upstairs crib since birth. He was brought to the kitchen for feed-
ing once or twice each day. Otherwise, he was totally isolated. His
teenage mother who shares the substandard dwelling with her
father has had no help or guidance whatsoever in rearing her
handicapped son. As a consequence, her child has severe language,
motor, social, and intellectual deficits. Unfortunately, the commu-
nity in which this severely neglected child lives has no preschool
services, does not screen preschoolers and does not conduct child
find activities for children under the age of 6. This neglect will con-
tinue as long as Federal and State laws remain permissive with re-
spect to meeting the needs of handicapped young children.

We strongly support the amendment of Public Law 94-142 which
would require States to serve handicapped children in the 3-to-5
age range and would require the identification and tracking of
moderately and severely handicapped children from birth.

In conclusion, we urge the Select Education Subcommittee to
sustain the all important Federal commitment to the vital principles
of Public Law 94-142: individualized programming, placements in
least restrictive environments, nonbiased testing, parental involve-
ment, informed consent, independent evaluations, and fair due
process hearings. We can point to thousands of children who have
benefited from these key provisions of Public Law 94-142. Such
benefits, however, are far from being fully integrated into public
education. Your continued support of these principles is paramount
to the full incorporation into the fabric of education in Vermont and
elsewhere.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Judy Eklund follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JUDY EKLUND, SCHOOL SERVICES COORDINATOR, SPECIAL
EDUCATION UNIT, VERMONT DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

INTRODUCTION

The Education of All Handicapped Chadren's Act, P.L. 94-142, has been a positive
driving force in the expansion and improvement of special education in Vermont. A
few statistics illustrate its dramatic impact. In 1975, the number of handicappedchildren and youth in Vermont receiving special education services was 4,000. The
large majority of these students were served in segregated schools which were ad-
ministered by private boards of parents and concerned citizens. With the advent ofP.L. 94-142 and its implementing regulations, there was a 50% increase in the
number of children served in special education. State funding for special education
increased by 100% following the enactment of P.L. 94-142. Between 1975 and 1979,
state support grew by increments of 9%, 21%, 32%, and 40%.

Following P.L. 94-142, the responsibility for educating handicapped children shift-ed from the charitable private sector to the empowered public sector, from commu-
nity-minded laypersons to superintendents of schools. In 1976, only a handful of
Vermont superintendencies employed individuals to oversee the education of handi-
capped children and youth, to work with parents, and to advocate for individual stu-
dents. Today, all superintendencies employ a full-time special education overseer.

Without question, P.L. 94-142 has changed the quality of special programs and
services for -Vermont's 10,000 handicapped children and youth. We urge you as na-tional policymakers to continue unabated in your suPport of the important princi-
ples and policies set forth by the Education of All Handicapped Children's Act.
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into public education. Your continued support of these principles is paramount to
their full incorporation into the fabric of education in Vermont and elsewhere.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these important issues from a
small state's perspective.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Thanks to both of you.
Ms. Eklund, you have expressed your concern about the data col-

lection requirements. I must say that your description concerns me.
Dr. Cullar has approved of the data collection requirements

added in 1983 but would phase them in over a 3-year period. Would
that assist in the problem that you have, Judy?

Ms. EKLUND. Yes, it would. It would because we are not right
now geared up to implement those requirements.

Mr. WILLIArds. How long have you held your current position?
Ms. EKLUND. I have been with the Vermont Department of Edu-

cation for 5 years.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Have the data collection requirements become

more or less complex during that time?
Ms. EKLUND. I think that the new
Mr. WILLLuds. Coming from the Federal Government?
Ms. EKLUND. I think the new requirements, we see them as more

complex.
Mr. WILLIAMS. You testified, of course, in support of increasing

the small state set-aside from $300,000 to $400,000 or $450,000. Do
you have any recommendations to make with regard to the long-
term solution of the problem?

Ms. EKLUND. I think that, again, if it is raised from $300,000 to
$400,000 it will give us some time to perhaps secure some State
funding for personnel that may need to be lost. We have tried that.
We have six professional physicians that are funded through the
set-aside funds, and we have six that are State funded and we con-
tinue to try to move State personnel onto State dollars and that's a
goal; but in terms of other administrative needs, within a year we
would really be in a difficult situation.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Your Department of Education and, of course, the
citizens of your good State are concerned that appropriate early
intervention be provided to children. I would assume they would
support the application of those early efforts to children below the
age of 5 or below the age of 3. Why doesn't Vermont simply man-
date that rather than asking the Federal Government to require
you to do it? Why don't you do it yourselves?

Ms. EKLUND. We have been working in Vermont for a number of
years and last year successfully passed mandatory kindergarten. I
think it's a goal.

Governor Kunin certainly has an early education initiative
which she has been working on since coming to office. Prior to that
Governor Snelling also had an early education initiative. But the
State dollars have not been there to back it.

Mr. WILLI/um. I know that Congressman Jeffords is very inter-
ested in it and, by the way, intended to be here but, like many of
us, he cannot clone himself and he has to be somewhere else but
did ask if he was late I extend to you his apologies and his support
for your work and the work of your colleagues.

The dilemma for us in Congress, of course, is that in this time of
restricted budgetary flexibility and perhaps restricted national will

22k. vA.
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in certain areas, many, perhaps the majority here in the Congresswould prefer that the States resc .7e these problems that are so ob-
vious, such as the necessity to f ipact children at an ever earlier
age not only for humanitarian reasons but because it is so economi-
cally sound to do so. Yet, for 7 years now I have listened with great
interest and considerable sympathy as State witness following
State witness has come and asked that the Federal Government do
these sorts of things because North Carolina or Alabama or Wash-
ington State or Florida or Montana refuses to do it for themselves.
Many of these people represent the same people who when Mem-
bers of Congress go home say don't do us any more favors, we can't
afford any more, get out of our business. Somebody is not listening
to the right people. Whether it is Congress who wants to continue
to tell Vermont what age children they shall serve or whether it isthe folks in Vermont who say they want the Federal Government
out of their business, I do not know, but you see the dilemma wehave.

Understand now, I am not being critical of your request. In fact,
as I indicated, I am sympathetic to it; but it does not seem to me tobe the way that the National Government is currently mcving,
even though the experts that come before us to testify insist thatwe do these things.

Dr. Cullar, what may I assume from your testimony or why don't
you just tell me what you feel or what you believe about the
moving of the research component from OSEP to the newly reorga-nized OERI?

Ms. CULLAR. That is a proposal you are saying?
Mr. WiLmAms. Yes.
Ms. CuLLAR. Well, as I indicated in my testimony, the impor-tance for integrating research, demonstration and service compo-

nents are very critical; and for that reason I would see leaving the
research activity in the Office of Special Education Programs. The
relationship of the priorities and the discretionary, demonstrationto the priorities in the researchyou know, from a managementpoint of view, organizations have to be cut up infn groups andthere is, in fact, no logical way to make the cuts. So I think youhave to look at what is

i
programmatically sound. I think in this

case you are looking more at the program ssues than some of the
technical research issues.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I want to ask you this next question precisely be-
cause you are not from a small State but rather represent a heavi-ly populated State. Does your State or do you know if any of the
similarly populated States to yourself have any objection to the ef-forts to provide a permanent solution to the small State set-aside
difficulty, the small State cap?

Ms. CULLAR. No. No opposition.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Do you have any suggestions as to how we might

best do it?
Ms. CULLAR. Well, one idea might be to allow some flexibility be-

tween the 5 percent and the 20 percent. It is often not recognizedthat the definition of administration in the regulations for Public
Law 94-142 include functions that we typically talk about that are
support services functions. I would tie that provision, however, tothe State plan process which would allow a small State who did
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not, say, for instance, generate $300,000, it would allow them to
propose use of the 20 percent for those statewide functions, defined
as administration, make it open to the public comment process and
then subject to the review and approval of the U.S. Department of
Education. I would certainly be supportive of that and would not be
terribly upset if that same provision was not available to large
States.

Mr. WIrmArds. What is your State doing to try to resolve the
coming teacher shortage, particularly in the area of your expertise?

Ms. CLILLAR. Well, Florida has for over 20 years supported an
out-of-field scholarship program that reimburses the tuition of
teachers going into special education who are not fully certified
and that is supported by State dollars. The legislature this past
year created a teacher recruitment center. In fact, we will be hold-
ing a fair in Orlando this spring and inviting folks from through-
out the country to come live in sunny Florida. School districts will
be there with contracts that you may sign. We guarantee sun and
sand and small salaries. [Laughter.]

Mr. WILLIAms. Are you inviting adults with children or just adult
teachers to increase the student population of Florida and there-
fore make the ratio even more difficult than you anticipate it to
be? [Laughter.]

We appreciate both of you being here with us today. Thanks very
much.

[Committee insert follows:]
COMMITTEE ON EDUCAT/ON APW LABOR,

SUBCOMMITTEE ON SELECT EDUCATION,
Washington, DC October 31, 1985.

JUDY EKLUND,
School Services Coordinator, Special Education Unit, Vermont Department of Educa-

tion, State Capitol Office Building, Montpelier, VT
DEAR MS. EKLUND: Thank you for taking the time to present testimony before the

Subcommittee on Select Education regarding the reauthorization of the Education
of the Handicapped Act. Your testimony was extremely helpful.

Because of the number of witnesses testifying at the hearing, I was unable to ask
several questions that are of interest to me. I would appreciate it if you would
answer the questions set out below. The hearing record will be open until November
15 to include your responses to these additional questions.

(1) You testified in support of increasing the small state set-aside from $300,000 to
$450,000. I question whether this will provide a permanent solution to the problem
we all recognize that small states are facing. Do you have any other recommenda-
tions that may provide a more long-term solution that will not result in the need for
Congress to revisit the issue again in several years?

(2) Please expand on your recommendation for mandating preschool education in
all the states for handicapped children ages 3-5.

Best regards.
Sincerely,

PAT WILLIAMS.

STATE OF VERMONT,
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,

Montpelier, November 15, 1985.
Representative PAT WILLIAMS,
Committee on Education and Labor, U.S. House of Representatives, House Office

Building Annex # 1, Washington, DC
Dun REPRESENTATIVE WILLIAMS: Again, thank you for the opportunity to present

testimony on the reauthorization of the Education of the Handicapped Act. In re-

- 55-928 0-86-8 223. ,
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sponse to your letter of October 31, 1985, I hope that the information below will be
helpful.

Increasing the small state set-aside from $300,000 to $450,000:
As you pointed out at the hearing, an increase in the administrative set-aside

from &300,000 to $450,000 is not a permanent solution. Given the grim fiscal picture
at the federal level, it is unrealistic for states to expect increased federal support.
Perhaps the only solution at this point in time is to allow small states additional
flexibility within their 25% allotment for discretionary programs and administra-
tion.

Mandating preschool education for handicapped children ages 3-5:
Early identification and intervention for handicapped children is an area in which

P.L. 94-142 does not go far enough. As I stated in my testimony, some 85% of the
handicapped children under three receive no special education services in Vermont;
30% to 40% of the handicapped children under six are not served. Of all areas of
education, the research is clear in support for early intervention as an investment
that will pay off. In Vermont, the cost of providing services to a preschool handi-
capped child averages 50% less per student than services for hanchcapped students
at the high school level. Providing preschool services will not eliminate the need for
later special education services but may diminish the need for very intensive serv-
ices.

In Vermont, we are slowly building preschool programs. Over the past four years,
we have secured state support to begin one to two new programs ach year. There is
support in Vermont for early education for all children, however, program growth is
slow to meet the needs of the unserved children. Federal support in this critical
area of underserved handicapped children would quicken the pace of program devel-
opment.

Sincerely,
Jun,/ Erman%

Coordinator, School District Services, Special Education Unit.

Mr. WiLuAms. Winifred Anderson and James Rosenfeld.
Mrs. Anderson is a Parent Education Advocacy Training Center

representative from Alexandria, VA; and Mr. Rosenfeld is with the
CRP Publishing Co. in Alexandria.

STATEMENTS OF WINIFRED GUTHRIE ANDERSON, PARENT EDU-
CATION ADVOCACY TRAINING CENTER, ALEXANDRIA, VA; AND
S. JAMES ROSENFELD, CRP PUBLISHING CO., ALEXANDRIA, VA
Mr. WILLIAMS. Ms. Anderson, please proceed.
Ms. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I am Winifred Guthrie Anderson,

and over the past 14 years I have directed programs under the
handicapped children's early education program and the current
parent organization projects.

Prior to 1978 I was director of the Resurrection Center in Alex-
andria, VA. This federally funded demonstration and outreach
project integrated preschoolers with handicapping conditions with
their nonhandicapped peers. Parent participation in the classroom
was required because of our belief that parent education along with
children's education brings children as far as they can go down
their developmental pathways.

As parents of disabled children left the preschool program and
moved into the maze of the public school system, they had difficul-
ty finding their way. As a result of that in 1978 several colleagues
from the Resurrection Center and I founded the Parent Education
Advocacy Training Center. Since then our staff has trained several
thousand parents of students in special education and have includ-
ed many educational professionals in our training groups.

Since 1981 we have prepared 96 teams of parents and profession-
als who, in turn, have conducted educational advocacy courses for
parents, primarily in Virginia, West Virginia, and Maryland. These
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teams have been sponsored by State education agencies, local edu-
cation agencies, and many nonprofit organizations. An example of
one of the teams at work in our rural locality in Virginia is shown
in a newspaper article on the last page of my written testimony.

In addition to being the author of many articles with my col-
leagues, Stephen Chitwood and Deidre Haydenn, I have written a
book entitled "Negotiating, the Special Education Maze: A Guide
for Parents and Teachers,' published by Prentice-Hall. This book
has been circulated to over 7,000 families in the United States. I
offer this background of my work to provide the committee with
the perspective from which my testimony has been developed and
from which it must be evaluated. Equally important, I offer this
history as evidence of the postive contributions which Federal lead-
ership in the field of special education has achieved over the past
15 years.

I would use the minutes allocated for my oral testimony to high-
light the three recommendations found in my written testimony.

Our first recommendation is for joint training programs for par-
ents and educators. Until Congress enacted the Education for the
Handicapped Act, parents were excluded from decisionmaking re-
garding their children's special education. EHA has provided rights
to parents for notification, consent participation, and challenge. It
protects children from misclassification and arbitrary or inappro-
priate placement in school programs Between 1977 and today 50
parent training and information centers have received Federal
funds to establish centers and to provide services to parents in 32
States and territories. The funding for these centers is currently
under the 1983 amendments, Public Law 94-199. All of these cen-
ters provide training courses for parents and support services to
help them exercise their rights under EHA. Studies both from our
center and from other parent centers reflecting educators' and par-
ents' opinions show that parents who have attended training
courses are more effective when working with school officials on
behalf of their children.

Problems remain, however. Negative attitudes, either perceived
or real between parents and school professionals, have recently
been reported. Training programs are needed which unite parents
and educators and provide opportunities for mutual learning, op-
portunities to build cooperative, supportive partnerships.

In our experience the parent-educator partnership is realistic. It
is working in many communities.

Careful reading of the grant guidelines, however, under person-
nel preparation leaves significant ambiguity concerning joint train-
ing of parents and educators. There are provisions for training par-
ents here, training teachers there, training administrators else-
where; but providing training for members of a team in isolation,
one from the other, does not enable them to work together, does
not build collaborative teams. Therefore, our first recommendation
to the subcommittee is that language in the law, regulations, and
program guidelines be clarified to dlow for parent centers to pro-
vide joint training sessions for parents and educators.

Additionally, we recommend language be added to the law to
promote joint training programs through parent centers, State and
local education agencies and institutions of higher education. Such
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training will advance positive attitudes and the cooperative part-nership envisioned by the Handicapped Act and expressed in thefollowing letter from a father who took a parent training course inCharles County, MD. This man wrote:
I have to admit that before I started the course I had a bad feeling toward theschool system. When I went to the first meeting about my son's education, I wasscared and worried. I knew nothing about the IEP program. Now that I have com-pleted the course, I have a whole new outlook on the Charles County school system.
Our second recommendation concerns the allocation of funds forparent training and information centers. Needless to say, likeevery other program I believe a significant increase in funding for

parent organization projects is needed to provide adequate training
and information to all parents in the nation. Given the currentfunding levels, howevai,-Congiesif hóiild direct.that a critical massof funds be awarded to those parent centers who demonstrate twocapacities: First, an ability to collaborate with State and local edu-
cation agencies, institutions of higher education and other con-sumer group; in providing training and information services; thesecond criterion for the centers is the capability to reach out to allfamilies across diverse geographical areas and within diverse cul-tural, ethnic and income groups. Rather than elaborate further onthis second recommendation, I will pass on to my third one in theessense of time.

The final recommendation we make supports stricter compliance
standards for least restrictive placement. At this time the Office ofSpecial Education and Rehabilitative Services is developing stricter
compliance standards for placement of students in the least restric-
tive environment. We recommend that the subcommittee support
this critical effort by monitoring closely through its oversight func-tions the achievement of least restrictive placements throughoutthe school life of all exceptional students. Students whose schoollives are sheltered in segregated classrooms or buildings cannot beprepared to assume independent, productive lives when they leaveschool to move into community life.

Despite gains made in the last 10 years in educational program-ming for special education students, many of them continue to beexcluded from integrated educational opportunities. There are toomany lovely new school buildings where one fmds only severely
handicapped students. The classrooms for teenages with disabilities
are still in separate wings of elementary schools. Time after timechildren are placed in certain classrooms simply because of theirdisability label.

As students grow older another pressing restrictive placementissue is reported by liarents. Their children with disabilities mostoften are excluded from regular vocational education. Clearly the
Education for the Handicapped Act includes vocational educationas one form of regular education for which handicapped students
are eligible. Parents continually report that the entry point into
regular vocational education is usually dependent upon finding anunusually receptive teacher, one who opens his or her doors to all
students. The 'Vocational Education Program may be the key to adisabled student's independence even more than traditional aca-
demic subjects. This key is an education right and should not
depend upon searching for a willing teacher.
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The least restrictive standard is a vital component of the Educa-
tion for the Handicapped Act. This was codified to overcome the
segregation of -students with disabilities. Therefore, I reiterate our
final recommendation, that the subcommittee monitor closely the
achievement of the least restrictive placement throughout the
school life of all exceptional children.

Thank you for your consideration, and I will be pleased to
answer any questions.

Mr. Wmusass. Thanks very much.
[The prepared statement of Winifred Guthrie Anderson follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF WINIFRED GUTHRIE ANDERSON ON BEHALF OF THE PARENT
EDUCATIONAL ADVOCACY TRAIN:NG CENTER

SUMMARY

The Parent Educational Advocacy Training Center makes the following recom-
mendations to the Subcommittee on Select Education as they reauthorize the discre-
tionary programs under the Education of the Handicapped Act:
I. Joint 71-aining Programs for Parents and Educators

a. Language in the law, regulations and program guidelines should be clarified to
allow for Parent Training and Information Centers to provide joint training sessions
for parents and educators.

b. Additional language should be added to the law to promote joint training pro-
grams through Parent Centers, state and local education agencies, and institutions
of higher education, thus advancing cooperative working relationships and effective
coloration between parents and educators.
2. Strategic Allocation of Funds for Parent nuining and Information Centers

Given current funding levels, Congress should direct that a critical mass of funds
be awarded to those Parent Training and Information Centers who demonstrate a
capacity to:

a. Collaborate with state and local education agencies, institutions of higher edu-
cation and other consumer groups in providing training and information services;

b. Provide outreach to underserved populations across diverse geographical areas,
not necessarily limited to a single state.

Stricter compliance Standards for Least Restrictive Placement
At this time the Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services is -Nel-

oping stricter compliance standards for placement of students in the least restrictive
environment. The Subcommittee should support this critical effort by monitoring
closely through its oversight functions the achievement of least restrictive place-
ments throughout the school life of all exceptional students.

Mr. Chairman, I am Winifred Guthrie Anderson, Executive Director of the Parent
Educational Advocacy Training Center in Alexandria, Virginia. Over the past four-
teen years I have directed programs under the Handicapped Children's Early Edu-
cation Program and the current Parent Organization Projects.

BACKGROUND

From 1972 to 1978 I was the educational director of one of the first federally
funded demonstration and outreach projects designed to integrate preschool chil-
dren with handicapping conditions with their non-handicapped peers. At Resurrec-
tion Children's Center parents of both handicapped and non-handicapped children
are required to assist professional teachers in the classrooms in order to promote
parent education as well as the education of their children. During these years I
worked closely with parents of children with disabilities as they made the transition
from the integrated preschool to the maze of public school education.

As I worked with these parents, the difficulties they encountered in participating
effectively in the special education planning process became readily apparent. These
experiences led my colleagues and me to submit a proposal in 1978 to the then
Office of Education, Bureau of Education for the Handicapped, to train parents of
handicappW children in the knowledge and skills they needed to participate in the
parent-ucator partnership.

2 2.7.:
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From the award of the Parent Center's initial grant in 1978 to the present, our
staff has trained over three thousand parents in their roles in the special education
planning process. Additionally we have prepared ninety-six teams of parents and
professionals from eleven states to mnduct our educational advocacy courses in
their local communities. These teams, many of whom were sponsored by state and
local education agencies as well as non-profit organizations, have themselves trained
over twenty-five hundred parents and professionals.

From these programs arose materials for a book titled "Negotiating the Speoial
Education Maze A Guide for Parents and Teachers." This book, written with_my
colleagues Stephen Chitwood and Deidre Hayden and published by Prentice-Hall,
has reached over 7,000 parents and professsionals throughout the United Statee,
with royalties going solely to the federal government and to the work of the Center.

I offer this background of my work and that of the Parent Educational Advocacy
Training Center to provide the Committee with the perspective from which my tes-
timony has been developed and from which it must be evaluated. Equally impor-
tant, I offer this history as evidence of the positive contrbutions which federal lead-
ership in the field of special education has achieved over the past fifteen years.

First, I wish to thank the Chairman for the invitation and opportunity to address
this Subcommittee on the important issue of the provision of training and informa-
tion to ensure the active involvement of parents in their children's special educa-
tion. This year marks the tenth anniversary of the Education of the Handicapped
Act, a law which has revolutionized special education. Among the great benefits of
EHA is the requirement of a collaborative relationship between parents and school
professionals to plan together individualized programs and instruction for children
in special education. It is about the provisions and programs for parents under EHA
that I have been asked to testify.

A look at the legislative history of PL 94-142 reveals the Congress' wisdom in rec-
ognizing the benefits our children derive when parents have a right to contrilute
their expertise and intimate knowledge of their sons and daughters to the special
education process. The provision for mandatory joint planning conferences between
parents and the educators who provide school services is soundly based upon re-
search fmdings showing that education is most effective when parents as well as
children are involved in educational programming. Until the enactment of EllA,
however, parents were excluded from decision mInng regarding appropriate serv-
ices for children in special education.

The Education of the Handicapped Act provides basic rights to parents for notifi-
cation, consent, partioipation, and challenge. The rights were instituted by the Con-
gress to protect handicapped children from misclassification and from arbitrary or
inappropriate placement in programs. Ten years ago, however, neither school pro-
fessionals nor parents were prepared to fulfill the new roles brought about by the
new parental rights. How were parents to learn their rights and responsibilities re-
garding their children's evaluation and non-discriminatory testing, eligibility for
special education, planning the individualized education prgram, placement in the
least restrictive environment, access to school records, periodic review of the educa-
tional program, and due process procedures? How were education professionals to
change from making autonomous decisions about children's special education to a
working, collaborative relationship with these children's parents?

JOINT TRAINING PROGRAMS FOR PARENTS AND EDUCATORS

The Personnel Preparation discretionary program under EI-IA includes training
monies for educators and for the parents of students with disabilities. Since 197'7,
the Division of Personnel Preparation has awarded grants to varous consumer and
professional groups who have provided training and information to parents. Then in
1983, under the amendment to EHA, PL 98-199, Parent Training and Information
Centers were specifically authorized to provide programs for parents. As you are
aware, these Parent Training and Information Centers, funded by a ten percent set
aside of personnel preparation funds, are required to be non-profit agencies operated
by a Board of Directors or by a committee of the Board, comprised
of a majority of parents of handicap children. Currently, 50 Parent Training and
Information Centers are operatio in 32 statss and territories. Research and eval-
uation studies of the effectiveness of the training courses and information provided
to parents by the PACER Center in Minneapolis and by the Parent Educational Ad-
vocacy Training Center in Alexandria have demonstrated two important findings.
First, parents participate more effectively in developing, securing and monitoring
appropriate special education programs for their children after they have participat-
ed in training courses provided by the Centers. Second, and equally impressive, edu-
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cators with whom these parents have worked, find that parents who have received
training are better able to represent their children's educational needs, work more
cooperatively with school personnel, and are more realistic about what school sys-
tems are required to provide.

Problems remain, however, in implementing the parbnership of parents and edu-
cators envisioned by Congress ten years ago. The Seventh Annual Report to Con-
gress on the Implementation of the Education of the Handicapped Act submitted
this year states: "Greater parent involvement is required. The need to develop atti-
tudes, climates, organizations, structures and options that support and encourage
parent involvement is well documented."

What measures must be taken to ensure that attitudes, climates, organizations,
structures and options will support and encourage parent involvement?

"Cooperative, supportive partnerships are the result of creative efforts on the wt
of both parents and state agency personnel to establish such relationships." These
words written by James R. Galloway, Executive Director of the National Amothation
of State Directors of Special Education, describe an informal survey he conducted in
June 1985, at a national meeting of representatives of federally funded Parent
Training and Information Centers. Responses to a question asking what parent rep-
resentatives wished their relationship with state departments of education to be in-
cluded words such as "cooperative," "collaborative," "trusting," and "reciprocal."
Responses to a question asking how parent representatives would descrthe current
relationships with state departments of education included a different set of
words"tense," "hostile," and "adversarial." Measures must be taken to turn
around such negative attitudes reflecting either the perceived or real relationships
between parents and public officials.

In our experience the parent-educator partnership is realistic. It is working in
some communities. But partnership is not achieved by talking about it. Partnership
requires hard work, with give and take by both parents and professionals. For the
vast majority of parents the training and information services provided by Parent
Centers can assist in building a partnership in which both parties have equal re-
spect for the other's knowledge and expertise. Granted, throughout the country
there remain some educators who refuse to comply with the law, just aa there
remain some parents who are unreasonable in their demands. But when the true
partnership is achieved, the adversarial relationships resulting in due process and
court procedures so costly to both parties can, in great measure, be avoided.

As currently set forth, the Education of the Handicapped Act, its implementing
regulations and program guidelines are worded in such a way as to minimize or to
prohibit the training of parents and public educators together. There are provisions
for training parents here, training teachers there, and training administrators else-
where in such a way as the parties may never meet. Over the years many of the
Parent Training and Information Centers have sought to include educators in their
parent traininig groups. Others have not. Likewise parent centers are often asked to
give presentations to teachers' groups about parent involvement. A careful reading
of the laws, regulations and grant guidelines under the personnel preparation dis-
cretionary program leaves significant ambiguity concerning joint training of parents
and educators. The wording of the law and the regulations is not clear on this issue.

Certainly training programs are needed which provide information specificaly tai-
lored for parents and for educators to fulfill their unique roles under EHA. But
training members of a team in isolation one from the other does not allow them to
work together. Cooperative, supportive parent-educator partnerships are needed to
bring about optimum growth and development of handicapped children and youth.
And cooperative, supportive partnerships can and should be built upon training pro-
grams which unite parents and educators in opportunities for mutual learning,
growth and understanding. Thus we recommend:

Recommendation 1: Joint Training Programs for Parents and Educators.
a. Language in the law, regulations and program guidelines should be clarified to

allow for Parent Training and Information Centers to provide joint training sessions
for parents and educators.

b. Additional language should be added to the law to promote joint training pro-
grams through Parent Centers, state and local education agencies, and institutions
of higher education, thus advancing cooperative working relationships and effective
collaboration between parents and educators.

STRATEGIC ALLOCATION OF FUNDS FOR PARENT TRAINING AND INFORMATION CENTERS

The Senate Committee Report for S. 1341, states that Parent Training and Infor-
mation Centers "are to be distributed throughout the United States taking into ac-
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count not only the needs of urban and rural areas but those of states and regions."Questions arise about the distnbution criteria for the Parent Centers. Given fundingconstraints, should there be one Center with limited operations supported by federalmonies in each state? Or should larger grants be directed to fewer Centers, provid-ing the capacity to develop innovative programs for more diverse populations andlarger geographical areas.
The upcoming year's funding level for Parent Training and Information Centersis approximately $6 million to cover 57 states and territories. If this money is divid-ed equally among the states each state would be awarded $100,000. The history ofthe Centers, however, has shown that one Center per state is insufficient in many of

the more populous states. For example, the city of Chicago has two Parent Centers,with a third center functioning in down state Minois. Ohio has two Centers. One isin the Columbus area, serving a large geographical area including eight majorcities. The other Ohio Center serves a region including southwestern Ohio and partsof northwest Kentucky. California has four federally funded Parent Centers re-sponding to diverse ethnic, linguistic and geographic areas. States with large geo-graphical area and smaller populations face problems arising from the distances,time and expense required for travel to remote areas.
The effectiveness of the Parent Centers is directly pro.portional to the quality andamount of human and fiscal resources available for their activities. The award of asmall grant to a large number of Centers results in a disproportionate amount ofthe funds being consumed in overhead costs. Small grants to many Centers also du-plicate efforts in the development of training materials and of resource infor.nationsystems.
Two approaches employed by existing Parent Centers illustrate how overheadcosts and duplication of effort may be contained. The Parent Educational AdvocacyTraining Center has demonstrated the efficiency of a multi-state effort using thetrainer-of-trainers model prescribed by the parent competition grant guidelines.Teams of parents and professionals from local communities are brought to a four-day training session in which they learn to conduct parent training courses and to

develop information systems for their localities. The parent-professional teams areprovided follow-up consultation services from our center. This mechanism for dis-semination of practices and materials has proven effective in Virginia, West Virgin-ia, Maryland, and in other eastern and southern states. Each of the teams is sup-ported locally by the State Department of Education, the local education agency oran established consumer agency. Local teams are able to revise and present materi-als in ways that respond to unique characteristics of the populations, school systemsand communities they serve.
In the second approach, Parent Training and Information Centers send individualstaff members or teams from their central office to conduct programs for parentsthroughout a metropolitan area, state or region. Through both approaches overheadcosts are minimizW and the maximum distribution of innovative programming isachieved.
The legislative history of the amendments to the Education of the HandicappedAct, PL 98-199, quotes Dr. Phillip R. Jones. "My observations from around thecountu would suggest that such parent training and information programs areneeded most in rural areas where other agencies are not available to meet the infor-mation needs of parents."
Innovative programs are needed. Parent Centers funded by the federal govern-

ment must have the capacity to reach out to all families across various geographical
configurations and within diverse cultural, ethnic and income groups.

The six required functions of Parent Training and Information Centers set forthin Regulation 318.2(b), cannot be implemented on a shoestring budget. The develop-ment and delivery of training and information services as mandated under the lawrequire a level of sophistication and access to resources which can take a number ofyears to develop.
The Senate Committee Report for S. 1341, "urges parent organizations who arerecipients of these grants to utilize the expertise of special education professionalsin the design and implementation of the parent training and information program."Again the clear intent of Congress is to promote joint ventures between parents andprofessionals in building and operating effective Parent Training and InformationCenters. Over the last eight years our Csnter has worked sucmdully through joint

ventures of parents and educators on our Board, our staff and training teams.Through these efforts an environment has been created in which school officialsrefer parents to the Center for assistance, even at times when the parents andschools are in conflict. State and local education agencies and consumer groups re-quest the development of training couraes for parents and educators to advance the

230
;a

,:r1



227

parent-school partnership. Again, evaluation studies report from both parents and
school officials the effectiveness of the collaborative approach. Therefore, we recom-mend:

Recommendation 2: Strategic Allocation of Funds for Parent Training and Infor-mation Centers.
Given current funding levels, Congress should direct that a critical mass of funds

be awarded to those Parent Training and Information Centers who demonstrate acapacity to:
a. Collaborate with state and loml education agencies, institutions of higher edu-

cation and other consumer groups in providing training and information services;
b. Provide outreach to underserved populations across diverse geographical areas,

not necessarily limited to a single state.

STRICTER COMPLIANCE STANDARDS FOR LEAST RESTRICTIVE PLACEMENT

The last ten years have shown remarkable gains in educational programming forstudents with disabilities. Nevertheless, Parent Centers throughout the nation
report serious problems in implementing EHA's mandate for educating students in
the least restrictive environment. This vital component of the law was codified to
overcome segregation of students with disabilities. Despite the requirements of
EHA, large numbers of students continue to be excluded from integrated education-al opportunities.

Ten years after the passage of EHA school systems still construct numerous segre-
gated special education facilitiesfine new buildings where only students with
severe disabilities may be found. A decade after PL 94-142 school systems continue
to locate teenagers with disabilities in separate wings of elementary schools. Ten
years after the law most students living in state institutions are denied access to
classrooms in the local community's public schools. Ten years after the law excel-
lent vocational/technical schools exclude students with disabilities from participat-
ing in the vocational programs. Instead, many school systems provide special educa-tion students with no vocational programming or offer segregated vocational class-
rooms with inferior equipment, taught by special education teachers with no train-
ing in vocational education. The least restrictive mandate is far from a reality.

Placement of students in the least restrictive environment requires parents, regu-
lar education teachers, special education teachers and support personnel to seek cre-
ative ways to cross traditional boundary lines between services. Resistance to re-
moving ffisabled students from segregated settings comes not only from school pro-
fessionals but also from parents, many of whom believe a more sheltered environ-
ment leads to better education. In general, however, educational reasons do not jus-
tify the movement of handicapped children from integrated educational programs to
more restrictive settings.. So states a draft bulletin from the U.S. Office of Special
Education Programs. Nevertheless, children are placed time after time in certain
classrooms simply because the classrooms' names correspond to the dinnostic labsplaced upon the childrenseverely emotionally disturbed, learning disled, mildly
mentally retarded, or whatever.

Parents need training to meet the demands required to advocate successfully for
their son's and daughter's placement in the least restrictive environment. They
must learn to asess their child's strengths and needs, and to develop skills in work-
ing with both special and regular educators. This point again calls attention to rec-
ommendation for joint training efforts including parents of special education stu-
dents and the professionals with whom they must collaborate. Parent Training and
Information Centers, as well as preservice and inservice training for teachers, must
continually strive to teach parents and professionals to work toward the intsgration
of students in special education with their non-handicapped peers.

I think of two families in Northern Virginia who have struggled for years to keep
their children, both of whom have Down syndrome, in the least restrictive environ-
ment. One family used the due process procedures to prove their contention that the
appropriate education in the least restrictive environment for their daughter was
part time in the regular education setting and part time in a classroom for learning
disabled children. The parents' position was upheld by the hearing officer. The
other family, through many trials and tribulations, has maintained their son in reg-
ular education classrooms, now including regular vocational education. These fami-
lies, however, are exceptions. They are not exceptional, however, in their desire to
enable their sons and daughers to live independent, productive lives.

Removal of special education students from the regular school environment
denies them access to the mainstream of society. Unemployment among all persons
with disabilities has been estimated as high as seventy percent. Unfortunately, the
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least restrictive concept has not translated successfully into the practice of special
needs students participating in regular vocational training with appropriate support
services. There is strong resistance to the participation of students with disabilities
in regular vocational education programs. As a result of the Parent Center's train-
ing and consultation with families, interviews with educators and reviews of the lit-
erature, we believe that this resistance primarily stems from the following factors:

1. A lack of experience by vocational educators in dealing with persons with dis-
abilities, and little knowledge about disabled persons' capabilities and potential;

2. An unwillingness of vocational educators to compromise on standards of
achievement or alter course completion requirements to reflect individual differ-
ences;

3. A feeling of personal responsibility that most vocational educators have about
the safety of their students when they are working with power equipment or are
otherwise exposed to some type of hazard;

4. An assumption that it would be harder to place graduates with disabilities in
jobs; coupled with recognition that program effectiveness in vocational education de-
pends in large part on the placement rate of course graduates;

5. A lack of aggressiveness by students in special education and their parents in
obtaining assignments to vocational classes.

The continuation of this eduational failure will perpetuate future unemployment
among disabled youth and adults. Students whose school lives have been sheltered
in segregated classrooms or buildings can never be prepared to assume full and pro-
ductive lives when they leave school and move into family, work and community
life.

We know from our experiences of the last decade that many students with mild to
severe physical and learning handicaps can succeed in regular vocational programs,
provided they receive individually prescribed supplemental services. These same
students can become productive workers in competitive employment settings. Clear-
ly, EHA includes vocational education as one form of regular education to which
students with handicapping conditions have legal access. For disabled students voca-
tional education is a part of the regular education program that may be the key to
their adult independence, even more than traditional academic subjects. Thus, werecommend:

Recommendation 3: Stricter Compliance Standards for Least Restrictive Place-
ment.

At this time the Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services is devel-
oping stricter compliance standards for placement of students in the least restrictive
environment. The Subcommittee should support this critical effort by monitoring
closely through its oversight functions the achievement of least restrictive place-
ments throughout the school life of all exceptional students.

Thank you for your consideration. I will be pleased to answer any questions the
Subcommittee may have.

RESOURCES

1. Interviews with the following leaders from Parent Training and Information
Centers: Jacqueline Adkins, Virgnrin; Margaret Burley Ohio; Carolyn Beckett, Vir-

Stephen R. Chitwood, Virginia; Charlotte des iirdins, Illinois; Nona Flynn,
irginia; Margaret Gajda, Virginia; Paula Goldberg, Minnesota; Deidre Hayden,

Virginia; Ramona Hodges, Arkansas; Tom Murray, Ohio; Carla Putnam, Georgia;
and Martha Ziegler, Massachusetts.

2. Turnbull, H. Rutherford and Ann P., and Wheat, Mary J., "Assumptions About
Parental Participation: A Legislative History," Exceptional Education Quarterly,
Vol. 3, No. 2, 1982.

3. Seventh Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation of the Education of
the Handreapped Act, "To Assure the Free, Appropriate Public Education of AllHandicap Children," U.S. Department of Education, 1985. p. 15.

4. Urbam, Cathleen and Lakin, K. Charlie, "PACER Center's Research on the Ef-
fectiveness of Its Parents Training Parents Project," PACER Center, Minneapolis,
MN. 1985.

5. Chitwood, Stephen R., "The Effectiveness of Parent Training Courses of the
Parent Educational Advocacy Training Center," Alexandria, VA. 1982.

6. Senate Committee on Labor and Human Resources, Education of the Handi-
capped Act, S. 1341, 98th Cong., 1st Sess., p. 23.

7. House of Representatives Committee on Education and Labor, Education of the
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rags ros aset at the workshop," she said. "I've gotten to be friends
dot a similar workshop con be held next year. "If one parent ie

weellaw1114e% 110 werheitetA they will spread the word . . . and will be a resourcestasr she sea
Mr. %mum Mr. Rase:411d.

101IMMILD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
My Nuns is Jim Rosenibld I am managing editor of Educationhe the Ilandicappsd Law Report I sun a special educator.Oducation he the Handicapped Law Report has been for the lastT yews the only NI text legel,_ and policy reporting service in spe-cial eduoation. l'he Special Educators News Letter was recentlybegun to find policy developments in special education.I wish to commend. you, Mr. Chairman, and the committee forlaquitiniblaboiut the hearing system and hearing officers. I alsowest to you for waking me to testify on what I consider to beeery Important subject.
I think there can be little argument about the importance of thehearing intent or the hearing process. The key /Unction of hear-as t local court of appeals recently indicated by saying "Theof 9*-1414*.anceralis.emodied in the proceduralthaftbe regard I am pleased tobe able to report to you that my basic message is that the frame-work of the partial hearing system mandated by Congress in PublicLaw 114-141 le basically sound. It has worked well.Oa the other hand, 10 years experience has shown that thereare certain los areas that need to be strengthened. In making thisGaoled= I think it hir and necessary to state to you the goals ofthe bearing warm as Ilse them. I can reduce them to two. One is= That * hearing systems and hearing officers and ad-at hearing systems should be competent Otherwisethe bearing gretent is mers/y a waste of precious time, scarce re-sources and children's lives. 1 think, in addition, that the hearingsystem and hearing officers should instill confidence. Hearing sys-teats should inspire confidence of both parents and educators thatrational, consistent, impartial due process decisions are being ren-dered and they are Wog rendered quickly.

Now, in view of the importance of hearing systems and hearingofficers, I think it is hir to state astounthngly what we do notknow about them. What we know about them is basically whatthey would do if we knew more about them. We know that a goodhearing vistas will resolve disputes quickly and that they willenable a child to receive the education programs and services thatChnir1111 intended We do know that a good hearing system willcontribute to the overall confidence in the system of special educa-tion. We know that a good hearing system will reduce civil litiga-tion because if parents and school systems feel that fair and impar-tial decisions are being reached, there is little incentive to continueto court. Finally, we know that a good hearing system will reducethe monitoring and compliance load on State education agenciesand on the Pbderal Government by reducing the amount of dis-putes in the system.
What we do not know is just about everything else. We have verylittle data about hearing systems. We have some idea about trends
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in various States and about basic criteria. We know, for example,
that Public Law 94-142 allows States the option of a two-tier hear-
ing system; that is, a local hearing with an appeal to the state level
or, on the other hand, a hearing on the state level only. We know
that some States have one system and we know some States have
another system. We also know that in recent years there has been
a trend toward a single-level hearing system, but that basically is
all we do know.

We are not sure about the data on any of those trends. There is
no national data base on the number of hearings that have been
conducted under Public Law 94-142, on the numbers or qualifica-
tions of the hearing officers who have conducted these hearings, on
the training or the support that has been provided for these hear-
ing officers or of the cost of the hearings, despite all the outcry in
the last 5 or 6 years about that cost. Most frequently cited are
horror stories about the cost of hearings and, indeed, there are
some horror stories. Most hearings, I suspect, however, fall *ell
below the horror stories that we have heard.

There was at the outset of Public Law 94-142 the lack of a clear
picture exactly as to what the hearing system would be and what it
should be, and I think there was some misunderstanding as well.
But I think that this lack of a clear picture has turned in on itself
and generated some dislike for hearings and for attorneys that is
somewhat misplaced. The hearing system has been characterized,
unfairly I think, as being too formal, too expensive and primarily
for the benefit of attorneys. There is some truth to that, but I
think, in fact, not a great deal.

But as a result of that feeling the hearing system has been treat-
ed as somewhat the family skeleton in the closet by virtually all
segments of the special education community from the Federal
Government's OSEP down through SEA's and LEA's. Nevertheless,
in reviewing the various sources such as t1- literature, SEA deci-
sions, court decisions, my personal experience in talking with other
people who have been in a number of hearings and anecdotes, it is
possible to identify a number of common themes for the improve-
ment of hearing systems and hearing officers.

These are, first, an improvement in professional background and
training of hearing officers; second, an assurance that hearing offi-
cers will be independent and impartial; third, improvements in in-
service training and support; and, fourth, a fair and adequate basis
for remuneration. Let me go into just a bit of detail about each of
those.

As a prelude to that I think it is necessary to bring to your atten-
tion the uncertainty to which I alluded a few moments ago con-
cerning the character of hearings systems. I think, on one hand,
the educational community hoped and believed that due process
hearings would be some sort of informal conference between par-
ents and education officials at which disputes concerning a child's
special education program could be resolved rather informally. In
fact, that is not, for the most part, what has happened. In fact, that
is not, I think, what the law intended if one looks at the letter of
the law.

Due process hearings certainly have become in some States far
more formal than anyone believed or even desired. I think that is

_
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part of the natural evolution of the law. It has also been asked
whether hearing officers should attend some sort of mediation
effort. I think personally that would be a mistake for two reasons.First of all, hearing officers frequently, almost always, are nottrained in mediation techniques. Second of all, it would confuse the
parents and the educational officials as to exactly what role the
hearing officer is going to play when a failure of the mediation
effort occurs. Another point that has been raised concerning hear-
ing officers is whether hearing officers should be active or passive.
By that I mean, in the conduct of a hearing should they attempt to
elicit evidence on the part of the parents, particularly who are notrepresented, or should they merely sit back and accept into the
record whatever testimony is presented.

I can tell you that various States have various ideas and prac-tices about this. There is no consistent pattern that I can detect. As
to the improvements specifically, first of all, I think that there
should be some way by which States can be required to have a pro-
fessional background and minimum training for hearing officers.On the basis of what I have been able to determine, there is no
consistency, agreement or basis for establishing criteria concerning
desirable professional background for hearing officers. That is, it isnot clear as to whether hearing officers should be educators orshould be attorneys or could be either, and there has never been
any study to find out which performed better.

There has always existed within the States tension between theneed for legal competency, on the one hand, and expertise in spe-
cial education, on the other. Training programs vary widely in this
regard. Some States, for example, have only attorneys as hearingofficer. Many States allow both attorneys and si?ecial education
people. Other States have an administrative law judge system bywhich due process hearings are allocated to the existing adminis-
trative law mechanism.

In terms of the type of training that is provided to any of these
groups, it has been for the most part, insofar as I can determine,
fairly minimal. It is not simply a question of training materials, for
example. I have personally reviewed training manuals for around
15 different States. The manuals are fine in terms of modem of ma-
terial in them, but the time allocated to impart the information to
hearing officers is rarely more than 2 days, and for someone who
has no background in either law or special education that is simply
inadequate.

Let me pass on to the second point, independence and impartial-ity. This has been a developing story. Independence from the par-
ties and impartiality concerning the ultimate resolution of the dis-
pute is absolutely critical to instilling confidence in the system.
There have been inconsistent statements from the Federal Govern-
ment about this. The courts have been fairly consistent in requir-
ing where the issue has been put to them that hearing officers be
independent. Steps were taken within the last 2 years by the Fed-
eral Government to assure that this independence was, in fact, es-
tablished. Nevertheless, there must be some confusion in the minds
of parents concerning independence and impartiality where the
training responsibility and selection procedures for hearing officers
continue to be the responsibility of the State education agency.

231$& 4
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Concerning the type of in-service training and support that hear-
ing officers should be provided, as I have indicated there is a wide
variation in the amount and type of training that is provided, some
States do it with SEA personnel; other States bring in consultants;
some States use NASDE personnel to do this. In virtually all
States, with some exceptions, hearing officers are not provided
either initial training or the continuing support that someone in
that position requires in order to competently perform his or her
job. For example, hearing officers usually are not customarily pro-
vided copies of other hearing decisions issued in their States. The
practice varies from State to State, but in many respects that hap-
pens in many States. They are not normally provided the funds to
purchase services so they can keep up on the law and develop-
ments in special education, Finally, they have no convenient means
of fmding out how to handle a particular dispute when it is placed
before them. There is no support network in place, and I have
heard on a number of occasions where hearing officers were faced
with a problem during the hearing or during the adjournment of a
hearing and went to the State education agency officials in order to
determine how to handle that. I am not referring strictly to proce-
dural matters. I am talldng about substantive matters.

Obviously, as part and parcel of this problem, hearing officers
ought to be adequately remunerated. I am in the process of con-
ducting an informal survey about this. It appears the methods of
remuneration vary from paying people per hour for a hearing with-
out a maximum, paying them a flat dollar amount for a hearing to
paying them x dollars per hour with a maximum. The variation is
incredible. Obviously, as in most things you get what you pay for. I
have seen no State in which anyone can make a living being a
hearing officer unless they happen to be an administrative law
judge in the administrative law system.

On the basis of the review that I have conducted in order to pre-
pare for this hearing and my other experience, I want to reiterate
that due process hearings have basically served the process for
which they were intended. I think there is some recognition of this
in the fact that the number of hearings has gone down in the last
couple of years. Nevertheless, there are some changes that I think
could be made and should be made, and they are listed in the testi-
mony I have submitted to you.

They are, first, require States to include more data on hearings
systems in the State plans. Now, very sketchy information in this
regard had been included in what is called the Year End Perform-
ance Report in 1980-81, I believe, and it was discontinued at that
point. I have no idea why. But more information should be re-
quired.

Second, I think the States should be required to adopt minimum
standards for appointment of hearing officers and mandate the cri-
teria for initial and in-service training.

Third, I think the States should be encouraged to provide hear-
ing officers with the information they need to realistically perform
their mission and to pay them sufficiently so they can secure what-
ever information they need an their own.

Fourth, I think that the responsibility for training hearing offi-
cers should be entirely removed from SEA's by the possible seeding
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of development centers or a development centerI do not think
there is need for more than one, franklyto develop a curriculum
for the training of hearing officers and training them.

Finally, I would recommend that on the basis of the decisions I
have seen that there is probably no need for a two-level hearing
system. By that I mean that there would be. one level of hearing
and that it would be conducted or coordinated by the State, and I
would recommend that the Congress might want to consider that
in its considerations.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement of S. James Rosenfeld follows:]
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INTRODUCTION

My name is S. James Rosenfeld. I am the managing editor of
EDUCATION for the HANDICAPPED LAW REPORT (EHLR) and The Special
Educator (TSE), two periodicals devoted exclusively to reporting
legal and policy developments in special education. I have been
asked to testify on the stdtus of due process hearing systems
established by states pursuant to the requirements of the
Education of the Handicapped Act (EHA).

The Subcommittee should be commended for requesting further
information concerning so vital a component of the system of
procedural safeguards established by Pub. L. 94-142 to assure a
free appropriate public educatien for all handicaosed children.
And I personally very much appreciate the honor of being asked to
assist the Subcommittee in this important oversight function.

A brief word concerning my persuective is in order. I

suspect that a chief reason for my appearance here today is that
I am not affiliated with either school syste7.s or parents. I have
the unique resocnsiellity of reviewing hearing decisions in
connection with my responsibilities for E:'LR. SH,A is the only
full text reporting service regu7arly oueishing tne texts of
selected hearing eecisions from asproximate,y 25 states. In t-e
more than six years since I began EPLR, my assistant ealters and
I have read huncreds, probably thousanc.7, of hearirg tecisions.
Thus, we have had am unusL:al osoortunity to monitor the
deve"oement of hearing systems.

My perspective has also been formed by my prutessione
training. I am an attorney, not an eoucator. Probasy for th4s
reason, I have tended to focus more on the procedural issues
concerning due process hearings and I am inclined more than mest
to measure hearing systems against otner administrative hearinc
systems.

THE IMPORTANCE OF DUE PROCESS HEARINGS

A recent decision of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia Circuit observed:

"The substance of EHA is in essence embodied in the
procedural mechanisms it mandates," %Kenzie v. Smith,
(CA DC, 1985) Current EHLR DEC. 557:119 at 557:123.

That observation flows directly from the U.S. Supreme Court's
statement in Board of Education of the Hendrick Hudson Central
School District v. Bowley, 458 U.S. 176 (1982) that the
importance of the procedural safeguards established by EHA



236

Testimcny of S. James Rosenfelc October 22. 1985

"cannot be gainsaid." Rowley. 458 U.S. at 205. The reason for the
importance of the procedural afeguards was also identified by
the Court in Rowley: "[A]dequate compliance with the procedures
prescribed (will] in most cases assure much if not all of what
Congress wished in the way of substantive content in an IEe." Or
as Circuit Judge Tame stated in McKenzie: "The underlying
assumption of the Act is that to the extent its procedural
mechanisms are faithfully employed, handicapped children will be
afforded an appropriate ducation." Ibid.

The due process hearing system mandated by EWA, 20 U.S.C.
section 1415, is an integral part of this system of procedural
safeguards. It is, in a word. the "guard -- the safety valve
available to parents and school systems in the fano of an
Inability to resolve differerces. The mere fact that a hearirg is
available to either party is a corstant remirder to both tnat in
the 'ace o* their unwillingness to agree. a decision can anc will
be made by an impartial third party.

Pear4rc Syntem Rrougrements

Wri,e states ano.ying +or Eli% funds aro recuired to
establish a due process hearing system as part of their
aroceaural safeguardo. they are giver a great oeal oI f'ex4bility
in choosing the ssecific desisn cf their systems. The major
choice a state makes Is wratner its hearirg syste71 w411 oe one or
two tiered -- that is whacker it will provide first for a hearirg
at the loca' love' with t'le r4o-t to asoea7 tc a state level
body. or whether there will ce orly one hearing at tne ntate
leve'. Where a state selects a two t-c-ea syster. :le iritia-
heaoing is commonly referred to as the "local cue procaso"
hearirg. while the hearing on appeal is callec t"e "stet ? leve"
review" hearing. If, on the other hand, the state oots *or a
single admin4etrative hearIng at the state level. that may alsc
be called a "due orocess" hearing even though he'd at the state
7eve1. Because the variation among hearing systems ir states
freauently makes the terminology ccnfusing, I shall use the term
"due process hearing' ax a gererIc term. to connote 't!'er a
local or state level hearing, unless the context specifies
otherwise.

There are surprisingly few additional mandated reauirements
for hearing systems. The most important Probably is that no
hearing be conducted "by an mployee of such (educational] agency
or unit involved in the education or care of the (handicapped;
child," 20 U.S.C. section 1415(b)(2). Litigation during the last
three to four years has firmly established that this reouires
hearing officers to be independent from local and state education
agencies. While such a requirement might seem obvious to the
casual observer, it has been only slowly accepted by the states

' :
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and OSEP. See "Impartiality of Hearing Officers," Parts I and II,
EHLR Analyses, Supplement 40 at page AC-101 (January 23, 1981)
and Supplement 89 at page SA-69 (February 4, 1983).

Congress has also required that parties to due process
hearings be provided the rights normally accorded in
administrative and Judicial proceedings: right to counsel; right
to present vidence; right to confront, cross-examine and compel
the attendance of witnesses; right to a record of the hearing;
and the right to a written decision. 20 U.S.C. section 1415 (d).
Finally, the statute authorizes am aoosal tc state or Federal
court by aggrieved parties. 20 U.S.C. section 1415(e).

BASIC SOUNDNESS OF HEARING SYSTEMS

In view of the critical importarce of due process hearings,
I am Pleased to be able to relare that tre basic hearing system
mandate° hy Congress is sound. For the most part, due pnocess
hearings have fulfilled their dispute reso'ution purpose by
enabling parercs and, in more limited circumstances, education
agenc'es to secure final decisions by independent hearino
officers. It appears that most hearing decisions have beer
correct, by whion I mewl reassnabe. It also accears' tot
Gale of access to due process hearings -- a parent need only
recuest a hearing or virt...aThi any issue -- has not Produced a
torrent of hearings. It can fain'y be sald thar, for the most
*art. 'leaning ousts have not p!aces an unwarnanted burden upon
eitner parents or schcol systems. And, looking at the number of
local due process hearings, tne number of state level neviews and
the number of aeoeals to court. it can be said ieth so-ce
confidence tnat the hearing system is not being abused.

Not uneXeectedly, tnough, ten years' expe',ience also hes
demonstrateo that the hearing syster. it met unflawed. It is
c7ear that certain key areas need to be corrected and others
strengthened. It is tnese areas uoon wnich I will focus in my
testimony.

Hearing System Goals

The evaluation of anything, individual or institutional such
as hearing systems, implies the existence of evaluative criteria
or standards. In my view, the standards to be used in evaluating
recommended changes to hearing systems are few and surprisingly
simple. All evaluations and recommendations should be directed
toward increasing either the competence of the system or the
confidence of those participating in it.
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Due process hearing systems must be COMPETENT. Sy this, I
mean two things:

First, those persons responsible for conducting
hearings, that is hearing and review officers, must be
Qualified by training and experience to perform the
functions expected of them and be provided at least the
minimum resources necessary to do their Jobs.

Second, the rules governing the hearing process and
personnel administering the hearing system should be
responsive. The ground rules should be set forth
clearly in advance and generally adhered to, but'they
should not remain inflexible in the face of
demonstrated inoaulty.

Hearing systems falling short of these goals are monuments only
to themselves, a waste of precious time and scarce resources.

Hearing systems must also inspire the CONFIDENCE of the
parties, both parents ard educators, that rational, consistent,
impartial decisiors are eeing rendered and that they are beleg
rendered auickly.

Hearing decisions must be ratioral: they must aShere tc
the letter and spirit of the law and accerd with commcr
sense.

They must also be consistent; similar C2SPT soula not
oroduce dissimilar results. This is true even for a
statute so predicated on individualized dccisjen-making
as EHA. Consistency is critical to securing a
fundamental purpose of law: self regulations, or tre
voluntary adherence to orestated rules to reduce the
necessity for governmental interventicn.

Hearing decisions must be rendered imeartially: the
hearing of4icer must be free of influence by tre
parties and must have no personal interest in the
dispute. This ic a fundamental tenet of our legal
system.

Finally, hearing decisions must be renderec auickly:
after all, it is a child's educational opoorturity tnat
is at stake.

242



239

Testimony of S. James Rosenfeld October 23, 1935

WHAT WE KNOW ABOUT HEARING SYSTEMS

We Know the Benefits of Good Hearing §ystems

As with any system of administrative process, to some
degree we already know the benefits of good hearing systems:

> W. know they will enable the fast resolution of
disputes, thus assuring .that handicaPped children
receive the educational services Congress intended.

> We know they will contribute to overall confidence in
our system of special education because the
participants can deal with one another secure in the
knowledge that a lack Of good faith can be remedied.

> We know that rational, consistent, impartial
decisions will reduce the need to resort to civil
litigation.

> We know also trot .the availabil4ty of ar
administrative remedy w471 recuse the monitoring and
compliance burden cn rosponsib,e agencies. such as
state education agencies. OSEP, and CCR.

Oesoite these obvious benefits, 01.8 prosees hearings and
hea^ing systems have beer treated almost like the family skeeter
in tne closet by virt.Jally el segments of tre smecia: ecucation
community. Frcm 05E15 through SEA3 and LEAs to pa^ents and special
education acministrators and teachers, Cue erccoms hearings heve
been widely denigrated. At best, due process hearings are
considered the tangible evidence of a breakdown of' the procedural
safeguards: at worst, they are viewed as a godsend for attorneys.

The critics label duo process hearings as threatening ard
confrontational. They allege that the costs of hearings drain
funds from more p^oductive uses beyorc any benefits trey prcw-ce.
Moreover, hearings take too much time, since it can be many years
from inception of a due process hearing to final resolution of a
dispute by the courts. And, of course, hearings can be cleverly
manipulated through legal tricks to the point that the process
takes on a life of its own.

As with all widely held opinions, there is some kernel of
trust to these observations, but not much. Expectations of a
cooperative atmosphere in due process hearings. X suggest,
reflect an uncertain, if not misinformed, vision of the
'character" of the hearing system. Of course a hearing can be
'confrontational and 'adversarial!' For the most part, a hearing
is invoked as a 'last resort' -- an attempt tq secure a decision
when.the parties have failed to do no.
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The fact is that many of these so-called fatal flaws
reflect carefully crafted compromises between individual rights
and societal needs. It is not my purpose here today to respond to
all these 'shortcomings" in detail. But I suspect that many of
these criticisms reflect uncertainty about exactly what a due
process hearing should be: is it simply another type of
administrative hearing, with all of the formalities usually
associated with such proceedings? Or is it merely the next stage
of an informal dispute resolution mechanism, where a third party
is called in to mediate or possibly arbitrate? And what posture
should a hearing officer adopt: that of a strictly impartial
Judge, letting the parties move through the process and making
their own mistakes, or actively assuring that necessary questions
are asked and vidence introduced?

There probably aro no objectiVe "answers" to these
questions. At this point, all that need be saie that the
fundamental changes to the hearing system that tney imply
should not be made lightly or arbitrarily, and certainly ot
without the kind of hard information which, as of the moment. Is
lacking.

WHAT WE DON'T KNOW ABOUT MSARING SYSTEMS.

Given tne importance of dun process hearings, it is nothing
rt of srameful how l'ttle is known apout them. Surprng an

it may seem, there has never beer a scmoronensive examination of
hearing systems. Indeed, meny of tre so-ea-led shortcomings I
have previously mentIoned are generalizations from localized,
anecdotal evidence-

For this reason, no one really knows the answers to some of
the most furdamental puestions about hearing systems. For
example:

* How many dge proorks hearings are he,d?

We don't know the answer to that question natlonally or,
indeed, in many states. We can't say for sure how the number of
hearings has varied from yoar to year. We believe that it is now
declining after peaking about two years ago.

* How many hearing officers are there and what are
their backgrounds?

We have even less information about this, ven though an EHA
regulation requires "each public agency rto] keep a list of the
persons who serve as hearing officers. The list must include a
statement of the qualifications of each of those persons." 34 CFR



241

Testimony of S. James Rosenfeld October 23. 1935

300.507(c). Most states do keep this information on file, but
some refuse to disclose it to persons other than the parties to

the hearing.

* How are these hearing officers being trained and what
support are they being provided to enable them to
gerfora their duties comgetently?

Again, we simply don't know. W. do know, though, that aside
from those states that have chosen to place their hearing syst*ems

within their general administrative law systems, no one is making

a living simply by acting as a hearing officer.

* What are the costs of hearings to sarents, education
agencies and others, aro they worth it?

One frecuently hears real horror stories about the costs of

hearings and it is often possible for each state, or local,

agency to point to a single hearing an imposing burdensome costs.
Gut the fact of the matter is that most education agencies don't
collect data on hearing costs. Those that do frecuently fall tc

establish sound criteria for assessing costs. Given this lanL4 of

information. one would be herd put to conduct a trLe cost/bencr"t

analysis.

* What issues ar.s boIng doc4dcd In 4.e, orcoorn
hearings?

Once again, only anecootal evidence is avai'ac'e. ^crz
frorl states that are Probably not typical given tnelr size and
demographics. For exanple, it is broadly assertive that a large
proportion of hearings involve attempts by Parents to secure
unnecessary and unjustified private school Placements. That may

be true, but no one can prove it.

Given this lack of data. it might appear difficult to
recommend improvements in hearings systems with any confidence.

Gut common themes of needed improvements can be found in the
professional literature, by reading and comparing large numbers
of hearing decisions over a representative period of time, from
one's own personal experience in being trained as and training
other hearing officers, an well as representing children in
hearings, and from the usual anecdotes.

In addition, immediately following my invitation to appear
before this Subcommittee. I undertook to survey approximately 25
states concerning various aspects of their hearing systems,
including basic structure, number of hearing officers, training
provided and costs of training. The aggregated results of that

survey also provided support for the recommendations that follow
and are reported in an Appendix to this testimony.

245
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These sources indicate that improvements are needed in the
fc lowing areas:

1. Eliminating unnecessary and time-consuming hearings:

2. Securing more, aAd more reliable, data on hearings:

3. Assuring the independence and impartiality of
hearing officers:

4. Enhancing the training and support provided to
hearing officers:

S. Improving the compensation received by hearing
officers.

IMPROVING HEARING SYSTEMS

professional Background and Trainine

It is clear that the states have not implemented commom
criteria for determining wno, by professional backgrcund or
training, is bSst eualified to serve as a hearing officer. This
ref'ects a widespread disagreement concerning the most desirable
professional background for hearing officers.

There are many reasons for this. For one thine. the
combination of substartive knowledge and practical skills
reeuired to make a really good hearing officer are unusual. The
ideal hearing officer candidate would have professional education

. in both seecial education and the law. In addition. he or sho
would have experience in conducting administrative proceedings
and be an adept writer. Finally, the ideal hearing officer would
be familiar with the many sources of special education law --
administrative interpretations and rulings, as we'll as state and
Federal judicial decisions.

Obviously this is a rare blend of training and exserierces.
It may be understandable, therefore, that most states have
established few, if any, minimum reeuirements for becoming a
hearing officer. In fact, most have usually opted for one or the
other of the desired competencies, that is law or special
education.

Many states require hearing officers to be attorneys. an
option that become more attractive following the Supreme Court's
mphasis on procedural integrity in Rowley. Others have placed
responsibility for their hearings with state administrative law
Judges, who are required to be attorneys and are expeeienced In
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hearings ere too intangible to place a high priority on funding
the training of hearing officers.

Surprising es it may seem, however, it also seams fairly
S lear that Some States have too many hearing officers. Many
Statile permit anyone who wishes to be trained as a hearing
ffiler, but have very few hearings during the course of a year.
As resu1t, few hearing officers conduct enough hearings in the
allures of year te become really skilled at the Job.

Ingtotageost 04 104011411xx

That hearing officer should be independent from the .
parties end impartial concerning ultimate resolution of the
dieaute before him or her seems so obvious that I almost hesitate
to mention it. It iv absolutely critical in assuring parcnts and
S chool systems that the hearing system is fair.

Tot the record shows that many stater have not been
sensitive to this riance.n. Until recently, it has been the rule.
rethe. %aim the exceotion for soecia' education administrators to
also serve as hearing officers, at both the local and state
levee. In other waren, aoherence to the law han boon Judged by
tn. same persons resoonsible tor implementing it, or by thel.
Colleagues ir en ac'n-ning se-ool diotrict.

Even more sanly. the Federal Office of Special EdJration
O "Oprime amaicatea its lemoorsrio 1.0SpOnSlitlec h-y ro'rus^ng to
mandate ono 1.s'ut or impartiality untll the Fedora nourts
e stao'innwa elkar. oolicy. The co,laoae o' integrity in tne
hearing gyro,- that gan rasult was illuatratea in a rermnt court
docisior, Waymor v_ !omit?. 1SICA-8S EHLR DEC. 556:316 (Ca-11
10S4). even now it romairs unclear whether tne stops taken by
03E° in issuing and implementing nAs Sulletin 107 (Revised),
concerning hearing officer impartiality, will withotard cnurt
review.

It assort; self evident that some aomearanco or part1a11ty
must continuo to be conveyed where the State education agency
alore continuea to be primarily responsible for:

* selecting who can be trained
* setting rate and method of compensation
* determining training methods
* providing formal support

It has been suggested that some states, at least, retain
close control of hearing officer training in order to assure that
the proper perspective is conveyed. And I need not emphasize the
subtle control relationship that can develop under these
circumstances. For these and other reasons. I have concluded that
complete independence and impartiality can be assured only by
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establishing some source of training and support program that is
completely independent of the state ducation agencies.

Such a program, established perhaps in conjunction with a
university. could develop a core curriculum for the training of
hearing officers and arrange for training. on-site in the
respective states, by qualified personnel. The facility might
also collect and review the texts of all hearing decisions
rendered in the states; analyze them to determine the issues that
are being most frequently raised and how they are being
addressed; and collect data from the states on numbers and costs
of hearings.

inservice Training and Sueport

I have already alluded to the wide range of iritial training
for hearing officers. There is an even wider variation among
states in requiring or providing continuing (on "inservico")
training. Moreover, much of the inservice training provided
focuses almost exclusively on "uodating" the hearirg officers on
recent legal ard policy developments -- something that most could
and should be doing themselves -- rather than building or their
experience to ennance their expertise.

This approach is necessary oecause most hearing oificers are
not encvided the means or orofessional tools required to monitor
develcoments in tne fielc. Most do not have convenient access to
curnert irfonmation concerning developments r. special education
or tne law or a support network to provide tnem witn information
or advice or how to resolve or handle a probem oefore tnem.

Moro difficult to understard is wny many hearing officers are
not routine7y provided copies of hearing decisions rereened in
their own states. This mnkcs it extremely difficult for even a
dedicated hearing officer eitner to learn frcm the examples and
reasoning of his celleagues, or to make decisions that ars
consistent.

Remune-atior

Except for those states using administrative law judges
as hearing officers. no state has full time hearing officers.
Many state and most local hearing officers perform their duties
from a sense of devotion or curiosity and are paid accordingly.

The differences in amount and method of compensation are
almost endless. Among the variations are:

> Flat dollar amount per hearing conducted. sometimes
varying depending upon how long the hearing takes;



246

Testimony of S. James Rosenfeld October 23. 1985

> Hourly,fee. sometimes with a maximum and sometimes
with additional predetermined amounts for transcription
of the record, travel. etc:

> Honoraria plus expenses:

> No pay.

The lack of a realistic compensation system and the
decreasing numbers of hearings has produced both an oversupply
and rapid turnover of hearing officers in many states. Broadly
speaking. apparently what happens is this: candidates undergo
initial hearing officer training. following which they are'placed
in a pool to await selection for a particular hearing. In many
states. this can be a lore wait because the number of hearing
officers often exceeds the number of hearings by a large amount.
After a wait of months or even years, without an opportunity to
maintain his or her interest or skills, the hearing officer
gradually also looses interest and drops out of the selection
pool.

Obviously, this pattern will have a highly negative effect
on quality of hearings and decisions. The experience and
testimony of many hearing oi44cors in that It is abnclute'v
essential to conduct hearings or a regular basis ir order to
become truly adept. And it is unrealistic to expect heari-g
officer to devote the time and personal resources necensary to
assure mainterarce of a reasorab"e level of knnwicdpe'and
competence.

T have also beer sold that one of the firs -. sigrs of
inadeouately trained. insufficiently supported and inexperienced
hearing officers is a persistent failure to meet the statutory
timelines mandated for conducting hearings and issugng decisions.
I am also told that. in fact, this is now the situation ir. many
states. The result, of course. is that there are unnecessary
delays in the provision of critically needed special education
and related services.

CONCLUSIONS ANO RECOMMENOATIONS

As I conclude, it may seem that there is little good to be
found. Most emphatically, that is not true: az I stated at the
outset of my testimony, it is clear that due process hearings
have served the purpose envisioned by Congress. By providing a
method by which decisions can be reached in the face of
continuing disagreement between parents and schools, they
constitute an important element of certainty in the system of
procedural safeguards. And the record appears to show that most

25CLP
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hearing decisions reach the objective desired by all: providing a
free appropriate public ducation to handicapped children.

Still I suggest the record also shows that most states. in
an understandable effort to concentrate on the provision of
services to handicapped children, have not developed their
hearing systems to the optimum level of efficiency. Accordingly.
for the reasons I have already alluded to. I make the following
recommendations concerning due process hearing systems.

RECOMMENDATION 1: Enhance the fficiency of hearing
systems end inc 00000 the quality of hearing decisions
by amendlng the statute. 20 U.S.C. Section 1415(b)(2)
and (c), to liminate the option for local hearing.

There is a decided trend in recent years, particularly s'oe
OSCP issued its advisory DAS Bulletin 107 on hearing officor
impartiality (sew page 11, above). toward ono tier hearing
systems. Interestingly, thp eoveeent hes not been oredwoinantlY
by small states -- by which I mean states having smaller numbers
of handicapoed stuoents or duo orocess hearingn. Ir. fact. TC51t ot
the large states. thole with the larger numbers of handicaosed
students and the most active hearing crocens. have now choser the
cne tier approanh. Innluded in this latter grouo are
Masnachusetts. Illinois. California, "'oxen. Pennsylvania and
Miashirgton.

:n assessing this trend. I began to wonder why Congress
pnovided for twc t4ered systems in the first plane. Curiously, no
one I consultec Wd5 aole to pcins to any suoarartive reascn.
The consensus of opinicr seems to be that allow'ng a lona'
hearing option was a poitical quid pro quo to local school
boards. Now, after ten years' experience with local hearings. I

wou'!O not be surprised if loca l. school boardn woulo ratner nct
have the oeticn:

In any evert, I would suggest that local hearings are
unnecessary and, in fact, reduce poth tne quality and efficiency
of hearing. systems. I can see orly ono possible reason for havirg
local hearings: to filter the consequential from tne
inconsequential in the face of great numbers of hearings. But the
renord demonstrates that tnose ntates having large numbers of
hearings have rejected two tiered systems. On the cther hand. It
is clear that the nenessity for two hearings -- or, more
accurately, a hearing and an appeal -- adds little to the process
but expense and delay. It also requires either the local
education agency or the state agency, or both, to find and train
more hearing officers; this also strains financial resources.

I suggest the intent of Congress would be far better served
by amending EHA to eliminate the local hearing option. Such a
change would not'impinge upon the rights of any of the parties,

251
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who would still be able to appeal their dispute to court. The
final resolution of disputes might come more quickly. there being
one less rung on the ladder. And such a step would enable states
to concentrate their resources on developing well trained.
adequately supported hearing officers.

RECOMMENDATION 2: Direct the Department of Education to
require states to include more data on hearing systems
and hearings either in state plans or in year nd
performance reports.

It is difficult to escape the conclusion that our knowledge
of e...a operations of due process hearing syste.l.s is abysmal. It
le op,c,n more difficult to explain why the Deparzment of Education
has .:-:Arn so little interest in this critical aroa. particularly
in vlew of tne heavy criticism levelled at hearings. It is simply
impossible to explaie why, in 1922, OSEP discont4nued collecting
data on hearings ir annual performance reports.

For whatever reason, it is now time, ten years after
enactment of the statute, to romecy tnis infonmetion gap. All
states should be reouired to repent:

> the numbers of hearings held in tre state on ar
annual basis;

> the costs of those hearings Cnecessarily, thls
involve establishment of urifonm cost critenia);

> the tyoe of trang onovidea to hearing officers and
its cost.

My belief is tnat if this information is reoorteu and made
available for lespection and analysis oy others, such as the
hearing officers training facility that I mentioned provimmly.
It will contribute to self-monitoring of hearing systems and
result in substantial improvements to those syntems.

RECOMMENDATION 3: Require states to adopt minimum
standards for appointment of hearing officers and to
provide initial and inservice training.

By preference, given the complexity of tne r3lationsmip
between hearing systems and Federal and state law, states should
have the utmont flexibility to determine who will serve as
hearing officers. Wisely exercised. that flexibility might have
been xpected to indicate, given ten years' experience. whether
certain professions or experiences lead to superior hearing
officers.

Unfortunately, the desired axperimentation has not taken
place. Except for those states that have either given their
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hearings over to administrative law Judges or required hearing
officers to be attorneys, there has been little standard setting
for hearing officers.

The situation is only slightly better with regard to initial
and inservice training. While some states have devoted
respectable amounts of resources and personnel to training, most
have not. It is easy to dismiss the importance of training, but
how many citizens would want their dispute tried before a Judge
who had not received any training, or conducted any trials, In
two or three years?

Accordingly, I recommend that states be:

> required. as oart of their next state plan
submission, to adopt and describe tne minimum
criteria they employ in selecting hearing
officers;

> directed to provide for the initIal and
inservice training of all hearing officers. the
inservice training to occu- ro lets t-coue^tly
than annually;

> oermitted to use trairins personne- fLnds for
the initial and ince-vice training rea-ing
officers.

RECOMMENOATION 4: Encourage SEAs either to provide
hearing officers with information and support necessary
to realistically perform their responsibilities
or to compensate them sufficiently so that they may
secure these resources independently.

Ever we,1 trained and retrained hearing o"iners will not be
able to render cernpetert cecisions 14 trey are recuirep to work
in an information vaccuum. Yet, for the most Part, th4,. 4s
exactly what most hearing officers face today. Aralogizing agair
to judges, most states expect their hearing officers to be
familiar with the law without providing them with access to a law
library. In many states, hearing officers ere net routinely
provided copies of other hearing decisions rendered in their own
state!

Moreover, the support system available to hearing officers
in most states leaves much to be desired. I am referring here to
informal support. For example, to whom does a hearing officer
turn for advice on how to handle a specific procedural matter?
Too frequently, there is only a very limited choice: either state
education agency personnel or nothing. Looking to SEA personnel
for advice under these circumstances clouds the perception of
impartiality that is essential to fair hearing systems. The
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absence of support must at least occasionally result in bad
decisions. Neither alternative is acceptable.

States should be ncouraged either to develop impartial
support systems or, alternatively, to compensate hearing officers
at a level that would permit them to secure support in the
marketplace. While this would initially increase the costs of
hearing systems overall, my belief is that, in the longer term,
comparable savings will be realized from improvements in the
quality of the hearing system, both procedurally and
substantively.

RECOMMENDATION 5: Assure the independence of hearing
officers by ntirely removing SEAs from their selection
and training: this could be accomplished by seeding
development of center(s) for training and support.

I have previously expressed my concern for the importance of
impartiality and independence in the hearing system, as well as
the lack of firm guidance from the U.S. Deoartment of Education.
Given this necord, thene appears no alternative to amending the
statute to mandate complete indemeneence and impartleOlty.

Finally, some national prog-am to train and support hearing
officers snou7d be encounageo by bc:n OSEP ano tre St3teS. Given
tne few hearing offiners reouired, even on a natinral basis, and
the relatively sma"1 numbers of hearings ard Judicial decisions
handed down nr a periodic basis, it would not require the
expenditure o4 s'cca-t amounts of fundn to estab'ish a truly
first rate :raining and supcort .acility.
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APPENDIX I-A

Following is the text of a questionnaire
submitted to approximately 25 state education
agencies through SpecialNet. The aggregated
results of the survey appear in Appendix I-B.

I have been asked to testify on hearing systems and hearing
officers before the House Subcommittee on Select Education early .

next week. In view of the short amount of time available in which
to gather data. I would very much appreciate your providing
answers to the following questions, which I have tried to make as
few and simple as possible.

>>>»» YOUR INDIVIDUAL ANSWERS WILL REMAIN CONFIDENTIAL ««««
>» ONLY AGGREGATE RESULTS WILL BE MENTIONED IN ANY TESTIMONY «<

PEEL FREE TO INCLUDE ANY OTHER INFORMATION !

OR COMMENTS CONCERNING HEARINGS THAT YOU
BELIEVE SHOULD BF BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION
OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE.

>>»» PLEASE ATTEMPT TO REPLY SY NO LATER THAN
CLOSE OF BUSINESS MONDAY, OCTOBER 21.

Many tharks for your ass4szarce.....«.!<

1. STRUCTURE OF HEARING SYSTEM

a) Local and state level hearings
b) State level hearings only

2. TYPE OP HEARING SYSTEM/OFFICERS

a) Administrative law Judges
b) Attorneys only
c) Educators, attorneys, etc. (mixed)

3. HEARING OFFICER QUALIFICATIONS

a) Do you have a WRITTEN statement of queifications tnat an
individual must meet in order to be trained an a hearing officer?
(If yes. please send.)

b) Do you have an ORAL policy on hearing officer
qualifications.? (If YES, please describe.)
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4. NUMBERS OF HEARING OFFICERS

a) How many hearing officers do you now consider active
(i.e., ready to conduct a hearing if asked)?

b) Does the number of active hearing officers vary much from
year to year? If so, why?

c) How many hearings per year would a hearing officer
typically conduct (include hearings decided, settled or otherwise
concluded)?

6%. TRMINING OF HEARING OFFICERS

a) Initial training only

b) Initia7 and "inservice" (updating) training

c) No training

S. TYPE 00 TRAIh'ING PERSONNEL

a) By SEA personnel

b) By NASOSE personnel

c) By private consultants (identify/describe)

a) By law scnool personne

e) By others (4aent4fy/describe)

7. DURATION or INITIAL TRAINING

a) one day or less

b) one to two daysr lens

c) two days o^ more

8. DURATION OF INSERVICE (UPDATING) TRAINING

a) one day or less

b) one to two dayn

c) two days or more

9. COST OF TRAINING

Total cost of training hearing officers last year wan
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10. METHOD OF SELECTING HEARING OFFICERS FOR PARTICULAR HEARING

a) SEA appoints hearing officer

b) Rotate appointments among list

c) Parties strike from list

d) Other (describe if possible)

11. METHOD OF COMPENSATION

a) Paid per hearing

b) Paid per hour, no maximum

c) Paid per hour with maximum

d) Other (describe)
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APPENDIX I-13

Tabulation of responses to survey described
in Appendix I-A. Although 25 states
responded, figures may not total to 25 since
not all states answered all questions.

1. STRUCTURE OF HEARING SYSTEM

a) Local and state level hearings - 16
b) State level hearings only - 9

2. TYPE OF HEARING SYSTEM/OFFICERS

a) Administrative law Judges - 1
b) Attorneys only - 7
c) Educators and attorneys - 17

3. HEARING OrFICER QUALIFICATIONS

a) Have a WR:TTEN statement of gualifIcations tnat ar
individual must meet ir order to be trained az a hearing officer
-

Have an ORAL policy on hear-fro off.7cen
qualifications -

NOTE: 10 of the statoc have neitt.er a written nor an oral
statement of qualifications.

4. NUMBERS OF HEARING 00,7ICE1S

a) How mary hearing officers do you now consioen active
(i.e.. ready to conduct a hearing it asxed) -

Range: from 2 to 171
Average: 31.25
Median:

b) Does the number of active hearing officers vary much from
year to year? Only 1 state said yes; 24 replied no.

258



255

Appendix to Testimony Octooer 23. 1985

c) How many hearings per year would a hearing officer
typically conduct (Include hearings decided, settled or otherwise
concluded) -

Range: from 0 to 12
Average: 2.12
Median:

5. TRAINING OF HEARING OFFICERS

a) Initial training only - 4

b) Initial and "inservice" (updating) training - 20

c) No training - 1

6. TYPE OF TRAINING PERSCNNEL

a) By SEA oersonnel - 23

b) By NASOSE personnel - 4

c) By prIvato consultants - 4

d) By law school personnel -

e) By others - 4 (Attornoy General's off4ce: regional

resource o'fice)

7. DURATION OF INITIAL TRAINING

a) one day or loss - 8

b) ono to two days - 10

c) two days or more - 6

8. DURATION OF INSERVICE (UPDATING) TRAINING

a) one day or less - 10

b) one to two days - 7

c) two days or more - 4
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9. TOTAL COST LAST YEAR FOR TRAINING OF HEARING OFFICERS

Range: 0 to $1b,C00
Average: $2,190
Median:

10. METHOD OF SELECTING HEARING OFFICERS FOR PARTICULAR HEARING

a) SEA appoints hearing officer - 14

b) Rotate appointments among list 1

c) Parties strike from list - 5

d) Other - 5

11. METHOD OF COMPENSATION

a) Paid per hearing - 8

b) Paid per hour, no maximum - IC

c) Paid per hour with maximum - 1

d) Other - 5

Mr. %%Lima. Thanks very much.
Ms. Anderson, you mention the true partnership between par-

ents and educators can result, in these adversarial relationships re-
sulting in due process and court procedures, can result in the
avoidance of disagreement and cost to both parties. We are current-
ly working an attorneys' fees bill through the Congress. It might be
helpful to us if you would elaborate some on your experiences in
that regard.

Ms. ANDERSON. In my viewpoint partnership really means equal
influence, equal power. The parent training and information cen-
ters have worked very hard since 1977 to provide parents with
knowledge about their procedural rights, about the substantive
issues with regard to their children's education; and as those par-
ents begin to feel confident and competent, they meet with educa-
tors feeling they are on equal footing. I believe it is when people
feel weak, uninformed they are much more apt to be confronta-
tional and go into a conflict, be in a conflict situation. We have
seen this happening. I believe the letter I read earlier in the testi-
mony reflects this. Here was a man who is frigthened of the school
system, and training, I believe, is vital to seeing to it this kind of
confrontation can be avoided.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Let me refer to your book by asking you what is
not really intended to be a redundant question, and that is, is it
possible to negotiate the special education maze and is it Federal
regulations that have created that complexity?

Ms. ANDERSON. No. I think not. I think that---
Mr. WiLumds. So no to the first part or the second?
Ms. ANDERSON. I am not sure I have both parts.

2 60
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note that in those States with the largest number of hearings, with
possibly one exception, they have one-level systems. So, if the argu-
ment is made, for example, that you have two levels in order to cut
down on the progressiveness as they go up, I do not think that the
States' experience has reflected that. I think there would be some
basis for doing that, yes.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Thank you.
Mr. Martinez.
Mr. MARTINEZ. Just on that last point, and I agree with you, why

two hearings, especially if you do not need them. Let's say at the
first hearing all parties agree. You are saying when all parties
agree at the first hearing they still have a second-level hearing?

Mr. ROSENFELD. Depends on the way the State is set up. If there
is a two-tier system, if both parties agree with the decision at the
first level, there would not be any appeal anyway, if I understand
it.

Mr. MARTINEZ. So there would not be the second-level hearing.
Mr. ROSENFELD. That is correct.
Mr. MARTINEZ. So the second-level hearing exists in case there is

not agreement at the first level.
Mr. ROSENFELD. Yes.
Mr. MARTINEZ. So it gives the person who is not satisfied with

the local level decision a higher level to appeal to. In that regard, I
would say that you would need the two. You said you only need
one. A lot of us in Federal Government talk about local level deci-
alone because we come from local government, local control, homerule we call it. I am not always satisfied with home rule even
though I am in fal or of it. There needs to be a higher authority to
appeal to and I would not want to be left to the whimsI would, I
guess, if it went in my favor, but if it did notI would not want to
be left to the whims of local home rule.

I represent 14 communities, 14 cities, and I know a lot of times
decisions made there are arbitrary.

Mr. ROSENFELD. I thoroughly agree with you; and if there was a
one-level system, which I still think there should be, I would prob-
ably coordinate or run it at the State level. If there is a party who
is dissatisfied with ihat decision, they can still appeal to court the
way the law provides now.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Sue?
Mr. ROSENFELD. Yes.
Mr. MARTINEZ. Why is it we have so little information about how

the due process system is functioning and the role and qualifica-
tions, training, selection and retention of hearing examiners? We
pass laws here in Congress, and we never put in place monitoring
devices to give us the information we need to know whether those
programs are functioning the way the originators of the program
thmaght they should. Why isn't there that?

Mr. ROSENFELD. I could not agree with you more that there isn't.
However, why there isn't I am at a loss to give you a good answer.
I can only speculate. For one thing, the States have no incentive to
collect it on an aggregate basis, on a national basis individually.
There is no reason the State would want to know other than curi-
osity or comparative purposes how many hearings or the cost of
the hearings or whatever have been held in other States. There is
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logically only one place that would do that within the Federal Gov-
ernment and it is the Federal Government level.

As I indicated in my testimony, some bare bones data has been
collected at least for 1 year, 1980-81 Year End Performance
Report. That data asked for the number of hearings at the local
and State level and asked for a breakdown of the type of hearings
by least restrictive environment, procedural violations, and some-
thing else that I do not recall. At the end of that year data was no
longer collected. I have no idea why it was terminated. I have tried
to get that data. I have not been able to do that. But I suggest it is
a subject worth pursuing further.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Let me ask you, and you might clarify for their
benefit, the need for the data. Mg.*, do you want the data?

Mr. ROSENFELD. I think it is important to have the data for one
thing. For example, in the last 2 or 3 years, as I indicated in my
testimony, there was an outcry as to the cost of the hearings and so
forth. I think it would be more than interestingI think it is im-
portant to knowwhat hearings cost. They may be too expensive
as a lot of people seem to believe. My personal belief is they are
not.

Second, we want to know what the trends are in the number of
hearings. We want to know what issues are being decided at hear-
ings and how are they being decided. We want to know if a hearing
officer consistently decides for one party or another party. There
are literally hundreds of reasons to have good data on hearing sys-
tems.

Mr. MARTINEZ. I agree with you. Without good factual data you
are not able to evaluate anything. I think that is what you are
saying, and that is important, which leads me to my next question.
In your capacity as managing editor of the Special Education and
Handicapped Law Report you have read or at least reviewed a
large number of decisions handed down by these hearing examin-
ers. Would you tell us or comment to us on the variation of quality
of these decisions.

Mr. ROSENFELD. Yes, I would be happy to do that. I would prefer
not to indicate specific States, however. I do not think that would
be helpful. There is an extremely wide variation in the quality of
decisions. One of the reasons, as I indicated earlier, is that the
States with the largest number of hearings seem to have the best
quality decisions, and I think that is frankly a reflection of their
experience over a longer period of time. Variations arise for two
reasons: One is they arise from the nature of the system itself and,
second, they arise because of the orientation that the State takes.
The system variations are primarily because of lack of practice and
so forth, and I think the perception in the States that have low
numbers of hearings as to what exactly a hearing is, what a hear-
ing decision is supposed to reflect, I think hearing officers frequent-
ly believe that the hearing decision is, because of the individualized
nature of the law, just a document for the parties in front of him
or her. For better or worse, in fact, it is more than that. It is a
record. It is an administrative law record, and it is subject to
review at some higher level.

The variations of the second kind I mentioned to you concerning
the State orientation. There is variation, for example, in the type
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of issues brought before hearing officers and some of them are
truly incredible. I should deviate for a moment to observe that the
sources and types of law that a hearing officer should be current
on, should be familiar with, are incredibly large. There are Federal
statutes and regulations; there is Federal case law. There are State
statutes and regulations, State case law. There are Federal policy
documents, State policy documents and I can tell you that many
school board attorneys have difficulty trying to keep on all that in-
formation and using that to advise their clients, and they do it allthe time.

If you have a hearing officer who has done this three times in a
2-year period, he or she is going to have a great deal of difficulty in
figuring out what the law is.

There has also been variation in terms of simple clarity of the
writing. There is variation in terms of format of the decision as to
what the decision contains. From a systems perspective in terms of
looking at the decision with regard to its utility, if the decision is
appealed, there is frequently inadequate legal reasoning or analy-
sis. There is a statement of what a regulation says and then there
is a statement, therefore, Johnny should or should not do this.

I think a lot of variation of this type, franldy, is due to inad-
equate training and support.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank. you.
I yield back the balance of my time.
Ms. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Wmumas. I will ask you to summarize because the gentle-

man's time has long since expired.
Let me give you 1 additional minute to respond.
MS. ANDERSON. Ijust wanted to comment on the two-tier system

from the point of view of a parent organization, and it seems to me
one of the values of a two-tier system for due process hearings is
that the Federal and State regulations have a time limit for each
of those hearings to come down. It seems to me if one of those
hearing levels is taken away there would, indeed, be a time limit
for the one hearing and yet to go on into a civil court there is no
time limit as I understand it on the civil court proceeding coming
forth, and I believe that would be detrimental to the parties, espe-
cially to the child whose education is at stake.

Mr. WILLIAMS. With regard to this matter of the need for addi-
tional data, again I respond with one of my favorite subjects. The
Congrek..; hears two voices in America, one saying no more data col-
lection, and the other voice is from those people's representatives,
from their associations, from the people that in large measure they
choose to send back as witnesses before these congressional com-
mittees. Although we invite you, we ask many, many people to
make recommendations as to who we should invite to come and
testify. Time and again, the representatives of the American people
sent here to Washington to testify tell us that we are not collectmg
enough data or that the data we are collecting is not the proper
data, and we need to cnange that moving target just one more
time.

The last two people elected to the highest office in the land, the
Presidency, have been elected not in small part on their campaign
rhetoric against redtape and data collection by the Federal Govern-
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ment. Yet, witness after witness comes here and tells us that we
need either more of it or to do a better job of it. Quite often, many
witnesses say what you have said to us, Ms. Anderson correctly
said to us, and that is much of the data in fact provides simplifica-
tion of what otherwise would be great complexity for those using
public services.

The point is the Congress is faced with a very difficult political
dilemma on this issue.

We appreciate both of you being here, and your counsel has been
very helpful.

[Committee insert followsj
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,

SUBCOMMITTEE ON SELECT EDUCATION,
Washington, DC October 31, 1985.

MS. WINIFRED ANDERSON,
Parent Education Advocacy Training Center,
Alexandria, VA.

DEAR Ms. ANDERSON: Thank you for taking the time to present testimony before
the Subcommittee on Select Education regarding the reauthorization of the Educa-
tion of the Handicapped Act. Your testimony was extremely helpful.

Because of the number of witnesses twtifying at the hearing, I was unable to ask
several questions that are of interest to me. I would appreciate it if you would
answer the questions set out below. The hearing record will be open until November
15 to include your responses to these additional questions.

(1) When parents and school officials are unable to resolve differences and they
need to resort to due process, do you recommend that parents try to represent them-
selves?

(2) If an attorney is not available or a parent cannot or chooses not to use an at-
torney, is it preferable for the parent to represent himself or herself or for the
parent to try to fmd a lay advocate?

(3) Would you support the training of lay advocates? Does your organization per-
form that training?

Best regards.
Sincerely,

PAT WILLIAMS.

PARENT EDUCATIONAL ADVOCACY TRAINING CENTER,
Alexandria, VA, November 12, 1985.

Hon. PAT WILLIAMS,
U.S. House of Representatives, House Office Building, Annex I,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN %mums: I appreciate the opportunity given to me to
present testimony to the Subcommittee on Select Education regarding the reauthor-
ization of discretionary programs of the Education of the Handicapped Act. In addi-
tion to the oral and written testimon7 presented, I submit for the record the follow-
ing responses to the questions asked in your letter of October 31, 1985.

Question 1. When parents and school officials are unable to resolve differences
and they need to resort to due process, do you recommend that parents try to repre-
sent themselves?

Parents under no circumstances should attempt to represent themselves in a due
process hearing. In our experience even the most knowledgeable and sophisticated
parents have not been successful when they have gone before a hearing officer to
plead the case for their own child. The parent who represents himself can be lik-
ened to the proverbial attorney who in taking on his own case chooses a fool for a
client. By the time a disagreement has reached the level and intensity requiring a
third party hearing, parents cannot set aside the emotional investment in their
child and m the situation to formulate and present an before a
hearing officer. In many cases, they would find themselves op by a school at-
i.aniey, or by a school professional whose experience in proceedngs has given them
skills equal to an attorney. In many of the larger school systems, there are school
employees whose sole responsibility is to represent the school in administrative pro-
cedures and court actions. Parents ordinarily do not have the skills required for suc-
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email participation in a due process hearing, for instances, presentation of evi-dence, examinaiton of witnesses, raising of objections, and legal interretations. Par-ents going alone into a due process hearing place themselves and their child at adecided disadvantage.
Question 2:If an attorney is not available or a parent cannot or chooses not to usean attorney, is it preferable for the parent to represent himself or herself or for theparent to try to find a lay advocate?
As indicated before, it is never advisable for a parent to represent himself in adue process hearing. Under circumstances in which an attorney is not retained, cer-tainly a lay advocate can assist greatly in presenting the child's special educationneeds. This situation is far preferable to parents going alone. In a formal hearing,however, the parents' case is best set forth by a skilled attorney.
Parents' rights and privileges encompass far more, however, than the issue of dueprocess hearings. In informal meetings such as eligibility hearings, IEP conferences,placement decisions, and administrative reviews, all of which are less legalistic thandue process hearings, the lay advocate has a valuable role to perform. Coming tothese meetings with a strong background in special education, a lay advocate ismore apt to keep the focus on substantive educational issues relevant to the child'sspecial education. This perspective is the major contribution provided by the lay ad-vocate.
Question 8: Would you support the training of lay advocates? Does your organiza-tion perform that training?
I do support the training of lay advocates. Lay advocates have proven to be effec-tive in resolving disagreements between parents and achool systems. In many casesthey have been instrumental in facilitating communication with school personneland have thereby prevented escalation of the conflict to the level of due process.Specifically, lay advocates provide individual consultation to parents. They help toclarify the special education procedures, assess the child's educational status, inter-pret tests and test scores, specify goals and objectives, prepare for school meetings,and when necessary, participate in due process appeals.
In order to function in these varied ways, lay advocates require special;z2:1 trsin-ing. Such training is a complex process and is not to be done in a superfiC.- 1

manner. Our Center has trained several lay advocates and currently has educaticr,al consultation as one ofour services. The trainees have professional backgrounds inspecial education, and are parents of children with special education needs. The
course for advocates includes: the substantive and procedural rights under the Edu-cation of the Handicapped Act; still training in the consultation process; seminarsled by attorneys and educators concerning legal and educational issues; and ongoingsupervision.

I believe lay advocates have an important role to assist families in securing free,
appropriate educational services for their sons and daughters promised under theEducation of the Handicapped Act. In order to function in that role, they requirethorough preparation and supportive supervision. I, therefore, support the develop-ment and implementation of high quality training programs for lay advocates.I appreciate the opportunity to present the views of the Parent Educational Advo-
cacy Training Center at the hearings and in this letter. Please feel free to contactme if you have further questions.

Sincerely yours,
WINIFRED ANDERSON,

Executive Director.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Our fmal two witnesses today, Dr. Smith-Davis

and Professor Belamy, may come to the witness table. Dr. Judy
Smith-Davis is editor of Counter-Point, is with us today from Reno;
and Professor Belamy is with us from the University of Oregon.

STATEMENTS OF JUDY SMITH-DAVIS, EDITOR, COUNTERPOINT,
RENO, NV; AND G. THOMAS BELAMY, PROFESSOR, UNIVERSITY
OF OREGON

Mr. WmuAms. Dr. Smith-Davis, we will start with you. I amgoing to turn the gavel over to my colleague, Mr. Martinez, for afew minutes. I will return very shortly.
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Dr. SMITH-DAVIS Thank you very much for the opportunity to be
here, and I also want to thank the committee for its concern about
personnel preparation for education of the handicapped.

I heard your concern specifically about this testimony, and my
prepared statement has attempted to address some of the areas of
concern which you are most interested in, and very briefly I will
try to overview some of those concerns.

To preface everything, I want to begin by emphasizing that there
is a difference between apparent needs for personnel such as body
counts and counts of open positions that, if filled, would perpetuate
the status quo. That is one kind of a need. That is the apparent
need, and the real needs are that which would tend to help to im-
prove the quality and equity of education for the handicapped.

I think the difference between those two kinds of needs can be
demonstrated quite clearly in some of the Band-Aid and emergency
approaches that school districts across the country are having to
take because of shortages of personnel and because of fiscal exigen-
cies that do exist. Districts are doing some remarkably good things,
but nonetheless they are under a great deal of pressure to conserve
funds, to spread funds, and to take a look at measures that would
tend to separate personnel in areas where it is very hard to find
any personnel.

Some of the examples of the Band-Aid approaches that I do be-
lieve are obscuring the true real need for personnel are these:

Student-teacher ratios in education for the handicapped have
been increased in many, many areab of the country for the past 3
to 4 years. This became an acute problem in 1981-82 when many
States underwent a lot of budget cuts, layoffs, reorganization. Last
fall in a national survey we found that the situation really had not
improved and in five States requests for waivers to increase stu-
dent-teacher ratios among handicapped groups were still increas-
ing.

Another one of the Band-Aid approaches that tends to obscure
real need for personnei is an inappropriate multicategory grouping
of students where one might have. 10 students with markedly dif-
fe, hrindicap levels of severity in handicaps and an attempt to
g- au e togeher under one teacher for instruction because
it saves having two teachers. In that event, that grouping can ob-
scure the real need for personnel.

Another hing I believe that could be obscuring the real need for
personnel- 4 will dwell on this a little moreis the mass move-
ment of ha ndicapped children into regular education classrooms.

I want t make very clear that everyone in my profession would
find that te be the ideal thing that could possibly happen, to have
handicap)) children educated in that environment. I do believe
that sop, :bow in the past few years least restrictive environment
have be mine synonymous with regular classrooms. I am not at all
urE ,nat is what the act intended. If it did I don't know why we

al say that in the act to begin with.
We need to look at the individualized education plan and the in-

dividualization that implies. We also need to look at the overall
readiness of regular education to undertake 75 Arcent of our chil-
dren now in the classrooms.
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We also need to know that one shot, spotty in-service programs
are not going to do the trick. You don't turn a person into a specialeducation authority by a few in-service workshops. It will take pro-longed, intensive training if these people are going to be adequatelyprepared. Since we already have somehow or another in the pastfew years put 75 percent of these kids in regular classrooms, wehave grn to ask ourselves, do we want to sacrifice this generation of
kids, while we prepare and figure out what to do? I think the
movement into regular education, because it is so much less expen-sive is indeed obscuring more needs for special education person-nel, p irticularly teachers, and the kind of personnel that need tobe 'here to help the regular classroom teachers. This is indeed theway we are going.

The worst possible problem that is obscuring the needs for per-sonnel is the need for emergency provisional out-of-field permits.
Whatever you want to call it, people certified that don't have it.This is occurring en masse. Every State has this problem across thecountry. I think you could say 20 to 30 percent of the special educa-tors or special personnel are not certified for special education.

As of last spring a State like Louisiana reported 47 percent of itsspecial educators were not certified as special educators. Now, Isubmit that just these few Band-Aid approaches tend to artificiallydecrease the demand for personnel; it makes it look like you needless because you have higher student-teacher ratios, because youPre putting all kinds of kids in groups they don't belong in because
you are pushi rig a lot of kids into regular education.

On the other hand, these same approaches that school districtsquite justifiably in many cases have to take because they have tocomply and provide services. These same measures are tending to
art!fi cially increase the supply of personnel, make it appear that
we I; Rye. more than we have because so many people are not certi-fied and qualified to do the work that they are doing.

Now, let's look at what the conventional data show us about thedemand for personnel. Education for the handicapped is fairly newand I am sure everyone is wondering why, after 10 years of 94-142,we still need more people. It is a fairly new concept and I thinkwhen we are talking about massive change, such as has occurredwith making special education a right of all handicapped children,
we have to acknowledge it will take time.

The preparation of personnel is the backbone of this, to have
qualified people that know what to do, know how to guide children
in their learning. As long as I can remember we have had great
needs for special education personnel. The needs are becominggreater right now because so many fewer people are going into the
field, so many people are leaving the field. The shortages that have
been predicted for the past 5 years are coming to pass.

I have talked to many States just before coming here to see whatthe situation was. Personnel shortages are becoming the No. 1
problem that people need to solve and this is not confined to cer-tain areas.

Suburban Chicago last week did not yet have enough special edu-
cation personnel to fill open positions. We are just talking about
open positions, we are not talking about provisional certificationand all the other sorts of things that need to be addressed.
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The Albuquerque public schoolsI think each would agree that
is a desirable locationwhen opening schools this fall didn't have
enough people. Probably still doesn't. So this is a widespread prob-
lem that is going to get worse.

In my testimony on pages 18 to 20 I talk about the need for all
types of personnel across the country, and I listed a number of
areas that were in greatest demand. To save time, I will not recite
them again, but they are in my written testimony.

A little. bit about the supply of personnel. Where are the new
people going to come from and where are the current people going?

The attrition rate in special education is far greater than the 6
percent that was noted in the seventh annual report to Congress.
Most States will tell you that their attrition rates are 20 to 30 per-
cent of people leaving the field after a few years. The job market is
opening up, there are many more attractive and lucrative positions
and respectable, I might add. Up to 50 percent attrition is reported
in some locations that are less desirable. I think inner city schools
are experiencing very great problems in that regard.

In areas where people are teaching in severely handicapped
areas, multihandicapped and emotional disturbances, there have
been reports of up to 53 percent turnover after 3 to 5 years, be-
cause of burnout. That is a highly stressful kind of work that
people cannot keep doing for years and years and years.

They are leaving for other reasons, and one of them is the depo-
pularization of education by the President and politics. All of us
are feeling it. We hang our heads and we are not stupid, and we
are not incompetent. There are thousands of people that could be
sitting in this chair today who are not stupid and not incompetent.
We all feel it and if we feel it in the profession, I can't imagine
how discouraging this must be to anyone who has yet come into
the profession.

Preservice enrollment is declining in most of the colleges and
universities across the country. There is information in the report
that tells you the higher education enrollment is declining and par-
ticularly in teacher education programs. Current estimates of en-
rollment are often inflated by master students who are already
practicing teachers going back for recertification and being counted
as new personnel when, in fact, they are not new personnel, they
are already working, they happen to be in the masters program.

Last year, in the 1984, 51 of 57 States and territories reported
that the higher education programs that existed within their
boundaries then could not begin to supply the number of personnel
they needed to staff their schools. The declining supply of person-
nel as far as I can tell is only beginning to emerge.

Therefore, as far as supply and demand, there are very clearcut
demands for personnel that are not met. There is reason to be
quite alarmed by the new supplies of people in the next 5 years,
and beyond that, if we really want to have a quality education for
handicapped or anyone else. We need to be very concerned about
the band-aid approaches that are tending to obscure the needs we
really have.

As far as higher education programs for personnel preparation
for the handicapped, 3 years ago we had about 698 of these pro-
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in large State universities. Today, we have fewer because weEavrrlost some because of financial cutbacks in the States.Many of the higher education programs do not supply just theirown State but they supply teachers to a whole region or all overthe country. It is very hard to go to your State legislature and ask
for money to support that kind of thing when a great many of ourefforts go beyond your State boundaries and if that wasn't the case,we would have greater shortages than we do right now.

Teacher training at college and university campuses has alwaysbeen underfunded. Teacher training receives less money than anyother department on campus. Fiscal cutbacks in recent years haveled to a reorganization of special education programs on the cam-puses. Personnel people are spread too thin and right now I thinkthere are very, very few programs in the country that can do anykind of expansion to get into more new programs or provams thatcould produce more personnel to meet some of these nee&
The need for doctoral people is extremely great. The higher edu-cation consortium for special education is endeavoring to survey alltraining programs in the country and fmd out where we are withpersonnel. We have had about three generations of doctoral peoplecome through in the past 20 years. The people that we really havenow in our field, the first generation, has retired or gone. Thesecond generation will be reaching retirement age in the next 5 to10 years. The new generation is taking many, many kinds of posi-tions outside of special education.
We are now fortunate that special education people are becoming

deans, superintendents of schools, and so forth. So there are many,many more opportunities, but we need to be very concerned where
we are going to be in 5 years unless we continue to emphasize thedoctoral priority. People that go to the doctoral have already been
through two cycles of education and have been in the field betweenthose. We don't want people to get bachelors and masters and thendoctorals and never work because they do not have the experiencethat we need.

By the time you go to the doctoral program you are married, youhave children, you may even be getting ready to send your ownchildren to college. You might have to move away from home be-cause there is only 61 of these programs in the country, and so allkinds of hardships ensue. They have to have some stipend, theyhave to have fellowships and these programs themselves need sup-port to attract people to them.
There have been a lot of improvements and there continues to beimprovement in higher education. I have tried to spell out quite afew of them in my testimony. There have also been organizationalinitiatives by the Council for Exceptional Children, American

Speech, Hearing, Language Association, a number of organizational
guidelines for professional standards, and so forth, that have becndeveloped.

I think you can be proud about what personnel preparation hasdone with the Federal funds and with the profession in the past 10years. There also are State initiatives, teacher testing. I think theteacher testing is yet another place where quality and conversion
can do some strangt: things. I refer to the fact that there are suchgreat teacher shortages in areas such as math, the sciences, bilin-

270



267

gual education, and special education. You I. hat they do to
solve that sometimes. They lower the cutoff t on the teacher
test in a State in certain highly critical short - areas in an at-
tempt to get more people in. Pretty soon, a teat ..1r. will be able to
be like wineI was produced in a vintage year when the cutoff
scores were high, or I was produced in a low year and, of course,
that cuts the shortage here. You cut into quality of everything we
are trying to do.

As far as the Part D Program, there is a very long history of part
D that we can learn from. A lot of things have been tried, a lot of
things have succeeded and a lot of things have been refought, and I
think one thing we need to do is go back through history of all of it
as an individual before we repeat any of the mistakes of the past.
We can use some of the history to address some of these problems
that we have today.

We need a coherent national program that concentrates these
scarce resources on the major problems that we have had. We do
not need a politically oziented program that puts a million dollars
here, a million dollars here, a little bit here, a little bit there, to
the extent that no real impact can come from any of those tiny bits
of money, we need a coherent program that will stimulate a good
professional responsibility from the field and will get some of these
problems sold.

We want to also make sure that these priorities are in fact
within the law and intent of the Congress had when the law was
enacted. We need consistency, we don't need the constant fluctua-
tions that have begun to become the rule. Some of my colleagues
even referred to it as the banana republic atmosphere. First it is in
and then it is out, and up and down, and having these sorts of mas-
sive changes happening every 2 or 3 years are not going to have
any long term impact on solving these problems.

I think there should be more collaboration with the professions
and with the field of special education in determining what the
needs are and how they can best be met. I think we ought to think
about supporting programs and not just projects. The teachers edu-
cation programs in many senses are fighting for suivival and I
think we need to look at how best to support them because in fact
it is the programs that produce the personnel overall.

1' e certainly need to recognize the importance of leadership
training, preparation of doctoral personnel for a variety of posi-
tions. We need to look at recruitment, what incentives can we give
to start attracting the best people back into special education and
how can we have an organized recruitment program and a recruit-
ment program that might help that.

We need to emphasize innovation and experimentation in this
program, which has for so long helped to solve problems.

Last, we need to think that we have a plan change. We don't get
real change with all this shifting around every 2 and 3 and 4 years.
We need tc :lave a long term plan. We need to have a plan that
says how do we get from today to 10 years from now and be better
off 10 years from now, and we need to look at how long are those
Federal funds going to be necessary. You are never going to know
that without a long-term plan.
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We clearly have a need for personnel, hidden needs, real needs.
The supply of personnel is becoming a significant problem. The col-
leges and universities are experiencing declining enrollment and
many setbacks, and I think that all together, we have a very signif-
icant problem right now coming up and I think that Part D
Progam under the reauthorization hopefully will will respond to all
of those problems.

[The prepared statement of Judy Smith-Davis followsl
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF JUDY SMITH-DAVIS, PH.D.

President, Counterpoint Communications Company

I am honored with the invitation to appear before the Subcommittee on

Select EducPtion of the U.S. House of Representatives Committee on Education

and Labor to offer testimony concerning the reauthorization of the EHA dis-

cretionary programs. To preface my comments, my qualifications to testify

on the preparation of personnel for education of the handicapped are summar-

ized.

I am a special educator with more than 18 years of experience, and am al-

so a writer, networker, synthesizer of information, and analyst of data. I

work for a small company that I formed for purposes of dissemination and

communication of practices in special education, teacher education, and relat-

ed disciplines, through publications, electronic networking, human networking

and direct assistance. I am currently Editor-in-Chief of a national special

education newspaper called Counterpoint.

From 1976 to 1979, under a federal grant, it was my job to disseminate

information on the Program Assistance Grants and Special Projects funded by

Part B and administered by the (then) Bureau of Education for the Handicapped, in

whose offices my desk was located for three years. In 1979, I undertook the

direction of a national project called Dissemin/Action, which provided direct

assistance in dissemination, networking, product development, identification

and adoption of promising practices to several hundred personnel preparation

programs, state and local education agencies. Through this project and my

independent work, I have collaborated with virtually all of the state educa-

tion agencies in the country, primarily with respect to the implementation of

the Comprehensive System of Personnel Development.
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I wish to emphasize to the Subcommittee that I am also a trainer of par-

ents of handicapped children, through the TAPP Project in Boston, Massachus-

etts, through several Regional Resource Centers, and most recently in parent

training activities for parents in remote counties of rural Nevada.

The dividing line in my career occurred in 1974. when I entered the doc-

toral program at the University of New Mexico. Prior to that, I was the found-

ing director of a proprietary school for seriously disturbed adolescents in

Norfolk and Virginia Beach. Before that, I was an English teacher at Northside

Junior High School in Norfolk. In all, I have had ten years of experience in

teaching in public schools and residential facilities, as well as four years

of teaching adults.

It is from the vantage point of these various roles that I present testim-

ony concerning the reauthorization of the EHA discretionary, program for per-

sonnel preparation for education of the handicapped. The testimony itself is

intended to provide background on the issues that I perceive to surround this

topic.
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The cautions included by the authors of the Seventh Annual Report to

CongEga are quite appropriate, their view that the numbers represent the

teachers needed to fully serve handicapped children is open to question, and

this testimony will elaborate on both of these issues in some detail, as

follows.

Pvoblems in Measuring and Projecting Manpower Needs

The University of Maryland's national studies of personnel supply and

demand in special education (Smith-Elvis, Burke, & Noel, 1984; Noel, Smith-

Davis, & Burke, in press) have heen based on the premise that the conventional

approach to examining manpower levels (by counting persons entering tie pro-

fession or preparing to do so, and counting current and projected positions

reported by consumers of personnel) does not provide an adequate picture of

needs. This is because conventional "measurements and projections tend to

exclude consideration of manY internal and external factors that influence

manpower issues: for example, working conditions and attrition, population

trends and shifts; certificatioh criteria (and departures from tF,se criteria);

recruitment standards; personnel caseloads and instructional groupings of

childrar; political, social, and econolic fluctuations that influence nut only

career choices but also program growth or decline and public support; and a

host of other fluid, situational factors" (p. 1). In reviewing major studies

of overall teacher supply and demand, Roth (1981) acknowledged these factors,

as well as the additional confusion that results from "a failure to distinguish

among supply and demand data, method of collecting data, and technique used

for projections" (p. 43) and pointed out the variability of results reported

by the studies he reviewed.

It should be a matter of serious concern that traditional manpower surveys

have a propensity for obscuring fundamental problems associated with school
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staffing. It is entirely possible, for example, that a school district might

report no vacant positions, or even a surplus of available personnel, yet

demonstrate a genuine need for manpower.

Defining teacher demand in terms of personnel needed to

meet or maintain the full educational opportunities goal

for handicapped children is to determine need for per-

sonnel by establishing categories of service which should

be available in any given school district. Historically,

however, teacher demand is defined by numbers of vacancies

filled or by unfilled positions for which a student popula-

tion already exists. This approach is related to the

level of services which the local school district is will-

ing and able to maintain, (Illinois supply and demand

for special education, l98l, p. 8)
.

State and local education agencies are required by national and state

law to serve handicapped students in public education. At the same time, a

number of factors mitigate against this effort, notably fiscal pressures and

problems in recruiting and deploying sufficient numbers of qualified personnel.

In response to these difficulties, school districts must take whatever measures

they can in order to remain in compliance with the Law. In many instances,

however, these measures tend to obscure the actual needs for personnel because

they artificially reduce the apparent demand and/or because they artificially

increase the apparent supply of personnel. Further, certain certification

policies, waivers, and administrative arrangements (all in the service of

greater flexibility for school districts facing these problems) also obscure

the real needs that do exist for qualified personnel,
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It is, therefore, submitted that;

1. The current supply and demand figures and projections from any conven-

tional source do not accurately establish the need for personnel in special

education and related services;

2. The issue of quality of services offered by public education is in-

timately bound up with the issue of gilaptitxof personnel available; and

3. These problems affect not only special education but general education,

as well.

The remainder of this portion of the testimony will offer evidence to

substantiate these claims.

Student/Teacher Ratios

As of the 1982-83 school year, class and case loads in special education

Were reported to be increasing in fully half of the states; in some cases,

these ratios had reached the maximum allowable limits on the average, with

numbers of children exceeding the maximum in some or many settings (Smith-

Davis, Burke, & Noel, 1984; Teacher Education Division, 1984). The tilting

of ratios was reported as attributable: "to shortages of personnel; to re-

cruitment difficulties; to reductions in force (which occurred in 1982 in

some areas in response to state fiscal shortfalls); to cases where a small

number of handicapped students representS an overload for one teacher but is

not thought to justify an additional full-time employee; and to program re-

organizations that reduce human resources without a corresponding decrease

in the handicapped pupil population" (Smith-Davis, Burke, & Noel, 1984, p. 7).

In the survey for the 1984-85 school year (Noel, Smith-Davis, & Burke,

in press), although general concern over continuing expansion of student/

teacher ratios had subsided somewhat,states did not report general decreases in

ratios and five reported that requests for waivers had increased since 1982-83.
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All but six jurisdictions (states and territories) are vulnerable to ex-

pansion of class and case loads by virtue of the fact that the remaining juris-

dictions have the authority to grant exceptions or waivers on the request of

local school districts to exceed formal or informal guidelines on class size

and case loads (and, in some of these, the districts have autonomy on these

decisions). Some of the results are as follows:

* One state, wit, locally determined student/teacher ratios, reported

some resource room 1.-:s high as 85 students per teacher per week. This

state also reported that "the squeeze affects all areas, but may be less sev-

ere in smaller districts where there are fewer children." The primary cause

for overloads is described as money; "one way to stretch money is to extend

the student/teacher ratios."

* In another state, districts are reimbursed up to a certain number of

staff members, and this formula, along with general budgetary decreases and

increases in numbers of handicapped students, has resulted in Overloads in

some districts.

* Another state sees.overloads both as a result of personnel shortages

and as an outcome of administrative decisions to increase or exceed class

load guidelines in order to accrue nv;,:.mum fiscal efficiency.

* Still another state reports that 54 percent of its districts had ap-

plied for waivers to exv.241 maximum class sizes and, in addition, some were

seeking to place certain low-incidence students (e.g, hearing impaired) in

classes with learning disabled students.

* Another state official reports "lots of requests for rule exceptions,

including increasing class size and mixing disabilities due to lack of teach-

ers. The fewer the number of rule exceptions requestee, the more the number

of temporary certificates is increased. If districts cannot handle difficult-

ies by case load exceptions, they do it with temporary certification."

279
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The issue of increasing student/teacher ratios in programs for mildly to

moderately handicapped students is fairly widespread. The majority of waiv-

ers appear to be granted for these program categories, while class sizes for

more severely handicapped students have occasionally been reduced in recent

years. As an example of regulated increases in ratios, one state has changed

its regulations to raise the maximum resource load from 23 to 27 students,

in part, according to the spokespersv.. "to help large population areas be-

cause they can get by this way with fet.e, -eachers."

There appears to be little consensus !garding rations. What is clear,

however, is that student/teacher ratios in -.2,-41 education continue to be

adjusted to accommodate both manpower shortages and -,cclomic constraints, and

the impact on program quality has yet to be scrutinize.::.

Inappropriate M,:;.-,tegorical Grouping

Pupils with rwy.% types of handicaps are ofte..i grouped kr inst.ruction,

most commonly in resoorvt !.r.,oms, learning labs, inter relatr claarx.6:. or

multi-handicapped self-,:rmtned classrooms. Mild.y to moderately haniicapped

students predominate ir ; v:erice delivery model, whose theoretical rationale

is that students should ht! :,rcuped according to instructional characteristics

and needs, as indicated by the Individualized Education Program, regardless of

the label that may be assigned to them.

At the time of the Igb2-23 Maryland manpower survey, concern was growing

about misuses and abuses of the multicategorical model, apparently stimulated,

in part, by fiscal problems experienced by the majority of states and territor-

ies at that time. Because of program cutbacks, reductions in forte in some

locations, and other measures for dealing with funding reductions three years

ago, many districts reportedly wanted more flexibility in programming and place-

ment. Personnel shortages and staffing pattern dilemmas also contriouted, and



277

expansion of multicategorical grouping was one solution at that time (Smith-

Davis, Burke, 81 Noel, 1984).

Information gathered in the 1984-85 survey showed that 31 states or ter-

titories continue to express concerns about inappropriate multicategorical

grouping handicapped students. The kinds of problems identified are these:

1. The number of students assigned to one teacher is excessive. Exhor-

bitant demands may be placed on resource room teachers in terms of case loads

and multiple preparations for the various students they will see in a day or

week, and teachers are not qualified to deal with these multiple responsibilit-

ies.

2. The diversity of students placed in one group is excessive. In some

localities, districts can request variances to enlarge the number of categories

of handicap that can be served in a multicategorical resource room or inter-

related class. In such instances, the diversity of handicaps and learning needs

can become exceedingly great and low-incidence students may be merged with

more mildly handicapped students.

3. The model is misused to solve staffing problems in rural contexts,

where a small number of handicapped students with varying.problems may, under

current funding circumstances, justify only one teacher or less than one full-

time teacher.

4. FisLil considerations lead to misuses of the model; it is convenient

for expanding teacher loads and spreading resources.

5. Certification policies are associated with misuses of the model; gener-

alist certification stimulates growth in multicategorical placements.

6. There is considerable question as to whether college and university

programs can adequately prepare cross-categorical personnel in four years.

7. Confusion has been created by the transition from an earlier categoric-

al model to a new noncategorical model of service delivery.

2 3 1



278

The Movement of Handicapped Students into Regular Education

The increasing assignment of mildly to moderately handicapped students

to regular education for all or part of the school day (as initially reported

in the 1982-83 Maryland survey) emerged in a greater number of jurisdictions

in the 1984-85 survey. The education of handicapped students in the least re-

strictive environment is not only a fundamental right guaranteed by Public

Law 94-142, but is also a goal much to be desired by parents, professionals,

and the students themselves. At the same time, these advocates for least re-

strictive educational placement would-be likely to agree that the best termin-

ology might be "most enabling environment," a concept that has been defined in

various ways. For Thomas (1980), "the environment chosen for a particular child

can only be the least restrictive if it is also the most productive" (p. 8),

while Heron and Skinner (1981) apply three variables in defining the least re-

strictive educational setting; (a) does it maximize opportunities for the han-

dicapped student to respond and achieve; (b) does it allow the teacher to inter-

act proportionately with all of the students; and (c) does it provide oppor-

tunities for good relationships to develop between handicapped and nonhandi-

capped individuals?

On the basis of the Maryland manpower studies, a major contributing factor

in the current reality of regular class placement is reported to be the federal

emphasis. Funding is another factor. The movement of children from resource

rooms to regular education, or from self-contained classes to resource rooms

for greater portions of the school day will generally expand the number of

students per teacher and is therefore less expensive (Smith-Davis, Burke, &

Noel, 1984; Noel, Smith-Davis, & Burke, in press).

Among the fifty states and seven territories included in the 1984-85

Maryland study, more than forty reported a greater emphasis than in 1982-83 on
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placing mildly to moderately handicapped students in regular education for

some portion of the day. So..e jurisdictions reported that 80 percent Or more

of all handicapped students are sa placed. Although learning disabled students

are leading the way in regular educatir . placement, the overall pattern also

includes educable mentally retarded students, behaviorally disordered students,

and some students witl, sensory impairments, health and other problems.

According to the Seventh Annual Report to Congress (Division of Educa-

tional Services, Special Education Program, 1965), during the 1982-83 school

year 67 percent of the 4.3 million students served under Public Law 94-142

received special education services in resource rooms, while only 26 percent

were served in self-contained situations. It is currently thought that as many

as 75 percent of students may be placed in resource room/regular education or

exclusively regular education settings.

Two jurisdictions did not in 1982-83 and do not now endorse the.movement

toward the resource room/regular education as the least restrictive placement

for mildly to moderately handicapped students. These are the State of Maine

and the Territory of Guam. Maine has questioned the efficacy of the noncate-

gorical resource room and "is moving back to more self-contained instruction

with capable people. A move to more self-contained instruction will not be

easy because of costs, which are always an issue when it comes to self-contained

classes. . . . Maine is stepping back from mainstreaming handicapped students

in regular education, and other alternatives are being developed. There are

fewer handicapped children in regular education in 1985 then there were in

1982" (Maine Director of Special Education, as reported in Smith-Davis, Burke,

& Noel, 1984, and in Noel, Smith-Davis, & Burke, in press).

After an extended period of resource room placement, the Territory of Guam

has re-established some self-contained classes and expects to establish more.
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Guam's five-year analysis of service delivery modes shows that handicapped

students who were initially placed in a resource room for less than 50 percent

of the school day end up spending more than 50 percent of their time in the

resource room as time passes. According to the spokesperson from Guam, "This

is definitely tied to the progression through the grades and is more depend-

ent on reading ability than on any other single variable. It is also tied to

the whole general problem of low-performing students. For the majority, their

whole reason for being in the resource room is their nonsuccess in the regular

program. So it makes no sense to change their placement to regular education.

There is an inability to effect change in regular education programs. With

each advancing grade, regular education teachers are wore committed to teaching

subjects, not kids. We need to take a closer look at r_gular education's real

ability in the long run to respond to low-functioning kids" (Assistant Superin-

tendent, Guam Department of Education, as reported in Smith-Davis,.Burke, &

Noel, 1934, and in Noel, Smith-Davis, & Burke, in press).

Unqualified Personnel

"When supplies of any resource are plentiful, the tendency is to sort and

select the superior; when supplies are scant, one settles for less. In special

education, the most widespread solution to problems of personnel shortages and

recruitment problems is the issuance of certificates to persons who do not

demonstrate the preparation, experience, qualifications, and other criteria or-

dinarily used for certification" (Smith-Davis, Burke, & Noel, 1984, pp. 229-230).

The 1982-83 Maryland survey showed that up to 30 percent of special education

personnel in some jurisdictions were thus working with children with whom they

had had minimal experience or preparation (Smith-Davis, Burke, & Noel, 1984),

and the matter of emergency certification continues to be a national concern.
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In the 1984-85 Maryland survey, 13 states reported that they were issuing

more emergency certificates than they had in 1982-83, and reports of 42 to 47

percent of special education teachers so certified have been received; only

two states have eliminated the practice through legislative action. Of the

seven states reporting a decrease in emergency certification, only Alaska in-

dicaZed that no special education teachers were minimally certified, and

teacher salaries that are the highest in the nation were cited as the reason

for Alaska's adequate supply of fully certified teachers (Noel, Smith-Oavis,

& Burke, in press).

In addition, many comprehensive special education teaching certificates

do not restrict the areas in which a certificate holder can work, but only spe-

cify the area of specialization for which the holder was trained. This intro-

duces further ambiguity to ;ssues of quantity and quality. Because so many

positions are filled inappropriately or inadequately, traditional data on man-

power supply and demand cannot specify the true nature and dimensions of the

need.

Similar problems in general education are examined in a new report called

Making Do in the Classroom: A Report on the Misassignment of Teachers (Council

on Basic Education, 1985). According to this report, "nationwide, thousands of

teachers stand before thousands upon thousands of children, charged with in-

struction in disciplines not their own. And these are not peripheral subjects

but English and math, history and science. . . . (and) while three-quarters of

the states possess an explicit policy or regulation acknowledging that out-of-

field teaching is pedagogically unsound, few or none have reliable means for

measuring the incidence within their own jurisdictions" (p. 6). "More disturb-

ing still are the countless legal exceptions to minimal regulation. In emer-

gency situations, as defined by local authorities, teachers may be assigned as
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needed. . . . Most states in the nation permit exceptions in one form or anoth-

er to standard certification. How strictly these exceptions are limited varies

widely" (p. 7).

Conclusions: The Obscuring of Personnel Needs

This testimony concerning policies and practicee that tend to obscure ac-

tual needs for personnel has, of necessity, presented situations that are not

ideal. The purpose has been to demonstrate several problems with which school

districts and states are dealing in the effort to ensure that all handicapped

children and youth receive services. The measures that are being taken are not

without justification, given the cons. eaints that have also been outlined. At

the same time, it would be possible to discuss at great length a number of

excellent programs and initiatives taken by slate and local education agencies.

Having gathered much information on successful district, state, and higher

education practices, I would be very pleased to furnish this separatelY to the

Subcommittee. That these more positive efforts are not included here does not

mean that they do not exist; rather, it represents the intent of this testimony

to illuminate the context in which conventional projections of personnel sup-

ply and demand should be interpreted.

As expressed in the 1982-83 and 1984-85 Maryland manpower surveys, cer-

tification practices and administrative policies in many locations make it

possible for districts that cannot find teachers (and/or are working against

fiscal constraints) to decrease the demand for personnel by reorganizing prog-

rams, regroaping pupils, exceeding student/teacher ratios, and placing more

students in resource rooms and regular education -- sometimes without the in-

structional expertise and support necessary to their individual achievement.

These same policies also make it possible for districts to increase the supply

of personnel by assigning to special education those individuals who are neither
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prepared, qualified, nor certified to work with handicapped students. Such.

policies not only raise fundamental questions concerning the quality of educa-

tion that handicapped students are receiving, but also obscure genuine needs

for personnel in ways that can be exceedingly difficult to sort out.

B. Current Evidence on the UEMAND for Personnel

With acknowledgement that apparent needs for new personnel may not be the

same as the real needs, it is also necessary to review recent evidence on the

apparent needs for personnel to educate the handicapped.

Projections of Overall Teacher Shortages

The following statements from recent surveys 3nd 'ts pertain to cur-

rent and anticipated teacher shortages throughout educaulon.

1983. The National Center for Educational Statistics (1984) reported that

approximately 2,330,000 teachers were employed in the United States is of 1982-

83. Of this number, 6 percent (or around 142,800 for the 1982-83 school census)

leave the profession each year. Although public school enrollments have de-

clined in the last decade, census figures show that the school-aged population

will again begin to burgeon in the mid to late 1980's. Moreover, though the

overall school enrollment did decline in the past decade, the number of stud-

ents identified as handicapped increased. By the end of the 1980's, it is est-

imated that the demand for new teachers to fill all roles will be 200,000 per

year. In the same year, the American Association of Colleges for Teacher Edu-

cation (1983) reported that the overall supply of teachers produced annually

was already 4 percent short of demand. The greatest shortages specified at

that timo were in mathematics, physics, vocational education, bilingual educa-

tion, aid special education. A 1983 Report on the American Teacher (Howey,

55-92C 0-86--10
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Yarger, & Lebby, 1983) described, among other things, shortages of personnel,

and cited factors that would influence future demands for educators: popula-

tion trends, changing roles of women, regional migration, minority populations,

immigration trends, global population growth, and technological developments.

1984. The report of a 1984 study by the Rand Corporation (Darling-Hammond,

1984) reviewed factors expected to contribute to impending teacher shortages,

including: (a) declining enrollments of teacher trainees; (b) projections of

increasing pupil enrollments every year through 1992; (c) the decline in the

academic ability of teacher candidates; and (d) the propensity for high caliber

individuals to leave the profession or never to enter it. The author suggested

that, unless major changes occur, it will be necessary to hire and retain

large numbers of marginally qualified people. Further, on August 22, 1984,

Education Week cited a few already critical situations brought about by teach-

er shortages, as follows:

* Due to a shortage of 3,500 teachers, the New York City Board of Education

voted in spring 1984 to abandon its requirement that all new teachers have

at least six education credits on their transcripts. To circulate this change

in policy, the School Board purchased ads in Kew York newspapers and sent out

public service announcements on radio and television. Nonetheless, New York

expected to start school with a shortage of several thousand teachers.

* In an effort to ease the teacher shortage in several teaching specialt-

ies in Alabama, the State Superintendent of Schools announced his intention to

lower the passing scores on sections of the state's examinations for teacher

certification.

* Arizona's colleges graduated only 1,200 education majors in the spring

of 1984, but there were approximately 2,500 open teaching positions in the

state as of the fall of the same year.
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1985. In its report on Indicators of Education Status and Trends (Nation-

al Center for Education Statistics, 1985), the U.S. Department of Education's

statistical staff showed that, "beginning in the mid-1980's, the demand for

additional teachers is projected to exceed the supply of new teacher graduates;

elementary schools should provide two-thirds of this demand" (p. 29). Later

in 1935, the National Center for Educational Statistics (1985) released The

Condition of Education for the current year which stated, in part, that "the

demand for additional teachers between 1990 and 1993 is expected to climb sig-

nificantly, approaching or even exceeding 200,000 per year. . . . These demand

projections are based on the assumptions that total enrollment will rise,

teacher/pupil ratios will improve only slightly, and the turnover of teachers

will remain constant at an estimated 6 percent" (p. 187). This report goes on

to describe conditions that might change these projections, including greater

numbers of teachers leaving the profession, and concludes that "the number of

teachers per 1,000 pupils may also decrease if schools are unable to locate

a sufficient number of qualified teachers to maintain existing ratios" (p. 137).

The Condition of Education also discusses distribution of shortages across edu-

cational and geographic settings, stating that the incidence of shortages is

currently greatest in the West and least in the Northeast, and that districts

enrolling 10,000 or more students and schools in central cities are experienc-

ing the impact of shortages more frequently than are smaller districts. "These

patterns reflect trends in enrollment growth in the Sunbelt and population

declines in the Northeast. They also may reflect the attitude that teaching

in inner city schools is a less attractive choice than working in schools with

fewer perceived obstacles to teaching. . . . One large urban district alone,

Los Angeles, accounted for more than half the shortages reported in the West"

(p. 138).
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Special Education Shortages

While current and predicted shortages in the overall teaching force en-

compass needs for special educators, as well, other evidence can specify more

closely the demand for personnel for education of the handicapped.

The Condition of Education report for 1935 (National Center for Education

Statistics, 1985) states that, for 1983, "certain subject fields had higher

vacancy rates than did others. Positions for bilingual special education

teachers showed the greatest proportional shortages in the public schools.

. . . Special education teachers of speech-impaired pupils were the next high-

est group reported in short supply in the public schools . . . (and) similar

shortages extended to other special education fields, including teachers of

severely emotionally disturbed students" (p. 138).

Several national studies have shown consistent shortages of personnel for

education of the handicapped across the United States and its territ6ries.

For 1982-83, the most major shortages were reported to be occurring in learning

disabilities; speech disorders; secondary education for the handicapped; voca-

tional education for the handicapped; and in severe, sensory, and multiple

handicaps. Across all the states, needs were demonstrated for all types of

special education and related service personnel, and in 22 states, such short-

ages continued well into the school year (Schafer & Duncan, 1982; Smith-Davis,

Burke, & Noel, 1984).

The following display shows needs for special education teachers in vari-

ous specialty areas and for related service personnel for 1982-83 from yet an-

other source (Division of Educational Services, 1985).
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NUMBER OF SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS EMPLOYED AND HEEDED FOR SCHOOL YEAR 82-83

Teachers Employed Needed

Learning Disabled 82,625 9,669
Speech Impaired 19,632 1,212
Mentally Retarded 61,452 3,484
Emotionally Disturbed 26,967 2,831
Hard of Hearing, Deaf 8,224 1,408
Multihandicapped 5,240 913

Orthopedically Impaired 4,383 376
Other Health Impaired 3,079 498
Visually Handicapped 3,275 335
Ueaf-Blind 898 30
Noncategorical 25,305 800

All Conditions
United States and Territories 241,079 21,638

SPECIAL EDUCATION PERSONNEL OTHER THAN TEACHERS EMPLOYED AND NEEDED, 1982-83

Personnel Employed

School Social Workers 7,659
Occupational Therapists 2,382
Recreational Therapists 751

Physical Therapists 1,958
Teacher Aides 102,722
Physical Education Coordinators 3,815

Supervisors 11,607

Other Non-Instructional Staff 45,124
Psychologists 14,513

Diagnostic Staff 6,145
Speech Pathologists 20,152
Audiologists 794
Work/Study Coordinators 1,585

Vocational Education Teachers 5,478

All Staff
United States and Territories 224,684

Needed

2
173
547

6,283
909

1,072
2,368
1,750

845
2,306

184
287
770

18,557
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The University of Maryland manpower study for 1984-85 (Noel, Smith-Davis,

& Burke, in press) shows continuing needs for all types of special education

and related service personnel. Greatest demands are expressed as follows:

* 38 jurisdictions (states and territories) reported shortages of

ph)..ical therapists.

* 37 jurisdictions reported shorgages of occupational therapists,

* 35 jurisdictions reported shortages of teachers of the emotionally

disturbed.

* 34 jurisdictions reported shortages of speech and language personnel.

* 29 jurisdictions reported shortages of teachers for the severely

handicapped and multiply handicapped, with three additional jurisdic-

tions reporting shortages in the multiply handicapped area only.

* 21 jurisdictions reported shortages of personnel for early childhood

education for the handicapped.

Seven states reported rural shortages in every personnel category, and

ten reported rural shortages in some categories, most frequently in occupa-

tional therapy, physical therapy, and speech. Only Alaska and the District

of Columbia reported no personnel shortages in any category of special edu-

cation.

In many locations, shortages of personnel continue well into the school

year. For example, in August 1985 as schools were opening, the Albuquerque

Public School system was still short 100 special education teachers (Smith,

1985) and, after school had opened in 1935, the State of Illinois continued

to report unfilled positions in varioUs districts (Henderson, 1985).

It is also true that expansion of services creates new needs for person-

nel. In special education, the prime areas where program expansion is needed

are preschool education for the handicapped and education for adolescents
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at the secondary level.

Early childhood special education. A combination of factors is stimulat-

ing expansion of services for handicapped infants and young children. The

federal priority in this area has had a positive impact, and state-level initi-

atives are also occurring, sometimes as a result of federal preschool incent-

ive grants and/or state incentive grants. A few jurisdictions have lowered the

age of eligibility for services, and a few have new mandates for preschool

programming. State-level initiatives are beginning to result in greater edu-

cational opportunities at the local level. Many unserved children remain to

be identified in the preschool category. At the same time, many jurisdictions

report great difficulty in finding qualified teachers for preschool programs;

emergency certification is prevalent in this specialty (Noel, Smith-Davis, &

Burke, in press).

Secondary programming. Secondary education for the handicapped continues

to be viewed as the weakest link in the special education continuum. A major

obstacle is the serious shortage of qualified people to provide instruction.

It is reported that fewer new graduates are becoming available for secondary

positions, and many teachers currently holding secondary special education po-

sitions are far from fully qualified. Some jurisdictions experience difficulty

in finding persons who can be even temporarily certified (Noel, Smith-Davis,

& Burke, in press).

Whereas a large proportion of currently served secondary students are

placed in resource room instruction, many respondents to the University of

Maryland studies believe that little individualization and differentiation is

taking place in such settings. Rather, instruction is often oriented to basic

skills remediation and tutorial instruction, with insufficient emphasis on

vocational needs and post-school planning. These problems are doubtless
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related to the training and experience of the personnel involved. Moreover,

the nature of the secondary school presents problems, in terms of reported

difficulty in achieving change in middle schools and high schools and modify-

ing curricula appropriately for handicapped adolescents. Finally, :ome re-

spondents to the University of Maryland surveys believe that many members of

the secondary handicapped population have not been identified because services

are so sparse, and that the handicapped dropout rate is needlessly high because

programs and personnel are inadequate.

Finally, the general problems associated with personnel shortages make the

training and deployment of paraprofessionals more and more important in the

education of handicapped children and youth. These individuals work with class-

room teachers as instructional aides; assist occupational, physical, and speech

therapists; serve on crisis intervention teams; and play substantial roles in

transition programs and in preschool programs. The demand for their services

has increased in the past decade aLd has yet to reach its peak. In 1974, ap-

proximately 27,000 paraprofessionals were working in special education while,

in 1984, their numbers haa reached 150,000. As services are stretched in ways

indicated earler in this testimony, as personnel shortages become more acute,

and as programs expand at the secondary and preschool levels, the already press-

ing need for qualified paraprofessionals will increase as well (National Re-

source Center for Paraprofessionals in Special Education, 1982; Heller & Pickett,

1981; Pickett, 1982).
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Data-Gathering from the States

In 1985, the OSERS Special Education Program launched its own effort to

gather data on education for the handicapped that could yield specifics con-

cerning current and anticipated manpower needs. In the midst of what may be-

come debilitating shortages of personnel, and with the concurrent need to come

to grips with the complex set of variables involved, this is a laudable effort.

ro gather data, the Special Education Program is requiring state depart-

ments of education to collect and report information in an annual data report

on Part B of the Education of the Handicapped Act, as amended. The data being

collected are these; (a) numbers of personnel employed in specific categories

and roles; (b) additional personnel (FTE) needed according to number of vacan-

cies; (c) number of additional personnel needed to fill positions occupied by

persons not appropriately or adequately prepared or trained (not fully certif-

ied); (d) least restrictive environment information concerning placement of

children and youth, by age and handicap, in regular classes, resource rooms,

separate classe! separate facilities, private schools, public residential

facilities, homebound and hospital settings; (e) funds expended -- federal,

state, local funds for special education and related services; (f) need for

improved services within a state or territory; (g) related services (a report

of handicapped children and youth receiving related services as part of spe-

cial education programs) (Cullar, 1985).

AltEough useful for what it does ask, the SEI state data-gathering in-

strument will not be useful for clearly establishing genuine needs for new

personnel for education of the handicapped. There are several reason for this.

First of all, the instrument does not appear to request information on teacher

attrition, which is a particular problem in special education. Nor does the

SEP instrument seek information on certification policies (existing in many
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states) that permit a person certified in one area of special education to be

placed with students with virtually any type of handicap (so that a speech

teacher, for example, becomes the instructor of learning disabled students).

Nor does the data report form ask about case loads and class loads, nor about

inappropriate multicategarical grouping of students. Further, because of

variations that exist among states in how districts handle and are account-

able for emergency certification and other types of waivers and exceptions,

there is great doubt that the SEP data reports can give anything close to a

reasonable estimation of some of the data that it does ask for.

Thus, it 4ouId appear that the SEP data-gathering effort is fairly typical

of the convent:onal means for measuring need, as described earlier. In short,

this instrument appears to demonstrate inherent problems that may interfere

with the accuracy and effectiveness.of data-gathering, namely: (a).a.lack of

timeliness (information on vacancies, for example, will fluctuate in relation

to the time of year, with open positions filled eventually with non-certified

personnel or other means, as necessary); (b) a lack of consideration for the

multiple factors that underlie issues of supply and demand (in its omissions);

(c) the propensity of survey methods and techniques to produce conflicting

evidence that can be used to support opposing policies (its omissions, and the

doubt that accurate information can actually be obtained on some of its items);

and (d) the danger that reporting systems may actually obscure the true man-

power situation (all of the above).

For all of these reasons, the results of the SEP data-gathering effort,

although presumably useful for some purposes, will not be useful in making de-

terminations concerning future directions of SEP's Division of Personnel Pre-

paration.
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C. Current Evidence on the SUPPLY of PERSONNEL

According to the Seventh Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation

of the Education of the Handicapped Act (Division of Educational Servcies,

SEP, 1985), states estimate that 262,717 special education teachers will be

needed for the 1985-86 school year. "This is a decrease of 18,238 from the

280,000 that were estimated as needed for the 1984-85 school year" (p. 52).

Although it is not clear how this 1985-86 estimate for teaching personnel was

derived, it may be assumed that the data do not incorporate the multiple fact-

ors that influence manpower demand, as reviewed earlier in this testimony.

As has been demonstrated, there is reason to believe that the demand for per-

sonnel is considerably greater than is indicated by the Seventh Annual Report

to Congress, as there is also reason to be concerned with the current and fut-

ure supply of new personnel for education of the handicapped, as follows.

Attrition

At the same time that it sets forth its estimate of decreased demand for

teachers of handicapped students for 1985-86, the Seventn Annual Report to

Congress cites an attrition rate "estimated at 6 percent for special education

teachers" (p. 52). For various reasons, the actual attrition rate in special

education is thought to be much higher. In 1983, for example, testimuny

before this same Subcommittee included the following statement: "It is estimat-

ed that the annual attrition rate in special education is 12 percent, as com-

pared to 6 percent overall in education" (Jones, 1983). Other information

suggests that attrition may be even more prevalent. In behavior disorders,

for example, up to 53 percent of teachers leave within the first five years

(Grosenick & Huntze, 1981) and, among teachers of the severely handicapped,

burnout may account for attrition rates as high as 30 percent every three to



294

four years (Smith-Davis, Burke, & Noel, 1984).

Although state education agencies have information on many aspects of per-

sonnel supply and demand, it is difficult for them to estimate how greatly

personnel needs are affected by turnover. There is, however, concern about at-

trition in virtually every jurisdiction, and there are reports of attrition

rates as high as 50 percent annually in less
desirable locations (including

inner city schools and remote areas).
Apart from attrition specific to geo-

graphic and socioeconomic factors,
general attrition rates as high as 20 per-

cent across jurifdictions are reported
(Smith-Davis, Burke, & Noel. 1984). As

more and more jobs open up in the general labor
market, such rates may be ex-

pected to continue.

Overall Preservice Enrollments

Overall, there is evidence that fewer students are entering higher educa-

tion. Since 1983 and for the remainder of the 1980's and early 1990's,

"higher education enrollment is projected to decrease somewhat as declines in

the traditional college-age population reduce the pool of potential students;

enrollment is expected to decrease by about 6 percent, as compared with the

1983 level (National Center on Education Statistirs, 1985). The decline in

enrollment of traditional college-aged
students in the 18-24 age group is

expected to be as high as 18 percent,
but the overall reduction in college and

university enrollments may be smaller "because moderate increases of older

students are expected to compensate somewhat for the loss of younger students

. . . (and) the expected increase in part-time studentS will offset to some

extent the decrease in full-time enrollment"
(National Center for Education

Statistics, 1985, p. 78).

In 1977, there were approximately 200,000
students at various stages of

higher education who were preparing to teach (National Center for Education
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Statistics, 1983). By way of contrast, "in 1983, the annual supply of newly

qualified teacher graduates . . . was an estimated 146,000. However, as a

percent of bachelor's degree recipients, new teacher graduates dropped from

34 percent to 14 percent between 1970 and 1983. Should the waller percentage

remain fairly stable over the next ten years, the supply of newly qualified

teachers will also remain fairly constant at only about 140,000 per year. At

this level, the supply of new teacher graduates would begin to fall below the

projected demand for additional teachers after 1984, measuring below 80 percent

of demand by 1989. . . Should increasing numbers of college students choose

careers in occupations other than teaching because of better salaries and work-

ing conditions, then the shortages of new teacher graduates could become more

severe" (National Center for Education Statistics, 1985, p. 137).

Special Education Preservice Enrollments

For the 1982-83 school year, 241,079 teachers were reportedliemployed in

programs for education of the handicapped under Public Law 94-142 (Division of

Educational Services, SEP, 1985). Other figures from the OSERS Special Educa-

tion Program in 1983 (Saettler, 1983) indicated that approximately 22,000 new

graduates were expected to be produced for special education in 1983-84, but

that the expected attrition among practitioners for that year was 25,000 (an

estimate of somewhat more than 10 percent). Although these data predicted a

personnel shortfall of 3,000 for the year in question, the final answers re-

garding supply and demand are not as simple as that. Among the higher educa-

tion enrollees who were completing special education programs in 1983-84 (or

in any year, including the current one), a portion consist of personnel who

are already practicing teachers -- regular classroom teachers who have env-tilled

to become certified in special education and/or special education teachers who
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have returned for renewal of certification or for recertification, sometimes

because of new state requirements or incentives. Although these enrollees

are generally part-time students, they are usually included in counts of per-

sonnel enrolled in higher education special education preservice programs.

Therefore, estimates of rising, falling, or stable preservice enrollments are

generally expanded by the numbers of already practicing teachers who are in-

cluded but who do not represent new personnel supplies.

Concerning declines in preservice enrollment (whatever its composition),

in 1984, the American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education conducted

an informal survey of the nation's largest teacher training institutions. In

13 of the 17 institutions, overall teacher education enrollments had recently

increased in varying degrees. On the other hand, overall declining enrollments

were reported in four. Further, four institutions (one with declining enroll-

ments and three with increasing enrollments) reported drops in special education

program enrollments. Declines ranged from one percent to fourteen percent.

Although respondents could not explain the reasons for these downturns, they

did predict serious shortages in special education if the trend is not revers-

ed (American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education, 1984). In another

1984 survey, almost all departments of special education in colleges and uni-

versities had experienced recent decreases in enrollments, and, in a few, these

declines had appeared to stabilize (Noel, 1984), Both private and public

training institutions reported difficulty in attracting full-time special edu-

cation graduate students and emphasized that the availability of stipends in-

creased the quantity and quality of graduate enrollees.

In its 1984-85 national survey, the University of Maryland (Noel, Smith-

Davis, & Burke, in press) found that only four states, one territory, and the

District of Columbia stated that the supply of new graduates from their local
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4. The matter of emergency certification of personnel is a critical prob-

lem throughout education, and most particularly in education for the handicapped.

The widespread use of personnel who lack the proper training, experience, and

qualifications demonstrates in yet another way the magnitude of the problems

associated with shortages of personnel.

5. Attrition rates in education for the handicapped are higher than those

for general education. In some high-stress positions, turnover is extremely

high. This, coupled with acceleration in personnel leaving the profession for work

in business and industry, attrition may be expected to continue to reduce the

supply of available personnel.

6. Declines in preservice training enrollments have already become evident

in a large number of states, and there is a suggestion that declines in special

education preservice enrollments may be greater than declines in overall teach-

er education enrollments. Further,.current estimates of numbers preparing to

teach the handicapped are inflated by the numbers of practicing teachers who

are included in such counts but who do not represent new manpower.

7. The current supply of personnel from colleges and universities does

not match current demand. Fully 51 of 57 states and territories (and the

District of Columbia) surveyed in 1984-85 reported that institutions of higher

education within their boundaries were not able to supply sufficient special

education personnel to meet the demand for personnel in local school districts.

303
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2. PERSONNEL PREPARATION IN HIGHER EDUCATION

In order to develop policy decisions concerning oersonnel preparation for

education of the handicapped, it is necessary to understand the characterist-

ics, conditions, and contexts in which such preparation occurs. Accordingly,

this portion of the testimony concerns such issues.

A. Overview

Among institutions of higher education in the United States, as of 1982

there were 1340 (70 percent) which included teacher education programs (Imig,

1982). A survey conducted in 1982-83 identified 698 higher education prog-

rams engaged in the preparation of personnel for education of the handicapped

(Geiger, 1983). These programs may be classified as large, medium, or small,

as shown on the following display (Wheatley, Schuster, & Schilit, 1983).

Large Medium Small
Description mom than seven lull. More than seven fulM Syron or f ewer

lime faculty members, time faculty members faculty members
a doctoral provam, and no doctoral pro- and no doctoral
and a heavy emphasis gram. pnmpam.
on research.

Resources Usually abundou. Adequate to abundant. Usually adequate
Available

Programmatic Heavy emphash on Emph,sh on service Hewlett emphasis
Empharls research. Teaching and machine; poss. on machine and

and service are also lble research service; less
Important. emphash. emphasis on re-

search.

Divenity ol large faculty with lame faculty with Smaller faculty.
Eacully diverse backgrounds. divene background s. each filling

sevural toter

Flesibllity for limited flexibihry. More flexibility More flexibility.
Curricular or
Programmatic
Change

Faculty/Student May be large or small. May be large or onall. Small
Ratio

ItebtMnship Usually a separate May or may not have Usually has a close
WA Regular clopartmem; len a close relationship relationship wish
Education frequent interaction with regular adma- mean educalion

lion
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The Geiger (1933) survey showed that the majority of special education

preservice programs could be classified as small programs by virtue of facult-

ies of seven or fewer members and/or because they do not prepare doctoral

personnel. Many of these smaller programs are situated in areas where they

are able to interact with rural school districts.

The larger pograms tend to be located at state universities. Among

these, the Geiger (1933) survey identified 61 that confer the doctorate in

special education.

In addition to the institutions identified by Geiger (1983), there are

a large number of two-year colleges and community colleges that prepare para-

professionals and technicians to work in programs for education of the handi-

capped.

Through the programs offered by the various institutions, personnel are

prepared to take various roles in special education via:

* Associate in Arts programs and other training structures

offered by two-year institutions.

* Four-year baccalaureate programs.

* Master's programs.

* Five-year initial preparation programs culminating in the

master's degree.

* Post-master's Educational Specialist training.

* Doctoral programs.

There is considerable endorsement of the concept that four-year programs

can best provide general special education preparation but that specialties in

education for the handicapped (such as education for the severely handicapped)

should represent additional training at the master's level. This thinking also

underlies the five-year training programs, and the need for six-year programs
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is also contemplated in order to ensure that trainees develop the depth of

precision skills they need and have the breadth of practical experiences that

are necessary.

Personnel preparation programming is heavily influenced by state certifi-

cation standards and practices. Among the 57 states and territories, slightly

more than half use primarily non-categorical, cross-categorical, or multi-

categorical certification, while the remainder use primarily categorical cer-

tification, as defined below (Smith-Davis, Morsink, & Wheatley, 1984):

* Categorical; Teachers are certified to teach in a specific

area of handicap (such as mental retardation).

* Non-categorical: Teachers are certified according to the level

of severity of handicap (such as mild handicaps).

* Multi-categorical or cross-categorical: Teachers are certified

to teach in more than one handicapping area. These two models

can include certification or endorsement specifically for

resource room personnel.

non-categoricar or multi-categorical certification is practiced,Even when

many states and territories have separate categorical certifications for spe-

cialists in the sensory handicaps, severe handicaps, and other low-incidence

handicaps. In addition, certain personnel (such as speeci, therapists) may

be certified apart from edgcation, and occupational and physical therapists

are always certified separately. Although some states specify either element-

ary or secondary certification, a large number certify personnel for kinder-

garten through grade 12, and this latter practice is seen as one of the causes

of inadequate services and personnel at the secondary level for education of

the handicapped.

Many personnel preparation programs in special education train teachers

and other personnel for many states other than their own. State and local

ouu
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school districts must generally recruit far beyond their own state boundaries.

A number of specialty preservice programs have traditionally provided person-

nel for entire regions, and some are national suppliers of personnel. Advanced

graduate programs preparing administrators, researchers, and teacher educators

are even less tied to a given state for recruitment of trainees and placement

of graduates. Therefore, the demands and responsibilities placed on

personnel pmparation programs often exceed the state resources that are avail-

able to them.

B. Current Problems and Issues

To understand the current status of manpower production for special edu-

cation, it is necessary to consider the broader economic and political factors

surrounding higher education and special education in general. Even though

a large number of states have enacted or are developing educational reform

legislation or similar state board of education action, higher education has

not yet benefitted financially from such advancements. Moreover, only seven

states reported in 1984-85 that their education budgets were appreciably

better in terms of special education than they had been in 1983-83 (Noel,

Smith-Davis, & Burke, in press).

Also of concern are higher education's efforts to improve the quality of

teacher education and the other pressures and demands for change that they are

experiencing.

Financing of Teacher Education

The most overwhelming current problem in personnel preparation for educa-

tion of the handicapped is funding. Most state-supported colleges and univer-

sities have been affected by budget decreases in recent years, and many of the

smaller liberal arts colleges are having extreme difficulty in maintaining

their special education teacher training programs (Spence, ;Wel, & Boyer-Shick,
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1985). In some institutions, fiscal reductions have been manifested in reduc-

tions in force and cutbacks in programming. In more cases, decreasing revenues

are preventing the expansion or initiation of needed programs in personnel

preparation.

Whereas once the teacher education program had one of the largest, if not

the largest enrollment, on a campus, the declines in enrollment, the fiscal

incursions, and the costs involved most particularly in special education train-

ing programs are combining to create for teacher education a loss of status,

not to mention resources. At some institutions, a recognizable special educa-

tion preparation program is disappearing in overall reorganizations in teacher

training that are occurring in response to losses of funds and students.

These problems become quite critical where education for the handicapped

is involved. Enrollments in many specialty programs have traditionally been

small (such as programs preparing personnel to serve the severely handicapped,

severely emotionally disturbed, autistic, deaf, blind, multiply handicapped).

Some university administrations are pondering the advisability of continuing

such programs because of the limited return for (or loss by) the institution,

and the prospect of initiating new programs under these circumstances is quite

remote.

Cutbacks and reorganizations in higher education also tend to place addi-

tional pressures on faculties and staffs. One anticipated result of this

pressure is diminished capacity among faculty to engage in research and develop-

ment activities. There is already a limited capacity across teacher education

institutions in general to engage in teaching-related research. As of 1980,

"only about 25 percent of higher education teacher preparation programs (were)

involved in the sequence of research, scholarly production, development, dis-

semination, and demonstration services that affect change in schools and educa-

tion agencies (Clark & Guba, 1980).
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Even before the reversals of the 1980s, teacher education programs in

colleges and universities were "outrageously underfunded" (Peseau & Orr, 1980).

As of the late 1970s such programs received an average of $927 per full-time-

equivalent student, while the overall average for higher education was $2263

per full-time-equivalent student (Peseau 24 Orr, 1980).

Funding patterns pertaining to clinical experiences are also problemmatic.

Clinical experiences (which represent practica, student teaching, internships,

and other forms of actual practice with clients in educational or clinical

settings) are funded at the same level as academic courses in most institutions

of higher education, although these aspects of personnel preparation are much

more expensive to provide, particularly in some specialities requisite to cre-

dentialing for education of the handicapped.

Preparation of leadership personnel. In relation to these problems, the

preparation of leadership personnel for special education is extremely vulner-
.

able. Since 1976, the field of special education has experienced exponential

growth in a multitude of new directions, with an accompanying and ever-growing

need for personnel. Experts are needed in all community and education agencies

and must fill roles in social service agencies, in the creation of public pol-

icy, in community planning, and in law and medicine, and there is still a great

need for leaders to fill the more 'raditional roles of researcher, teacher

trainer, administrator, conceptualizer, and synthesizer. The expansion of

knowledge in special education in the past five years alone has been almost

overwhelming; new faculty members should continually become part of personnel

preparation programs as one means of ensuring that training remains up-to-date

and dynamic (Smith, 1985).

A significant problem surrounds the matter of attracting full-time gradu-

ate students. Among 514 schools of education surveyed in 1983, 523 included

309
-2b ,
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doctoral programs, and these 325 programs collectively produced only 199 Ph.D.'s

in special education in 1931-82, as compared with 933 doctorates in educational

administration, 599 in curriculum and instruction, and 509 in guidance ana

counseling (Heald, 1983), and there is reason to believe that the number of

special education doctorates has dwindled since that year. Preliminary data

being gathered by the Higher Education Consortium for Special Education (1985)

indicate that the need for leadership personnel in special education will reach

a critical level within a relatively short period of time, and the major issues

appear to be the advancing age of many current faculty members who will be

retiring in the next few years, coupled with the increasing difficulty in re-

cruiting graduate students.

Part of this problem is the nature of the student. Doctoral students in

special education differ from doctoral students in many other academic discip-

lines. Whereas doctoral students in other professions typically begin advanced
.

study ininediately after completing undergraduate and master's work, this is not

the case in special education, nor should it be. The special education doctor-

al student must be an experienced practitioner prior to entering advanced

study. For this reason, most of these students are older than their counter-

parts in other graduate programs and many have families. These mature and

seasoned individuals are, in effect, taking unpaid sabbaticals in order to com-

plete their doctoral work, and they are largely ineligible for guaranteed

student loans and other forms of assistance that are available to younger stud-

ents on campus. Therefore, the availability of stipends for leadership trainees

is crucial, yet these resources are rapidly disappearing.

The University of Kentucky surveyed its full-time graduate students in

special education over the past several years and found that none of them would

have been able to be in school without stipends (most of which have come from
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federal grants for doctoral training) (Blackhurst, 1985). The same is true

in doctoral programs across the country, which also produce the preponderance

of research concerning education for the handicapped.

The sect ' major issue is the funding of the leadership training programs

themselves. In general, the financing of doctoral and post-doctoral programs

in education for the handicapped is tenuous. These programs are, by their

very nature, small. Enrollments in doctoral level courses are also small. The

tuition that small enrollments generates does not begin to cover the costs of

providing preparation for leadership personnel. These programs are very ex-

pensive, and most of them serve not only the needs of their state but also

serve regional and national needs. Therefore, it is often difficult, if not

impossible, to convince a state legislature that the needs of the region and

nation deserve additional funding so that programs can be maintained.

Higher education has been preparing leadership personnel for special
.

education for about three "professional generations." "Already, the field has

lost most of its first generation of leaders to retirement or attrition, and

many members of the second generation are . . . planning retirement within

the next five to seven years. The third generation is beginning to assume

leadership positions outside of special education (for example, graduate dean-

ships, deanships of colleges of education, superintendents of public instruc-

tion, community agency directors and supervisors, provosts, and so on), and

many experts in diverse specialty areas are leaving the field for other types

of training, administrative, and supervisory posts. If the trend of special

education's positive impact is to continue, the effort to train personnel to

assume the leadership challenges of the 1990s must be re-concentrated" (Smith,

1985). As an example of the impact of two doctoral programs (Indiana Univer-

sity and Virginia Technological Institute and State University), numbers and

current positions of their graduates for specific.periods are displayed as follows.
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LEADERSHIP TRAINING: 29 doctoral graduates; 23 educational specialist graduates

FL 1

IA 1

GA 1

KY 2

MN 1

NC 2

NJ 1

NY 1

PR 1

VA 14

VIRGINIA TECH
1577-85

PRESENT STATE LOCATION AND
POSITION BY DEGREE

Doctorate

Gen. Director, Except
Student Educ.

Teacher, ED

Asst. Prof. Special Ed.

Asst. Dir. Special Ed. Coop
Prog. Coord. RRC

Director, Special Ed. Coop

Director, Rural Preschool Prog.
Director, Special Ed.

Asst. Prof, Special Ed.

Director, Special Ed. BOCES

Deputy Director, Navy
Family Service

Coor. Discipline
Teacher, ED
Director, Special Ed.
Prin. 6 Supervisor Preschool
Handicapped

Asst. Prof. Special Ed.
Supervisor Special Ed.
Supervisor Special Ed.
SEA Supervisor
Asst. Prin. Middle School
Coor. State Res. Facility
Director, Student Services
Asst. Director, Special Ed.
Director Special Ed.
School Psychologist

WI 1 Asst. Prof. Special Ed.

MD 2

NC 1

NV 1

SD 2

VA 15

GAGS (Specialist)

School Psychologist
Crisis Intervention Supv.

Coor. Habilitation,
Private Res. Facility

Asst. Director, Group
Home Contractor

Private Business
Unit Admin. Private

Day Facility

SEA Supervisor
ED Teacher
School Psychologist
Elem. Prin.
Supervisor LD
Unit Admin. Private
ED/LD Facility

Teacher Coor. LD
Director, Special Ed.
Asst. Prof. Special Ed.
Middle School Prin.
ED Teacher
Coor. Special Ed.
Dept. Chair, Special Ed.
Director Private ED

Facility

Unit Director, State
Res. Facility

WV 3 Coor. Special Ed. RESA WV 2 Ed. Diagnostician
Educ. Coor. WV Dept. of Health School Psychologist

31s1
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LEADERSHIP TRAINIUG: 26 doctoral graduates; 7 educational specialist graduates

INDIANA UNIVERSITY GRADS
1969-75

PRESENT STATE LOCATION AND
POSITION BY DEGREE

Doctorate Specialist

CA 1 Director, Sheltered Wksp. Mani- Prin. Deaf School
toba 1

DE 2 Prin. Special School DE 1 Retired from SEA

Prof. Guidance 6 Counseling

FL 1 Gen. Director, Excep. Student Ed. ID 1 Supt. LEA

IL 2 Bus. Mgr. LEA IN 4 Director, Special Ed.

Elem. Asst. Prin. Teacher, MR
Private Business
Homemaker

IN 4 Prof. Special Ed.
Unit Director State Res. Facil.
Director, Inservice for Directors
Director, UAF

KS 2 Asst. Supt. Spec. Ed. LEA
Director, Special Ed.

KY 2 Supt. LEA
Elem. Prin.

MI 1 Director, SpeCial Ed. (on disability)

MO 2 Supt. State Res. Facility
Asst. Supt. State Res. Facility

NC 1 Prof. Special Ed.

NE 1 Director, Diagnostic Resource Center

NV 1 Assoc. Prof. Special Ed.

SD 2 Prof. Special Ed. Admin. 6 EC
Ed. Consultant, Rehab. Facility

TX 1 Director, Special Ed.

VA 1 Director Publications, AVA

WI 2 Director, Special Ed.
Asst. Supt. Special Ed. 6 Related Services
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Voids in Personnel Preparation Programming

Even with the stimulus created by federal funding for personnel prepara-

tion in education for the handicapped, higher education programs preparing

these personnel have not unduly proliferated. A 1983 survey of college and

university programs engaged in special education training showed an average

staff complement of only 5 per program (Geiger, 1983). Further, as of 1983-

84, only 15 states reported programs or projects within their boundaries in

all specialty areas involved in education for the handicapped; this is some-

what improved, as compared with the same survey in 1982-83, when 12 states

reported a full complement of training programs (Smith-Davis, Burke, & Noel,

1984; noel, Smith-Davis, & Burke, in press). The differences over three

years represented combined losses of programs due to fiscal incursions and

program reorganizations and overall gains, most of the latter due to federal

funding of limited-term projects.

The fact that 15 states have a full complement of personnel preparation

programs for education of the handicapped does not necessarily mean that these

programs are furnishing sufficient graduates; in fact, the reverse is true in

many states, as shown when the supply of new personnel was discussed. On the

other hand, the fact that a program is missing from a state does not necessar-

ily mean that its absence is creating a significant problen, since many insti-

tutions of higher education prepare personnel for regional consumers, rather

than only state consumers. However, the fact remains that personnel prepara-

tion programming is most scarce in; visual handicaps, hearing handicaps, mul-

tiple handicaps, orthopedic handicaps and chronic illness and other health

impairments, severe emotional disturbance, behavior disorders; and bilingual

special education (Noel, Smith-Davis, & Burke, in press).
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education teachers (Fitzgerald, 1984). The increasing movement of handicapped

students into regular education services is stimulating a great need for per-

sonnel prepared as consulting teachers in graduate programs. The University

of Vermont has been the pioneer in this work, has created the model that is

most often used in preparing consulting teachers, and is one of the higher

education programs that produces graduates not only for its own state, but also

for the nation. Other excellent personnel preparation programs in teacher con-

sultation training are located at the University of Illinois in Champaign,

the University of Toledo, Texas Tech University, the University of Pittsburgh,

and an estimated 23 other universities in the United States. Of special in-

terest is the University of Kansas/University of Kansas Medical Center's

project that prepares occupational therapists and physical therapists to serve

as consultants,to classrooms for severely and multiply handicapped students.

A related program at the Univercitm of Pittsburgh, has engaged for a number of

years in research and development that has resulted in coordinated instruc-

tional programming between regular and special education settings so that

total learning environments can be created and adapted to each student's learn-

ing needs. This Adaptive Learning Environments Model is now being transposed

into a preservice training model.

* The University of Rochester's Graduate School of Education and Medical

School/Department of Pediatrics operate a joint program for the preparation

of special education teachers. This interdisciplinary model brings together

faculty from medicine and education, and places trainees in practica and intern-

ships both in the School of Medicine's Diagnostic Clinic for Developmental Dis-

abilities and in school and community programs that serve handicapped children

and adolescents. Elsewhere on the University of Rochester campus, a joint

program with the National Technical Institute for the Deaf prepares graduate
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students to become secondary teachers of deaf sti ants in the public schools.

As a measure to address trainee recruitment
problems and teacher shortages,

this program is arranging to recruit mature trainees from the potential pool

of individuals who leave the military service after PO years and have a second

career ahead of them.

* The San Francisco State University program that prepares personnel to

educate severely retarded individuals has conducted statewide training to im-

prove the skills of employed practitioners. Another
examplary program that

prepares personnel in severe handicaps is located at the University of Wisconsin-

Madison. Both of these sites furnish graduates to the nation.

* Arizona State University in Tempe trains personnel in corrections speci-

al education. Graduates are qualified to educate handicapped youth who are

incarcerated. The University has also created a network of other corrections

education preparation programs in various states.

* Minot State College in North Dakota is a small college which trains in

several special education disciplines. The faculties of each discipline have

developed team approached to personnel preparation and client services. The

college has a well established program in client services which evaluates in-

dividuals from infancy to old age who have a great variety of disabilities. One

of its teams is considered to be among the most distinguished cleft palate

teams in the United States, and its members include physicians as well as educ-

ators. Trainees in this interdisciplinary program participate fully in client

assessment and team processes through two levels of structured practical

experience.

* San Jose State University's Division of Special Education and Rehabilita-

tion Services operates a voluntary faculty development program, through which

faculty members work in pairs for mutval evaluation, which involves direct
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observation, videotaping of instructional sessions for mutual critiques, and

a clinical supervision model for faculty development.

Many other quality initiatives encompass the training of special educat-

ors, elementary and secondary educators, administrators, administrators,

guidance personnel, and others across a college of education. For example:

* The University of South Florida has created an honors program in teach-

er education in order to attract and retain high-caliber trainees.

* Oregon State University and Western Oregon State College now have a

Quality Assurance Warranty Program, which guarantees to provide further train-

ing to first-year teacher graduates whose principals may refer them for im-

provement in skills or knowledge. Essentially, the Oregon Warranty Model

guarantees the quality of its graduates; it is being replicated in a number

of other colleges and universities.

* The Teacher Induction Program at the University of Wisconsin-Whitewater

is a planned program of assistance and support for beginning teacher's by a team

of professionals from the local school and the university. Similarly, Project

PLUS at the University of Texas at Tyler provides supportive on-the-job train-

ing to first-year and second-year teachers from surrounding districts.

* Montana State University has traditionally been a leader in preparing

educators for service in rural and remote areas, and its Center for Research

in Rural Education provides a focus on how rurality influences the educational

process.

Initiatives by_professional associations and accreditation bodies. Pro-

fessional associations, including the American Association of Colleges for

Teacher Education, have stimulated reforms intended to improve the quality of

preservice teacher education. The Teacher Education Diyision of the Council

for Exceptional Children has completed a survey of its membership concerning

55-928 0-88.--.11 3
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the quality of personnel preparation and has established a professional committee

which is developing statements of quality features for personnel preparation

programs in special education. The Higher Education Consortium for Special

Education (composed of department chairpersons from those higher education

programs that prepare doctoral-level personnel) has taken similar steps to pro-

vide leadership and has produced a document on quality issues pertaining to

doctoral training of special educators (Butler, Blackhurst, Hurley, & Whelan,

19B3).

In addition, the Council for Exceptional Children has developed new stand-

ards for teacher education programs (Council for Exceptional Children, 1983)

as part of a major effort that goes back to the organization's development of

personnel preparation guidelines in the early 1970's. The new standards are

intended as guidelines for evaluating the special education program within the

higher education teacher education mnit. Guidelines for accreditWon of Oro-

fessional education programs in speech, language pathology, and audiology have

been designed by the American Speech-Hearing-Language Association (Education

Training Board, 1980), and still other standards and guidelines have been is-

sued by organizations that are concerned with teacher preparation in other areas

of elucation for the handicapped (Smith-Davis, Morsink, & Wheatley, 1984).

Recent developments in the accreditation of teacher education programs are

also pertinent. The National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education

(NCATE) examines higher education teacher education programs for accreditation,

through a lengthy process that involves review of extensive materials prepared

by the institution and site visitation by experts in teacher education. In 1982,

a new standard was added to this process. As of July 1982, every institution

undergoing accreditation by NCATE must present evidence that it can meet the

following new requirement under the curriculum standard:
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2.1.2. The institution provides its graduates with the

knowledge and skills necessary to provide an appropriate

education for exceptional learners.

This standard, which pertains to preparing all personnel to integrate

education for handicapped and gifted students into instruction, is applied

to general education preparation programs, rather than to special education

programs, and a parallel standard has subsequently become effective for gradu-

ate programs in teacher education.

State education agency initiatives. Many state departments of education

experience conflict in their dual efforts to work with issues of quality and

quantity. For consumers, any situation that reduces the supply of personnel

leads to fewer choices among candidates, and any situation that increases the

supply of personnel makes it more possible to raise selection criteria (Smith-

Davis, Morsink, & Wheatley, 1984). - Under conditions of personnel shortages,

consumer selectivity becomes limited or non-existent, and state education ag-

encies become concerned about the prospect of bringing marginally qualified

people into special education.

A growing number of states have instituted or are planning to institute

written and/or performance tests as a prerequisite to teacher certification.

Teacher testing can result in employment of better qualified personnel and in

development of measures to improve those who are less well qualified. At the

same time, teacher testing is apparently further limiting the numbers of avail-

able personnel. Further, the value of teacher testing is in question when, as

demonstrated earlier, state officials find that they must lower test-score

criteria in order to ensure that the testing does not interfere with the im-

mediate supply of scarce personnel. This is but another example of the conflict

that occurs as to quality goals when quantities of personnel are not sufficient.
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Obviously, education needs some surplus of manpower, simply in order that it

can be selective ae -1so in order to stimulate teachers and teacher trainees

to feel competitive about developing and maintaining their state-of-the-art

skills. Meanwhile, all states do operate programs of inservice education for

special educators for the purpose of upgrading their knowledge and skills,

as well as to retrain under-qualified personnel who are currently functioning

in special education roles.

In addition, states are also responsible for the Comprehensive System of

Personnel Development requirements under Public Law 94-142. In some cases,

participatory planning, manpower data assessments, the creation of information

and dissemination systems, and overall coordination of all personnel prepara-

tion and development activities have opened lines of communication and brought

various interests togethe,. in cooperation. The University of Missouri-Columbia

Cooperative Manpower Planning Project for Special Education has for a number

of years provided assistance and stimulation for such state activities. Its

own studies (Schofer & McGough, 1976; Schofer & Duncan, 1978, 1980, 1982,

1984) and the experience of personnel in state education agencies show, how-

ever, that implementation of this most essential requirement of the Act is

quite uneven across the states and territories, and that much more federal

understanding, emphasis, and cooperation should be directed to the Comprehens-

ive System of Personnel Development if state and national goals in personnel

preparation for education of the handicapped are to be managed and achieved.

Needs for Improvement

Professionals involved in the preparation of special educators are aware

of many needs for improving programming and performance. Among the concerns

currently acknowledged and being addressed are; (a) admission and retention of

high caliber trainees; (b) development programs to enable faculty members to
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remain current with new research and development outcomes, new technologies,

and other state-of-the-art information; (c) curriculum expansion and improve-

ment; (d) increased management efficiency; (e) expanded mentorship of trainees

apd individualization of instruction and experience; (f) greater depth and

breadth of trainees practical experiences; (g) greater emphasis on research

and scholarship; (h) more precise program evaluation and graduate follow-up

(Smith-Davis, Morsink, & Wheatley, 1984).

In addition, teacher education also has the benefit of critiques from

its consumers -- state and local education agencies. The following critical

comments were consolidated on the basis of a national survey of state consumers

(Smith-Davis, Noel, & Burke, 1984; Noei, Smith-Davis, & Burke, in press);

1. Processes, communication and the IEP. The most repeated concern about

preservice preparation voiced by consumers centered on a set of related issues

that more or less cluster around the Individualized Education Program. Where

deficiencies exist, a central problem cited is lack of graduates' skills in

the group processes necessary in the development and implementation of the IEP.

specifically skills in interdisciplinary teamwork and in integrating multi-

disciplinary information into educational planning. Associated weaknesses are

reporttd in knowledge of legal and procedural matters and skills in meaningful

parent involvement.

2. Practical experience. New teachers are sometimes found to lack practical

experience and to need further supervision and assistance in dealing with handi-

capped children, as well as in planning and organizing the classroom. The

most severe criticism was leveled at graduate programs which grant credentials

without hands-on experience in practical settings. These usually invclve the

training of practicing teachers returning to school of certification in a new'

area.

3. Precision with low-incidence populations. There is some concern that
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people trained to serve severelY retarded, multiply handicapped, severely emo-

tionally disturbed, and sensorially handicapped pupils need broader and more

precise skills than they may receive in some preservice preparation programs.

This criticism is not directed toward those programs that specialize in pre-

paring personnel for these roles, but is, rather, addressed to those programs

whose cross-categorical or non-categorical nature makes them, of necessity,

more generic than specialized. Such programs generally have a "track" intend-

ed as preparation for working with children who are severely handicapped. Thus,

graduates may come out of a program in mental retardation, for instance, with

good skills for teaching mildly to moderately retarded students, but weaker

skills in severe retardation, which they will nonetheless be certified to

teach in many states, and for which they will be in demand.

In some ,:urisdictions, certification requirements do not delineate mild,

moderate, and severe handicaps. Conseqently, higher education is responding to

certification regulations in the generic approach to preparing personnel. In

this.sense, the concern expressed is not so much faulty training programs but

a certification system that is potentially structurally unsound:

4. Secondary-level preparation. there is concern that teachers graduating

from programs that emphasize the elementary-school level, rather than the

adolescent level, are not equipped to deal properly with secondary students.

This is also a certification problem, in that many states certify teachers for

K-12, whether or not they have had any particular preparation specific to the

middle school or high school. There are relatively few personnel preparation

programs that specialize at the secondary or vocational level in education for

the handicapped, and this is a particular area in which widespread program

expansion and extension is indicated.
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Although the foregoing represent the most consistent criticisms of special

education personnel preparation programs, respondents had other isolated and

assorted recommendations. At the same time, nearly all state education agency

consumers stated that personnel preparation programming had improved in verY

visible ways in the past decade.

Quality Issues: The Quandary

In their endeavors to improve the quality of their teacher training efforts,

institutions of higher education are often stymied by the fiscal cutbacks sum-

marized earlier. The exemplary programs that have been listed have generally

been built gradually and at great expense, and opportunities to develop new

programs and expand into areas of pressing local needs have become quite limit-

ed indeed. Further, improvements and expansion of trainee practical experience

is also costly in terms of money, time, and faculty manpower, at a time when all

of these resources have been diminished.

Higher education must also deal with declines in teacher trainee enroll-

ments at the same time that it endeavors to raise its admission standards, the

quality of its programs and its graduation criteria.

Under the prevailing conditions, higher education's

potentially greater selectivity in admission, retention,

and graduation stands to further limit the available

personnel who are and will be needed and thereby limit

the selectivity of employers. If we desire not only

to have enough teachers but also to hive good ones,

higher education cannot be held exclusively account-

able for both goals. Colleges and universities alone

cannot guarantee a teacher for every vacant position

in every school everywhere, as long as other factors
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create shortages of both trainees and teachers. What col-

leges and universities can and should guarantee is that

every special education graduate is indeed an accomplished

professional. What states, districts, and national policy

makers should guarantee are the incentives and conditions

that will make education an attractive, promising, and

respectable profession. Until issues of quality can be

disentangled from problems of quantity, the overall ex-

cellence of teacher education and its graduates will be

impeded, and the tide of mediocrity in the public schools

will continue to rise. (Smith-Davis, 1984)

In addition to quality improvements, teacher education is also striving to

incorporate new technologies into its programming and into the skills of its

graduates. A significant impact oW the lives of the handicapped it resulting

from the miniaturization of electronic components and the declining cost of

microprocessors; even more important are applications of guidance and mobility

aids, communication aids, and other learning devices which offer particular

potentials for the education and integration of more severely handicapped in-

dividuals. Professional preparation programs have an obligation to train stud-

ents in technological literacy, not simply in microcomputer programming. Some

higher education programs, notably the University of Kentucky, the University

of Pennsylvania, and the University of Alabama, are incorporating computer and

other technologies into their campus and outreach programs. Many states are

using instructional television for preservice and inservice training, and the

National University Telecommunications Network is based at a set of universities

across the country. The use of telephone hookups with interactive features,

such as that developed for special education training at Purdue University,

326,
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has also been effective in providing teacher education in areas with small

population centers that are remote from metropolitan areas (Cartwright, 1984).

Beyond these efforts in quality improvement and efforts to integrate

the mushrooming technological revolution, colleges and universities are also

being asked to respond to rapidly changing federal priorities, as well as to

emerging needs in their service areas. As all of the literature on planned

change and organizational development has amply demonstrated, however, genuine,

permanent change and improvement take a great deal of planfulness and time --

certainly more than three or four years. It is also true that higher education

systems do not change directions quickl Y. As a state official from Missouri

expressed it in the University of Maryland's 1982-83 manpower study (Smith-

Davis, Burke, & Noel, 1984):

Problems are inherent in thr system. . . . Universities

cannot identify the new areas and competencies, obtain

different personnel, or change teaching practices without

an elaborate long-term planning process that may take

years. By the time they make adjustments and enter a

four-year cycle, educators are demanding additional

change, and the higher education program may no longer

be relevant. And so the laborious cycle is repeated.

. Today they are suffering economic hardships;

higher education is not receiving adequate funding for

education in general, much less to institute changes

in response to certification changes and other mandates.

There is a lack of preparation time and lead time to

plan change, and there is a general lack of understand-

ing of the structures and cycles of university programs.

327
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Lack of quick response time, combined with the difficulty

small colleges and universities have in obtaining and

retaining qualified teaching staff; . . . and the lack

of programs to train personnel for low-incidence handi-

capped populations all of these further exacerbate

the problem.

In our state, the changes that were required to be in place

in local schools in October 1977 did not allow universit-

ies a four-year cycle in lead time. Informing higher edu-

cation of these changes was a slow process. When they

were completing the first four-year cycle (four year prog-

ram for one graduating generation of students) of the

revised program and gearing up to address the quality of

their training, already there was talk of changing the

regulations for Public Law 94-142. Moreover, certification

requirements have changed, and the relevance of course

content is being questioned. Teacher educators feel that

they are on quicksand. (p. 173)

A final issue here is the proverbial question as to whether higher educa-

tion should lead in the educational enterprise, or whether it should be a fol-

lower. Clearly, higher education does supply leadership, but its impact could

be vastly greater than is currently the case, if its personnel and other re-

sources could be liberated to exert this leadership. In recent years,

ever greater emphasis has been placed on releasing the creativity of indivi-

duals, groups, and organizations as requisites to coping adaptively with

fast-moving change in the conditions of modern living. To the extent that

teacher education must be preoccupied with efforts to try to do more with less,
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Smote' to teatimes In tee Neer tone. Teacher testing and greater selectivity
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edenetlee In special educinee, by universities and colleges, by professional

eineclitioes, end by state edecation epoxies.

O. 10 teems et coordisenee, needs assessment, Participatory and inter-
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ive Settee et @trowel Development, particularly at the federal level.

t. Owilit, SoltiativeS being atteepted in higher educaticm include self -

etude, cerricelor ieprovemeets, mere extended and substantial clinical and

field ooperfeeces, Is addition to upgraded admission and graduation standards.

%ore ore ledeed emplory programs and practices within the real of personnel

peepegetsee Is special efetatiON.

S. le sae stroggle ter qoality improvement, higher education is impeded

Op eseselseiep ress esd program reductions that have placed additional

stress ee faculties. Oe seem campuses, such programs have been fighting for

lerir IN I .

Semeine chow is a time-consuming process, yet higher education prog-

rams are ceenswonly asked to respond to certification changes, priority changes.

easages Se pommel reeds, eed other emerging issues. The process of planned
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change is made difficult by fluctuating demands and diminishing support.

10. Higher education has the expertise, creativity, and resourcefulness

to exert meaningful leadership in helping to solve educational problems, if it

can be liberated from survival problems that currently interfere with the prog-

ress in research, development, and intra-system relationships that were origin-

ally stimulated by Public Law 94-142.

3. THE DIA DISCRETIONARY PROGRAM FOR PERSONNEL PREPARATION

The Part D discretionary program is administered by the Division of

Personnel Preparation, Special Education Programs, Office of Special Education

and Rehabilitative Services, U.S. Department of Education. The Part D authority

was created by the enactment in 1966 of Public Law 89-570, which amended Public
.

Law 89-10, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, and also created

the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped within the U.S. Office of Education.

The 1967 amendments (Public Law 90-247) lent strength to the Bureau's programs

in manpower development, research, instructional media, and direct services

for children in the public schools and also made possible grants or contracts

for the development of programs to recruit personnel into special education

and related educational services. The amendments also included grant awards for

development and distribution of information about special education programs to

parents and teachers. Early in the 1970's1 Public Law 91-230 created the Edu-

cation of the Handicapped Act, which constituted a single statute authorizing

programs within the U.S, Office of Education to meet the special education needs

of handicapped children. Public Law 91-230 broadened the authority of previous'

federal programs and included grant awards to assist institutions of higher

.3,34
..,
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education dnd other non-profit agencies in training personnel for education of

the handicapped. The Education Amendments of 1974 (Public Law 93-380) expanded

the authorized level for education of the handicapped from $100 million to

$600 million, legislated the right of handicapped children to an education, and

required each state education agency to set the goal of providing full educa-

tional opportunities for all handicapped children, along with comprehensive

eljectives for meeting that goal (Holland & Noel, 1985).

In November 1975, Public Law 94-142 (the Education of All Handicapped

Children Act of 1975) became law. In incorporating and expanding the provi-

sions of previous legislation, the Act's purpose was to ensure a free, appro-

priate public education for all handicapped children between the ages of 3 and

21 by 1980. States were given the responsibility of developing plans, provid-

ing personnel, and carrying out procedures to meet the goals of Public Law 94-

142. Although Public Law 94-142 did not change Part D, its Comprehensive Sys-

tem of Personnel Development provisions were intended to influence relation-

ships among state education agencies, local education agencies, institutions

of higher education, and. others significant in teacher preparation and develop-

ment (Burke, 1976). This provision requires that states provide needs-based

training for both special educators and regular educators to ensure that teach-

ers of the handicapped are appropriately and adequately prepared (Holland &

Noel, 1985).

In 1983, the U.S. Congress revised and reauthorized the discretionary prog-

rams under the EHA by the passage of Public Law 98-199 (the Education of the

Handicapped Amendments of 1983). These amendments re-emphasized resources for

the preparation of special education personnel and added the specification that

grant projects awarded to colleges and universities meet recognized state and

professional standards (Holland & Noel, 1985). In amending Part D, the House

Conmittee on Education and Labor made the following statenent:
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The Committee recognizes that perhaps the most critical

element in providing effective services to handicapped

children is well prepared special education personnel.

Without sufficient numbers of qualified personnel, the

nation will always be a step away from the goal of Public

Law 94-142, a free appropriate public education for all

handicapped children. The Committee recognizes personnel

shortages to be a primary problem in many parts of the

country. (U.S. House of Representatives, Report No. 98-

410, p. 30)

As Congress again considers reauthorization of Part D, conditions in spe-

cial education underscore its importance and value in the education of handi-

capped children and youth, which depends on an adequate supply of well qualif-

ied teachers and related personnel. The pivotal role of Part D has Peen

demonstrated in stimulating teacher education in special education for

nearly two decades, in causing the development of training models to address

new populations of handicapped students who became eligible for public educa-

tion with the passage of Public Law 94-142, and in supporting the production

of thousands upon thousands of teachers and other professionals for education

of the handicapped.

A. Administration of Part D

Program Assistance Grants

The earliest personnel preparation programs of the (then) Bureau of Edu-

cation for the Handicapped focused on institutional support grants, variable

fellowships and trainecships, and institutional incentive grants, all of which

led to gradual changes in personnel production and support patterns. In the
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early 1970s, there was a move away from student support and toward program

support through Program Assistance Grants, which included variable levels of

student support. With this change, the administration of Part 0 was

able to specify priority areas for the disbursement of funds. For example,

FY 1972 priorities featured: stimulation of rural education programming, early

childhood education, career education for the handicapped, and stimulation of

programming in predominantly Black colleges.

With the passage of Public Law 94-142 and the dramatically increased de-

mands for manpower to implement it, the Part D priorities emphasized the

preparation of personnel for the education of students who had been previously

underved or underserved, specifically severely handicapped students and pre-

school handicapped children. In addition to these priority areas, funds were

targeted on several types of personnel roles, including paraprofessionals and

vocational and career education teachers, all of which reflected the kinds of

expansion needed at the titre (Holland & Noel, 1985).

Through the 1970's, following the enactment of Public Law.94-142, the

priorities for Program Assistance Grants reflected the larger picture of spe-

cial education as the intent of the Act began to take shape, and the direction

of fiscal allocations responded to the major needs in the field.

The Program Assistance Grants have provided special education with more

stable support for the preparation of personnel and have strategically strength-

ened special education training programs; in many cases, they resulted in the

creation of departments or autonomous program areas in colleges and universit-

ies where none had existed before. Among many other achievements, the Program

Assistance Grant program has supported the development and multiplication of

non-categorical resource room teacher training programs; teacher consultant

training models; generic training programs in mildly, moderately, and severely

handicapped areas; and diagnostic-prescrirtive telcher training programs. Their
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impact on the production of personnel has also been great. Fiscal 1978 train-

ing funds, for example, in the amount of $45,375,000 supported 715 projects

at 415 institutions of higher education and other agencies. Of the $24,393,000

that was allocated for preservice training of new personnel in 1978, training

was provided for 7,022 trainees at a rate of approximately $3,400 per student.

Inservice and Dean's Grants

Between 1975 and 1976, the federal allocation for inservice training of

regular educators and special educators doubled, in anticipation of the mass-

ive changes emerging with Public Law 94-142 at the local level. The emphasis

on inservice training continued until 1981 when fully 34 percent of the per-

sonnel preparation funds under Part D were invested in this direction. In

1979, the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped issued a contract for the

evaluation of its massive effort in regular education inservice training, much

of which had been invested in local.school district projects, and which had

supported training for nearly 475,000 regular education personnel between 1977

and 1982. The results of the evaluation were positive in many respects. Al-

though training successes were generally broad, the training was rated by

teachers and administrators as more useful than other inservice training had

been, and it was also considered more comprehensive and better focused than

previous efforts had been. The regular education inservice projects were also

regarded as useful to local districts in helping them better organize their

overall staff development efforts, and many of the projects used a trainer-of-

trainer model which had a multiplier effect. On the other hand, fewer than

3 percent of the regular education inservice projects attempted to measure

change in student performance as a result of training, and only two projects

attempted to measure ccsts of inservice and apply cost-effectiveness measures

to models and outcomes (Burrello, Byers, & Cline, 1981). Further;
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. . the effects were generally short-lived, as pro-

jects frequently lacked major local education agency

support or commitment for continUation. More significant

was the fact that, even at peak funding, the regular edu-

cation inservice grants were touching only a small per,-

centage of regular educators. Thus, in FY 1983 . . .

(Part 0) funding priorities (were) shifted . . . to

support preservice training of personnel to work with

handicapped students. Consequently, the regular eduation

inservice program, as it had operated from 1977 to 1982,

was terminated. Contributing to the decision to terminate

the program was the growing consensus among federal policy

makers that, given funding limitations, the federal govern-

ment could not possibly have a significant impact on the

inservice education needs of regular educators across

approximately 14,000 local education agencies in the United

States. (Holland & Noel, 1985, p. 45)

The Dean's Grant Program was initiated in 1975 and was intended to sup-

port the preparation of regular educators at the preservice level in the

principles and practices of education for the handicapped. These grants

were awarded to colleges of education for the purpose of increasing all

teacher educators awareness of Public Law 94-142 and changes necessary in

public schools and training institutions, and for the purpose of bringing

about curricular changes in overall teacher education programs. Other goals

involved opening communication between regular education and special education

faculties and encouraging their cooperation in the programmatic reorganization

of regular education preservice training (Holland & Noel, 1985).

336
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Between 1975 and 1981, the allocation for Dean's grants increased from

$1,400,000 in 1975, to $6,187,000 in 1981. In that seven-year period, 656

Dean's Grant projects were funded. By 1982, approximately 260 colleges and

universities had been recipients for periods ranging from one to seven years

(Holland & Noel, 1985).

In 1983, the remnants of inservice for special educators and preservice

preparation for regular educators were folded into the category of Special

Projects. As of July 1985, the Secretary of Education proposed to establish

a new Part 0 priority for the inservice training of regular educators, this

time limiting applicants exclusively to state education agencies. The comment

period ended in August, and the outcome of this proposal is not yet known as

of early October, 1985.

Special Projects

The original intent of the Special Projects was to enable the design

of personnel preparation programs that, upon implementation and evaluation,

might be more effective and efficient than current operational programs.

Equally important, the Special Projects have identified major problems relev-

ant to the preparation of personnel for education of the handicapped and have

developed procedures for solving such problems in a universal sense. These

projects often been of national importance, propelling programs and the pro-

fession of teacher education toward advancements in education for the handi-

capped. Through the Special Projects, the initial and formative efforts in

personnel preparation for early education of the handicapped, the education

oF the severely handicapped, and preparation of resource teachers were instig-

ated. Similar benefits have accrued from Special Projects that have orchest-

rated the national effort to identify and multiply best practices in personnel

preparation, that developed and provided evaluation training to higher educa-

tion programs, that suppnrted cooperative manpower planning programs between
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state education agencies and universities, and have had other far-reaching

effects that have tended to improve the quality and replicability of all of

the projects funded under Part D.

Parent Training

The training of parents of handicapped children in their rights and re-

sponsibilities under Public Law 94-142 emerged in the 1970's as a pressing need.

Parent training has helped in the identification of handicapped children and

youth who are eligible for services, because it has increased parent aware-

ness of educational opportunities. Another goal is to create partnerships be-

tween parents and educational personnel in terms of the development of the

Individualized Education Program and in behalf of the child's instruction and

development in school and at home. At one time, parent training was part of

a priority that also included the training of volunteers and paraprofessionals

for the classroom. Public Law 98-199 authorized a set-aside of 10 percent of

the Part D appropriation specifically for projects operated by anti for parents

of handicapped children and youth.

Funding Levels

Appropriations for Part D over the past several years are as follows:

* 1978 $ 45,375P00

* 1979 .55,375,000

* 1980 55,375,000

* 1981 58,000,000 revised to 43,500,000 (recision)

* 1982 49,300,000

* 1983 49,300,000

* 1984 55,540,000

* 1985 61,000,000

* 1986 (50,000,000) President's budget; final appropri-
ation not yet known)

3,3 8
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It is also useful to examine oecreases in allocations for new Part u.

projects over the past three fiscal years, as follows:

For the preparation of SPECIAL EDUCATORS

FY 1983:

FY 1984:

FY 1985:

$ 11.1 million

8.2 million

8 million

For the preparation of LEADERSHIP PERSONNEL

FY 1983:

FY 1984:

FY 1985:

3.7 million

3.3 million

.9 million

For SPECIAL PRDJECTS

FY 1983:

FY 1984:

FY 1985:

3.1 million

1.7 million

.9 million

These decreases in special education preparation, leadership preparation

and special projects occurred during a period when total appropriations in-

creased from $49.3 million in fiscal 1983 to $61 million in fiscal 1985. In

percentages, the total appropriations were increased by nearly 25 percent,

while the allocations in these essential priorities were decreased. The net

decrease in preparation of special educators between 1983 and 1985 was 23

percent; the decrease in preparation of leadership personnel was 75 per-

cent; and the decrease in special projects was 71 percent.
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Although the appropriation for fiscal 1936 is not known as of early Octob-

er 1935, the Office of Special Education Programs/OSERS issued, in summer 1935,

the following priorities and funding designations, based on the President's

budget. These represent all of the currently known funding priorities, with

the exception of the transition priority which has not been announced for com-

petition for fiscal 1936. Of a total of $13,250,000 currently available for

new grant awards, the competitions are specified as follows:

* Preparation of special educators $ 3,000,000

* Preparation of leadership personnel 1,000,000

* Preparation of related services
personnel 1,000,000

* Preparation of personnel for newborn/
infant handicapped 1,000,000

* Rural personnel preparation 1,000,000

* Minority personnel preparation 1,000,000'

* Parent organization projects 3,250,000

* State education agency programs 1,000,000

* Special projects 1,000,000

These scattered amounts of money do not go very far. For the current

year, for example, more than 150 Special Project applications were received,

but only eight could be funded. Currently, it is understood that, across all

competitions, the Division of Preparation receives three times as many appli-

cations as it can fund.
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Quality Initiatives and Collaboration with the Field

The history of the OSEP Division of Personnel Preparation shows concern

with the.quality of projects it has sponsored, as well as concern for the qual-

ity of personnel preparation for education of the handicapped, in general. In

addresses before regional meetings of grantees, and in publications concerning

the grant program, the (then) Division Director repeatedly stated that "we

must be concerned with quality and cost-effectiveness, as evidenced by program

evaluation data that prove our programs work and thus merit funding" (Harvey,

1977, p. 6; 1978, p. 6).

In 1982, the staff of the Division of Personnel Preparation began work on

a very comprehensive plan to improve the quality of personnel preparation,

which was intended as a multi-dimensional program for promoting the quality

of preservice personnel preparation. In July 1982, the Division had outlined

its extensive plan, which included these statements of its direction with

regard to the quality initiative (Division of Personnel Preparation, 1982):

1. The Division of Personnel Preparation/SEP will undertake a

proactive leadership role to advocate efforts to improve the

quality of training programs in special education and related

services.

2. The Division of Personnel Preparation/SEP will develop, with

the field, a long-range plan to improve the quality of training

programs.

3. The Division of Personnel Preparation/SEP will establish, with

the field, a system to identify and develop promising practices

instituted by grantees and others.
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4. The Division of Personnel Preparation/SEP, with the field, will

aggressively advocate the adoption and integration of promising

practices.

5. The Division of Personnel Preparation, with the field, will in-

crease the quantity of quality personnel needed to serve handi-

capped children and youth.

In making these goals known to professionals in personnel preparation, the

(then) Division Director received a very receptive response, and the field was

both in need of this leadership and collaboration and very much ready to

participate with the Division of Personnel Preparation in the agenda that had

been carefully outlined. By mid-1983, however, this initiative apparently

ended before it began; no further activity has been evidenced at the federal

level.

Traditionally, it was also a practice of the Division of Personnel Prepara-

tion to seek and use information and recommendations from the field in deter-

mining needs and priority areas, and in developing programs of planned change

designed to achieve goals in personnel preparation. In the 1970's, regional

meetings of personnel preparation professionals were convened so that they might

interact with Division of Preparation professionals, and the door was open in

many other ways, as well.

In a 1978 publication on the Division of Personnel Preparation's grant

program, its Director and Branch Chiefs prepared a statement called "Partner-

ships for Change," which stated, in part (Harvey, Saettler, & Ackerman, 1978):

Participate in establishing priorities. The matter of

priorities is one area in which federal concerns some-

times appear to differ from your concerns. Federal

funding priorities are based on significant needs for

training, determined by Public Law 94-142 and on needs

34a,
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4, CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE REAUTHORIZATION

the intention of this testimony has been to present a detailed picture

of the current and predicted supply of and demand for personnel for education

04 the handicaeleed, as well as a description of the ontext in which personnel

prevention programs in special education are operating and an overview of the

',elution of the administration of the Part 0 program.

It has net been a purpose of this testimony to specify the content of the

reeetheritation of the Part 0 discretionary program, but the testimony does

have C411414 implications which are presented as a conclusion for the entire

eertetive.

A Ceherent Rational PrOoram

Ideally, the Part 0 program would emphasize the most major problems in

ways that winild create a meaningful response and that would concentrate energ-

Nes en achieving quality education for all handicapped children and youth.

through sufficient numbers of well qualified personnel for their instruction

40d related services.

C011Oboretion and Consistency

A federal program of this magnitude is best executed when it is not full

of surprises end fluctuations for the field, and when the field has oppor-

tattles to present infonmation and to-Interact as changes are planned.

Consistent leadership and emphasis on demonstrated quality by the federal

program could becomp an enormous force for advancement and improvement in

personnel preparation and in education for the handicapped.

344,re
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Concentration of Resources

Problems of personnel supply and demand in education for the handicapped

are well documented in many sources. Money should be consolidated to meet the

most pressing needs, and directed to a small set of priorities so that feder-

al funds can do the maximum good, both in terms of meeting needs and in terms

of concentrating resources for the greatest impact.

Support of Programs

Considering the enormity of the need and the conditions of higher edu-

cation at this juncture, basic support of special education programs within

colleges and universities should be contemplated, rather than simply the

funding of projects. The perpetuation of training is now the question on

many campuses and in many program specialties; it is the core programs in

special education personnel preparation that need support.

Leadership Training

Recognition should be given to the essential role of leadership train-

ing in ensuring a continuing supply of teacher trainers, researchers, ad-

ministrators, and leaders for a variety of posts in other programs.

Recruitment

All possible support should be directed to attracting and recruiting

able individuals into special education. Scholarships, fellowships, and

other incentives should be considered, as should an organized program to

stimulate recruitment into special education personnel preparation programs.

345 --*4*
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Innovation and Experimentation

Special Projects represent the venture capital of personnel preparation

for stimulating innovation and new approaches, uses of new technologies, new

linkages with school districts, new interdisciplinary models, better instruc-

tional methods, and improved quality in personnel preparation. The value of

Special Projects, and the dissemination of their outcomes, should receive

serious consideration.

Planned Change

Grant cycles that respond to a longer-term program of change might be

more effective in achieving goals in more permanent ways. The wisest move

would be the development of a ten-year plan for special education, in which

all levels and roles in the profession could respond accordingly. Within

a longitudinal plan, grant programs could sustain for varying amounts of

time, depending on the magnitude of the work involved.

It has been a privilege to prepare this testimony

for the Subcommittee, and I hope that it will be

useful in the improvement of educational opportunit-

ies for handicapped children and youth, both now and

in the future.

Respectfully submitted,

pu441, Dark.x.

Judy Smith-Davis, Ph.D.
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Mr. MARTmEz. Thank you.
Mr. Wnwals. Thank you.
Mr. Bellamy.
Mr. BELLAMY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I, too, appreciate the opportunity of being here to testify on the

reauthorization of the Education of Handicapped Act. I think that
it is appropriate that you are holding these hearings on the 10th
anniversary of the passage of Public Law 94-142. We have indeed
accomplished a great deal in 10 years, but I think that like
other witnesses before me today, there are a nnmber of puzzles and
problems that remain that require the attention that the discre-
tionary programs under consideration today deal with specifically.

In my testimony I would like to point to four parts of the Act
that I believe deserve particular attention from the committee and
for which I want to make sonie mecific recommendations. While
those parts of the Act represent different individual programs, they
are consistent in their focus on the problem of interagency coordi-
nation, and on the recognition that the objectives of special educa-
tion simply cannot be met if we deal with special education in iso-
lation from the other human service programs that deal with
people with disabilities.

The first of the areas that I would like you to pay particular at-
tention to is the secondary and transition program. We had an in-
credible national response to the authorization of that program in
the last amendments to this Act. As Dr. Cullar mentioned earlier,
there is considerable momentum that needs to be sustained. I think
we have gone a long way to solve some of the easy problems of
interagency coordination, but some much more systemic issues still
exist.

The situation that people with moderate, severe and profound
disabilities find themselves in illustrates the problem best, I think.
Here we have a situation where surveys of parents have consistent-
ly shown that as parents whose sons or daughters with disabilities
begin to leave school, their primary concern is with a vocational
service at the point of graduation.

At the same time, we have data that shows that the nonvoca-
tional and prevocational services managed by the State mental re-
tardation agencies have mushroomed in the last few years, such
that now those State agencies are spending almost as much State
and Federal money for nonvocational and prevocational services as
we spend in the entire State vocational rehabilitation system.

So in a sense, at the same time that our special education pro-
grams have shown dramatic improvements in the ability of people
with moderate and severe disabilities to work productively and to
live in community settings, we are investing, on the other hand, in
nonvocational and prevocational services that segregate them from
the mainstream of community life and prevent them from working
effectively. So to remediate that problem I would recommend three
things:

One, that the committee work with other appropriate committees
in the Congress to remove the incentive that exists in the Health
Care Financing Administration that in fact encourages States to
set up inappropriate programs for people leaving school.
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Second, that you work with whatever appropriate committees
that are involved to maintain the 1619 (a) and (b) amendments to
the Social Security Act, because those are absolutely critical if
people with severe disabilities are going to work alongside others in
the community.

Finally, that you authorize the expenditure of some of the
discretionary funds under the severely handicapped and deaf, blind
programs in this act in collaborative projects with post-school serv-
ices so that we can begin some of the technology transfer from
what we have learned in high school programs to some of these
adult service agencies.

My second general recommendation is that you strengthen the
mandate for services in the least restrictive environment. Here the
coordination issue that is raised is with regular education. The
problem is, that while Public Law 94-142 created a presumption
that services in the regular classroom or regular school would be
the most appropriate, the law also seemed to envision an array of
services that included segregated schools and residential schools
and the like, apparently for people with more severe disabilities.

What we have learned in the ensuing 10 years from research and
model program activities is that kind of segregation really is un-
necescary for educational purposes. We can reach our educational
goals with students with severe and profound disabilities in the
regular schoolnot in the regular classroom, but in the regular
school building. Consequently, we are denying students some of the
most important lessons of school, that of interacting with people
that they ultimately must deal with as an adult by segregating
them from their peers without disabilities.

My recommendation is that this committee and this Congress ex-
press an intent that the discretionary programs authorized under
the Education of the Handicapped Act focus specifically on knowl-
edge development, personnel preparation, and model program de-
velopment, in integrated school systems so we can begin to solve
the problems more systematically that are occurring in integrated
situations.

My third broad recommendation relates to interagency coordina-
tion in the areas of serving people before they reach school age. In
one sense we must admit that the combination of incentive grants
and discretionary programs in the area of preschool education,
while they have taught us a great deal prmedurally, have not yet
resulted in the desired nationwide system of services that would
guarantee any infant or young child with a disability the kind of
services that we know would facilitate his or her entry into school
and success in later life.

Whether Congress supports an extension of the educational enti-
tlement to birth or to some other age or using some other strategy,
my recommendation is really that there also ought to be a very
clear expression of the responsibility of other agencies regarding
service delivery, funding and administration of infant and pre-
school programs.

It may well be an extension of the education entitlement is the
best strategy to ensure that we get services for people with severe
disabilities, but it is critical to recognize that education is not the
only service delivery agency and that other agencies, including the
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medical community and the medical financing system must be in-
volved and the roles must be identified.

Finally, a brief note. I think that the Congress could do a great
deal to encourage experimentation and program development that
avoids some of the labeling of students with mild educational
handicaps. We do have procedures for serving people with mild
educational handicaps in regular classrooms. That is not simply a
matter of putting a student in a classroom without support, it is
carefully constructed curricula, classroom organization procedures,
and teaching procedures.

What is interesting is that it is exactly those same procedures
that also appear most effective with other students who are at risk
for failure in the regular educational programs. I believe that it
would be .very useful if Congress encouraged, through the discre-
tionary programs in this act, some collaborative work with either
Chapter 1 programs or regular educational programs so that we can
provide people with milli academic handicaps the kind of special-
ized support services they need in the regular classroom without
resorting to disability labels, and further, we investigate whether
or not that really has an impact on the prevalence of disability
labels across the States. _ _ . . _

I believe, to summarize very quickly, while in general this Act
has provided an enormous amount of important information, it pro-
vides the structure for innovation and quality development in spe-
cial education, that there are these few areas that deserve your
particular attention in this reauthorization.

[The prepared statement of G. Thomas Bellamy follows0
PREPARED STATEMENT OF G. THOMAS BELLAMY, PH.D., UNIVERSITY OF OREGON

The Congress and the American people have much to celebrate on this tenth an-
niversary of the Education of All Handimpped Children Act. The right to a free ap-
propriate public education has done more than any other measure to include chil-
dren with disabilities in the mainstream of community and family life. The discre-
tionary programs under consideration today continue to provide information and
program models that are critical to state implementation of the special education
mandate. The purpose of my testimony is to recommend four areas for particular
attention as the Congress reviews potential improvements in these discretionary
programs.

1. Extend and maintain the secondary education and transitional se:vices pro-
gram. The rapid national response after this program was established in the most
recent amendments to the Act provides ample evidence of its timeliness and impor-
tance. Qualification for employment is an implied promise of American public edu-
cation for all students, but entry into employment often requires planful support for
persons with disabilites as they complete school. The knowledge development and
innovation that the transition program fosters will allow citizens with ftabilities,
their families, and the general public to realize the full benefits of our investment
in special education. Initial work under this program has promoted badly needed
interagency coordination, but much more fundamental problems remain to be
solved.

The public press nationwide tells of the frustration of parents of young adults
with disabilities who leave school only to find that needed services are absent or
inappropriate. Long wait lists for services are common, especially for persons with
moderate and severe disabilities, and when services are available to this group they
seldom take advantage of the potential that has been developed in successful special
education programs.

This difficulty in obtaining needed adult services is illustrated by the continuing
prevalence of nonvocational and prevocational day programs as the primary service
model for persons with severe handicaps completing school. State bIental -
tion Agencies spend almost one billion dollars of federal and state funds annually to
support day services, only a tiny fraction of which provide the opportunity to work
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for pay and interact with persons without disabilities. As a result parents and per-
sons with disabilities are too often faced with the choice between no service at alland one which wot.'3 have been available had no public education been provided.

To address problems like these, the research and development efforts in transitionwill need to move beyond simple interagency coordination to joint efforts to create
an adult service system that takes full advantage of the employment potential of
persons with disabilities who leave school. The Department of Education's develop-ing program on supported employment is an excellent beginning, but before it can
offer real work opportunities in local communities, it will need support from The
Health Care Financing Administration and other federal agencies that supply fundsfor the existing adult day programs.

2. Strengthen the mandate for services in the leastrestrictive environment. WhileP.L 94-142 created a presumption that the regular classroom was the best educa-tional placement for all children unless there was a compelling educational reation
for removal, it also envisioned an array of services that included segregated schoolsand institutions for some students. Research results, program demonstrations, and
increasing local practice make it clear that one need not remove any child, regard-less of the severity of his or her disability, from the regular public school campus
where students without disabilities of the same age are taught. Naturally, special
support services and, for some students, special classes are necessary, but these canbe provided effectively and economically in the regular school By stating its inten-
tion that regular school placement with needed support services should be an option
for all students, the Congress could do much to foster the social integration of stu-dents with disabilities into the communities in which they must function as adults.
It would be particularly helpful if the Congress extended this expectation for serv-ices in regular schools to all the discretionary programs, in order to focus knowledge
development, personnel preparation, ond model programs on problems and solutionsin integrated school settings.

3. Improve the strategy for providing services to infants and preschoolers with dis-
abilities. The present combination of incentive and discretionary grants has donemuch to build the procedural basis for effective early intervention that produces
lasting benefits for children with disabilities. These programs have not, however, re-
sulted in the hoped-for national system of services to this group. Fewer states man-
date services for preschool children with disabilities today than at the time P.L 94-142 was passed. The need for a new approach to encouraging these services should
PromPt careful consideration of the role of special education in infancy and earlychildhood. Extending the educational entitlement to birth may be an effective wayto ensure that services are available in an equitable way to all who need them. The
role of other agencies in service delivery, administration, and funding should be eon-sidered as well, for the needs of many infants and young children with disabilities
can be met only in the context of interdisciplinary planning, shared responsibility,
and collaborative sorvice provision. If the Congress determines that the educational
entitlement is the best vehicle for ensuring these critically needed services, it wouldbe helpful if the concurrent responsibilities of the Maternal and Child Health,
Health Care Financing, and Developmental Disabilities programs were clearly speci-fied.

4. Explore new relationships between special education and regular education.While earlier efforts in the discretionary programs have addressed training of regu-
lar education personnel, much remains to be done to foster this needed collabora-
tion. There is now convincing evidence that students with mild academic handicaps
can succeed in the regular classroom when well designed curricula and procedures
are used. Because these needed supports are similar to those used effectively withother at risk groups in the regular class, there is potential for efficient coordinated
services. However, special education is structured in most states so that students
must first fail in the regular program and be labeled as handicapped before they
become eligible for the needed assistance. Alternative relationships between special
education and regular education should be investigated so that needed services
could be provided in the regular classroom without attaching disability labels to thechildren involved.

This could involve investing in instructional mvdels in the early elementarygrades that reduce academic failure, as well as testing administrative models that
support the structured curricula, classroom management, and individualization that
can produce academic progress in several student groups who are mildly handi-capped or at risk of academic failure. Congressional support could encourage the use
of enlisting discretionary programs to investigate and expand coordinated service
models which avoid unnecessarily labeling students with mild educational handi-
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caps, and to investigate the effects of these models on the prevalence of mild disabil-
ity labels across States.

By addressing these four issues in the reauthorization of the Education of the
Handicapped Act, the Congress can continue to provide direction and leadership in
critical areas affecting full implementation of the right to a free appropriate public
education. In an important way, each points to the need for integration and coordi-
nation between special education and other servicesthose affecting infants, adults,
and regular students. While initial development of special education procedures
may have benefited from relative isolation, traditional service boundaries must now
be crossed in service delivery, administration, and funding, if persons with disabil-
ities and their families are to achieve the full benefits of our public investment.

Mr. WituAnts. Thanks to both of you.
Mr. Bartlett
Mr. BARTLETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I apologize to the witnesses, this panel and others, for not being

here during the beginning of hearing. I have reviewed your testi-
mony and I do apologize. As often happens around this place, there
are several things going at once. I was on the House floor during
the debate for the Reconciliation Act, in which my portion was title
II, which, as you can see by the section marked in blue of H.R.
3500, it is almost half of the bill, and so I was detained on the floor
in the debate on title U.

Dr. Smith-Davis, let me begin with you. I thank you for your
very thorough testimony. You have given a good deal of thought to
things that you have said. Let me first begin by asking do you have
any sense subjectively, or do you know of any quantitative analysis,
as to the funding amounts that are provided for teacher training,
for preparing teachers for work in special education, and funding
amounts for that training as provided by State and local sources as
opposed to by the Federal Government?

I suppose my question is, how big an impact would some increase
in Federal funding for personnel training in special education have
in the reality on the shortage?

Ms. &dux-Dims. I don't have figures on the total State amount.
State legislatures will be funding State universities and so forth.
My understanding is that in virtually all States some funding has
been lost. In some cases, some major funding has been lost to the
State university systems in the past 3 or 4 years. So that has made
an impact.

As far as part D of the law is concerned, States are able to use
some portion of that money for in-service training of teachers and I
think States are trying very hard to use that money to make some
differences in some of these problems that I outlined earlier.

I think that a larger share from the Part D Program would make
an impact if perhaps the Federal Government and the States might
work together, particularly under the comprehensive system of per-
sonnel development, which needs to be strengthened to determine
personnel needs and determine some of these very issues that we
are discussing on a statewide basis. If there could begin to be a
partnership, a Federal-State partnership to give some greater sup-
port to institutions of higher education and help them to translate
these projects into programs that will take root and be institution-
alized and last for a while and tend to be there later to keep solv-
ing problems.
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Right now, it is rather hard to do that because as I said, colleges
and universities are so strapped, they are really not able to mount
these new programs. So if they get 3 year programs and it is going
to be hard for them to perpetuate that on their own, some kind of
collaborative planning on how that might be done I think would be
useful.

Mr. BARTLETT. What kind of coordination or lack of coordination
exists now in the Federal programs? Are they out there on their
own?

Ms. Ssum-DAvIs. Well, I think one of the very most important
parts of the Act is the comprehensive system of personnel develop-
ment which is to enable the State to assess its own needs for per-
sonnel for in-service and preservice training, to organize resources
so that training can be coordinated properly to yield the proper
numbers in the kinds of people, to dissiminate information on the
best practices and results of research so current practitioners can
constantly be updated, participatory planning and a whole lot of
that.

That is very, very spotty over the country as to what is occurring
and the Federal grants are supposed to be endorsed by their State
comprehensive system of personnel development and there is sup-
posed to be a coordinated thing within special education programs
to ensure that all this happens. I think there needs to be better co-
ordination from the Federal level and the State level to do this,
and I think once we have that in place, we would find that we were
solving a lot of our own problems better than we are right now.

Mr. BARTIzrr. Well, the State and local governments do tend to
be strapped in budgets today, but none are so strapped as the Fed-
eral budget, since we have so terribly overreached in all areas of
the budget. Would you advocate then that we increase the amount
of funds for discretionary programs for personnel preparation by
decreasing funds from other discretionary programs if you assume
a no growth budget?

MS. SMITH-DAVIS. Well, in order to answer that I would have to
review other discretionary programs to find out whether I thought
there were any of that kind of thing, give and take, could happen.
Bascially I would say I hope you don't decrease the amount of
money. I hope you put money together in substanital ways that can
have an impact. All these little tiny priorities can still exist if we
have a large piece of that money for preparation of special educa-
tion courses, if we have a comprehensive system of personnel devel-
opment that tells States what their own needs are, then they ought
to be able to make their proposals according to what their own
needs are. We ought not to have a million dollar priority here and
a million dollar priority there, and not enough money anywhere to
make the difference.

Mr. BARTLETT. SO, you would concentrate the resources?
Ms. SMITH-DAVIS. Yes. I feel we are wasting it the way
Mr. BARTLETT. You would concentrate it in teacher preparation?
Ms. SMITH-DAVIS. Yes, sir; concentrate it on preparation of spe-

cial education courses, leadership training, special projects, and
some interdisciplinary. I believe that would be the way it would do
the most good.
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support in employment rather than ongoing readiness for employ-
ment. That is the basic notion.

From the perspective of high school or junior high school special
education programs, it offers & new curriculum development chal-
lenge in the area of vocational preparation simply because much of
our existing vocational preparation models for the schools imply
that One works only when one can do it completely, independently,
and therefbre we ars preparing each student for totally independ-
ent work.

If we recognise that we do in fact have some students who re-
quire ongoing lifillong support but who can work anyway. Thatallows us to design our curriculum in vocational preparation in
such a way that we can allow the person to have work be a mean-
ingfill part of their total life without having to learn everything
that they have to know to work completely and independently.To answer your question more directly, it creates a curriculum
development issue within special education. More importantly, it
crease the firndamental issue that special education cannot reach
its goals of integration into the community and integration intowork hie of that community after someone leaves school unless we
create some collateral change in the adult services system that has
been available to those people with moderate and severe disabil-
ities.

It -Wasn't make sense for special education to prepare people for

i=ted community life and work and then have the only adult
available be day cars and nonvocational segregated pro-

Mr. &anew. Well, as you know, there is an enormous number
of people who come through the education process, and then when

17 graduate, in their poeteducation experience, whether it is sec-
or postsecondary, they want to work, but they are not given

the opportunity.
What changes in Federal law would you make, if you were in our

shoes, what would your priorities be? To put it another way, what
barriers do you see to those persons that keep them from entering
employment in America today?

Mr. SmiAstv. May I assume we are still talking of people with
more severe disabilities or

Mr. Bairrurrr. The broader range.
Mr. BILLAssv. I think that we have to look at incentives of two or

three levels. One is how the Federal activities created incentives
for States to do particular things, and those are the ones that I
mentioned in my testimony related to the Health Care Financing
Administration's funding of day activity but not employment serv-
ices.

We can also look at incentives at the individual level and clearly
the work that ymi and others on the committees have done related
to 1619 (a) and (b) provisions deal very specifically with the incen-
tives for individuaL who might very well work above the 300 or
312 substantial gainAil activity level but under the ceiling in
1619(a) program.

There is a very real way in which we must ask fundamental
questions about the extent to which the Federal and State invest-
ment in helping people with disabilities get jobs. It should relate to
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our providing services whether that be training or rehabilitation or
counseling or evaluation, and our structuring incentives for poten-
tial employers.

It seems to me that we do need to address that balance in some
systemic way so we attend not just to the incentives associated
with State program administration, and individuals, but also the
incentive structure that affects the private employer.

Mr. BARTLETT. Thank you.
Mr. WniaAms. Dr. Smith-Davis, what is Nevada doing to improve

the preparation of people working in special education and to
assure that they continue in that role?

Ms. SMITH-DAVIS. Nevada needs to do a lot more than it is doing.
They have had some turnover in personnel at the state department
level in the past year which has given them a new superintendent,
a new director of special education, and so forth. Nevada has two
universities, both of them called the University of Nevadaone in
Reno the other in Las Vegas. The enrollment has been so far down
I believe that the one in Reno graduates in special education this
year. They really are losing, because of fiscal incursions, as to
whether they can continue their doctoral program at the Universi-
ty of Nevada, Reno.

At the University of Nevada, Las Vegas there is a federally
funded early childhood proposal that would never exist if it weren't
for Federal funds because the university could not see fit to pay for
that. Otherwise, as the only early childhood training college in the
State, there is a mounting new initiative to lower the age of serv-
ices for handicapped children and to emphasize early childhood
education, and to try to do some emphasis in secondary and transi-
tion. We are hardly producing anyone there now because of some
of the problems that I have mentioned. It is indeed really a dread-
ful situation. Most States have more universities than Nevada, I
might add, so this is quite a unique situation.

Mr. WILLIAMS. You say it is a dreadful situation. Is it a dreadful
State situation or dreadful national situation?

Ms. SMITH-DAVIS. It is a dreadful national situation, although I
think in Nevada, given that it only has the two universities and a
couple other characteristics, it might be a little difference there but
there are places worse.

Mr. WILLIAMS. What is it about the situation that requires Feder-
al rather than State application for its resolution?

Ms. SMITH-DAVIS. Well, education for the handicapped is an area
in which universities very often train people not only that work in
their own State but they are deployed elsewhere. This happens par-
ticularly in specialty programs where there are certain programs
that are noted and very good at preparing people to educate the
severely handicapped. Everyone wants to go to them, and then the
people that graduate will go into various areas around the country
to work. So State legislatures probably don't usually support that
level of activity to produce people to go beyond State lines.

A lot of these programs are very, very expensive and they have
to have very, very small enrollments. They really don't return the
money to the university programs training people for low incidence
early childhood and a number of specialties, never pay back the
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university for what is put out and so for these reasons, Federal
funds are needed.

Federal funds I think are also needed to give a shot in the arm
to the whole thing in the face of shortage and getting something
turned around as fast as possible.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Along with the Federal funds you called for a
more coherent national program which I guess means that the au-
thority should be emphasized more in the law, authority, recalling
a change in the law?

Ms. SrArrx-DAvis. No, I am not calling for a change in the law. I
think we need a little more coherence in the way the program is
administered because, as I said before, this is a case where I think
the States can really determine what their needs are. There is a
vehicle in the comprehensive system of personnel development for
them to do this.

I think the comprehensive system of personnel development
needs to be emphasized quite a bit more at the State levels and
then once that can be done, then I believe the policy of putting $1
million on this priority and $1 million on another priority, is not
going to make any impact across the country. If we could have a
coherent program addressed to a few priorities in major ways, then
I believe we could have an impact if the States at the same time
had their personnel development systems put together. They know
what their needs are, and then the grants that are given to States
could respond to States determined by their needs.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Bellamy, is it the sole goal in vocational prep-
aration, special education, to provide a job at the end of the prepa-
ration, or you mentionedyou used the term integration into socie-
ty. Would that be defined as a job, that is, successful integration?
Would it depend on the job or are there other goals that might be
equally acceptable to you? I ask this because witnesses yesterday to
some degree differed on the answer.

Mr. BELLAMY. I think that that employment is a critical aspect of
integration into society. A job by itself doesn't guarantee the sort
of social integration and personal fulfillment we like to have all
our students have. On the other hand, I would submit that for a
person with a disability like most of the rest of us, being unem-
ployed is a significant barrier to achieving the kind of social inte-
gration and social network that we would want our graduates to
have. I do Qee it as a very critical part, certainly not the entire
part, of the services.

I think some of the disagreements that you might hear do not
reflect the perspective of people from working with either people
with academic or severe disabilities.

We have had a system in place for a very long time for people
with mild academic handicaps that has emphasized vocational
preparation when they left school. Before, we had the vocational
rehabilitation system and vocation rehabilitation system that pri-
marily served people with mild academic handicaps. When they ad-
dressed people coming out of special education, it is reasonable for
people with that group to underscore the necessity for a broader
perspective. We have had the opposition in places for people with
more severe handicaps where they were absolutely disallowed from
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any kind of preparation. Some schools have adopted their employ-
ment potential.

It is quite reasonable you would hear from someone here reflect
working with people wi th severe disabilities, a real emphasis on
employment preparation and employment as the outcome of educa-
tion. I am not sure that they are necessarily contradictory.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Our thanks to both of you and to each of the wit-
nesses. The committee may write to each or some of those who
were witnesses, with additional questions that the committee mem-
bers, upon reviewing your testimony again, and your testimony
agai , and our questions and your answers find that we need
pursue further.

So we would appreciate it if any of the witnesses do receive re-
quests for further information, that you answer us as soon as you
can, because we are, of course, involved in writing the bill. Thank
you all very much.

The hearing of the Subcommittee on Select Education is ad-
journed.

[Additional material submitted for the record followsl
ComirrnEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,

SUBCOMMITTEE ON SELECT EDUCATION,
Washington, DC October 31, 1985.

JUDY SMITH-DAVIS, Ph.D.,
Editor, Counter-Point,
Reno, NV.

DEAR DR. Satim-Davis: Thank you for taking the time to present testimony before
the subcommittee on Select Education regarding the reauthorization of the Educa-
tion of the Handicapped Act. Your testimony was extremely helpful.

Because of the number of witnesses testifying at the hearing, I was unable to ask
several questions that are of interest to me. I would appreciate it if you would
answer the questions set out below. The hearing record will be open until November
15 to include your responses to these additional questions.

(1) As you know, the Reagan Administration proposed freezing all funding for
EHA with the exception of personnel preparation, where they proposed a cut of $12
million from the $61 million appropriated for this program in fiscal year 1985. Al-
though Congress has not accepted the proposed cuts, what evidence is there to lead
the Administration to propose such a heavy cut in personnel preparation?

(2) Special educator "burn-out" is a fairly common occurrence. How can training
programs help to prevent this teacher burn-out?

(3) Why should Special Education Teacher Training be a federal responsibility?
(4) In regular education, the "traditional" teacher is disappearing. A shortage is

occurring due, in part, to social changes. Special education is even more demanding.
How are these changes affecting the supply of special ed teachers?

Best regards.
Sincerely,

PAT WILLIAMS.

COUNTERPOINT COMMUNICATIONS CO.,
Reno, NV., November 5, 1985.

Hon. PAT WILLIAMS,
Chair, Subcommittee on Select Education, Committee on Education and Labor, U.S.

House of Representatives, Washington, DC.
DEAR CONGRESSMAN WILLIAMS: Thank you for the opportunity to testify on Octo-

ber 23, and for your October 31 letter, which I have just received. I will respond to
your questions rapidly, because I am about to leave for a three-week trip. I will be
in the Washington area between November 11 and 16 and can be contacted at the
Radisaon Mark Plaza Hotel in Alexandria. This is the site of the annual national
conference of the CEC Teacher Education Division, and I invite you, other members
of the Subcommittee and your staff to visit us at the conference. I would be glad to
arrange meetings with other people who could offer information on Part D.
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The remainder of this letter will respond to the four questions you posed in your
October 31 letter, as follows:

1. What evidence is there to lead the Administration to propose such a heavy cnt
in personnel preparation (a cut of $12 million from the $61 million appropriated for
this program in fiscal year 1985)?

Prior to the Administration's current proposal, there have been repeated attempts
since 1981 to make incursions into the Part D budget. In addition to the most recent
proposal, the Administration has also proposed the following (each of which was
well below the previous year's appropriation, and each of which was not supported
in Congress):
FY 1985: 37.6 million Part D budget.
FY 1984: 33.6 million Part D budget.
FY 1983: Proposal for a block grant of all EHA discretionary programs, and a 50

percent reduction in all EHA discretionary programs.
FY 1982: 33.0 million Part D budget.
FY 1981: A rescission was enacted in the summer of 1981 (to 43.5 million, later par-

tially restored by Congress) and there was a complete absence of funding for
three months.

To my knowledge, there has been no needs-based evidence to support any specific
propwals to reduce the federal investment in personnel preparation for education of
the handicapped. On the contrary, it would appear that the Administration is disre-
garding evidence that is available. The 1985 Seventh Annual Report to Congress
prepared within the OSERS Special Education Programs office displays needs for
personnel for special education. The University of Maryland Manpower Studies,
funded by the Division of Personnel Preparation, verify manpower needs. The
states' annual reports further document needs, and my impression is that the short-

e of personnel is becoming an over-arching issue in the states. The work of the
National Center for Education Statistics also verifies these needs, but in somewhat
less detail than other sources, with regard to special education.

At the same time that the Administration has been proposing to diminish the
Part D budget, the needs for personnel have grown as shown in the prepared state-
ment that I delivered to the Subcommittee. Not only have shortages become more
pronounced, for various reasons, but higher eduction programs have themselves suf-
fered cutbacks and fiscal setbacks that leave them in a less viable position than
they were before 1981.

In view of the data that are available, I am at a loss to explain the Administra-
tion's position with regard to Part D funds. Although there is and has been concern
with the geometrical upward progression of the federal deficit since 1981, I don't
believe that this alone can expWn why the Part D program is generally a target for
the largest percentage and dollar cuts among the EHA discretionary programs.

The only thing that I can offer in this regard is my own perception that Adminis-
tration policy has seemed to me, from time to time, to relate rather closely to policy
recommendations that I have also found to be stated in the publications of the Her-
itage. Foundation (which I have not found to be particularly data-based). For exam-
ple, in "A Mandate for Leadership Report: Agenda 83" (Eted by Richard N. Hol-
will and published by the Heritage Foundation) the chapter on the Department of
Education, by Lucy P. Patterson, states as follows: "Because of their small size, the
discretionary programs do not have powerful constitutents outside Washington: they
are the most vulnerable targets in the Department. An Administration that will not
try to aboliah them is clearly not seriously about abolishing anything in the Depart-
ment" (page 120). Whereas the "constituency" for Part B and for numerous discre-
tionary programs includes a mass of parents, state and local educators, handicapped
individuals, teacher trainers, and othersthe Part D "constituency' has generally
been smaller, consisting mainly of those involved in preservice and mservice teacher
education and some other advocates. Now that personnel issues are becoming quite
paramount in the minds of parents, state and local officials, and education in gener-
al, I would suspect that those who are concerned about Part D funding will -be in-
creasing in numbers.

2. Special educator "burnout" is a fairly common occurrence. How can training
programs help to prevent this teacher burnout.

I can respond to this question in several ways. First of all, burnout is a complex
issue and its solution depends largely on the degree to which personnel are support-
ed at the local level. Burnout is likely to exacerbate under conditions of class over-
loads, misassignment of teachers, and other factors mentioned in my prepared state-
ment of October 23, and these conditions, in turn, tend to be more pronounced
during periods of personnel shortages and fiscal constraints, such as local school dis-
tricts have been experiencing. I believe that, when a person is placed in a position

362.



359

where he or she cannot do the kind of job he or she would like to do, this leads to
frustration and stress that can result in burnout. It is also true that certain jobs in
special education are, by their very nature, stressful.

Let me relay my own experience. From 1967 to 1974, I worked in psychiatry, as a
psychometrician, caseworker, and ultimately as a director of and teacher in a school
for seriously disturbed adolescents in southeastern Virginia. After seven years of
this, I burned out temporarily. In my case, it was simply time to work in a different
kind of settingto be renewed. My solution was to return to school for my doctor-
ate, afer which I had intended to take up where I had left off in the schools I had
started in Virginia. Although other opportunities have intervened, I have not left
special education, but in 1974 I did make a temporary change that was invigorating,
both professionally and personally. Whereas I think that such changes occur in
most occupations, I think they are less available in teaching than in other careers,
and this may account for some of the burnout we witness that leads to a total loss of
personnel.

In my own case, I do not see how my teacher education program could have pre-
vented my decision in 1974. I do, however, see graduate education as one of the
many possible sabbatical types of opportunities that could and should be arranged
so that teachers' careers could be more varied and challenging, and less stressful. I
also believe that the Special Projects priority of the Part D program would be an
appropriate vehicle for exploring issues of teacher burnout and the possible solu-
tions that teacher training program; might cffer.

3. Why should special education teacher training be a federal responsibility?
First of all, special education teacher training is not entirely a federal responsibil-

ity; it is a responsibility that has been shared by states and by higher education. At
the same time, there is a legitimate federal role in the support of personnel prepa-
ration for education of the handicapped, vis a vis Public Law 94-142 and the essen-
tial resource in qualified personnel necessary to make it succeed.

While states and higher education have been endeavoring to execute responsibil-
ities for special education teacher training, much that has been accomplished would
not have occurred (or have occurred as rapidly) without federal funds. There are
several reasons for this. For one thing, teacher training programs in many specialty
areas are small programs with small enrollments, net.essitated by the highly special-
ized nature of the training and the intensiveness of faculty involvement. This makes
such programs more expensive; at a time when state education expenditures are
shrinking, this makes the federal dollar more strategic. Second, many special educa-
tion teacher training programs, and most particularly the doctoral programs, pre-
pare personnel for many locations other than their own states. As personnel short-
ages become more acute, more and more institutions of higher education will be pro-
viding personnel for an even greater geographic area. Because these programs often
serve districts beyond their state lines, it is becoming more difficult to convince
state legislatures to fully support programs for all of the needs that are defined.

Finally, it is also quite necessary t o address the quality of personnel and to ensure
the development of a more uniform standard of quality. The federal program has
been invaluable in that regard. The best that has been developed in personnel prep-
aration fe rst nn of the handicapped over the past ten years is available across
the count for otnt profit f qm. Without the federal presence, there would be
far more fragmentation eind far less systematization in the approach to training. In
a field that has organized so recently to meet a mandate so extensive, this impact of
the federal dollar boa been immense. This investment has tended to ensure equity
in ed :ion for the 1 andicapped because it helps to ensure more uniform quality of
the p. annel who ar: prepared.

4. h. regular edumItion, the "traditional" teacher is disappearing. A shortage is
occurring due, in par t, to social changos. Special education is even more demanding.
How are these changLs affecting the supply of special education teachers?

My unswers to thil question lie in the areas of the changing role of women in
society, changes in workplace, and the depopularization of education in the
press E nd in politic Over the past several decades, as the roles of women have ex-
panded, many wu ,Lien who might have traditionally taken up teaching as a career
have, it steed-, P cared other fields. At the same time, the occupants and professions
have in Pil,~ .1 their salary levels at a much greater rate than has the f: Nld of edu-
cation. a these new opportunities and more lucrative professional possibilities,
many people (particularly women) are no doubt rejecting careers in education in
favor of other careers. At the same time, however, various studies have shown that
those who are teachers usually obtain a real gratification from succeeding with chil-
dren that cannot be replaced with money or other incentives.

363



360

When something interferes with that gratification, then I think we are in trouble,
as we clearly are now. Education is in the same position as many business ventures
and industries in the country: much needs to be revamped and evolved to address
the problems and challenges that face us; individual skills' need to be upgraded; im-
provements are needed I submit that education as a whole is certainly no worse in
these regards than many mil,* areas of American business and industry, and, in
some regards, it is probably doing a better job. However, it is only in education that
the individual practitioner and the individual teacher trainer has been singled of
late as somehow pen-onally and professionally inferior. My oral testimony shows
how strongly I feel about this issue, because my work involves me with thousands
and thousands of educators who are, for the most part, doing a good job, doing the
work of two people in some cases, under very adverse circumstances. And these are
intelligent, competent people who are not the rejects of other professions and occu-
pations. It is a ten- ole thing when one is made to feel ashamed of one's life work,
but that is exactly what is occurring.

This kind of a ttack is not likely to improve education in genuine ways, though it
may bring about responses that will lead to "innovation without change." Most seri-
ous, I believe that this political depopularization of American schools, American
teachers, and American higher education is clearly leading to reluctance of young
people to become involved in this professionand to the departure of older

PeTlefrom the profession. We need to make education respectable again; we need to va ue
good teachers tand there are plenty of them); and we need to make education com-
petitive with other occupations and professions in a variety of ways.

Some of these solutions must come from states and school districts, but some
should also cne from the federal government in terms of the responses it stimu-
lates. The Part D program can also be part of the solution if it can also focus, to
some extent, on recruitment and incentives.

I hope that these responses will be useful to you and to the subcommittee, and I
will be glad to respond further at your request.

Respec*fully,
Jtmv SMITH-DAVIS, Ph.D., President

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JAMES J. GALLAGHER, HENAN PROFESSOR OF EDUCATION, DI-
RECTOR, Fadonc PORTER GRAHAM CHILD DEVELOPMENT CENTER, UNIVERSITY OF
NORTH CAROLINA AT CHAPEL HILL

It is RI: Pleasure tA comment on one of the most constructive pieces of legislation
that Congress ha, nqb...1 in the past few years. One of the key elements of that
legislation is the support of research and demonstration projects in education of
handicapped childre that has provided an important element of quality control and
innovation and which has served the education of handicapped children as well. In
mrticular, the support of long-term programmatic research has been most helpful.
Ildost of the significant issues in these complex educational fields are not solved in
six months with small research grants. These issues the sustained attention of
teams of researchers who can stay with the problem such as we have doing on the
study of the impact in families of handicapped children over a seven-year period at
the Frank Porter Graham Child Development Center, at the University of North
Carolina a: Chapel Hill.

There is one attention, however, that I feel would be particularly helpful to the
ezilAing legislation. One of the most limiting factors to researchers is the lack of
effective measuring instruments to carefully study growth and change in young
handicapped children. The existing instruments that we have to measure such key
constructs as attention, hyperactivity, temperament, and social processes are often
limited. The reseacher uses them grudgingly as the best available at this time.
Clearly, there is a need for development of much more valid and sophisticated in-
struments, but the development of effective testa, inventories, scales, etc., is expen-
sive in terms of both time and personnel. That is why better instruments do not
now exist.

Yet agencies are reluctant to use limited research dollars for measurement devel-
opment, a shortsighted view in my opinion. The Congress could move this measure-
ment development process along by showing their interest and including another
point under Section 641a (which includes a list of research and related activities as-
sisted under this section):
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(6) The development of measuring instruments that help the assessment of child
progress across a number of developmental domains and provide researchers with
more effective tools for effective analysis and program evaluation.

This small addition could give the agency the encouragement needed for them to
support work in this critical dimension.

[Whereupon, at 3:20 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]



REAUTHORIZATION OF THE DISCRETIONARY
PROGRAMS UNDER THE EDUCATION OF THE
HANDICAPPED ACT

TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 26, 1985

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMTTTEE ON SELECT EDUCATION,

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
Honolulu, HI

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 1 p.m., in room 462,

Prince Kuhio Federal Office Building, Honolulu, HI, Hon. Pat Wil-
liams (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Members present: Representatives Williams and Hayes.
Also present: Representatives Heftel and Akaka.
Staff present: S. Gray Garwood, staff director.
Mr. WnxiAms. I call to order the hearing of the Subcommittee on

Select Education on the issue of reauthorizing the discretionary
programs under the Education of the Handicapped Act. We will
begin, and my other colleagues from Congress will be along shortly.

I want to welcome each of you. Many of you are familiar with
part B of the Education of the Handicapped Act, more commonly
known as Public Law 94-142, part B, which is celebrating its 10th
anniversary this month, is the section which allocates more than
$1 billion of Federal assistance to States in an effort to help them
to provide a free appropriate public education for all handicapped
children.

The discretionary programs we are examining today need to be
reauthorized before September 30 of this coming year, and they are
an essential source of support to special education and related serv-
ices provided for the 4 million handicapped children who receive
services under Public Law 94-142. The discretionary programs pro-
vide approximately $155 million in assistance to State and local
education agencies, other public agencies, private and nonprofit or-
ganizations, and institutions of higher education to support a varie-
ty of programs to meet the special needs of the handicapped. Those
centers and services include, regional resource centers, early educa-
tion programs, secondary education programs, transitional services,
postsecondary programs that provide training of special education
personnel and parents, dissimination of information, research on
effective and more effective ways to provide services and instruc-
tional media and methods.

Based upon the testimony today, it is our goal to use that to com-
bine it with testimony we have received at our other hearings to
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draft a comprehensive proposal for the reauthorizt the dis-
cretionary programs under the Education of the mci Act.

First, we will have the director of special educatiot le State
of Hawaii, Dr. Miles Kawatachi, to be our first witness

Doctor, if you will come to the table, your entire tet, unony will
be placed in the hearing record, and you may proceed as you wish.
We ask all witness to keep their testimony within 10 minutes. If
you should hear the gavel, the witnesses will know your time has
expired.

Doctor, we are glad to have you with us today. We look forward
to your testimony.

STATEMENT OF MILES KAWATACIII, DIRECTOR OF SPECIAL
EDUCATION, STATE OF HAWAII

Mr. KAWATACHI. Mr. Chairman, first of all, Aloha.
I am Miles Kawatachi, educational director of the special educa-

tion section of the Hawati Department of Education. I serve as the
department's director of spec5a1 education.

Very briefly, the implementation of Education for All Handi-
capped Children Act has been challenging, at times frustrating, but
in retrospect, satisfying. We have, I believe and the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education's recent =site comprehensive compliance
review indic.ted, been fulfilling the congressional intent of Public
Law 94-142 to insure a free public education to all handicapped
children in this jurisdiction.

Superintendent of Education Francis Hotanawka indicated in a
recent conference, entitled "Special Education in the Future," we
are now at a juncture in special education between compliance
with State and Federal requirements and focusing on content and
excellent instruction. Our experience in the education of handi-
capped children since the advent of Public Law 94-142 has prompt-
ed specific changes, influencing merging trends for the future.

Before speaking to some of the merging trends, a few thoughts
about the administration of Education of the Handicapped Act. First
of all, States have been challenged to implement Public Law
94-142, which includes providing programs aria instructions! lead-
ership, to monitor, tc- protect assistance, to administer funds, to ad-
minister due procesa: requirements, to collect and report data and
to insure that all provisions of the Act are met, and these are to be
done under limited available administrative funds.

Although the responsibilities for the administration of the Act
have increased, staffmg has decreased. The decrease in part is at-
tributable to rising personnel and other related costs, but ofcourse,
the limitation of $300,000 for Education of the Handicapped Act ad-
ministration. I understand that through your efforts small States,
such as Hawaii, will be authorized to expend $350,000 for adminis-
tration in the proposed legislation. We certainly appreciate your
understanding of the problem and your efforts in our behalf. The
increase of $50,000 is most welcome, but as a result of a temporary
solution to a problem that confronts not only small States but
larger States under the 3-percent formula.

The National Association of State Directors of Education has pro-
posed, and I would support, a provision to enable SEA's to utilize
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State nonflowthrough Federal funds to meet administrative-related
costs, such as data management, which raises my second point, if I
may, Congressman, which we do appreciate the need for and the
value of data for compliance and program improvement purposes.

The Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services, in
response to congressional action, is requiring States to complete a
65-page document. Although its length and scope is a problem in
itself, the more difficult problem in responding to that document, is
the detail of information. The factors or variables to respond to the
questions are presently not available and would be difficult, if not
impossible, to capture in an information system.

The related problem is that which deals with projected data that
the 65-page document calls for. At this point it is without a sound
data base, and the methodology for making such projections would
be inconsistent without guidance from the Federal Government. I
am aware that the special education programs of OSERS is con-
ducting a review of data collection. While the review is being done,
however, States are required to complete the Federal Government
data requirements.

I am told the State of Hawaii has one of the best data collection
systems in the country. To modify our system, to collect data as re-
quired by the Federal Government, would require leadtime of at
least 2 years. It would seem best to me to place the practice data
collection requirements on hold with the blessing of Congress and
to expend our resources and energies to developing systems that
would collect information States can manage and would fulfill the
needs of the Federal Government.

The third issue I wish to raise in respect to administration of
Education of the Handicapped Act is rather general and pervasive
in respect to language intent of the Act. Specifically, although the
Act provides definitions, and in some cases highly prescriptive pro-
cedures, it lacks standards of criteria for consistent implementa-
tion.

For example, the Act defines related services as services required
to enable a child to benefit from special education, and by refer-
ence, the basic tenet of the Act is determination on an individual
basis. Would horseback riding constitute a benefit? In part.

Standards being developed or have been developed by OSERS in
draft form that would be of assistance. Unfortunately, in the ab-
sence of those standards in the past 10 years, courts have interpret-
ed the Act and expanded the scope of the law. Free appropriate
public education has expanded into year round education for cer-
tain children, and a less restrictive environment has resulted in
contracting regular preschool programs to enable 3- and 4-year-old
handicapped children to interact with nonhandicapped 3- and 4-
year-old children.

In the reauthorization of Education of the Handicapped Act, we
request that the Congress clarify definitions to reduce the need for
legal interpretation and to emphasize the role of educational judg-
ment and professional expertise.

Now, some of the emerging trends. All current and continuing
focus in special education is to insure relevant instructional con-
tent and effectiveness of instruction. Superintendent Hotanowka
indicated beyond compliance is the real purpose of education, to
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reach youngsters, to prepare them for their present and futureneeds. To insure that we are meeting future needs, we have begunthe process for interagency development of individualized transi-tion plans.
Our objectives, as stated in the State plan for special educationfor 1984-92, is by September 1988 all special education studentsaged 15 and older will have an IEP developed through the planningprocess. The plan will include transitional postsecondary goalstoward which the child's IEP will be developed, it is developed withthe participation of parents, other agencies and students where ap-propriate, will promote a smooth transition to postschool opportu-nities and services provided by other agencies.
In addressing issues related to the mildly handicapped, our objec-tive is to insure joint special education and regular education serv-ices to deliver promising practices for intervention, without remov-ing children from the regular classroom when appropriate. In sub-scribing to earlier intervention we are currently providing state-

wide public education for 3- and 4-year-old handicapped children.Through our State implementation grant, our objective is to pro-mote services for handicapped and at risk infants from birth. Inthe process, we will be fulfig the Act's full opportunity goal andinsure early intervention, which can reduce impact oiclisability.An overarching objective is quality program evaluation. Ourintent is to implement a comprehensive system of program qualityevaluation, including a special education management informationsystem for ongoing program review, special research and studies,program improvement, monitoring for program compliance, andtechnical assistance.
Our special education objectives for the next 6 years focus uponprogram improvement and instructional improvement to insurequality programs and services for handicapped children in theState of Hawaii. Essentially, critical to the improvement efforts isavailability of Federal discretionary grants to conduct research andstudies, to design and demonstrate programs and services, and toprovide training to people who work with handicapped children.
Among our present discretionary grants are an assessment, im-provement and related services project to assist the State in docu-menting and reviewing the effectiveness of related services and torecommend improvement in their delivery, a severely handicappedstudy to assist the State in planning and serving handicapped chil-dren in a totally integrated environment.
The Pacific deaf-blind project, Center for Services for the Pacific,enables the Department of Education to demonstrate communitybased supported employment services for deaf-blind children andyouth. Our preschool grants are intended to refined programs andservices for 3- and 4-year-old handicapped children and to assist inthe development of comprehensive planning of community servicesfrom birth to age 5.
Our training grant provides funds for training of regular andspecial education teachers, administrators, parents, community andother agency personnel through a program of modules. During the1983-84 school year, approximately 2,000 individuals will providetraining through the project. The continued funding for these dis-
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cretionary grants are essential to insure faith and bring about im-
provement in our services.

Although not indicated in written testimony, I would like to add,
sir, the services of the regional resource center have been critical
to not only the development of procedures and guidelines and im-
plementation programs in the State of Hawaii these past 10 years,
but they are very much engaged with us in these improvement ef-
forts over the years and our plans for the future certainly call
upon the regional resource center's continued assistance.

As chairman of the Organization of Exceptional and Gpecial Edu-
cation Agencies, I wish to express our appreciation for the recogni-
tion the U.S. Department of Education has given to educational
agencies. They are both SEA'sState educational agenciesand
local educational agencies.

Our discussions with OSERS and SEP have been most fruitful in
bringing about understanding of our uniqueness and the geographi-
cal, social, and cultural diversity of island agencies.

The U.S. interest in the Pacific stretches from Hawaii to the
Trust Territories of the Pacific Islands of Guam and the Common-
wealth of the Northern Marianas to the west and to American
Samoa to the south. Improved communications and the use of tech-
nology will reduce the distances and could be vehicles for instruc-
tion. Your support, congressional support, to replace ATS-1 will fa-
cilitate communication in the Pacific area. Your support and fur-
ther fmancial assistance to demonstrate aasistance in education,
and of the training of local staff in these areas would enable handi-
capped children to enjoy appropriate education services.

Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, thank you again
for the opportunity to share these thoughts with you. We appreci-
ate the Federal-State partnerships *e have enjoyed with the U.S.
Department of Education and with you, and particularly with the
Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services. Through
this partnership the promise of Public Law 94-142 being realized,
and through this partnership we will achieve excellence in educa-
tion.

Thank you, sir.
[Prepared statement of Miles Kawatachi follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MHZS KAWATACHI

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee on Select Education: Aloha!
I am Miles Kawatachi, Educational Director of the Specie Education Section in

the Hawaii Department of Education. In that capacity, I serve as the department's
Director of Special Education.

The implementation of the Education for All Handicapped Children Act in the
State of Hawaii has been challenging; at times frustrating, but in retrospect, excit-
ing and satisfying. We have, I believe and as confirmed by the U.S. Department of
Education's recent on-site Comprehensive Compliance Review, fulfilled the promise
and the Confiressional intent 9f Public Law 94-142 to ensure a free appropriate
public education to all handicapped children in this jurisdiction.

As Superintendent of Education Hatanaka indicated at a recent conference enti-
tled "Special Education Futures": "We are now at a juncture in special education
between compliance with state and federal requirements and focus on content and
excellence in instruction. Our experiences in the education of handicapped children
since the advent of P.L. 94-142 have prompted specific changes and are influencing
emerging trends for the future".

Before addressing emerging trends, a few thoughta about the administration of
EHA-B.
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education services to deliver promising practices kr intervention without removal of
the child from the regular uducation classroom when appropriate.

4. Sorb interwation.We ars currantly providing_ statewide public education to 3
and 4 year old hanA, lipped children. Through our State implementation grant, our

ctive ia to promete appropriate programs and services for handicapped and at-
rial W1In ,. from birth. In the process, we will be ffilfilling EHA's 11111 educational
opportunity goal" and (mum early intervention which can "reduce" the impact of a
child'e disAility.

& Progress quality evaluation.Our objective is to implement a comprehensive
ayetem of program quality evaluation including a special education management in-
fOrmation system kr on-goine program review, special research and studies, pro-
gram improvement, monitoring for program compliance, and technical assistance.

Our special education objectives for the next 6 years focus upon program improve-
ment and instructional improvement to ensure quality programs and services for
handbapwed children in the State of Hawaii.

Essential to the improvement efforts is the availability of Federal discretionary
grants to conduct research and studies; to lesign and demonstrate programs and
services; and to provide training to personnel who work with handicapped children.
Among our present discrationary grants are:

1. Assessment and Improvement in Related Services to assist the state in docu-
menting and reviewing the effectiveness of related services and to recommene :in-
provemaas in their delivery,

2. Severely Handicaned !Rudy to assist the State in planning and serving handi-

cardrhe Pacific Deaf-Blind Project, a center kr services to the Pacific; and to enble
chilben in Wally inter ated environments.

the Hawaii Department of Education to demonstrate community-based supported-
emplitt efforts for deaf-blind children and youths.

4. fteschool grants to refine programs and services for 3 and 4 year old handi-
capped children and to assist in the development of a comprehensive plan of com-
munity services from birth to 5.

5, Training grants to provide training for regular and special education teachers,
administrators,parents and communit) and other agency personnel through a mod-
ular . During the 1984-85 school year, more then 2,000 individ ils were

through Project Ho'okoho.
The contillgknding for these discretionary grants is essential to the efforts of

states' to MINN PAPE and to bring about improvements in our services.
As charhnan of the Organisation of Exceptional Special Education Agencies

(MEM, I wish to express our appreciation for the recognition that the U.S. De-
partment of Education has given to educational apncies that are both a state edu-
cation agency and a local education agency. Our &cussions with OSERS and SEP
have been most fruitfill in bringing about understanding of our uniqueness and the

gitsetaled State's interest in the Pacific stretches from Hawaii to the Trust Ter-
, cultural, and so diversity of island agencies.

Morin of the Pacific Islands, Guam, and the Commonwealth of the Marianas Is-
lands to the West and to American Samoa to the South, an area greater than 25%
of the earth's surface. Improve communications and the use of technology could
reduce the distance and could be vehicles for instruction. Congressional support to
replace ATS-1 would facilitate communication in the Pacific area; and ffirther fi-
nancial assistance to demonstrate distance education and for training of local staff
would enable handicapped children in this area to enjoy appropriate educational
services.

Thank you again for the opportunity to share these thoughts with you. We appre-
ciate the federal-state partnership we have inkjoyed with the U.S. Department of
Education and particularly with the Office of Special Education and Rehabilitation
Services. Through this partnership, the promise of Public Law 94-142 is being real-
ised; and through this partnership, we will achieve excellence in education.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Thank you, Doctor.
A couple of questions. First, with regard to the dilemma concern-

ing cap on small State administrative funds. Tell me how State
utilization of discretionary and nonflowthrough dollars would re-
solve that problem for you?

Mr. KAWATACHI. Sir, if I might speak in general, as if we were
an SELEA, the LEA moneys of course are flowthrough moneys
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which are intended to expand and initiate services to handicapped
children in local districts.

The state administrative moneys are intended to initiate, expand
and demonstrate services that would be of a statewide nature.
There are certain tasks that we do that an audit would be very
much of an administrative nature as a demonstration improvement
nature and some of these tasks may include data collection. Other
tasks deal with monitoring. And so the review of use of the admin-
istrative moneys would seem to indicate that these tasks should
fall within the administrative funds.

The proposal here is that the non-flowthrough monies, if that
could be used for such efforts as data collection to maintain staff,
that in fact would develop a system on an ongoing basis and would
maintain the system, so we could in fact collect data.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Your thoughts about the administration of Educa-
tion of the Handicapped Act under data collection, you mentioned
that some factors are variables that are required to be collected,
are simply not available?

Mr. KAWATACHI. That is correct, sir.
Mr. WILLIAMS. What would those be?
Mr. KAWATACHI. We have through the years a data collection

mechanism and those are forms that were generated by OSERS,
SEP specifically, and these forms previously had asked for data
about age ranges, for example 3 through 6, 7 through 12, 13
through 18, and so we had established systems to collect it in that
configuration.

The new requirement is to collect by specific ages. It is not im-
possible to collect the data in that format, it just is a matter of re-
doing the system, if you will, to collect in the configurations that
are now being requested. My example is a simple example. There
are other requirements that deal with a number of related services
by age and different conditions. When the number of dimensions in
a given form are multiple, it becomes much more difficult.

If the request is for the number of OT services by age and handi-
capped and conditions and locations, then you compound the prob-
lem. At single strands we could manually take it apart, but in mul-
tiple strands it becomes more difficult.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I don't fully understand all of the input that goes
into a decision whereby the Government changes the requirements
for data collection, but I can tell you that during these hearings I
have been surprised at the number of people and the mixes of
groups that they represent who have come before our committee
and said this program is not serving a specific group of individuals
with needs and you in the Congress don't know you are not serving
it because you don't require the data to be collected correctly.
Change the procedures.

Now, we have not asked as of yet in a reauthorization any of the
procedures be changed, but I assume that this administration,
which is asking for some data collection changes, has undergone
the same type of demands. Remember, these aren't demands that
originate in the Congress or within the administration, they origi-
nate out here from people who ask us to change the data collection
systems. So it is a bit of a dilemma.
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Now, on No. 3, clarification, is the difficulty there that the lan-
guage isn't clear enough? The original purpose, I believe, in
making the language broad was to allow the SEA's and LEA's
flexibility to serve that population that you have identified. Now, I
understand your point that the courts have interpreted it in such a
way that it has created difficulties. Are you now asking that the
Congress be more specific in its definitions so as to narrow previous
court findings?

Mr. KAWATACHI. In part, sir. I guess I have a dilemma respond-
ing to that. Certain States in its implementation of law fmd areas
in which the standards are being developed locally to meet its local
requirements. I guess the perspective I bring is that Public Law 94-
142, and with all of the experience we have had this last 10 years
and from these experiences and recognizing areas of concern, and
in those areas, T believe that some clarification within the law
would be helpful.

It seems to me that both here in the State of Hawaii as well as
throughout the country, we have expended much energy in courts.
Primarily in respect to some disagreement with respect to the intent
of the law. Certainly there has been clarification from the courts, in
some cases very expansive, but rather than continue to clarify these
issues, it would seem to me from our 10 years' experience it could be
identified in very specific area and put into statete so we can stop
that and move on from there.

Mr. WILLiAivisTlfyour rD7i7-1 nization of Exceptional Special Edu-
cation agencies has any suggested language, if not in its specifics,
at least if you can give me at a later time, if you could write to me
and give me a notion of the language that might assist by improv-
ing the situation, I would appreciate receiving it.

Mr. KAWATACHI. Thank you, sir. We welcome the opportunity.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Hayes, any questions of this witness?
Mr. HAYES. I want to apologize for being late and I didn't hear

all the testimony.
I was just wondering if the numbers I am looking at are correct.

Special education is a system, and I understand the system in-
cludes the whole State of Hawaii, is that right?

Mr. KAWATACHI. Yes, sir.
Mr. HAYES. The total number in special education programs are

3,752, is that right?
Mr. KAWATACHI. No, sir. The total special education is approxi-

mately 12,500.
Mr. HAYES. 12,000 I see here. I just wanted to know the differ-

ence.
Mr. KAWATACHI. The 3,000 may be the number that refers to

speech impaired.
Mr. HAYES. I didn't have a chance V:, read it yet, I don't know.

But if this amount of money that you are currently operating
under, Federal money, is reduced to any appreciable amount,
would that necessarily reduce the number of participants in your
program? It would force you into a position, wouldn't it, where
they wouldn't have the opprtunity?

Mr. KAWATACHI. I believe the State's commitment is to assure
that all children receive appropriate services. I think we would cer-
tainly need to look at the services that are being provided. The

3Fk 4
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ramifications of reduction in funds may mean not serving children,
but a matter of the intensity of special education that we might be
able to provide.

Mr. HAYES. Would the State of Hawaii be able to cover a loss of
funds in the event the worse could happen, that no Federal funds
would be forthcoming, if they were completely cut off? I am looking
at the worst that could happen.

Mr. KAWATACHI. Again, under the worst situation, I believe we
have a degree of commitment that would insure services would
continue to be provided. I believe what will happen is we cannot
provide all that we are currently providing without the Federal as-
sistance.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Doctor, thenk you very much. We appreciate your
counsel here this afternr

Mr. KAWATACHL Thank. 1, sir.
Mr. Wn Limn. I will ask the next three witnesses to come to the

table together, Dr. Stodden, Dr. Anderson, and Dr. Peterson.
Dr. Anderson is educational specialist for the Hawaii Depart-

ment of Special Education, and Dr. Peterson is also educational
specialist with the Hawaii Department of Special Education.

Dr. Peterson, let's begin with you.

STATEMENTS OF DR. DAN ANDERSON, EDUCATIONAL SPECIAL-
IST, HAWAII DEPARTMENT OF SPECIAL EDUCATION, AND DR.
JO-ALYCE K. PETERSON, LDUCATIONAL SPECIALIST, HAWAII
DEPARTMENT OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

Dr. PETERSON. Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee
on Select Education. Thank you for the opportunity to testify
before the Subcommittee on Select Education regarding the reau-
thorization of part C of the Education of the Handicapped Act.

This testimony is divided into three areas: Problems affecting
preschool handicapped and at-risk chiidren, ages from birth to 5,
and legislative changes recommended; needs of native Hawaiians;
and geographical isolation.

The Education of Lhe Handicapped Act defines handicapped chil-
dren while current regulations refer to an at-risk population which
is not defined. It would appear that if States are going to be re-
quired to provide some service to at-risk children, then the term
"at-risk" needs to be defined.

Funding for the handicapped continues to be a problem in all
States. It was helpful that funds were set aside for States to apply
for State grants. However, the implementation phase, the fmal
phase, though admirable, may suffer unless more money can be
provided to States as incentive to provide services.

For instance, Hawaii is mandated to have available special edu-
cation and related services for handicapped children ages 3 to 20.
What incentive is there to provide at State expense full services to
handicapped children ages birth to 3 and at-risk children ages birth
to 5.

The original grant facilitator, in our case the Hawaii State De-
partment of Education, should continue to be given preference for
the conduct of all grants through the three phases, planning, devel-
opment, and implementation, for the sake of continuity. In addi-
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tion, grants should be submitted for the full amount for each phase
rather than annually. This would reduce paperwork, time crunches
and communication problems.

The child count proposed in Public Law 98-199 will be extremely
difficult. Although Hawaii Department of Education has a good
working relationship with other agencies, the definitions for who is
handicapped, developmentally delayed, and at-risk are inconsistent.
Who is counted?

In relation to native Hawaiians, our preliminary discussions with
the Office of Hawaiian Affairs, seems to indicate a great need for
comprehensive educational service& bar parents and the family
unit. Since there appears to be a disInvortionate number of Ha-
waiian/part-Hawaiian youngsters ideriti^..)d as specific learning dis-
abilities, it is felt that with this early lervention, the possible
numbers of at-risk and/or handicapped ildren will be decreased.

Additional items not specifically covered ut of great concern in
the immediate future is the least restrictive environment alterna-
tives. If these alternatives must be made available for all children,
where will the funds come for nonhandicapped childrm's participa-
tion with the handicapped/at-risks? Some paren-cil Lensider respite
care a related serv-Tne. Was it the intent of Congress ° .) provide res-
pite services?

Finally, since we az. geographically isolated, it to:, that we
received grant applictoi.: announcements late 30.3d
meeting the application. L.id1ines. It seems that. f-hase ns, Stat;:s
and territories, who are ;.; :-)graphically isolatfti be
some consideration, sue.'n aS an additional 2 w pabt the dead-
line for the Federal Gover, to receive applications.

These concerns are prcse in the hope that resolutions can be
made more effectively.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Dr. Peterson followsl

PREPARED STATEMENT OF Jo-Aimor K. PETERSON, ED.D.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee on Select Education, thank you
for the opportunity to testify before the Subcommittee on Select Education regard-
ing the reauthorization of Part C of the Education of the Handicapped Act. This
testimony is divided into three (3) areas: problems affecting preschool handicapped
and at-risk children (ages) 0-5) and legislative changes recommended; nee& of
native Hawaiians; and geographical isolation.

The Education of the Handicapped Act defines handicapped children while cur-
rent regulations refer to an at-risk population which is not defined. It would appear
that if states are going to be required to provide some service to at-risk children,
then the term "at-risk" needs to be dermed.

Funding for the handicapped continues to be a problem in all states. It wass help-
ful that funds were set aside for stat.es tc) apply for state grants. However, the im-
plementation phase (the final phase) though admirable, may suffer unless more
money can be provided to states as incentive to provide services. For instance,
Hawaii is mandated to have available special education and related scsvices for
handicapped children ages 3 to 20. What incentive is there to provide it state ex-
pense full services to handicappe.1 children ages 0 to 3 and at-risk child en ages 0 to
5.

The original grant facilitatior, in our case the Hawc:' State Department of Educe-
:ion, should continue to be given preference for the i;.induct of all grants through
1.11e three phases (planning, development and implementation) for the sake c,f conti-
nuity. In sedition, grants should be sut :tted for the full amount for each ph se
rather thfin annually. This would reducc eaperwork, time crunches and commun. 1-
tion problems.
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The child count proposed in PL 98-199 will be extremely difficult Although
Hawaii Department of Education has a good working relationship with other agen-cies, the defmitions for who is handicapped (developmentally delayed) and at-riskare inconsistent Who is counted?

In relation to native Hawaiians, our preliminary discussion with the Office of Ha-
waiian Affairs, seems to indicate a great need for comprehensive educational serv-ices for parents and the family unit Since there appears to be a dis roportionate
number of Hawaiian/Part-Hawaiian youngsters identified as Specific Learning Dis-abilities, it is felt that with this early intervention, the possible numbers of at-risk
and/or handicapped children will be decreased.

Additional iten not specifically covered but of great concern in the immediate
future is the leaE restrictive environment alternatives. If these alternatives must bemade available for all children, where will the funds come for non-handicapped chil-
dren's participation with the handicapped/at-risks? Some parents consider respite
care a related service. Was it the intent of Congress to provide respite services?

Finally, since we are geographically isolated, it appears that we receive grant ap-
plication announcements late and have difficulty meeting the application deadlines.It seems that those of us (states and territories) who are geographically isolatedshould be given some consideration, such as an additional two (2) weeks past the
deadline for the federal government to receive applications.

These concerns are presented in the hope that resolutions can be made more ef-fectively.

Mr. WiLuAms. Thank you.
Dr. Anderson.
Dr. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, Representative Hayes, I would

like to summarize my testimony and then tell you of a meetiiii I
had this morning. I will begin by saying I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to come before you today and share with you the factthat it has provided a nice opportunity for me to review my own
experiences in special education. As I thought about it, I found out
I have been in the business nearly 20 years. As I Chink back
over my involvement in special education, there is some pretty dra-
matic contrasts between the time I started and our services avail-
able today, and much of that is a direct result of Public Law 94-
142, and the associated parts of Public Law 94-142.

Most recently, I have been involved in special projects funded
either through part C, part D, or part B of Public Law 94-142, and
presently involved with two brand new projects here in the State of
Hawaii, both funded out of part C and one is a new, innovative
project for severely handicapped.

Their intent is to serve severely handicapped youngsters in the
least restrictive environment, public schools, and diminish those
services being provided in segregated environs or special schools.
The other project I am involved with also is funded out of part C
and that service is for deal, blind children and youth. That project
is a regional project involving not only the State of Hawaii, but the
Trust Territory of American Samoa, and the Commonwealth of the
Northern Marianas.

This may seem a little self-serving here, testifying in support of
reauthorization and continuation of funds that support special
projects, because I am employed by the Department of Education to
carry out special projects, but I think not, I think once the funds
are available to provide the basic foundatior required, we have to
turn to program improvement, we have to curn to strengthening
leadership, we have to turn to innovation, we have to turn to ac-
tivities that promote best practices.

These are the kinds of things that come about as a result of the
funding of special projects.

an
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Now let me share with you this morning's meeting. Very small
amount of moneys are provided through the deaf-blind project for
Hawaii. I think if you costed it out it would be approximately
$70,000. That will result in the delivery of some direct services for
a small group of blind/deaf youngsters, but through that project,
that is through the efforts of those involved with that project, I
think some tremendous system and organizational change activi-
ties are taking place.

This morning I met with a dozen people that included parents of
deaf/blind youngsters, educational aids, teachers, a principal, edu-
cational officers at the State level, representatives from the De-
artment of Health, the Department of VocationalDepartment of

Social Services and Housing, Vocational Rehabilitation. Those folks
were meeting because of this project, and as good as they are and
as interested as they are in the improvement of the quality of serv-
ices for individuals, including deaf/blind individuals, I am not sure
that without projects like the deaf/blind project, there would be an
opportunity to develop some of these new and creative and notative
programs for agencies to cross their traditional boundaries to seek
new ways to improve the quality of services for severely handi-
capped youngsters; in this case deaf/blind youngsters.

So I am a strong advocate for special projects and I hope those
parts of the law that permit special projects, that fund special
projects, will be reauthorized.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Dr. Dan Anderson follows..]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. DAN ANDERSON

My name is Dan Anderson and I am the director of two new Hawaii State Depart-
ment of Education projects that serve students who are severely handicapped. My
work with children who are severely disabled began in the late 1960's. I have been
involved in special education long enough to know what it was like prior to Public
Law 94-142 and long enough to understand the importance of reauthorization for
all 13arts of the Education of the Handicapped Act.

Others are commenting on various Parts of the Education of the Handicapped
Act. I would like to briefly comment on how Hawaii has used and benefitted from
discretionary projects authorized under the Education of Handicapped Act.

Part C of the Education of the Handicapped Act provides small amounts of funds
for Innovative Programs for Severely Handicapped Children and Services for Deaf-
Blind Children and Youth. As an example, the Hawaii component of the Pacific
Basin Regional Project (a multi-state deaf-blind project funded under Part C) repre-
sents an annual dollar amount of about $70,000. Yet, as a result of this project's
activities and the support of associated technical assistance projects, major service
innovations are taking place.

Innovations supported by this Part C funded project affect services to children
and the system as a whole. Not only are services improving for children who are
deaf-blind but a new effort to improve interagency collaboration has been initiat-
edan effort that I believe will have implications for a much larger number of indi-
viduals who are handicapped.

Another federal project, Assessment and Improvement of Related Services (AIRS),
was funded as a cooperative agreement under the State Educational Agency/Feder-
al Evaluation Studies Program and is proving to be most beneficial to Hawaii. The
value of this project is in its focus on program evaluation and the utilization of eval-
uation information. There are however, problems associated with this project which
include a very short time table for carrying out project activities (i.e., 18 months)
and the fact that the project may not be renewed. Given what we have learned
about the utilization of evaluation information, this project, as productive as it has
been, could be even more useful if funded for a longer period of time.

Often the only source of discretionary funds to support new and creative ap-
proaches for serving severely handicapped individuals and to carry out program
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evaluation are federal funds. I believe that much of the progress associated with
program improvement has been and will continue to be dependent on the availabil-
ity of federal discretionary funding.

I recognize the fiscal problems which must be addressed and that federal funds
cannot be expected to meet all needs. Nowever, I can assure you that project funds
provided to Hawaii have made a significant contribution to the quality of services
for individuals who have the greatest need.

I strongly support the reauthorization of all Parts of the Education of the Handi-
capped Act. Of particular value are the funds avr 'able through special projects. It
is through the special projects th .` Hawaii is ab -- to promote effective approaches
to serving individuals who are se rely handicapped and to assess and improve the
general quality of special education.

I would like to close by saying. that this opportunity to testify regarding the reau-
thorization of Parts of the Education of dig. Handicapped Act is most appreciated.
Hawaii's distance from the mainland limitb ach opportunities.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Thank you.
Mr. Hayes.
Mr. HAYES. I guess, in summation, Dr. Anderson, what you are

saying, and I am beginning to understand, you already are finan-
cially pretty short, approximately $70,000 or so for this program.
You need to expand it, is that what you are saying?

Dr. ANDERSON. Sure, I would love to say, hey, send moremoney
Mr. HAYES. That is the self-serving aspect of it, you know.
Dr. ANDERSON. I think projects such as the deaf/blind project

provide a minimum amount of money to carry out the activities
that are necessary for youngsters to develop skills in order to
improve their level of functioning. More importantly, these special
projects provide an opportunity for the State of Hawaii, for other
States and the territories, to build leadership, to improve the quality
of services, to implement new novative programs, to try out and
develop their own locally appropriate best practices to meet the
needs of the youngsters.

So I think the funding of projects is more than the funding of
the provision of resources to meet the needs of a few youngsters.

I think it is doubly important to keep those projects going.
Again, not only because they serve youngsters but because they
provide an opportunity for lots of other creative, innovative things
to take place that all result in the improvement of quality of serv-
ices for handicapped youngsters.

Mr. HAYES. Does this $70,000 include transportation, too?
Dr. ANDERSON. This particular $70,000 is part of the Pacific

Deaf/Blind Project that only covers the needs of the folks in
Hawaii. There are additional resources earmarked for transporta-
tion and for the delivery of services to youngsters in the Trust Ter-
ritories of American Samoa and the Commonwealth of Northern
Marianas and Saipan. That piece of the project, I am guessing now
roughly $45,000, does include some transportation, yes.

Mr. HAYES. You thenyour position is as part of the Department
of Education, is that right?

Dr. ANDERSON. My position is project coordinator for that project,
as we': as another project under thE Hawaii State Department of
Education.

Mr. HAYES. Not Federal.
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Dr. ANDERSON. No; it is the Hawaii State Department of Educa-
tion. The Pacific recognized their own limitations and worked coop-
eratively with the Ha waii State Department of Education, al-
though compared to many of the mainland States, we have limited
resources but compared to the Pacific Departments of Education,
Hawaii has some real strengths and resources that are shared and
used cooperatively.

Mr. HAYES. My final question.
What is the number of deaf/blind students that you serve?
Dr. Arrramsox. Here in Hawaii the number is 29. In the rest of

the Pacific the numbers are not clear. There is an estimated popu-
lation of approximately 40. One of the objectives of the project this
year is to clarify those numbers and get better assessments on
youngsters.

Mr. HAYES. Dr. Peterson, you mentioned the factyou said al-
though the Hawaii Department of Education has a good working
relationship with other agencies, the defmition for who is handi-
capped, developmentally delayed and at a risk, are inconsistent.
Who is counted? You asked that question. Could yon answer it?

Dr. PETERSON. That is correct. The question becon,s one of, for
the Department of Education, the definitions are provided through
Public Law 94-142 for ages 3 through 20. For ages 0 to 3, the De-
partment of Health provides services to what they call developmen-
tally delayed, so it is unclear whether they would be counted
handicapped or would they fall under what we call at risk and the
at risk population described in the regulations as a result of Public
Law 91-189 is unclear in terms of who is to be accounted for at
risk.

Someone on my staff mentioned on the mainland one State said
if they are handicapped, they fall under handicapped, if they are
not handicapped, they are all at risk. We are not sure that would
meet the definition of at risk.

When we are talking about counting these children for funds and
reporting of services, we are unclear as to who would fall under
these categories when they fall outside the Department of Educa-
tion, though we are responsibility for reporting those numbers.

So if it is possible to defme for us or give us some indication of
who these kids are, we would probably be better able to count them
and work better with other agencies. Of course, the grant that we
currently have, the State planning grant, one of the purposes of
that grant is to defme that population. Unfortunately, we won't
have it defined in time for what the Federal Government has re-
quested.

Mr. HAYES. Thank you.
Mr. WILLIAMS. We met here this morning on the matter of the

specifics of vocational rehabilitation legislation, and we talked
about the State roles as they are carried out under the mandate of
vocaticnal rehabilitation, but we didn't get at a matter which both
of you have in part raised. Let me pursue that now, and that is
this.

Along with being chairman of this subcommittee on the House
Education Committee, I also serve on the House Budget Commit-
tee, so each day we face this problem of a growing Federal deficit,

go
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and then on this committee I face the problem ofhow to get more
money to provide the services that are needed.

So it is in that realm that I want to direct some questions at you.
Whose responsibility is it to care for Hawaii's children who are

at risk? The people in Nebraska, Montana, Idaho, the District of
Columbia or the people of Hawaii? If the provision of services for
Hawaii's children are the responsibility of all Americans, tell me
why. Because, as you know, the administration has required the
Congress to evaluate in very serious ways, it may change the
future of the Federal-State relationships for many, many decades.

Why are my constituents in Montana responsible for caring for
the liability of your children in Hawaii and why do the people in
Honolulu have to care for the children in Kalispell, MT.

Dr. PETERSON. I don't think the State of Hawaii is requesting
that. I think the base services for all children are the responsibility
of the community. However, in order to provide demonstration, in
order to identify, in order to assist the States in identifying what
services the children need and providing funds to set up those
model projects, the manner in which we might best serve them to
me is really the responsibility of the Federal Government to pro-
vide assistance.

In terms of providing the actual services once we have identified
and set up the programs, I think it is the responsibility of theState, and I don't think that we are asking supplanting of funds
but rather supplementing so that we can provide additional serv-
ices to our children, those known and those yet who are to be de-
fined.

It appears that when the Federal Government passed Public Law
94-142 that they identified for us those children who should get
certain services, what services should be and how they should be
served.

So I think that the Federal Government, by virtue of promulgat-
ing Federal legislation and providing such intricate, for example,
individualized education programs, how they should be set up, has
in a manner intruded themselves and said: We are telling you
these services must be provided, and in order to do that we are pro-
viding you the incentive to get started. We have gotten started, we
think we have gone a long way.

What I am saying here, and I think what Dan is saying here, is
that we need to do more, we need to go farther and in order to do
that we are asking Ob.% Federal Government provide us funds so
that we can set up programs and services and identification for
those kids who need services but at this point in time are not
aware of or unable to determine who they are.

So from my perspective, as I can't speak for the Department of
Education on this, what I am asking for is continue the services,
provide us the supplementary funding so we can find these kids, we
can provide a State plan, which is basically what we are doing in
this area, so we can demonstrate what works well, so the State can
in fact document it and implement it as part of their own educa-
tional component for handicapped children and at-risk children.

Dr. ANDERSON. I wish I could remember the quote verbatim and
the author to give credit, but somewhere along the line there was
something to the point society is measured by the degree to which
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it takes care of its most needy I think the Nation as a whole has a
responsibility to

Mr. HAYES. I wish a lot of people would remember that point.
Mr. ANDERSON. I believe we all have a responsibility and I think

it is important that that is a shared responsibility.
Mr. Wuxi Ands. Dr. Peterson, would you have the Federal Govern-

ment provide any funds to assure ongoing assistance, educational
assistance to our handicapped youth, once they have been identi-
fied and there has been a model program provided?

Dr. PgraasoN. I think supplementary services, again for those
after they have been identified to look at improving quality of edu-
cation and providing that information to others who can hopefully
implement that in other areas should continue. But I don't think
that any State or community should all Federal funds be taken
away, would fall apart.

I think the base services would be there, but I think what you
lose in providing the base services is probably the quality of the
services and the comprehensiveness of the services that they are
currently getting.

In other words, the supplemental services probably would fall by
the wayside, because I don't think communities, depending on their
economic condition at the time, can absorb all of the things that
are currently being provided, realistically.

Mr. WILLIAMS. As I know you both remember, it seems that the
two overriding reasons for Federal assistance were, first, to develop
the playing field, if we can use the most popular vernacular now,
level the playing field for all Americans regardless of their disabil-
ity or color or fix in life, and second, to try to assist those areas of
the country that were not as financially able as other areas to
serve their population.

For many lightly populated States, Federal assistance was of tre-
mendous importance. You, of course, have a micro view of this be-
cause you have Honolulu and then within your State you have all
of these lightly populated islands, which of course need the assist-
ance which is provided by the tax base here from Honolulu.

So you are kind of a micro version of America right here in this
State. However, that relationship is being questioned now in Wash-
ington, and so whenever I have the opportunity I try to get the
opinions such as you both have been kind enough to give us.

We thank you for being here today and offering your testimony.
Thank you very much.

Mr. WILLIAVS. Our final panel is the executive director of Alu
Like, Inc., Winona Rubin; Trustee of the Kamehameha School,
Bishop Estate, Myron Thompson; and Dr. Britt Robillard, Universi-
ty of Hawaii.

Ms. Rubin, why don't we begin with you.

55-928 0-86-13 V.-
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STATEMENTS OF WINONA RUBIN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, ALU
LIKE, INC.; MYRON THOMPSON, TRUSTEE, KAMEHAMEHA
SCHOOL, BISHOP ESTATE; AND BRIIT ROBILLARD, SOCIAL SCI-
ENCE RESEARCH INSTITUTE, UNIVERSITY OF HAWAII AT
MANOA

Ms. Rusix. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Aloha, Mr. Chairman and
mambers of the Subcommittee on Select Education. Thank you for
the opportunity to make this presentation. I am Winona Kea lama-
puana Ellis Rubin, chief executive officer of Alu Like, Inc., a pri-
vate, nonprofit, community-basai organization. Alu Like adminis-
ters the Native Hawaiian Program established under title VIII of
the Native American Programs Act. It provides the enabling mech-
anism for promoting the goal of economic and social self-sufficiencyfor Native Hawaiians.

In our needs assessment of 1974, the Hawaiian community iden-
tified major priorities for attention: education, employment, health,
housing and others. Alu Like has developed projezts in education,
employment and mental health in collaboration with Federal,
State, and other public and private agencies. As part of our con-
tinuing efforts to meet the identified needs of the Native Hawaiian
community, Alu Like has investigated the health prolems and con-
ditions in the Hawaiian ropulation and we are now completing a
Native Hawaiian Health Needs Study.

Today I will confine my presentation to showing the general
health problems and conditions of Native Hawaiians which limit
their ability to perform up to their optimum capacity, based on
data from this study. I understand others here today will be pre-
senting more detailed statistics on the handicapped.

While collecting data for the Native Hawaiian Health Needs
Study, it was found that velid statewide data on the physically
handicapped were not readily available for Native Hawaiians. The
alternative was to use data from the State Health Survey which
show whether or not a specific physical condition was limiting a
person's ability to engage in their usual activities. [See table I.] In
summary, the fmdings state that:

Native Hawaiians experience greater activity limitation and re-
striction of activity due to illness than non-Hawarians. Hawaiians
experience more severe effects of morbidity than do part Hawai-
ians. Visual impairments, hearing impairments, malignant neo-
plasms, heart conditions, diabetes, arthritis/rheumatism, and gout
are some of the chronic conditions responsible for the severest level
of activity limitation among native Hawaiians.

Restricted activity days such as school loss or work loss days and
days spent in bed are higher for native Hawaiians than non-Hawai-
ians. Hawaiians have more work loss and bed days due to illness
and part Hawaiians have more school loss days due to illness. The
effect of morbidity among native Hawaiians is to prevent or limit
their participation on their major daily activities and to restrict
their act:vities by keeping them at home or in bed, thus limiting
their productivity and participation in their usual activities.

The kinds of conditions found most commonly among native Ha-
Waiians which are responsible for limitation and restriction of their
usual activities might be grouped into four general categories:
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those which reflect dietary/nutritional problems, those which re-
flect lifestyle/environmental problems, those which are due to
aging, and those which come from accidents and injuries.

Findings from this study also indicate that there are more social
and emotional factors for native Hawaiians which limit their abili-
ty to perform up to their optimum capacity. (See Figure L) For ex-
ample, in comparison to statewide population estimates, native Ha-
waiians have:

Higher proportions of social problems such as assaultive acth and
antisocial behavior;

Higher proportions of alcohol and narcotics usei
Higher proportions of school performance impairment;
Higher rates of academic failure and poor school performance;
Higher rates of suicide among young adult and elderly males;
Higher rates of child abuse and neglect;
Higher rates of residence in correctional institutions;
Higher levels of stress as indexed by leading stress markers in-

cluding more poverty, lower educational level, more single-family
households, higher dwelling density, and so forth.

This study offers a number of recommendations to address these
negative findings, based on a holistic approach involving both
native Hawaiian and Western health care models which is also rel-
evant to the rehabilitation of the physically, mentally, and socially
handicapped:

That services for the handicapped which art committed to native
Hawaiian culture, history, and life styles be developed and promot-
ed.

That professionals rendering services to native Hawaiians handi-
capped be trained in cultural knowlede, history, and lifestyle.

That health care organizations servicing native Hawaiians handi-
capped integrate Western and traditional approaches to treat-
ments.

That educational programs with a Hawaiian cultural component
focusing on lifestyle change, alcohol abuse, and tobaccco and drug
abuse be developed and expanded.

That educational training programs to facilitate the entrance of
native Hawaiians into professions for the handicapped be devel-
oped.

That providers of health care and health services for the handi-
capped undertake on a regular bapis surveys of native Hawaiian
use of their care and services for program evaluation and assess-
ment purposes.

That a survey be conducted on service delivery and options and
preferences for handicapped services in the native Hawaiian com-
munity.

That there needs to be supported and conducted research to con-
tinually assess handicapped problems among native Hawaiians and
to study the related risk factors and hazards in the social and phys-
ical environments.

I have only highlighted a few of the fmdings and recommenda-
tions from the draft of the native Hawaiian Health Needs Study
Report which is being prepared for the U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services in response to a request from Congress. As I
understand it, when the report is completed, it will be forwarded to

3 f?4-,
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the Department of Health and Human Services for transmittal to
Congress with its recommendations.

We ask for your support in addressing the significant health con-
cerns of the native Hawaiians. Mahalo (thank you) for the opportu-
nity to make this brief presentation today.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Winona Rubin followsl

PREPARED STATEMENT OF WINONA RUBIN

Aloha, Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee on Select Education.
Thank you for the opportunity to make this presentation. I am Winona Kea lama-
puana Ellis Rubin, Chief Executive Officer of ALU LIKE, Inc., a private, non-profit,
community-based organization. ALU LIKE administers the Native Hawaiian Pro.
gram established under Title VIII of the Native American Programs Act. It provides
the enabling mechanism for promoting the goal of economic and social self-sufficien-
cy for Native Hawaiians. In our needs assessment of 1974, the Hawaiian communityidentified major priorities for attention: education, employment, health, housing and
others. AL1J LIKE has developed projects in education, employment and mental
health in collaboration with federal, state and other public and private agencies. As
part our continuing efforts to meet the identified needs of the Native Hawaiians
community, ALU LIKE has investigated the health problems and conditions in theHawaiian population and we are now completing a Native Hawaiian Health NeedsStudy.

Today, I will confine my presentation to showing the general health problems and
conditions of Native Hawaiians which limit their ability to perform up to their opti-
mum capacity, based on data from this Study. I understand others here today will
be presenting more detailed statitics on the handicapped.

While collecting data for the Native Hawaiian Health Needs Study, it was foundthat valid statewide data on the physicially handicapped were not readily availablefor Native Hawaiians. The alternative was to use data from the State Health
Survey which show whether or not a specific physical condition was limiting a per-son's ability to engage in their usual activities. (&e Table I.) In summary, the find-ings state that:

Native Hawaiians experience greater activity limitation and restriction of activitydue to illness than non-Hawaiians. Hawaiians experience more, severe effects ofmorbidity than do Part Hawaiians. Visual impairments, hearing impairments, ma-
lignant neoplasms, heart conditions, diabetes, arthritis/rheumatism, and gout are
some of the chronic conditions responsible for the severest level of activity limita-tion among Native Hawaiians.

Restricted activity days such as school loss or work loss days and days spent in
bed are higher for Native Hawaiians than non-Hawaiians. Hawaiians have morework loss and bed days due to illness and Part Hawaiians have more school loss
days due to illness. The effect of morbidity among Native Hawaiians is to prevent or
limit their participation on their major daily activities and to restrict their activi-
ties by keeping them at home or in bed, thus limiting their productivity and partici-pation in their usual activities.

The kinds of conditions found most commonly among native Hawaiians which are
responsible for limitation and restriction of their usual activities might be grouped
into four general categories: those which reflect dietary/nutritional problems, those
which reflect lifestyle/environmental problems, those which are due to aging, and
those which como from accidents and injuries.

Findings from this Study also indicate that there are more social and emotional
factors for Native Hawaiians which limit their ability to perform up to their opti-
mum capacity. (See Figure I.) For example, in comparison to statewide population
estimates, Native Hawaiians have:

Higher proportions of social problems such as assaultive acts and antisocial be-
havior;

Higher proportions of alcohol and narcotics use;
Higher proportions of school performance impairment;
Higher rates of academic failure and poor school performance;
Higher rates of suicide among young adult and elderly males;
Higher rates of child abuse and neglect;
Higher rates of residence in correctional institutions;
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Higher levels of stress as indexed by leading stress markers including more pro-
verty, lower educational level, more single family households, higher dwelling densi-
ty, and so forth.

This Study offers a number of recommendations to address these negative find-
ings, based on a holistic approach involving both Native Hawaiian and Western
health care models which is also relevant to the rehabilitation of the physically,
mentally, and socially handicapped:

That services for the handicapped which are committed to Native Hawaiian cul-
ture, history, and lifestyles be developed and promoted.

That professionals rendering services to Native Hawaiians handicapped be trained
in cultural knowledge, history, and lifestyle.

That health care organizations servicing Native Hawaiians handicapped integrate
Western and traditional approaches to treatments.

That educational programs with a Hawaiian cultural component focusing on life-
style change, alcohol abuse, and tabacco and drug abuse be developed and expanded.

That educational training programs to facilitate the entrance of Native Hawai-
ians into professions for the handicapped be developed.

That providers of health care and health services for the handicapped undertake
on a regular basis surveys of Native Hawaiian use of their care and services for pro-
gram evaluation and assessment purposes.

That a survey be conducted on service delivery and options and perferences for
handicapped services in the native Hawaiian community.

That there needs to be supported and conducted research to continually assess
handicapped problems among native Hawaiians and to study the related risk factors
and hazards in the social and physical environments.

I have only highlighted a few of the rmdings and recommendations from the draft
of the native Hawaiian Health Needs Study Report which is being prepared for the
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services in response to a request from Con-
gress. As I understand it when the Report is completed, it will be forwarded to the
Department of Health and Human Services for transmittal to COngress with its rec-
ommendations.

We ask for your support in addressing the significant health concerns of the
native Hawaiians. Mahalo (thank you) for the opportunity to make this brief presen-
tation today.
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22 1212202=11212.222

TABLE 1 - ACTIVITY LIMITATION BY COND & E1NNIC11100000 1111644
22 22222 ZZZZZZ 222222222222222.2.22222

PERCENTAGE UNABLE TO CARRY ON MAJOR ACIIVITY DUE 10 CONDEMN
22 2221111=22201111122

TOTAL NATIVE PAM
CHFONIC CONDITION POPULAT HAWN HAN'N HAWN
us ZZZZZZZZ mu: ZZZZZZ22222

ALL CONDITIONS 6.2 6.1 12.3 5.6

NEAFT CONDITIONS 11.6 10.4 13.5 9.8

MAR OF BACK OR SPINE 4.4 4.9 8.5 4.6

ADP NIO HEART INVOLVMENT 3.5 4.5 0.9 4.9

ARTHRITIS & RHEUMATISr 8.3 12.6 13.6 12.4

HEARING IMPAIRMENTS 6.9 5.4 13.2 4.6

AGTHMA 1.6 1.7 4.9 1.7

DIABETES 7.9 10.6 9.1 10:9

MENIAL & MERV CONDITIONS 11.2 15.6 32.3 1Out

VISUAL IMPAIRMENTS 13.3 14.7 304 .10K!

MALIGNANT NEOPLASMS 17.1 23.2 44.4 19.1

CHUN & ALLERG SKIN COND 2.2 1.0 0.0 1.0

CHRONIC SINUSITIS 1.4 1.9 7.9 1.8

114fFEVER 0/0 AS)11MA 0.9 0.6 0.0 0.6

STOMACH ULCER 5.0 2.2 0.0 2.3

BRONCHITIS. EMPHYSEMA 6.7 4.8 5.9 4.7

BENIGN 4 UNSPEC NEOPLASM 5.1 5.1 4.6 5.2

NEMORROIDS 2.5 0.9 0.0 1.0

THYROID GOITER 3.7 2.2 0.0 2.4

VARICOSE VEINS 2.9 4.2 14.2 2.5

MUT 4.7 5.2 13.5 4.2

OTHER 9.5 9.1 21.3 0.4
wes===stscsZZZZZZ 2222222222222222=22:222221:22=2152:2=22222:2112:222:22:

SOURCE: Health Surveillance Survey, Hauiii State Dept of Health

381



eU

r OM SO

Ali

le

IQ

Figure l

tivIvrivil Strom hulirdhir fen ellarri I DIN 414 HAI (ve

.11111 PopoIdlimm
(Up$14tvil Ion 19/P41)4

Immommiumemw

lkii laor§Ine
Mama

'MAW
thlivallons

COI' 0001r601

holly loom
Ifss Thal

$3,01111heii

Eim1h

Ilimme10111

Slit. ol
%chili iii

Hoe

14,141v11

"Ilivi Iiiplei1"

Iiir 11111

%taut+

him le

11v4 ni

Ifoolselould

Et 'ovation

lau Thin
NO Iiilinal
IksuitIon
the i$4

An

tail this
1$ Tem

Class holly know
Inv thAn

00,000/Yea

(n. I)
,

4..

7.

'

(16,1)

(12.1)

I"

(ILI, (IIt...f.;:i;M112.111

,

'''''..: 1

,'.:5
'

(Iiin
>

...,

V

(24,4)

'map

....

1ogsmilt

Nal* 11.1w4Ilm

NSI 4,ita

[: 114m-Itom 1.10

iiii P: ILiw.i I I Iled lib Nut vi.1114111 P holirah lAor.of PM)

5 g BEST COPY AVAILABLE



386CC
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Thompson.
Mr. THOMPSON. Good afternoon, Chairman Williams and Mr.Hayes. My name is Myron Thompson. I am a trustee of the Kame-:, hameha Schools, an educational institution established in 1887 forthe purpose of educating children of native Hawaiian descent. In.0 1982 I was asked by Secretary of Education Terrell Bell to chairc) the Executive Steering Committee for the native Hawaiian Educa-C...) tional Assessment Project. The final report, presented to Congressin 1983, indicated that native Hawaiian students suffer from anacross-the-board lack of parity with their peem nationally as wellLU as locally.

1-4-' The purpose of this testimony is to bring to your committee's at-
tention existing data on the needs of handicapped and at-risk
native Hawaiian children azAl to make specific recommendations
about how existing legisla'aon may be amended to enable native
Hawaiians to achieve parity.

Briefly, some of the more telling statistics are as follows:
First, Hawaiian students remain overrepresented in special edu-

cation statistics. Hawaiian children make up 20 percent of the stu-dent body in Hawaii's public schools, yet they constitute over 30percent of those in special education categories. Specifically, theyaccount for:
36.4 percent of the learning disabled;
33.1 percent of the deaf;
30.0 percent of the educably mentally retarded;
30.0 percent of the deaf and blind;
25.9 percent of the profoundly mentally retarded;
24.8 percent of the severely emotionally disturbed; and
24.0 percent of the orthopedically handicapped.
Second, telling statistics indicate potential causes. For example,Hawaiians account for a disproportionate percentage of high-risk

births. Hawaiian women are overrepresented in teenage pregnan-cies and births, illegitimate and premature births, and have thehighest rates of births with congenital defects and neonatal deathsof any group in the State.
Hawaiians remain beset by multiple health problems. Hawaiians

are the most at-risk group in the State for various forms of cancerand heart disease. Hawaiians' life expectancy is 5 to 10 years short-
er than that of other ethnic groups in Hawaii.

Many Hawaiians suffer from a culture loss/stress syndrome. Two
centuries of forced culture loss for native Hawaiians may be linkedto negative personal health, depression, and poor educational out-comes.

Mr. Chairman, these are severe problems, both in terms of
human and economic costs, but in our view, they are solvable. Ac-
cording to the House of Representatives Committee Report on theEducation of the Handicapped Act Amendments of 1984, evalua-tions of early education demonstration programs for the handi-
capped have been very positive. We, too, believe strongly that early
intervention is the key to reducing the overrepresentation of nativeHawaiian children in special education categories.

We therefore recommend special consideration in discretionaryprograms of this specially part C, section 623: Early Educa-tion for Handicap Children.

9
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Another discretionary category of the law is part E, section 641:
Research in the Education of the Handicapped. This section could
assist in investigating the severe overrepresentation of Hawaiians
in the special education categories. Such an investigation would
significantly contribute to our understanding of the interrelation-
ship between minority status and handicapping conditions general-
ly.

In summary, native Hawaiians currently suffer from a wide
array of handicapping conditions which pose a giant barrier to
achieving educational parity with other students.

Chairman Williams, I would like to thank you and the other"
members of your committee for your interest and attention tc, this
matter. I want to assure you that the Kamehameha SchQols stand
ready to fully participate, along with our sister agencies at the
State and local level, in all efforts for the benefit of native Hawai-
ians. My colleagues and I remain convinced that, through these
kinds of joint efforts, native Hawaiians will be completely success-
ful in their efforts to reach parity with their peers nationally.

I will be happy to answer any questions that you may have.
[The prepared statement of Myron Thompson follows:]
PREPARED STATFMENT OF MYRON B. THOMPSON, KAmEHAMEHA SCHOOLS/BISHOP

&vac
Good afternoon Chairman Williams and members of the committee.
My name is Myron Thompson. I am a Trustee of the Kamehameha Schools/

Bishop Estate, an educational institution in Honolulu, established in 1887 for the
purpme of educating children of Native Hawaiian descent.

Major federal assistance to persons with handicaps has come through the Educa-
tion for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (P.L. 94-142) and subsequent Amend-
ments to the Act. This year, as the U.S. Congress prepares once main to deliberate
upon the requirements for re-authorization of this landmark IftWation, the needs
of Native Hawaiian children should be considered.

An overview of the educational needs of Hawaiian students (the Native Hawaiian
Educational Assessment ProjectNHEAP) was recently completed and presented by
then Secretary of Education Terrel Bell to the United States Congress. The Final
Report indicated that Native Hawaiian students suffer from an across-the-board
lack of parity with their peers nationally. Specifically, the report demonstrated the
following major needs:

1. Standardized achievement needt --Hawaiian students score below parity with
national norms in reading and math, and they are well below the other ethnic
groups in Hawaii.

2. Special educational needs.Nutive Hawaiians face a wide array of economic,
physical, and mental health problems which affect their academic achievement.

3. Culturally-related academic needs.}lawailans have increasingly become
"strangers in their own land" and lost remnants of their values, lifestyle, language,
and beliefs. This loss has manifested itself in depression, self-disparagement, and in-
ferior scholastic achievement.

In terms of handicaps, the NHEAP Final Report pOinted out the overrepresenta-
tion of Hawaiian students in the Special Education categories, particularly the cate-
gory, "Learning Disabled." Other indicators of need include handicapping conditions
at birth as well as the presence of risk factors for later development. The purpose of
this testimony is to update existing data on the needs of handicapped or at-risk
Native Hawaiian children and to make specific recommendations about how exist-
ing legislation may be amended to enable native Hawaiians to achieve parity with
their peers nationally.

L. HAWAIIAN STUDENTS REMAIN OVERREPRESENTED IN SPECIAL EDUCATION STATISTICS

'Noble I showe the relevant data for three recent years in the Hawaii's State De-
partment of Education. What is important to note be- is that the overrepresenta-
tion of Hawaiians has been relatively consistent over Table II gives the figures
for each of the Special Education categories for the : recent school year. The

3
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category, "Lesrning Disabled" remains the one in which Hawaiian youngsters are
most overrepwsented. By contrast, other ethnic groups such as the Japanese are un-
derrepresented across the board in these categories. In tiddition, Hawaiians are
overrepresented in institutional care for the mentally retarded, accounting for 30%of the populajon in Waimano Home.

I/. HAWAIIANS ACCOUNT FOR A DISPROPORTIONATE PERCENTAGE OF HIGH-RISK BIRTHS

Table III shows that Hawaiian young women aged 11-19 (who account for approxi-
mately 25% of that age group) are more likely to become pregnant and to give birth
than are young women of other groups. Other data from the State Department ofHealth confirm that Hawaiian young women are likely to seek prenatal care later
in pregnancy than are other women. Over 30% of all premature births in the State
are Hawaiian, and over 50% of all illegitimate premature births. Other signs of
family stress abound, including disproportionately high rates of child abuse and ne-
glect. The figures documented in the Native Hawaiian Educational Assessment
Project (NHEAP) Final Report have been substantiated by subsequent data. In a Da-
cember, 1984 report issued 13y the State Department of Health (Frequency of Repro-
ductive Dysfunction in Hawaii by Race and Judicial District, 1968-1982), Hawaiian
mothers were found to have the highest rates of births with congenital defects (11.4
per 1,000), births under 1501 grams (11.9 per 1,000), and neonatal deaths (10.9 per1,000).

III. HAWAIIANS REMAIN BEHIND NATIONAL NORMS AND OTHER LOCAL ETHNIC GROUPS IN
ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT GENERALLY

The NHEAP Final Report documented the lack of parity with national norms on
standardized tests for all Hawaiian students in the Hawaii DOE. More recent data
show that, while progress has been made in some areas, Hawaiians still remain well
behind the other major ethnic groups and have not achieved parity with national
norms. A particularly acute area of need appears to be early language development.
As part of an effort in early prevention of school failure, the DOE tested all kinder-
garten students in Hawaii on language and visuo-motor skills. The Hawaiian stu-
dents were slightly behind the other groups on visuo-motor skills, but dramatically
behind in language, particularly vocabulary. On the Peabody Picture VocabularyTest, for example, over 50% of all Hawaiian ldndergarteners scored in the first
three stanines. The national norm is 23%. This means many Hawaiian students are
starting school with a severe language decremrit.

IV. HAWAIIANS REMAIN BESET BY MULTIPLE HEALTH PROBLEMS

On most of the severe health indicators, such as various forms of cancer and heart
disease, Hawaiians are the most at-risk group in the state. This is perhaps best indi-
cated by the finding that Hawaiian? life expectancy is significantly shorter (69.9
years) than that of other ethnic groups (others average 77.3 years). Hawaiians lung
cancer rates, for example, are among the highest in the world and exceed those of
all other ethnic groups in Hawaii. In a Department of Health study in 1978, Hawai-
ians were shown to have the worst overall comparative health of any group in thestate.
Proposed solutions

These are severe problems, both in terms of human and economic costs, but they
are not irremediable. The key seems to be in prevention. Studies of the long-term
outcomes of special preschool programs by High/Scope of Ypsilanti, Michigan
(Weber, Foster, & Weikart, 1978) indicate that later special education and grade-
level retention for former preschoolers was reduced, more than offsetting the initial
costs for the preschool program itself. Longitudinal study of the children of Kaua'i
(Werner & Smith, 1977) indicates that for even high risk infants, a supportive and
educationally rich home environment is the best predictor of later school success.

Federal dollars already benefit many Hawaiian thildren through the Department
of Education's efforts to serve all handicapped children. These efforts could well be
comillemented by a two-pronged approach at prevention. The first prong is research.
Why a disproportionate number of Hawaiian childen are handicapped needs inten-
sive study, including what effect is played by the stresses associated with the loss of
Hawaiian culture over the last two centuries. The second prong is the implementa-
tion of effective early education efforts which should intlude culturally sensitive
screening methods and the early involvement of caregivers and communities in the
child's developmental process.

391-



389

Recommended legislative action
Other Native American groups, under the Indian Education Act, have a source of

funding for programs aimed specifically at providing special education services for
handicapped Native American children. (See Federal Register, Vol. 45, No. 100, May
21, 1980, p. 34167.) Native Hawaiians, being excluded from the Indian Education
Act, have as yet no such assistance. Recently, a similar situation in Vocational Edu-
cation was rectified by the ge of the Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act
1984. This act provided finuilinirfor Hawaiian Vocational Education proportionate to
what was already targeted for other Native American groups. What is recommend-
ed here is the amendment of handicapped legislation in like manner.

There are two places in existing lwislation (P.L. 34-142) where these proposed so-
lutions to the needs of handicapped native Hawaiian students might be accom-
plished through appropriate language. The first is Part C, Section 623: Early Educa-
tion for Handicapped Children. According to the House of Representatives Commit-
tee Report on the Education of the Handicapped Act Amendments of 1984, evalua-
tions of demonstration early education programs for the handicapped have been
very positive: "[R]andomly selected children in 29 projects demonstrated 11/2 to 2
times more progress in the cognitive, motor, personal-social and communication
areas than would have been expected without the benefit of project services. Ninety-
seven percent of the parents interviewed perceived positive changes in their chil-
dren which they attributed to the projects." (p. 10). This is exactly the kind of early
intervention which might effectively reduce the overreprese .tation of native Hawai-
ian children in the special education categories.

The second discretionary category of P.L. 94-142 which might effectively include
specific language for Hawaiians is Part E, Section 641: Research in the Education of
the Handicapped. This section might provide the vehicle for investigating the fac-
tors underlying the severe overrepresentation of Hawaiians not only in the special
education categories, but also in the other health-related high-risk categories. The
above-mentioned Committee Report cites the need for research into the special
eduation needs "which are unique to children of both handicapped and minority
status." (p. 17). A full study of this confluence among native Hawaiians would sig-
nificantly contribute to our understanding of the interrelationship between minority
status and handicapping conditions generally.

These are the two sections of existing legislation which appear to be the most rel-
evant to the identified needs of native Hawaiians and which through amendment,
could significantly reduce inequities which exist between Hawaiians and other
Native Americans as well as move Hawaiians closer to educational parity.

Following the precedent set in the Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act of
1984, the allotments for each of the set-asides would be V. of one percent of the al-
lotments for each Section. The working under each of the sections might also paral-
lel the vocational education legislation:

. . . the Secretary is directed to enter into contracts with organizations primarily
serving and representing Hawaiian natives which are recognized by the Governor of
the State of Hawaii to plan, conduct, and administer programs, or portions thereof,
which are authorized by and consistent with the provisions of this section for the
benefit of Hawaiian natives." (Section 103-C)

Further, as in the vocational education legislation, the term "Haweian native"
means:

"Any individual any of whose ancestors were natives, prior to 1778, of the area
which now comprises the State of Hawaii." (Section 103-B)

Chairman Williams, I would like to thank you and the other members of your
committee for your interest and attention to this matter. I irit to assure you that
the Kamehameha Schools/Bishop Estate stands ready to fully participate, along
with our sister agencies at the state and local level, in all efforts for the benefit of
Native Hawaiians. My colleagues and I remain convinced that, through these kinds
of joint efforts, Native Hawaiians will be completely successful at overcoming their
current problems. I will be happy to answer any questions you may have.
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TABLE 1

HAWAIIAN STUDENTS IN SPECIAL EDUCATION, 1981-1985

TOTAL NUMBER STUDENTS, DOE

NUMBER HAWAIIAN STUDENTS

PERCENT HAWAIIAN STUDENTS

8182 83-84 84-85

161,467

33,246

20.6

162,035

34,076

21.0

163,689

34,679

21.2

TOTAL NUMBER, SPECIAL EDUCATION 12,301 12,661 12,212

PERCENT, SPECIAL EDUCATION 7.6 7.8 7.5

NUMBER BAWAIIAN, SPECIAL EDUCATION 3,878 3,978 3,752

PERCENT HAWAIIAN, SPECIAL EDUCATION 31.5 31.4 30.7

NUMBER HAWAIIAN, SPECIFIC LEARNING
DISABILITY 2,689 2,702 2,539

PERCENT HAWAIIAN, SPECIFIC LEARNING
DISABILITY 36.4 35.4 35.0
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Mr. WILLIAMS. Thank you, Mr. Thompson.
Dr. Robillard.
Dr. ROBILLARD. On behalf of Micronesians, none of whom are

here-, I siffiayélaneme.
I thank the committee chair, Congressman Williams, and mem-

bers of the committee for the opportunity to testify on problems of
handicapped young people in the islands of the trust territory. I am
Albert B. Robillard, a medical sociologist at the Social Science Re-
search Institute of the University of Hawaii.

I have, and continue to be, engaged in mental health research
and training programs in the Marshall Islands, in Ponape, Truk,
and Yap, the three be mg states of the Federated States of Microne-
sia, and in Palau (Belau).

I have recent experience, as well, in mental health research on
Guam and in the Commonwealth of the Northern Marianas. I am
also engaged in training mental health personnel in American
Samoa.

My remarks today focus upon the Marshalls, the Federated
States of Micronesia and Palau. These three entities share a quali-
tative distinction: Unlike Guam, the Northern Marianas, and
American Samoa, they are not American territory.

Perhaps following, in part, from this distinction the Marshalls,
FSM, and Palau have different patterns of economic, political, and
social development than those found in the American flag territo-
ries.

For example, the per capita income in these three areas has been
as low as one-tenth, $500 in Truk, of what can be found on Guam.
This is far below the approximately $11,000 per capita income
found in Hawaii.

Aside from the Kwajalein Missile Range, from which Marshal-
lese are banned, there are no American bases or other significant
commercial concerns in the area. While per capita incomes can
range as high as over $2,000, Palau, it must be remembered that
distribution is highly uneven and, more importantly, that the area
is exclusively within a U.S. price market for imported goods and
services.

It is from these goods and services that the entirety of the infra-
structure of government, trade, and wage labor have been built.

While experiencing the common malady of being low-income so-
cieties in a high price market, each of these three island groups
also share the attribute of being ascriptive societies, places where
access to resources and status are governed by heredity; that is,
what island, caste, clan, and family, you are from.

This traditional hierarchical form of resource allocation is much
stronger than in the other areas of the American Pacific. More-
over, unlike the case of American Samoa, the power of traditional
forms of authority cannot be escaped or, at the least, attenuated
through migration to Hawaii or the U.S. mainland.

Hereditary-based stratification composes much of the daily fabric
of interaction in Micronesia.

A further differentiating quality of these three island groups is
that a substantial amount of people continue to live at least in a
semisubsistence economy of gardening and fishing.

.
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We are getting nowhere with the current exclusive reliance upontreating patients, as needed es this work may be. I call for modest
funding of research on the relationship between recent social insti-tutional change in Micronesia and the health of young people.

Pressing and unresearched questions for Micronesia are: Whatwill be the impact of the large capital improvement budgets ineach of the Compacts of Free Association, the increased monetiza-tion of the economies, the presence of large numbers of foreigners,
Filipino and Chinese construction skilled and semi-skilled workers,
upon young men in and graduating from high school? Will there be
a vocational place for them, or will they be replaced by overseasworkers as is currently happening?

Will U.S. aid be creating the marginalization of Micronesia'syoung men?
Thank you for giving me this opportunity.
[The prepared statement of Albert B. Robillard follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ALBERT B. ROBILLARD, PH.D., SOCIAL SCIENCE RESEARCH
INS'FITUTE, UNIVERSITY OF HAWAII

I thank the Committee Chair, Congressman Williams, and members of the Com-mittee for the opportunity to testify on problems of handicapped young people inthe islands of the Trust Territory. I am Albert B. Robillard, a medical sociologist at
the Social Science Research Institute of the University of Hawaii. I have, and con-tinue to be, engaged in mental health research and training programs in the Mar-shall Islands, in Ponape, Truk and Yap (the three being States of the Federated
States of Micronesia), and in Palau (Belau). I have recent experience, as well, inmental health research on Guam and in the Commonwealth of the Northern Mari-anas. I am also engaged in training mental health personnel in American Samoa.My remarks today focus upon the Marshalls, the Federated States of Micronesiaand Palau. These three entities share a qualitative distinction: unlike Guam, the
Northern Marianas and American Samoa, they are not American territory. Perhapsfollowing, in part, for this distinction the Marsha lls, FSM and Palau have different
patterns of economic, political and social development than those found in the
American flag territories. For example, the per capita income in these three areashas been as low as one tenth ($500.00 in Truk) of what can be found on Guam. Thisis far below the approximately $11,000 per capita income found in Hawaii. Aside
from the Kwajalein Missile Range, from which Marshallese are banned, there areno American bases or other significant commerical concerns in the area. While percapita incomes can range as high as over two thousand dollars (Palau), it must be
remembered that distribution is highly uneven and, more importantly, that the areais exclusively within a U.S. price market for imported goods and services. It is fromthese goods and services that the entirety of the infrastructure of government, tradeand wage labor have been built.

While experiencing the common malady of being low income societies in a highprice market, each of these island groups also share the attribute of being ascriptive
societies, places where access tc resources and status are governed by heredity: thatis, what island, caste, clan and family you are from. This traditional heirarchical
form of resource allocation is much stronger than in the other areas of the Ameri-
can Paicific. Moreover, unlike the case of Ameriean Samoa, the power of traditionalforms of authority cannot be escaped or, at the least, attenuated through migration
to Hawaii or the U.S. Mainland. Hereditarybased stratification composes much ofthe daily fabric of interaction in Micronesia. It greatly affects participation innoless than control over resourcesthe growing web of western occupations and tradein the islands.

A further differentiating quality of these three island groups is that a substantial
amount of people continue to live at least in a semi-subsistence economy of garden-ing and fishing. While the cash-based economy of imported goods is highly attrac-
tive, low income and skewed distribution make the ever present hope of purchasing
manufactured food, clothing and housing a dream. Substantial welfare aid in the
form of USDA surplus food and clothing donated by U.S. churches both feed and
clothe the unemployed segments of the population, at the same time undermining
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traditional commitments to farming and fishing and strengthening the desire for
manufactured items.

In the context of a relatively low income (almost entirely from US. assistance),
dominated by traditional hierarchies, high US. market prices, and an attraction to
western goods and serviceshastened, _no less, by U.S. assistanceI have been
studying mental health problems of these areas. These are men'al health problems
of the young. These are problems of the young because the population is young,
median age being 16 years and, because it is the young who have filled up the clini-
cal and legal rosters of trouble.

The problems are chronic and disabling. They most often affect those aged 15 to
25. Males lead females in the statistics, though female problems, particularly sui-
cide, are suddenly on the rise.

The problems are depressing, schizophrenia, drug and alcohol abuse, violence and
suicide. Rates of depression and schizophrenia are not dramatically high for the
PoPulation. However, 75% of those who suffer from depression or schizophrenia are
young males who have either been to high school or college in places outside of Mi-
cronesia or who have had employment overseas. I interviewed only one female in
this group and she was a high school student who had left her outer island home to
attend high school in the district center of Truk, on the island of Moen. Of the 75
percent of the patients who have been overseas, most experienced psychological dif-
ficulties within the first year of return. All are cared for on an outpatient basis.
They receive medical or drug therapy. There are no training or educational pro-
grams targeted to this population. The objective has been limited to medical man-
agement of socially disruptive behavior. Such management is available only in the
district centers. In the remote islands, ropes and chains are still used to quell dis-
ruptive individuals. I know of one male and two young females who were restrained
for up to two years by ropes or chains. Each island group usually have five to fifteen
actively psychotic patients and a similar number of clinically diagno.3ed depressed
patients.

The problem of drug abuse has until recently been limited to marijuana smoking,
a habit reportedly introduced by members of U.S. military civil action teams. The
individuals involved are young and male, the ages of 14 to 17 seem to be the most
heavily involved. The amount of smoking has been heavy, frequently leading, ac-
cording to Pauline Langsley, FSM psychiatrist, to psychosis. The smoking is highly
compatible with the practice of young men gathering in the bush in the evening.

Heroin has made a recent appearence. Palau has reportedly become a transship-
ment point for Thai originated drugs. Some of it has surfaced in Palau.

The amount of alcohol consumed in the Trust Territory is legendary. It must be
remembered that alcoholic drinks, not even palm wine or Tuba, are indigenous to
the area. Again, drinking is primarily a male activity. Boys begin drinking at age
five. Public drunkenness is a common sight, either on the main streets of Majuro or
in the semi-abandoned traditional men's houses in Yap, where people drink to get
and stay drunk. In large male drinking parries, particularly among outer islanders,
young boys can be commonly seen to be drunk to the point of stupor and sickness.

Organized gang violence by young teen-aged boys, 13 to 16, is increasingly preva-
lent, leaving several homicides a year and the charred hulks of burned cars and
trucks as reminders of the danger of driving at night, particularly in Yap.

Suicide is the problem which has received the most international attention. The
combined suicide rate of the Marshals, FSM and Palau is the world's highest, at
118 per hundred thousand. The U.S. rate is around 12. Suicide is almost entirely a
phenomenon of the 15 to 30 year old group. When males in this group is used as the
population for calculating suicide rates, the figure exceeds 200 per 100,000.

Suicides appear to be most prevalent among those young men whose residence is
at the fringe or margin of where the district center population mass ends and the
more semi-subsistence and traditional forms of life begin. Micronesian suicide is
called a "peri-urban" phenomenon, afflicting those attrrcted to, but not materially
part, of the cash-based western style of life practiced in t ie district centers.

These problems are not new. They have been reporb d in the New York Times.
They have brought the attention of eleven mental health training programs, untold
number of conferences and at least four American psychiatrists, none of whom
knew or learned the languages of Micronesia. The rate of increase in the problems
have remained unchanged. Individuals are treated but new patients more than re-
place them. Established patients continue on the rosters for years of chronic disable-
ment. Mental health and medical personnel seem befuddled about the basic cause of
youth problems. The reaction is that more training and service personnel are
needed, even when it cannot be demonstrated that these very same interventions
have had any impact in prior use in Micronesia. More and more money is allocated

40110
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to training mental health workers and little if any funding is given to support thestudy of the social institutions and changes which are creating and reproducing, onan ever wider front, individuals with mental health problems, even prematuredeath by suicide, for the young people of &14-ronesia. In the face of a failure tocounter these problems with the existing clinical arsenal, it is not good enough to
say that rapid social change is causing these problems. We must be able to pinpointthe significant social transformations involved, locating the organization of patho-logical outcomes and devising alternative or preventive social measures.We are getting nowhere with the current exclusive reliance upon treating pa-tients, as needed as this work may be. I call for modest funding of research on therelationship between recent social institutional change in Micronesia and the healthof young people. Pressing and unresearched questions for Micronesia areWhatwill be the impact of the large capital improvement budgets in each of the Compactsof Free Association, the increased monetization of the economies, the presence oflarge numbers of foreigners (Filipino and Chinese construction skilled and semi-skilled workers) upon young men in and graduating from high school? Will there be
a vocational place for them? Will U.S. aid be creating the marginalization of Micro-nesian young men?

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to give this brief presentation.
Mr. WuliAms. Dr. Robilard, you have outlined a rather grimview of an area with which you are familiar. I am not familiarwith it other than having seen or read some of the accounts which

you mentioned in your testimony.
The picture you give us is that widespread across all of the popu-lation groups?
Dr. ROBILLARD. Yes, in the area where the missile range is par-

ticularly. It is very, very prevalent in Ponape, Yap, less prevalentin the far outer islands such as Apullawat, Santawal, where the
traditional life forms are still prevailing, but breaking down never-theless, anyway.

It is in the district centers and adjacent, not only in Micronesia
but American Samoa, the problems exist. I admit that the story
looks grim. It looks like what happens on the movie screen at RoadWarriors, but it is grim, and my analysis, I think is pretty compre-
hensive with those people working in the area.

Mr. Wuxums. What is the population of this
Dr. ROBILLARD. 125,000.
Mr. Wiu.um.s. The average age is what, again?
Dr. ROBILLARD. Sixteen.
Mr. WILLIAms. Are young people completing significant educa-tion?
Dr. ROBILLARD. Yes, almost everybody graduates from highsihool. At least 50 percent of those who graduate from high school

go on to Micronesia Community College or college in Hawaii. That
is part of the problem. We have done nothing for preparing these
kids in leaving Micronesia and, in particular, the reentry problem.

Almost every schizophrenic patient, and I have interviewed
every one of them in Micronesia, has been to Hawaii Pacific Col-lege, Fresno State College, University of Hawaii, Hawaii Aloha.
They have a hard time in coming back.

We have done nothing to prepare them whatsoever.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Are the teachers and counselors equipped by bothresearch and skill to properly prepare the students for both theexit and the return?'
Dr. ROBILLARD. Other than a Jesuit school called Savior in Truk,

no, there are no programs. Savior High School, located in Truk,

401',
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which funnels its children through Jesuit schools is equipped and
has done a fine job.

Almost every ranking public official is a graduate of Savior.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Has there been a significant increase in suicides

among the young?
Dr. ROBILIARD. Yes, it is continuing to go up.
Mr. WILLIAMS. IS it epidemic? Whatever the defmition
Dr. ROBILLARD. Yes, CDC defines it as a suicide epidemic.
Mr. Wn.LiAms. That IS-am-Oife. fiiiikii;ers?
Dr. ROBILLARD. Teenagers. It used to be exclusively males, but

now females as well.
Mr. WILLIAms. At what age do those suicides begin in significant

numbers?
Dr. ROBILLARD. As young as 12.
Mr. WILLIAMS. At what age do you begin to see fewer suicides?
Dr. ROBILLARD. After 25.
Mr. Wuxi/Ws. Why is that? Why are young people doing that?
Dr. ROBILLARD. Why are young people doing it? There is a lot of

hypotheses about it. And tiv-o-people have been researching it quite
a bit, in addition to myself. There are cultural predispositions to
suicide. There is a Truk word, "oonma," which means to get even.

But suicide rates before the 1958-59 era were very low and in
line with the traditional of history of suicide in that part of the
world. There has been since a tremendous push of American devel-
opment in the early sixties under the Kennedy administration that
the suicide has really gone up very, very markedly, and continues
to rise very rapidly.

But there is no program of dealing with it at all. I might say in
the 11 mental health training programs, there has been no content
dealing with suicide prevention to&y.

Mr. WiLLums. You suggested more and better research. What
can be done now while we are waiting for the research? Surely, we
must know enough about what applications would be beneficial to
do more of what we are doing or starting things that need to be
done?

Dr. ROBILLARD. I think we need to get some first-class suicidolo-
gists from some of the leading universities on the mainland.

Mr. WiLuAms. Where do we fmd people who speak the language?
Dr. ROBILLARD. That is very difficult. You have to spend at least

5 years there to begin to understand. There are anthropologists
and Micronesians themselves who are quite literate and who could
help us in this effort.

There are Micronesians at the University of Hawaii, there are
graduate students with Ph.D.s, using the indigenous population is
the only way to go, because you have to have natural language
competence to be able to deal with the problem, but something has
got to be done in the elementary and high schools, and nothing .is
being done today.

The elementary and high school curriculums are just lifted
wholesale from the U.S. academic curriculums and plopped down
into the middle of the Pacific. This was first noticed in Nimms
book on the American touch of Micronesia published in 1974.

It hasn't changed a witness since.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Who operates the school?
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Dr. Roarmoutn. The Department of the Interior.Mr. Wuxn. I assume there is ongoing dialog about this prob-lem with the Department. I remember Phil Burton talking to us,former Congressman, who dealt so closely with that area, talkingto us about it before Phil died for a number of years, so I knowthere has been a dialogue, but has it been heightened in the recentpast?
Are applications being made for assistance?
Dr. ROBILLARD. The amount of money available for assistancehas actually decreased recently. Through the efforts of SenatorInouye and his office, we have been successful in getting some fromthe Institute of Mental Health, but nothing to deal with the schoolsystem itself, it has been basically research and training is kind ofa no-no now under the current administration.
We are just kind of hovering around the problem. I have to saythat suicide has not been a popular topic among the political lead-

ership in Micronesia and it is only in the last couple of years thatthey have pushed very hard about this problem itself.At first, it was called a problem of Western social scientists whocounted up the numbers and made their careers out of that, andwhen it started striking some of the legislators and leading fami-lies, it then became a problem that was going to be pushed very,very extensively.
There are two people, Dr. Donald Rubenstein and Francis Heisel,a Jesuit priest, who are studying suicide right now on the islandwhich has the highest suicide rate, Uman, which the suicide ratethere for teenaged boys 11 throu4h 20 is something like 10 per100,000, and there is not a family in that area that has not had asuicide.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Miss Rubin and Mr. Thompson, you both de-scribed the difficulties natives have experienced, and I think it wasyou, Mr. Thompson, who mentioned the similarity with some of theAmerican Indian problem.
I represent the western half of Montana and have two Indian

reservations located within that district, and indeed, some of theproblems that both of you recounted sound very familiar to me.You mentioned the longevity difficulties the natives have appar-ently and susceptibility to diseases and need for special education;
all of those things and others of course, natives suffer much higher
percentages than do other people.

The question before us, and you, has always been why. Do youhave any ideas? We can count the problems, too, but we don't knowwhy.
Dr. ROBILLARD. Part of the information .we hope, and this healthstudy might be helpful in finding some solution to the problems,

identifying those areas, but not enough information is still avail-able for us.
I think there are a variety of reasons, but Mr. Thompson men-tioned one key area. That is stress. And I think that is over andbeyond the physical medical kinds of information that we have onproblems of the Hawaiians, the area of stress and emotional up-

heaval over a period of time, and changes in the family lifestyle
have a major impact, I believe, on the general health and longevity
of the Hawaiian in Hawaii.
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Mr. THOMPSON. I would like to expand on that point. And I
would like to Dr. Peterson's point. I think the whys need to be
found in the early growth period of the infant, even during preg-
nancy.

I think it applies not just to Hawaiians or Native Americans, but
I think it applies to other people of the United States, and a com-
mitment needs to be made in the area of early education and get-
ting into the area of prenatal care and that kind of thing.

I don't know where else you can look for the whys. They are
there. There is enough research to point out to us now that if you
concentrate the long-term returns are much better than if you wait
to a later time, there is no question about this.

I want to relate one other point, and it isI have been dealing
with a group of Polynesians from New Zealand, and about 5 years
ago, I sat down with a group of leaders, there were 14 of them in
the room, all gray-haired, obviously all grandparents.

And they are part of what they call the Bureau of Maori Affairs,
and at that time those gentlemen made a commitment to create 50
day care centers within a year. That was 5 years ago. Today they
have over 500 day care centers for infants and mothers under pre-
natal care.

It is that kind of commitment that needs to take place some-
where, and this is what we are recommending for the Nation as a
whole, not just us.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Hayes.
Mr. HAYES. Well, I tell you, maybe I can adjust the focus as to

what we are faced with as members of this committee. As you have
said before, you are chairman of this Subcommittee on Select Edu-
cation, but at the same time, you are a member of a Budget Com-
mittee, struggling and grappling with the problem of how we can
reduce this huge deficit. I come from a district that is poverty-
stricken, roughly 500,000 people-plus, 520,000 to be exact, 92 per-
cent of them are black, unemployment ranks somewhere around 17
percent in the whole district, better than 50 percent of the youth in
that district are unemployed with no prospect as to where to find a
job, the dropout ratio among high school students is almost 50 per-
cent.

I will probably get slaughtered in my own district if I would start
talking about an island such as the one you talked aboutI am not
being unsympathetic, I am just trying to be honest and set it out,
so you understand the kind of proklem we ate faced with here.

Nficronesia, you know, who has ever heard of it, so to speak? And
the question will arise. Here we are trying to reduce the deficit and
you are talking about drugs in Micronesia and a suicide rate. It
didn't used to be a problem so much among blacks.

We might try to leap out a basement window, but never hardly
higher than that. But it is increasing.

Now, I just want to say what is theI say this to you, .Dr. Robil-
lard, what did you say the population was?

Dr. ROBIL: ARD. 125,000.
Mr. HAYES. What is the life expectancy?
Dr. ROBILLARD. Life expectancy is 62.
Mr. HAYES. What is the standard of living?
DT. ROBILLARD. Pretty low.
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Mr. HAYEs. How do they survive?
Dr. Rostudutn. USDA surplus food, like canned tuna fish,

cheese; also food from many church groups in the United States;
also local fishing and farming, but an awful lot of hand-out from
United States, which has been well intentioned, but often has un-
dermined the commitment and skill level in farming and fishing.

As a matter of fact, when you go to some of the islands and you
ordei fish in a restaurant, what you will get is a can of Starkist
tuna fish dumped on your plate upside down rather than fresh fish,
which are being fished extensively by commercial companies right
off shore.

Mr. HAYES. How do you account for the high incidence of drugs
and alcohol in this kind of setting? Where does it come from?

Dr. ROBILLARD. The marijuana is locally grown. The alcohol
comes from Budweiser in Los Angeles. It is supposed to have the
highest per capita Budweiser consumption of any place in the
world.

But there is nothing for young men to look forward to or to do.
There are no jobs or no hope of having jobs, and what jobs do exist
are episodic project jobs funded by the United States, and the
money is used to hire overseas, usually low-wage Chinese labor,
even People's Republic like labor, or Taiwanese labor.

The local people are not educated for or paid in these jobs and,
as a result, are really in a state of structural poverty.

Mr. HAYES. What is the reason for our presence? Is there a mili-
tary base up there?

Dr. ROBILLARD. It depends which island groups you are talking
about. It is a strategic area, particularly Palau in the western part,
and we are maintaining denial rights in the Compacts of Free As-
sociation.

Mr. HAYES. All right. I justno, I am very sympathetic about it.
I have been informed as to the magnitude of the problem, but I
don't want to be dishonest.

Given the kind of a situation that exists on Capitol Hill today,
this whole push toward a balanced budget, reduce the deficit, I
don't know how much we are going to be able to change things
through legislation we could get support for.

Currently, as I understand you, Ms. Rubf,n, you represent a pri-
vate institution, publicly funded--

Ms. RUBIN. Funded from a variety of sources including public
funds. We are in partnership.

Mr. HAYES. How many of those public funds come from the Fed-
eral Government?

Ms. RUBIN. About 90 percent of them.
Mr. HAYES. You can't stand any reduction.
Ms. RUBIN. We have had reductions.
Mr. HAYES. You can't stand any more reductions. Thank you

now.
Mr. WILLIAMS. The reality of the difficulties in the areas which

the three of you represent have been brought home very dramati-
cally to this subcommittee as they have been brought home to
other committees that have met both here, although I know not
many have met here, and in Washington.
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Solutions are not easily arrived at, and as my colleague has
pointed out, the rising budget deficit drives us to fmd solutions in
ways that do not only impact upon the Federal deficit, there are
unique and innovative ways, particularly through appropriate re-
search, getting baseline data, ways that we might do a much better
job than we have done with native people throughout all of Ameri-
ca's areas of interest, including those which you represent.

I think the commitment of the Congress is clear to continue to
try. They haven't done well enough in the past.

Charlie Hayes is right; we are not going to spend significantly in-
creased amounts of money in the near future in trying to resolve
the problems, but I do think the majority of the Members of Con-
gress, both House and Senate, are committed to try to do what we
can to make life better for people within America's sphere of influ-
ence.

We appreciate all of you being here and sharing your good coun-
sel with us. Thank you very much.

This hearing is adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 2:50 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned.]
[Additional material submitted for the record follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF IVA= SINCLAIR, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, HACLD

My name is Iva lee Sinclair. I serve as the Executive Director of HACLD and have
been a member of the board of directors of ARC-Hawaii for the past four (4) years.
In my capacity as Executive Director of HACLD, I provide lay advocacy services for
the parents of learning disabled students in Hawaii. In more recent months HACLD
assisted an increasing number of families whose handicapped children are repre-
sentative of the total scope of handicapped as determined by PL94-142 and State of
Hawaii criteria. Our monthly caseload averages 50-60. Additionally, we provide
workshops on PL94-142 particularly on neighbor islands where advocacy services
are not well established. Our testimony is based on ten (10) years of field experience
working with parents of handicapped. We are grateful for this opportunity to
present our views on current and future problems affecting handicapped children
and youth in Hawaii.

In the ten years since this historic legislation was passed, remarkable strides have
occurred, yet much remains to be done. At the crux of all legislation is the matter of
sufficient funding to do the job -demanded. The increasing federal deficit combined
with effixts to balance the budget, makes us fearful that federal support is in grave
danger. This will markedly impact on Hawaii's handicapped population in the
future more than it ever has in the past. This past fiscal year funds for current
level of services were cut by the Governor and partially reestablished by the Hawaii
legislature even though the numbers being serviced were not significantly different.
The immediate impact felt is as follows:

1. Class sizes.dy at more than an effective pupil-teacher ratio, classes are
filled beyond maximum capacity. This is particularly noticeable as children are
identified and placed in the spring and fall when additional positions are not provid-
ed. In our view, this means that children in need of inteneve sevices are not able to
receive these services and cannot help but contribute to their lack of progress as
evidenced by the three year evaluations. It should be noted that Hawaii's staffing
allocation document has not been altered since 1975. Pupil-teacher ratios for special
education have not been changed to reflect added teacher time in writing I.E.P.'s
and coordination of other activities.

2. Requests for rule 49 hearingaHearing requests are greater than they have
been since the 1979-80 school year. Mediation is less successful.

3. Eligibility criteria.Reviewed and amended in the past, eligibility criteria have
directly impacted on the numbers of children being serviced. Statistical reports to
the Office of Special Education and Rehabilitation Services are attached. In Hawaii,
the reduction of the mentally retarded is quite noticeable and the very small
number of children being serviced as emotionally handicapped is particularly strik-
ing. The teams seem to be excluding "alienated' youth rather than determining if
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they are also emotionally handicapped as provided by the regulations. Clarification
or restatement of this section would be helpful in Hawaii.

4. Inappropriate education.Low incidence populations are being serviced inap-propriately by:
a. mixing these students with other special education students whose needs arenot compatible,
b. placing these students with teachers who are not trained in the appropriate

methods and interventions needed to meet the child's needs,
c. not providing technical assistance to the field in areas where Hawaii lacks ex-pertise.
5. Residential serviceaThere is a lack of appropriate long term residential pro-grams in Hawaii including:
a. sufficient community-based resider tial settings as opposed to institutional typecare,
b. sufficient psychiatric residential services.
Respite has been provided in due process as a viable alternative to institutional-

ization. There are no interstate agreements for the low incidence populations such
as aphasia, deaf/blind, or for the large numbers of emotionally handicapped or adju-dicated handicapped juveniles who are incarcerated for lack of any other secure fa-cility.

6. Related services.Services such as occupational therapy and physical therapy
have been curtailed due to budget cuts. Speech services are critically lacking due tolack of qualified personnel in Hawaii. Workloads are maximum and great distances
in travel time on neighbor islands also contribute to the problems.

7. Individual Education Progrwns.-1.E.P.'s are being written with global state-
ments which are not measurable. We believe this to be due, in pan; to:

a. extensive workload of the teacher,
b. lack of sufficient training in writing goals and objectivesas well as training indata collection or other measurements,
c. added duties of support to mainstream student/tutorials which are not reflectedin the workload.
In our state, the I.E.P.'s are written on the anniversary date. For secondary stu-

dents whose classes change in the fall of each year, this poses a problem. Clarifica-
tion of the intent of the federal Congress regarding the timing of the annual I.E.P.
meeting could facilitate the meetings at the beginning of the school year. We recog-nize that this is passible under the present regulations, but is not well understood in
the field in Hawaii. Restatement and clarification of intent would be helpful.

8. Placement Placement of children in regular education classes is hampered in
Hawaii by the lack of sufficient support by special education to the regular educa-
tion teacher. The special education teacher, who carries a maximum workload, mustalso serve as the coordinator and support person to the regular teacher. This means
that special education students who could function effectively in regular education
classes are precluded from this option because there is insufficient support to the
teacher in meeting the needs of special education students. This impacts on the ap-
propriateness of placing the handicapped student in a regular education class.
Funds for services could:

a. Increase the regular education teacher's capability of coping with special educa-tion students in regular education classes,
b. Enable the regular edccation teacher to better serve the student who is at risk,
c. Enable the special education student to be given content material that is age

approoriate, but adapted to his unique needs while being with non-handicapped stu-dents
It is our belief that this has been and is the intent of Congress when it defined the

least restrictive environment as "(2) make provision for supplementary services
(such as resource room or itinerant instruction) to be provided in conjunction with
regular class placements." If this is not correct, clarification of this section would bemost helpful.

9. Interagency services.Interagency agreements have not been particularly effec-tive and are limited in their scope. For instance, the agreement between DOE/
DSSH covers DVR services only. Children in foster care, C.P.S. and other DSSH
services are often bounced back and forth between agencies with no one agency ac-
cepting the responsibility. Funding limitation are attached to legislation which af-
fects health related services (0T, Fr, speech and language development therapy,
wychological counseling, etc.). When DOH does not have the funds, DOE must pro-
vide the added hours of services needed. This results in splintered and sometimes
poorly coordinated services. We fully support the single line of authority mandate in
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PL 94-142. We urge a reiteration of this section so that current practices are not
continued.

10. Monitoring.On site federal monitoring should occur more frequently. Ha-
waii's first on site visit by OSERS staff occurred this past fall. No neighbor island
visits occurred. In 1980, after the federal monitoring occurred, changes in our educa-
tional services were immediately affected by appropriate delivery of transportation
services and the development of a surrogate parent program which had not existed
previously. The small amount of information we have about the standards set for
future monitoring by OSERS would appear to be more demanding and designed to
collect specific data. It that is true, we certainly support that direction.

Better monitoring is essential. Local monitoring is not designed to determine if
the child is benefiting from the special education program. Many administrators
have no idea of the curriculum, progress, etc offered in the individual classes in
which handicapped children are placed.

The role of the Special Education Advisory Committee in monitoring the delivery
of special education services is some what unclear. In Hawaii monitoring is done by
D.O.E. Reports are given to the members of the SEAC, but no independent informa-
tion is obtained. If the members do not bring areas of unmet or inappropriately
serviced students to the attention of the SEAC, there is no vehicle for really know-
ing what the unmet needs are. Additionally, in Hawaii, this is especially critical
since the SEAC is responsible for overseeing the Silva Consent Decree. If actual on
site visitation and the gathering of additional data is not conducted, the SEAC is
not meeting its monitoring responsibility under the Silva Consent Decree. Any clari-
fication regarding this area would be most helpful.

Essential data necessary to support ot.r position that a large number of special
education students will be tax contributing citizens is critical if we are to compete
for dwindling federal and ztate dollars. Congressional intent in this area is critical.

11. Attorney's fees.We urge the inclusion of the Hendicapped Children's Protec-
tion Act of 1985 as an integral part of PL 94-142. A single impartial hearing is held
in Hawaii and civil appeal follows within thirty (30) days. We have families who
have been unable to maintain their position as determined by the Hearing Officer
because they lack the necessary funds to fight an extended legal battle. This essen-
tially prohibits the full use of due process.

12. Military Families.The large military population with handicapped children
in Hawaii is particularly vulnerable. Many students, who were receiving special
education and related services on the mainland, are denied services in Hawaii. In
our opinion, this is directly attributable to differing opinions regarding an initial
evaluation when the child arrives in Hawaii and the meaning and application of
"interim" placement.

As requested in your letter, we would like to comment about the needs of Hawai-
ian/part Hawaiian handicapped students. Thirty-four percent (34%) of the students
certified as learning disabled are of Hawaiian/part Hawaiian heritage. Reasons for
this are not clear. We urge setting aside specific funds to research the possible
causes. Of equal importance to our Hawaiian families is the need for their culture
to be better understood by evaluators and teachers. Statistics are attached.

The water separating our islands from the mainland impacts directly on the ease
with which technical assistance and the exchange of new information occurs, Addi-
tionally, local expertise does not exist in all areas of exceptionality. The time to so-
licit and coordinate technical assistance plus the necessary dollars for travel over
the ocean are part of the problem. The high cost of living directly impacts on profes-
sionals who move here. Usually, the salaries are lower than their counterparts on
the mainland and the workload is greater not to mention tenure problems.

A second area hi the separation of our islands by water. While the distance is
much less, the expertise does not seem to be spread evenly. Certainly the resources
on neighbor islands are limited and private options in many cases are nonexistent.

It is interesting to note that five out of six people will be disabled at some time in
their lives. Again, we would like to thank you for this opportunity to present our
views and concerns to you. We are deeply grateful for the past support of PL 94-142.
We urge your continued support of funding so that essential services will be contin-
ued.
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PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS.-1983-84 SCHOOL YEAR

Stites Mr Speech Ed Ohi Ed SoUl

1. Alabama 34,259 17.268 4,727 575 24,200 81,0292. Alaska 306 2,279 240 49 4,972 7,8463. Mzona 5,624 10,980 5,329 675 25,870 48,4784. Arkansas 12,978 10,061 603 185 20,540 44,3675. California 26,969 90,178 8,581 12,845 201,527 340,1006. Colorado 3,566 7,491 7,662 0 20,101 41,6747. Connecticut 4,924 13,019 12,755 887 29,083 62,3108. Delaware 1,113 1,639 2,353 31 6,178 11,4879. District of Columbia 126 1,471 55 5 1,050 2,80310. Florida 20,300 48,278 14,537 1,412 58,349 149,66911. Georgia 25,985 25,678 16,975 261 35,098 106,19412. Hawai 1,100 2,283 370 3 7,794 12,09313. Idaho 2,916 4,419 534 368 8,488 17,57814. Illinois 31,320 74,333 21,602 1,514 91,470 223,47815. Indiana 19,979 40,884 2,708 18 29,912 95,43016. Iowa 12,042 14,506 1'274 199 21,269 55,85417. Kansas. 6,133 12,919 3,818 301 16,416 41,04918. Kentucky 19,760 24,914 2,148 358 21,346 71,35319. Louisiana 11,005 21,359 3,684 1,502 40,368 80,58220. Maine 4,383 6,414 3,648 285 9,417 25,58221. Maryland 6,820 24,662 3,692 640 47,019 88,16422. Massachusetts 26,658 28,697 17,194 1,813 45,107 124,78623. Michigan 16,873 43,149 19,565 4,397 58,889 146,80924. Minnesota 13,029 19,045 6,681 766 35,598 78,27625. Mississippi 13,220 17,491 421 0 18,406 50,45026. Missouri 16,479 31,919 7,363 857 37,061 96,25227. Montana 1,350 4,752 756 141 7,420 15,05928. Nebraska 5,412 8,795 2,025 12,046 29,79629. Nevada 945 2,993 726 266 7,171 12.93230. New Hampshire 886 2,655 1,052 231 8,818 13,91331. New Jersey 9,093 60,169 14,641 875 65,557 160,34632. New Mexico 2,533 7,745 2,440 81 12,064 26,65133. New York 28,001 34,333 35,102 7,357 131,618 244,96534. North Carolina 28,505 26,752 5,862 1,150 51,961 117,75235. North Dakota 1,724 3,860 365 35 4,741 11,04936. Ohio 46,810 56,196 6,156 3,451 72,476 191,69537. Oklahoma 11,648 20,350 1,050 212 28,374 63,73938. Oregon 2,488 12,413 2,164 452 25,493 44,14739. Pennsylvania 36,575 60,364 12,005 0 64,266 178,31940. Rhode Island 1,261 3,108 1,156 150 11,844 17,94541. South Carolina 20,470 19,957 5,817 211 22,379 71,20042. South Dakota 1,545 5,901 374 56 4,052 12,95743. Tennessee 18,456 31,427 2,627 1,440 43,348 102,38544. Texas 24,205 68,314 16,960 5,981 155,067 280,09245. Utah 2,781 9,005 11,744 207 13,753 39,54846. Vermont 1,159 2,517 295 81 3,218 7,48847. Virginia 15,322 30,901 6,741 660 40,110 99,63448. Washington 7,862 13,513 3,527 1,533 34,019 63,76049. West Virginia 10,110 12,614 1,619 133 15,704 41,351
50. Wisconsin 12,162 16,610 10,071 496 29,432 71,201
51. Wyoming 796 2,749 893 146 5,318 10,16152. Guam 756 232 14 2 610 1,64953. Puerto Rico 20,543 1,406 818 1,915 2,055 34,03854. Virgin Islands

55. Am. Samoa 191 4 1, 1 22956. INA 619 1,274 211 21 2,805 5,225
Total 652,075 1,116,251 319,731 57,230 1,791,247 4,099,100
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PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS.-1982-83 SCHOOL YEAR

Slates Mt Seeed Ed Obi Id Total

1. Alabama 34,986 16,235 6,115 401 20,899 78,636
2. Alaska 665 3,374 362 58 6,826 11,285

3. Arizona 6,002 11,195 5,286 662 25,710 48,855

4. Arkansas 16,013 10,493 608 249 19,436 46,799
5. California 28,580 92,056 9,457 14,071 198,696 342,860
6. Colorado 5,795 7,796 7,596 0 19,654 40,841

7. Connecticut 6,208 13,896 13,089 918 29,352 63,463

8. Delaware 2,115 1,747 2,943 125 6,670 13,600
9. District of Columbia 1,237 1,780 697 67 1,629 5,410

10. Florida 27,537 46,256 17,077 1,569 58,105 150,544

11. Georgia 28,214 26,782 17,412 696 35,722 108,826

12. Hawaii 9,514 1,962 438 9 89 15,112
13. Idaho 2,948 4,350 518 423 8,233 16,472

14. Illinois 44,501 75,784 31,670 1,721 96,805 250,481

15. Indiana 24,189 41,360 2,775 282 27,434 96,040

16. Iowa 12,228 14,656 4,749 207 21,340 53,180
17. Kansas 6,779 14,274 4,323 51 16,190 41,617

18. Kentucky 21,741 24,922 2,356 608 20,064 69,691

19. Louisiana 15,742 20,701 4,225 1,769 39,707 82,144

20. Maine 5,167 6,136 4,225 251 8,974 24,753

21. Maryland 7,943 24,209 3,596 560 48,366 84,674

22. Massachusetts 29,357 31,848 18,970 1,939 48,884 130,998
23. Michigan 26,971 44,081 20,400 10 55,467 146,929

24. Minnesota 13,789 19,013 5,855 866 34,748 74,271

25. Mississippi 15,155 16,797 420 1 16,714 49,087
26. Missouri 19,530 33,202 7,017 704 36,224 96,677

27. Montana 1,515 4,790 683 127 7,208 14,323

28. Nebraska 5,669 9,246 1,887 0 12,227 29,029
29. Nevada 1,047 3,232 790 342 7,041 12,452

30. New Hampshire 1,419 2,325 1,197 226 8,220 13,387
31. New Jersey 12,463 61,280 15,254 1,508 62,736 153,241
32. New Mexico 2,782 6,789 2,164 95 12,237 24,067
33. New York 37,810 41,661 44,225 5,913 116,753 246,362
34. North Carolina 33,240 25,808 5,599 1,186 49,019 114,852

35. North Dakota 1,920 3,600 297 113 4,340 10,270
36. Ohio 56,802 56,932 6,302 0 72,031 192,067
37. Oklahoma 12,582 20,389 1,039 228 28,625 62,863

38. Oregon 4,781 11,614 2,565 569 23,459 42,988
39. Pennsylvania 46,402 61,684 16,659 8 63,413 188,166

40. Rhode Island 1,498 3,337 1,147 210 11,729 17,921

41. South Carolina 22,404 19,596 5,710 150 20,930 68,790
42. South Dakota 1,481 5,413 320 60 3,563 10,837

43. Tennessee 20,245 32,996 2,853 1,452 42,804 100,350

44. Texas 30,769 66,544 17,707 5,465 150,768 271,253
45. Utah 3,159 8,375 10,623 234 13,611 36,002
46. Vermont 2,563 2,695 393 116 2,973 8,740
47. Virginia 16,878 30,703 6,723 469 38,614 93,387

48. Washington 9,400 13,511 3,949 1,536 31,286 59,682
49. West Virginia 11,066 12,774 1,412 923 14,719 40,894

50. Wisconsin 13,232 17,991 9,593 505 27,218 68,539

51. Wyoming 943 3,184 978 227 5,095 10,427

52. Guam 913 243 63 12 530 1,761

53. Puerto Rico 21,159 1,206 795 2,099 1,852 27,111
54. Virgina Islands 626 245 35 0 220 1,126

55. Am. Samoa 161 50 o 2 1 214

56. (HA 723 1,047 251 33 2,531 4,585

Total 780,558 1,145,360 353,392 52,025 1,745,791 4,077,126
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Statistical Information Regarding Hawaiian and Part Hawaiian &lab Age
Children

Public school students ages 5-12Statewide total ...fi 88,924
Public school students ages 12-18 (grades 7-12)Statewide total 73,602
Public school students, ages 5-12Statewide total:

Hawaiian (2 percent) ,, 2,097
Part Hawaiian (18 percent) 18,005

Public school students, ages 12-18--Statewide total:
Hawaiian (2 percent) z 1,692
Part Hawaiian (18 percent) 13,504

Combined data ages 5-18:
Hawaiian (4 percent) 3,789
Part Hawaiian (37 percent) 31,509

A. Juvenilq Delinquencychildren ages 5-12 years 2:
Total number of arrests for the State 723
Total number of Hawaiian/part Hawaiian arrests 218

B. Youth ages 12-18 years 2:
Total numlyw of arrests for the State
Total number of arrests for Hawaiian/part Hawaiian 1:ii3
Total number of arrests for the city/county Honolulu 5,679
Total number of arrests for Hawauan/part Hawaiian 2,233

C. Combined data ages 5-18:
Total number of arrests for the State
Total number of arrests for Hawaiian/part Hawaiian

' Sources: DOE 80-81, 81-92.
3 Source: Honolulu Police Department (1980), excludes Maui and Kauia Counties.
3 Source: Data from Honolulu, Hawaii, Maui, and Kauai police departments (1981).

9314.
3,465

DROPOUTS

21% (15,196) of the public school secondary students (81-82) weie H/PH, even
though the H/PH youth accounted for 30% (34,166) of the total target population.
Many of the H/PH youth are in private school or have graduated, but this great
discrepency in figures probably points to a dropout problem, Alu Like estimates,
from studies done by various Hawaiian agencies, there are about one thousand
(1000) H/PH youngsters who have dropped out of school. The DOE does not keep up-
to-date statistics on this problem so the figures are difficult to pin down and verify.

Source: "Hawaii Basic Data and Information Book on Youth" (January 1983).


