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.4. situations and evaluating existing organizations._Chaptet 3 contains
a description cf the four Oases of planning and development: .

identifying-where to begin,rsletermining the dollaborativess
structures developing prp4ram_design, and developing a financial
plan. Included in Chapter 4 :are a five -part- plan for needs assessment'
in the areas of,number4A students needing services, current service

t est; and Worksheets for program planning and
resources, trans Cation, funding resources, and general . .

collaborative in
evaluation. Provided in the appendixes are texts "of -Massachusetts
laws and regulations pertinent to' collaboration, case studies of
seven collabordtivbs, ,and' the titles, ervi-ee areas, and 'names and
addresses of contacts for 70 collaboratively run prograls in
Massachusetts, listed alphabetically by region. (Is)
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Concerns Which cluster around equal educational opportunity have guided the Advi-
sor\ ( ourreil in several studies. with this handbook being the most recent. Shorting
hildcen with special needs is one manifestation of inequity. Twb previous MACE feports

toLii,ed directiy on the child with special needs and the quality of their schooling.
One led to the landmark legislation now varion$ly called "Chapter 766,- or the "Bartley-
Daly passed t-), the General Court in 1972. Chapter 766 legislation has been
described around the nation as "the most progressive ptittlicsch-ocrl-spetiafeducation
program in the country

Progressive or not. Chapter 766 was badly needed even though it has led many already
overburdened school 4chninistrators to wonder if. they could cope with the comprehensive
and ,inibitious ft.13tures of the bill. In'recommending the legislation, MACE was.clear in its
intent to advocate improved special services for the handicapped child and to center the
services on education. MACE and Chapter 766 notwithstanding, the ultiMate test is what
hapPens to the child with special needs.

By all measures. one of the most promising ways emerging to advance equal eduCa-
tional- opportunity is through collaborative arrangements meant to respond to and pro-
vide for programs and services of a quality not otherwise available. This handbook,
developed by EdCo, is designed to support the principles of Chapter 766 at a practical
level by helping to assure thateollaboration is-placed on ii-sound- basis.

Acts of collaboration have an exciting' potential for assuring educational opportunity
and for making certain that scarce resources are used effectively. This handbook forwards
that general objective while being specifically directed to developing collaboratives for
children with severe handicaps.

Well over one hundred good and talented people contributed to this handbook. It
contains practical- wisdom distilled from many and varied sources. Study it. Use it. Let us
know the results. We must move on education challenges together. That's what collabo-
ration is all about.

Ronald Jac on
Associate Director arch

.'Massachusetts Advisory Council ducation



stud), _directors'
pretace

In e fort to address a statewide, need for the delivery of service's to severely
handicapped students: the: Massachusetts Advitory, Council on Education commissioned`,
the Education Collaborative for Greater IlOston to pursue a study on viable approaches.

The stud} , entitled "Collaborative Implications of Chapter 766 in Programming for
Low-Incidence Handicapped individuals," began in Jan-u ary 1'974 with the conviction
that _collaborative programming was the most effective means for delivering services to
severel}. handicapped youngsters. This set .the direction for the research an findings
that resulted in this handbook.

We began by researching existing collaboratives and regional programs both locally and
nationwide. However, it was our interaction with collaboratives in Massechusetts,------

.

conducted through interviews, visits and meetings, that provided us with information on
successful Models o collaborative governance, management, detiveti of services and fiscal
relationships' formation created the foundation of the guidelines in this handbook,
which are intended to encourage communities across the state to perceive collaboration as
a means of implementing Chapter 766.

The study was conducted at a most appropriate time with the enactment of Chapter
'76'6. School systems across the state Were,-seeking a means of providing -services_ to their
handicapped youngsters and it was discovered that almost all were involved with other
districts in some manner. For the first time schools were being asked to providela service
that had historically been provided by other institutions or not provided at all.
Additionally. school systenis were seeking technical assistance and guidance .on ways tp
work together ... to share resources save money ... to collaborate.

Under this aura of need, information and communication were the two impartant areas
our project study. team addressed. Collaboratives and neighboring school districts were
invited to meet with us to explore ways of collaborating. &network of information and

,communication channels developed, aided by the statewide disseminatidn of Tour project
newsletters. Relationships,were establishecd statewide that provided invaluable'sOurces of
input and direction. An outgrowth of these relationships is the :eppportunitY for
continuous interaction and collaboration to find approaches and solutions, to common
problems. As a_result of this study, individuals representing a variety of 'agencies and
school systems. across the state are currently meets to design and ;implement
collaborative "programs that serve the needs of-their low-incidence populations. Thus, the
climate.Was opportune for the pursuit of this study.

. .

. Our work over 'the past few months has also Jed us to examine and critically 'analyze
the' mechanism, "collaboration." We have repeatedly" ,bitoken dOyin and rebuilt our
definitions on the basis'orthe insights we have gaitied..

This document will prove successful if it assists scboordistricts in establishing unique
and effective approadies to delivering services to the special needs students of .our.
Commonwealth.

-

7

Uedill *1..

Marilyn aisbicos
The Educational Collaborative for Greiteialloston
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This. is a book about children . severely handicapped, cliildrt(n it'lr-Ivery special .
I-.

. . ,

itdrOductiOn-
, edthationarneeds Whether your schbor distriig is large orsmalt, such tudents comprise, '

between two and ten _percent of your total enr,011inent, and they range in age,from,3-71.1
, .,

0lJnder the requirements oi: Cliapter'764, these children Must receive an equal and,quality
education: big often cannot bepefit fronOla so-calle,d regular classro m. Many have never

. before been pubricly educated. Each of t eve children requires an ndividualizecfedtica-
tional plan ,based on a thoro4 professio al evaluation. ,

.But It ifi-a hook ./0:r adults, specific ly lose adults who nuke ecisithis regarding the
education of special needs child re chid d in this audience are liperi. ntendents,,,school
cammittee members directors of *dal e ucation and.pupil pe sonnet services, evaitia-
bon coordinators, and directors of collaborative programs. - . 1.

, The singular,and unifying focus of this book is cbllaboratio bow 'school' adminis-

:.: trators can Work together tesign and implement quality educational programs for.
. severely'handleap'ped students in a cost-effective way. It is callel a handbook because it is

designed to help you'decide., ,

....
, ,. whether collaboration is an optiOn to consider , '''

/whether joining-a collabor'ative or starting one is appropriate I.,--

' how to actiiiair a coliahortitive plan - . -i

hOW[fo maintiiinli.otirl'ollcibirrative Orgin7.1titibii
_hay to decide if collaborai* should continue
As a_handbook, it includes inforfnation on: 'pertinent stat tes; speeific criteria td make, s,

judgements about, collaborating; a step-by-step process o. initiate a coilabgratiVe; a
- methOd..of assessing need; both within a. district and :cross districts; plarihing and

-eitaliration instruments; examples of collaborative serif' s; funding'sources;agencies
offering support services;: case studies of existing collabor fives; and a regionarlisting Of
collaboratives (hat ides-gin6S their major services.- These eatures have beer' planned'to
provide you with both the information and support that ill enable ycio to imptove your
special educration program services. *

.

If, in- your judgemenCcollaboration!anight be an attr tive method through, which-'to,..ho.w-to.-use serve some Or ,All of your special needs students, three opt ons become apparent: ,

the handbook
,

loth clhe --27 . ,. \

..
re Nicu I :(151c

v- . s. Inieralfe e.x IstIllk arrangements ..t"( , .
,

, . J. . ,

.

The ,abjective of this handbook is to provide You with nougninformation to Cho
implement a. course of action in a,re,sP6itsible,Way.

,.. 7,

and

Chapter .diseusles 4he range of programs and se ces that are same y offered by ,

collaboratives airross the- state. It also presents a deci ion-making ,pft t 4s that wilrht4p
determine vylrtetiler.to join,an existingotgization on itiate ation of anew ope.

Chant 13 is specifically directed fo educators ho are . start or. joim,a"
collati ative, to collaboratives in an early -sta e o devctloprueht: it outlines a'
de .n-making ceSs, that will pyovide the\fo kin .6f a, sOupd nt

cture and th 1uc s such --vital. isstiet as needs : - merit 01- definitiO goyernan
structures; policy forOation, legaljestrictipns, b (g tang, finitying, And obtaining state

4 ,

1 7-(Weipter 4 carttaitts planrithg- risfOrmatio r r tho
-Er-7 -t.i,. continue, collaborative arrangements, T

,

commu,ni s
. .

LullquIcrii Or
isist in th development of,all 'appiopria.k data
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collar

,,
.

, 4
' . . ..' '

L-2,
. ...'

_,,:olleCtine, design, sample need's assessment in have beenineltited. Instriirnontsl'
for use-in-evaluation are also provided for Ape assessment and improvement-of 'on-going'
Lorlaboeatitit, endeavors., these Sample working papers have .e'en presented togeth0 fo,r ..,

convenient reproduction in osier to modify thenifor.use:,; ..- ' ' oe"
,4 fro '

if the manual accomplishes its objei,:tiv-e of self-help, the risk of: forming a colt Worative, ,

shoUld be subVtintially, (educed, and the probability that, v established col)*
achieVe self-sip/Wining operafions shOuld be/increased. ..,-' . _

;0 .1,
:.

,. , .. , ,
-,. ..-

five can
/

onsider it is no secret that .School enrollmentS are shrinking, that cosfare iisii and t *the
two factors are related In general. it is becoming increasingly,,diffieult to rnaintainNuality

oration? -educational; progratits with tightened budgets. Yet to consider skin g
1Y1:

it of
.

e law
ion or

A

A"

of

r

tional money is tcoinvite additional ure from p -publit that hag 'at tim sou

procjairned its reluctance to s port either-incre axes or school bcindissues.
In the last year this d mma has been compounded by the required impleinentati

chaplet 77() of the-, cts, of 1972, kmAn originally ,by the names join` itt 'spon
',.,. Daly-Bartley and more recently, simply as Ilar,fecigl es -cation 11W. No sin
, on record has so ,,completely transfotmeetrie trespolisi ities Orspcial educ

added s,o suhstantidlly and Str suddenly/ to its'cost. -.. - ,_, .

-WIly `IS it-SoC-OstrCha pier 76,-requirereach g of district to revOstill tirorapir ----7---
' ZiT special edtication Servates.-4nd intkoduc'es the public school' pop lion .many '"
students whin previously were.served by ofii publcie'and private'ageneiei. these Saine.

-.children could simply fill the empty in in schools With declining en ents,' their
impact -:tvould bq slight:, in fact, in . sine districts, their -enrollment i t have cost

`,benefig. Btit the majority -of.4these children cannotreceive educational, 1-1, nefits in this
way. They mfr ;be evaluated-and have sped. --educational plans d eloped for them...

o t ese,plans will requ I, r s ction of new facilitieS'a d 'ire* Programs,-as >. ..--

well as new and more-specialized taff and as ative procedures
There may lie,only a few children in your entire istriet who ve a particular handi-

cup. But even these few might not be appropriately goouped in o class because they are
likgly to be far- apart in age And ability, even within the limit tions off' their handicap.
Hi torically, the term low-incidence has been applied to sever handicaps, meaning that

,.- deafness:for example, is found in two percent of a population. But this statistic is relative,
in itS actual impact, for twiti, Peicent, of-a strident enr Intent of 199,000 is 2,000. '

,students., ,kith this large a handicapped 'population, cost. fective 'groupings are rikely.lii
hool districts, the problems of ,

otnes econ oda icim possibility for
tire rang of handicaps. Th4 is a very ,

be found, and prograganprobably.
, educating such.studenMeome rn"
each district to provide elfectivea
compelling reason to consider colla

exist. tfi, smaller,
nified, and it 15
ices for the:

oration,

chapter 766/ Let us look it the problepi
student has been identified and'

option educational plan that cannot b
r' , t'rict. What options are a(failabl

Appendix..A)outlines,the avail
--. sebOol committee shalt aye\

puents-4-these-retiulations:

(a) y sa 16ffy such r
. .

olds an
itterent perspectiv.' A severely ItalCapped.

aluation has been performed. 14 teem
through currently existing forograms in ,your dis-',

Section 201.1 of Chapter 766=iegulftiOns (see
courses of action for delivering serviet:
tire following options in satisfying any-of the roll

.

.

quitetnents itself
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1111 It' magi onfer into ,an agreement .
to satisfy' such requirements thro h a regional

collaborative : ,
'4

( ( /: 1-1.,ma`v r.titcr into an agreenifint or contract with a private selu or pubhe or private
'a.1,,etu v'orinstitittion'to vOlvli,y. iili roqUirentents,

. Fan -optron mast' he-evaluated for educational effectiveness, cosi effectiveness and avail-
ability Jr 116 program. can he ideiltified that meets your criteria, then collaboration may

The the hest ot.Ific three altern,itiveas, and you may *ell find many of your neighboring,.
LO114agues at the. Same placein'their considerations. ' v., s,

*
4 I t !Mist lie stressed's? ho:weveri..that collabOration is net a panacea., In some cases, it

makes "sense. Tor a clioblodistrict to initiate and carry ont its own program. In others,
'some .degree of-cbtlaboration,'May_beadvantageous, but joining or forming a collaborative
will not be. In ,y-et'othsr" cases, -the benefits of membership in a collaborative will far
outweigh' its cos-t: and.. niay provide ;file only cost-effective means of implementing the
syrovisions of the law.' , .

-1 leis first chaPter is'ihtended to define the concept of collaboration and to assist you in
answering the .(itiestion. Should you consider collaboration? . _.

Between 1970 and today, the General COurt of Massachusetts has/enacted-several
iiieCeS--6flegistation ytliat allOwifOr-C011aborative solutions to edUcatiOilal,PrObleritS: The
laws 'currently in force Section 4A of Chapter 40 of the Acts of 1,970, and Chapter
797, an amendment td,Chapter 40 that went into effect in,..Nov er 1974 ---: are
included in Appendi /-\ ., '- ,

. .
I'llaptel,0 is of iniportance becuue it is the original enabling le s i that.permits

two or more school committees to authorize 'agreements for educational vities to be
jointly undertaken. I is under this legislation-that the Majority of current co aborative
relationships were initiated. )--'

In .1972, Chapter -753, an -amendment ,to Qhapter 40, was Passed. This legislation--
aflowed for the establishment of Collaborative organizattionS a more formal type Of

, , .... c
collaborative r lationShiP. . , ',:.

. .

When This r search project Was begun, 'these , two s we ewe benchmarks to ,
collaborastive i t ivify. During the researching' of ,-a new law Chapter-797 -

. was pasted. A-4 of November 1974, Chapter 7 ai ded Chapter 753. The new law is of
importane-e\for two' of its provisions. Ftir scribes in detail some,aspects of collabo-

P rafive governance systems that prey sly were left to members to decide; second; it -
,

creates the possibility 'whereby th ate can potentially'fund part of the start -up costs for .
come ''nCwly developing collab' atives. This law.ssitmed particular importance,to.special

:educators who at the time its enactment Were just beginning, to -feel the firli brurifOf,-. .

:-.-=',-implcmenting:Chapter.7 , -

,-; This beginning of is research, then, foctissed on Chapter 7%53 #nd sought to define
methods of or.ganizing collaboratives under its limitations. Many groups in the state had
been organized under this law and ithere existed a body of eXperience through which the ,
study team could examine 'the strengths and weaknesses of alternajive approaches. the
pas4age of chapter 797 call the study team to redefine its mission. The experiences of

. Chapter 753 c011abor 'were still studied, but, because the new law-.4etines'a some-,
what. different .organizationOtructure. than had been previously used, 4t was unknown if

, existing collaboratives Nliould b&,."grandfathered" - considered to hays a continuing legal-
status. Atteion +wT then direct towaidisiiting:the-Sfafiljepar et-IFOTEdUca ton

. in their definiti of thesiuidelines 'implementing Chapter,797.

00 teml,lasis of;
collaboration
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ohturnurg'outside funding
la( k formal rewgnittwi
lac k ()J. guidelines for program control.

L.
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4.

.lor al .
Formal collaboratives may be single purpose ormulti-purpose. A single purpose organi- -v-11

collabora yes nation. such as a special education collaborative, may involve a number of prfagrams, e.g.,
* . transportation: teacher recruitment, a program.for hearing-impaired students, eta. Many

of the formal collaboratives currently operating are structured according to Chapter 753
guidelines and must have a BiiIrd of Directors, thereby providing a structure through
'which general-policy questions can be determined. A.second level.ofpanagement may be
..organized ;as air advisory council. SPeeial education directors, repreienting their dints,
wouldsmeet more frequently to supervige program operations. Whether or not the collab-
orative has its own staff (or relies. on LEA staff) usually depends on the type of program
offered and on the level of funding. r :

Mt;ny such collaboratives begin informally and later seek state approval. This trend
. .

could change, however, Under the provisions of Chapter 797, which requites forma) state
. approval, for (witting ellgibiliti. .

, t.
,,1 There are pro'blems' inherent in formal collaboratives as well. often similar tojhose

"fount- in 'informal arrangements, Where a collaborative offets only a single service, there 'is ,

a common concern thar.if one member no longer needed thb program or service offeted
the entire rollaboAtive might be jeopardized, particularly if the resigning member was 'the
ono4who had previously . contributed the largest share of funding. 'A second 'Urea of
concern relates 'to employee benefits and tenure Arrangements.. These problems are
Addressed in Chapter 3. . -. 4.

Multi-purpose collaboratives tend-, to have somewhat.tnore stability:Such organkitions
usually hive g central staff that allciws the colliboratiie to be morelespnsive to a wide'.
range of indiyidual members' needs on both short- and tong -terra bases, Their management

multi- purpose
collaboratives

V

It 11. 1

finding Imancialasupporefortmembers' requests providingtenure and benefits to.c.cilabo-
rative employees and developing a souttd:organizational,stracturq, .
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The most recent development in collaborative Structures are linkages between existingregionai and-.collabSrative organizations. Such a step has been :ken in the Greater .Boston Region,
statewide through the development of the ioiri Planning G . representing the collaborativessin. . ..

coltaborative' the region.
_

-A statewide planning grbu -oil boratives is also-in the formation stages under the
- guidance of the- Division of Education and the.Regional Education Centers: This

will provide an important linka e arrangement among'coiaboratives for seeking'solutions
to common problems generated by Chapter. 7156 and--for disseminating information
relaled to,rxemptary programs.

-
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GHAPTER Z: JOINING A GOI*ABORiTilife.

introduction .

4

what do collabOratives offer?
`_ administrative services ,

student programs
. .

which collaborative should you consider *fling?
assessing local uation.

t evaluating existingtorg Ations \
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introduction

hat do
c_ oilaborativ es

offer?

4

I

F,here are a number of and reasons uty a community would oonsider joining a
c.311ahoratiePerhdps as a result of tore esaluations. you have ulentified a gap-between
the services L our distrkt offers and those you-nded.'On the other hand. maybe jlou have
been approached b an trusting collaborative or oneAn the process of forming. Still
another- reason !night be that agreements ott have had in the,past are not working well in
the prek,ent hateNer the reason. you must tirsf consider the range Of services that Might
be offered through collaborative membership: and second you will need to evaluate
specific &sting groups to seeclif ii meet your needs.

In thissectio,n we define ad, range of. programs and services that are currently
offered by existing collaboratives and refer to specific organizations or ,agreements as
illustration. The illushations used are followed by bracketed nuinbers.which refer to their
positions in Appendix C. a listing of collaboratively run specialieducation programs in the
(orrimonwealth. their members-, services a1nd administfative cabntacts. The listing. is
organizctiby gectraphic region ',ccofeling to the boundaries of the

-
Department of Educa-

tion. The citations used in this chapter are merely representative examples and areno,t
;.:dmplete references. either in terms of ail the services available through a particular
agreement or all the organizations that offer a:particular program. For a more complete
listing. we refer yoi- Appendix C. - . -___ . f '' -'s

There is no singe co borative that includesevery service orprogram described in this
chapter_ Our purpose is point out that many special education administrative and
educatiOnal services are successfully being implemented currently through collaborative

,amingernents. and to assist you in selecting a Collaborative approach most appropriate to
your needs. .. .

6 As you read through the program descriptions that follow, consider how your school
district current!), accomplishes the various tasks that are described. In many cases you
will find that your current procedures are efficient and effective. Others may suddenly

. strike you as areas where probleins have arisen time and again. In assessing your needi,
these are the areas that will probably prove most likely to besuccessfullk solved throug,h,
collaboration. , .. . . -711111. -

administrative
services

The requireirtents of Chapter 766 h ave increased loca administrative burdens. Partici-
.

pating member's have frequently found, that these r sponsibilities, norm'ally assuined by a
school' district's special education staff. can be more eflioiehtly accomplishes) by a collab-
orative. Because of its unique position, the collaborative staff can effect the consolidation
of service across districts. ;S

Personnel
Chapter 766 has required a significant 'increase in school personnel with special educa-

tion training, experience and certifietation. Traditionally, each ,school district has _con-
ducted its own recruitment campaign through newspaper advertisements, notifjcation of
college and university, placement services, word kof mouth, and occasiianally tbroughpii-
vate placement sfrvices.:In many cases:quallfred. personnel either never learned of-open=
ings: or, having established a geographical boyndary in which they wouldlikyilo work,
spent countless hours going through identical 'processes in community after-cOmmuttity.
Further, each schodl district was deluged withApplications for every available 'position, as
were all its tieightfors

Several collaboratives have begun model programs for teacher ierkititrnent and selec-



\ D tion. CAPTA (Collaborative Approach to the Processisof.TeacherApplications) 1461, a
single pulpose collaborative of 16 communities on the Sbuth Shore. was initiated from a
!militant felt need to reduce paperwork and to eliminate unnecessary, repetition anion
applicants in neighbonng distriets through the use of computer technology. Applicant
use one `application form for all oriithunities., noting their priorities on the form. It is
interesting that when CAPTA was getting under way, a major issue was the feeling of each
member that its own application was unique A study of these applications showed that
although the order and,precise wording of items differed from community to community,
the basic information. requested in each case was virtually the sarAeOn this basis, a,
commonapplicatOrrsfard-Fief6fied.-

A similjr. but less formal-procedure is used by SPEDCON, North -Shore Special
tion Consortium 1291, which- maintains a personnedi bank for its ten members and'kee
lists of yacancies and data on. all proyegtive ,candidates on file. SPEDCON,serves its

.members by advertising all vacancies. and accepting and analyzing all applications. It
then sends appropriate applicants to the individual member LEA's fOr interview and final

.selection.
Collaboratives active in\this role find that theprocess considerably reduces the volume

ot paperwork:for Their members. while allowing each member to choose from the widest
srlecoi of qualified. applicants,, Further; -it -establishes-a_ permanent resource file of
personnel with special qualifications: 7

-

In-service Training .
./ .

training.A related service, and one frequently offered by collaboratives, is in-service, training.
This usually involves bringing together professionals and/or non-profe-Ssionals from several
cOmmutrities for shared, training experiences. COilaboratives with in-hottse researekaild
development staffs'may- prepaie a training 'program based on the specific needs of '
members. ot.may purchase the services Of trainers, taking care of all administrative coordi- .

nation. This4sechrice is particularly impottant in implementing Chapter 766- because thiv.
law redefines many tr4ditionil,ro1es. Classroom teachers, for example, are now 'working
with a much more lieferOgeneOil student population and, as a consequence, find that
individuaAjzing the cuntplum- anti leaching through a diagnostic /prescriptive approach is
no longer just one possible approach; but more likely is now mandatory. MosfclasSroom
teachers are untrained in this approach as well as in the sociological and psychological
support that may be nece in a classroom that includes special needs children:Sail
is not only, classroom
trators, cafeteria worke

Several colinboratives have attacked this problem. Vcir example, communities in ,ttle
western parte( the state have entered into an _agreement with North Adams State
College1661 ror specific types of teacher training - courses. Although this is not a formal _

collaborative, it constitutes collaboration-afriiing School districts to Collectively purchaie a
service. i . "7'

Certain formal boratives hare standard tr
Centervars. For example, the errimac Education Center (

orative for Greater
preparing school administraXors to assist In serving
Education Cooperative.(TEC) ( 131. also offers a wick
utilization and indiir,i4nalized teaching techniques.

s Who may require in-service training. Parents, acIminis7
s drivers the entire school commurffty is affected by

Chapter 766.

g courses given at 'scheduled
C).12$1 and the Education Collab-

' Training
ren ,with spe

of in- service

. ,
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The most ree t innovat n in this area is the development of the Joint Planning
Group. a collab rative of co aboratives, initiated by the special' education staff of the
treater Boston egional Edu tion Center. One purpose of the Joint Planning Group is
re) develop in-s nice training rograms to implement Chapter 766 and to share training
experiences an expertise amo g the seven collaboratives in the region, thug affecting the
36 coltimunit 's in this area. he Joint Planning Group is currently preparing training
packets Ito b available in the spring) on instructional materials, utilization of media, and
pre-school pr grams.

lnformatio Exchange and Proposal Development
One of most valuable serviLes rendered by collaboratives to their members is the

`exchange information and the opportuinty to discuss mutual problems. Because special
educators ave traditionally been somewhat isolated within school systems, opportunities
for info ation sharing within and among school systems- has been/ very positively
received. In general, collaboration allows peer professionals from different communities
to probl m sOlve together on,administrativ_e; regal andpolitical problems. Being part of a
collabor tive allows spiccial educator6, teachers and administrators to, examine program
prioritie . to identify appropriate funding agencies, and, to produce proposals for\new
progra ing in a-Cooperative manner.

Each year, fOr exaMPle, LE-A's'are notifiea by.both federal-and siate agen-ciefolThe
availabil ty of funds under different legislative programs.. Competition is usually quite
high. I many instances.. contiguous' communities may be filing essentially the same` _

proposa Often. if two ,or more communities were involved in the effort, the deVelop-
mental sts could be spread over a broader base and the cost-effectiveness of the pro-
gram wo Id be increased. further, one of the traditional thorns of program funding it the
lack of issemination of program results. Clearly, joint proposal and program develop-..
merit spe ks to both of these issues. . ..

In seve al cases, collaborative members have made formal agreements to cooperate on
efforts to secure funding. The state has looked favorably on this cooperation because it
encourage the maxiiruim usage of minimum dollars. Coilaboratiye proposal development
has also a wed communities with 'very small populations to apply for and receive fund-

, mg for whi h they otherwise would not have been eligible. .
_...-- Some co aboratives 'have- found it effective to hire special personnel with unique

qualificatio in proposal 'development to assist them 'with this activity. Becanse of. the
broader ba of funding, such consultants have been able to be employed in the most
effiCient man er. . _. , .

,7 Should me ber .communities decide not to apply for funding collectively, a, collabo-
ratiVe can still serve as a clearing .house to advise members when they, are submitting
competing or oVerlappitig pioposals. Insome cases, members are asked to file an abstract

if of. their proposals with the collaborative, which then distributes the a tracts and gives
members a periofil of time in which Jo respond. If no one !opposes the osal, the

- collaborative publicly endorses the effort and pledges their Support and coupe to
- the- venture. This, too, is generally looked upon favorably by government pro mai evaln-

ators for it ensures some dissemiltation of research findings.,
Needs Assessment ,

.

AO collaboiltives must tsome poilit identify?, assess, and assign priorities to needs
of -tlieire-me-mber-coMmunitie4s-in-Ilknelca' se,s,-this-lias-tieen-aocomplished-prior
the -collaborative by the individual LEA staffs'ai.a means of decidin

.': 4
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to joig a collaborative: in others, it is undertaken as the collaboratives ,first task. The
subject of needs assessment is described in,detail the folloWing chapter, and informa-
tion in Chapter 4 will also be of assistance in this planning activity. We note it here,
however. to point out that a collaborative is often better able to collect and analyze needs
assessment data because it enjoys an objective perspective. Also, when the collaborative
has on file the current programs and status of each of its members, it is in a position to
rapidly assist members who have similar needs.

Legislative Impact
Because many voices are stronger than one voice, collaboratives have often been used

as vehicles for recommending new or revised Irgislation. Project SEEM [271, for example,.
was instrumental in the drafting and passage of Chapter 753, the original legislation that
gave legal status to collaboratives and allowed collaboratives to act as their own fiscal
agents. In another case,lEdCo [91 petitioned the Department of Education in the spring
of 1974 for greater community input into the drafting of guidelines and regulations_ for
Chapter 766. As a result, twelve people from EdCo school distrtctswere assigned to the
Task Force Committee that formalized the final guidelines and regula ns for statewide
use. Most recently, following an EdCo sponsored meeting at which mutu rns were
expressed, collaborative directors from all over the state joined an Ad Hoc Advisory
Committee to assist the Bureau of School District Reorganization and Collaboration in .
drafting guidelines for the implementation of Chapter 797.

Transportation
Because of. the scarcity, of low-incidence educational programs throughout the state,.

educating students with special problems has often meant transporting them cons,iderable
distances under ,very special and costly doot-to-door arrangements. In an attempt ,to
provide cost savings and efficiency to this process, several collaboratives, including Light-
house Educational Corporation [511, SPEDCON 1291, TEC [131, CASE [18] and SEEM
[271, have carefully analyzed the transportation needs and services of member commu-
nities. Through their efforts, a considerable-degree of duplication and unnecessary travel
Was'` been eliminated. Studentt in neighboring communities traveling to the same educa-
tional site have more logically been assigned to. one Carrier. In sdme cases, the collabo-
rative organizes and coordinates-the transportation of all special needs students within
member districts. In other cases, the collaborative analyzes the transportation needs acid
makes recommendations about grouping, use-of vehicles, cross-community pick-ups etc;,
Whichifidividual LEA's then implement. --

Transportation issues are worthy of consideration by collaboratives for financial
reasons alone. Present isolated practices may be excessively expensive. Experience subw
stantiates that. collaboratively -run transportation systems, designed in response to Chapfer
766. have been successful in reducing costs. For Lolore detailed consideration of these
issueS, a jpblication entitled Cost Analysis. for- Regional Transportation System (1974) is
'available from MACE.

Student Exchanges and Related Services ,

In mkny cases, the collaborative serves as coordinator to effect student exchpnges'
betweenivmmunities. Project SEEM [27], TEC [13I,,CASE [18], and the,Blackstone
Valley dtaborative f32) arrange in ter-districtetransfers through which serviceffhOivak

includes joint purchase agreements for equipment slid space,. The Hamiishire Copapo-
,

.Th0 13
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rative [62] has a mobile va for use within- member communities. A Fitchburg area-group
coordinates the purchase f-specialized equipment and _instructional materials; Member
districts share the costs. I other arrangements, the 'collaborative adminitters the shared'
facility CHARMSS [6] r example, rents community buildings in which they operate
special service, programs fior their member districts. LAB [10] 'has purchased a facility
that serves as a community residence, and workshop for older adolescents from its three
towns. And this spring. EdCo [9] will spcmsor a- community residence facility for
younger, school-aged chil ren as they beComeodeinstitutionalized.

2 ... , ., .

,student programs It may at times appea that Chapter 766 does not have to do with students, at all; that
it seems to create an ad inistrative and bureaucratic overload that never'gets down to
having an impact on children. Mid, although we have cited a great many administrative
reasons for collaboration, we have..not yet spoken to the issue of education. The special; i

educational prograrns, best provided by collabdratives are those that serve children with
severe handicaps, for it is these programs that are most expensive h? develop and maintain
on a per pupil basis.J3ecause theie students require special programming., school districts
have, experienced considerable difficulty, in providing, comprehensiVe;-quality programs.
Programs, for these students are c ently being offered by more thari40 collaboratnles

;across the state_ anekrange fron) sharing eiLitinerant _teachers to- classrooms operated. ' ,entirely by the collaborative. ,
A newer special needs populati , pre-sthool children, ages 3-5, are also being servecj

through collaborative programs.' B ookline-Newton [11] .and the Pilgrim Area CollabO-
rative 152] are examples f pionee in this area. .

Another freqtfeAtly tiered c llaborative program is vocational educ-ation for the
handicapped.: CHARMS [6] has ecently introduced-a sheltered workshop prOgrairifor
moderately handicapped adolesce is over the.* of 16, and SPEDCON [291 offers both

i... ' workshop. and work-stia y progra s. A resource whidh may prove useful in this area is
Colltshprative PrograMs r Occup tional Competence: Publication No. 701Z, 1.974, avail-

'i able from the Massachu tts Depa ment 6f Education.

14

collaboratives
Whether you have eparticular problem, qr just alentral interest in coliaboratiori,,Youshould YOU Whether

-to- identify ,what _servicesiand programs you reqnire. *rid what *our
consider joining? IL.,..frict'sParticular strengths and available-resources are. It is Suggeited that the fo .

c

21

Evaluation ,

,One of the greatest tds of LEA's under Chapter 766 is for thorough evaluations of
those children referred. For the Most part, diagnosis and evaluation will be performed by'
a core evaluatiop team hich will then prepare an educational prescription based on the
outcome of the evaluatiOn.
' However, there are Many districts where the expertise available in the districtmust be

supplemented by morel specialized personnel. This will be' particularly true in evaluating
students who are .currently institutionalized. A collaborative has the option of forming
Core Evaluation Teem to serve its members or- developing a team from among the Capi:
hilities of member districts: SPEDCON [29] and Franklin County Supplementary Educa-
tion Center 1611 assistimember communities by making, rrangements with local hospitals
and medical facilitie,5 Our special diagnoitic services. Regipnal nal ASsessment and
Diagnostic Services (READS) [541 will also assist in perfOim ndiry evaluation,
when.requested, to serve its mernbers of the South Shore.

kir



sample-chart he used to make a broad assessment of priority needs and Of those benefits
you can offer". We tress the latter as well as the former because collaboration differs
markedly from purchasing a private service, in that it ,builds on the strengths of -the,
me mbership.

as essing rylocal .piogram/Seice

( situation
Autistic

---t

Developmentally Disabled ; 7

I---

Diagnostic

Emotionally Disturbed

Hearing Impaired

Language Impaired

Visually Impaired

Need (Specify Level) Can Offer (Specify Level)'
4

Staff Recruitment T---
t--

Siaff Training

Transportation
, .

!

" Administration, i___,.
. ,,,. . .

evaluating Having identified Those items bf ithportance to your district, you are now-'able to _
proeedd in one of two directions. If you are currently a member of a collaborative, the

existing evaluation gui& in Chapter 4 will help you determine if continued' paiticipation is desk-

-----'- 'able and if tliere are ehangerin program'S, services or policies that might be recommended
7

. organizations to enhance the effectiveness 'of the -,organization. If it appears reaso able to consider

I-

4

.

...

I

joining an existing organization,, you review the listing or, ollabotatives in
Appendix C to determine a set of likely possibilities. You 'should, 0 check your
Regional Office for the latest information on collaboratites in your area. The 'following
list of questionscan then b,e applied to refine your initial assessin nt.

matching your 1: Is it located in a reasonable proximitty to your district? ...-_,,L, .4.,

2, What are its objectives? 4.
needs to a 3. What programs are currently offered?

And to whk p(iPulation? .L__!1_ ;. .-. 1.

collaborative- . a. In your district?
,

' 11!?'
7 .,

b. .'Elsewhere? '
:

r. What are'the costs of transportation to the place of service delivery?
4. What support and administrative services are offered (e.g., bookkeeping, CETs)?

'5. Wharadditional programs are planned?
When-will-ttreY become available? --

6. Who ire the current members?
41_

22



14

'

7. What are the requirements of membership? .

a. Financial
h Services in kind -

.c. Must you pay a MR rate if you don't need or use all the Services? .

d If you join. can your students be served right away?'
8. How long has the collaborative been in existence?
9 How is the collaborative funded and how stable is this arrangement?i-
I-116w are funds fnanageci?

'10 How is, the -organization governed?
1. How is it staffed ,

... a..Full-time... b. Part-time c. Consultants c. In:kind
12. Is the manage ent and organization of the collaborative portstent with th

.operating style of your district?
.

s From. having c mpleted steps I and 2, you
5

may be able to identify an organization
that meets your needs and,.effectively complements the seryiP
offers: If so, the decision tias been made.

On the other hand, such a collaborative may not have been found. Remember that
collaboration is still a -relatively hew concept and there is much, ertile group left to be
explored and many groupings of districts yet-to be Wed: If existing ionstrip
your needS, but your needs are deafly /identified, you are in a p on to seek-out,totlfei:,
districts whose strengths and weaknesses are complementa -to your own.

The following chapter will assist you-in-the prop of creating a new Collaborative.

04' L

4

\
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GHAPTER 3: ORGANIZING 'A coi,biiimititirine.

introduction
a. . ..

PHASE 1: GETTING Off .THE'GROVND
assuming responsibility for leadership,) ,

, __orgliminary meetings
.

,.,
: ,- 4

PHASE 2:INTIRMINING THE COUABORATIVES STRUCTURE
deterMining goverriance.sfructure

. costs to member communities
determining bylaws

,. .

s
17

,.

..
' collaborative agreement

, .
,, .

obtaining approval
. ,-

.... PHASE3: ,DEVELOPINc:PROGRAM DESIGN
important `considerations \ _-

rule of the colliborative -I

program'codtrol ,
=

. .

; HASE-4: ptvaoPING.4% FINANCIAL FLAN
leading a collaborative .'

budgetpreparation fiscal manageMent
funding'Sourtei ,-;- . / . //

. ',.., .
1.,
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duction All too often collaborative arrangements are launched in midstream and without the
detailed planningthat ri,sults-0 sound organizition, The planning model presented in
this chapter can be used to start a new collaborative as well as to reorganize an'existing
orie_ It will also he useful to collaboratives that want to expand their services or to those
chat seek a more structured framework. For the sake of clarity, the model is described
thnough four Phases.

I. GettinglibfrT-he Ground ,

2 Deterniming The,Collaborative's` Structure
3. lieveloping,PrOgram Design

,` 4 Developing A Finaric.iallan
, Each 'Oak_ has certain 'activities associated, With it that are described under the

appropriate' headings. The 'steps essential to the,formation of a collaborative are identified
within theie activities. This, process may be expanded, deleted, nriodified, conducted
simultaneously or in a differe sequence. The model ishleant only as,a guide to provide
a starting poirit for collabo icfn and to help developing,and existing groups to establish a
sound structure that will give the organization the stability to be responsive to its
members' needs over, time. Additional planning assistance for established organizations
will be found in Chapter 4.

_GETTING OFF. THE GROUND/PHASE 1:

.assuming..1
responsthibly for

leaders,hip
the recognition of a common tirobkm among contiguous communities -

The person most likely to have responsibityjor analyzing collaborative options is tilie
,

pupil -personnel '-or special education director acting on the authority of the superin-
tenderit..Several factors might initiate the study:,/

the lack or a specific program. ' .
..-

.

a need for a speiyal eddcation ain that is too expensive lo launch singlehandedly
the reahzation that an existing program has declining enrollment

problem identified

STEP 2:
authority

/STIP 3:
identifying

potential .members

tite,ifles'ire for co,st swings , -- . .,
;

parental brie. requests,, ,' -"

the rdehtuJI troy otentia lfindng _
, ,

,
clearly, a combination ofjacfors'might.existAt should be stressed that assuming
leade ip. at the outset not necessarily mean that you will bear the brunt of. it
fo, era but it does mean that rimewill be -AMIO for coordination and planning, and that
the' responsibility must be undertaken with the_fultappro`val of the superintendent, If the
responsibility is, t6 be continued through the entire develOpm,ental stage, there must be
recognition ,of. the implications on staff time. It is suggested lao- that the achiice ifid
Stipport 'of teachers and pare is be considered at this early stagehrAvelopnient.

'P"' The .hardest -step is often identifying wheie to begin. One approach might belbAt
Map of-your local area and draw, a circle equal to a 40-mile' radius, listing ;111
communities that fall, within it. Or; you Might begin With the qbrnmunities,that belongo
an: already 'defined. region of which you are a part,-, e.g., boundaries,- clef:twig %Air_
Depattnielit of Educati6n Regional. Offices. In considering candidate, Contrnimitjes, :-'. ,

&Wernher that not-every one will want to collaborate; likewise, not every oneWill be
'equally dAsirable from the potential organization'S:point of views ,1.. ,

Thef;lloyeing.-
collaborative"community:/
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eogra hie S read
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i
,

s
A rule of thumb is to Consider a group of town

_.

-
minutes tilling time from, on boundary to tilt her.

-2. ompatibility k,.., - /

This factor relates to size and air nt program offerings as well as to -attitudinal
factors While it ina'y appear that di icts of sitnilaOsize and, common problems may best
he able to collaborate, it must be pointed- that dissimilar distiicts, can also ./be
compatible partners in a collab ratkrve venture. i ilarity may in act provide the very
basis for successful corlabora On.. , .

rhe attitudinal fay: -tor' i compatibility. relates to knowing who among your colleagues
N' liOy to be interested in collaboration, and which districts usually prefer to "go it
alone.- It would be unwis4 hoWever, to eliminate"tooniany communities on casual bases, -"
since their current fistal and service delivery problems may override .previous autonomous
inclinations... ', ", l 0 . ..

''i . '
Having ideritified communitiesaat appear to be candidates for a eollaborative venture,

the primary needs and 'existing-resource,sofea conununity shobld be cHarted sd that .

Note that this is not a' full needs assessment, bu a technique that highlights _similarities
comparisons can be niade: This broad-basecLinr ation can be obtained over the phone:,

and differenees inib-ng vio y unassociated cdrnrounities and has proven -toTTie ari
the. r, NOs is'alsd the first step in (10eloping ..,

at do not require more than 40/

P4:
preparation for
initial meeting

;

effective means of introduci
an appropriate needs ask.* era instrument. / ',

The result of this fort outlinei the gat* and/or oveltaps in service delivery .and
identifies common oblems. ConclusiOns could suggest- areas of possible collaboration,
includingincluding services that Might 'be useful 16 all participants and some that appe
needed iby a Subsetof participants. Candidate communities should be info -d,,of the
findings and invited, to an exploratory' Or orientation Meeting. The .key ople in each

---1-cornmunjty,Charged With.the,,responsibility for;children with special n' should receive
40-1) ns. Invi4tioni might also be',ektended, to the Regional Ed anon tenter and tbi-J.

Preliminary
rrieeti

t

uals who 4re' etirrentiy operating collaborat{ves in the are
. . .

;M brew, than kne rpeeting,Wili probably he require o reach a w
'Further, a represenCitire.,0T eaacscomounityshoti . expect to spend 0141'

S of tritefings laying the groundwork ford 1 : ion and assessing the Pri
. her o*ni district'. ,Its is/ rinportant to stress4 this-early relationship

al* and yet that there are. many pos klitiis. Furthermore, the i
up, into a series.of 'smaller groups, h, pursuing its Own course.

. of' rpteiingS, some c:om unities will droP.otzt of theproces
result will be a'group'.o distrkts that considers itself a cal

,.

nsus.-
e. outside

ties of hi
t, no sin plan

'al grbu break'.
°mew in the SO* 4

others may jelin:And tbe.
native, it least in intent..

n I

. ,, .
STFP,5-..... . .

At' 'the flirst meeting, tie` chikrixrso ould
El',co icipation,, as well :vas exaiiiPiesi of do . .co

''''.."'"-.1..;Initi liineetin''g Representatives should also det,eloP a,timesehe..
the major areas of discussion will relate to: .

.-. . ...: ., .
. ... ,...i.,

pa

preempt t ,tages of
abbrativea have orked 'ilee.Where

ule,..an4.4ecision-niaking Plan. Init.
e .

o.
41 a stittenv?it

defining progrkn needs an pr tit
needs asiessnynt inStriiinent

em rit
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A Stated-tent Of coult -

From the inifial pfhentation of similarities and dissimilarities among communities. the
group should he able to determine the basic irftent of the relationship. If, for example,
arl analysis shows that all possible needs are met somewhere in the member

zommunities. the basic intent of collaboration may be .to coordinate programs across
district lines. If a specific program is needed by many ts, yet exists nowhere, the
;:tailciporatise might be formed to develop and pro a hat service. e.g., a residence
program or a pre-school class-for developmentally disabl udents..

A -recommendation should be made by the dist'nct representatives whether the
organization is ;o be

millti-inirpose or single purpose
admintstratte or service delivery.
single program or,rmiltt-prograrn

liov, the general goal is stated will have direcl bearing on the type of organizations,.
developed. hos rIggessary .to point out .that if 'the group decides to apply for Slate
45proval under Chapter 1V. and the geheraFgoals of the program later change, they
would peed to- reapply. Thus, there appearS to be some justification for stating the goals
somewhat broadly.

0,

;,,,,P.catining PrOgram Needs and Priorities .

Earlier we discussed ktype of geOral inforrhation gathering that would be appropriate
to present at an orientation meeting. Although the quantity and quality of information'
likely to be amissed is sufficient for deciding whether to enter into negotiation and for
deeding general collaborative goals, ultimately a considerably jnore detailed and complex '
needs assessment must be performed. While suggestions for conducting the needs assess-
rhent are placed here, many collaboratives undertake 3 nee& assessment' as their first
officially delivered service after' organization. If the assessment is conducted ,prior to
completion-of an organization plan, however, service delivery and program needs will be
easier to develop and can be moreprecisety articulated.

Needs Assessment

4

STEP 6:.
refining neekis,

. assessment
instrument

,

'STEP 7:
conducting the

needs assessment

SfiEP8.:
synthesizing data

across .districts.
r2er--

This 'more compreliOnsive assessment activity, begins with the design of an appropriate
data collection instrument that can be isecloby each member record appropriate data -
An example of such a form that was developed by the study team for use with a group of
communities who aimed to pilot 'test this process can ba found in 'Chapter 4, along with
'instructions for its Lite and analysis.

The objective of this activity is to return to your district and with the Superintendent's
approval: to collect information that will be useful -in, alsoirly defining the needs of
stiecific target groups, the type's of services each target group needs, the current cost to
each member Of. providing such seykes and the length of time it is anticipated that
service will 'be itquired. This activity 's essential to deterinine the bails for 'Collaboration.

thires°Cnies

etch

mCniberi:Pnu'nfortl.11:

A seCond.uke of this, data. is in-identifying
that can-be tapped to Meet objectives,.

When these results are combi.ned 'in etrosvdistrict assessment (d.
acuity are also-included in Chaptei4), the high priority common needs of bers tan

be identified acid rank °rare& From this crossdistrict corn "prison, bers
establish priorities' for service delivery. fortach desired program, t'hb foil. should

27 .
bo

)
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tit

]her of cottiniunitte'S
?her oj students in need of service
ram's requirements in terms of staff, space and materials

- et:sting, r our(
funds" requ

STEP 9:
program priorities

identified.

Pragma nsiderations can then be 2ppliedo narrowing The choices and to identifying
hiLli programs the group is most likely to be able to begin immediafetxand which must

be deferred or arc of lesser need -N
It is recommended' that newly forming calaborativel tx realistic about wh't can be

accomplished Rather than try to qgcomplish too much at the outset, it is better to
operate a single prograM successfully in order tti give yourselves time to iron out the bug
which appear in 'imt- new struc,ture ' .

PHASE 2: DETER G THE COLLA BORATIVE'S Stk.)
.0

STEP4t10: The c I aborative's governance and organizational sti-uctpr uld be directly related .
pe of programs and services that are beeded by thvollaboratire's members: da' . _

second planning to the
. ., iscussej , in. Chapter 1. there_ 3rehasically".two kin(ls.of, collabavive agratniels.-.4

,, . inettifig. la andlormat Alorrnal agreementimplies syte aprroval 4d has a More ed811 .

gov rnance struoture. It also allbi.vs the collaborative to_ apply for certain funds four th'

vantages. however.
ormally organized groups would be ineligible. Each type of arrangement has.cerituv.
vantages.

,..

Informal Agreements .
. In situations Where only a few students need to be served for aplatively shortscriod
of tithe. or if no formal agreement can be reached, informal arrangements might like.
-Itinerant teacher and tuition 'contra programs are examples. Such an arrangement allows
for flexibility in organization and rations and the potential to operate within .the

iegular,:khool budget with existing s f. The commitment of each pSiticipant is generally
shatttlerm:

Such- agseements. althou:. i they involve collaboration, do not really constitute a
collabora" tiv; although they go testing grounds through which a inore-foimal
relationship could -- develop. They are authOrized undenChapter 40, Section 4A,..G.L.
1970, which provides that any governmental unit may ei4er into an agreement with one
or more other governmental units to perforrn.jointly any service or undertaking which
each contracting unit has authority by law to perform.

The contracting ,u in this case are- the school committees, each of whorn must
-provide written auth tion in order to partiCipate. It is commgp practice fci
authorization to spec] the type of service to be provided or exchanA., the time pen
the cost etc. It is also al that theree clear Understanding on which district controls the
progrant For exanip , suppose three communities agree to collaborate on &program for
developmentally disabled students. It may make administrative sense to have separate
classes for each of three -age groups, each cuss based in and staffed by one of the districts.

, The agreement Might* state that each district flu control over that progrOn being run in
its school. Alternatively a joint advisory committee might be created so that .there was
inptit from each participating district. .

In another. case of informal collaboration, a school district running a das; for visually
_ impaired students may agree ,to accept out of distriet staentsinto the program on ac. fb

21
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tuition basis, in most relationships of this type, the district,running the program has
Loniplete control over it althouth liability, for the student is maintained by the referring
dm tit:I

_
, --''s.H

NOt all intornAl 'collaborative- relatiOnships involve classes or students. Consider tlit ---

..

one communit!, might run an excellent 'teacher training program or employ a specific
administrator skilled in proposal development or evaluation. These are fruitful fields for 4

informal k.4) 11 aboral 1 o 11: assuring1 lig thatleach community at-Some point-ean-feturn the
. __..

Tavors. so to.-spe-ak. _
\ ,

Whether an ihfOonal ee ent is written -or verbal, thi-re 'is rarely an official
organizational or govern ce structure. The important actors are lisually the superin-
tendents and specyl edq tion directors who negotiate qn the basis ofrirsimediate needs:
Althpu.t informal t:olla ration is not eligible for state funding under Chpter197, it
provides an_ effective vehi le for serving -a small number of students or.an adMinistrotiVe
need withput estabtishi a top heavy organizational structure or creating andther

_ ;-

bureaucratic layer. . ,
..

= -
Section' 4A of Chap _40 requires That Such" agreements may be teftninated on

authorization of any 'articipating school coinmittee. provided that notice such

date of termination.
termination is give to each other party .to the agreement *at, least 60 days pricir:tj the

, . _

!. 4. *_

----,,

Formal Governance .
,This type of agreement depends on-a firmer commitment front-participants. must be

stnicturcd according to Chapter 797; and Must be approved by _member -

committees. the Regional Education Center, and by the Commissioner bf Education.
One advantage of formal Mate approval is the.potential for receiving incentive funding

under Chapter 797,

The lay:, reads: . , ,

Upontherecornmendationo..the-rlepamewtof education, the state ireasurer-shall1 .4 =
Otnually disburse to certain educational collaborate boards,,nonetitry -pant ... not.
I to I exceed a total scan, of ten_.thouiand dollars per individual cirt.' town or regions(
st boo! district . . . `, -- .

.
. -

A budget request for S5106:000 for FY 19115 has been submitted by the Bureau of Sthool
District Reorganization and'Collaboration, but, criteria have not yet been developed for

lit, the awarding of such funds. At this point, there is some question as to whether these
. . funds will be appropriated. r- .

'STEP 11: Charter 797 also stipulates that-a 4ollaborative boara shall be created'and shall be
comprised of otle representative from each member school comnfittee and a fepresent-,governance .ativeN'of the Massachusetts Department of Education, Regional Centel-gin which 'the -,
majority of member municipalities' are located. The board must appoint An e2tecutive
officer and adopt an approptiate name for identificItion. Note, that althjittjgh -the law .

stipulates that certain people must .serve on the board, it does not exclude additional
members. e.g., supenniendents, who are not specifically referred to in thelegislatiot

4A... : 4--Several.'existing141aboratives, structured under Chapter /53, have requested a ruling
.., -from the Offtc.e oMie Coffunistaoner of Educition on the legality of their governing.%

boards. A nambtr, of these- boards consist of ,superintendent -or diAectots of special-
eauiUtion members-districts; rather than a member' of each school committee as
4,--Ciptdatql in Chapter 797. On January 14, 1975 the Legal Office of the Department of -..

. , .
"."..
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cost to member
communities

Education issued a memorandum noting that Ch apter 797 collaborative bOard. require-
ments could still be met if the school committee member delegates his or her authority to
serve on the hoard

On this same subject. the question has also been raised whether Chapter 753 structured
collabora-tives are eligible for Chapter, 797 incentive funding. It has been suggested that
they would be if- they were to expand membership or service delivery. but as this is
written. it is unclear what leel of change constitutes

The initial capitalization of a formal, collaborative is likely to come- from the
membership. In order to becone A member, most collaboratives require an annual
assessment ranging from 51.000 to S10,000 per member; based either on a flat, equal
rate, or on a per pupil rate to compensate for differences in the -sizes of -student

STEP 12. population among member districts. This membership assessment generally guarantees to

_ membership fees each district .a certain level of services, from the collaboratii)e. For example, if the
collaborative is to _operate two programs, ,one for hearing impaired students in the 5-10

and year old agelange. and one. in secondary vocational education for physically-handicapped,
stunts: either all members might be guaranteed the,same number of elfrplIntent;in each
program (if all fees were equal) or might-have a number proportionately -based on their
enrollment, -Thelmenibership-'fee mighht also guarantee to .memberi.,a_ certain _level _of_
administrative services such as a complete needs assessment, or the design of a cost
effective transportation system. Some ,collabotatives have found that over a'period of

the- have been able to decrease the annual asseessm ecause they have-been
.1, 1S successful in tapping other sources. But membership funding is almos always necessary

to get started-. To facilitate collaborative initiation, MACE has been working on
.developing an agency which would arrange loans to educational institutions under certain
fa'vorable circumstances. It is hoped that this "bank" agency can be operating on a
modest scale by the fall of 1975.

Members c.an also support a collaborative by buying certain services, such as core
aluations. in-service training programs and additional student placements at agreed

upon rates. Determining a fair service rate is often a problem and there appears to be no
perfect solution. The difficulties in any tuition plan stem from the condition of not
having etrough students to fill a.class, or from losing enrollment at some point after the
program begins. the easiest metlitd-appeart to be to divide the total cost of the pr
by the numbertif students enrolled, billing each-LEA fot their own students. Howe
there must 116 a contingency plan di-nit:Ted for a mid-year decrease in enrollment. e
possibility is an understanding that excess. cost will be divided proportionately among
remaining members' students rn effect incieasing.their

a In some instances, a coll rative may wish to develop general contingency account
that can be,appliedtoward m eting unexpect&I expenses. ch an account can, be created
either by increasing the membership assessment or raising e tuition, with the agreement

.
that such funds will be reimbursed annually if they are n used._ ,

. A second tuition-setting oplion is to _divide the t al cost of the program *by the
ntimbet of inemberS in the.collaborative.,Under this lan, members must be Willing to
look ak, the king-term as there 'nay be so years Wien one member has no
studeMs-iti-th&E%granxgraiii. This me is sin.* to urince. Members ying for the .1

availability of the p A detision most beimad ; however, whether the aaiilability
unlimited, or4itnited to a specific number of enrol ents.



Because o the intn.:"acies and uncertainties involved, many school districts have relied
on inform.' agreenients in the hope that over a period of time. all factors would balance
out In -sum cases, a single LEA mad havq a dozen or more such agreemerits, each
desdoped as specific program' needs were'identified, The advantages of standardizing a
tuition exchanee program through a- formal collaborative - are that .the terms are
gstablished in -v.riting.-and all parties involved agree. to- them for a specified period.of
time, alloy, ing glik.h programs to begin with a firm foundation. Formalizing the agreement
also minimizes the number of bookkeeping transactions, as accounting is centralized
throueh the collaborative.

determining Formal collaborative 'agreemenMshould be refinedthrough a set of bylawsthat outline
_ the operating procedures of the collaborative. It is particularly, important- that the

bvial&i....relaiionships between a collaborative directo?and the board of director .be defined. In
. ,. addition,. qriteria:.should be established' for various leve4 of decision-making, such as

---------STEP. 13: policy decisions vs. procedural decisions, in order to avoid unnecessary conflicts between
the board and the staff.bylaws Among the issues normally addressed by the bylaws are:

purpose
inembership
policies on meeting hits, notifications. minutes, (agenda.
election ers- with their terms and duties
cOmpositioir of the board beyond that,regulated by statute

-a, prikedures for changing or adopting policy '.
". pohcy in expansion of membership

. persohn olicies
,pohc)-- on s

. Statement of budgetgry-procedures
ing non - member communities

, . . . ,-,

* ; .-.
Many of these policies are stanclartl parts of any organizatioriTs bylaws anddo not need tO.P
be discussed in detail. Others relate specifically to collaboratives, and require a discussion

-of alternatives.,

Personnel Policies'
The way in which a collaboratitre'stafris hired is not regulated by law. Formal and

informal collaborative shire four common methods tp'eniploy staff. Th 0.are:
to usebeiisling special education Jersonnel from member communities

. to have hos' ecoMmunity hire 41aff and bill:Other member contnaunities
to have each member provide new positions equally or on a pro-rated basis t- 1

. to hire staff with grant monies through an LEA ,
. -

One additional. btliefit -Of establishing a-formai collaborative is that e-Offers another-
vehicle by which gaff can be hired. formal collabotatives, under Chapter 1797,. must-
-establit a collaborative fund. These inonie, can be used to hire personnel to operate the

. collaborative and its programs. As such, these individuals:must, be considered employees
of the collaborative, and not of the member systems..Nlany collaborative directors

s-is have*pointpd out that collaboe,Live staff should be'clearly informed of e
.1

1

;
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limitations of their employment. so as to avoid later confusion related to such matters as
tenure. retirement and other fringe benefits': These issues should be resolved and grahted
at the- pleasure of the host LEA or the collaborative board,,depending on the nature of
organiLation.

Expansion Policies
Most collabOrative agreements require the unanimous approval of all memberS before a

new mwnber can beadded.

Serifee to Non-inembet Students .

, There, appear. to be far- inorcadvantages than disadvantages to gpening collaborative
programs ,10 non- r bers. provi'ded that policies and Procedures are clearly established.
Accepting such &lents will help the collaborative keep class sizes at ideal JeveR Thus
reducing costs. a d- may. open up cooperation with, districts that provide services
unavailable with the Collaborative's boundaries. The primary disadvantage is- the
possibility 'th a non-member student may 'take a place that is later needed by a member.
Outside ref rrals should not be accepted until all- members have' been given the
opportunity to fill available slots. Even then, the collaborative might consider reserving
some skits-on a contingency basis, if it can afford to operate the program int* way (i.e.,

,.if members agree to split the difference if the slots remain empty). Once a non-member
-studenr has-be-m-aczepted,--th-e zoliabornive hoes have-an obligation to continue serving
that student at least for a period of time. Any 'agreemetyt.should-specify The duration of
the commitment.

Termination so-
Chapter 797 provides for 'the possibility-of terminating membership by any party so

long as that party issues written notice to each other member at least six monthsbagre
the end of a fiscal year. Note, hoWever, that if tie membership changes thiough
expansion. reduction or replacement the collaborative is considered' to haiie a new
structure and must-reapply for state appnivai. _ .

collaborative Once revisions of . the collaborative agreement and bylaws have been made by the
planning grOup and superintendents, the final document must then be approved by,

agreement participating school committees. The formal collaborative ageemeht.must. include:

e.

the purpose of the prograni or service

STEP 14:,
ritteri agreement

A

obtaining approval

STEP 15:
approvals

participants
'the dtrrationof the agreement, , ...-

",

the approximate amounts to be contributed by each city, town or regional school
district .

the crest- saving aspects of the program or service
tiff method of dispOsitfon of uneneumbeied funds and equipment upon terminatiok.

o any other\tittatters not incompatible with law which the ,committees deem advisable

It is likely that the planning thus far described can be accomplished 'by: sPeciat
educ directors

t
, acting Under the authority and advice-of their Superintafdents. When

a draft o ment is prepared, each superiotendent should be fully'briefetl and a
meeting of all tendents called. When all suPaintenderits have accepted the terms
of the agreement, it i dy for preientation to the school committees. if would be'wise
to inform the school core e 'about deliberations, at least informally, at a point earlier

, . than this. . -
.

. --
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SUM

In-presenting. the concept of collaboration to school committees, there are three points
that 'must be made-

I 1 he purpose of Collaboration is to provide educational benefits in a cost-effective
manner. This cost effectiveness must be documented in your application for state
approval. `
2. The money that an LEN inagkinvest,in a collaborative often Takes the place of other'
line items in the 'special education budget.- t may just be a transfi of funds rather than a
new item.
3. Every member school committee must, by law, be represeSted on the bOard of
directors of the collaborative, and thus has regular opportunity to participate if-10nd
influence all decisions on the collaborative's prograins and policy..

Once approved by each member school committee, five copies of the laborative
agreement, signed by 'each school committee chairperson on the Original copy, must be
sent to the coordinator of the appropriate Regional Education Cen

Upon approval, four copies will be seitt to the Bureau ,of Sat District Reorganiza-
tion and Collaboration. The final teveLof state approval issues fro the. Commizioner of
Education.

These documents-allow a collaborative to become an officially reobgnized organization.
They are, -however,- merely -an agreement to-Collaborate-, -and -prior tdelivering--serVices-,-
more planning will be required in the areas of organization and -finantv. -

mary CHAPTER 797 APPROVED COLLABORATIVE AGREEMENTS

Important Components
-1. purpose

..!. participants,
3, duration of the agreement
4. amount of money contributed by participant community
5. cost saving aspects of program
6. method of dispoition of unencumbered funds and equipment upo'termination
7. any Other matters not incompatible.with law

Bylaws
I purpose
2. membership
3. organizational structure
4: voting distribution
5. administration resPonsibilitiei
6. employment practices-
7i fiscal operations and responsibilities
81 expansion petit* 4

9, amendments and resolutions
10: effective dates of agreement

wv .

a

o Procedures k

I. collaborative agreement approved by each school Committee _ .

2. collaborative agreernent'sigricd by all participant school committee chairpersons

3 3.
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3. establish collaborative fund
4. five copies of agreement Submitted to Regional EtiCation Center

INFORMAL AaRiEMENTS SERVE STUDENTS
(CHAPTER SECTION 4A (1976) )
Optional Components
1. type of service
2 amount of money contrtbuted
3. duration of.prog,ram

Procedure ,

+Pt, 1. written authorization from each participating school district

PHASE DEyELOPING PROGRAM DESIGN

Decisions on program design related to management and organization of the
collaborative should be concurrently' considered during the formative process described in
Phases 1 and 2. It is presented,-here to assist in more detailed planning foreach-11E2*m
to be offered through the collaborative. Such.a plan should include:

1. statement of need (students to be sewed; number; current method of SetVice;ets.)
2. description of program 'or service ,

a. objectives
b. approach (e.g., administrative-or-direct service 766 _protatype.,;__where it will be ..

delivered; to whom it will be delivered; etc.)
c. duration h

3. descnption 6f how program or service will be developed, if applicable
4. program management plan,11.e., a definition of the roles and responsibilities of each

servicetkovider
5-criteria for evaluating program objectives; roles and responsibilities of the board Of
directors, advisory-council and staff should also be evaluated
6. program costs

a: existing
b. 'developmental ti

c. operational \
d. to each member
e. cost effectiveness compared to existing:or optional programs.

7. funding sources
8. statement of projected benefits

If program designs' are developed under these relative criteria, detennination,s can be
made as to those programs which can be instituted immediately and as to those which
require additional planning. 4111,

AdminiStrative decisions should be made to determine the role o f the collaborative in
program operations. Essentially, two options are available. The' collaborative can fulfill
the responsibility of-soordinating programs that Originate M the iember communities by
managing such services as student transfers, tuition payments and transpoitation. On the
other hand, the Collaborative may choose to become a service provider in ordek to
sponsor progums-uravailablein-the-meraber-tlistritt- ^

.

90

trtipoTtant
tonsiderations

Joie of the
collaborative
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^ 'F.ithey of the., two . Itches' nurtitidfted above carries important impliiations fOr
t_114 program control, Programs that are coOrdinated by the collaborative normally. are

controlled by the -sponsoring school district, Under this plan, staffing and budgetary
matters are acted upon by the sponsoring school committe 'e. lf, on the othePhand, the
collaborative is designated as a service 'provider, then programs, are ,controlled by the
collaborative board and administered by the director. Unless the collaborative utilizes a
member district to employ staff. they become employees of the collaborative. Further, if
programs are operated ,by the collaborative.- the board of directors controls fiscal matters

---an-d-aitthorizes payments.
The collaborative bo'Nrd may wish to establish procedures for the equitable distribution

of program responsibility across member districts. A policy of this nature could prevent
potential problems as additional programs become necessary. Another issue in designing
programs may be the need to establish a policy tegarding the allocation of pupil spaces to
the member communities. , c

4 )0, [LOVING A FINACIAL 'PLAN

ay-to-day operations of an effective collaborative_organization require consider-
able adininistrative and managerial'skill. Although this may seem obvious, It is- often lost

i sight :of in Tie process of reaching toward' a gold .6f-educational excellence. There .is no
question that a collaborative director must h4ve knowledge of and experience in the

,_ develOpment of special educational cu 'cullioAlthough we have ndt' dealt 'with__ the
specific design of su h programs in th hook, they are obviously the cornerstone of the
collaborative's activi ties. ., ...

Ye other skills a d activities ar equal importance if the organization ts to fulfill AI
its goals. These inclu e:i - .knotaicii/ ws pertaining to special etlucatiOn and educational finance-

edge of anti experience in fiscal management
exprzenee in dr; inistrative supervision
experienceitprogram and proposal developmentk

skills iti c ications
skill inift d \'

c
. t

B fore a .collaborative can.become fully operational, a system for irianaging the
collaborativeis fundiand for translating funds into, programs must be developed. Effective

a t -,11 no it °decision-making ice, his area is essential to insure 'imooth, delivery of services and
hajnonious relationships among collaborative meinbers.

Depending on the type of. collaborative relationship, it may be necessary to prepate
several budgets. Program budgets should be shoWn separately from-Operating budgets. An
operating budget refers to administrative services needed by the collaboiative community, :
such as supervision and coordinatign. Althouigh-Ahetemay or may notte a director hired
to serve the collaborative in these ways, someone (must assume.a coordinating role. Thus

-an operating budgetoight include the following items, each of which, should note a
percentage of time -devoted to_collaborative Matter's:

- 28 .
.

DireCttar Rent and Utilitiei
tary Ofike S plies and,kqUipment

ge Benefits 35,
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A program budget -diffas in that it, relates to costs associated with specific services
cfelivry-. For,example. if the program is a special education class, there is likely to be.

%

S I IV ISOF/y yersontel
I each irig Personnel
Fringe Benefits
Factlities'and Materials

Costs t:d; be eStimated by. determining the tasks to be pe.rformed. the .time necessary t,p
perform each task. and the role responsibilities of staff.

Having determined the real eosts, involved in a collaborative, one can then analyze the
budget for how each cost, is to be met. Conider the following budget for a special
education class serving 1 r students.

Head Teacher full time T 510,000

Assistant 'Leacher full-time 5,000

Administrator 10'4 of S18,000/year 1,,800
_ _

Fringe Benefits for Personnel 1,680
--t--

---t
9,000 'Classroom Space and Materials

Cost Per Student

1 8 ,4

;290 eaz

Consider now -that one community might contribiTte the services of the head teacher; a
S10,000' value, or the 'equivalent of 'approximately four student enrollments. If that
community had fewer than, four students in a ciartictilar year, the excess might be c.

credited to their account or applied to their membership-fee. The same process could be
applied to each other line item. Through this process, the"amount of cash that is still
required can be deterrhined and divided among the member

The sum of fees paid, by members may dete ,. e Wiich services can initia be .

provided 'through the collaborative. Altern 'udgets should be prepared t dentify
the immediate financial plan .and Mho rograms will.' be added when and additional

i funds become available. A strong- ase cab be made for budgeting mo nis eipected
in. order to develop a contingency or emergency fund to cover u icipated expenses.

,-,-4

. ,, . f
,

e'hapter`797'stipulates- that.1,!`each collaborative bpard must establish and age a
trust fund, to be known as the educa ollaborative fund:.;.. (and that) 1 monies

management_contributed by the member municipalities, an' its or gifts froni ihe federal ..
_. Ls 1. , . E 0.- 90 i. 0 . 0 . ,-oramfoiher---:
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source. shall be paid to the tu.lucational collaborative oa41nsl,deposited in the aforesaid
fund ,

4.,_,
, ,

I he law !so ,states that :sthe treasurer of the member city or town which has, the
largest Popu ion accord-Mg to,the latest oral census of the cities and towns forming
each educat onal callaborative shall e as treasurer, without compensation.- It is the
responsibility of the treasurer receivr?,and disburse'trust fund monies, although the
collaborative hoard authorizes final approval for payments. , .

v'
Note that the proposed guidelines for Chapter 797 (Appendix A) suggest that upon

agreement of the legally-identified treasurer, the role can 12e_dekgairstto aiiotl1er district.
This would allow for considerably more flexibility_ in fiscal management because it
implits that the role of treasurer can be assumed by different districts for different
programs. This Woutdbe advantageous in situations where a collaborative was_Tinning
several programs", not all of which are subscribed to by all its members. It also mein that
larger cities; alcid towns, which may be members of, more than one collaborative, are not
always expected.to assume the heaviest administrative responsibility, a situation that
might seriously jeoparaile their willingness to participate in collaborative ventures and
backfire into isolation. Further, the flexibility.-of delegating this role allows collaboratives
organized under Chapter 753--to delegate The authority of treasureri.to-writever district
currently serves as its fiscal agent

Many thfferent approaches- may he USA -to -manage- funds, Following are, three'
alternatives __----- ,, -

Host Com pity . t
In us fiscal management system, one com mes responsibility for the

opt on f the collaborative program or programs. Other members are d directlyo
for their us of the programs by the host LEA, usually 'through a flat tuition.

This is n effective method when the coliaborativels dominated' by one member
communft .-a-hd particularly when the program is already established in that community.
Cooperatoiv _planning is essential in order to ensure that participating communities allow
for this--e-X, ease in theirsbudget-submissions and that the host community can accurately
forecast c sts' studeht.enrollments)--for-the upcoming year. Under this system, the
hosLcom unity exercises control over the operation of the program(s) and has final

-.-approval o all payments. --

Many c flaboratives presently coordinate several "host community" programs,' each.
sponsored, by an -LEA. All member towns are eligible to enroll students in these prograins
and tuitio -payments equalize the cost of student exchange across districts. Each school
district h total-control-and responsibilitylor those programs it sporisors.

Such a an might be considered when the cross-district needs assessment shows that
the makj ty of ms and services required are currently available somewhere in a
member , 'strict. The ,collaborative, in this 'case, might take responsibility for placing
students a d assu6ng f at expensive programs are not needlessly .duplicated.

This ocI would also' be appropriate when an LEA is used as a condi* unds,
Le. en grants have this as-a requirement. Although the LEA wolnd tain control

agent, the program could be developed and operated through

rative around a grant has advintagesvd disadvantages. It can
d for collaboration without' exposing vt_Lty particular mem* to
mitment are two sides of the sarneali, ft may in the long no be

er the progragtra
_the collabora

Developing -a colla
provide a testing grou
_risk, but as risk and co
a weakly structured orgamta Lon,

-4
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through a giiint is/ part of a well thought out strate% it then gives the collaborative time
to develop alternatives for fdture plans.- . .

is

Shared Responsibility
Under this system, two or more member communities 'Conyibute to the.delivery of a

particular "Service- or program and each. sponsor assumes partial responsibility., The
multiple, host approach can he achteved in ,many different ways. For 'example, towns
Within a collaborative may need to'establisb a new type of syrvice and lett& to sponsor
jointly and provide that service;_or, one community may prTide-a facility, another the

is,
stiff, another the ,materials. There is no needito establislia-separate collaborative fund or
admihistrative structure because all costs can be met-Within the regular special education

---budge of the sponsoring communities. I --effect, fiscal Inanagetrient-g-llandled,-
*operatively, but separately, by all schobl d sormg the program._--

.
, This approach has proven most efketive.oefor informal collaborative& The intent is tot

,

provide 'necessary arograni4" and services, without duPlicating effort in participating
comMunities, and to permit cooperative eurriculnm planning. This7approach, holwevet,
requires careful cooperative plannirig, prior commitment, and, budget approval by all
participating communities. One obvMus difficulty is that an early budget Submission date
tends to hamper effective program planning. Program-designs must be based on specific

.- needs which- wereiden tined during- tile-Preeeeklings0901;Yeac -

." 'Co115borative Fund ,
,

,

The establishment of a formal collaborative-fund strengthens a collaborative,
4.
because it

gives the collahOrative organization a means of meeting its financial obligations without
getting approval from-each and every school committee each time a bill is due. It 41so
rekruces. the administrative load for separate members; for example, when the collabora-
tive. administers grants. Although the treasurer is still associated With a particular member
'aimmwpity, for the purposes of the collaborative fund'he or Ate acts'on the approval of
the collaborative board rather the'LEA school committee. The collaborative fund
allows each member a_voice in vision- making, yet promotes some degree Of flexibility

1 for the organization. .

The rpajor impediment. to immediate implementation of all desirable 'programs and
---3,1"ViCt3 ;3 liko'i-y- to be mone-y-. Programs that appear to require extern funding will be

. teadily ident#' through the. program implementation plans. Because 'these amount tc
oposals, e collaborative will be in a strong position Jo study the guidelines of
fferent funding sources and plan their submissions accordingly.
,

%Whether participating in an informal or formal collaborative, members should realize
th t fund raising and proposal writing consume asconsiderable amount oftirite% With this
in nind, any decision to employ.a director should include fund raising skills' as ott of the
criteria for ernployment. 8'.

lr general, 'there are three primary sources thrOugh which outside flings can. be raised
c:1. Agencies

2. E eral Agencies
3. F dations

11.

In evaLuating these options, it is wise to make a diitinctiOn_ between 'relatively
unrestricted funds and specifically allocated program development funds.? Even small
grants may be of value if several grants.carrlae combined le provide complete

9
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program. For oapple:soine grants provide only for program development while others
restrict Sartifix lidivery to a specific pOpillation. ,. , -

1r is obviovs that competition for all funds is extremely high. In Chapter 2, we
diScussed methods through which proposal development could be coordinated through

. ' the collaborative so that member LEA's were not in direct competition. It should be the
c011sborative director's responsibility to assuil that the, organization is on the mailing Hit =

of all possible'funding sources. ' . .

. . S

State Agencies
,

The primary stale- agency for educational furlding is of 'course, the. Department of
Education. Information and assistance should be sought from the Regional Education
Center in your area, " "; ' , ' .. ,

Beyond' the Department of gducation, there are other state agencies that can" ciffer
supportive services.- to general, their services fa)) into three categories:', evaluation,
trmitnient and special education programs. Relevant human service agencies in this regard
are 3C 4

. r .

Department of Mental Health.
Department of Public Health, c,

Depaftment of Public.Welfare
Department of Youth Services
Office efor Children, . ,

,Massachusetts Rehabilitation-Commission ..

o As of this writing, these, agencies are still in the ptocess of developing guideliries for
service delivery and responsibility. It is recommended that interested districts officially
request to be put. on the mailing list to receive guidelines as .they become available. A

'listing of various agencies with special education liaisons (SPE was issued by the
Department of Education to superintendents on November 1, 197 Iti

As menti ned earlier, Chapter 797 can potentially provide for direct financial support
by the state, through the aurean of School District ReorganizatiOn and Collatoration, tO

., ,

encourage an promote new collaboratives. -

, Section 18A of Chapter 492 provides for reimbursement of/monies from ?lie General
Fund fo'r special education programs responding to Chapter 766. By this means, member
communities might,recoyer some of the costs incurred by the`fe programs.

The summary report and recommendations of the Governor's Commission on School
District Organization and Collaboration published' in Octt44er 1974 by MACE cites two
recommendations :elated to collabaratiltn. RecommtiltdatiOn *7 proposes an edUcationV
bank for promotion of collaboratives.1.Thder Recommendation *8, the. exchange of
information pn learning and collaborative alternativesbeing tried across the Commoin-

-,, .
, wealth is tited'as one of the tasks worthy of productive attention.

s
. ., .

r)I. .. .
Federal Agencies . .

.

An obvious source of financial assistance for communities involved in Collabotative
programs is through federal grants. Some grants are designed_ t2 support programs for .

specific diiabilities,, while otheis can be used to plan coYaborativer; programs and.

, operations. . . -) -

, .. The following information Identifies sources of state andfeclera funding which Will
become available at various times throughout the Year: All aouthes shoidd be explored
through the.Regionat Eduction Centers to determine dpp g ea.

-..

.9 . .
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fedvti ,tunding, 1. Elementary and Sewn ary hduilation Act 1 (
- 1 itle 1 -: Finamial ass' tance to LEA's for edUcationfit children of low-mco es

41: Part c' Special gran s for urban and rural schools serving areas with t iglfest concentrations of
ChigdMI from low-ini,:onfe families

,
, . -

4 1 itle,111 Supplementary educatioualeentprs and services. ance, couns ing and 'testing
litle "V . teengthening state and local educational ies

Pqrt B ocal educational akencies
Part f Comprehelisiveplanning and eValuOon grants , coo

.2 Program tot,Fdiication'of IlandicappedThildren in State Operated or Sup orted Schools (PL 89-313) .
..

23 Higher kiwi: tion Act __-_-,
1 ,

, Title V.;- Ed cation professions development .

'Part I) in proving training opportunities for personnel serving in prog
higher edu atiOn a

4 '
Part F g and d ntevelopme- programs for vocatiotlal education

'.:4:43eVelopin'
Tr m

enta Disabilities FundS (PL 91-517) ,

5. National DOfe e Education Act
. . rifle V Guid nce, counseling, and testing identification and e.ncouta

6. Vocational Edu ation Act Programs
Title I . . ,

Part B State ocational education programs ,
Part C. Resea ,ch and training in vocational education
Part 1) Exemplary programs and projects
Part E Residential vocational education .

Part G. Coopirative vocational education prOgiarris-
7. Education of the Handicapped Act - ,

I

'title VI x. .
.'

Part B Assistance to State for education of handicapped children
Part C. Center;and services to meet special.needs of the handicapped

,`
.r, Part 1) framing.porsonnel for the educationof the handicapped
) Part £ Research and demonstration projects in that education of the handica ed.

Part F Instructional media for the handicapped -
Part N. Special programs forchildren h specific learning disabilities ---,rtipde

8. Federal Mental Health C ers Act e
. . . 4 . '4,

The great advantage 'of obtaining such a grant for special education pro rams is that it,
. removes a financial burden from the LEA's. It also gives the collaborative time to plan.,

how prograrneosts can be apportioned when the, federal funds expire.'

ams of educati on than t

ersonnel

ant of able stii&nis

centbrs

Foundations s . :
Private foundations can provid4 financial support Co collaborative programs, d are a

. rarely tapped resource. In Massaehusetttalone there are over 100 foundations t at have '-'. ,

previously given for educational purposes. The Foundation Directory gives consfi. ,
inforniation about each such Organization in the United States, including the

- i
I ;projects they support, and the amount of money and number of grants t ave

.Made in a given year. The latter' information is particularly important be se it tells you
'the average-an-rout of a typical .grant. In many cases, this is under $1,-,1 $0. It is important

. inl ta_.aseertain if these funds can be combined with others, and, -if not, to decide if it is
7.--__/-1 worth expending effOrtand money0 sublint theyreposal.-Because foundations usti77 .....__ _\,_.have restrictive purposes and :_receive many requests, they' shOuld not*, a ched.,

withatt-thefo.tag,hinvestitation and Reparation. ' , "-4,4 -',,,z. .--
-,

,

, -- .
,,...

,.
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introduction

needs assessment

PART 1:

number of.
special. needs

-Students

s
a

41.

. Changes in any organization are inevitable, even when operating under the most
considered plan. Recognizing the implications of accelerating change and uncerlainty,
was considered essential, to provide school administrators who are or plan to be members
of collaboratiVes with Useful guides that can assist them in adapting their collaboratives to
future needs. For example. when guidelines for Chapter 797 are complete and approved,
the governapce structure may require alteration; as districts complete more CETs, the
numbers of students requiring particular types of services may fluctuate markedly enough
to ca rye _programs to be oversubscribed and others undersubscribed: as
ad ive .tasks become accomplished, the sense of mission may recede and require
Tee on: as students' educational plans are reevaluated, changes in curriculum
structure may become necessary. These factors should not be construed at all in a -

negative sense: they are part of the growth of any organization. The ultimate success of
the organization, however, depends on its ability tp be responsive to these changes.

The chapter is divided into two sections: Needs Assessment and 'Planning and
Evaluation. The needs assessment approach was develdped; testpd and refined, in park,
with the assistance of the Metropotitan.Pilot Test Alva. Task Force, a group of special
education directors who met periodically during the study to discuss and evaluate

'strategies that were devised by the project team. It will be particularly helpful in defining
the programmatic needs of a collaborative, and when combined with the section on .

_planning and evaluation will offera full. analysis of_an nrgani7atinn's status_anidirection._

Members or potential members should first complete the assessment on the basis of data
available in the ownfdistriet. A-cross-district analfsisan then be performed by lining up-
each district's rr c;1)1nrses. to individual qu'estions so .tha/ they .can be read from left .to
right. each distridesdata being entered in. a single cialumn. Tits purpose of comparing,dala
across district lineS is thleefold:- fa identify pompon gaps in serVice.deliverY; to identify
common overlaps in service delivery; and to.as'certain if collaborative groupings colild
serve students in a more cost .effective manner. The questions presentedin the following
section. Planning and Evaluation, will also be helpful in analyzing the data collected.

To determine whether collabolatively-run programs might. benefit some or all of your
special education students, it. it necessary to know how many students you,need to serve,.
the nature of their handicaps, and the type of educational Olin that v/ift beef benefit-. .

Because we are interested primarily in serving, the low-inCidence handicapped
pOpulation through jollaboration, only' .the following handicaps are considered in this
section: severe emotional =disturbance, severe mental retardation, deafness; blindness, .
severe physical handicaps, multiple handicaps, and teverelanguageimpaignent.

The following forin .asks you -to record. date about these-speCial needs youngsters
aFcording to their,age and typif program. -

program Ke)f.

' I. Regidar -D'ay with Modifications Up to 25%tlirotatypes 1 and 2)
2. More than 25%.*SeparatiiiiI(Prototypc? 3 and 4)- ' ..

.. . 3.. Special.Day School (Prototype5) ; 0 .'

4. -Special Residential &hoot (Prototype 6) .
5-, -Home or Hospital (Protdtypes 7 and 8) :,' .....

.- 6. Not Yet CET(' But in Public 4600! Program -i ,_.
N 7 Not YetrErd But Served ;Fhrqogb Other-Than I F A.'N,,

'..
.. '

-- -4, - >4-,,---_
ft. ,

7
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Deafrte,:% 6-15

Handkap

Seer:
Emotional
111,1uri,,m,e

Severe_

Mental
Retardation

Age

16-21

3-5
-

Ettmcin-c.'sc V-5
.16-21

3-5
Severe

6-15 .
Handicaps

. 16-21

, 3-5
Muttip13,- . 6-15
Handicapped

16-21
:

.7:. , ,.. 3-5
Severe - -.

Lieguage 6-15:
.1--

Imparrment

pROGRNI-TYPF4see key)
Total.

. _

I
,

3 4 7

1

V

,
o

Cross- district Analyiis . -
\

A primary purpose of Part 1 is to gather information you will need in-Part 2: Certain
... pieliminar judgments can be made, howevei, on this information alone. For examphspr

districts with no students in a category can be eliminated from discussion of services to ..
that category', Districts iyith a large number of stldents.iri a particular eategory_are likely
to haie prograins operating that Serve those students If a: *nee .Prognill type
consistently has only a few sluaents in each 'age group,, thatima May well prove nuitful

. for a collaborative.progiarri. Districts with a relatively large number o students in-
'Prop.-4n TYpes 6 aid 7 may have need fora sis-tzKeirrcompieting-CETe
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In order to assess priori es across district lines in a way that permits you to specify
program needs. it is helpf to have each district report their current Offerings according
to a pre-defined module. he smallest module is the one tbatis_most specific and' includes
a handicapping cOnditio , an age group, and a type of educational Plan. For e *ample, you
will want to determine if there is a need for a residential program for students between
the agestf 6 and 15 w o are severely mentally retarded.

The following cha' will giVe each district a common reporting fotinat..for each possiblet.
program module.

f
COMMUNITY

. JIANDICAPPIN CONDITION.

GROUP

PROGRAM YPE

NUMBER 'a F STUDENTS IN CATEGORY
L

I Curre , services or, programs availabledirectly fitomi.EA. Complete the following for ,-' .

each pr Tart or service that is part of an educational, plan for students in this Module:
- a. ype_citiirogram or-service- __- - - P- . -_ -

b. ost per student or service unit . .

c Personnel associated with program or service. List title and percentage of time
.., located-to program. .- .

.. .

d. Maximum enrollment ttr, case -load .0

Ne. Current enrollment or case load from district students
f. Current enrollment or case load from out of district students

2. Current services or programs available through outside linkages, including collaborative
.agreements.` Complete She following for edch program -or. service that is ,offered to
students in this module in this manner.

a. 'Type of program or service
b._ Agency providing service ._

c. Relationship of LEA to Service provider
rd'... Cost, er student or service unit - , 0' P .

7 . e. NuMber of students served through this relationihip

/ - ; Cross -district Analysis-
-7.' - - - .

This format, although it -must be repeated many times" to 'Over all possibillifes,
_

provida*thespotentiaf.collaborative with themost significant datg for program planning.
It also provides a complete resource bank. -Thus, if the collaborative were ttfdecide only .,

to coOrdinate programs, ralher than'to run them directly,.all district resources would be
on file. . ,

When - all response*. have beep, received and filed by module,. an analysis of services
needed. in each- module can be-performed: It is lOgely that earlier meetings wilthave .

4 -, establishectsOme basic.prioritiestor service delivery and these are the modules that should
receive altentiont first. ir.no priOrities have been established, Part I should yield soinE-....,,.. .

.11
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The following questions should prove helpful in analyzing modular data: .

Arc there a number of similar services provided among members. each of which if
undersubscnbed

Are there some districts which can offer no service's in an area`'
Are costs of similar programs similar'
Could the services purchased through outside linkages be provided by the collaborative

or through another district's current offering?
(could personnel be shared?
Could facilities be shared'

If transportation has .been identified as a possible area of collaboration, each district
should respond to the following-
1. Now many special needs students are currently -being transported within 'district'
boundaries'
2. What is the average dist:knee travelled? What is the Alortest distance travelled? What is
.thelortgest "distance travelled? . _

3. What-is the average annual cost per student for such transportation?
4.Cist in order-of usage the three most frequently used modes of transportation, noting
the fewestand greatest number of students transported in a single vehicle per mcile.

-focal a Silt-dents Fewest/Vehicle GreatestfVehiCTET-
.

.
.

5. How Many special needs, students are currently being transported to locations outside.
the district boundaries? -

, ,.

6. What is the average annual cost per student for such transportation? - .

I. List those 'locations to which. you curreinlY- send students, the number of students
involved. 'the mode of_transpOrtatiOn used, the average distance treavelled, and the average
annual cost per student. , .

'Location cp.' of Students .. Average bistance Mode Average-Annual Cost/Studer-it

Cross-district Analysis
-

'
. ,

,.. .

,'The purpose of this analysis is to determine if there is a need for the collaborative to
'assist districts in coordinating transportation systemsior if a joint purchase agreement for
either services or vehicles could reduce the cost to individuad,istricts. -,,, ..

The following questions will help analyze this data: k'
-

Are students from different districts travelling to the same location? Could they be
. = combined ozo one route or in one vehicle? .

Could costs be reduced through a joint'purchase agreement where the same mode of
transportation is used by diffetent districts?. c .. .

.

. Will. potential collAboratively:rtm 'programs change 'the lransportation needs of
districts? . r 0 ..

4 -

. = .

Marty school districts operate programs or provide services through sources Of fund
.

A -other than the regular schOol- budget: in some cases, these programs can acceptgudents
. .- --1_, , _

t front,:oni of district: in' ptqrs not.tvcn in the latterrase; however, it may.bepotsible to
t renegotiate with the funding source to allow for this possibility-

I. . .

I-I

orp- .

- .

,

-;--
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Program development grants will &lso be of importance to the collaborative. If the
program, is useful to several members, the grant funding may be considered an in-kind
contribution from the member holding the grant.

For each situation that includes outside funding, memberS should list:

, 1 Funding sources
2.' Purpose of grant

Amount of grant
Possibility for serving other districts through grant

PART

3
4

1

genera
1-1

col
interest

Does your district operate through other collaborative agreements? If ygs, note:,
a. Name of collaborative
b. Mernbers
c. Purpose
d. Services rendered
e. Financial arrangements
f. Managerial arrangements

2. Comment on the effectiveness of past and present collaborative'relationshini.
3 In what ways could a special education collaborative be ofService to you? What are
your prioitity needs?.
4. In setting 'up a cross- district collaborative in special education, what organizational
recommendations would you make?

Planning and* In thirsection, on-going evaluation and planning aocesS is presented in workshee
" form. As every collabs tive relationship is likg116 4o be unique and designed tpecificallys

--1.! a i
f

a4 o 11 to rill particular needs of As members, it wouldehnposiible to cover.every conceivable
area of inquiry. Not all ,the questions have straight-lotward respolises: many may not even.

apply to the organization of which you are a part. Yet it is possible to identify those areas
that are necessary to review,on an on-going basiS.
.1"..Thecompletion of this section is vital for those wishing to design a new cotlab tive

$roglam or to improve existing ones. If your organization is just getting underway, it
, not seent of importance at the moment.13ut it will become critical in six months.

. also prove, helpful as a quick review pridr to signing a final. agreement and would serve
well as the. agenda of an annual collaborative boards:kr advisory'' committee meeting.

The following eight worksheets ;re divided-into the two major topics of
Each topic is then diidded into four sections addressing th

organization. management,'programs and finance'. 'This information,is designed. to
assistance for:

following sequential steps in forming a collaborative
on-going planning and evaluation design .

assessing flie"011aboratiye's experiences after the first year of operatkin -

planning Austments, revisions, and budget fOr continued operation
The worksheets are intended to be considered. in a time frame for the planning and

improvement of collaborative efforts. They wig lend strength Ag the initiation of the
collaborative organiza tion as well as to its chances for long range service to children with

'40
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I. WiII the same LLA's confirm continued participation?

(1 v Do additional LEA's wish to join?

3 has one of. the original participants terminated?

4 Does the collaborative agreement require changes?

5 Are existing b laws sufficient?

6 What contingency plans are necessary?

7 Are representation and voting privtleges.satisfactory?

8. Is clarification of roles and responsibilities of the board necessary?

. : 'es
9 Can'additional prograrris be added if-desittd?

1-O. is %ht.\ board effective in fulfilling the collaborative's Objectives? .

Are reporting procedures adequate? ,

12. Are obligations and benefits clearly Understood by participating LEA's?
4,

13, What linkages to other LEA's and/or resources might increase the v4lite of seryices
rendered and/or lower the cost of services?

14. Can the organization 6enerit.fkom:*appiying for state approval if it has not done so?

apprbviil?
tir

le

. 1 w

1/4

_Oa

, ,,15. Do pmposed meinbership and/or servPhelivefy plans requir,e a new applicatfon for
-...

,

16. Is an advisory 'cointit tee deefried advantageous?

3

17, It parental and/or teacher Involvemetit on an advisory committee adequate ?.,



, planning:,
jnanav,omeni

Hasa current needs assessment been conducted to evaluate existing programs and to
establish new priorities'

Have statewide developments been considered as to how/they may affect program
deliver

3. What action 16 needed in the following areas to improve continuing programs or to
d %elop additional services

dminismitive roles and responsibilities .

staf

) funding sources

cost member cOmmunities

fiscal managemen1Sysiem

'facilities

transportation

-.
4. Have p.rogtains been anatyred for relative cost effectiveness? . .

5. Do new prOitiam designS.satisfy Chapter 766 requirements and Departmetit of
Education regulations?

6. Do control or accountability procedures need revision? -,

. .. ,,

c,' .7-. Is clarification of administrative roles and responsibilities necessary? .
..i - , -,, ', .

708. flps a fisca' Ily sound budget.been developed? ...
. . ,

9, Have illitage arrangernents and funding sources.been explored?

10. Has a proCess been developed for conducting on-going evaluation?
I A ,



planning:
delivery of

service programs

I. Has it been determined that existing programs should continue?

2. Has the needy survey re4ealed the need for new -pro

$ -
3 .Has it been determined -which'collaborative members have common neekrof a new

senrce and has a commitment been m'al4e.9,,, .. 4=

4

.7
. ,,

. .,

4. Have ad-nit-first-ea-five and management responsibilities been identifier,-
-- .. .

A , _

.. .

5. Have facilities. staff, supplies and equipment been adequately plannid?.

t.

6. Have transportation plans ben developed?
= .

, -

4 : ,.
. .. , \ . . -

1. Are parents ;Aid teachers included in an advisory gun*?\. ...

8. Is this program planned $o answer a short or long term need?

9. Is the program recommended after- having reviewed other service providers?
, 0

I

10 Whet support services areleqt.dred?
4

-4

4

II. Have existing resources been utilized effectively in program design?

. - . ,i,
-

,

.
.

, 12. Will programs, require any in-service training? - ,

..--- ------- .- .
, .
'13.. Are fire any implications. or program ex-tension beyond the, regular school year?

... .. #
school

4

,14. ,Has an evajnatian process been included?
-.

.

4

. -r-s
.1 It,"4-



- planning. I . budget for overhead costs been detennined?

financo .

e

Has a budget for iirogram.operations been developed'?

4.1

J. ,Do ine.rniaership fees need adiustmena

4. Have costs of new programs been estimated?

5. Have participating LEA's been informaof new costs'for budget allocation?

.

-
a #6: Have fiScal procedures been established to administer new programs?.

., . . .,..--
..0,

7. Have additional bookkeeping services been considered?

1. Are there contingency plans in the event of-an LEA \withdrawal or lack of
commitment?

9. Have outside funding sources been explored?

-

-. 10. Has in-kind support beer explored for possible cost reduction?

11. Have figus been prepared to relate delivery of, ervice optiorist.to cost effectiveness?



a

evaluation w anticipating schq0klistricts adequately represented on the co ative board?

ant/A- non
Was voting distributioncdh si equitable?

1

,
_ ,

I'

3.
;
Were the roles ;And resp nsibilities, of the collaboiative board adequately defamed?

-

4. Was the collaborative board able to set policy?

5. 11 id the collaborative board respond-tocrises effe 'vely?

1

6._Did the collaborative board influenceyroiram operations effe

7. Did the organization adequately define objec ?-Puiposes-?

N

8. Was the opera ing agreement broad enough to allov for additional pr

. t
9. In what way did net collaborative legislation affect the organ ation 1 structure?

r.,

ma.

. i O.' Were membet school districts informed ctollaborative decisions d policy?

I I. Did members clearly.understand their obligations and benefits?

12. What other agencies-should have been includ6d/represented o the eollaboratiye.------:'
.

,-A

board?' .

Weticontingency.plans effective
.

4

I



evaluatio
mana

Did ne

..

"

assessment accurately forecast program priorities?

Was a precise collaborative action plan developed?

3 Was an evaluative process developed for assessment and planning?

4. Were efforts coordinated with other service-providing agencies?

-\,

5. _Was the information system' ffective? Were the various publics informed?

programs administered and supervised effectively?
-

7. Did the programs satisfy ,Chapter 766requirements?

8. Were facilities adequate,?

-
..., .

9. Was the-transportation system effective?.'
... ?- .. r'"

, __ ,
Ft

. ...-
4 - '

4 ' 7 , )

. ,10. In what way did statewitliztlerlopments'affect program delivery?
,

-11r.

,
C

1 . We're the' role and resporisibrIitie, of the director adequately defined to achieve gears?

. -,--
12, Velcitall program- pipilipants.aware of and in concurrence 'with their roles and .
resithA6li tie0: o'.-.. .

. .,:. '-

:
#." , ' -, i. -74- ----.0.-4,

13/,`Wag the--%taff abletR operate prpgramkeffeetivejy?
,./ ., ..

14. Were.congericy plans' effective in rtosponding.tocrise's?

°
., . , I .

-'-''''f-,
,4,-- /

..,
15...1514 the cillaboratfve satisfy its progran ot)jeet&es?

,.... . .

,

p

'w



evaluation:. '1.
Did the programs meet collaborative objectives?

delivery of
service programs,

.

...--

cf:.

9

id the programs satisfy educational plan requirements of studen

'What support services were useful?

'4. Were in,service programs, effective?
.

ti

Were instructional materialsand equipment adequate?

Was the pupil/teacher ratio appropriate?

, 7. Were existing resources fully utilized?

..41111

,4 , : f ''c',.,
,

.
. 0 r ;

. ii t',
8. In what.;Nay were a_dvisory`gioups effective? .

r-

,

. -
.

p .

9. Did LEA's perceive the'vetue of theiecvice as out-weighing the cent of involvement?

_

10. What linkages to other LtA's; agencies/or -4)11aboratives mighthave improved the
"program? .

. .

_ .

4. /4

a 1.



.
'r

I, Was the fiscal-Management system soand throughout the year?

finance
,

. ,,-
, ., . ,...

t' Were jontingenCy plans adequat4 for unexpected costs?
':

., , , ,-

<IP 0

3'. Were o'erhead costs budgeted ?.

4. Werelprogams cost effective?

5. Were all potelial funding sources identified and contacted?
1

6. Vrere membership fees equitable and sufficient?

7. Mere staff employment practices adequate?

4hit'inikind contributions were necessary?

.

9. Were. humaryand financial resources adequate to support collaborative' programs?

-. ,,
10. Was a reporting process e31abljshed to inform t6e governing biaarcl and the' "
participating school districts of how and why funds Were spent?.

.. .

. II. Were reasonable measures developed to assure-confrol apiaoeonntabilitY0f.,
collaborktive fisca1 Operations?

1

0
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... appendix A: laws pertinent to collabortion
_-

4 , appendix- 8: : case studies-..,
appendix Cr collaboratively "run

. to serve
eclat needs students in inassachusefts ,



appendix A:
laxks'and

regulations
pertinent to

collaboration

P

.

I. 'SECTION 4A OF CHAPTER 40 OF THE GENERAL LAWS OF THE COMMONWEALtH OF
M.A5SACHUSETTS3 970 .

Si( TIO \ 4A Covemmental units may make ,contracts relative to performance of public services
.11ast am 1969. 85. 356, 758) Any governmental unit, as hereinafter defined.,may enter into an
agreement with one or more other governmental units-to perform Jointly or for such other unit or units
any service. activity or undertaking which each contracting unit is authonzed by lay to perfOrm, if such
agreement is authonzed by each 'party thereto. in a 'city by the city council with the approval.of.Ule
may or and in a town .or distnct by a town or district rneeting..except:" however. that when srch
agreement involves the expenditure of funds for educational purposes accepted pursuant to section
fifty-three A of chapter fortyfour. or the expenditure of funds for establishing supplementary education
centers and innovative educational programs, the agreement and its termination shall be authorized by
Ole School committee. Any such agreement may b,e terminated by any .party thereto at the end of any
fiscal year if such termination is authonzed by the terminating unit.in the manner aforesaid; provided,
that notice of such termination is given to each other. party to the agreement at least sixty days prior to
the date of. ermination. A-gOvemmental unit may enter into an agreement with any other governmental
unit for the Joint disposal of refuse, garbage or offal for a period not exceeding twenty years. The words
"governmental unit" as uied.herein shall mean a city or towa.a regional school ()mulct, or a district as
defined iasection one A. .

All billrand payrolls submitted for work done under any such agreement shall be plainly marked to
indicate that the work was done under 'authority thereof. Any reimbursement for or contribution ..

toward the cost of such work shall be made' at such intervals as the agrement provides. The.amount of
reimbursement received under any such agreement' by any governmental unit shall tie credited on its
books to the account of estimated" recgipts, but any funds received under the prox;isions of section
'fifty-three Aof _chapteiforty-foir for contribution toward the cost of such work max be expended in
accordance with the, said provisions. The equipment and employees Of a governmentg" unit hie
engaged in performing any such service, activity pr undertaking under such an agreement shall be
deemed to'be engaged in the service and employment of such unit, notwithstanding such service, activity
or undertaking is being performed in or for-another governmental unit or units.

.

CAAtTER 797 OF THE GENERAL LAWS Or THE COMMONWEALTH OF "MASSACHUSETTS

1974

AN Ad AUTHORIZING CITIES, TOWNS AND REGIONfAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS-TO ENTER
INTO COLLABORATIVE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS.

. REIT ENACT-ED BY THE SENATE AND HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES IN -GENERAL COURT
ASSEMBLED, AND BY THE AUTHORITY OF THE-SAME, AS FQLLOWS: .

. .
Chapter 40 of the General Laws is hereby amended by.striking ou,t section 4E, as amended by chapter

753 of the acts of 1972. and inserting in place thereof the following section:
...

,

gel-1°N 4.E. The department of education through its regional offices shall cooperate with citi
tows and regionil school districts which seek to enter into collaborative agreements for the p
hereinafter provided in this section. .

Any school COMillittet, acting for and in behalf of its city. town or.regionai schoOl district, may enter
into an agreement with one or more other such committees to conduct jointly eduCational programs and-
services which permit such committees to supplement or strengthen . school programs, and services:
provided, that such agreethent has been authorized by vote of each such committee andapproyed by the
commissioner of education. . . .- -

The 'agreement shall state the purposes of the program of service, the approximate amounts ofrnoney
to be contributed by each city, town or regional school district, the cost savings aspects of the program
or service and_ any other matters not incompatible with laW which the committees deem advisable:

The agreement rnay be terminated at the end of any fiscal yeat by written notice of termination given
by any party which has entered into suds agreehient to each' other party at,least six months before the
end of such fiscal year.. Such agreement shall prpvide for the diiposition,aon termination thereof, of ail.
irnincinnbered funds and allAquipMent and supplies held pursuant therein;re' ; .

ach school committee- entering into such an agreement shall atioint one person from its own
membership to foam a board to be known as an educatiogarcollaborative board The 'department of

. . .

- 56



education shall 6e rCpresentedon each such board by the coordulatos of the regional center in ch the
maiority of such member munic),palittes are located. L'adi such boaid shall select its o executive .
otti,er and shall adopt an appropriate name for'purposes of identification. .-

1 ach educational collaborative board shall establish and manage a trust fund, to .be own as an
educational collaborative ti nd. and each such fund shill likewise be designatedby an ap ropriate name.
All monies vontributed by- the member municipalities, and aU grants or gifts om the federal
government. state government. chantable foundationt. private corporations or any o r source, shall be
nail to the educational collaborative board and deposited in the aforesaid fund e treasurer of the
member .sty or town %%fifth has the laigest population according to the latest fed, al census of the cities

.... and Towns torming each educational collaborative board shall serve as treas er of such educational.
collaborative board without compensation. Said treasurer shalj receive and d urse any monies of 'the
trust fund tit thi educational collaborative board he serves withoyt further-a ropnation.

. L pon the recommendation of the department of education. the statetr surer shall annually disburse
to vertam educatiopal collaborative boards a monetary grant. pursuan to regulations adopted by the

. ,- 4board of education: Said grant shall be subject to appropriation and all not exceed a total sum of ten
thousand dollars per individual, city..town and regional school dist which becomes a party to each

. , su4h educational collaborative program or service as provided u ei..1.11e written terns of-a specific
agreement . -

e
,

., ... .
- . ' ... 3. SLCTION 201, REGULATIONS OF CHAPTER ,7. OF '('HEE GENERAL LAWS OF THE

WV COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 1972

. . 201 0 Options available to school committees fotsatts mg the requirements of these regulations:
Jhe following shall apply to the satisfaction of Al the requirements of -the regulations by school

.. ",t COMiiiitrec - ,

..-. 201.1 Each school comm_ ittee shall have the fo wing 'options in-satisfying any of - requirements of
these regulations.

201.4 tat It may satisfy such requireme s itself.
, 201.11b) It may enter into -an a: ernent to satisfy such requirements through a regional

,j c011abt,itative.
_____ _

. . .

201.11c) It may enter into an :.cement or contract with a private schobl'.or public or private .

agrtcy or institution to satisfy su requirements.
201.2 Each school committee w desires to choose the Option described in paragraph 201 .1lb) shall

, s submit to the appropriate Rep al Sranch,Office of the Division, a wrirten'agretment and a plan f011ts--
implementation. Stich ?vet nt and plan shall' desigiiite one city, town or school distritt as the

. - operating agents Funds-rece" ed.by such operating agent fronrother cities, towns or school "districts pa
, flom its own city. town o school distiict for implementing such agree'ment and plan,irfaddition to gifts

and grants received fro all -sources, shall ,be deposited with and eld as a separate account by the'
treasurer of such o attng agentThe operating agent may apply all funds received, without further'
appropriation of sus funds, to the cost of programs operated pursuant to the agreementand plan.-

201.2 12) An facility operated by a regional r..ollabOialive shall betreated, for purposes of these '
regulation's. s if it were located within the jurisdiction tfeach of the school committees which are-
members such collaborative. ;.;."-..

_ -.-,-,

201.2 Notwithstanding' the definition of "public school factlityy.in these regulations, a facility
open- d pursuant to an, agreement establishing tregional collaborative shall be considered to be,a

, ( 2 . c school facility only if- eighty percentor more of the children educated therein 'arectuldreti
thout special needs. ' ..

..,

.3 Each scliool Conimittee which desires to choose the option described in paragraph 201.1 (c) shall
. bilut in. writing to.the Regional Brute)) Office Of the Division the agreement or contrattPenteid. into

f

ancl_A plan for the implementation of the same. The Regional Branch Office shall. communicate to the
School Committei its approval, or rejection of the contract oragreement..No auch apeeitlienttor, ,-

.contract shall take effect' until. approved by such Regional Braddi Office !Ad, if one of the parties ,--.
involved ii a public agency or -clepartnient of the Commonwealth, by the central office of !Itch agency or_
department.

..
. . . ..

201.4 Other provisions of these regulations which 'relate to the manner in which schoblvonniiittees
meet -their obligations through the options_deacribid in paragraphs 201.i ia) through 201.1 (d) shill le
considered as additional to the requirements of paragraphs 201.2 and 201.3., and

. -



4. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCAT1W DRAFT OF PROPOSED REGULATIONS FOR THE IMPLE-
MENTATION OF CHAPTER 797 45F THE ACTS OF 1974 (second and latest draft of 'guidelines, dated
December 20, 1974) ,
Preamble ,

. _ ,

The purpose. 1Sf Chapter 797 is to encourage, the establishment of interdistrict collaborative
educational programs and services among the cities, towns and regional school districts of the
Commonwealth. The legislation amends Chapter 4U Section 4E of the General Laws and, forthe first ....,

time m the history of the Commonwealth, permit; State financial support for certain-interdistrict
collaborative programs and serN,Ices approved in advance by the Commissioner of Education.

. e legislation retains local school committee initiative and is specifically aimed towards assisting
scho districts in providing costly educatibnal prograrris,and services for a limited number of students.
Any cost-savings realized at the local school district. levels should produce a more cost-effective
expenditure of State reimbursement monies,

This act is designed to develop and solidify stron relationships between the Department of
Education and local educational agencies. Staff members a to the regionaeducation centers will
play a leadership role in assisting Ideal school districts relative d t e establishment, implementation and.

_ evaluation of collaborative educational programs and service%.
.

All collaborative agreements which co9foiN to the pro of Chapter 40, Section 4E °Nile
(jeneral Lasts.as amended by Chapter 753 of the Acts of all have an effective date prior to
No-writer 11; 1974 in order to be approved' by the Cornmi 1. of Educatiofl. All such educaficmal ,

collaboratjves established And guthonzed under Chapter 75 may legally continue to- exist and seek .
payments from member towns. H. 1Wft-these existing co .ratives shall ake action to amendtheir

, structures so that' they onfdrm wi e new requirement's o pter 797. '
. . All cdllaborative-agreement-k-whic --an--effeetive i ueni to Noveinber-104-974 shall-A

conform to,,the'provisions of Chapter 797 of t cts 0(1974 ider to be valid. '_ , --.

Settion 1 - Definitions

a "Regional Offices" .De Regional Hducation Centers of the De nt of Educations
b. "Collaborative Agreentent" an agreement between twp or.more sc 1 committees to. rovide

jointly'educational programs and/or services.' .
c. "Educational Collaborative Board" - the group of individuals who have jurisdietion and authority

relative to the - operation and control of a collaborative educational program...andiorserViCe.. ,... . - ----'
4,41-S.,'""rduCattintat Collaborative fuse.- -iliedeliository foralimonies appropriated Ot granted in support .

- of the collaborative educational program and/oi service. I

'. .
Section ft The Collaborative Agreement

-qtie collaborative agreement must be signed 1;y an authorized, repre;entative of each school
committee which enters intothe agreement and by the Commissioner of Education or his designee. The
agreement must contain the following pfovisioni, -- ..

*-1. The names bf the school districts involved. ...- -1,

,2.- The kinds of programs and/or services to be initially provided. . '
. _3. The approximate amounts of money or kinds of services to be contributed'by each :participating

, 4- school-district. . ..
. .

. 4. The target population of ,individuals who will be served by the ,Collaboratiie 'programs and/of
services.

5. The cost -effectiveness aspects of the collabOrative plogrim atid/ortservice. -
i

6. The effective datekof the collaborative programs and/ot setvices. "
7. The terms under which a school district may withdraw from the collab4rative program and/or

service. ', . . c ,
..* 8. The.-tertin under which supplies and ,equipment wilfbe distributixl,amon,g member districts at

teciination of a speafic program or service. _, -

9. The terms under which a. school district may be admitted as a new party to the collaborative
ageenlent. .. ..,

i19. Any other matters not iniompatible with law which 'the participating school ctmmittees deem
. c .

52

advisahle. *
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.
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; ,-... , , ..

-, _

,` Section III The Educational Collaborative Board , <

Each school committee *Nth enters into a collaborative agreemen't shill appoint one of its members
whet could- 'delegate his authonty to a second party. with the approval of the respective' `school
conThattee as a whole. to serve on the-educational collaborative beard. The department of educatiork
'shall be feResented op each eduptuinal collaborative board by the appropnate coordinator afar egional ..5

-.
education center or his*designep ., .

i

The: educational collaborative 'board Otall exercise, jurisdiction and control over the,. planning,
-Cooperation. maintenance and evaluation of the collaborative programs and/or ten/ices. h. skill,have the
'authont} ro select us own executive officer. to adopt an appropnate -name for the pt rposts of
identification,identification, to establish ils own set of by-laws and -determine its own adininistrati4 striicture.

Each educational collaborative bu'ard shall estabhsh and manse an educational collaborative trust 4C

. fund. It Oil] be the duty ofthe collaborative board to assign the trusrfurucknppropriateInimearrd tq, -,
-.ensure that all sup-port monies are properly deposited in the trust flind. . ." .

..

.. ... .- * k ...4 ,...

- 1 .SectioulV The Educational Zoliaborative Fund 4. ' '
An ediitional -collaborative trust fund shall be established and appropriately designated by'leach'''';'

4 educational collaborative txlard. All monks contributed by member muriicipalities,Ind all grants-tifgifis

.-:-. , :. fiord any source whatsoever shall be depoited in the,trutt4sind, The' funds sit.tiepiiisited shall be- . .

managed-by the members of the educational collaborative board., -- '
, . .

Section V - Collaborative Treasurer . - t -- . '''. ; ..-4-'
,-- Thetrepstirer of the mentier_tity, town, or regional 'school distOct which has.theiaigest population ' "'

-according to the most recent federal vensus shalt normally serve Is the treasurer flf the educational..-.
collaborative board out a volutitary,basis,. However, yriththe permission of this trequrer and the 'approval,

- . .

. . of fbe caUzborative board, the treasurer of any ether,ilietnier city., town or reziosilttsclit distrid inFY___
- properly serve as the treasurer of the educational c011aborati've, board without compensation. It liarbe

..
the duty of the treasurer fo receive and disburse all monies of the educational collaborative-trust fund in

i
,..!

-a proper manner.
A

Section 111 I-- Procedures for- Requesting Approval of ColPaborative Agreements and Fa ding of '
Collaborative Programs and/or Services ---.' , , .-- , ,,,

At least five copies of the proposed -Collaborative agreement with authorized sign*, tures Shall-1w,
sybrniited to the coordinator of the appropriate regional education-center. UpOn-review,4lie coordinitof
shall attach his written recommendations for further action and forward (fur copies of thp_Areement
with attachments to the director' -of the Bureau of School District R4orgazatiorrand Collaboration
tBSDRC). The directorof BSDRC strl coordinate the revievi 4 the pirdposedcoBabor4tivetgreemettl-
among the internill central' offices of the department of education and fdrWard the,propoied-4reement .'
with a written reccunrnendation for action `to the c,ommissioner of education. -. <--

s. .
,,,, , ;t . .,

::-
5. tDCPRECOMMENDATIONS FOR CHAPTER 'f97JREGUAL ATIONS , 1 r

COLUBORATTVE BOARI4ND ORGANIZATION, -,--)

Recorrunenc6tion: That 'each sehooecominittee.entering intosiuch an digreententk'shad appoint_ +

person' from its own membership, or -a designee, to form a-becird-to be_ known as'an edue.ational
eollaborkipe board. -- . ' -

. -

. ,...

. This interpretation - avoids a potential' disruption of the organization and operations ,O1 existing
collaboratives, particularly in the evint that superintendents, special edircation directors, dr directors of

,
prIpil personnel seritr- ;esire serving on collaborative boatds; (See House Nor2265.) ' ' '
Recommendations: ,Piqr the Department of erica Tien shall be reprelented on each such boarg W the.

, (---- apprOpriate coordinator,of a regional educatidn center:oihis designee . ,
:-

0 'That the Department of gucation *preserttatii .act in a- non-vo.tint advisory capadty on the .,
0, ; collaborative board. -r ,

The cooperation and coordination -of local-iiioliaborativris with t4 efforts-of the 'regional canters is 2-,,,
most important relationship- In order to *Void PossilleConilicts Otintesesti sincethe-nigionid miters
may also 'emits funding conduits, it 4 recommended th.tt the regions' cerrtehttiesentati, function in-
in adilsory caisacity.

'5 9 A
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. , t

Recommendation. That membership of the collaborative board not be restricted by the mandates of
, Chapter 797. , i -, '

Cpthaer 797 mandates I certainllat ceain individuals sit on the collaborative board. k is recommended that _

other persons including supenntendents, setial,eclucation directors, and parents 'also be eligible for
membership on this board. . ,

..
Recommendation. That Chapter 797 approved collaboratives not be required to receive annual approval

the Department of Educanon. --° . , .
It is recommended that collaboratives must re-apply for state approval only when collaborative -
membership andior program purposes,have changed.
Rectnomendation That Chapter 759- pproved collaboratives `be "grandfathered" under Chapter 797,
until January 1. 1979. . IC

4 .
This measure is intended to allow long-term, ongoing collaborative programs to tot rue tp operate,

,.., ' without disruption, as presently organized. This four year period will permit an orderly transition of a

es-.. 753 collaborative to a 7r collaborative. (See House No'. 2264.)'

A.

r. < a'.

4.
(

COLLABORATIVE FUND AND FINANCING
c , .

. Recommendation.- That the treasurer of the larger' member city or town. or the treasurer of that
member commtmity or regional school district approved .by the board, shall set* as treaSurer of such

i collaborative board WIthout compensatipn.
* ',This recommendation is intended to provide the collaborative biiard with the flexibility to choose its

;.-- , ''-,.- ` ' fiscal arm. Iir'some cases, multi-service collaboratives (those sponsoring niany programs) need 'more'
,-. than one fiscal agent to-handle the various project budgets, since grants must oftentimes be administered

, IlliQugh a sertain_LEA. This approach allows ..the _collaboristive boarrlio_distribute_ the administrative
. burden more equitably across districts. (See Commissioner Anrig's memo and House No. 2265.)

Recommendations. That funds be allocated annually to support Chapter 797.
That Chapter 797 grants not reduce Chapter 70 reimbUrsements. ..

0 Chapter; 797 grants should be used to encourage collaboration among school districts across the state.
This purpose will not be served if 'the amount of the Chapter 797- grant is latet deducted frointhapter
70 reimbursements 4tlie participating Communities.

twitRecommendation: That legislation be 'approved to permit school committees to prepay harm to a
.'.. collaborativerograrn. '

The reimbursement method oftentimes prevents colla,boratives from sppnsoring needed programs. If
', "up-front".monies were provided by participating LEA's through tuition payments, the financing of

-:- collaborative, programs would be less of.a problem. (See Senate-No. 4I l.)--- ? ,

Recommendation. That existing collaboratives be eligible for Chapter 797 grants to support new.

4

if

4,
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Progr&ns.
Existing collalibratives, should be eligible for Chapter 797 grant ,monies to start ,new programs and
projects. This is #n important method by

, '

which the Department of Education can encourage successful
-' collaborative approaciles. .

,

COLLABORATIVE PERSONNEL ., ,
... -,

!..,-,

,4* . . T
I

, Recothmendations: That collaborative' personnel be eligible to make direct payments to thi state.
retirement s'ysten k -- .

That collaboratite personnel be eligible for health benefits through the`Depariment of Education

ThatThat collaborative personnel receive regular fririge binefits from fiscal agent ,community, i.e., vacation
time. sick leave.-truvet etc. r

V -: That tenure be granted to collaborritivi petisonnel dt the pleasure of the board.

There are presently sale LEA1 which do not choose to protd4 fringe benefitsnrao thsy, wisit to do
so. For quality ,staff yid continuity of program, it seems aperopriate that collaborative staff should hate
similar opportunities as regular sta to tam fringe benefits. i ..

A11014 i" MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT or(
Recommendation: rwt the Departments if Education develop additional staff to all regkinal of to
provide technical assistance tointabliiheiland new collabOratives.

.

6 !,

e c e I.
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The forniation of. a 797 collaborative will be enhanced if it is known,that specific assistance is available.
to support its development.

ARRANGEMENTS

Recommendation That the Secretaries of Educatiim and Human 'Services issue a definitive papgr. The
implications of Chapter 766 and Chapter 797 have resulted in changing roles, responsibilities, and
procedur in var4"11u.s state agencies. For this reason. the document should clarify in precise terms the
support services, whick-are mitt. presently available. Dissemination to school districts throughout the

-state will enable' their collaboratives to make 'judicious use of the state resources' for cost-effective
delivery of services required by Chapter 766.

appendix B.:
case studies

.

ln,Chapter 1. a variety of collaborative relationships are described in a ,theoretical Way. This ayPendix
is designed to give 'toncrete definition to those descriptions through brief abstracts of representative
relatuinships.Each abstract describes the need Out of which the.group deyeloped, the organization's
general purpose and programs, their management structure and fiscal operation.

In addition to the case studies herein, some collaborative have issued their own descriptive material.
An example of this is Case Study of the Memmac Education Center, written by Dr. Ronald. G, and Mary
C-.4Havelock, 1974, available from MEC.

1.' An.Informakollaborative

PittsfiekLeollabnrative :

Central Annex
2nd Street
Pittsfield. Massachusetts 01201
141314994234
Howard Eberwein, Director Special Education
Service Area Berkshire County

hi the Pittsfield'area, a unique informal collabdrative grew out of the need to service children whose
primary disability'is autism. She collaborative program was developed in-1970 in coordination with the
direi-tor of a local private school for girls,, Miss Hall's School. This informal collaborative illustrates an
effective linkage arrangement with a local educational resource. The program is housed at'Miss Hall's
School, and students from the school serve as tutors in the special education program.

The two special education teachers and a teacher's aide-wfio operite,the program are on the Pittsfield
staff. The board of. directors consists of the director of Miss Hall's ancrthe super' tendent and special
education, director, from Pittsfield. The collaborative is aloosely defined oiganizatio and the program is
open to all students residing in Berkshire County. The 'collaborative presently servic 14 students from
Pittsfield, .Lee. Williamstown. Cheshire and Sheffield. A standard tuition late has bee set for students
not residing in Pittsfield.

1

2. Chapter 797 Special Education Collaborative in the Piocess of Organizing

The Shore Collabbrative
Main Street
Winthrop, Massachusetts 02152
846-5500
Dr. D9rothy Bennett, Actirig ChaiiPenon
Service Area: ChilseaEverett Maide*etiford, Revere, Saugus Winthrop
' The Shore. Collaborative -was initially organized not only i)ecause of the need to
coordinate the devekipment programs and services for spbcial needs students, but
additional federal and state funding for these projects. It is one of the fist collaborati
following the passage of Chapter 79!7 and hopes to be eligible for Chapter797 -fun
appropriation is made.

e and
to attract

to organize
and when an
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.
The collaborative concept wat, first discussed among several special education directors. The first

meeting involved speci ;l education directors of Chelsea, Everett, Revere, SaUgus and Winthrop. I

As a result of, this meeting, a collaborative propoial for Title VI funding was developed Ind submitted.
When and if it was accepted, the-collaborative planned to hire a core staff and to formalize a contractual
agreement. .: , . ,

At about the time the-proposal was submitted:Robert Kurtz, of Human Sirvices for the North Shore,
Inc.. met with some of the directors and offered technicalassistance in formalizing the collaborative,
organizing 'a needs assessment, and Ling -some preliminary' program development., Because of the
availability of this assistance, it was agreed to proceed regardlesS of \the proposal's outcome.'

The next meeting, chatted by Peter Finn, Assistant Superintendent, Winthrop, was attended by the
five special education directors' and Mr. Kurtz.elliekngencla of the meeting included membership
considerations, drafting an agreement, 'and establishing a work dFdtale for the collaborative. It was
:agreed that Medford and Malden would be ,invited -to join in ordillto broaden die membership base and
to minimize the overlap between The Shore Collaborative and The' Tri-City Collaborative (Everett,
Malden and Medford); After reviewing Chapter 797 for collaborative agreement regulations, another

'meeting was planned to iiiIiich all superintendents would be invited. Special education directors agreed
to 'brief their superintendents,beforehand so that they would be prepared to discuss and ratify a
collaborative agreement that could be recommended to each school committee with a'request for a fiscal'
yeai 1976 appropriation of $5,000. ,

The meeting was highly successful, largely because of the froundwOrk that had been laid by the
....,, special education dqthors. Each superintendent approved the draft agreement and a FY 76 budget of

approitimately S30;000 for administrative costs. Further, they expressed a desire to proceed with a
formal _needs assessment and a plan for program development. All agreed .to go to- their Oleg '

k committees for approval prior to February 1, 1975. -.
. -

Plans are currently underway to develop three or four program's before the end of the school year.
Areas under study include a thorough needs assessment and the definition of an improved tuition ,
exchange program, a plan for an alternative school project with a major focus on occupational educapon
that could begin immediately (with al and local funding), and a cooperative effolt to performtore
evaluations for members' Currently ins itutionalized students.

.

3. A Chapter 753 Single Program Special Education Collaborative

READS (Regional Educational Assessment and Diagnostic Services)
Lgkeville Hospital
Lakeville, Massachusetts 02346
947-3634
Robert Hartman, Director
Service Area: Abington, Berkley, Bridgewater,

r Bridgewater-Ray. nham Regional High School, Bristol, ,
Bristol-Plymouth Regional Technical School; Dighton,
Dighton-Rehoboth Regional High School, East Bridgewater, ."

Freetown, Freetown-Lakeville Regional High School,
Hanson, Holbrook, Lakeville, Middleboro, Raynham,
Rehoboth, Taunton, Wareham: West Bridgewater, Whitman,
Whitman-Hanson Regional High School

The READS Collaborative was formed in 1972 to provide diagnostic services to special needs students
of school systems in thelSoutheast Region. The LEA's involved in this collaborative arringetnent are'
located within a 20-mile radius of Lakeville, Massachusetts, the collaborative's base'. .

pie collaborative is governed by a board of, directors comprised of a school committee representative
or superintendent from each member community. Pre directors of pupil oervices or special education
administrators from the member systems serve as the:.steeilng or middle management committee. The
staff' is administered by an executive director and includes one teaiherotW9 teacher's aides, (MO
pediatrician and'one secretary. Special c,onsuftants are contracted as necesstry.

. 6.?
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!heprovided through a sharing of costs arid resoureem a central kCation:

<, .
Although, no formal needs assessment was Conduct the :collaborative grew out of the need for <

cost-effective 'diagnostic servicesfor the loot cothrhuni and the feeling that these §erVices could best

I ach lown contributed ,an Initial membership fee (based on etheir total school population) of S2 per
This'fee guarantees that the collaborative will perform a predetermined number of diagnostic

evaluations for the town. Aiditnan'al evaluations are charged to Member communities.
The collaborative functions within the guidelines of Chapter 753. All decisions on expinsiOrwnew

memberships. or services extended to non-members require a majority decision of the board.
,

, 4. A Chapter 753 Special Education Collaborative with Multiple Services"
;

SPI DUOS (,\ortli Show Special hhication Consorti Inc.)
162 Ei!deral Street, I

Salem, Massachusetts1)19 7
745 -,k 7,0()

K ein O'Grady, Director
.S'ervue Area Beverly, Barjord, Danvers, Marble Bead
Masconomet Regional District. Middleton, Peabody, Salem,
Swampscott, Topsfield

SPEDCON. The North Shore Special Education Consortium, Inc.,,fofmed in May 1974-, was organized
to provide improved services for children with special needs'residing in the member communities and has
been approved under Chapter 753' regulations. At present, this collaborative has a variety of programs
including'a mmischool and an itinerant teachers program for hearing Unpaired, visually impaired and

haddicapped students. In addition, the collabOtativeltas-difeToped two programs Tor The
developmentally diSabled, one aimed at primary. students and the other concentrating on career
education for older students. . -

A. full time director and ad9thstrative assistant coordinate the various prograths and provide the
overall direction to the consoThum, working clostly with-a board of directors that cpnsists of the pupil

, service and special education directors of the member communities and one liaison superintendent. All
procedures and policiks are decided upon by the board:The director, who is selected afidappointed by
the board, is responsible to the board for the activities and functioning of the consortium.

SPEKON receives its funding from a variety of sources: membership fees, federal and' slate.grants,
and contracts from the Department of-Education. It has received additional monies from not- member
communities who purchase specific services. Expenses relating to personnel hired for program
implemer;tation are shared by the member schools.

In its one year of operation, services provided to its members by the consortium have proved to be
cost-effective and have made available programs that would have been impossible for individual;
communities to support on their own.

' 5. A Chapter 753 Special Education Collaborative with Multiple Services

Blackstone Palley Special Needs Collaborative
P.O. Box 176,
Uptont Massachuketts 01568
529.3028 1....:...,

lb s

Thomas P. McMur. ray! Director 1
, . . ,

.,

Service Area: Blackstone-Itfillville Regional, Grafton, , )

. , Hohedale,Mendon-Upton Regional, Milford, Northbridge, Uibridge . , ,
The Blictstone VIlley, Specialeleeds Collaborative. began operations'in August 1974 to coordinate...

services for special needs students in that region. Many school districts were contacted and 1nVited to
-a participate` in the planning process, out of which the present seven members ultimatel 'Dined ferries.l a .

-.: °
..^. ' The sollaktrative is:approved under Chapter 753 and its board chnsists'of the seen sups "ts of '

.....
the member districts, each having one vote. The Menden-Upton Regional School District se iss fikal
agent-for the collaborative.

.

. 1
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= The collaborapies efforts this fall centered-arqund develpping a cost-effective transportation system
for the spejialneeds students of the nine communities to- d a t e , the collaborative has been successful in

teducing transportation costs.
-

-. ..

0,-

Another activity art the Blackstone Valley Special Needs Collaborarive,-*and one that will become
increasingly important. is, th&oordination of special education programs in the member districts-;At this

point, all specul education programs are sponsored at' the local level, while the ..collaborative aids in ''
placing and trinspOrting studentsi The collaborative hopes to increase services byluririgadditional staff_
and sponsoring progiants for its member districts Oxt year. ' . .

,

The Ithri.kstone. Valley ,Special Needs Collaborative was ftuided entirely by its-member corm/funnies

for this Mist year of operltionsG A flat membership rate (54,0tlb)'was agreed upOn bythe seven ,school

districts. Funding is beuig sought from avariety of sources for next year; including Title V.1, Office for

Children. and Chapter'797. SI
' - r .

,

6 A Chapter 753 Multi-purpose Collaborative '
IlampshirelAicational Collabo6tive 0
Trustee Mime 0 f
Hopkins Academy ...... , '
Hadtey Massachusetts 1)1035 t ,
(413)586-4590, ., ' '

, r'
Peter Deniers, Director

41 #
;.. ' .

Service Area. Amherst, Amberst-Pilham Regional. ,- . 's , i .

-itelthcriiin7r.--tfasthanipton; Gateway -Regional. Granby;
Hadley. Hampshire Regional, Hatfield, Northampton, Pelham,' .; .

SolithZ4dle1.7, Union 66 - '

, The'ampshire Educational.Collaborative,was approved under Chanter' 753 id Fehruarycl974 and

began operation in July 14174, Designed as a multi-purpose organization, it has two major focuses L

octupation ethication for high school students and prams and services for speCial needs youngsters

identified ,io. Chaptei 766. 'Oriirially f Iundedby 1 Title II Occupation,,a1 Competency grant, this'

at organization has embaiked on a number Of different programs to best meet the needs of the district it

'serves. Below are brief2program descriptions of on-gOing or soon-to-be operating programs. '
,,.

1. Developmental Day Care Prograpodesigned to serve 17 severely -multiply-handicapped youngsters ,

from the ages p( 7,21. ,
, =

.

2. De-InstitationalizatiOn project, Core Evatuations .are being conducted and educational programs
t..

developedfoi approximately 30 currently institutionalized youngsters. .-.."

- 3, Core.f,yaluation Assessment and Consultation NEC operates a:mobile diagnostic unit, staffed by "as

_ school psychologist, a social worker and a secretary. This van provides a varietyof direct and consult's-

. Jive Setvias ranging from pre-school screening to actual CET's and home visits.,This project l funderrby-"1

1 -Title VI-B. ). - ,

.- 4. Umtata TeaRcher Program The. HEC provides itinerant teacher sericiFe on an as needed basis to
legaufcollabOrative school districts. , , . ... . .

5., Pre-Sheltered Workshop Vocational Program -1 This program services 13 special needs youngsters to .

: prepare them for sheltered workshop or other low-skill-level occupation ttaining.
,,,-,

6.. Pre-Vocational Program' ---= This program
.
is-designed to assist sOcial needs youngsters to make the

_ --,

,.,:transition from the academic classroom toff reiatar occupatOnal education program with a nu urn of
,

. adjustment difficulties. = - . ., c .

. .

i....2. OcCupational Program for Emotionally ','Disturbed fitudepts -- Offers occupation and career
education to high school students who are unable ,to function Successfully in'tradition settings: ft is
basedit and rim cooperatively with Hampshire College.,
8. Wfttover Occupational, Resp4rce CenVer (W.0,1tk.).-- Throne a grant from the s rice Of Manpower

Affairs, NEC admisiistert a plaimini,Project in collaboration nfith the Holyoke rid Chicopee Public:
Schools to develop 3-,k for high iehoolipost-secondary and adult akilte-train center ip 1 i fedendl ,

-surplieted_bid4inp.a4ktover Air Fnrcelitsse: ,

.

,..', ., .- : 4i 4
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Occupational Competence Project The daelopment'of a pilot Program in occupational education'- ..
is the ,first step taken toWatd the developine i of .a, total .occupational competence /occupational
education delivery^system for the' students of , he Hantpshire EthicatiOnal Collaborative area. As a
demonstration of the Comihitment-of the com unit&s to the concept of cooperation, most of the
cbstncts fiave 'allotted a number of occugationa education slots to he used for students 'from tither
districts. This pilot effoit involves the Utilization of in- school respinces. The second part of this effort
will take plaZETY-1 xt year with a progeam,utiliiing out-of-school resources. 03

-,.., ' , ....=t
7 x

7. A Chapter 75-3 Multi-iiurpose Collaborative"
'

EilCo (1:.dikatiOn Collaborative far Great Boston, lnc. ) . i 9

.186 Hampshire Street .- , ;

Cambridge, Masiacyjus'etts 0' 2149 , . -

868 -2100 . .' . , . -

itledill Bair, - Director .. / .
Service Area:. Bedford, Boston, Brookline, Cambridge, , - r ,

Lexington, Lincoln, Lincoln-SudburyRegional, MidfOtd, . ,
Newton, SudbarT, Waltham, Watertown . '1 , :

1

'1 gThe education Collaborative for treater Boston *as' organized in 1969 by,the superintendents of -,
_seven schoOl districts. Since that time, two of the origipal communities h3vesclecided dot to continue

participation and seven
metropolitan

districts have joined. Presently the collaborative represents some '., . ,

265,000 metrppolita students'. . ' . ,,

, .

-,_:EdCo operates...under Chapter, 753 approval. Its hoard of directors consists of the superintendent and
one school tornmittee. repreientative (torn each member district. If3;tembersihip is by formal agreemeht,
although' there are sortie: informal arrangements foi specific services: to norr-EdCo communities. SiSurces

, . of funding are derived 'from membership fees - (based on enrollments), contractual arrangements, federal
r i

or state granetdd private foundations. The board votes.9n all policy matters but the responsibility for
management and operation of programs and' services is assigned by the board to a director.
-EdCb was organized fa fmil better solUtions to common pioblems ,of inetropolitan interest and.

continues to develop programs: 41 a, Cost - effective manner when rapeseed by any two pr more of its
. 4.. members.. The four main' cOmponents.of the collaborative are the ,Reading and Leaping Center (tutoric

aides, resources); the SPACE PrograinAoccuPational education in an industrial setting) an4 a related
." -woikArudy -operation with ten classes located, in Boston, News Bedford aild Worcestet; a Metropolitan

' 'Education Cente:t: find a Special Education'Division. achploject or division has such;professiOnal staff '

and support pelt-sonnet. as needed to accomplish its objeefiVes. , 4

A . Ni ne advisory, groups representing different, roles and functions areorganiztd with `representatives
from each member district and meet periodically tOfoster`cominunication and ideas across district.lines

- and. to identify Cimainon.problems.tb,at -might te solved by collaborative, action.
.

. 4
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appendix ''','rte' hc intormation,,in this cy

4

) -11(10 Pas been compiled throughout lite term of Ihe.-
st`u,11 but ,ir is c'ontliitial4 sOiett change For specific needs, true shoulcieontdettbe

1.-011t11)01-at11, el i't'isiiii " listed A ri,.,tdditioral resoUrce tlicit,play prove, useful is the List of Speciar,Needs
-,.-( 0114borati e;., cloctimiN- V4) ,'' S l SS, 1 g75, available" from the Division of .Specialtun prt)grabls,

Lcliteati'on" ,
.

to serxe, -:

special neew,' i. --rw;cottocving.cliart summarizes where specialeduC,ition collaborative programs are
operating 1 he numbers re ?et' to t he regional,' tilphabetical listing that 'follows in 'this. , . ,,,kairdents 4R .ippcndiv

massachusetts -

I

e- er

. e e

Autl,stie

(',10-eer cuipakonal
1)1sabled

1)14,rnostw Services. ,

crriottonalloy bisturt4x1

4 , )

General SPEDProttram,'

ieLifirft!, Impaired

Language impaired

Pre School

.Residewee Program

VIsualh, Impaired .

-

fp.i. 13.17; 55. 69,

_.

(), W. 1 3 . 17. 2 T , 35,48, 50, 6 I .64. 67 .,
1, 2, 10. 14, 16,18, 27, 29:31.35, 38, 30, 41,

61, 64 i
38. 4. 1: 5;;' kb< I :6;
4. 13. 14', 26.'29, 30:41

V'

2 6 1 1r 18 01 14 '7 28 29, 3' 40, 47 $0.-
(-4, -5,7,- 58-5-9 0,47,- 68,-

9. 28. 29. 37. 49,-65

9,,18, 30.41

4, 6, 9. 11. 27.
9. 70
5, 15, 19r 2-3, 27, 29..32, 34, 36, 42, 43: 63

?

1

0

if 9
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GREATER BOSTON RWION
.

Regio:nal
Edu,.ation (,enter
cogitact S4in Bologne.,e
54 Rindge aeenue Extension
Cambridge Ma'ss.h.husikis 02140
543:747-2

4

.. I ' 7..> ,_. , .c.
, ...
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0
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,N 1N11 t w lit.lre :ippropriat';)
St RVI( 1' AREA

Q "c...,
4., 1 ;' 12

-.=-:

V3 o
> 03

4, AX 1%4 '0
i

P I Arlington. Bedfo 4...exragton t x
Kevin Fole 272.3430) ,.

,
_ 1 , 4 4 -f - -, - -. -

2 Arlirigto elmont. Watertown. x
rt Collier (484-314.(). , .:,

Raymond Bohn (646-1000)
Gra,_e Kaciynski,
GI. Kupperschmidt ,

4924-13621! I ,

3, Arlington. Burlington. -* x i x
'

1

o -1

1 exington
Rayiyond Btihnl 6461 000)

4, lir AV FRBROOK ,

1-1111RAPF1.1TI('
Kl4DER(;ARTEN

.Belinout, Waltilam,Waterrown,
D\fil Referral;

. Jane 11611enbac.1,,. Director
(41-89-5140)

5 Cambridge. Watertown
J Ktipperschmidt

4,(.124.13,62,)

6 CHARMSS
Avon, Canton,. Holbrook,
Nfilton. Randolph, Sharon,
Stoughton

Fred Hire, Directo.r.
,(963.:'7K00, Ext. 67.)

'i. Chelsea. Evereti, Revere,
Winthrop

Daniel Driscoll
(289-9200,3/4,m.1 14)

De'dham, Norwotvi, Westwood
. Jennifer Goody-arti

v,

(326- 1461)
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'9. EDCO (The Education ,- x x. , ?',,,

Collkborative for Gieater , ,

Boston, Inc.) ,, ' f i
. .

Bedford; Boston, Brookline, '. , 9 .

Cambriiige, LixingtonXincoln d 9
LinZoln-SurIbury Regional; t, ° .. .4 .

1 '" . ..
Medford, Newton, Sudbury, ''

.-P ' r ' .. .
! Waltham, Watertown ,,,,,,. . ,

Medill Bair, Director ,
,

. ,
I i4,68.21 do y

...;48
e :. b , , ..

&so,it All,-,PRE-V TIONAL ,,,r x .. , . .., '`. .--I-- , ,-,- - - .:,,

WE CARE TRAINING - t
ENTER .

Arlington, Bedford, Lexington
.,.

1 Marsha Flowers (861-9580) . ,; . -
.,

. ,, Lass Guldager
.. ,,t.

..,,

\ (8624500, Ext. 240) ' _ ' ,

, 01 4

11. P -SCHOOL SPECIAL , x, ft r X / \

NEEDS,PROGRAM1
1.1 , 4

- , ,

Brookline, Newton
41

I .Marlon Hairiswolh ;
80623(32.) 4 ' qt

12. THE SHORE , \ ' , x .

COLLABORATIVE i !, ,

Chelsea, Everett, Malden, ' ''.4 .

Medford, Revere, Satigus.; .

Winthrdp : ,,4

Doroth'' Bennett , , .
(846!5500) r r .

4

b. TEC (The Education * , x x x
414f ''x " ' ' ..

. Cooperative) . ' ..-:.
_Dedham, Natick, Needham, f -e

Norwood, Walpole, Wayland, ,.

Wellesley, Weston, Westwood'. 7 ,
.,

. Roger Mich, Director,. , , . ,
1653.4a00, 2.37-3028). . .4.4 . 1 '''''4

' .
14. TRI-CITY COLLABORATIVE

.

.Everett Malden, Iviedford
*Nancy Wh' e.

.

, (396:5800, ii. 222, 203)
, 0
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1 ;SI R.ICE AREA = 5... q 1

CONTACT 2 7AH-1.1. .1,11.1..!
.

--,......
.,.. ,

29. SPE DCON (North Shore
Spatial Eduitton Consortium`)

.. Beserl.f. goferd. Danvers. -.

Marblehead, NI4centr,liet.
Regional, Middleton: Peabod} .
Salem, S-wampscott. Topsfield

Vevin O'Grady, Director
(-745-87001

.WORCESITRAEGION.

Center
(ioma,' Paul -Fero
2-71 Aist Bo5.1kton Street
west Ho) tston, Massachusetts

.615A3

tit
'4

I

. .

-

30:Barre. lidrdwick, Hubbardston.
Oaktiani

John KOLlowski-(355-205.1- _ _

31. Berlin, Boylston x
Mr. O'Donnell (869-2406)

32:. BI.ACKSTONE VALLEY x
SPECIAL EDUCATION
COLLABORATIVE
gaksloilie-Mill;ille Regional..
diafton, Ilepedale, Mendon-
Uptoii Regional', Milford,
Northbridge, Uxliridge- '

Thuma,sMcMurry, Director
(529:3028) 's

X

x x

P

X , X

33. CAPS (Collaborative Assessment

1

1

. I
4 g...t

-

anal-Nog= Systems)
Aihburnham, Athol, Gardner,
Orange, Petersham, Templeton.

7-Wettntitister. Wirwhetidon .

Charles Bird (432-1602)

34. L.LtiORATIVE FOR
VISUALLY-HPZ4DIcAPPED
- CHILDREN

' Shreiisbary, West Boylston
PaidKr1111,0S4702)

X ,

-;{ 4 -".; it
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SOUTHEAST REGION.
Southeast Regional Education

Center -.
tontacts. Robert Brown.
lack Burke
Lakeville State IlOspital
Rte. 105. Lakeville, Ma
(Mailing Address
P.O. Box 29
Middleboro, Massachusetts (1346)
947-32.40

'
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WORCESTER REGION, cont.
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= 9. .c-.' 2:-t t, ii 1 E ; It
; Y 71 i ,., 1-.4 = ;1 ' 00 -r I v ! ,E " - '-

NAME (whereappropnate) ..L a = ,.3, -:.,-

0.,----, lc.
SERVICE AREA

x 4., cc , : 2: ....,:re7IL'il=v14-.9 .41,0 .4,-i';Icii,7)171117 I;

CCATACT
...1 1 5.; : ! 4 1 ; " _1 1 I ---,'-- .,

, ,,,e ! cir:1 : 1 : 1 1 , j 0.. ..7 ,t. It, ik
41. TRI VALLEY RE-GIONAL x x x x x ' x 1

PROGRAM
11

SPECIAL E.1512CATION !4 ' , :__

Ashland, Holliston, ,

.

Hopkinton, Medfield,
Medway, Millis

flier Haskell (429-6363)

ti

42. Ahirigton, Brockton. Whitman
Joseph Potoczak
(871-0444) ,

43. Braintree. Norwell. RoCkland,
,Weymouth .

Larry Limbrose (335 -14b0)

44. CAPE COD
COLLABORATIVE
Barnstable, Brewster Bourne,
Cape Cod Regional Vocational,
Technical School, Chatham,
Dennis, Dennis-Yarmouth
Regional, Eastharn, Falmouth;
HarwichMashpee,Nausset

al, Orleans;

. .

1,

;

ovinsetown, Saricvich, Truro, 1; 1

Wareham,*ellfleet, Yarmouth
J Paul Hacitett (432-4500) .

4S.TAPE COD LEARNING
CENTER
parnstabk, Bourne, Dennis,
Palmoutt; Warehain, Yarmouth

Clayton Mess (771-/7,15)-
.4

1 1

if

xt , X
4 r ; -

1

x ,

r-
X
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NAME Where appropriate )
SERVICE AREA
CONTACT

46. CAP)IA (Collaborative
Approachlo the g
of Teacher Applicat,ions) ,

Carver. Cohasset, Duxbury,
Halifax, Hanover, Hanson,' Hingham:110. Kinpton,
Marshfield, NorweltPernbroke;
Plymouth, Plympton, Scituate
Weymouth T

Dan Gibbs (749-2462)

4511,1NICAL TPACITER x
CENTER
Brewster, Eastham, Orleans.
Wellfleet

Mrs.Barbara Wright

"B
col 1.

r

:`
:68

.

.

1

_ _ - r -

47'

' (34906 --59) .'
'.-Hp- --.1- A-

481.COIiklartvE , - x x ,
PRODUCTION, .

:

Berkle!, Dever State School,
Dighton', Rehoboth, Seekonk.
Swansea ,. .

Rustell Latham (252-3702) ,

49, Fall River, New Bedford'
. Richard Burke (9974511)

O. FIVE TOWN
COLLABORATIVE
Acushnet. Fairhaven, Maribn,
Mattapoisett, Rochester

WiltiamQuinli (997,2971) 1

11. LIGHTHOUSE x
'EDUCATIONAL
CORPORATION
Abington: Carver, Cohasset,
Duxbury, liabfax, Hanover,
Hanson, Hingham, Hull,
Kingaten,.Marshfield, Norwell, l
Pembroke', Plymouth,
Plympton, Rbckland, Scituate; ,

Whitrpan
Dr.fox 878-0786)'

r

i

T

I
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ereappropriate )

IN -:-' > 73 Z ' iZo ::, i E F' i .,''..51 !d i 4 2.' 4 1 A ' ..' I ' 1"'" "' ' -1 ' C. .''''' .4.--...... ''....!=;-it,
1,C(1\ 7.r. te: ,, i j 1 ,i1 1 al I-. i el 1 lb,

52. PILGRIAt A
. ___....

x. .
, x

t , t .,,
x

"I.
Carver, Duxbury. Marshfield,

. Plymouth. StIverlake Regional
ool District

Hemmila. Director
(585 '13)

53. PROJEC OKI:. x
as on. Fo.boro. Mansfield.

loriOn ,_

ohn Stephan'. Dire'ctor
(_ 7766) .

'

54. RI, A DS I Regional 1 duca
AsseSsment- and Diagnostic

-

Services)
Abington. Berkley. Bridgewater.
Bridgewater-Raynham Regional
High School. Bristol. Bristol-
Plymouth egiolial Technical
School. Dighton. Dightoik-
Rehoboth' Regional" High
School. East Bridgewater.
Freetown, Freetown-Ukevillq,
RegiOnal High School: Hanson;:
Holbrook. L.aketilie. .

Aliddlebcrro.yrtham-,
Rehobtith. Taunton. Wareham.
%test Br idgewater .'Wbitinan.

4 Whitman- Hanson RegOnal- High
School

Robert Hartman". Director
0. (947.3634)

55:SOUTH SNORE MENTAL x
HEALTH CENTER
Braintree, Cobasset, Hingham,
Hull. Milton; Quincy, Scituate,

WeyMduth
Barbara Greenglass, Director
(471-0350)

.

1,r4 x

-

_ 69 _



SOUTHEAST REGION, cont.'

SPRINGFIELD REGION
Springfield Regional Education

-11* Center
Contacts Inez tlegarty. -

, Catherine Fitzgerald, Paul
Caouette, Scotty Torres,
Richard Salus
2083 Roosevelt Avenue,
SpnngfielicIT.MiCsichusetts 01 104
(4.131743 -2

, 59. Ashfield, Bucktantl,-, Charlemont, Colrain, Iteath\
Plainfield, Shelburne Falls,
Rowe

Arthur Sylvester
- (413/625.2555)..5, +

-60. Erving, Leverett, New Salem, tit
Shutesbury, Wendell ;

Leonard Lubinski
'1413/544 -3602)

.

NAME: (whethapprppriate I
SERVICE AREA .
CONTACT.

56. SOUTHEAST - REGION
SPECIAL NEEDS PROGRAM
Abington, Rockland, Whitman

Joseph Potoczak
071-0444)

57. SPECIAL EDUCATION
COO ERATIVE
Bridge ater, East 'Bridgewater,'
Middle ro, Raynharn,
West r-

-Lincol Lynch (947.3450)

58. TRI-TOWN SPECIAL NEEDS
PROGRAM
Hanover. Hallam Norwell

Charles 6' nnell
(878-0786)

to i u ,
1

1 I

.= .
i ' , i t ' -° g
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as , , ...) ,

' i -. ..,..2 if4 , to 1:4
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..=Ja.J. z
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x.....

'NAME (wheie-4ppr'opnate)
SERVICE AREA
CONTACT

61. FRANKLIN COUNTY
SUPPLEMENTARY
EDUCATION CENTER
PROJECT
lkiriardston,Conway;,
Deertieldr, Erving, Gill,
Greenfield', Leverett,'Leyden,
Montague, New Salem,
Northfie d, Orange,

' Shutes uD,,,, Sunderland.
lurne S Palls, Warwick,
We.ndell, Whnety

Nina Barth, Director
44137737-4631) ',.

62.. HAMPSHIRE EDUCATIONAL x .
COLLABORATIVE
Amherst, Amherst-Pelham
Regional, Betchenown,
Easthampton, Gateway
Regional, Granby, Hadley
Hampshire Regionaj, Hatfield,
Northainpton Pelham,.
South Hadley, Unioh 66

Peter Demert, Director
(413/586-4590) `

63oREdIONAE VISUALLY
HANDICARED PROGRAM'
Agawam, S'outhwick, V4st
Springfield, Wesdiekt

James Brueno .

01 3(7W5809)
64. WORK OPPORTUNITY

CENTER, -,

Open to all towns in the
Spnngfield area

Don Snyder;, Director
(413/737-4631)
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PITTSFIELD REGION
Pittsfield. Regional I d U Ca lion ,, , ; fi, ') ' 1.,,, 1

:- '

e. ' -1-E -c.: E---. Center ,-- .- m ' v
Contact Daniel Burke :

CI 1 c cm c 6. ,;.,

, 7,,,,,,, ; e..,
,.,,,

188 South Street ,
.e
al 1 9

Pittsfield, Massachusetts 01.201 "3 c . 4,7,' i 74 ; E 8 IA. 2. -c
,..,

i CI ' 03 , '-'
(41 3} 499-0745
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18NAME (where appropriate)- .)
SERVICE AREA " I t

° CONTACT ,, ;

65. BERKSHIRE COUNTY _ x
COLLABORATIVE FOR
DEAF EDUCATION
Berkshire County

Carol Ann Smith
(413/443-0076)

_ 66. BerKihire:County LEA's
and North Adams State
Teachers College

George Cross-
(413/664-4511 ,

Ext. 291)

67. CENTRAL BERKSHIRE
REGIONAL VOCATIONAL
COLLABORATIVE FDR
CHILDREN WITH SPECIAL
NEEDS .

Dalton, Great Barrington,,
Hancock, Lanesboro, Lenox,\
Pittsfield, Richmond

Howard Eberwein
(413/499.1234)_

SS. NORTH BERKSHIRE UNION
SPECIAL EDUCATION
COLLABORATIVE
Clarksburg, Florida, Monroe,
North Adams, Savoy

.1.ole Jot ip h
(413/ -9292-)

0

X

- 69. PITTS ED
- COLL BO,RATIVE

Berkshire County
Howard Ebenvein
(413/4997,1234)

x. x, "Tx

1

, 1

70. SOUTH BERKSHIRE lit
EXCHANGE PRO6R
Alford, Avalon Sch I (in North

*.* Adams), Egremont,Monterey, ''
Mt. Washington; New Marlboro;
Sheffield

- P

Mr. Segal, Tom Consdlati
(413/229,8778) EMI Pr



_ _ 4t.14.ssAchu4att...- AdViiory
Count:Von Education invites your
vortiThents on this report The form
to the right of this invitation may
t* clipped and .used to record your
comments. Attach additional sheets
if necessary.4014 }Nair comments
to.

';-1

I

I .

Director of Research
Mass Advisory Council on Education
182 Tremont ,,Sfreet
13th .floor C

Boston. MA 02111
I

I

'Thank you.

oRdt,NikivrioN:(itany),:
a.

1
'ADDRESS

COMMENTS ON THIS MACE REPORT
(Use additional sheets if necessary.)
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FROM (print ngnr)'
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MACE 1974

1975
F

t
in.sncing Public I ducatiu in Massachusetts A Pr( cess for Revision, John E. Ilefflev

I he ( orpternpurary Role of Propnegary Institution in Ycicational Education in Massachusetts (Stage L-:"publications Report 1: George Nola, University consultants, Inc
*Effectiveness, Efficiency and Equal Opportunity in the Public Sch,o'Ols of Massachusetts,
Governor's Commission on School District Or ant atton and Coflqh6ration,
*inancing Public Schools* Massachusetts Pro,b ems of the Past, the Present and the Future
(Proceedings 1974 Invitatioval Conference
Massachusetts Educational Conference Boar
Massachusetts Taxes: A Factual Guide:to F
*Orianizing fur Improving Delivery of Edu
Ricliard Lavin
A Plan for Afx4ncing Quality and Excelle
Governor's Commission on schor4I Distrw
1973
4id to Private Higher Education tit Mas

Essentially Elementary Science, Dean K
The Here, Now and 7pmorrow of Cabl
Higher tducation in Massachusetts. A
Academy Pi,Educational Developme
Strengtffening the Alternative Post2se
Massachusetts, Gdorge

1972
*Clnld ('are in 'xI4xsachusetts. The
Massachusetts Schools. Past. Pre
Modernizing School Govemanc
1971 1.
*Massa,busett.< Study of Ed
Burton Blatt, Frank Garju,
Organizing for a Child's
Massachusetts, Donald
ThepPeople's Colleges
Quality EducatiOn
in Massachusetts, I

1970e.

oar
/Ne
t ure

atio

England School Development Council
Action; Masspusetts Taxpayers Foundation
al Services/in Massachusetts, Volumes I & II,

ce by the Organization and Management of Public Education:
Organization and Collaboration

chtzetts Why' How'', Frederick F.. Terman
Whitla .

Television in Education: A Planning Guide, Toby H. Levine
ew Look at Some Major Policy Issues,

ondaty,Educanon SysteM -Continuing and
ity Consultants, Inc.

7 -
ublic Responsibility, Richard Rowe
t and Possible, Rfohar'd IL deLong

for Educational Equality and DiverSityPau/ W. Cook, Jr.

ational Opportunities'for Handicapped,and Disadvantaged Cluldren,

arning Experience: A:Report of a StUdy of School Darict Organization in.
,pon/ey

State_co4ges of Massachusetts, Evan R. Collins et al
r the ifigh-SChools ut Massachusetts! A-Study pi, the Coinprehensive High School

oyillS. Michael .

A. Systems Approach for Massacifusefts Schools: A S-tuciy of School Buddmg.Costs,
.Wlson Aldrich, eorge.Colh Charles I' Mahoney -;

ime Study in
. _

*L ompensato ctigcauon
4

Massachus.etts. n EValuationAvith Recommendations,
Daniel Jt-Irdani Kathlyn,leSpiesso ,, J ....... , .

___---. ;----fonttriumg Educition in Massachusetts. State IR ograpis' for the Seventies, Melvin Levin, Joseph Slavet ,

---- s' The Massachusetts Ektpartnitnt of fdu.catiohPropoS'als' for Progress ill 70's, John S. Gibson ,,, . .,,-r''' ,
Organizing an .,.1..rban'SchoOl SSistein for DterS'ity; Joseph M. ;Cronin ..
Report cif tffe ri.lassac4setts Business Task Force fO?School Manageleh Warren King and Associates
The State Dollar iipd thi Sothacils: A DiscuSi1on of State Aid Programs in,Massachusetts and Proinising
ReforMs(Charlot#e Rytih '

. .
, . so k t ; ,7. ° -

1-969 -,4
¶Jake A Giant Step: Eval 'anon of Selected Aspects a Project -750, Herbert lioffmar!
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