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'INTRODUCTION . ', ‘ ‘ -~

In Sprlqg 1981, the State Spec1al Education Section
contracted w1th the New England Institute in Education“to
~ t rev1ew and rqeort on school districts' and reqlonal cen- -
ters' fiscal procedures for the use of State funds and the
appropriateness of outjof-dlstrlct placement costs/ In -
this review, it was found that local districts were compy-
iné with regulations;'that records of funds were available:
' and that sirregularities were attribuytable to continual "
." . often confusing changes 1n both State and local procedures.
The conversations and concerns whlch then grew out of this '
spring's review by Dr. Crosby and Dr, -Massey led to- th1s
report pftesenting the Instltute s ob%ervatlons and ideas
abo%t past, present, and future spec:al education serv1ces

N

in New Hampshire.

\_

-
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This report- is based on the professional judgements .
. and projections from.a broad*base of synthesized informa-
‘ tion. Prior to 1981, the authors have been. ifvolved with -
specia% education in ﬁew Hampshire in several roles which
~ includeds- . )

)

: : -directing the Child Find Proj&gt which resulted in
' . the’ Spec1al Education InformatYon System (SPEDIS).

b — -developing and coord1nat1ng thd New Hampshlre/van—
derbilt-Peabody doctoral program in management,

program development, and staff devel ent- for -
special 'educators. _ » .

o

-assisting in’ the development, pilot, and thLnulng
modification of .the Spvecial Education Sgftion's pro-
-gram approval ‘process.

L 4 ' . .
for teachers ‘

mplementation of

—develablng and 1mplement1ng workshop
. ) and special education staff in the
P.L. #94-142. e * '

-documentlng Claremont Technical Instltute g programs

’ o for serving hearing 1mpa1red udents at the post-

B secondary level. ’ . .
Gther New Hampshire work of/the Institute with spe01al

* ed&éatlon components has 1nclu9éd evaluation of the Keene .

~ State College/Marlbqrough Teather- Corps Project, co- dlrectlng

the Title IV Exeter Prescho 1 Project, and program develop—

. ! -
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. ‘ment «€or the)Keene State College/FalL,Mountain Teacher Corps
. Project. Additionally, Dr. Crosby serves on the national -
advisory board for the Pvaluatlon Training Consortium of the
- A \ Bureau for the Education of the Handlcapped (BEH) and Dr. s
k Massey has publlshed several articles and books addressing- -
1ssues in spec1al'educatlon as well as having developed the «

| Unlver51tytof Southern Maine's psyc?oeducatlonal c11n1c.

. This work with schools‘ specxai educatlon staff, tea- .
chers, admlnlstrators, and bu51ness managers; with hlgher
education faculty and students; wrth the State Special Edu-
cation Section's staff; and the national’level has allowed:
the writeremto observe. the implementatien of the various
laws, regulations, procedures, and programs which have
evo%véd during the 1as; flve years in New Hampshire. The
methods of analy51s synthesxs and juggement applied to "
these observatlonal data are those of naturallstlc evalu—‘
. X'atlon. Other people u51nq other evaluatlve methods would !

be likely to have perspectives and judgements different

from those written here.- This yreport is presented as a

document for diecussion,\from which those involved may de-r .

. velop their own)dir%ction.

-
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' °  THE PAST~ . , - . .

. ‘ - 4 -

In 1954 at Everqgreen High School,” James
Merritt was the star.of the basketball team. .
N : He could not read, although the English tea- )
' Y "~ cher had spent many evenings for two vear's
> tutoring him on her own time. He scraped
. through school by listening in class and
having tests read to him. He has a learnina
/ disability, but in 1954, we did‘not know that.

-, As little as ten years ago in'Newsﬁampshire, the:probleﬂ' ’
g - was much the same. Severely handicapped'students were in in- ~
stitutions or at, home. They were not e}pected to be part of
the regular school; Some students, especially those Wlth mild
, to moderate intellectual handicaps, were in "special" class- j
rooms, often located outside the school building. They might

. have one teacher for many ‘years and work in a group with stu-
dénts who were five or six years older. There’ were many stu-
¢ dents like James in the regqular classroom, who often dropped
out of school. or got into‘trouble. Many educators recognized
- .their symptoms, but few understood their problems, and even .
fewer knew what to. do. These students coﬁftﬁued in classroom§ -

- _or dropped out, ignored like those away  in institutions.

~in 1975, P.L. #94:142 was passed and special education
. ‘changed. ' The basis of the law was the feeling that handicapped
students were being. denied their right to a local nublic educa-:
. . tion. Some students were shut out. They were "too hard to
'., . ' handle"; their "wheelchairs won't fit", "we can't do.a thing for
them". Another whole set of students like James had not been
' identified as hgndicapped only as having a “problem . These
students too Jbre not receivdng an "appropriate education”
R The knowledge for educating these students most appropraately K
so thdt they couldffulfill their potential was available but it
| was, held by personnel .in. special education, not by regular
school. administratons, by teachers, or by parents. Responsibility
for their education was, felt tp belong to someone other than
-the local district,(probably the State. The law now requires'
. Lo identification of.all_hangicapped children: a free and appro-

’ ‘ priate educatiort in.the least restrictive environment. most’

‘. . L4 “ < “
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often Ehe local school district, fog such students; and due

process and procedural safeguards for students and thHeir

a
‘parents. . - .

,

' . -
4 w

. Since the law was passed in 1975, a'lot‘has happened
‘in special education in New Hampshire, . . : o
7 4
-Each local district developed a 5- year plan for serving
eduoatlonally handicapped students.

-~School districts hired addltlonal personnel tra1ned 1n

special education. o - '

-Schools initiated ma{ special eduocation services and ’
programs for educatlo glly handicapped students. Y

-Hun@reds of educators attended worésﬂops, courSes,
| ‘meetings, and éonterences fJr traifing in aspects -of . '

- . special education.

$
-Regional centers formed to provide proarams and services

for educationally'handicapped students within geographic
areas. _

~SPEDIS was created to as51st in the 1dent1¥1catlon of
‘handicapped students and to provide an, ‘efficient system .y s
for managing, monitoring, and reportlng 1nformatlon for .
.local districts and the State. ) '

-Standards for. monitoring and approv1ng programs were . -
] developed and 1mplemented.

>

' -Students were removed - from 1solat1ng institutions and 4
* placed in programs in the "least restrictive alterhatlve -

-Parents and educators joined together to obtaln and protect
, the legal rights of handicapped children.

" From 1975 Qp 1981, special education in N&uiHaMpihiﬂe has been Ln‘a
multifaceted devefopment phase. ‘Significant sums of money have been |
allocated by ;he Stdate, and lesser sums by the federal aovern-
ment, to ‘support local and regional develooment of nrograms and
servites for handicapped students. The most recent rewiew 1n—
d1cates that these funds have been used appropriately and that
accountlng for them is accurate. The State's leadershlo role .
in this development as implemented by the Special Educatlon,

Section has been significant. Leadership functions of the Sec- i
tion durinq Ehe‘last five years incldde: .

¥

- " . . ‘ . . \rl
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-intérpreter of the laws

-deyeldper of regufﬁﬁions ) o ,
-advocqte‘for the right;\of handicapped students '
-articulator of goals B

-coordinator of. local aﬁd regional plans-
-facilitator of program development _ .
-creator of program standards v
-moni;or of programs.and services

L4 . -
-trainer of personnel y

‘~distributor and monitor of funds
-coliectoroof data for reporting

-provider of technical assistance
L 4 . ".
The programs and services provided for handicapped .

students in New Hampshire are a direct Peflection of the .

successful leadershlp of State personnel a conclusion-
reinforced by looklng at progress in similar states.. The .
programs and services and the funds’ provided by the State
of New HQmpshirefiﬁé the federal éovernment have rejylted'

in: . A
l; The acquisition of .a broad-base of knowledge about ‘
" the. law and about the education ‘of handicapped students
by large numbers of people in New Hampshlre

No, Longer are we ignorant about how to help James.
T
2. The delivery of services through a wide range of pro-
grams for handlcapped students throughout the state.

No fongen 44 " James Agnoned, negardless of whesré he Z&ueA An Y
- New Hampshire. - , .
" 3. The responsible use of funds by local distrigts and N
\\/;eglonal uhits to -serve handlcappea students.

Funds have bgen genenated thnougk hand work, shilL, and dedi-
cation to provide a progham fon James. ’

LS . 1

4. An_emerging awareness of the complexitytand the inter-
relatedness of* agencies, services, laws and funding
serving handicapped students.

Helping James is a Local nesrcnsibility befonging to ne one per-
son and demanding multiple shills, resounces, and cooperation.

7 .




The aGcomplishments 05 Mew Hamnghu:,e in the Last few vears kave -
been majgm Fow states can. match the quality of effont that has been
expended 4in special education bu New ‘lcﬁn‘p/.shutg, Probfems exist, issues
need to be nesolved, and new directions initiated, but sten back 4rpm -

~ the dzuiy cnides. 'The peom‘.e 0f New Hampshine have within éive yeas
Ae)uwu/.si.g and nesponsiblyraddressed a pdgnificant educational and 50-
. cietaf pnobl,em. - Majon changes wornking toward /Lezsolwtwn 04 Areuai
education issues have been c/Lea,ted with m/teg/wty Students are beding
sewed. The devefopment phase is oven. V@mmng has hegn made,
. . " obut much_ refaing to be done. ’

~
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, "'.,--.  In 1980 at Spring Elementary School, * Debra
’ Mitchell sees the speech therapist, the LD.
spec1alist, her 5th grade teacher, and is tested R
. every semester by the reading specialist. Over
Y . the four years of Debra's schooling, there have
A _also been parent conferences, IEPs written, and . .
team sta¥fings. Debra still reads slowly and :

8 _has trouble with some sounds.: . .

Debra receives a variety of services from‘a/ranqe of
st&Ef prov1ded by her- local school district * Both her family

and her ‘'school are involved in complex decisions about the

»

*most appropriate program for Debta.” Information about Debra
is collected regularly as part of that decision-making pro-
cess;A All this help has developed rapidly during the last
e years. It is time now to look at tﬁe many different
pféces of Debra's services to see where they overlap, to«
determine which are most important, and to decide what stilf,
,must be developed. What is appropriate now in New Hampshire
is this kind of consolidation for individual students, for

local districts, and for bthe‘ State. S0

Ail aspects of special eduéation have bulged. There is
little bloat in New Hampshiref merely a bulge created by
additiénal students haying been identified manyﬁgew programs
hav1ng been developed, constant. chahges, lots of papgrwork,
and exten51ve attention to the problems."Hqumw to be expected.
1t is a nonmal part 05 any new venture. ‘All development phases .
gdnerate creative actiVity, but creative activity should be
followed by thoughtful reflection and the application, of\\~a
judgements. - The several committees, now meeting in. the State
are important to establishing specific directions for the 9
next phase. Development is.over and now is the time to begin
consolidation at all “levels of special education based not on

budget tinkeringz but on study,, analvsis, and evaluatioh.

.

. The key objectives and issues to @e addressed in a
consolidation effort which would affect the delivery of pro-
grams and services for the educationally handicapped in New

- Hampshire' included- * - )




- 1. To obtain-an equitable distribution of cquality . ’ ’
. services and.programs across the state. ~

0
]

. 2. To assure that the programs and services ‘are re-
'sulting in increased student proqress at a level
sufficient for the effort ekxpended.

. 3

3

. . 3. To insure a more cast effective dellvery of pro-
_grams and sexv%fes. > A
. 4. To redefine the roles of the State and the Srecial . s

- Education Sectlon in a consolidation effort. .

[}

.. - . e s/

The remainder of this report addressesltheée"fOuf issues
and suggests steps\th > would work towaid their resdlution and ,
that woyld représen€;zie tasks of a consolidatioa phase; These
.past two sections descrlblng the past and the Dresent have been
clear and concrete. The next septlon on the future is more
complex. There are statements which.may seem complicated.

There are questions which are ralsed and left unanswered This’

-next section is jptended as a gquide for discussion through which

groups might f£ind their own spécific direction for the future.

LY




THE FUTURE :
L7 , ¢ .
Issue #1. To obtain an equifable distribution of quality A

- . ~ A
- serviceg and programs across the state.. N
]

-
L

Programs and. serv1ces -for handlcaoned studenté in the v
state are spotty If Debra Mitchell ‘lives in one part of the
state, she would,recelve outstandlng diagnostic serv1ce. If
she llves in another part of the stage, her, diagrostic servi-
ces mlght be cursory. It is likely in some regions that she
would .see a speech therapist only 30‘minutes per'week in a ;
group of three students as. the therapist travels over a large ‘
area with an 1mposs1bly large case load. ‘Tom Brown, an emo-
tionally d1sturbed adolescent might-be expelled from. school-
or drop out unless he is lucky encugh to live 1n one of the

few- reglons proviiding approprlate serulces for him.

¢ - J

‘ Services and programs to,address all degrees of handi-
capping'conditions exist within the state at this time, but
they.are not available- in each area of the state. ,Aézudenﬂb'“;
proghams and seryices arne as Z&heﬁy to be' determined by what is Eocatﬂu
available as by Zhe needs o4 the Muden,t ‘The range of programs
and serv1ces available to a student has improved dramatically
' in the last flve years and vrrtually all handicapped students’

receive better and'more approprlate instruction than they did

}n the past. However® programs and services are still un- v

equall%,dlstrlbuted across the state, \

The development of programs and .services w1th1n a geogra-
phic area or local district appears to be directly correlated .
to the expertlse and interest of the speC1al educ¢ation staff

(1n the area. A region in which the personnel have skills and

previous experience in working with emotionally disturbed stu-
dents is likely to have comprehensive programming for these’
students.. A region whose personnel are most interested in L
séverely intellectually handicapped students is likely to give ’

priority to services for these students. . )
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- f:ﬂ‘ ’ . Wlthln New Hampshlre, there are, app oxlmately 12}550

;" N students w1th plld handlcapplng canditions (hlgh 1nc1dence),_
o ’ R approx1mately 2 000 students w1th moderate handlcapplng con-
. S . dltlons, and approx1mately 500 students WSE: severe handi- .
capplng condltlons (low 1n@;dgnce)¢ In ¢ ral, p;ograms
for students szh hlgh 1nc1dence handlcap01nq conditions
' . shopld be avallable logally Programs serv1ng students w1th,
dower 1nc1dence h&ndlcapplng condltaons should be avallable
on a reglonaL_or state basxs. Whlle he responslbrllty for-
o educating each handlcapped student clearly lies ‘with local
' - school d1str1cts, the: respon51b111ty for insuring tpe avail-
‘ability of programs and«serv1oEs for moderately and- severely
handlcapped students is unclear As the severlty of the
‘handicapping cond1tlon increases, the number of stddents in-,
- ' -volved goes down and the need for and costs of serv1ces ac '
) - up.\”@he lack of clearly’dgflned responsrblllty for these
¥ . services can lead to the q@sence of programs or ,the develop-
%erof proggamELpased primarily. on local staff expertlse and
P }’ L . intgrest, . R & " - .
) The State needs a comprehensive plagp whlch 1nsures ;pat
prOgrqmsxgnd servcies are equally available throughout the
state#ewFor example, programs for moderatly 1earn1ng d1sabled

students should be available in every high school.
.

Q RECOMMENDATION: A three-part plan be desdigned by the -
hd State which compiles the type and Level of progra <
- and services that should be available by dLAthLCt by
‘ 7 negdon, and by state that would inswre the equttable v
- - h avaitability of programs and, senvices to educationdly
2 handicapped students in New Hampshire. .

i Séch a plan would then provide éie framework or concep-
. tual schemes for “future decisions regarding d1str1butlon ‘of
‘ funds for programs and services for spec1f1c groups of handi-
capped students®in New Hampshlre over the next five-year
period. In the creation of this plan, it would also become ° \
-obvious 1) that some handicaps are too low incidence and the

-related programs too costly to be available in each local




° one program for autistic sisdents might, if moved 40 mlles

V
/

. New Hampshire were nof clear. Knowledge about thé range of '
t

/

[N

. gone ghrough_an aanal

area and 2) that some local‘progragf whldh presently exist

L. P
#U/\. o 4 ’

need to be made available to students on a broader basis

_or- moved to a more central geographlc area. For 1nstance,

s@rve double the present, oopulatlon while increasing Stafflng

by only 50%. .- ' . .

Prior é&‘this time, a comprehensive plan was not possible.

The number and meeds of educationaliy handicappéd_studehts.in

services needed consisé%d of hunches held tby a few with a state-
wide view. Today, information and knqQwledge aﬁ%ﬁavallable .
through SPEDIS special education directors and Sfate emplOyees
for the development g% a ratlonal state—w1de plan for services
"and programs. This plan could then be laid against what preg-
ently exists, and plans for filling the gaps and eliminating
duﬁlication could bé charted over a five-year peiiod. '

Responsible implementation of such a service plan would necessitate
Atabdhzedﬁundug Planning to date has been very difficult
dge to the annual changes in funding formulas. All parts of
62; system from local dlStrlCt through State offices have

djg ce in response to the yearly-jerk

of‘é%e'purse string. ual money jerk ripples through

the system taking seveﬁa;
and energy away frdh studént services to figure out how best

to accommodate the latest flnanc1al crisis. No long-range
plan or* stable programming “is p0551bleaw1th annual changes in

* .
the level or method of funding. L 3 - :

I3

honths of decision makers' time
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" Issue #2 To i*nsure that proqrams and services are re-- # .
sulting in anl;wed student pILOQILQAA 'at a level signi- ’
ficant for tHe effort expended.

%ebra Mltchell used in the exalee, comgs from a”
ﬁlnanc1ally "poor", district which has put forth 1ts maxir
mum effort with limited resources and staff, mhls dlStrlCt

~is.trying to serve .regponsibly its handlcapped students like

Debra. The questicn,that is gnawing _over time and seems to

4

remain unanswered is the basic issue of Debra' s learning.

‘With all this effort, attentlon, and more approprlate pro- -

gram, 1s Dgbra learnlng more or faster: than she would other-
wise? No one seems to know.‘ It is dlfflcurt to see progress
within short time periods, but after three or four years of
continuous delivery,of services for a sizable number of han-
dicapped students- fh this state, some judgenents should be
able to be ma\3?~'%br several years now Debra has had an in-
dividual educational plan (IEP) with diagnostic reassessments.
Determinding if Debra has made progress should be possible. 1In
the near future the State will have .to answer the questions
about Debra's leerning. . )
\ ¥ ‘ . ) . e

RECOMMENDATTON: A multi-Level study of the impact :
0§ nrograms on the progress fon handicapped students
should be designed and impLemented within the next

five yeanrs.

\.The goal of special education programs and services is to
increase the learnlng of the participating students. The bur‘
pose of such a study would be to ascertain the prog;ess of a
ranggm sample of students with varying handicapping conditions
and degrees of severity._ Such a study should provide infor-
mation about 1) ¢he géins of individual students, 23 the im-
pact @f different kind§ of programs on the handicapping
conditions'they'ege designed to help, and 3) the relationship

between impact and the resources allocated. il

i
¢




¥ ' ~ ' °
~

This recommendation is'not made lightly or wifﬁout qualhs’,
Undertaking such a study kolds great .risks =-- ten years of <
progress and work oould be brought into questlon. Few states
- are even asklng the questxon._ Most peoole are proceedlnq as
though all students were learning and the rlqh@ way had been
found. Ev&luatlon 1d,th1s area is not very sophisticated
and is fllled with compiex1t1es. " The methodology used must
be meanlngful for .the unlquenessrof the dxsparate populat}ons

served. Academic gains shduld not be the sole criterion used

; to measure educational pfogress.‘,As the severity of'ilian-
> ) d;capping condition incfeasesbthetmoader the meanng
. . educatjon. \

The individual IEP is.the only evaluative instrument
built into the process of operating programs and serviges.
- ﬁThis is not enough. Cokmon sense raises the question,
."Isn't there anything'that‘s not‘working’" It is- 1mp0531ble
to accept the premlse, given all the development act1v1ty . -
of the last five years, that all® ‘programs were equally suc-

cessful in produc1ng apprpprlate educational galns for students.

_ Past State éfforts have addressed standards for approval
» ~of special educathn programs. Thels andards and mon1tor1ng
visits have been helpful in ra1s1ng tﬁe quality of programs

dellve:ed, but more sophlstlcated guestions must be asked ) .

over the next five years,
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, . Issue’ #3 To insure a more cost ejfective delivery of programs
). ~  and services. S . ‘ '
. 1) . . ) ) B . . ’ - -
v o Development activity is rarely economical: or cost ef~

[fective in the short:r&d.; ?he'focus in development has been

to,desion and implement\proqramsss The focusg in consolidation -
. is to collect and use information in order to make judgements

about what works best‘ determine the most economical ways to

‘do what works best, oxganize parts for greater eff1c1ency,

‘and redlce costs by bringing together parts with similar.

functions. Such act1v1ty_rarer occurs normally without some

. external impetus.
[ 4

’

From a local“perspectlve several questlons affectlnq‘cost
need to be asked about Debra Mltchell s program. For example,
‘ﬂ}) could the Sth grade classroom teacher administer the semes-
ter testlng program as part of DeSra s regular classroom work .
. . rather than have her removed and tested by a readlng special-
‘ ‘ist, 2) could we 1ncorporate Debra's speech exercyses into -
‘her oral instruction with the learning disabilittes soec1al-
ist, 3) 6r is it possible in Debra's individihal program to \
"condolidate” the instruction from three specialists‘to one?
.iFrom a Sta%e perspective, questions which coulq,bevasked
- 1nclude° 1) are there local programs available which could
- ' be made avaalable regfonally, thus reducing the number and
. costs of dupllcate.prOgrams.,‘2) are there regional programs
with large numbers of students from an indiwidual district
-which should be a local prggram?, é)*are'there studehts with
——specific handicappind. conditions in certain areas of the

. : (]
.state for whom there are insufficient PYOQNQFS available?

. Other dimensions in need ofqanalysis, which could poten-
tially improve programs and reduce éosts, include: 1) the . .-
personngl and time most necessary for Pupll Evaluatlon Team *
stafflngs on individual students, 2){the appropriateness of
dlagnostlc and retesting informatien being done in regions,

+ districts, schools, and classrooms, 3) the reduction or.

" streamlining of\paperWork; both by the requestors and the
;responders, and 4) the transportation for handicapped_S&tu-

. H 0y

. dents . . R *

‘.’ . . . .17 K ) ' o
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The decision to consolldate program aCthltleS sﬁould -
‘ " be based on some data beyond "Thre's no money or "The pro- f
) gram, costs too much for us to do". There are presentlv few
C o - local, reglonal or State efforts based on evaluative data.
" Consolidation is the ‘time for \d\/syétema,uc national process fon
analyzing and evaluaxxng PROgRImS and AZMVLCQA at all Levels of the

M,ét?-m‘ N
= t
RECOMMENDATION Fo££OWLng a two-yean stabilization of :
acIIVAty'and funding, all Revels of the system should !
) " be requested to compLete a¢~deseniptive evaluative nre-, .
" pont- of programs and services gor educationally han- ‘ :
' /. . dicapped atudents -forn which they are nesponsible. -

Stablllzation of activity and fundlng needs to occur so

‘" that internal systems canA%e clarlfled and streamllned.. Once

that has occdred, accurate information can be obtained for
L -l -

{ - makrng reasonable judgements, Such a reoo following a two-
year stabilization period would request: a

1, what is be1ng done .

2. how well it'is working :

3, the integration adpects of programs and services
4. points of, duplication and redundancy )
5. components Wthh could be consolldated

\/ An analysls of this 1nformat1on followed by the intro-
duction of some basic prlnc1ples of good management should

v ‘ lead to more cost effectiveness. ' Thig should be a serious
:' effort with adequatg notice and lead time prov1ded so that
managers can act responsibly rather, than respondlng to "just
, . one more €xercise in eduqation", Consolldation and good

g manégement necessitate that evaluative judgements be system-

\x at1cally applleq to all dimensions of the system.
[ ;Q"e © d

«
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- Issue $#4 . To redeflne the. nofes o4 the State.and Spec,uoﬁ
. " " Edueation ‘im a consolidation effort,

~

In the past five years, the Special'Education staff

"l

have worked hard in difficult circumstances. They have pro-
vlded leadershlp and performed a multitude of dlverse functlons
while the world of spec1al education was rapidly changlng. Few
other states can claim. acc0mpllshments in spec1al education
*that New‘Hampshlre has maded A federal rev1ew found full iden=-
( tification and no identified handlcapped students without pro-
grams; SPEDIS has been designated as a model State system;

. the handicapped students' needs have been and remain the focus |
of all policy. The leadership functions provided by the State,
in' the past as presented ih Section I included interpreter of
the lawsp facilitator. of program development distributor of

- “funds, coilector of data, advocate of student rights, etc.

This work.allowed the State to move from tHe example of Jamés
‘Merrltt to the example of Debra Mitchell. The State must now
help the move to the example of Chris Adams,

5 . Chris Adams is a hearing impaired adoles-

cent who.has gone to school 50 miles from home
for the last four years, Recently Chris entered
West High School and takes classes in science, .

math, home ec,, and art, with specxal readrng '
instruction, -

it ’

4 h ] '

ﬂé/f”§everal of the actlvltles that have been performed by
e State in Chris' schooling are no longer necessary. The

z‘{%&r .

t
!
¥

T

increase in. local expértise, gnd the’ hiring of special edu-
oot cation staff at the local level have'helped to assure ¢
1) understandlng of the rights of handlcapped étudents, '
. 2} continuing development of programs, 3) the ldentlflcatlon y

' and placement of handicapped students, and 4) the continued

tralnlng of regular instructional pefsonnel, \ -

:What districts with the State's help must focus on for
the next five years is 1) reflnement of proqrams‘ 2) assess-
ment of programs, 3) consolidatiolf of services, ané #) elimi-
natlon of "gaps” '‘Qr "omissions" in sekrvices, Not every
district needs a discrete program for hearinq impaired ado-
lescents like Chrls, but su¢h a program should be available

N -

Q K . ]
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f ‘ within each geograph;Lc area. Local corwwl of pfv.agnam,s and money

Ll not Lead to the avaALab¢£4ty 04 a complete nange o0f programs at
negwnal and state Levels to serve students with Low incidence handi-

cappug comﬂluon;. This will not occur unless the State under-

ol

takes. some new [functions or tasks. ) -

x
[N M hd

.RECOHFEHDATION -A neassessment of the State's function

" : “fon’ the next five Hears needs to occun with the nesul-

) nt nedeginition of job nesponsibilities and a deten-
, (nation of the skills of stafs needed to canny ouf -
' the futune roles, ‘ .

7

dgear%y the role. of the State remabsw -é/cne of leadership,

- ., but this leadership should be pr6v1ded 1n the context of some
state-wide plan or prodress toward goals. The implementation
of any part of this report implies new tasks for the State,

, whether it 1s/development of a State plan for the Drov1slon of
'5?bgrams and services which insures the ‘development of consol-
1datlon of regional; and State ‘services, the undertaklng of
‘analysis and evaluation:of services presently being delfvered,
or the provision of assistance and procedures for 1mplement1ng
“cost effectlve management prlnc1§&es. ) : .

L4

- ' It is unlikely that the development and equallzatlon of .
‘ programs "and services will occur on a state-wide basis WLthout
) | signifﬂcant leadership from qpe State. The'impétus to mdve a’,
. program geographica%ly will not occur.local}y. ‘Additronallyf
as funds are reduced, some districts will discontinue costly ,
prcgrams for low, incidence handlcaps which could result in )
T, major state—wxde gaps in serv1ces and programs., It is nece-
.ssary that'the authorlty for and outline for the total xrange
of programs and services across therstate be placed definitely .-
to prov1de a rational basis fof*asslstlng school dlStrlCtS as

.
> . .

>\\\ they make decisions in the years ahead
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‘PThe pressures on local districts will contihue to in-
crease. Federal budgets are being cut, the fgture of P.L..
#94-142 is uncertain, support for girted_andhtalented pro-‘
grams gron, communities feel that "the average‘child is
left out",’and handicapped students_and their parents con-
tlnue to press for rights and resources. School boards,
in performing their duties for the State, must sort degands,
make. decisions about resources, and respond to the communi-
ties which elected them, - '

3

All decision-making groups are in need of clarity of

-purpose, priorities, and directdion to support their delibera-

tions related to special education, The State can brovide
this clarification for decision-making units in a, brief
series of discussion papers on topics such as the separa-
tlon of public health and education and the continuum of re-
meédiation and special educatlon. Tremendous amounts pf
energy and time are expended -in the planning and decision-
making around educationally handicapped students. Without
blear guidelines for decision—making and implementation,
these‘valuable resources are often used wastefully.

- s i

A five-year consdlidation plan based on this report

&

é

would:

1. Stabilize programs and funding for two years

2, Redefine the State and Special Education's role of

. .leadership, authority and responsgibilities ,

3. Compile a comprehensive plan of programs afid seryices
chat would be available locally, regiomally, ahd
Within the State to equltably serve all handicapped
students

3, Initiate an evaluative study of student progress and
program input

5. Request descriptive evaluative reports on all programs
and services .

6. Dlgtrlbute a series 'of discussion papers .

o

Judgements based on the action listed above would pro-)‘
vide for max imum avallablﬁity, effectlveness and efficiency

in spec1al education . services in New Hampshire. -
R T

Y
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SUMMARY . : ‘ .

' ' ~ The accompllshments of New Hampshlre in the last five
years have been major. Few states can matchrthe quality of ©o.
R effort that has been expended in special education by New
‘( ' Hampshlre.. Problems exist, idsues need to be resolved, and
new difections initiated. But take a moment~to step back
from the'daily crises. The people of New Ha;ighlre have
( within five years serlously and respon31bly addressed a
. ' slgnlfacant educatlonal and soc1etal problem~ Major changes
» working toward resolutlon of spec1a1 education issues have

been created with integrity. Uﬁch has 3Fen accompllshed. .

Past achievements, include: .

1, The acquisition of a broad base of knowledge’r
. about the law and about the education of .handi-
cappéd students by large numbers of people in
New Hampshire.

[y

t 2. The dellvery of services through a wide ‘range of
s programs for handlcapped students throughout the
state.,

"3, The responsible use of funds by local districts
and regional 'units to serve handlcapped students.

4, An emerging awaréness of the complexlty and the’
¢ inter-~relatedneds of agencies, services, laws,
‘ ‘e 7 * and funding serving handicapped students.
Students are being served. The development phase is
over. A fine beginning has been made, but much remains to

be done. -

The key ob]ectlves and issues to be addressed in the _
consolldatlon phase which would affect the-dellverv of pro-
_ grams and services for the educatlonally handicapped in New

’

Hampshlre 1nclude'

1. To obtain an equitable dlstrlbution of quality
serv1ces and programs across the state.

2, - To assure that the programs and serv1ces are
resultlng\ln increased studerft progpess at a
level suf c1ent for the effort expended.

- 3. To insure a more cost effective delivery of ¢
' programs and services. ”»

“ ‘ 4. 7o redefine the roles of the State and Spec1a1

. ; Pducation in a consolidation effort.
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A five-year consolidation plan which addresses the

' -objectives above ‘would: .

&
1) Stabilize programs and funding for two years

2) Redefine the State and Special ‘Education’'s leader-
ship, authority and responsibilities.

3) Compile a comprehensive plan of programs and ser-
vices that would be available locally, regionally, .
and within the State to equitably serve all handi-
capped students/‘

4) Initiate an evaluatlve study of student progress
and program input:

"5) Request descriptlve evaluative reportsonall pro-
grams and services

6) Distribute a series of discussion wapers

. ]
Judgements based on analysis of the inforpation re-

sulting from action listed above would provide for maximum

&vailability, effectiveness, and efficiency in special

education services in New Hampshire,

. \K
1"1\ — ’
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Discussion Guide

1 - .

Objective: To generate discussion and analysis about the
status of special ‘education in ‘New Hampshire. .

~

Desired Outcome: Increased awareness and understanding of,

21

. - ?
the critical ‘issues which now need to be' addressed .
by.special education in N¥ew -Hampshire.

L 4

+Materials Needed: -Discussion Paper "Special Education in

' ) -
. . . -~

New Hampshire: A Five Year Perspective", Massey
. T} ' and Crosby. s

Time: 1 to 1% hours L. - .

£ ¢

’

‘Discussidn Guide:
- 15 min. I. Introduction

< . . a. Who are we, what we did, what we found '
’ *b. Lead 0 paper based on our observations -
® and analysis
! c. Purpose of paper to assist in your study,
. . analysis, refléction, and evaluation of
A . special education in New Hampshire
d. What is your role or responsibility or
task as it relates to special education
in New Hampshire?
e. How can such a paper assist you?

-
.

15 min, 2. Compare and Contrast.

‘ . a, In the last few years, what do you see as
) the achievements that have been made in
" New Hampshire? List on board
b. Compare list with 4 generic achievements

’ \ ", in paper (p. 5)
-~ c. These achievements have resulted from
L activities (p, 4) plus more (taken from

their list)
- AL ‘d. Summary: can we agree that g lot has 1ndeed
’ occurred and begA achieved? Can we be pleased
, . about our work 1n New Hampsh1re°
. , 8 v
15 min. 3. Development and Consolidation
a. List from group on board "characteristics -
- or’ things that typically happen in devel-
opment phase and consblidation phases."
(Make a chart)

-

b. Look at list in terms of "Has this been true
T for New Hamsph1re°" .o
¢, Summary: So in a consolidation ‘phase what . .
can we. expect to-be doing in New Hampshire? -
(Review list)




2!

15 mine

, 15 min.~

=

€

Ge;ting Specific " ‘ ' -
a.,Key issdes for consolidation in New Hamp- '

shire (p. 9) ot
b. Walk through lSSUeS and recommendatlons

Compare and Contrast

a, How do these issues-and recommendatioens -
FIT with what is now being done in New ' .
Hampshire? Are they possible? "‘Should :
they be done? -

b, Points of agreemeént/disagreement (List)

.c. Yhat meeds to happen next?




