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- states, perhaps with slightly different motivation. School distrdcts often

~  EDUCATIONAL SERVICE CENTERS
Some Policy Implications for Massachusetts

Views Regarding Cooperation. ' v

_The Federal Government's role has been to stimulate cooperative
ventures through its practice of giving high approval priority to program
proposals involving more than one school district. Within the last year,
NIE has funded Several inter-state,'cooperativé regional networks as well,?

Evidently it is nazaonai policy that educational
_ cooperatives exist and §lowrish as a part of the
. p&oce&a o4 social and educational enganeening.

In New England, cooperatives are being encouraged as they are in many -

look toward cooperative agreements as alternatives to further conso11dat1on' l
or "bigness.”? Even with declining enrollments and current economic reall-

fﬁes, the districts appear to be opting for fewer services and paying more

taxes to. survive as lTocal entities. This belief in décentralization and

local bon@ro1 has been called a ?re]igion;" Wirt attributed this strong beljef

"in lécalism as follrws:

¢

.« .12 is believed that New England has §osiered
Loeal control of schools as a conlinuing suspieicn
. againsl cenznazazed potwen which 4tem4 srom the :
- Co£on¢a£ exa, " N

I

The Federal Government has been more than instrumental in developing
cooperative and regional service centers. A basic concept of Title III an-
couraged supplementary centers and services; prOJects approved by USOE often
concern multi-district projects providing services through supplementary or
regional centers. NIE has ‘also funded within the last year several inter-
state networks crossing SEA lines. .

2NFIRE Report. page 96. NFIRE further i1dicates that this nolicy will .
alter the locus of government which will continue to shift toward the Federal .
level through 1985. WNational Federation for the Improvement of Rural Education.

The myths of bigness are described in Jonathon Sher (Ed.). "The Hyth of
Rural School and District Consol1dat1on. Westview Press {in press) Summary
available from NIE. . v

“F. Wirt. "School Policy Culture and State Centra11zat1on. Urbana,
-I11inois (mimeographed copy). Chapter in: J. Scribner (Ed.) Yearbcok on the _
Politics of Education. Chicago, I1lincis: WNSSE, 1977, . SRR,

.3 »
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The principle that education should be administered, applied, and
controlled by the LEA is probably typical of the way in which Robert Frost
has described the New England character: good fences make good neighbors.
The key is the State's pecuiiar educational tradition, particularly its
proud and sometimes stubborn “veneration of localism® which has been dé¥-
cribed as a major obstacle to progress. )

&

o

This religion of localism has led to an absence of State phiorit1es‘
and the overall State political culture imposes such great constraints
that a more\hctivist program prioriiy orientation for the MDE is not
feasible.® What Elmores'politely refers to as%he "natural diffusion model"
in Massachusetts js probably similar to Kirst's description of “orﬁanized
anarchy" or the "garbage can" model of organizational choice.”’ . -

Educational’ Collaboratives

Cooperatives and coIlaboratives in Massachusetts are viewed as a
politically acceptable aIternat1ve to further reorganization through
consoiidation, - ;

.+« Jschool boands placing a high prionity on £oca£ N,
contrnol and smallen communities wishing Lo maintain

Lhein schools as Local institutions may §ind the

utilization of cooperative agencies as a means by

which 10 survive zhe pressune §rom ug&onb,

Jle.gu&u‘,wm, efe., ®

~ . % ’ ..
SMichael Kirst. "Six States and Federal Aid: Key Conclusions and
Methodological Considerations.” April 1972, ERIC ED 063 632,

R, Elmore. "Dissemination and Implementation of Educational Innova-
tions in Massachusetts.” Office of Executive Planning. Boston. June 1974,

M. Kirst. "What Happens at the Local Level After State School Finance
Reform?" AERA, April 1976. Himeographed. Using a garbage can approach,
results are “1arge1y determined by who has time to participate in decisions,
what the other demands are for the time of organizational participants, the
nature of current 'hot probléms,' and the type of external solutions pro-
moted through outside @gtors. (USOE etc. )"

8NFIRE; op. cit
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Typical of Massachusetts is its stance in regard to collaboratives.
No clear legislative framework has been presented and no specific deliberate
State pol%cy to promote the concept has been cutlined. The State has not
maintained a hierarchy or reinforced its role as service agent. This is
consistent with the observation that the State has not monitored effectively

the Federal {Title I) or other programs of the LEAs.? As w%rt aptly describes:

How a State dLéIiLbuieé 18 cuthonity to subondinate
administrative and political agenueé could condition
the hinds 05 outcomeb achieved.*?

This is the all pervasive'iSSUe as new conflicts arise, new legislation is
_pursued, _and options are considered. qﬂn 1977 the State made a major move
towards decentralization. B8y 1970, there were six RECs w}th an office of
Regiona] Centers. located in the,Comm1ss1oner s Office (Deputy Commissioner
for Coordination.)

L
LY

Certainly the emergence of collaboratives and the restructuring of
the MDE to provide six regional education centers has altered considerably
the pattern of distribution of: authority between State-local agenc1es. .
Furthermore, it seems to have put them into more direct compet1t10n with
-gach other; or at Ieagt has brought the competition to arTevel closer to
the grass roots; the level of the conflict has changed. The collaboratives
are in competition with the Regional Education Centers and they are in compe-
tition with the LEAs in the sense thal they must compete with individual
LEAs for State and Federal funds (e.g., Title IV-C).

In a position paper on the collaborative concept, the division of labor
among SDE/Regional Centers (RCs) and voluntary co]]aborat1ves (VCs) has been
ascribed as “complementary” and roles suggested.®® o

1

5F. Wirt; op. cit.

YoM, Kirst; op. cit. In part, a state s response is shaped by the
traditional values of the state as a whole toward local control, Wirt and
Kirst, p. 163.

11D, Meals. "0rgan1z1ng for Impr0v1ng the Delivery of Educational
_Services in Hassachusetts. Volume I, HMarch 1974,
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However, the majoi political jssue remains: how to absorb §r accomodate

these existing units.in 2 revised structure for the State systen. Stephens
descr1bed the issues as follows: >

~

- An {ssue of some concern fo all involved 4n daﬁcvetg
s0f seavices {8t sheuld the collaborative be an awm
04 the State, pure ecrrature 03 conaixiuani £oca£
LEAs, or pure apec&a&.d¢bzn&ct government?t?

Thisyis the dilemma facing Massazhusetts at this time as c¢ollaboratives

emerge. The jssues are heated, conflict provoking, and not as yet resolved.
a, ‘ v

[

Areas of Conflict

L

"In addition to conflict over fun¥s, another major conflict revolves
ar@und the continuum of service orientation/regulation. The RECs carry a

_’_"majéf_burgéh of monitoring, program audit, and regulatory/administrative

"mandates and yet they wish to appear that their role is more service oriented.
As Kirst has pointed out, Massachusetts restricts its Title I enforcement to
friend'iy'persuasion.‘3 -

The Massachusells Sfate Agency has geneka££g nat séen
Ats Role as one of using its diseretionary power o
maximize aims thioug. the establishment of high quality
standands fon programs in the LEA, nedither demanding.
sophisticated methods Jor program development, carejul
operating procedures, Lough cuileria for program pro-
posal, review, nex caneﬁuﬁ evaluation tequisement, 1In
shont, the Hassachusetts State Depariment in affocating
Fedenaz gunds and adninistering Federal programs, has,
Ain effect, genenally tuapsmitied fo the LEAs the dis-
enelionary powers which the Fadenaﬂ Goua&nment and
Fedenal fegisfation gave it,! ‘ '

™

12g, R, Stephens. “Regional £ducational Service Agencies." ERS :
Monograph. Washington, DC: Educational Research Service, 1975, ED 103 942

13M. Kirst; op. cit., 1972

18, lannaccone. Secondary source, M, Kirst, o?. cit. As lannaccone
further points out, a specific unit may deviate marked y from the normal
pattern of State po11cy.
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Educational Legislation‘

The concern that local control is sacrosanct, not to be relinquished
to an imposing state government, is well jllustrated by the development of
the collaborative movement in the Commonwealth. School districts have found
this an effective way to battle further consolidation and threats agajnst
local control. And, Chapter 766, Acts of 1974, has multiplied the available
forms of cooperation for special education to include:

' e Tuipion contracting -« school districts have quasx- .

corporate powers including the ability to contract
with each other ‘ '

# Governing bodies -~ school boards controct with
collaborative organizations similar to vche way they
might pay tuition' to private schools ,

® Voluntary association of two or inors school districts
Lo . " to deliver services; school brards form an agelncy
they collectively regulate
The present legislation'® is largely nermissive or enabling as opposed

to ‘those states which have filed mandatory. -rescriptive legislation.

r ' .
~ However, the legislation (Chapters 753 and 797) does not tell how districts
are to form collaboratives, the powers they have once joined, or administra-
tive deta1ls ’

Unlike the intermediate districts and BOCES of Pennsylvania and New
_York and the service centers in Michigan and Wisconsin, the collaboratives
in Massachusetts are locally based. The states of Pennsylvania and New
York following a monolithic pattern would implement their service concept
in a different fashion from the Massachusetts fragmented style. This '
fragmentednétyle has led to the proliferation of collaboratives in
Massachusetts. . , -

.
L]

'SThree pieces of legislation which have significantly 1mpacted on
collaboratives and cooperative arrangements are detailed in Appendix A,
~ Several other bills are presently being filed.
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proliferation of Collaboratives

In 1973, there were four strugglirg but surviving remnants of early
Titie ITI ESEA Centers (supplementary services centers; see Appendix B).
By 1975, there were approx1mate1y one hundred, spurred on by the spec1a1
education legislation (Chapter 766) of 1974 which caused a burgeoning of
collaboratives. There are presently over'100 formalfinformal collaboratives;
approximately forty are active, multipurpose coliaboratives with full-time
directors. Informal ones tend to be single purpose while the formal ones,
for the most part, are multipurpose. Massachusetts may shortly learn the
lesson that New York-learned when four BOCES were joined by others to make
, 90, Maximum efficiency and cost-effectiveness could riot be achieved without
"a minimum pupil base; ‘thus, consolidaticns were made resulting in 46, . With
locally based, disparate and fragmented coalitions, consolidation will not
come easy ip Massachusetts. |

[
—naiy

The Commissioner and his staff originally hoped that, through ‘free
ﬁarket mechanisms, marginal or deficient collaborative units would go
"out of business”.and no provisions were made to restrict or limit the
ﬁembership.' Again, the intent was that the LEA would monitor the services
provided by the collaborative, and the school district either would buy the |
N services or detline to buy the services. The roles are pictured in Figure 1

from_the Associate Commissioner's paper on collaboratives.'® ° '

The concept of purchased "third-party services" whereby the school
district shops the cooperative marketﬁiace, jiglds a greater degree of flexi-
"bility for the superintendent. The LEA can serve as a buffer for some
_problems and the superintendent is free of some pressure groups, Jaws, axe=
grinding spec1a1 interest groups and other forms of sociological strife
associated with special education andprovision of human services. The school
district in purchasing services. from. ‘the_collaborative ;educes some of the
d1str1ct s limitations due to tenure, seniority, RIF procedures and other
Iabor-management considerations. ‘,

16R, Audette. Memo to the Executive Committee from the Associate
Comnissioner, Division of Special Education. Massachusetts Department of
Educafion, 1976, =~ .. . . L. o e e

{ g o Co

’
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FIGURE 1 - o

-STATE & REGION ' §

Leader§h1p, convening & plannlng: priority
setting; policy development; regu]atlons,
estabiishing guidelines

"

Programs & fiscal review; mandgement and
al’scation_ of federal and State resources;
provide techriical assistance for school
operations where needed, insure cqmpliance

______Jnth_lﬁus_and reaqulations -~

.

Aggregate results; lnterpret & d1ssem1nate

f1nd1nqs i
A

-

LOCAL SCHOOL QISTRICT

. A
Results desired: Set gozls; assess needs;.

Proéram Needs

<

" develop obijectives

Hfﬁ\}; Establish an educational plan to
* achieve the desired results °

-]

X . .

e School programs -

g " School operations

[ 5 o

=

P Res¥1ts achi v?d :

= Evaluation tools

e —
- — s
(=5

EDUCATIONAL COLLABDRATIVES

dentify and provide alterantive models for
goal setting, diagnosis and setting objectives

|

» Collect, analyze, & tablulate proqrgm needs’

Assist districts; plan and provide 1nserv1ce
training

-

Identify & Oelivery

. __Assessment . & -Evaluation- Aiternatlves e

; ibid.)
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Problems of Finance and Governance X : -

These remarks only’begin to get at the major issues surroundxng the
governance and funding of the educational serv1ce urits; and, these issues
are fundamental to- other policies concern1ng the organ1zat10n of the collabo-
rative. The collaborative has no taang pover. Local control 1s guarded
by a board of local super1ntendents (in some 1nstances speCﬂaI educat1on
d1rectors) governing the collaborative. The Iocal board has a degree of
flexibility to develop its own rules and regulat1ons and the collaborative
" in effect gives it even moré flexibility than it had as a local education
] author1ty, subject to statutory considerations and the: few policies set down

by SEA. )

v o

“/u\“

Through the Associate Comm1ss1oner S preferencelfdr us1ng the collabo-
rative as.a conduit fcr Title VI monies, the collaboratives have substantially
grown in size, in number, and complexity. The wey'that Federal funds under
P.L. 94142 will deposit funds in the LEA will encourage the LEA to go shopping
with the collaborative to deliver special education services, thus providing
further incentive for the collaborative to sponsor instructional programs.

As Wirt has predicted, the increased reliance on Federal and State aid
for special education, developing since. 1974, has somewhat altered the Tlocal
control of the cbllaborative thus confirming Wirt's statement that "with the
funds have come both controls from higher Tevels and annemerging school
politics of inter-governmental relations."!” ; )

The c81laboratives have envisioned an even higher degree of fiscal
independence, Approximately fortj co]Iaborétives forming HMOEC (Hassachuset*s

Organization of Educational CoIIaborat1ves) .have filed two separate b111s_1n

[}

the 1977 1egﬁslat1on,.one1uou1dsee the co cou]aboratlve develop as a separate
entity. However, the LEA wishes to maintain its flexibility and direct
control of these aspects of the collaborative most important to it, And,
the State does not wish to give the collaboratives more freedom and indepen-

dence than they currently possess, : . :

A 3
.

VIR, Wirt; op. cit,

S B 10 - S o




“The Organizafgon of MOEC

) -Some- of the efforts of this- organ1zation have been devoted towards
'I,coord1nat1ng.th@ various collabqratgves-tha; have sprung up. HMOEC has
_ served as a.catalyst and as'a vehicle for fobilization of bias,'® In this
way, MOEC has stréém]ined the ipterest g}oup as a .demand carrferf?p MOEC
has setrved the_ngcessary,fénctions and purpose of an jinterest group which

3

is threefold: - ° . . - ' . .

1, Fbcusing-demand

Foui : Lo
- 2. Providing needed infbrmation in a legislatively e
\ suitable means

3. Stating issues and mobilizing support

In the opinion of some,” the collaborative should provide only such
services as are agreed to’b§ contract with, each local district. . 0ther§
bel1eVe that the collaborative should provide services mandated by the

_—State and assume more of a role of a State arm in operat1ng programs.

A philosophical split-occurred ﬁith the mémbekship of MOEC in the
fall of 1976 with one splinter group taking the stance'thag an entirely
separate identity was needed and the other ha]f of the membership support-
ing the Conm1551oner S proposed h1erarchy of collaboratxves within the
State SYStem. This has Ted to a direct and open conflict among the members
of the MOEC organization which has split the’ organﬁﬁat1on into two halves .
each of which filed zeparate legislation. Issues being hotly debated
concern tenure laws, retirément (collaborative personnel do not qualify
for either one), control of prof95510n31 training of personne? through ~-

'Ixcensing (waivers d;e presently g1ven fon_uncert1f1ed personnel to work in

——-~--~programs for the multiply/severely handicapped), and the like. _

'8Study Guide; p. 37.
Y3uirt and Kirst; op. cit.
2%Text Study Guide; p. 39
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. The scope of the conflict has broadened as the MTA entered the
'picture‘wjth 3-5111 of its.own (see Appendix G} dnd the Association of
School Committees, the*cOmmissioner.of Education, and the Schq91“555;d5~
. Aésociatipn all gave testimony on one side of this open and apparent '
conflict. The HIA, in‘ini;iatﬁng legisiation ‘in 1977, is attempting to
'pétch up and organize the cooperative/collaborative agencies. The MTA

. proposed legislation reads as.follows: i

SENATE .

>

o »

Court assembled and by rhe auth onty of the same, fo?lous :

i Section 4E of chapter 40 of the General Laws, as‘most re-.
2 cently amended by chapter 323 of the Acts of 1975, is hereby
3 amendeq, by adding the foilowing paragraph at the end there- . \
T 4 of:—- N
5 Each teacher assigned to collaborative educational programs :
6 shall be mployed hy a member school committee and shall be
7 deemed to be an employee of such committee for all purposes. .
8 No person shall be eligible for employment as a teacher in a
9 collaborative educational pregram unless he has been granted
10 a certificate by the Board of Education pursuant to General -
13 Laws ¢, 71, S: 38G., . ' . -

The MTA may see larger regional units as a more powerful union base

A

eventually. ’

-

!
MOEC strategies have a]so necessarily broadened the confhr" for

ultimate resolut1qp in the 1egis1aturex‘ And, the legislature has assuied
" “the major role in accodfmodating the conflicting values of the interest
groups™ t{.hmtggh recommendation qf s. 182.% (See Appendix for S, 182.)

N i

2'irt and Kirst; p. 128. . :

. e .. N0.176. . .

]

o
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As. the co}labg?atiVes take on more pragrams that were fornc-ly opera-
ted By the State (e.g., the programs for students who are "deinstitutional-
jzed" from the Bureau of Institutional Schools) they take on more and more
of the State's funtt§ens and serve as arms of the State rather than servants
of the LEAs, This serv1ce/regulatory continuum has been alluded to by the °
State:in 1ts co:laborat1ve concept paper:

]

\ As éeiuice-de£1ueny needb become mose demanding,

the aeed emerges {or a mone clearnly dedined N

o ongandzational hiernancny 4 which all agencies
' assume appropriate and supportive functions. At
the Zop ¢f the h&e&a&chg L5 Zhe, SDE which provides

Leadenship, ete ..

The prosted legisiation has already been formu]ated to alter the
requirement that a‘member of the REC.sit on the governlng board of each
“collaborative (Chapter 797 amendment; see Append1x A), thus reducing a .
sérious conflict of interest. | . : IS

. R | | - ) -

- fhe.State‘in operating BIS programs has placed program specialists
F'M 1h‘£he eollaborat1ves to sexpve 1argely State priorities, purposes, and
needs. The* present. program Smplementation plan for fall of 1977 calls for
- a program specialist in the collaborative and a superv1sor 1ocated at the
Regional Education Center who would act as monitor. Housing the two roles | .
 at, the' REC has been termed "the fox guarding the'ﬁenhouse“ and thus, the .
'}% * State is plaC1ng the program specialist im ‘the coIIaborat1ve. This would
appear to create still further conf11ct. '
H1th“its inconsistenCy in policy, the diffe;ent divisions of the HDE |
and the NDE/RELs often support pract1ces that are d1ametr1ca11y opposed in ‘

terms of ph: ,osophy and prlorlty.

»

L

. 220, Lynch; et al. Collaboratiye Concept Paper. Massachusetts
. Départment of Educat1on, Boston. 1977, R

—_— ' - . ]

4

- h - -
e . . . N
& L L
. ) . . .
R S . . o 13 .
. N - . . *
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THE FUTURE

If the concept as recommended by Audette is supported, the MDE regional
centers will become increasingly that of a regulatory agency existing for' the
purpose of d1sper51ng Federal funds and 1mp1ement1ng and monitoring programs
mandated by the legislature in response to advocacy groups and special
interest groups. The ass1gnment of further regulatory functions to the
Regional Centers (RCs) would result in an assurance of their continued
"existence. If the legislature continues to mandate programming; the need
for regulatory "machinecy" will increase proportionately. This is the case
with both Chapter 766 and P.L. 94-142.. ’

e The ?aFgest multipurpose collaborative in the Commonwealth elected the
option of incorporation several years ago,and at least one other seems to

be following suit. 2° Thus, these collaboratives would then come under the
Jur15d1ct1on of the Secretary of State rather than the Commiss joner of
Education's Offlce ‘

Ls

The National Federation for Rural Educatlon Improvement (NFIRE]
fonnerly carried the banner for the service units; now the AASA has estab-

_I1shed§§ major division for education service units and is instrumental in

AASA eketcising political'infldence on behalf of school systems at the
national level. v

an

A8
. -

23 The Merrimack’ Edhcation Center will probably follow the 1ncorporat1on
route previously taken ty EDCO and become a private, nonprofit organization
formed under the provisions of Chapter 180, of the Massachusetts General.
Laws (under the Secretary of State rather than the Massachusetts Department
"of Education]
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Human Services «~ Future Areas of Collaboration

The Massachusetts Department of Education is projecting that coopera-
tives will be more of an acceptable ~ompromise in the human services domain
also., The need for joint planning among all units of government and the
need to coordinate and integrate the provision of service are the final
determinants which augur for making co]]aborat1ve boundaries coterm1nous
with those of the already "established State system of regions and catchment
areas. This again brings the conflict. from the State level into the regional
“and local level and increased competition for limited resources will ensue, )

-+

One collaborative has already begun to move in this direction through
jts governing structure: ‘ ‘

PR

Policy, 501 CASE s eéxnbziéhed by a Board of, Dirneclons

consisiing of eithern a superintendent 04 4ch£a£¢ on a . -

school committee aepresentative grom all of the parti- )
- cdpating school disialets and the Dinecton of the :

Concend Area Mental Health Centern., Acting 4n an -

advisotycapacity Lo the Boarnd 0§ Directors {s Zhe,

CASE COmﬁéttee. Voting members of Lthe CASE/Commitiee

ane the designated Special Eduediion Admipdsirators

from the school districts and twn nepresentatives §aom

the -Mentaf Heallh Centea.

-
L o

Increasing Conflict i

When a legislative body requires that improved or additional services
be provided by lotal school districts, it seldom assumes the total added -
cost of such services.?® This in effect will push the level of conflict ’
down to the region. Such is the case with special education and human
services in Massachusetts, The struggle to increase one agency’s budget at
the expense of another‘wi]l follow; this is ‘already occurring at the State. - N

. ‘level-and will soon be very clear in the regions. Budget battles increase

the tendency toward "turfishness" which in the end may fragment the system
even more. Powérful coalitions may form and yet this would appear to be
difficult. Fragmentation of human services is a]ready the case, and this
~1is true ‘of education as well,

24The CASE Collaborative encompasses an area west of Boston that makes
up the Concord Area Mental Health Center catchment area and reaches into
other.mental health areas as well. Individual member districts lie w1th n
the jurisd1ct1on of three separate MDE reg1ona] centers,

2SNETRE Report, p. a6,
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Whan independent legal mandatés with cleaf noncompliance sanctions are
combined with inadequate program aIlocat1ons, the consequences can be
- severe, The State is not ready to face this and will attempt to move
the conflict to a distance wgere }t can be absolved of the problem.

X -
°

- _
As lannaccone has stateaf'these conflicts are ever-present:-,

F

The issue of I!g 5ew and the many 48 not. unique
Lo the polities of education. Noa is the balanre
of centralizgd and Local governance unique 1o ’
educational; po£¢cjmak¢ug. These ate 5undamqnta£
isb8ues ihat nequine perlodic re-examination in a
. demo c goverument. The fundamental unresolved

-~ " constitytional and political issues inherited §rom
oun 60&25atheta will in tww be our Legacy to out
childrln -and their Chde&QH 4 childnen when zhemn
.tun?/cqme,é .

-

- /

The ecopémic realities of the present day, the decline in enroliments
and the State s attempt to offer spec1a1 education and human services with
- decreasec unﬁing levels are major initiating forces for the consideration
of c00perative arrangements. How these cooperative arrangements will‘fare
is. notfbredictable at this point 1n time, The attempt for the education .
d1V1s1ow to provide services or programs in accordance with policies recom-
mended by the Department of HentaI Health *(including those‘gt public heaIth,
welfare. division of -youth serv1ces, and rehabilitation) is sexemplary of
. goal diffuseness and pluralism. This will perhaps cause the State to move
‘in the direction of a less fragmented, more monolithic organization to force.
- more 1oca1 compliiance, - - )

-

TAccording to Wirt and Kirst, we can foresee t:oubled times:

As Long as -financial resowrces are {nereasding. . .
coalitions can Alay togethea. . .But any redistrni--
bution of exisiing resources, -, straing Lhe
coalition and enhances the nole of the governon
-and Legislatune .in compromising on Lgnoring com-
peting elaoms of education groups,
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- Present boundaries of the collaboratives are not coterminous with
those of the other regional governmental agencies. The waters have been
further muddied by the Mass. Department of Education policy looming on the
horizon. In Massachusetts, the collaborative lines have been drawn.by the
LEAs themselves., Education collaborat1ves freQUently extend beyond the
political boundaries of a single county or region of the Department of
Education. The Qivision of Special Education and the Department of Kental
Health are subtly sugggstin& that there will be established service areas .
" fhat are coterminous. This plan would have the area-boundaries of collabo-
ratives coincide with the catchment areas established by the Department of
Mental Health as outlined in the enclosed map. . ° -

The Ma° achusetts Department of Education and the Department of Hental
Health may be attempt1ng to form such a coa11t10n from a fragmented system.
It is un11ke1y, in my.opinion, that this can occur in a time of declining
resources. However, the intesplay of groups and group interests will be a
key factor to watch., Perhaps it must occur to make the best use of
dwindling resources. ) -

r
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- e MASSACHUSETTS- HISTORICAL- PERSPECTIVE < -~ ~——— — =~

1870 Authorization of union superintendéncy enabled two or more districts
to share services of superintendent, superv1sors and auxiliary
personnal, . o7

1949 Regional school district planning boards were created.
‘1966_ ‘ Fifty-four supervisory union districts covered fodrteen Eounties.

1970 Chapter 40, Section 4E, Original Iegislatidn permitting two or more o
schoo} cormitiees to authorize agreements for joint educational
activities. S . . ¢

1972 Chapter 753, amended’40/43 to permit more formal/legal procedures,
. ~ The passage of comprehensive special education legislation gave great
T © . impetus to the formation of. collaboratives in special education; -
- Massachusetts has made major alterat1ons in f1nanc1a1 support for
“‘“x&pec1a1 education, : /
. \ h erran mf—
1974 Repea]ed Chap&gf 753 and amended 40/4o - - s
a Sanctioned possible-state funding of start-up costs for some .
collaboratives whi;h“ﬁashnever aPprogr1ated ’ . ‘ o

———— e
-

-~

Chapte? 797 was never funded. T

—
—

-

‘ ' through joint agreements. :" e - _;T_h““;h;:;

-.Massaﬁﬁusetts Depart#;dgﬂdf Educat1on, D1vrsloq_of Special Education, -
funded the Hassachusetts Organization of Educat1ona1 Collaboratrves

,__J_-~:~(FederaT“’ Title VI “funds)

Al
&

Through Chapter 766 the Special Education Division (of MDE) carries
out its policy. of equai opportunity for handicapped children by working
directly with LEA through the RSCs for program audit, encouraging
voluntary cooperative projects. o R .
b4 . Chapter 71 {766) fn cgreement designates an LEA as the operating
’ agency. None nave taxing authority; costs are passed on to the ~ .
7 . districts they serve. A collaborative has no taxing authority; - - - Co
o instead: the sources_of funds are mainly taxes levied by its con-
EE RO stituent districts, Federal grants, and a relat1ve1y small awcun» ot
State grants, )
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APPENDIX A -- LEGISLATION

: fhe(e have been three pieces of legislation which have significantly
inipacted on collaboratives with several Gther bi115 presently being filed.

g CHAPTER 753 -~ established the basis for LEAs
serving as the operating acent for the collaborative ° -
CHAPTER 797 ~-- defined the fiscal agent and operating
- “status of collaboratives and also established a
e governapcé'st;rdcture . .

T
.

CHAPTER 766 ~-_specificdlly authorized school systems ‘ ,
to use gollaboratives as cne of their resources .for —— — T
— —- +  —providirig Services to special needs children, -
, prompting erformous g'z‘bwth in the collaborative rove-
. ment since 1972. Chapter 766 (using Title VI funds) : ‘
also allo.«rﬂd the development of MOEC.

b

* - e —n m e T

e LY

- arisén in, Massachusetts, three of these were fbrmed originally w1th T1t1e 11
' funds for supplementary services and centers.

°
L ’
- . . .

. &0 - Educa ianal Collaboratzve serving nine
communities in the Boston/Cambridge area

”

* HEC -- Hampshlre Education COIIabOratiVe in.
'Western Massachusetts

< \
¥EC, ~— Merrimpack Education Center serving -22 ‘ g
commumties in the Chelmsford area, north:':est
. of Boston \

3

SPOKE ~= with four district. mem,bers loca ted near ) _ﬁ_________,_______—————-

Norton (solithwest of Boston) —

*

- ~—'‘_‘E__C".'T-T-'ﬁ_:f'l'i.43» Education Cooperative serving the
v Fram.inghc}'m area due west of Hoston. . ) !

* These five renters and tﬁe single-purpose, special education collabora-
tives have formed the Masshchusetts Organization of Educational Collaboratives..
..uasor objective of MDEC is to clarify the fiscal and administrative status
of educational service center$ in the Commonwealth and to deveiop the
necessary legislation. -




