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EXECUTIVE SUMARY,

\\ .

1

-STUDY PURPOSE

P.L. 94-142 provides that to ty maximum extent approprie e,

handicapped children are to be educated with children who are \ot_
.

handicapped. That is, a handicapped child. must be placed in the least

restrictive environment (LRE) appropriate to his or her needs. To

examine haw LRE was being implemented by loCal.schdol districts, the

Bureau of Education for the Handicapped commissioned a study of placement

decision-making.

The purpose of the study was to pro'ide a state-of-the-art

description of the process by which school districts make decisions about

the setting in which a handicapped child is. to be educated. The law and

its regulations view the placement decision as the outcome of a,

multidisciplinary gaup decision -- making process. The findings presented

here describe the procedures employed by States and V school districts,

the fettets they'considered in reaching a decision including the role of

LRE4n the decision-mAking, and some of the constraints which were

.observed-to impederplacemmnts consistent witla the LRE mandate.. In

addition, the study identified what standard were applied by judges and

hearing officer& in'LRE related disputes.

J.
METHODOLOGY

ft

' The method employed to study determination of placement procedures

was an ethnographic case study approach at the school district level.

Trained observers used a structured observationisystem to collect

informationi related to'educational placement decision-making for an

individual child from the determination of eligibility for special,'

education until a final placement decision was 'reached.

iv,
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In order to study the State policies related to LRE appropriate

placement a content analysis of the 1978 Annual Program Plan from each

State was conducted. This involved analyzing written descriptioni of

.State policies as these policies described the operational'and procedural

aspects of placement determination required'by 19cal school districts.

Annual,Plogram Plans and related State documents and guidelines from all
.

fifty States and the District of Columbia were reviewed and analyzed.

'Decisions of hearing officers and judges were analyzed through

content analysis of legal documents in order to determine what-standards

were applied imdisagreements between parents and school districts where

appropriate educational placement who an issue. Decisions were collected

.from nine Sta'tes which were considered to be 4tost active" in terms of

the frequency of appeals (administrative and civil) relateirto special

education placements and beryline for the handicapped.

The sample for the district level analysis consisted of 15 school

districts located in five states. In All, 134meetings and 96 cases were

observed?

SAMPLE

The overall purpose of the sampling strategy was to capture a broad'

range of possible,practices. There was no attempt made to select a

representative sample of school dis'tricls. Given the nature of the

study, it was felt that more could be learned by studying a small number

of districts in depth. Because representativeness was traded for

richness, no' conclusions can be drawn about how typical or widespread the

practices described here 'are. Rather we are presenting a detailed, look

at how the placement process operates in some school districts.

' Study data were collected over a two month 'period between March and

May 1979.

The five states in the sample were selected for their variability on
. ,

demographic, political and special education/relevant characteristics

including geographic region, population 'density, population size, per

capita income, state vs. local control, special education; funding

formula, percent of handicapped served and Federal allocation fos. special

education.

V " tY
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Those school districts were. selected from each,,state such that within

the state the sample included urban, suburban and.rural'districts. and

districts serving-a large and small population: We relied on state

directors of.s.peCial education to identify three cooperative districts.

.Within each district , -en attempt was made to select nine cases from .

the.large district$ six from the medium size district, and three, froin the
-.. .

- .

small district although this goal could not be met in all states. Cases

were selected:by the observers to represent a mixture of
$initial,

referrals and re- evaluations student's alyeldy receiving special

education services as well as a mixture of.grade levels and a Variety of
4 . . .

handicapping conditions. observers were also Instructed to specifically
.

select cases of severely handicapped students and cases whe e. the .

placement deCiSion was likely to be difficult. Thus, case Jelection was,
f

designed to maximize variation and tg allOW obieivers to gather data on
. .

particularly problematic placement decisions..

DATA .COLLECTION

Data collection of the local school district involved these

techniques:" (1) observation of the placement team meeting; (2) follow-up

interyiews with team members, and (3) file review. Extensive notes were

taken during the meeting itself. This information was then recorded on a
c

oraal observation instrument which was completed immediately after the

meeting. The observation was supplemented by later questioning ofteam

membei's about any points of the process which were unclear. In this way,

the observers were'able to get a complete picture of the placement

decision apd how it was reached.

STATE-OF-THE-ART .0PEDUCATIONAL PLACRIENT'DETERMINATION /

o.

Overall, the placement decision-making which we observedcan bestJbe

characterized by communication; commitment, and flexibility.on the part,

of local school district staff. Communication was operationalizedin

systematic efforts to document the placement process; to standaraize the'

procedures used, and to manage the complex process of determin

individual LRE apparopriate placement for eagfhmindicapped-stu

receiving services.

4.
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, Commitment to meiting'the individual student educational/social needs

pf the handicapped was of paramount impdrtance to the district staff.

LRE per se did not share in san explicit way the nature and intensity of

this commitment, butt nevertheless placing a student with non-handicapped'

peirs in a:!mainstream" environment was an implicit consideration in most

placement deliberations.'
.

Flexibili ty bias in evidenc in many ways, not'the least of which was
. .

in district efforts to bend the `system to accommodate the individual

needs. of a specific handicapped student. For example, in several cases

where servicesowere needed, but the absolute stringent application of

criteria did not permit a student to be eligible for such, district staff

fol..tnd lays to enable ser.sices to e delivere4.4 The fact that the stem

operating within the district could be "brokered" for services in some

way demonstrates the flexibility,districts applied to meeting individual

student needs.

The overriding research question posed by this study,- Were handl.

' capped students being educated in least testrictive placements? - can, be

summarized in the following statement. Overall most handicappeistudents

were placed within the Yeast .restrictive environment appropriate given

the district's existing resources ana'placemencs available. District

staff demonstrated commitment., creativity, and flexibility in their

;fficalps to plice handicapped children in programs designed io meet their

individual peeds.

In the following section highlights of findings from the study of

local school district practices, contentanalysis of State'Annual Prograd

Plans and, the. analysis of decisions of hearing officers and judges are

summarized. P

Local ,District Piactices
. ... . .

, All districts in the, conducted at least one meeting on
each child which focused" at the determination of placement
and/or the developmeAt of the Individualized Educational Program' .

i
(IEP).

.

entswere presenx,at a great majority.of the meetings
nducted; and although they 4id not, in general, participate
tiyely in the decision-making process, they seemed in most

cases to be satisfied with the final placement decision: ,
.

.
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States typically'gave little detail concerning the relationship
between the IndiVIdualized Educational Program (IEP) meeting and
determination of placement.'

Legal Decisions f
44 . , .

.
. .

Courts are assisting in the implementatian'of the least
restrictive environment (LRE) principle by ensuring that all
program alteinatives required by P.L. 94-142 are available to
all handicapped children onan equal basis according to each
child's particular needs.

.
..,

Placement dispute* appealed to Che State level usually involved
parents and local school districts. Parents in a majoripy'of
cases were requesting a placement which had the effect of being
a more restrictive setting, usually, a private school, for the
handicapped student. , elf -,

2 Although the outcome of a large majority of cases at the
administrative-hearing level was to order i "least restrictive
placement", most. of these' decisions made no reference to the LRE
xeqairement,and those which did, did so superficially.

CONCLUSION

1
The state-of7the-art description of placement procedures and LRE

implementation presented by this study shoWeed that some consistency:and

Moe variability existed across the fifteen school districts. All

Aistricts'had meetings to determine Taacedent. Some bad one; some had

. several, but they all assembled a group of people representing various

disciplines to discuss the child. Teams most often discussed the child's

academic and social'needs which are extremely fitting top!cs for a

placement meeting. Parents attended meetings frequently and were given

the appOrtunity to participate with varying degrees of encouragement.

In general, parents were satisfied with the outcome of the placement

decision.

While the LRE concept was poorly uiderstood'and almost never an

explicit part of- the decision-making, placement teams appeared,to be

making. decisions consistent watt the LR; mandate. Their decisions
.

reflected a commitment to providing opportunities for interaction with

the non-handicapped even if that commitment was rarely verbalized. 'There-

were a number of factors which mitigated against full implementation of

fx



/
LRE. Some of these includedi ,lack of resources necessary to make a

range of optionsavailabla; lack of skill on the part 1g ,placement team
. f

members in the art of group process decisionmaking; epme*constraints;
, .

too few staff, and too many cases to process; ar)dthe edftceptual

complexity ssociated with applying the LRE principle atthe operational

level of determining a placement. An emphasis needs toe placed on

developing professes aud'strategies necessary for the realization of

LRE. These include: training in group decisipnmakingl trategies for
4

creating less restrictive placements, and itr iv Lys

involVing parents, Moreover, the context in which placement dectsi4r

at* made cohld be<substantially improved. Policymakers dt the laical,

state and federal levels need to etablish complimentary policies. which

are in accordance with -- or better yet, facilitate 7 teas:elkstrictivi:

placements. To the extent that these actions can lessin-cliSh.Atiw.e

entirely, the barriers to LRE placement significant progress toward the ; ,

intent of the Law should be more easily within reach.

In closing, we would like to note that the fielid staff'was generally'

impressed by the competetSe and 4dedication of the people they observed--

makingsplacement.decisions. Observers felt strongly that the placement
46,

teams were conscienbiously.attempting to serve children the best they

could. Many of the shortcomings with. regard to LRE implementation were

due to a lack of knowledge,,, time or resources.- Rarely, if ever,

actions inconsistent with the Act. appear to be guided bra beliefIthat

the Act in general or LRE in particiiar was contrary to distridt or

personal philosophy. Rather the states appear to be ready to move beyond

ensuring tlhat local district special education staff arc aware of the

facts of the Act co full scale implementation of the intent of the Act

with respect to the princ,iples of LRE.

t.
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INTRODUCT/OH

4

ThiS,study represents an examination of procedures for determining

, the educational placement of handicapped children. The study focused on

'the criteria and decision rules used for determining the least

restrictive environment (LRE) appropriate. for each handicapped' child.

P.L. 94-142, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 19/5,

requires that:
,6

..4to ,the maximum'extent appropriate handicapped.
children in public or private institutions or other
care ficilities, are educated with children who are
not handiCapped,pd that special classes, separate

:90°01, or other removai of, handicapped children from

, the regular educgtional environment occurs only when .

,-ee' the nature or sever&ty of the-handicap is such that .

'education in regular classes with.the use of
''supplementary aids and services Cannot be achieved
satisfactorily" (Sec 6,15(5) (0)

. .'

.%./ tif ' iistOrically, as a legiI"concept, the LEE doctrine has evolved,

through a series of court cases. With ehslplanning and implementation of
.

' a .

--...%

P.L. 94-142, IRE has become a crucial concern for teachers,

'administrators, and policy makers.,

, %Study:Objectives
v .- .

,
The study examined four of the areas where decisiods regarding least

A%
restricttve environment and educational placement of handicapped children

-. are currently being made. Specifically, objectives for this study were
......r-- . ,

1. 1.1
to

I
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4.0

Td provide'a state-of-the .irt description, of decision-making,

procedures for determination of the least. restrictive placement

as presentedat the state level,

tie utilized at the local lov41,

asprescribed by the 'bourts, and

-- as proposed by authorities'in.special education.

2) To compare'and contrast the various decisidn-making procedures
lQithin and among each of these areas and to analyze the
educational implication of variations .

3) To identify specific practiCes which were designed, to meet
various needs of the participatory decision-making process

- idvbcated in'P.X. 94-16. Our focus on the application of the'
JAB; principle provided' for the identification of procedures
designated as notableadaptions.

. . ..

O , To meet these study 01:.dect3sre8/our distinct research activities

Were undertaken as part of this evaluation:, 'To examine the LRBpplicies

and procedures at thelevel of the state educatiod agency,, written. '

documentation fro:lithe states, including the Annual Program Plan-

submittel,tollER, was reviewed (Activity 1). 'Placement procedures at the

to al education agency level were studied" through observatiOn ofthe

. , placement meetings' and through interviews with team members (Activity

2).' Theconcept of Lag; as prescribed, by the courts, was examined

'through a legal analysis of published and unpublished decisions) relating .

'0: to pg.: 94-124 and least restrictive placement (Activity 3). Lastly,, the 4:

data from Activity 2 were examined to identify notable adaptations to,

critical procedures for determination of the least restrictive placement

-(Activity 4). .

N.'

study Components amiResearch Issues

Within the Activities, the investigation. focused on fourkey

compCnents of the study:

i)

'are

Operating Procedures the.formalized operations which
are in use or..are.id7ocOted for planning and conducting a
placement team meeting. Examples'include the sequence of
meetings, procedures for notification, and attendees.

2) Deteimihatidn of :ecement - the content the placement ,

meetings, includi the information availt le to the
decision»makerse. tie placement alternatives. considered, and the
criteria used to evaluate those options. t

.

.

4
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31 Ancillary ActivitiefaOilitating ictiVitiea'(ielated(to
placement decisions snaking) Whlch hakre been pimIlded by the state
and local education agencies.: In-seridoe training and '

procedures for,se1f-evaluation are e*amOles.of ancillary
4. a

activities.. . .. ..
...

. . .. ....

1'-

4) Constraints/Contextual:Factors r which facilitatesorinhibit'
. state and local education agencies from achievin4,kull

implementation of LIM
q.

A. . 4. I.f . .'
S A .V 0'.

,,
Research issues relateptio each of the above oompoparits-generally

, -

evoked the followi 4

ng questions: .
1
/!`

. . . ..

4 .

a What do policies stipulate as requied'infOrmation Wipe u*ed iii
determining placement? (Standard 00erating)Procedures)

so: t information is acutallyobsed bythelZ:cal*placement team?
ow is it shared? (Determination of.PThcement)

- ,

o What training or technical assiatanOe actikities are provided to
'enhance the operation of thlt LRE provision? (Ancillary
Activities)

o Wh.;t contextual factorsare operating which facilitate or .

inhibit the determination of appropriate educational placement
of handicapped children? (Constraints and Contextual Factors)

Summary

This investigation examines the criteria and decision rules used for

determining placements under P.L. 94:./42" The outcome of the study is a

state-of-the-art'desCriptil of edikational placement decision-making in

four dis tinct research areas SActivity 1,State Policies; Activity 2,

Districtaractices; Activity 3, Legal.Asalysisvand Activity 4, Notable

Practices). This allows for the examinatianof the least restrictive ,

environment panciple,and a state-of-the-art description in each of the

four Activities. Inforgation was collected about four components related

to placement (Standard Operating Procedures, Determination of Placement,

Ancillary Activits, and Contextual and Constraint Factors) which -

provided a methodology for organizing, comparing "and syhthedizing these
r

'Activities.

O

9

OUt approach bD describing the determination of placement 44 built on

a conceptualization of decision-making which includes the information

shared, the options considered; the criteria used to evaluate options,

1.3
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,."

the placement decision itself, and the examination of follow-up

procedures for evaluating the appropniateness of the piacement. The
.

study also described' placement decision-making with respect to severil.,

contextual factors. At the state and local level, these variables

provided additional information about the system surrounding the .,
,

. , . ....

,
decision-making and' its effect on the process.. Within the setting of the

. ,

placement team meeting, we were able toy see how the process is altered In:.

rela0on.to the spebifics of a particular case.

41.
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STUDY' ACTIVITIES

This chapter presents the composition of.the four study activities:

Analysis of StatePClicies, Analysis of Local Praotices, the Legal

Analysis and the Notable Adaptations to Critical Procaures--all_of

which relate to determining, the educational Placement of handicapped

k ehildren. With regard to these activities, the emphasis is on explaining

each study design and methodology (with the actual results and findings
1

integrated intoChapters Three through Six).

State Education Agency Analysis (ACTIVITY 1)

Study Design

. 0

The pgrpose of this analysis was to provide a state-of-the-art

description of state -level policies and guidelines related' to placement

determination. This was processed via a content analysis of 49 State,

'Annual Program Plans plus that of the District of Columbia (from Fiscal.

Year 1978) :

The redeerch qt:lesiionSinliblved were:

1. What kinds of policies do states have concerning placement of
handica0pa children and the least restrictive environment?

2. What formalized procedures do states present concerning the
placement process?

3. What information do states stipulate should be shared when
determining placement?

(
2.1 . 4,J
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4. How do statiltk.ogsrationalfze the continuum of pladement
alternatiyeraconcept and how 40 they assist Local Educatio
'Agencies Wskiecting from those alternatives? '

5. Do statesditOvIde other guidelines for determining placeme t?

6. Whit adaitkodal requirements concerning the placement degi ion
do state0r4sedt?

7. What anaillary'activities (such as training and monitoring have
'sti4sPertgaged in to facilitate placement decision-making?

8. What cdheiraints have states encountered in implementing L ?
4

The analysii-of state guidance Concerning placement decision -makin

provided information against which actual implementat4on at the lo 1

level could be compared.

Methodology 4

The Annual program Plan of each state, whiCh is submitted to for

approval, must contain a variety of assurances and information con erning

the state's implementation of P.L. 94-142. To sueplement and veri y

their report, many states append,supporting documents to their P1 s,

i.e., administrative manuals, legislation, regulations, monitoring forms,

etc. Thus,,the Annual Program Plan is often one of the most

comprehensive coiPilations of state-level data concerned with ham dapeed

children. For this reason, the Annual ProgramPlan was chosen as the

body of information to be analyzed to determine the extent of sta e

guidance in the implementation of LRE. Annual Program Plans for iscal

Year 1978 and all available corresponding documents were analyzed for all

49 states and the District of Columbia'04wMexicd was non-partic pating

And, therefore, did not submit a plan).1
,

Content analysis was used%to abstrack7 and quantify_the data. In

, 'brief, content analysis involves developing theoretically relevan

-categories and then classifying the content according to those categories.

1/ Every attempt to secure final add apprOved FT !78'Annual Prog am
Plans as made., Although draft Plant were not used for conte t
analysis, it was diff*cult to discern whetherithe Plans were, ctually

in final form. Matching revised Plans to their approved vers on to
identify any differences was beyond the scope of this study. ome
states, therefore, may have made final changes which were not

40 .

1

discovered during analysis.

2.



Tolgelp ensure objectivity and 'reliability, two analysts individually

read and/coded the information for each plan and then met to synthesize

their findings. results from the synthesis forms wera then tallied

and were presented as our final results.

Due to the large amOunts of informaiion.that.could potentially be

contained in the,Annual Program Plans - -much of it irrelevint to the

study-:-some systematiMay ofnarrowini'the field of inquiry had to. be

determined: First, only those parts of the Plan identified as pertinent

to the study were analyzed. A pre- specified'sequence for reading each

section and each supporting document also Was adapted tol.further

systematize thi analysis. Thus, each Plan was reviewed in the following

order:

Least Restrictive Environment Section

2. Individualized Education Plan Section

3. Participation of Private School Children Section

4. Placement in Private SchoolS Section

5. Annual' Evaluation Section

6. Child Identification Section

7. Protection in Evaluation Procedures Section
. .

8. Procedural Safeguards Section

9. State Regulations, if appended

10. Administrative Handbook Sections, if appended

11. Training Manuals, if appended

12. Monitoring Instrumenti, if appended

13. Other Relevant documents, if appended

Stu y Limitations

It the mature of content analysis that only explicit references .

should b used /n determining the inclusion or exclusion of content into

categories and potkinferences made by readers about what may or may not

,have been intended. This conservative approach is necessary if any
\ , -
4cnsistency or objectivity is to be maintdinea. Therefore, ambiguous

tatements or content requiring inferences to be made before asdigpment

to categories should be eliminated from analysis. Only the concrete and

2.3
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explicit statement can be classified with any accuracy. Therefore, the

approach throughout the analysis was one,of judicious prudence.

The extent to which this'caution would have to be exercised, however,

was not anticipated., The Annual Program Plans, as itsturned out, were

highly discrepant in the precision with whioh'they were written. Rather,.

than'lpse too much information due to insufficient clarity for coding,

some categories were supplemented by an "implied" or "other" response

option. Thus, areas where the States' coding was unclear also could be
..

identified.

A similar difficulty involving the content of the Plans"was the

existence ofccintradictory statements. Although at first these

contradictions may have seemed unexpected, considering the,4riety of

materials and the time span over which they would have been composed,

such occurrences were understandable. Two approaches were taken to deal

with this problem? the technique used was determined by the probable

cause of the discrepancy. If differences were due to the inclusion of

outdatedmaterials, the most recent information was analyzed. if,

however, the recency of the documents could not be determined, or it the

discrepancy was not caused by old information, anotation summarizing the

Contradiction was made, and both statements were recorded.

The converse of the outdated information problem also was encountered
.

during analysis? i.e., some states "propos " guidelines or changes,

rather than actual and official information. These policies/procedures

were not forially adopted at the time the Plans was written andimay never

have been. Since it would have been/Impossible'to ever obtain.completely

current information or ascertain if what was proposed, was actually

accepted; those statements of "proposed" action were reviewed as if they

were official.

A final consideration concerning the content of the Plans is that of

omitted information. B*cause project staff did not acquire and read all

materials for each state, the absence of reported information does not

necessarily mean that states do not have policies or guidelines in that

area. For this re;ibr* the reported results include the option "no

2.4
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mention," so that lack of reported information will.nCit be misconstrued

as absolute absence of state guidance. Considering the volume of

information analyzed for each state, it is unlikely, but possible, that,

concerning a particular area of investigation, a state couldbave written

guidelines, that were not available to the content analysts.

Cautions in Interpreting the Data

All materials containing placement information of a state may not

have been included in the content analysis. Therefore, the ,results

should be viewed as a ,comprehensive description, but not as a definitive

reporting of state leadership in placement determination. Furthermore,

kt'was beyond the scope of this report to verify whether the states'

guidelineswere actually in practice at the local level We could only

summarize what the states have, in writing, described as their

.recommended procedures concerning placement.

It also should be noted that our resukts derive fr the 1978 Annual

Program'Plans. A brief look at some of the Fiscal Year 1979 Plans

indicated that some states have added substantial information to their

approach to placement decision-making. We fully recognize that changes

may have been made in the states since their '74 Plan. Our informatiori,

therefore, is not necessarily the most up-tordate for those states

initiating substantial revisions since their '78 Plans were subMitted.
...%

Finally, the extensive scope of our inquiry should be taken into

consideration when interpreting the non-response of states; In many

'cases, we were looking for highly.d4ailed, specific information not

required to be contained inithe Annual Plans. Thus, the lack of response

on ththe items by some states should not be interpreted as noncompliance

or inadequate guidance. Depending on state laws and histories, variation

in the extent of control or assistance is to be expected. In addition,
, '0

the purpose of the content analysis was not to verify Whether the states

included all required information in their Program Plans. We were simply

interested in determining what information does exist at the state level,

and the Annual Program Plans provided the most comprehensive compilation

for our purposes.

2.5
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Local Education Agency Analysis (AntivitYk) 4

Study eisign

The purpose of this activity as to provide, a state -of -toe -art'

desc ;iption of placement decisidn aking procedures at, the *cal level.

Of chief interest was the manner in which the principle of least

restrictive environment (LEE) entered intb and affected the placement

decisions concerning handicapped students. Data for this.s udy were

collected primarily through Zn,-site observations of planem nt team ,

meetings over a two-month period spanning March to May 'of 1979., The

study sample consisted of 5states and 15 Local Education Agencies. In

all, 134 meetings and 96. cases were observed.

The research questions generated to guide this study followed four

broad areas of interest /concerns standard operating procedures,

"placement determination, ancillary activities, and constraints. These

areas and their attending specific queries were:

o What standard procedures for determining placement are operatirig

at the local level?

.. What procedures exist for coordination between the Local
Education Agency and other agencies (public, private) which
serve handicapped children?

o Row do Local Education Agencies determine placement for their
handicapped students? .

.. What information is shared within the decision-making
environment?

.. Bow is this information shared?

.. Hoar is this information used?

.. Are placement options.nridered?

Is there a list of placement options available wk,bhin the
district? Are extra - district options considered? (Are

they documented?

- Row many options were considered? .

- In what order are they presented?

.. That criteria are used'to evaluate placement options? (

- Is LEE included as.a criterion?

2.6
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- HOW is ARE determined?

de

What prOvisions are made for interaction with
non - handicapped peers?

- Are extracurricular activities considered? .

What is'ithe sequence o8 the decision-making process?

What is Ile outcome of the placement meeting?

What aspects of monftoring,ind/or evaluating the
implementation of,the placement are considered?.

-- Are the evaluation criteria specified?

Are responsible individuals identified?..

o What types of'amciliary activities atthe Federal., state, and
local levels have facilitated least restrictive plc nts for

handicapped students?

Have staff. members been\pro!!d9d.in -service train4ng?

;mat types of monitoring procedures have been implemj::ed
by the State Education Agency and/or by theLocal Ed tion
Agency?

o What constraints impede placement in the least restrictive
environment?

.. What are the effects of
decision=Making?

Methodology

contextual variables on placement

The sampling for this
.

study was a major consideration in the

methodology to ensure comprehensiveness. Itinvolved selections in the

full range or placement procedures on three levels - -state,_local, and ,

individual.

State Sampling. The strategy for selection of states was not to

allo4 for consistency among all. 50 states, -but rather to capture the

broadest range.of diversity possible. Thus, five states were selected

primarily fortheir variability on socio-demographic and special'

education. Relevant characteristics include:

o geographic region (1 Northeast, 1 Southeast; 1 Centralr 1
Southwest, 1 Northwest)

o funding formula (2 unit, 3 excess Costs)

o population density (2 high, 2 medium, 1 low)

416
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o yophlation size Al high, 2 medium, 2 low)

:1 eeper capita:income (2 high, 2 iediwa; 1 loi)

o state versuiRlocal ntrol (3.-high, 2 low)
. ,

o' "percent Rf handi ed served ..(3 high, 2 medium) r
0 l97E'Pederal allocation (1 high, 2 medium'high, 1 medium, I low).

Local Education Agency Sampling. The sample of local education,

agencies was based on isystematic plan to ensure representation of three

key Characteristics: size, special building facility, and availability

of a wide range of plimemept options.
. .

Since diversity of procedures rather than proporti6nal
.

representativeness wit 'dletiied, we relied heavily on the state directors

of special education to identify three cooperative districts of varying

size ea placement procedures. The actual -sample prilartly consisted 0f-

one large (Urban) ;,one medium (suburban or rural),'and 'one small

(suburban or rural) district in each state (save for one which had ,3

small rural districts), Afach with-various idiosyncratic placement

features.. Within the total sample of 15 lbcalities, variations in

special school facilities and option continuums were present.
41$

Case Sampling. For each.size district in a state, a minimum number

of cases was required: three cases in small localities, siic in medium,

and nine in large school districts. Thus, 4 total of 90 cases was the° .

overall goal for the study sample of cases. TS allbw for the greatest

. understanding of each case and the reasons behind each placement

decisionevhere possible, all meetings held for a,particular student

(after assessments had been Completed) were observed. .Thus, eligibility

meetings, plabemeht meetings, and meetings to develop Individualized
.

Education Programs were included in our data collection..,

, Several key ,case characteristics were identified as'important
.- . .

-variablesvariables which might affectthe way in which placement decisions were

made. Other case tureswere purposely selected to ensure incluaidh It

111;0a broad variety,of ca characteristics. In each State, field staff

O

'a

sad .
A
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selected cases'repreaenting different reasons for placement

decision-making (initial referrals, annual reviews, scheduled

reevaluations, and reevaluations for change .in placement) - Another

imPortanoonsideration was to select cases at a ;variety of grade levels

(eipecially pre school and high school), with a variety of.handicapplitg

conditions (especially low-incidence populations) and with varying levels' -.

of severity. Thus, case selection was designed to maximize variation,aiid
4 1

to allow observers to gather data An potentially problematic placeirent

decisions. One additional selection difiterion for cases superceded all

previous considerationsa-however. Because of the relative rarity of .

occurrence, cases where the placement decision or discussion was like;y,

to be controversial' (parents disagreeing, conflicting assessment data,

etc.) were given top priority for selection. 4

.

.Ultimately, the selection of cases was dependent upon the willingness

;of district personnel to assist with' identifying diverse cases as

discussed above, as well as parent willingness to give permission. for

observers to attend meetings. Because parent consent was required prior

to study particlpati;i, and because atypical or unusual gases were

purposely selected, some degree of bias in the case sample was likely to

exist. For this reason, caution must be exercised wen interpreting the

data.

Data Collection. Three information- gathering techniques were

principally applied to the collection of the data: ,(i) structured

dbservations of placement tear: meetings; (2)%informal, unstructured

interviews; and (3),file review. Field wfrk covered a two-month period

during Sprig 1979. Applie0 Mapagement Sciences'. permanent and temporary

staff were trained in the obseriation and recording techniques'and were
411,1

responsible for all data oollectiobAdtivities.

'The instrumentsdeveloped to collect data can be categorized as:

1. Observation System,.
.

2. State and District Forms,

3. . Log

=,
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'All three categories were vital to capturing the various levels of .

sophistication in-understanding and applying placement procedures. The

-development and utilizatiod.of each discussed below.
4

.40

1. Observation Systemi (Note Form, Observer Report Form, and Case

Information Form)

The core of the collection activi,ties was this system ales tied to

Capture information exchanged dUring.meetings. The research questions

presented above guided the development of the observation system. Given

the nature of the data collection and the fact that no structured.

'questionnaires were used, the' observation system itself had to be very

r specific. In addition to coding the proceedings of meetings within .

specific observation categories, the'field interviewer augmented the

system with notes regaiding information which: (1) was not codable

within the existing observation system; and/or (2) verified or clarified

the use of certain codes.

Prior to the development of the observation instruments, project

staff membecp-used an ethnographic approach in opsecving-meetings.im

several school systems An the Washington-Metropolitan aree. This

approacb provide:d direct information about t al placement practitOs in

different ltcalities. Through review of position papers (elated to iRie

P.L. 94-142 procedures manuals, and planning models for-educationai. .

placement; *Salm familiarized ourselTes with written procedures relate0

to placement. Through(ethno.raphic techniques during instrument

development, and through'ioUr increasing familiarity with the placement

process, we were able ito construct an observation system.wqtch

accommodated the realities of a variety -of local placemenbOodeduree.

Coding categories emerged from the literature and were validated,
.

'impended, or deleted according to ethnographic observition and, field

testing.-
.

0 The nature of the research questions and the data collectibh

methodology dictated that the study focus on the content of.,placement

team meetings. Consequently, the process aspects and interpersonal

dynamics of group decision - making were1iot within thte scope of this

tI

4
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study: The observation system was constructed to code what transpired

within the contest of the plabement meeting, as opposed to boy, .

information was commupicatedthe type and patterns of interpersonal

communication which were cngoin§ within the group discussions were not

considered for purposei of this study.

The final'observatiion system consisted of three core instruments:
a !.4

4

note form to ecord meeting proceedings, a report form on which the

content of each eeting was coded, and a case information form-which

summarized all data collected on a case '(meetings, files, supplementary

discussion). '.The note form consisted merely of blank sheets of paper

marked withfive-minute intervals so that observers could determine the
.

9r -.amount of discussion on subject matter. (One set of note forms ran from

0-50 .minutes.) Thise"forms were so 2d during the meetings to -capture

important elemmnts of discUssion needed to cdinplete the Observer Report

Porm. Pdllowing the meeting, then, the note forms were used as a,

. 'refererete to fill, out the Observer Report Pomo. This latter instrument

contained the bulk:of information collected on site: attendees, content

of meeting, extent of dischssiwon, options considered,' and decisions

made. One of these instruments was filled out for each meeting observed.
e'

on a case. Finally, all information on each student was synthesized on a

Case Information POrm. in addition to data collected through

observations of meetings on a case, the, results of file review& and any

discuisichs with relevant'personnel were summarized, here. This form

captured .background information specific to each case (sex, age, .

handicapping condition, prior placements, and assessments). In addition,

a brief narrative of the decision-making. process and 4timate disposition

(placement decision, degree of restrictivenesd) was included. ,

.2. State and bistrict Data.Porms
,

-0

These instruments Were used to record state education and local

education agency demographic information. Most data were collected

through document reviews (Annual Program Plans, administrative manuals,

and other special educational materi6) . Other information was gathered
v.6.

. trough on-site experience or "verification/clarification" discussions

0 ;

i
A

f
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with relevant state or local personnel. Examples of information

contained onthese forms included: enrollment figures, Binding,

placement options, handicapping conditions served, and written-

policies/procedures related to LRE.

4

3. ,Log S
Daily entries were made in the leg to maintain a permanent record of

such things as:

o cases identified for study

o Meetings observed

o persons interviewed

o interesting practices uncovered

o difficulties encountered

o general reflections on placement practices and policies.

The log served several purposes. First, it' was an essential scheduling

"and communication link between field staff coveting different cases

during the course of the day. Secona, it kept a running accoun t of the
,

types of items that would be discussed at debriefing sessions following

data collection. Rather than depend on retell at the end of the

.eight-week data collection period, the log 'recorded immediate and

accurate impressions of ongoing occurrences. These included problems,

strong points, peculiarities, etc., associated with the placement cases

and the field work.

Finally, the log provided invaluable assistance to the subsequent

qualitative datilanslysis and retrospective conclusions which make up the

bulk of this report. Often the data collector on site found much
A ,It

potentially useful ancedotal information which would otherwise have been

lost. The log; therefore, served as a forum for some of the qualitatOe

assessments which have been made and for the conclusions which have been

drawn.

Unstructured intervilvs were conducted after 'the placement team

- meetings. Typically, the following participants were interviewed:

2.12
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o p tent
.g .

o`- teacher'

o "administrative representative or principal

- o school psychologist.

Nose interviews mete used to verify or to clarify tha initial

peiceptions andobservatiene41,he field interviewer as well as'to

. supily data to complete gaps in necessary information. These interviews

were of an infprmal nature and their content was related to the
- . .

decision-making processes which were observed within the individual team

meeting. The content of these interviews as determined by-informatiog

which, the obsekver was not able to mord, . For example,. it was sometimes

necessary to clarify such information as:

NO implied decision ures

o final placement 'decision

d perceivedratigpale for placeMent

o satisfaction with placement decision...

The-content,of interviews related to these areas was not the same for all

cases or for the placement team members of the same-iroup. Content was

determined og an individual basis. Probes for further information were

required only where aarification related to a particular area was

necessary.
1.

Preparation for Data Collection. Two field observers were assigned

to each state. Prior to actual data collection, extensive gaining and

preparation were required. All field staff members had backgrounds in

areas such as education, counseling, or sociology. Pricr,to the actual.

training sessions, observers were given a basic set of required readings

to familiarize themselves with.necesiary content of the study. With this

- background reading adtbrOugh discussions during training, they
.

developed the Ability to draw implications about decision rules which

were op erating within the context of placement meetings. ,

in addition to "the required readings, training consisted of practice

in coding video-taped simulations of placement meetings. Bypp&tical

cases also{ were positted to prepare-trainees for the range o situations
v

2.13

32



which could be encountered. A variety of these sessions pro id d,

practice in coding and ethnographic nOtetaking, as well as in ollow-up

verification/clarification interviewing;

All trainees were required to achieve,a trainee - criterion reliability'

level of at least 0.75. In order to assure that field staff were

applying the coding system properly and were 'tecording other pertinent

information, reliability was measured during training, as well as

periodically thereafter, throughout the data collection period. with
.

regard to the use of the instruments, all observers adtually exceeded the

reliability standards of 0.75.

Data Analysis

The information compiled frPm the observation system and the state .

and district forms was recorded, tabulated, and cross-tabulated as the

means towards quantitative anaIysis. The narrative summaries of cases

provided healthy sources from which illustrative and qualitative data

coald be extrapolated, The recordings in the logs (including anecdotal

infOrmation) also served to substantiate and clarify the qualitative ''

analysis.

'In thefollaging tables, an overview of .district and case
..

characteristics are presented. The analysis was constructed within these

sampling charatterlstics. The atte in4 limitations involved in

nitaccommodating theie characteristics lso are noted.

Handicapping Conditions Served. A broad variety of handicapping

conditions was identified and served by the districts in'our sample.

Table 2.1 arrays the percent of children served by handicapping

conditions across contrasting variables. Figures are derived from local

education agency child count data. A separate sub-table below it shows

the number of classification options used in different districts.

It should be,not0a that the overall percentages from our sample

districts differed a good deal from current national figures, as _well as

from, expected levels'of occurrence. Table 2.2 Sip:WS:the current national

averages, the district'(saiple) averages, and the expected levels

(consensus of authorities) of the incidence of handicappingconditions.

...
4.
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. Average Percent of OccurrencAl i
.

Total

LEA Chaac-
teristicr

Specificecific Handfcen

/

'Geo-Social Ethnicity
Special Educ.
Expenditure

Placement
Procedure

Sub-

Urban urban Iltiral

010
'Minority

Low
Minority

Low Per High Per
Capita Capita -

Cen- Auto-
trained 'mous

.

Specific Learning Dtsability
, 1

,-

Speech impairment

Mental ketirdation

Sociaf/Emotional Disturbance
.

OrtippedlciPhysicalImpairment

Visually Handicapped i

Hard of llearin9

Deaf

Health Impaired

Multipje Handicap and Other

.

32.0 35.3
..

29.0 26.0

20.0 21.0

11.5 6.0

2.0 ).3

10 -.7

1.8 .7

1.0 .0

.5 .7

2.3 6.3

36.0

27.6

21.6

11.6

.4

1.3

.4

.1

.1

.9

40.1

26.1

21.6

.,9.1

.S

.9

.5

.1

.0

2.1

.

v

20.7

29.4

20.4

12.7

3.7

1.3

,1.1

.6

'.7

2.6

'

0

'

29.9

33.7

22.6

0.9

1.1

1.1

'.7

.7

.1

2.1

22.4

39.1

19.0

11.5

2.0

.9

:9

.0

.5

2.5,

26.4

35.4

23.3

7.7

2.6

1.4

.7

.1

, .3

2.4

42.1

20.9

19.i

I2.5

1.5

.6

.9

.5

.3

2.3

34.0

27.7

21.1

10.3

2.0

1.1

.0

.3'

2.3

\....
.

4 , -..

..-

.

Number of Classifications

Used in Districts

0.0 7.0 5.0 5.9
i

7.9 7.0 6.6 6.9 '6.0 6.0
(imax10)

4.

n

lb"

4 -)11

cr,i.n.

1/Percents are averaged across LEAs, rather than within sums.

3 4 3
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TABLE 2.2:

A

PERCENT OF HANDICAPPIRC CONDITIONS SERVED

I.

Handicap Classification\

Specific LesAling Disability

Speech.lmpaired

Mentally Retarded

Severe /Emotional Disturbance

Visually Handicapped

Orthopedically Impaired

Health Impaired

Har:d of Hearing

Deaf

Other '

National

Average

District

Sample.

1 /Expected

Incidence

21.5

35.2

26.1

7.6

34.8

27.7

21.1

10.3

25.0

29.2

19.2

16.7

1.0 1.1 .8

2.3 2.0

4.2

3.8 .3

.8 4.2

24$

.3 : .6

2.3 .5

1/percents intdrpolated from Office of Education, DREW, estimates, 1979:

4
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A most notable difference occurs in'the category of specific learning

disabilities wherein tfle sampled districts had an average incidence of

this condition of 34.8 percent, which was 10 percent above the level

authorities projected and 13 percent higher than the current national

average. Smaller, but noteworthy, differences existed for other V

handicapping. condit,lons as well. This underscores the non-generality of

the study data.

4

Within the sample, minor variations occurred across district

categories in the percent of students served and the variety of labels

US4de In general, urban and tow minority districts reported higher

levels of less common handicapping conditions and used a broader range of

classification nomenclature. ,

Reasons for Case Selection. Given the anticipated difficulties in

acquiring the range of cases desired and the variety of selection

criteria used, the reasons for choosing particular cases were carefully

documented by the field staff. Table 2.3 provides an actual case-by-case

descriptian of the primary selection factors used in the sampling. The

purposeful selection of cases by issue-oriented factors was severely

constrained by the actual availability of placement cases during the

limited observation period and within the small sample of districts.

This table reflects these constraints as'well.as our attempts to sample

unusual and difficult Oases.

Sandicupino Condition. A central feature of the sampling approach

was the selection of cases that would represenrbpth a broad diversity of

handicapping conditions and a variety of procedural complications. For

these reasons, the actual cases selected were neither representative of
.

national nox local distr,lbutions. Table 2.4 shows this divergence from

the norms. Fou types of handicapping conditions were sampled dOch mime

than their nat ral occurrence: Severe/Emotional bistubance, Visually

Randicapped,Drthopedically Impaired, and Sealth Impaired. The first

condition was over-selectabecause"of the potentially controversial

nature of this type of case, as well as the possibility of greater

discussion regatding appropriate placement Jhd district; For

A
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TABLE 2.3: REASONS FOR SELECTING CASES

. REASON PERCENT OF CASESY
(N96)

One 9f first cases selected in LEA 26 .

(na2S)

tr

To balance number of initial referrals . 14,

Odra-evaluations (n =13)

Child is severely handicapped
r

.

To balance grade level distribution

PiaCellen is likely to be an issue

. _

To balance distribution of handicapping
conditions

43
(ow12)

13'

(na12)

11

(n-11)

-'

(n9)

Child is plind, 'deaf or seriously
emotionally disturbed (reg8)

"Other 40
(438)

. ?/Multiple responses were allowed.

TABLE 2.4:

11

SAMPLED CASES COMPARED TO LEA ANDATIONAL DISTRIBUTIONS

SpeoifiEcopernimebistbatty

Spemblapaired .

Mentally Retarded

pfteial/Eacticuil Disturbance

Visually Kanecapped

Ortbovedicall**aired

Health Eapairen:

Sard-or-Neariag

Dee
Attar'

01.

28

3

21

24

4

8

6

O.

LEA

. 96 Oistri. National

Cases butioos averages

Bandicancine Condition: (N) (7) (8)

34.8 21.5

27.7, 35.4

21.1 26.1

10,3 7.6

1.1 1.0

2.0 2.3

2.0 2.3

2.4

2.4

.3

.3

,1 2.3

4111

2,18
41r
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sjmtlar reasons, In contrast, Speech Impaired oases (3) were

. under - .sampled. Visually Handicapped, Orthopedically.Ippaired, and Health,

IMpaked cages were sampled more than their proportional representation

.
because they involved lessilsommon placements. Low incidence conditions,

3 because of their infrequency, present novel and unfamiliar conditions

which could challenge the pro forma operation of a standing placement

team.

Demographic Characteristics. Table 2.5 gives general. demo4raphic

characteristics of the sampled cases. There_ were more males (56) than

females (40), whichis typical of general trends in special education.

The distribution of minority student cases (26%) was fairy

represenkakive of their general occurrence in the sample districts
.or). Ti ,e of Case refers to the sausative source of the 72fS::?.r.

each of the 96 cases which were studied. Comparison figures were not

available, but the lower figures for Scheduled Reevaluations (15) and
1

Reviews (10) in our sample did not reflect the high occurrence of these

types in general practice (especially at the end of the school year, when

data collection was conducted). Because then cases were typically pro.

forma in nature and rarely resulted in pla ent changes or

Initial Referrals and Reevalpaiions for Chalice in

purposively over -selected,rnsulting in under -

of Annual Reviews and Scheduled (3-year) Reevaluations.

vontroversies,

Placement were

representation.

In examining these sample characterisfiics, it should be noted 'that

they reflect a nonrepresentative seleciOn (relative to national

4-94aa). Less frequent handicappinglinditioPs and uncommon types of -

cases were represented more than theilwrOM1d be in a random sample. This

situation was a direct result of the;'case selection design which was

devised to obtain cases representing. a ;broad diversity of variables.

Study Limitations and Probleii

Aside from the limitations mentioned above, there were two other

considerations affecting the data collection. One was the effort neeaed

2.19
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TABLE 2.5: CENERAL-CEARACTE% RISTA/CS OF CASES

CASE INFORMATION CHARACTUtsISTICS
(396)

P.S.IMfr OF TCTAL

A. Sex:

AP.

Feiale

.58

(n.56)

42
-(as40),

TOT;4... CO
(Nw96)

S. Ethnic Group: Ion-Minority 69
(nse6)

81 acic 17(n16)

Hispanic
(as7)

Other Maori ty 2
(n2)

Unknown
js5

TOT& 100
01146)

'C. Type of Case: Initial Referral 40
(n 38)

Reevaluation for 34
Change in Placeaent (rt33)

Scheduled Re evaluation 16
(me)

..s

V

Revies

114111Pr

10

TOTAL 100
(!ls36)

2.20

4
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to consistently stress upoirtki; districts and their personnel that this

was not a compliance study. This was done prioi to securing the

district's cooperation and throughout the data ,collection process by the

field stiff. The second considerati the impact the observer(s)

might have ujoon the conduct of mee

The existence, of an oditerver docum sting .what transpired at the

meeting ptobably influenced, to some degiee, what was disbussed and how

information was presented. -The presence of an oUherveemight have had

some effect not only upon. the meeting content but also upon the

ritionaleifor the'Tihal placement decision,, or perhaps Sven upon the .

decision itself. Where districts had standing team members, the effect

of the observer's presence was diminished as the team conducted more

feetings with observation data being collected. In such cases, the"

parents weke.at more'of a disadvantage` because they did not have

opportunities to become accustomed to being observed.

4
There was no way to

the placement process.

possible.' Furthermore,

.

O

eliminate the effect the observer might have on
I

The observers were, of course,
V
as unobtrusive as

the interviewers were 'asked to note any

indications of possible effeotS, such as glances or comments directed to

them. The observers also occasionally inquired, as part of the follow-up

interview, Whether The interviewee felt the observer's presence maddka

difference. Since the problem -could not be eliminated, our apprdach was

-to minimize it and to attempt to evaluate, haw extensively the obsdiveri,4

affected the placement decision-making process.

- Legal Analysis (Activity 31.

'la

/t!
Study Design

4" .

The Xtrpose of this part of the total study Was to describe and

analyze how the "lust restrictive environment" reltirement oft

F.L. 94:142 is bfin9 implemented by judges and alministrative hearing

cancers, and to determine whether the 411E requirement is reflected in

placement decisions where'disputesare tnvolm0. This-activity was

dJvided into four basic areas:- (1) a p .1,aty of the historical basis of
-41

.

. the requirement, focusing on relevant court decisions = ,(2)' a description

2.21 4



of the requirement, as ,'specified in P.L. 94-142 and its regulations; (3)

an analysis of,the requirement, from the perspective of judges and

administrative hating officers; (4) an analysis of administrative

decisions and how the requirement is being implemented in court. The

actual findings are presented here, and the methodologies peculiar to -

each investigatipn also are mentioned. In addition, a conclusion; which

summarizes and comments on the findings, is offered.

Methodology
.

The thrust of the Legal AfirlY01 was to determine the implementatiOn

of the LREreTtirement at the court level and at the administrative

appe114 level. The rediew of court decisions arising' under P.L. 14-112

and the analysis of the decisioni in relationship to the LPE requirenient

44ccomOliShed through a variety of techniques. The decisions reviewed

included both published (by a standard publishing system, e.g., west

Publishing Company) and unpublished cases. These cases were located by

means of a thorough search thrgugh: (1) state "annotated "-statute books

for all cf the states; (2) the relevant West "Digests" of cases which ape

organized by subject matter and (3) pePtkicalspin the areas of law, and

education, and public policy and education, e.g., the Education Bulleti4

published by the Center on Law and Education in Cambridge,

Massachusetts. Court decisions also were solicited fFonvnine selected

states which particiloated in Ite study of administrative decisions based

on appeals.

The court decisions were grouped into six general categories:

(1)majoi enforcement cases, each raising a number of basic, issues of

implementation of significance to large number.,of children; (2) cases
0

challenging the suspension and expulsion of hlflaicapped children from
0

public school; (3) cases raising various issues relating to private

placements; (4) cases concerning participation in.athletics, by

pped students; (6) cases challenging the failure of states to use

"impartial hearing officers;" _and (6) individual appeals from the

A 2.22
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decisions of hearing officers. Cases in these categories were discussed

and their relationshps"to the implementation ofthe LRE requirement was

explored. 4

To review and analyze a sample of administrative decisions resulting

from disputes between patents and school stems'over special education

placement, a content analysis approach was utilized pritlarili.

Nine states were selected as a-result of their level of activity in

deciding administrative appeals,. These partiCular states were selected

becabse of the likelihOod that since the inception of.P.L. 94-142 Cm

September 1, 1977, they -would have had a minimttof 20 administrative.

appeals &onions.

Each of the nine states was asked to send 40 of iipsmost recent

decisions at the hiohest'administrative! level (where the facts of .the
. .

case' were fully discussed)' or alb oflits'adminietrative decisions at that

level since September 1, 1977,.if this was less than 40. Decisions at

the highest adiinistrative level were requested so that the sample would
O.,

reflect the *final work" in the state on the,implemeqaticin of the'LRE

requirement. Po ecisions were requested in the hope that a minimum

of 10 and a maximum o 0 would c'Ontainli placement decision with

sufficient supporting information to indicate whether and to what extent

the, LRE requirement was refrected,in the decision.

A total of 295 decisionit were received, of which 121 were usable for

purposes of this analysis. Some decisions were .riot usable since they did

not- result ingklacement decisions and thus were4not relevant to the

purpose of the study. Some decisions were unusable because poor

duplication made them illegible, or because they did pot contain -If

sufficient information concerning the placement alterbatives. 4 4

In asking the states for their most recent decisions, we did not ask

for placement decisions in:wh ichthe LRE requirement was at issue because_
. .

one purpose of this study was to determine whether the LRE requirement is

reflected in placement decisiops, We asked for the most recent decisions

because of the greater likelihood that these would reflect more of the

a.
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4 t)3

4.4



requirements of P.L. 94-142 than the earlier decisions which were made
. ^

.4 Alen the'Law was firmk being implemented and was not as well understood

because,of a laCk of experience with its provisiofia.

-

All of the placement decisions were read, reviewed, and anal/zed from

the perspectiVe qftbe LRErequirements. The review and analysis

utilizid the foriat of two'analytilal instruments: a "tontent Analysis

. dhecklt0" and a "Content Analysis Summary Form." Both of these were

designed to elicit, from the decisions, information relevant to the

implementation of the LRE requirement.. The "Summary Form" was the basid

1.

, .

.

-reporting form and utilized the "Checklist" as a cross-reference to

ensure, completeness of. the reporting.

NctableAdaptations to.Critical Procedures (Activity 4)
f .

A

.1/4

Study'Design and Methodology

. This activity identified significant policies, ptocedures, and

-activities in the 5 states and -15 districts which participated in the

study otLopal Educatiign Agency placement procedures. P.L. 94-124

regulatiods stipulate certain procedures that Local and State Education.

Agenciesmust minimally establish, and therefore, are "critical" in

g the placeldent in the LRE appropriate. The critical procedures

ace: .

Identification and EValuaticn (including public" awareness, referral
and 'scre'ening,"' communication. and documentation)

"Placement Decision-Making (eligibility the planning team meetings,-
and indiVidual eduCittional plan development)

.v,Parant/Student.Involvement
t

Review an&Reevaluation (the continuum and related seivices)

Program dad Individual Services

s
. 'A *notable adaptation" was defined as an activity., a practice, or an

established procedure which has one or more of the following

' characteristics:
.

,

0

)

A

.

4
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.

1. goes above and beyond the mandates of P.L.,94 -142;

. 2. indicates creative problem solving;

3. Xllustrates ideas or solutions to areas of BEE' concern.

The primary approach was to examine the sampled state and district

-Teports and documents, as well as the data collected through on-site

obseryations of, placement team meetings which contributed to the 96

individual case studies comprising Activity 2. As part of the
.

observation system, observers recorded, at each planning .team meeting,

any procedures, approaches, or suggestions which:

o were unusual ;.

o were well-received by the group:

o facilitated theexchange of information and decision-making;

o provided for a less restrictive placements*

o thoroUghly involved parents in the process;

o evidenced crea tive problem solving.

The analysis of state policies and of the local agency data collectiOn

;yielded a random harvest of information from which particularly notable

practices could be.extracted and examined in terms of the critical'

procedures set forth inP:L. 94-142.

Summiry

These four study activities--the *State," the "Local, " 'the "Legal,"

the "Notable Adaptations" Analyses--constitute the' ingredients in the

Leapt Restrictive Environment Placement Study. The findings and

recommendations produced by these activities are presented in the .

following chapters: Standard Operatip9 Procedures for LRE Determination,

Determination of Placement, Incillary.Activities, Contextual Fdctors and

Constraints..,

111

V
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STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES ?OR LRE DETERMINATION .

Background

4*

P.L. 94-142 requirements regarding special education eligibility and

placement decisions- stipulate:

1. Written parental consent must be obtained before conducting a
preplacement evaluation.

2. IA full and individual evaluation of the child's educational
'deeds must $e conducted.before any action is taken with respect
to the initial placement.

3. The ,eligibility and placement decioion is made by. a group' of
people, includingthose knowledgeable about the child, the
meaning of the evaluitiod data, and the placement options..

.4'. The eligibility and placement decision is based upon a variety
of sources including aptitude and achievement tests, teachers'
recommendations, physical condition,social/cultural background,
And adaptive behavior. '

5. Information mutt be documented and carefully considered.

6. The placement decision is made in conformity-with the LRE pikes.

4 7. The placemendecision must be made on an individual basis.
.

If a determination is made that a child is eligible for spdcial
.edutatiormand re rated services, an Individualized.Education
Program must be developed for the child.

9. Written parental consent must be obtained before initial
placement in a program.

10. Reevikuationa of the child are conducted every three years, or
more frequently if conditions warrant, or if the child's parents
or teacher requests a re evaluation.

3.1
4
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61 .

11. .Written notice-must be given tb parents a reasonabke time before
- the public agency proposes or refuses to initiate or change the

identification, evaluation,, or educational placement of the
,

child or the provision of a free appropriate public education to
.

the.ohil
a

- $

....

12." A continul of alternative placements must ee available to meet
the special- education and related service Heads of handicapped
children. (Thii continuum is defined specifically to include
instruction in regular classes with-resource room or itinerant
services, spedt41 schools,-,home initruction, and instruction in
hospitals and institutions.)

t
,

Additionally, 1661 eddcatiOn agencies are given direction with

regard-to the need to 'insure that: handicapped children have available to

them.tbe.variety of educational programs and services available to

nonhandicapped chlldren seined by the local education agency including

art, music, industrial aria; constfter and homemaking education and

vocational. education.' This variety of educational programs and services

available is not confined to those listed, but includes the right of

access toany programs or activities in which nonhandicapped children

participate (Section Ala. 305).,

In Section'121.306, the enabling legislaion further expands those

activities in which handicapped children have a right to be involved.

These include extracurricular and nonacademic services, recreational

activities, special interest groups or clubs Oponsored by a'public agency.

Furthermore,..the Regulations require that; in arranging for these

nonacademic and extracurricular activities (meals, recess periods, etc.),

each public agency is responsible to ensure that each handicapped child

participates with nonhandicapped children to the maximum extent

-appropriate to !met the-needd of that'child,

Thi above discussion of background should be helpful in following the

presentation of this chapter and'the follairing ones.

) "Standard operatingprocedurde refers to guidelines contained in

'ptate and district documents regarding, placement decision-making. The

findings here are presented under the following components: LREV
Policies; Notification PrOcedurea; Participants; 71yOes and Frequencies of

Meetin4s; Agenda; and'Procedures far Encouraging participation.

3.2



, LRE Policies

As found in the analysis of State policies, most states fn some way.,

addressed LRE.. The majority of these were paraphrases of the Law,

although a few states expanded upon this model. Definitions of LRE also

were provided by several states; most of these indicated that

mIrffstreaming--placing children in environments providing interaction/

integration with nonhandicapped-nwas synonomous with LRE. Very few

states (28%) indicated that they'requirid their local districts also bp,

have a policy diatement on LRE, and-fewer still said that thii. was"

recommended. More than, half ofthe states made no mention of whether

their districts were to have LRE statements of their own.

Corresponking Characteristics appeared*in.the analysis of, local

district policies. At some sites, districts had their own set of

policies which they had written and pdblished. In °theme, the only

information on policies that the observers 'could obtain were state

application forms which the districts were required to sign when applying

for P.L. X94 -142 fUnds. Most state applications cited the Law or the

Rules and Regulations vetbatim and required the districts to give

"assurances" that these procedures were being implemented. In those

districts in which no other policies and procedures were published, these .

state applications had to be acted as being representative of the

districts' standard operating procedures. "or

/ A review of district plans sub;itted to the state. education agency

provided information on local procedures related "to placement

decision-making and the,LRE principle. In gen%ral, the districts

included references to Pedeeal and state laws as they_related to these

issues. In most cases, holiever, districts did not go much beyond

reconaming or concurring with the philosophical intent of state and

Federal requirements..*Por example, a district would simply affirm its

-commitment to "apply the doctrine of Least Restrictive Alternatives to'

the delivery of education services;* in a local education agency plan,'

this represente4 a typical reference tc'the issue of least restrictive

placements. On the other hand, 'there were isolated instances where a

41$e".

V '
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district was much more comprehensive in its assurance that LRE was a

meaningful consideration which influenced educational placement,decigions

for handicapped students: "handicapped students are to be educated with

nonhandicapped students except when the handicapped student's educational

progress would be slowed, the,quality of his or her educational services

Would be harmed, or the students behavior is repeatedly'and demonstrably

disruptive of other students' programs."

Notification Procedures

Written notice must be given to parents before the public agency

proposes or refuse's to initiate or change the identification, evaluation,

or educational placements. All states indicated that they required

written notice to the parents concerning placement (placement meetings,

procedural safeguards, placement decisions). Some states also added tnat

not only was notice of placement and/or change in placement required, but

also notice of continuation of placement. No Mates mentioned any

procedures for notification of others (staff, diagnostician, etc.).

State requirements concerning paren'tal consent were examined for four

steps in the placement process: referral, evaluation, placement; and

change in placement. Very few states .even mentioned any requirement for

parental consent concerning referrals (44 state Plans did not address

this area) and no states made consent a requirement for referral. Six

states, however, indicated that notice concerning refervl was provided

to the parents.

Neatly all states (48) clearly indicated that parental consent was

required for evaluation. Por two states, however, the consent

tequiremerlts for evaluation were not clear. One state reported that

consen was "implicit," yet the state laworeferred only to "notice and

part cipation." The other state required notifitatibri of evaluation, but

unless the parents objected on a "response form," the assessment was

conducted.' This same state went on to add that if the parents objected

And did not attend the conciliation conference, the district would

proceed with the evaluation anyway.

3.4
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The problems with lack of clarity concerning 'consent" became more

evident in the area of initial placements. For 36 states, consent for

placement was indicated. With another nine states, however, only notice

was mentioned or "consent" was not clearly stated.' Several states

mentioned that parents could indicate their "satisfaction or

dfisatisfaction" with the placepent or that notice was sent and the.

parents may agree." Other' states viewed failure of the parents to

respond within a specified period of time (7-10 days) as "consent."

Finally, the consent requirements for change in placement were

examined. Responses were fa/pay evenly distributed among those states
A

requiring consent'(15), those requiring notice (16), and those that did
-

not address the issue (19).

In nearly all'districts (from the local sample), the standard

operating procedures met the requirementsof the Law, and most districts

(12 out of 15) expeeded the Law requiring consent for initial placement

with their further requirement for written parental' consent before any

change in placement occurs. One of the states (local fample) required,

written consent for continuation.pursuant to review. The districts,in

that state.made extensive.efforts to reschedule meetings when parents'

failed to appear, and thus acknowledged the need fhat the consent

actually be informed consent. - The disticts rarely proceededewith

placement meetings without parent attendance. Other districts faced with

the same problem would proceed with the meeting, decide the placement,

and seek written consent afterwards: The problem of consent,ind actual

informed consent is disOussed 'further under "Participants."

A notable practice regarding notifying parents and contributing to

informed consent was thaefound operating in two of the sampled local

districts. Initial contaCts With parents via letters advising of intent

to evapate and gain consent often come as a surprise to parents; the

result usually was confusion. These districts alleviated much of the

possible confusion with the use of "An Open Letter` to Parents" (Exhibit

3.1) which clearly defined the variety of methods.used to study a child's

Situation. This letter 'routinely accompanies the request for permission

to evaluate.

*s.
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EXHIBIT 3.1: . AN OPEN -LETTER TO PARENTS
1

THE NATOPE or ANiEblICATIONAti EVALUATION

.

At one time or another as many as one out of four pupils,seems unable to profit
from classroqm experiences. In an effort to learn more about such situations, a
school maycall upon'the services of a schgol psychologist, speebh/language
'clinician, special' education teachers, or Elie school nurse. The information which
'follows'may answer some of the questions you have regarding an educational study.

A variety of ,methods is dud to study a situation. 'These cam be briefly
described as follows:

1. Classroom observations maybe made in order to see how the student gets
along with his teacher amd.other students,-hostudies, and what ngs in the
classroom mad Aterfellgith or upset his/her. learning.

_2. Interviews with youpoyour child, the teac4r(s) and others who know your,
chili in school may take place to obtain ihfoimationi4Out the sch4o1 p:oblam(s). .

3. Academic aptitude tests may be given to obtain information about how well
your child figures out school-type problems, remembers new things he/she has just
seen or heard; uses language, makes good judgments, figures out why certain things
happen, and what kind of good ideas he/she has. These tests are often called
"intelligence" tests and can provide one indication of how well your child can
master school/type tasks at the time the test is given.

4. Academic achievement tests may be given to find out how well your child has
learned basic school skills such as reading, spelling, and arithmetic.

S. A vision and hearing examinatiii will be conducted by the schOol nurse.

6. Perceptual tests may be given to fin&roui how well your child uses his/her
vision and to find out how well coordinated he /she is (for example, in writing,

, drawing )nd copying.) To see well does not necessarily mean looking accurately; to
hear wen does not necesfarily mean listening accurately.

7. Tests of communication may be given. Inorder to understand and be
understood in the classroom, a student must use language effectively.

s

8. Informal methods may be used which require no testing but Still give
information about your child's likes and 4islikes, interest or lack of interest in
school, need or lack of need for friends. / Such information provides us with
questions to ask during conferences with parents, teachers, and others.

After information has been collected, the school tersonnel attempts tp interpret
the information that has been gathered. Various plans are then explored in terms of
services available in the school and in the community. The information,
interpretation, and planning is then presented for examination by both you and the
school through conferences.

". .

The reiultx of .the total study are usually'Summarized briefly in a written
report:"`This report is kept in confidential files. If-you-so desire, a copy of the
report can be sent to professionals in the' community.

If you have unanswered questions, or obncerns about the nature of these
procedures, please contact your principal.

3.6 'U
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Another wain which districts stressed the'im0Ortance of proper

notification was through'the functions of specific personnel such as

parent/child advocates, Case managers, coipliance monitors. Where the

districts had such establiehed liaisonseven if thi's also happeded to be

the principal (as in some snalleidedentralized districts)there was'

added guarantee that a partnershipc.beginning with proper and consistent,

notification procedures,, courd ge between the family'and the

establishment.

In another example of the sampled districts exceeding the

regulations, the Law requires that parents be given a copy of the
.

Individual Education Program "upon request." Most districti, however,

routinely gave. parents copies of the Plan without a specific request.

The greacesc degree of caution was exercised by all of the 50 Scace

Agencies and the local agencies (in the 15 district samples) with regard

to parental rights. All of the states indicated ,that parents were

provide& information oh their rights and on due process proceedings.

School personnel observed that parent rights routinely were read aloud

and interpreted to &rents before they signed a form indicating their

full underltanding:

Participants

Staidard operating procedures from the Federal realm require that a

fI multidisciplinary team participate in the evaluation and placement of a

child. The nature of the participants is largely dependent upon the type

of case and meeting involved, yet the,group must include a representative

of the school district, and people knowledgeable about the child, the

meaning of the evaluation data, and the placement options. At the

Federal level, parental 'attendance is required at the meeting(s)

. , involving the Individual Education Program. Parental notification}

concerning any action with respect to the child is required, and consent

must be obtained for evaluation and initial placement.

These regulations then ere directed toward establishing a

schobl-4aiily partnership in which information isyshared and decisions

_are made jointly. Student partioipation.1"where aPpropriate,",et the

Individual Education Program meeting) is less. well defined to allow for

4
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age and severity differences which may make involvement inappropriate.

Parental participation is mare clearly specified, while at the.same time,

allows fqr flexibility so that state and local jurisdiction can

supplement these guidelines, if necessary.
-

Acro the 'states, most Plans (mare than 79, see 'Table 3.1) .

specified4Ur general types of par cipants, including a representative
.

of the administration (either die building principal or the director of

special education), the child's teacher (either the regular class teacher'

or the.special education teacher), the parents, and "other appropriate

personnel" (usually to be identified at the discretion of`the parents or

Loial perionnel). 'About hall' of the Oates (58%) mOtioned the

diagnostician or the child as meeting participanti; however, very few

states identified when it was apptopriate.for the child to participate,

and almost all states required assessment personnel to interpret their

test inf6rmation during the placement determination procesq. 4rr other

words, while the diagnostician and the child were mentionedas meeting

participants, their roles andAextent of participation we not clear.

Similarly, the role of the parent in the placement process was not

fully explained. Almost all'states (96%, see Table 3.2) required

parental consent far assessment, and all but one- fourth of the states

(72%) required consent for placement. However, only 12 percent of the

states (see Table 3.3) required the parent to attend the placement,

meeting. Forty percent recommended parental attendance and specified

alternatives, and 26 percent had"policies whichls;e4 not clear. Eleven

states (22%) did not mention the role of the parent in placement

determination. 1441

Thii raised two questions regarding parent participation in placement-

determination. The first was the extent to whith consent, which is

required, was truly informed consent. Since written consent for ,

assessment and for placement was required by so many'states, soma form of

communication with the parents must occur. If attendance at placement or

planning meetings ras "not ensured, then parenercomtact would be achieved
.

3.8
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TABLE 3.1:, PLACEMOT TEAM PARTICIPANTS (State Analysis)

Type Frequency*

''Administrat.ion (Specified and Unspecified)
,,01* 88.0

(n=44)

Specif Adminkstrators Frequency* ...

..,

' Building Principil . 30.0
-.. , (n=15)

4

Di rector, Special Eddcation 44.0 s
(n=22) ,

..
.,

.

2: .Teache,r .(Specified and Unspecified) 83.0 `. ....
.

ez. (n=44)

Sne.cified Teachers Frequdncy*

5.

*, Regular 'Education

4 Special Education

Diagnostipian

50.0
(n=25)

50.0
(n=25)

9
58.0

t

4 (n=29,10

4. Nurse 32.0
(n=16)

5. Child,- if Appropriate, 58.0
) (n=29)

6. Pdrents 78.0
(n=59)

7.4 Social: Worker I 32.0
-(n=.16)

8. Other 88.0
(n=44) kr

9 ..No Participants Specified 8.0,
(n= 4)

*MUltigle responses were alloived.

3.9,
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TABLE'3.2; PARENTAL CONSENT REQUIREMENTS (Statp4Arkalysis)
4'z 4

N ro'

f

S

4

0

Percent Re spondingip
Consent

.Procedures ,

Other
. No tijicat ion)

only

Total 11

Mention 'I of 110144

1

k, : -

Asseismenti 96.0
en=481

P_ lAce nt ink
(n =36)

.L 1 ge in .30.0
acement (n=15)

.

12:0'

(n= '6)

4:0.

Cir 21

18'0 .

(n= '9)

32.0
(n=16)

88601=4)
r

"7,190 0

5 )

.4(41
0=so'

(n= S) (N=50),

. .38.0

(n=19)

100.0
( Nn50)
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"TABLE 3.3: ARENT PARTICIPATION AT PLACEMENT MEETINGS (State Analysis) ti

4

.

ApiendancePolicy. Percent of Total

1: Parent Attendehce is Required .

. 2.) Parent' tendance-iiNO.t Requited
O

ed

Attend cePolicy is Unclear.

d ' , ' e ?4. . Parent is Not Sgecified as a
'Placement Team Participant

St

12.0
(n= 6)

40.0
(n=20)

I
26.0.

(n = 15 )

22.0
(n=11)

TOTAL 100.0
(N=S0) .

,

TABLE, 3..4: CRITERIA FQR 'TEAM PARTICIPATION is)
.

"Oriteria Frequency*

1. Knowledge of Child

`a.

Knotledgi of Options

,

-Knowledge ;..of 'Handicappingnci Condition
Under Consideration

either (Meanings of Evaluation Results,
KnoWledge of Personnel, Same Racial
Group)

No Mention

48.0
(n=24)

16.0'
(n= 8)

66.:0

(n=33)

20.0 -

(n=10),

v.
*Multiple responSps were. allowed.

1.1
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-
through correspondence or a home visitor--neither of which put the parent"

in direbt contact with the placement decisionmakers. The second
4

MW.
.

question raised by these figureswas the extent of effective parent

7 participation in the decisionAprocess:. Although all states provided

written notification to parents regarding placement meetings, procedural,

,,Aelafeguards, and placeient decisions, the peeMissive policies regarding

4
' attendance at placement meetings slaybelie the actual extent of ,

4_.

participation.,t)dost states (70%) reqpirid that parents be infOrmed of

placement optins and that the parents receive an explanation of which e-
,

. .

options were considered andiwhy.each was'accepted or rejected.
.

. Presumably,, this provided the parents with an,opportunity to review the
. .

relevant plaiiment alternatives, as well as the rationale for

consideration of gaqalternative. Again, however, unless such

Information was pro7iaad to the parents by F-:-.e placamirtOedistoglakars
,P

0 themselves, itwas difficult to envision the actual extent of ,.

'contribution effected by such policies coricerAing the participation of
/-%

,parents.
J

Only 10 states did not specify criteria for meeting

participants. More than half of the states (see Table 3.4) specified

knowledge of the child, knowledge of the placement options being

considered and personnel associated with those options, underst nding the

tievaluation results, or personnel of the same ethnic group (if e child
. ..

was a member of a minority group). as selection criteria for meeting

participants. 'These requirements were not imposed in a restrictive
.

' manner so as to limit the number of participants, but rather as a quality

control measure to ensure that a broad spectrum of information was,

present in placement decisions. Although only 32 percent of the,, states

explicitly mentioned am interdisciplinary team ior assessment and

'planning purposes, another 8 percent of the states strongly implied

support fox ,this approach, and the remaining states (30) simply did not

reference any such composition in the materials which were reviewed. For

placement meeting participants, most of the states appeared to have

.established policies which werl includive rather than exclusive and which

focused on quality control.measures that tenderto broaden the source of

9nfor7mation brought to those meetings.

p
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While most of the policy elements which ensured informed consent were
-1

present in alkost all state.polities, parental attendance poliCies at

.placement and planning ieetingi may pOse special problems. Because

states may be teluctant to impale required parent attendance at these

eetingst (indeed, some states may not have tie authority to do so even if

they desired NO), a widevar'iety of alternatives were suggested. These

included letters, telephone interviews, home visitor who represent the
e

schools' recommendations, and local authoritrfor the 'school icr determine

and make any placement they deem ln 'the best interests of the child.

-4 '

As is noted in the LoCal Educatsp Agency Analysis,some dietOdt
.

plan specifically - identified participants of the placement committee

meetings. These typically included: the studehys teacher, speclaj.

el.:cation supergisor, 2arents, stuIentand, in444-slo rsferrai,

membet of the evaluation 'team, psual,ly:there.Wasno mention of the

district staff iMpresentatives who were required, to attend or of how mihy
0 J

members of the committee in attendance constituted a quorum. in four of

the five states, the parent seemed to be the'crtiiial teari member who

should be present in order for &liberations to begin. One d sbact

Limited the numberof voting (or deciiion-makApg) committee members to no
ft,.4

more than -seven persons, and stated that opers may serve as resource

persond.only. pt,another district, the policy regarding perticipaticin in

placement meebings.limited the number of persons the parents were
. ,

pecmitted'eo invitC three individuals.

\ '

.

The average, number,.of'partiCipants wtioattended a placement meeting

was silt.: 'qe,foui members Most frequently present in .the 134 meetings

were:- the echooI psYchthogist,(69%)i'the mother i:560, the. .
.

t

. .

self'ontained spedial education teachet (48%), and the regular education
. .

. , .

teacher (43%). In about one-third of ttio meetings, thi princip"al of the.
. .

.,

school in which the child was enrolled,pticipated in it's,

deliberations. An important characteristic of those professionals who

participated in determining placementwas their familiarity with the
.

..

child. Almost three-fourths of the timethe professional participant

knew%who the child was.

3.13
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The)7;maining parts of this discussion fOcui on the Individual

Education Program particIpantssand Parent/Student Participation as

revealed spebifically in the Local Agency Analysis.

I

I

ti

Participants in the Development of he Individual Education'Prograii.

As defined in P.L. 94-142, an individualized education program is a .

"written statement for each handicapped child developed by a

representative of the local educational agen . . ., the teacher, thec
)

parents, or guardian of such a child) and when ver appropriate, duch

child. . . ." thatIt is important do note thathe participants in the

Individuilized Education Program are indicated. The regulations are very

clear in requiring that a meeting be held to develop en Individualized

Education Program and that partidular persons be-in attendance. .

When more than one professional was involved in Individualized

Education PrOgram meetings, there tended to be.greater variations In

procedures.. For somestudents, one plan incbrpopating goals and

objectives from, all the relevant professionals, was developed. For.
4

others, separate documente.were developed by each teacher or thetapist

working with'thechild4 On the poittiVe side, ,thee procedurei'showed

extensive multidlscipliniry teaming, as well as much communication and

exchange of informattpn among staff members. When separate plans had
.

been deVeloped, each ptofessional working with the was'familiar..

-with the goals of the other stiff members:
%.

'Wien parent's were involved, a typical Individualized Education

Program meeting consisted of a teacher, 'a parent, and a third member.

The teacher tended' td direct the meeting. It was the rare parent.who

'played an active'role in driwing up an 'instructional program for his/her,

child.. When a third member was involved, his/her contribution varied

from extensive. the dhilliwas known or if the indiiridual

would, in fact, btworking, with the child, the third member could be as

important as the teiChii to.thi process of developing the Individualized
I

Education .Program. If the third .e4son was there solely -to 'meet. the

requirement of the .Law, hi's/her input tended to be slight or nonexistent.

.4'
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With regardto the letter and the spirit of the law, it should be

obvious that deviations from the Individualized'iduCatiop Program

. requirements were quite common. Individualized Education Programs were

usually'not'developed'kn meetings; they_were ofte4 developed prior to a

''meeting by a single individu'al and presented later. Given the minimal

flevel of parental partiCipation which characterized many meetings, this

seems to be an efficient and effective way to produce an Individualized

Edu6ational plan.. An Individualized Education Program developed at many

of the meetings would have been largely the result of teacher input and'

- direction anyway. In all cases, parents were provided a mple opportunity
.

to react to,the Individualized Education Program and to change it as they
.

saw fit. In fact, the high,rate of attendance by parents at these .

meetings assure a high, level of opportunity for such participation.. One

stace eve: required (pale visits by a :tome - liaison spebialist to ensure

parent involvement in the development of the-Plan. While active parent

-involvement is the ideal, in any instances the professional educators

Oere forced to operalte in full control of the situation--which could .

certainly change in the future,as Parents become more knowledgeable about

the placement process and epe development of components of the

' Individualized Education Program.

Parent/Student Attendance

There,was a high degree of parent attendanceat meetings: nearly

two-thirds of the 134 meetings observed included parents (62 %). These

meeting; were not confined merely to Individual Education Program

development as required by law; but also involved referral meetings,

Placement ieetings, and meetings for annual reviews or reevaluations.

Thus, in our sample of meetingsobserved, the.districWhad gone well

beyond the letter of the law to fulfill the intent to involve parents in

the variety of actions concerning their children and to ensure ample

oppdrtunity for meaningful participation in the development Of lair .,

child's education program. Same caution in interketihg,this high

'attendance rate must be exercised, however. The procedures that were

followed to gain access to meetings included acquiring parental

PerMission. This was sometimes done just prior to, the meetin(, as soon

as` the parent atrived. If no previous permission had been obtained and

3.1.5
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the parent wad not, present, thelithe meeting was not observed. Thus, our

procodures for adquiring caselmay have artifidially inflated the parent

attendance rate. Nevertheless, parent attendance was clearly in evidence

and not confined, to Individual Education Program meetings.

Not surprisinglyirnbre mothers than fathers attended meetings;

mothers were involve0 firmore than half of the meetings observed (56%),

while fathers attended slightly less than one-fiftof the meetings in

the sample (19%). This treod.undoubtedly reflects.a greater availability

to attend meetings on the partof the.motfiers, many of whom did not

work. Special arrangements to accommodate,working parents were observed,

however, in a few cases. For example, in one case, meetings were held

after hours. so tlitednther could attend. In another, the meeting was held

in the father's place of employment (another school).

Of all meeting partipipants, the child's mother was the second most

frequent attendee observed in our sample.. The school psychologist was

most often present (92 out of 134 meetings), followed by the child's'

mother (75 out of 134 meetings), and a self-contained special education

teacher (64 out of 134-meetings or 48%): Some degree of variability in

attendees most often present was observed acrosa sample sites. For

exampte, in one district, neither the school psychologist nor the parents

attended a significant number of meetings. In another district, however,

the school psychologist was nearly always in attendance and parents were

required toparticiliete. (If the parent did not show up, the meeting was

cancelled and rescheduled for another time.) Thus, composition of

meeting participants was idiosyncratic tO some sites.

Students rarely.attenaed those meetings we observed. Only 19

meetings out of 134 (14%) had a student present, and in only 10 of those

meetings did the student remain and participate. In th6 other nine

instances, either the student was present for only part of the meeting or

was too young or severely involved to be capable of active

participation. As.would be expected, those cases in which the student

attended the meeting were generally ones in which the child was of junior

high or high school age. The age range for students attending the entire

meeting was 10 to 20 years, with most falling in the 11-15 range. These

cases represented a variety of handicapping conditions, including mental
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retardation, specific learning disability, and serious emotional

disturbance.
I

It can be con cluded that parents generally attend a high number of

these meetings anethat when parents did attend meetings, they usually .

ame by themselves and onlyInfrequently had someone else with them or

substitute for them. However; %is finding may be an artifact of our

case selection .p roceis in that potentially problematic cases could have

been screened from our belection,. Although students did not attend a

large number of the meetings we observed, their inclusion, when this did

occur, may indicate a trend in this direction. Student participation was

confined to a smattering of easy." For the most part, students did more

observing than participating; they spoke up at meetings only when apked,

and did not tend to volunteer information. When students .wereasked

their feelings.on the proposed placement,, they generally tended to
. %

indicate apprqval

Types and Frequencies of Meetings

The actual name given to a meeting is a concrete aspect of placement;

and this is wbere the greatest variability occurred among all states and

the sampled local districts.

Within the state study, the range and variety of these meeting

titles, not to mention tile' broad functional scope they indicate, prodded

a clue to the ambiguity surrounding the actual placement meeting. Two
s

states did not supply a meeting title; otherp mentioned several.names..

ThUs,.a total of 62 different names of meetings concerned with 'placement

were identified. Fourteen of these.contaified the word "placement" in

them. Another 9 to 10 were nominally associated with evaluation, were

tangentially concerned with the ambiguous term "planning." Several

meetings (4) were labeled "multidisciplinary," with little else to

indicate the function of the conference. Simiiarly-, "child studyteams"

were listed in seven instances and !staffing teams" in five others. In

five cases, the state indicated that the Individualized Education Program

Committee was involved in placement. The remaining meeting titles

involved *admissions" (4) or other miscellaneous functfons such as

screening and local surveys (5) : Thus, in only .are instances did the

K.
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title of A meeting clearly.indicate that thefunction'to be performed was

placement, although the placement meeting itself tended to be a
, .

7 distinctly separate meeting from the Individual Education Program. meeting.

11; -ery fel,states indicated how many meetingi or in what' order those

meetings were to take,place. Only two sates indicated the number pf

. meetings (in both cases two meetings were mentioned) and only four states

indicated that the number Of meetings varied. The remaining states made

no mention of how many placement meetings were held. It appears that the

determining factor in the nUmber of meetings is the 'lase Itself. More

comOlex or controversial. cases may require several meetings, while. others
P

.

may be completed quickly in, one session. This may be the reason that so

111110
many states di address

.

this issue,'

t Witn regard to the study tklocal districts, it was found that the
. *.

formal name of the placement committee usually varied across states with

such labels as Educational Planning and Placement Committee (EPPC),

Identification,Placement, Review, and Dismissal Committee (IPRD), Child

.
Study Team, and/or the Individualized Education Program Committee. More.

informally, meetings'. were referred to As school -level itaffinqA, central
.., ,

committee,preplacemeAt staffing, -or just meetings. _

i

In reviewing the district annual,plansiit was difficult to identify

a sequence and number of distinct and seperate meetings 4ssociate'.'d with
t

t

the placement piocess. Many of the less formal meetings were

building- specific and convened at the direction and discretion of the

local administrator. They were, therefore, not required across all

schools and were not typically included in,the form of writAn.policy.

Whe're fOrmalized meetings operated under centralized authority,

whether merely to rubber stamp the'building level decision or to settle
sof

disagreements in recommendations, the frequency of meetings was the most

extensive., of

The local district study included observations of several types of

Placement-related meetings: (l) formal-preplacement staffings: (2)

Placement committee meetings'(because with initial referrals, the subject}.

of eligibp.ity was ',ken a partof the committee's deliberations); and

(3) Individual Education Progiam Conferences.
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Placement committee meetings were sometimes conducted at as many as

three different administrative levels within the school system: at the
A

school building level, the regional office, and at a-central (district),

committee. That is, several plaitment meetings had to be convened befdre

final approval. of the recommended placement. Parental approval oi'the
.

'placement in Such instances paralleled district approval; parents,:

however, werenot involved at.each juncture in the process. Once the

district was in agreement with the recommended placement it was presented

to parents, or once parents had essentially agreed withrthe.placement,

the case went through the decision-making process at the diatridt level.

All Uldistriats in the sample conducted st least one meeting which

focused on the determination of educational placement for the child

d/or the lovqlv-Iment of

were invited to attend at least one meeting of this type. Parents were

rarely invited to pre-plinning meetings conducted by district personnel.
- -

When these meetings were of a formal mature,
.

they typicglly were convened

to discuss.a number of cases and/or to share the progress on easel which

were within the referral,systeM.' In k large district, such staffings

included representative; of several disciplines (social work, spe9ial

education, speech and hearing, occupational and physical therapyl: as

many as 20-30 different cases would be disCussed. Frequently, in these

staffings professionals directly involved with a case would begin to

informally consider a child's eligibility fir special education Services

or possible placements. In some districts, this type of.theeting was held

at the building level: it included professional staff assigned to that

ouilding and covered canes of students currently attending that

-particular school. 1 #

In at leastfive sites, district personnel, in an effort to discuss

eligibility'and placement, held preliminary meetings in the absence oL

the parents. At times; these preliminary meetings involved a

maktidiscipliniry group of people, but ateothet times, one or two

individualo made the final decisions. It was not unusual to find that

the psychologist's recommendation determined whether or not a child was
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eligible for special educational services. The initial placements were

. often decided by the placement .team chairperson, with the assistance of

Perhapsthe referring or receiving teacher..

School staff members held these meetings: 1) to resolve internal

conflicts which might exist among the school personnel; 2) to discuss,

sensitive issues which may be inappropriate to discuss in the presence of

the parents; and 3) to give the staff a sense of unity. when they did make'

formal placement recommendation to the parents. Although parents were

given an opportunity to participate in a formal placement meeting held at

a later time, there were seldom any changes in the eligibility and

placement decisions which had beVn predetermined. The result was that,

in some cases, , the 'group. decision-making process advocated in the Law had

riot been utilized to the fullest extent and the eligibility and placement,

decisions were frequently made by only one or tmo individuals.
w 4P

In summary; preplacement and placement meetings Were often conducted

at several different adiinistrative levels. Parent involvepAnt was

limited to one meeting (typically the,placement meeting) and

professichals who participates usually included the school; psychologist,

special education'teacher, ana regular education teacher. Placement

decisions were often made at preliminary staff meetings by-one or two'

individOalWat a formal placement meeting, parents were presented with

the school's predetermined recommendation.

... The type of case usually influenced, to some extent, t r number of

meetings held, the staff attending, and the nature of deliberations.

Three case factors appeared to have major influence:" (1) the severity

level; (2) the hanciic4pping conditicn;'and(3) district perception of

parent acceptance of the suggest p
-----,

lacement (likelihood of parental

rejection of the placement recommen tion).''In addition, the 44)Of ".
.:

referral the caserepresented (e.g., annual review A. initial referral)

also affected the number of meetings held. A&oss the 96 cages in our
---

sample, there were slightly fewer than 1.5 meetings per case. Ove

of the initial referrals had two meetings per case. Only one of e ten

1,*
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annual revieq cases had two meetingi. Three-fourths of the 35 scheduled

reevaluations had only one meetings however, one reevaluation case had

the maximum number of meetings (4).

Agenda
. .

Standard operating procedures regarding the actual conduct of.the

meeting or the order of presenting information were totally abdent from

the state's Annual Program Plans. As with types and frequenciet of

meetings, such specificity was relegated to the districts. The districts,

participating in the study provided no written details regarding the

agenda for meetings: however, a review of district forms which documents

the meeting did provide some clues to the types. of data which must be

presented and the decisions which must be made at each'kind of meeting.'

At a r:datmla, tha Coate It of tutus defined che ;enara: topics

should be discussed. ,This provided some structure for the person

responsible for recording data and could assist in guiding the group.

Procedfirei for Encouraging Participation

Standard guidelines for encouraging participation were rarely' in
,

.

evidence across all the, states. Other than deeming who should
. .

participate there was rarely referral as to tie 'how. Most states
. r .

.

.reiteratecUhe Lew:b6, requiring notification to parents, of Placement'
.,

, A 610 . o' ..
within 10 daks of the decision and "within a.reasbnable amount of time" -

.. .- . . ..
p

for
. , . c.

. . for any other, actions. Althbugh most'states specified that the teas'actions.
. , .

involved in evaluation bf a child shouldtbe interdisciplinary, feW
. , .

plfdement team'(16). More than half of the

to accommodate the parent (Such as bilingua
4. . .

, while a third mentioned pcocedures,o

encourage parent participationYleaving the details to the local public
..

. -

A

4,

actually labeled this Ss the
. ,

states indicated procedures
41
services -and transfmAatfon)

egencies ,

The Local'Education Agency Study focused more on
lq
recognizing specific

standard erating, procedures for encouraging participation particularly

with regard the parents and the. placement meeting. ,"

.
Perhaps one of themost notable features of meetings at which parents

attended was the effort school staff members made to encourage Arent '
4

participation. Although parents did not always respond to attempte' to
)

.
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promote theig involvement, in nearly every meeting, the school staff used
_ .

a variety of strategies to encourage parent participation. Only 2

meetings out of the 83 involving parents didinot include any effoits to

facilitate the parent's involvement. In contrast, 98 percent of the

meetings observed included attempts by school staff members to encourage

parent participation. Approximately two-thirds of these meetings used

sttategies such as formal welcomes, introductions, requests for parent

information, positive reinforcement for parent contributions, and

soliCitation of parent feelings concerning the proposed placement.

Local school systems, in general, were sensitive to the importance of

parent involvement in the process of determining educational placement.

For example, when one mother appeared at the district office the day

before the meeting (by mistake) , the directoe of special' education made

special effort to confer with her, knowing that she )ad come a long way.

One district pays for taxi transportation when'it is necessary for

parents to attend meetings. Another district arranges for parent

transportation via a fleet of service vehicles operating under the

auspices of the adaptive educatiori center. There were impressive

individual accommodations to some parents. One director of special

education went to the home to remind the parent of a re-evaluation

Meeting the next day and made' arrangements for someone to bring her to

the district nice. When one mother did not appear at the re-evaluation

meeting involving an 18-year old student, the special education director'

went to see her personally. One placement meeting was held at the

father's place of employment (a school where he taught). Or special

education supervisor transported a mother from 'her hOme to see the

child!s prospective program and then home again when quite a distance was

involved. Although the personal contact was most evident in the smaller.

districts, these contacts illustrate commitment to the involvement of the

parent (very often across 'the barriers ot distance an4 time).

,.Similar efforts to encourage student participation also were observed

for,the cases in our.samile. For 12 out of the applicable 14 meetings

,involving students (86 %), student participation was encouraged actively.

This was most often accomplished through offering a formal welcome, by.

soliciting student opinion concerning the proposed placement, and by
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PithridiAr an overview of the
.
purpose of the meeting. However,:tilese

attempts to an even greater degree than with parents, were only minimally

effective. Most students appeared to be.somewhat intimidated by the

group .and uncomfortable 'being the center of discussion. Most of the

students attending the meetings said little, if anything at all, during

the course of the meeting.

. One state. in particular designates a professional staff member to.

serve as "Cillip advocate" for each case referred to speCial education.

This individual attendi all meetings and serves as the primary link

between the school and the parent/child. The advocates facilitated the

participation of the parents with the school systems due to _the factathat

they were specifically dedicated to'all aspects of cases, from"the

'inception of the referral, throughout placement, and then to the yearly

review.

-The idea supporting participation is that all staff members involved

have the potential for making contibutions. This was illustrated at one

meeting dedicated to the'Individual Education Program for a

multiply- handicapped al44.A. The procedure was outstanding froni most

observed, yet routine for this particular school. There was wide

variety of participants, including the mother, the'foster mother, and the

foster care case worker. They each contributed, as did the special

education teacher, the occupational and physical iherapist;and the

speech tOrapist, in order to create the Plan for the child. 'The case

. worker also volunteered to do a plan of yearly goals with' the foster

mother. As part of working on the Program, there was a visit 'to the

Occupational/Physical Therapy room to define and illustrate what the

child would be doing. Certain equipment also was to be arranged or

agatent in the child's classroom? and the case worker arranged to

acquire some equipment for the foster,home.' The teamworked.well

together and all suggestions were dbnsidered and incorporated into the

Program as,appropriate. The interaction and the outcome proved .the value

of ackqcwledging the potential contributions that the staff and parents

can make.
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4RE^Policies'
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o Coetesponding acteristics ippeaied in'poth the State and
'. Local Analysis gird to LRE policies... -The references to LRE

in placement procedures were largely. paraphrases of the Law,
with both states and districts notgoing much beyond.

. .,

recopfIrming or conOurting. with the philosophical intent of
,state and Federal requirements.' LRE alternatiies wersdefined
mostly as opporeanitAes for integration with.the nonhandicapped
or.mainstrengfng or for education with the nonhandicapped to the

r - extent that it would favor the child, i.e.k_cauee no. harm to the

,, chtX4 nor disruption to the class wolfing .the child.
- . .

.

Notitieation Procedures ,

S. ,-.,
-

N '
'

o 'Ail stater,and led distridti proyide written notice to
pa?ents codcern g praceient (placement meetings,, procedural
safeguards, i.e, due process and rights, placement aecisiona)
.-..th most ul- n pertaining: to parencal rights. Also

4e,'emphasized consent-for placement. Nearly all agencies
riquired.c nsent for evaluation.-Thonsent was rarely referred to
wit d to refe4als to specia education. Twelve out of 15
dis its studied exceeded.the Law bpi requiring written consent
het lachadge in placement. Use of specific personnel such,

: as ent/chid advocates, case managers, school compliance
mon 'ors ,and home liaison specialists facilitated proper.*r, .6notification,

i
%.

.ParticipSth

11.$-

L.

. *
.. ,-

Among he states, most specified four general types of
partitip ts: a representative of the administration, the
child's teacher; the parents; and "other personnel as'

. appropriate." Rowe -, very few states- required.the parent to

attend the placem eetinge thus raising the question of the
actu ole the par was to .ay, both as a participant in the

, deci on process and as giier Of "informed" consent.
_ .

o .SelectiOn criteria for:Feeting otiCipants were aesi9nated by
ilL. , .4, . mote than half4the stWeis as t e that halie: knOttedge of the

child; Xnowledge of the placeme tooptions Being considered and ,

ehe personnel associated with those options; understanding of
irclehelmaluation retitiltsr or personnel of the sap ethnic grodp
Ni..)'.

(if the child was'a meiDber of a minority) .. TRU were presented

.../1
.. .. -

40

0 . as quality control measurea to ensure that a broad spectium of
II, . information. would be presented' in the placement,decisions.

I
o The nature' of theparticipants was largely dependent upod the

type of case and meeting, andthe composition off meetings was

, idiosyncratic to sortie sites: .

.,
... . , * A

. ,
, .

..,..._t.,..... .. .

... ..- . , ... _ _ ,

4

9.

4

4

, (1,

3.24

.

V



,

a o "Local districts typically involved the student's teach r,
_special education supervisor`, parents, student ands foi an
initial referral, a member of the evaluation team. The average
number of participants who' attended placement.teetings was six,
with eouvmemberslbeing most frequently present in the following
order: the school psychologist; the mother; the special

-'education teacher and the regular education teacher. Usually
the,piofessional participant knew who .the child was..

t

Procedures regarding the Idaividualized Education Program
indicated extensive multidisciplinary teaming and much
emmunication among staff Members. When separate plans were

' developed, each professional wad familiar with the goals of the
others who were working with the child.

o There was a high degree of parental attendance at all types of
meetings, not mereLy confined to thoseof the Individualized
EdUbation Program. While given, ample opportunity to reacillthe

amount of actual parental,participation- whs limited, with Most_
parents allowing the professional staff to direct the
o5:1?aticn. .Nto attene.eA meetinp fell primary in t:r.
11-15-year-old range and functioned more as observers rather
than participants.

Types and Frequencies of Meetings

The grealst variability in the area of types add frequencies of
.

meetings occurred among all states and the sampled local
districts. Sixty-two different names of meetings concerned with

° placeient we(e identified'from the-AnnUal Program Plans, with. '

only rare instances where the titleof the meeting clearly
1.. -. .

(
indicated the function to be-perforned. '. 4.

o Some districts ha formal names for the placement committee, and
delft were consistent across the state: -

...$

41,

o The determining factor in the number pf meetings was usually the
case itself, with initial referrals and reevaluations for change

J

having the most meetings. An exception to this was in the cases
. ,..

of districts operating under 'centralized authoritx.where all
'./. cases would undergo a "rubber stamping" -for approval at the
%._. dentral district office. , 4c..d

,

o 4ne-third of the districts.sampled conducted preliminary:
meetings in.the absence. of piren4 to discuss eligibility and
placement. -.

o All districts in the'saMple conducted at least one meeting which
, focused on the deterginationof educational placement.foethe

child and/or the` development of the Individual Education
Program. Paients were invited to attend:it least one meeting of
this type. '''

%.. ,

.. .
.
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Agenda

t
o With regard to the types and'frecluencies of meetings, such a

level of specificity --the actual conduct of the meeting - -was not

treated by the Annual'Program Plans nor by thedistrict plans.

o In the few meetings observed which had an agenda, it Was
presented orally.

. ,

PrOcedures for Encouraging Participation'

o Standardguidelines fortencouraging participation.were largely
absent acrosstfill the states. Except for deeming who should
participate,' there was rarely evidence asbo how. Most states 4
..indicated, procedures to accommodate the parent (e.1., bilingual
services, transportation), yet only a' third mentioned procedures
to actually encourage iarent participation, and they.left'the
details to the local publictagencies.,

o Local districts. left prodedurei for encouraging participation
largely in the hands of the perionnel. Staff strategieg nearly
always appeared during meetings in.the,form of forma3 welcomes,
introduotions, request's for _information, positiVe reinfordement
for contributions, and soliCitations of feelings about the
prOposed action. These efforts were extended to boeh,parent and
child. Other myriad efforts 'to involve alrpeential"
contributors were found te, prevail. When these.ocpurred dutside
the context of a meeting0.t.was due to either the personal
concern of particular staff membrs, or to, the existence: of
Particular staff memberfundttoning as.a Pchild4dvoaate" or as
a home- liaison specialist. ,

,
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DETERMINATION OP PLACEMENT

$

This second cf ponent for the Study was the most crucial+, It refers

to the actual coat= t of.theplacement meetings, i.e., the substantive

basis for thet ement decision. In this chapter, the following areas

will be discus ed'in terms of the roles they played in determining,

placement:. Information shared; Consideration of Placement Options;

Criteria used to Evaluate Options; the Sequence of Stepp; and The
. .

Relationship of LRE Determination to the Individual Education Program.

.Information Shared

In interpreting evaluation data and in making placement decisions;

P.L. 94-142 requires each'public agency to:

(1) draw npon.information from a variety of sources, including
aptitude and.achievement.tests, teacher recommeddations;
physical condition,, social' or cdltural background, and adaptive
behavior; and

A

. -

(2) insure that information obtained from allof these sources is
documented and is carefully considered.

' The State AnnUal Program Plans emphasized the evaluation safeguards

that should be applied to -test assessments. All except one State, Agency
;

mentioned safeguards such ask no single test; tests liven in native

langnage;,non-discriminatory testing; not using Sorel ellitence .

6

tests; and use of tests other'than achievement measure exits. 'In addition
. .

to "safeguarded" testing,.the most ofttn recommended sources of

information were adaptive behavior ratings, cumulative records, and
6

A
teacher reports.

Nearly all states reported "that the ft,sul.4:2f assessments were to be

sharedswith parents, and aliajority alsb provided parents with a

' list/description of options.

a

,er
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°Very gew states 'designated other persons with whom, information was to

be Shared (one state specified-the-receiving principal and another one

mentioned anyone vath parental consent). Only four states sPecified that

: the 'receiving teacher should be informed of the assessment results and

general recommendations, including the child's strengths and weaknesses.

One state indiCated that the receiving teacher should have an orientation

to faCilitate implementation of the Individualized Education Program..

This was accomplished through the teacher's participation in writing the

educational program, in the staffing, as well as in any prescribed

in- service trairiing.

The child was reported as an ingormatiOn recipient by slightly more

than one - fourth of the states. This item .was generally couched in the

terms that the child, at age of majority, was entitled to the same rights

to have access to the .same information'as the parents.

In general, district materials from the Local EaBcation Agency sample

*detailed little about the t4es de informational data which must be

presented or shared by.the placement group. To. the extent that the group

included an individual who was involved in the evalgation or was
.

knowledgeable about the evaluation results, it could be inferred that

evaluation data would be a topic of discusgion in the meeting, and
.

thereforeewould be considered in determining placement.
. .

The site observations of placement meetings revealed precise images

of what Arshared and bow it was used. !Phis detailed information

follows. 0

'Consideration of VIVA Data

Most often, information-sharing was done in a round-robin fashion;
. .

i.e., the chairperson would identify one of the members (apparently at

random or in ponsideration of hit /her schedule) to begin the discutsiOn

N.. of the case by presenting some.assessment data. In turn, each

partitipant would present'the information he/sheohad collected about the

child,under.consideration. Sometimes discussion would occur during this

odati presentation- sequence of the meeting. In many cases, the parent (s)

would be asked to contribute information about the child's behavior at

home, his/her'interaction with siblings, 'and/or other related areas.
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The following is a summarization of findings that reflected both the

-Lmcidence of the issues mentioned .and the extent': of discussion:

Usually Discussed (60-100% of meetinls) :

Major Extent:

Interpretation of test results
Classroom achievement
Soqal behavior
Medical facts/needs
Family history /conditions
General programming goals /needs

Lesser Extent:

AIR

Program characteristics

Frequently Discussed (30-59% of meetings):

Majo4tent:

Y . ,

Specific programming.goals/needs .

44

Lesser Extent: .0.
,

r .

,
Desc.ription of vrevibusiolacements .

Supplementaty set vices used ..

Instructional methqds tried
Relating test, results to piogramming

.4r of school
Physical attyibutes/nel 41_,.

Behavior at home/00
Family attitudte%toward,w1ccapa
Staff attriblitet ._

.

. Classmate attribUtes .

.-

Transportation; -. / .

%Family attitude to%iard potential placement '.
.

. ,
.

.

Infrequently Discussel (10-291rdf meetings)! 4 f

-Major Extent: i

4

Survival skills
. .

Lesser Extent:,':
.

..

'Prbeebtation pt teqt;resultp
Att celtar.dinessof student
Rabbi' and interests.
Pimily attitude t6wardpreseot placementAt

. 0 4 v

. .
,
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Student attitude toward handicap
Student attitude towafd present placement'
Availability (of placements)
Cost
Proximity
Student attitude towardwpotential placement
Stigma
Educational harm Co child
Other harm to child

'Long-term effects
Recommendation from non-district specialist
Other issues
Child's next evaluation

Rarely Discussed .(less than lot of meetings),:

MajorExtent:

Str.uctyred observation of student
Impact on family

Lesser Extent:t

'Ranking of'student needs
Loss of mobility
Physical harm to others
Physical harm to child
Educational harm to others
Other Wm to others ti

V

In examining the above listing, it is important to note that, in

'general, the issues considered most, important to prograiatically sound

placement procedukes were also thoie Which were most frequently discussed

at the ohserOed meetings. .These inclUded the interpretation of test

rsults', individualized student achievement, programming goals and needs,

and 'program characteriAtics. Hany--6f-the-e3em
,

concept of LIRE were 'discussed to some extent.

such as proximity, stigma, pnd harmful effects

.degree anticipated.
.

, Use of Test. and Assessment Results

eils_integral to the

However, a few elements,'

were not discusi4,to the

. ,

P.L. 94"142 mandates a number of requirements concerning use of test

results in the planning of programs and placements for handicapped'

students. Paramount among theie,are,stipulations regarding the

nondiscriminatory nikture 'of tests and the multidimensional and
.

"
.j

.

. c:



disability- specific contexts of testing. .TO study the implementation of

the testing requirements of the Law in the cases that were observed, two

separate sources were examined: :the case file which included the results

of tests that had been administered prior to the placement meeting; and

le use (discussion) of testing informatitn during the meetings.

Examination of case files showed that achievement and diagnostic

testing were evident in a majority of cases. For the most part, very

general achievement instruments (such as the Wide Range Achievement Test

or the Peabody Individual Achievement Test) were used widely.. There was

also fai4y frequent use of one receptiifre language test, the Peabody

Picture Vocabulary Test (28% of the cases), and the Bender Visual-Motor

Gestalt Test (36% of the casesr. Complete, recent psychological .

evaluations were present in only 69 percent of the examined cases and the

most common instrumeptleemployed were intelligence tests, such as the

Wechsler Intelligence Scale ear Children--Revised (51%) and the Revised

Stanford Bine (180.

More crucial tO the thrust of 00 study was the actual use of test

information in the placement procest. To this end, four assessment -

related items were noted during observation of meetings: presentation of

testiesults, interpretation of results, relationship to placement being

considered, and structured observations of students.

Presentation of test resq1ts occurred in 75 percent of the meetings,

but was a major item of),discussion in only five cases. Typically, test
-

scores were 'simply read off quickly as .a prelude do discusiion of their

interpretation. -The major exception to this piactice usually occurred in

initial. referrals, where testing bed been done for the first time and
-

some description to the parents of the reasoning behind the tests or the.

isychooletric principles involved was necessary. -.
# .

Interpretation of test results oiccurred. 73 :percent of the, meetings'

and was extensiveiy discussed in 65.percent of the 96 observed cases. It

was, therefore, a major oomponent Of most of the Meetings In the study.

Subsequent analysis' revealed that thp interpretatic of test results, was

most extensively discussed in cases of severe handicaps and initial

4.5
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referrals. A contrasting lesser amount'of discussion occurred in cases

where-he actual placement involved a change to the degree of

restrictiveness.. In particular, only 3 (out of 14) cases (where the

student was transferred to a less restrictive setting), involved an

extensive discussion of test results. ,The relatively small emphasis

placed on testing ii) these cases reflected the team's prior familiarity

with the particular cases and its positive attitude toward the student's

educational enrichment.

The third component of testing measured during meetings was the

degree Wat assessment results were related to the placement options or

decisions. Assessment data were often interpreted, but we less

frequently related to.the placement process itself. Overall, a direct

link 'oetween testing and placement was extensi7ely treated on only 27

occasions, and these were related to 26 individual cases (the issue was a

major factor during two meetings on one student). In the nine cases that

involved a move to a more restrictive environment, this issue was never

extensively discussed. Keeping in mind the emphasis on achievement and

intelligence, testing which was revealed through review of case files,

thil lack of linkage between assessment results and"placement options in

cases moving to more'restrictive environments may reflect the greater

significance of social/behavioral factors and programming-needs

associated with this type of decision. In contrast, where test results

were extensively discussed'prior a less testrictive placements, the

findings were discssed exclusively ao evidence Whichsupported the

change.

A fourth component, observation, is typically considered a strongly

recommended feature Of student evaluation. The field taff noted that

results of such obseqations were shared in only 12 of the,134 meetings,

however, and it was rated as an important aspect for consideration in

only 5 cases. Two of, these ca s were pecially convened reevaluations

of students which resulted in less Strictive placements, and the other

three were initial referrals. One of the reevaluations and one of the

initial referrals involvedseverely handicapped studentl,.

4.6



Other input data discussed at meetings also were noted during field

observations. Of chief interest were discussions concerning medical

facts, family history/conditions, and survival skills. The firstip

areas are of interest because of their relative frequency of occurrence.

The latter discussion topic was observed infrequently, but is'of interest

because, when it did appear, it prompted a good deal of discussion.
. 4

A majority of meetings (61%) included a discussion of the child's
,. N.

medical background. However, this issue was discussed extensively in

only 57 percent of those meetings (representing 38individual,cdses). As

would be expeted, the largest amount of input of this information

occurred in cases of severe handicaps (7 out of 11 cases) and incases.

(16 out of 25) .of disabilities of physiological etiology (primary or ;

tk

"
Handicapped, Hasd-of-Hearing, and Multiply Handicapped).

".

Background information on family'history and conditions was discussed

in 91 of the 134 meetings. Although it involved Sewer than half of the

cases in our sample, family history was discussed extensively in most of

these. eetings: These discussions were distributed fairly evenly over

different types of cases, including cases where parents participated and

those where theycdid 46t.

Survival skills included both "self-help" behaviors, such as

dtessing, eating, and toileting, as well as "self-preservation"

abilities, such as environmental sensitivity, ambulation, and-awareness

of danger. These issues were infrequently discussed (only 38 out of 134'

meetings), but when they were, they received considerable attention in

half of the.occasions (19 meetings). As expected, survival skills were

of most concern, and therefore were'treated more extensively in cases of

severe or physal handicaps (e.g., Hard-of-Hearing, Visually

Handicapped, Orthopedically impaired). Fdr example, concern was

expreised in the cases of several severely visually handicapped students

about'their abilities to move to separate program areas, andthis concern

contributed, in one case, to a decision to place the student in a

self-contained class in a special public school.

44'
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prograratini Goals

4 $

P.L. 944,142 requires the'indWidualized development and .

-

as an'integral part of the.ggogram

ofar as many_ of the observed;

'Flan development, this was an.'

implementation of 4014s and objectives

plan for'all handiCappedstudehts. Ifs

' Meetings included Individual Education

' exeected component of discussion ip the sampled casEs.,

!

'0f.the 134 observed meetings, 115 did iQclude some dis6us4iOn of

. general goals,,and 67 discussed specific goals or objectives. Statements
4 ... i 4

f of general, goals typically included: building self-concept; elimi sting
. .

/
perseveratioh; improving'reading language development and math

,

. . - ..

achievemqnt; or modifying disruptive classroom behavior. Specific goals
.

,

amisobjectives ofien'included strategies for achieving the objective, for
.

example: working on lines and letter formation using sandpaper letters;
.

.

upgrading'ambulation by using knee walkim; working on diagraphs;
,

learning to identify silent letters; or learning the use of the
,

dictionary. Extensive discussion occurred for general goals/needs in 67

meetingi (representing 58cases) and for specific goals/needs in 41

meetings (38 cases). Furthermore, the data revealed that the highest

occurrence of this type.of program planning took place in cases of more

severe handicaps and in initial referrals and annual reviews (which

usually included a 2E2 forma draft of the Individualized Education

Program).

../n summary, major discussion areas-in placement meetings included

interpretation of test results, student-specific information, and general

programming goall/teeds. Specifid provisions for follow-up/monitdring of

the implemented'pladement were seldom in evidence at meetings. Test

results were used extensively in placement meetings to provide background

information on the student's abilities and needs, but rarely were

discussed in relation to proposed placements. Specific/ goals and

objectives tended to be raised more frequently in meetings concerning

more severe cases and referrals.

Parent/Student'Involvement

There were numerous efforts to thoroughly involve parents in the

meeting. Thby did not seem to be the result of any, notable district

4.8
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practice, but stemmed from the nature of the personnel. Overwhelmingly,

the placement team participants displayed appropriate interaction with

And sensitivity to the parent. Translators, videotapes of .the child in

the classroom, "round,robie fashiOn of presenting'information,,

willingness to listen to parents' personal woes and to offer support and

suggestions, and requests for parent contribution were frequent team

attributes. resentation.of information was adapted to the parents'

ability to understand it. One psychologist, in an attempt to assist

parents in understanding the implications of the test resultso.useda

bell curve to indicate- a bell curve where the student had scored on her

IQ tests. When parents were able to comprehend, detailed testing

information was presented. At one team meeting, parents received a

complete copy of the student's folders. Parents were sometimes given

forms at the beginning of the meeting so that they could follow what was

being documented by the chairperson. Most districts routinely provided

parents with copi of the Individual Education Program whether it was

requested or.rat. During meetings in one particular dZstrict, the

special education supervisor encouraged the parents and students to

create and maintain their own folders. This suggestion was especially

important for parents with very young children who were just entering the

special education systet.

In contrast, othet cases clearly showed a general lack of intormation-

sharing. The mother of an 8- year -old learning-disabled child was quite

upset for some time because she had thought that her child's placement

was for educable mentally retarded students. Obviously, in this case,

dtbe nature of the program had not been fully explained to the parent.

This example illustrates ari instance in which critical information --a

child's handicapping condition and the nature of a child's

placement--were not shared.with he parent. The observers did not feel'

there was any intention to purposely deceive the parents, yet the absence

of such basic information-sharing casts doubts upon the extent to which

parent consent is truly informed and on the feasibility of active parent

participation in decision-taking when basic information about the child

is not communicated.

4.9
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Similarly, more than half of the meetings which parents attended did

\t>

not include a discussion of available options (58% or 4

)
out of 83

meetings). The general trend was for the discussion center on,the one

recommended option, rather than to present a range of options from which

to choose. In those instances when more than one option was discussed,

the full continuum was presented in only one meeting; the remaining 34
.

meetings addressed some,, but not, all, options.

The principle of LRE involves the consideration (and availability of)

a range of optidns. In actual practice, however, this does not appear to

occur, and there are several factors which seem to contribute. The

district may not have a continuum from which to choose and, even if a

range of options does exist, there may not be openings in the desired

placement. Also, the school staff sometimes seemed to feel that it was

better not to present an array of options to the parent, since many

choices tended to confuse the paient. Most often, parents sincerely did

not have sufficient information on various placements to enable them 6p

make a decision. The elaborate presentation of an array of many options

may be alarming to the parent, especially if it includes choices,at the

more restrictive end of a continuum. Yinally, parents seemed to feel

,'that the placement was really the school's decision to make anyway, and

that they were not qualified to decide. All of tdse factors, then,

seemed to contribute to the general tendency of not presenting options,

or of discussing only a few placement possibilities.

When students were involved in meetings, they were treated generally

with the game courtesies as the parents. Although students did not

attend very many meetings, in half of the meetings which included a

student, he/she was informed of available options. As was true in a

similar situation with the parents, only some of the options (not all)

were discussed. In the nine meetings where students were asked to sign

something, an explanation was always given. In two of these cases, the/.

students were of the age of majority and signed consent for placement. IC

In the 'remaining meetings, the students were siiily signing

acknowledgements of meeting attendance. On a couple of occAions,
a

special efforts.to inform and to help students understand whatwas going

on were observed. For example, a Learning-Disabled student in one junior-

4.10

5



16-

high school was delicately and sensitively told what the-test scores

meant, what his 'condition was, and how affected his schobl work. The

psychologist -took great pains- to he?) the child undessiandand take.'
/-

responsibility fdr his 'own actions. In another case, a 10-yeav6e1d

mentallylietarded child was asked to summarize the meeting to make-sure.

. that she Ainderstood what had been discussed.

.

Although students were seldom included in meetings, there vas some

evidence that special efforts'to.involve students could be made. Student

- involvement of any kind was,the exception, however. .Tare was a general

feeling on the part thvipservers that although parents were made .

aware of their rights,. they did not seem to fully comprehend them of

their implicatia-nse 4chool personnel were, 'however, careful to explain

any .ee to 21;1.1.,.:.1 tha 4' "1"h.i +ww..46.

were asked to sign something (placement form; meeting record, Individual

Education Program, etc.), a clear and concise explariation was-provided in

nearly every instance (93%).
/-"7-'

Other Notable-Findings
P .

..!

The exchange of informationand the decision-makiAg was facilitated"

in the following ways. Thoosh it did oat happen very of ten,'a clear,

accurate, even-paced review of educational hiptory, tkluding previous'

placement, was a potent force.in desctibiiiithe child's background.. This

initial presentation of informatioti usually set the tone of the meeting.

Whelp:such a presentation was too rapid or too brief, the team bedeMe .
.,

susceptible to misinterpretationsand would have to call for additional

clarification throughout the cburse of the meeting. Most well- performed .-

reviews of educational hist 06Ccurred in meetin;s'regazding -.

%*rereevaluations for change or w, placement was an issue. More. I

. synthesized pictures were Kesented when the psychologist was:able/o1'

relate his findings with other diagnosticians on'the team--compariqg and
,1.-

contrastingrather than Tallbwing psychological data to-stand alone.
1

Information exchange was facilitated by tangibles. Having'folders and

documents in addition ta other important information, e.g., copies of

reports or a videotape of the child's diassroom behavior, assisted in

equal access for Aal team members to the data available. F67."-example,,at

an initial pltement, a pre-school consultant gave the mother a .

...
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developtental guiae, In an, annual review meeting of,a seriously
.% . ,

...it emotionally disturbed kindergarten stuclento'the teacher presented a tape

jr - . ' Algh.ng CI. a * reading" of a.pretend story to, show the progress a tee. ,.
.. . /.

,

ctiild, who rarely spoke: 'Finally, information- sharing and decision-making

1.

*were most effective whenthe present.and potential receiving teachers".
. . . .

/
OWWe togOtbef on the team:.

.

. , Consideration of Placement Options
-i,

.
.

.

-^ Several factoxi 'were investigated with iegara tb the statee$

.
approachc-ilacement options: The types and,manner in which the

.4
. .

. states repbeted placement options (on th8 LRE table required in the .

. .0

,. Annual Plan) were reviewed, as.well as definitioni of opilogs,.statd
.-,-. . , ... . 4

gd'idance in the order in which options should:be considered, the extent

ihd iaiulei' Tg which states advdoated regular p;ateent and the provision
. . ;

bf a continuum, and considerationssas.to whether:Or_MOt sta-es; .

. . .. .

the Concept of a continuum within ah opkion... ,1
.

-,e,.
. ..( . ,

- A wide variety of options and wks'of 'reporting those options was
.-

. . -.
.. .

found among 'states. ,Mose,statesAefined.each0of their option4 in the
a I 4

:
., cont. inueml for nay-ites,,this'ntailed.making finei discriminations

.444
-..

$ -.
.

between 'services; had been.aug§ested by the LRE. table iwthe Annual.
..'

` program Plin. Stleogpeference for ,options at the less-restrictiveL ends.

4 ,. of 4; Continuum c:/as.fotipd`foi a number of slates:. Many of these also

provided solggestiome4ole theorderwhich the array of options,Shoilld
4.

. be considered.- The -statie.alio indicaied-stiong4sUiport for the
.'a cotinututi of servicesconcept end required aisuranc4s.fro4 their. , row

4 0
t

liktricts that a continuum was being provided at th6 Local-leve;. . e. 4

Interagency agredMentsoalso Wore encouraged to help evand.options., In,
.

Table.4.1,..the use 'of placement options, acrossoall the states is

, presented. .

.
.

4

. .

ott
,4.

'

.

. s revealed in the analysis of 1 al agency practiced, all IS 4
,

4 diatricts indicated that.a continuum of alternative placements dicrexist

' within the district The models in use IncLuded itinerant, resource
. * 0- 4

. .

...
..roomItself-oontained, and residential placements., .Some-distrld'ts

gig f / .
._.

46., ''4...* ;. .deeccibe4'..in writih9;eaCh.dof the special ;education and related silivite
;

.,
. ,

prop ams available .within the district, In one ot these program

.8 . t , ...;

.. .

..,, . ,....f

# . - , -

. .

, 0% :0 .. 7°1
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descriptions-the criteria for'er&011ment were specified '"phle student ..

must be able,tb

Usually private

'descriptions of

work at the 50 percent production level

facilities caftan the district were'not

available alternative placements. Thip

indlcation_pat_Such private-placements are not routinely considereain

placementtdeliberations.
J

4
As seen on the continuum, the emphasis 'on less .restrictive placements

in both the State and.tocal District Education Agency Analysis also was

substantiated by-he findings in the Legal Analysis. In the casesuwhere

parents' Were appeiling for a more restrictive placement (which Was in ).00
.

, .

'of.the 121 cased reviewed), which was also most frequently a private

placement, they loon Ahsliihtly more than &third ,of the casks. On the

other hand; ,./here $4..a.4.rents ,ionefed a tat restricti7a

'usually public school placements, they won fh two-eliOlk of thi cases.
.

These figures inditate thaf-the parents lose m\ni more cases
6

asss on appeal

than'they win, largely because of local, and state resistance to mote . .

0 restrictive placements and, in particular, to privallA school placements ...'

which comprised almost all of the more rdstkictive placememts desired by

, Parents.' On the other,hand, one area where parenti are pprtacularly,
N

successful in 'Arming appeals is where they are peekitig less restrictive

oAabovi."
t'

incluMd

may be at
-.4

\

Oa

111
placements for children.

t
.

A

-AA :found in the Loca1,14endy the'pladenient teat" ".

gave serious consideratioh,th 4ply.
......'

' aidommendation/dacision. When two
* . 11 . k

discussion nbrmaliy centered around

. vs. 260Cable Mentally' Retarded),

one oRtion,pifore making a placement

o more options were considered, the
4 .4

distmites over labels (e.g., Trainable

disagreementi mei' the amount of4time,
. ,. .%

to be spent in special education (i.., Resource Atoom vs, _
. .

. , ,
. ,,

e . 1
%. . .

.
.

Although .a placement was. usually found ford-.t student ih'peexisting
.

.program within ehe distilci, lack of 's' aid openings did-appear cv 4
. .. ,

have an Indirect effect on decision -ii ',.that IS, those placement
0 ..

opportunities hat.did not exist or we _already filled often seemed to

h4,automatically eliminated *from consideration. 4phus',.the p],acement

- . .. .
.

,.. to s 4'
.

Seliontained).

9

f.
. e.

4.14

.,; *



"1 t I. 4

. %.
AO*

?A
deliberationsvwhich we observed -were ganerallycohfined to discussing

known and adilable options., Unfamiliarity with district and priyate
r .

.

. . . resources limited the consideration ot a variety acemeht options
1 . . .,

. .

team..,
.

.. %which- couldhave 'been apprepriate.- Often e m-,1,- had a "mental
.

- -4 -

menu° of ,options which had. sles or spaces available _from which to_
. - , ,

,choode.. In other;.cases, however, the fact that programs or classes were .#
.41, t .

full wasaiscussedopeniy in tilt plaeedent meetings. Mid staff
A :4. 0 6 0

vonfiiRed,that' in.several other -cases thelack.of available' openings was .

_ . r . .
a determin4ngsf4ctor in pleCement selection.

There were insaptes %tn hick districts made special efforts to
.

.

:

.
. .

o'vercometbe,cons- traints of limited,plecement oppdftunities. In one 1

r-- -
.

1

. r case, district consideped establishing a transition class for students

.-ii,-.o '41:ft:ai'.5ficr!r4 f:o7,4%-iro."ola `o '''...:cal),:e ..ent,ely ftarAi-;r:2?
,

.

it
...t.

classes, and for students -wbo were borderlthe Wrainable/Educable Mentally
.

-. ..1. .

Handicappe . In.another district, a private speech and hearing

consultani was hiced to woriewith one thild who had a severe hearing
j;/'

'''

.impeirment. 4 ., .440 .-. ,y'in Aummary,fot nearly every case observed, the districts were able ,.,

.

to providesome stft of seifyice to tfle students. Although these programs
.'

-;7

',were not always. seledted from a range 'of possibilities,thus limttiriq the

precision .with wbarthe most appropriate p/aceient could be chosen, the ,

. 6 .

...districts appearpd to be making-a genaine and conscientious effort to0 . -.

serve the 'students as best they could.
At'

1st
.

. Most districts did offer sdme continuum of alternativeplacements, a

described In the Rules anf Regplations. en'ten difititcts,
,

however, due

Windufficient openings in the placement alternatives, ;bserveri
a 6

!.9Mestionkd the adequaof.the continuum. At timep, cidllidfen hid to-be;

transported becaime three were not enoilgfi 1pegags in programs clOse to
,411

home. In anothei case, a child was placed in aless than appropriate .

class (Educable Mehtally Handicapped) because transportation, could not be-! 1
. . %...

', prov.i'deeto the proiram which the placementte be4evid to be the most
t . . . ,

'appropriate gacement--e Trainable Mentally andicapped class.' In' one e_
a" 1 a ' 4 1 % rr

.
f 4
A / i

. .
t ' a . a

a .

.61

4

.
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'

.



.

o state, qle special education progx4 were lipited to Learning Disabled,

-Emotionally Disturbed, and MentallrRetarded classes:. the continuum was

- regarded as the'iNirit of time spent in any one of these three classes.

4 The tiost"commonly considered placements were Regular and Resource

Room
I

(39 cases),.Self-containe'd Classroomon a Regular Campus (26' cases),
-
Self-contained and Regular ClassrCOms (13 cases), and Self-Contained ina

Special Public School (8 cases). Districts tended to consideevlacements.

which were, "safer" from a legal perspective and leis caused
.

problems with parents or Pederal and state -monitoring efforts; that is,

if children were placed in resourde rooms and'self-contained classes on

4 the campus of a regulareducatipn facility; it Opuld seem less likely for

dc

districts

to be found. noncompliant with the LRE provision of P.L. '34-142

P.,$f 4,41.0 3,,z.A UU,

.

wainst'ream.,
O .

s In the few cases where multiple options were considered, the

placement altetnattve most. frequently 'kscossed.whsthe self -- contained

classroom in a regular public school. In contrast; very few cases which
.

recommended reguAr classroom arid reiour e room instruction discussed

other placement options. Scheduled reevaluations and those for change in

21acement wese-more 13Aely to consider multfpie placement alternatives

than were initial:r4ferrals and annual reVi4ws.
. k

-Criteria to Evaluate Options ' 4.

Evaluations of optiOng; asseen tria &tate Annual Program

Astrict joolicies, and actual brae ces,,as seen in .placement'meetings,.

involyed three majoraintdrelat factors: the child'g needs/ contextual

factors (such as availability; parent.oresehool prefvence) t and the key.

elements of the LifE mandate. At

t

''. States' Criteria for Detrmining Placement
4 °

The Annual Program Plans- re reviewed for any guidance the state
a .

, . . .

.

. . might give in the criteria to be used in determining i child's placement,' .

. .

' other oonsideraVkons (such as prohibited criteria, weighted criteria, and ,

,

decision rules), and interactDmn with npnhandicapped peefs.
- 4

4

a'

.

I

-m

I a

Air
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-The modEfri:qalttly:Mintroneicolyei4;ratiOn I determining * child's

placement' was.1.10t-..(iee:Tableiti),(mOrelghah-hal of the spates (27) c:

indicated that sestricti:VeneSs should :,taken into account when deciding
4 .

among options. Proiimity aiid the. needs of-the.obild,allo were mentioned
.

frequently. Slightly less than'talf of the skates. referred to the

,Individualizea EiUcationPrograi e24)1as a determinant in evaluating 7%

4 options. 0th4r factors to be taken into consideration included that, the

l'placement.would have no harmful effects (23) did.444 the quality of

aervices would not be reduced0(21).

4

was the environment with the'fewest limitalions,*and another not 444 t

it wds the most normal environment.
. .

Other, less frequently mentioned 'criteria to eveidete.options which,

are not shown on Tablek0.2, jncluded handicapping gendition,'

appropriateness, age, availabil' transportatioho parents' preference,

;

Very few states offere crit i.a to be used in determining WIZ (37

states did not mention is area) : Of those, that did, the "quality of

services,afthe lac of haimful effects," and the ='- "most

environmenp ere-mentioned most often (10).(These three criteria were

.a3l'inctuded:under the category of "other.") "Time in the mainstream"

. wes.oited by 8 percent of. the states, and 4 peicent afto'indlcated

"proximity" as a 'determinant Of.p.E. One state suggested that th

,

States(also could provide guidance in determining placement-"
- , It

prohibiting criteria from cOnalderation. .Nearly one-fourVi of the states .

.

spedified sriterie which were not allowe to enter into the. placement

Ocision. Most mentionedwhat availability df:options was prohibited

from,iffeCtiN the placement decision. . Other prohibited criteria
'

- included transportation and cost. Several, states put restrictions on
.

allowable e ranges oft children in the ,same class. Other states
. %

I-cavtiCned t children with incompatible handicapping conditio .g.,

.* _severely otionally disturbed and spastic cerebral pal# d bebe

placed in the .same ,program. National origin, linguistic or culturer

diffeiences.ware mentioned as prohibited criterialor determining
placement in one other state.i..

.
... 4 .

.
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.' 4 17 ..
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MAE it 4 2 EVALUATION OF OisTiOtiS (State An aly s ii )
,

.

# 414N 0

4

144

4

rn

I

t:eria Mea:ioned r:equency*

LAZ
(27)

3, Proxiaity 30.0
rr..231

3. No Harmitti Efeec:s 46.Ca0

.:3)

4. '..1USItty of Services

3. Needsif

.
:3.5

i

.
4

rl

I

.
,

4, For the. zost aeelLs were u=speci!ted or vague '74.2;_
7hose s.ta-.es :ha: ild rpeciiv needs :iv:ededuca:lonal needs
tedtcat needs :a.3), so'r.:a: needs ar.d emotlonal needs

4t.:1:41e re57onses were i::cued.

I

a

N
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Weighing of ajternate criteria (i.e.. which is more important) was

reported by seven states. These states usually indicated that proximity,

was an overriding consideration unless the Education Program required

some other arrangement: One state gaTe weighted' criteriaqn the form of .

priority admittance to its Diagnostic ,Resource Center.
4.

Decision rules concerning4placement were found for 13 states. In

general, the states gave guidance by the type Of placement"tinder

consideration Oraby the type of handicapping Condition. Jlecision.rul&

.

t

based on the type of placement gdperally took the form of ordering the

sequence in which more restrictive options should be considered. -For

example: A.

o "No child shall be placed in a' residential 'school unless dere
is 4pp:Cp:iate

a 'PlaCembnt prirate-programs the third altermativeof
choice,1 only after the public schools or governmient#gehcies of
the State cannot provide4... If private programs arrinadecidate,

- thentout-qt-State-placement.may be_appreved."

o "When a residential edUcdtTonal program is indicated,
'...state-operited programs, when avallab14, should,be given. E.
first consideration: however the district 'shall recommend...tbe ''. .

agency which is most appropriate to theindividgal,situation:"- .

. \ V.. -
.. \ - ..

When decision rules governed by the handicapping Conditith'were given,
..

. 1 .

these usually indicated. guidelines for placement of the mere severe
. ., . .

.

conditions: i . . ,

.1. w. _ ,. - . t

4.

.*

..; /.. .

o "The more profoundly
.

hepdicapped shad &i:referied totiliecial
day ,schools and residenti#1 facilities. Tilt- steidemts masT.,pe

self-contained programs...(it is they onlylegal4mgdel due to
the severity," -. .4 .**

-

4

o 2), 110 mentallyNetaraei'stold parr be excluded from a special
- education classy unless:

,4

- V-7 Onroll,menk,ipat the maximum amount ,-

.1 .
.. .'

--. the chIld's intellectual ability, age, or behavabr pattern lie*

is not coMpatible'4ith the grIseas determined by the
Superintencleft of 61/q Inatruction with help-from
medica psyphologi 1.,', or psychiatric adviCe:r % i

-1, 3

"Children who meet the
profound with mental r
motor, ileariltgrInd blin

retioUrce room."

0
w.

11" .5

. .

.1

e

a fl;
.

ve criteria (multiple handicap -
aLdation and impairments in gross. .

jot eligible for placement ;mall V

.01
i 4

14'
1*

i I

.4 . 4 : V..
e.,

° 6.....rdims..... .

g
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One state indicated. blanket provisidns for movement to. less restrictive

environments: "Tutorial aid (should} be provided when the student moves
'6

. frog an isolated setting into the mainstream of the regular setting.

This recommendation affects all students reggrdlesa of handicapping

condition.'

The extent to which states emphasized interaction with nonhandicapped.

children was another area of investigation (see Table 4.3). Slightly

' more than:three-fourths of the states addressed this issue, although many

of the.states"were vague about where this interaction should take plaice
.3

--
and for what types of activities. Twerity

4
states did not mention

locations any sort, and 19 States did not specify activities, When

e.etatls, intaraot!wl.in tta sencol bull.tig and

inslasset was mentioned most often. The type of activities specified

most frequently included: academic,'extracuiricular, and
.

414 47erecessfassembly.

As we have seen, through a Itarjety of means, many states proVided

guidance in, placement determination. LRE was mentioned most often as a

criteridn to evaluate options; proicimity and the child's needs also were
% -

reported frequently: Several states also provided guidance in the form

of prohibited criteria (availability, transportation, cost), weighted

.criteria (proximity unless the Individual Plan indicates another

arrangement), and decision rules (liven by type "of placement or

handicapping condition). Although interaction with nontrdicapped

. persons was frequently mentioned by the states, the ,location or activity'

involved generally was not specified;

Stjte's Criteria Soecifically Applied to

As his been evident from the findings discussed so far, very little
40

specific informatio6 concerning LRE was expressed in the Annual Program

Plans:\ Tothere LRE was addressed, either mainstreaming or norialftation

apAned to be predomipant. The distinction would seem to be between,a

ge;

/4.20

9
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TABLE 4.3 INTERACTION WITH NONHANDICAPPED (State Analysis)\

lateracilan ?er-ont of Total

1. Sot Yentioned

.,mooned

Location

. Xn Class

In 31111dIng

-L
Or Off Campus

Sat.Meattoned

Frecueney*

MO 4

a 34.0,

(.17)

4.0 '

t) .

40.0

Actlitv

(n.20)

Precuenci*
.

c 24.0
c.-.=12)

Ittra 0-1lcular :4.0

:Arica, Recess, Asserbly / 16.0
(a- S)

:ther

Sat Mentioned

z:o

-38.0

(nl.9)

100.0
-1VEAL

-(N*50)

*Maltiple responses .ere allowed.
.

C
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. .

strict interpretation ("LRE is placement in the regular'class ") or a '

...o

jbroader view ("the result of the process of considering all possibl (

educational alternatives to meet the Individualized Education Program and

selecting the educational setting with tbm most interaction with

nonhandicapped students "). To the extent that state-expressed concerns
_

surrounding placement were indicative of trends in this area the shift

appeared tobe moving toward a more comprehensive and individualized

approach t13, LRE. Regular class placement may not, de facto, Ike the least

restrictiv alternative. For example, one state indicated concern over

the lack o underitanding of the thrust toward LRE and the impression

that all handicapped studentsmust be returned full-time to general

education. Similarly-, another state.ipointed out that regular class

"placement could be as restrictive "to a child's freedom to'learn as would

inappropriate assignment to some special program."

States were concerned that the application of LRE may have had the

effect of concentrating attention on placement options and sheer physical

proximity, rather than on the total environment and individual needs of

the child. To counteract this, one state recommended Vu the concept of r

LRE be expanded to iilolude "provisions, for strategic .ntegration in which

the ilandisspped person is Tonfr:Tted with coping-problems and, guided iri

solving them. " -- Another suggestion was to broaden LRE beyond service

patterns to encompass teacher styles (i.e., more creative' versus Mbre

restrictive). Another state indicated concern that "plademeat (with

normal childEen would) overshadow the need for a child to have

appropriate specialized education and 'serviCes.", Similarly, a state

urged going beyond the emphasis on specific types of frograma(e.g.A41

self-contained, resource room) to "afplying the principle "of
,

normalization to each learning experierice." -

. The fact that steps are being taken to `expand uporiLRE in its

application was evident from some State Plans. For, instance, onestate
.

rejected standard placement criteria in lieu of.individual.ly determined,

and continually fluctuating pl.vement needs: 7

4,

4.22
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The level at which a handicapped. child receives the necessary' .

services is dependent upon thi level at which the 'child study
/IPRO) team feels the individual can function. No arbitrary cut
off lines should be determined in advance as to the kinds of
problems which will be served at which levels as most placamenter
can be considered as only a step in a pro6ess due to the fact

-.that the handicapped student should be continually moving toward
the mainstream and hia or her least restrictive alternative.

Another state widened the integration goal to include interaction with

children and adults -who are Mess handicapped and nonhendicaplied.

Detailed procedures to accompany reintegration, whenever. this was

called 'for, was developed by one state in particular. Firdt,the special

education teacher visits Ehe reintegration site and helps structure the

program. There is a review by the placement committee and, if the

7..n7i3ica3 seem5'%:..55, 45.,:-.7,-01sA

educatio4 teacher then talks with the receiving teacher' and duplicates

the environment of the receiving classiOom to accommodate the student,

The receiving teacher visits the special education classroom and observes

the child. Lastly, the teacher meets with the parents to ensure that

they are fully informed. Reintegration should occur toward the end of

the week, not, on a Monday or following a holiday. On reintegration day,

a representative o! the placement committee visits the receiving
.

teacher. Thus, this state has moved beyond the sheer concept-of physical

presence in a regular_ classroom to a comprehensive approach to the

child's needs and growth.
A

The concept of leait restrictive environment embracesthe most normal

educational setting possible. To the extent that the normal educational
1/

process is interfered with, the setting has become more restrictive.

wmainstrearoing," on the other hand, involves the concept of returning a
.

handicapped child to the normal or regular education process. The

implication, is that the student is a "special student," still under the,

1/Developing Criteria for the Evaluation of Least Restrictive
Environment Provision, DREW, BEE, 1978, p. 7.

4.23
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(<1
Plan, 24 percent simply defined LRE as " mainstreaming," -even though they

' -
applied a variety of criteria to determine LRE. ,

Auspices of the special education staff, and is only returned to regular

education to-the extent that special education' permits it., The

distinction between LRE and mainstreaming is subtle and perhaps focuses

alone on the conscious and complex choice of least restrictiveness -

compared with the more simple decision to "mainstream fn nonacademic or

other appropriate areas." Because of this subtle distinction,-confusion

frequently occurs, both theoretically and in application.

There was some evidence that state policies reflected this
.

confusion. Table Iv in the Annual Program Pla7s for reporting the .

incidence rates for least restrictive environments was ofteri modified by

states in order to better reflect their sown particular range of pl1cemen

options. sometimes these were categorical or handicap-specific, and

often only category totals were reported (regglar class, self-contained,'
. 4

t.

etc.) . '

Table .4.4

criterion for

. While more hha

shows the distribution of state plant. which specified a

deteftining LRE and the associated definitions for LRE.'

n half of the stakes did not - define LR.r in thett Program

1 116
A

' The 1979 Annual Report

P.L. 94-142 expressed some

"mainstreaming" (p. 40).

to Congress on the Implementation of

concern over this colfqsion of LRE and

From this review,of state policies, it appeam.

that state tel confusionq-1T;teflected in written policies, may, in
.

.

part, be a source of this
(

confusi%nn. _While-it is doubtful that the clear

lack of a definition for IRE at the State level would contribute to ttie
.

confusion, it is more probable that,a precise and straightforward

definition would at least assist substantially in clarifying ttit

distinction between the two and in ameliorating the *extent of the problem
. -

to some degree.
.1

Cases Appealed and LRE

The Legal Analysis revealed that the LRE requirement was diStusSed in
:s

less than half of the cases in which it was ordered--32 of 75. lit as
c

'4.24
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I

.

i

.

A
-.

, o

Criteria
% of Time

r

Definition 1 ,
Most Appro. . tie

In Mainstream !formalization Mainstreaming priate.Phicement Other Oefiol Wm
.

,

1 % of"time in 6.0 2.0 2.0
c)
222

Mainstream (n= 3) 07 1) (ot 1) rt
.

M2. Fewest Limitations 2.0
..

,
(no 1)

r..._
eu 1

. -4
.

.
.

2.0 o
1--i

4. Proximity 4,0 2.0 xs tt...)
M

s.o

. (n= 2)

5. Other/ 2.0 12.0 10,0 2,0 0
(nis 1) (ns 6)

.
(n= 5) (11= 1)

4::0

. H

t23

2.
56t 1) 4226) - -....V.

6. No Mention 2.0 4.0 ' 10.0 * 0.0
(n= 1) - (n= 2) (n= 5) (n= 4)

CRITERIA TWAZW----7----2.0. 16.0 62.0' . ii0.0 32.0 8.0
(II= 0) (1031)(140 1) (Nis 4) (N=10) C" 4) e

STATE TOTALS 2.0 8.0 ' 24.0 0.0 12.0 60.0 M
(N= 1) (if= 4) si. (t1=12) (II- 4) (11= 6) (Ns30)

.
ol
rr

p Criteria 'totals do.not equal State totals becaute multiple responses were en 0 to
dued for 'each state. rt

la

t . ):-

-s, os
.

,-- 4.4
00)

0..
,r I 00)

,,
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. ft

. .-.

.

, . 4

9 ,i'



discussed eveh less where the more restrictive placement was ordered--8

of 46 cases. These figures indicate that, with one or two exceptions,

the"ninestates whose'decisions nad been examined, viewed tht LRE

tequixement as. an unimportant or unessefitial factor to be expressed in

. the placement'decisions. Nevertheless, the.less restrictive placement

actually was ordered in a supstantial majority of the cases sampled-75

of 121.° 'TM's, although-the LRE requirement is not an important axplicit

factor in the decisions, it laybe an important implicit factor. The

Clear preference expressed for public school placements over private

schodl placements, however, isonly partly a function'of the LAB

requiriment, with Xinanciat costs of private placement$ beina key

factOr,

a

s'

ti

p

District Criteria es Revealed in 21acement ream Aestings

Poi each total option and component part of an option (e.g.,

"resource broom" is one component of the total placement option,"regular
4

plus resource room") the issues considered in evaluating that placement
. .

were 'recorded. Because some-bases considered more than one 00.tion, and

because many placement alternatives had at least two component pArts, a

total of 223 occasions when criteria could be raised in determining

placement were noted. The major issues concerning placement which were

discussed on these occasions mere: ,

o student academic needs (86%)
. .

. o.l. test results OM

o performance in present placement (77%)

o student's social/behavioral.needs (76%)

3

o school system preference (74%)

'o handicapping condition (72%).
.-

o family preterente (51 %)

-o program characteristics (50%) .

Th4 relative importance of these. separate issues was gendbally
.

constant over different case characteristics and types of placement

-ultimately selected, The only topics mtach,varied to any measurable

'degree in their importance were handicapping condition, school system

preference, and-family ikeference.. All of these.incraaSed in occurrence

I

.

446

)
1.()

,



Nty

.4 with the'relative restrictiveness of the placeMent being discussed. For

example, in consideration orthe option of regular educatioh (alone Or in
* ;

conjunction with resource room, services to teacher, etc.), the above

three criteria were considered In the following percentage of meetings,/

(n=52 but of 134):

handicapping condition 4; 51%

school system preference 64%
family preference 43%

In contrast, for meetings that considered the option of self contained

and regular classroomi (n=15), the percentagesincreased:

handicapping condition- 80%

school system preference 93%.

family pieference

In summary a number of factbrs (criteria were typicallyimpoeiant.

in evaluating-the appropriateness of placement options. 'mesa weree fol

the most part, the eight items listed above. Among them, thjee increased

in importance in relationship to the restrictiveness of the-optkons that

were being considered.. The.level of restrictiveness zE se was pot an

important issue and was discussed in only's small number of cases.

Parent/Uudent Inout

Pamily*preferehoe was one of the more freqdent considerations when
r .

evaluating options. 'tn mdre than half of the options considered for

1 possible placement, E.Vly preference was one of the critesia discussed. .'

tDuring the placement process, then, it is apparent that the family's*:.
. . . /I

?references (or at least sarceived preferences) werwtakan into account.
, . .

.

Out of 35 possible criteria which could blonsidered,. family.preferen e. r

. . , .

. rankedseVenth in.frequency.f I.ewas preceded only'by stddent's academ q

needs, test results, performanae in present placement,.student's .

I

mocial/behaviora,needs,.school system preference;and handicapping
Ar.

t.

condition. .
,.

. ._ . * -" ,
41,.

. , ..4.1

It is interesting to note that-schoal system preference was more

often considered in determining- placement rather thaWfamily preference.
.." -. .

In nearly three-fourths of the options considered, school system 4
. * . . .

preference was a factor (74%), as compared to only half,for.f4mily

preference (51%). There may be several.reasdhs forthii:' iPirip, the
.

p

4.27
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lower frequency of famllypreference may reflect the lower attendance

rate of parents (although cases were observed when the parents were

absent) yet their preferences (or perceived preferences) were relayedlby

some school staff members for them.' Second, parents often indicated they

had n o preference, thus' leaving it up to 'the school to' decide.

the higher occurence of school system preference may reflect the schools'

feeling that they are responsible for recommending placement and that, if

parents do not object, this.becomes the final decision.

Other criteria relating to the family were' less often considered when.

determining placement. Student preference, famiThome conditions, and

the impact on the family were infrequently raisad when evaluating

optiods. Given the relatively few occasions in which the various options

rith ;tn!
....... 4-3s (,4 t"-3

students in our sample, the infrequent occurrence of student'prirerence

is not surprisfrig: The impact of plaiement on the family was probably

not often a faChOr wh'en evaluating.optiods becadse most of the placements
1

in our sample cases were not radical changes; we'-would expect the
.

impact on the family to bd considered most%often when discussing

institutionalization or de-institutionalization, These types of .

placement, howev1c, were rarely observed during our data collection.

Although family/home condition was not usually considered as a

criterion by which
.

gener al discussion

history / conditions

to evaluate optiont, itiwas a ,frequent topic of

at the meetings observed. The discussions of family

generally encompassed areas such as the marital

history of parents and the number and ages of siblings. This area ranked

fifth 'of all,conteriareas in frequency of discussion at meetings.. In

more than two-thirds of the meetings in our sample,, family history war a

prec ded in frequency only by the child's

social

of Iiibussion and was

social behavior, generfl progr am ing goals/needs, interpretation of test
4'

4

results, and classroom achievement.

Sequence of Steps

According to P.L. 94-142 6... each handicapped child's educational

placement shall bel.. based on his/her individualized edimation
.

' program," Fifty-six percent of the State Plans specified, or' at least

4,28
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maiioned0 sequence of steps to be.iollewed,in referring,, assessing,
plah ning, ind-determi ng placement. These sequences 'varied

subObantially'in detai and Scope, but most addressed the length'of time

'Which should elapse tween geferfal'andilacement and incorporated the

various notification due process procedures. for parents. The sequence

within which the Individualized Education 'Program, general goals, and
t ,

.f

:,specific objectives Are developed relative to the placement decision,

1Kmaver,was not a specific focusof this documint review. ,Because the

contextual pequence.was not routfnely searched for in the Annual Plans of
/7..00% A

'each state, the,lindings muse-be-regarded as incomplete. However, ,bhe

fact that Esequence, was found it05gr half of the FY '78 state plans,

indicates the. reSence of policies which structure and o rder the

deci mg process.

`v Although ohr half Of the state clans referred to e sequence of
.

, steps, not all-of them' specified when the Individualized Program or

various elements of the Individualized
I

additions other elements,of theAnnual

confuaion. In trying to determine the

meeting, fOi example, references to as

Program were to be developed. ,:rn

Program Plan) tended to cause

partiCipints for the placement

many as three or four meetings

could be found, each with a list.of recormmended or :equired participaTlto
, .

(for the Educational' Program meeting; for an assessment team meeting, for

a case ,study beam meeting, etc.) . It often was not clear, however, where
0 r

the actuil1 placement decision itself was made.

,in sell6rai state's,-the Individualized Education Prograil meeting was

listed specifically fil he'sequence of decision-making, indicating when
. . , .., .

in this procdss gefiera1.4Oals were'deVeloped and whenspeciiic objectives
.

f . I

were:dpteimined. BecaUse these meeting
.

partiipantivere_diecussed in

diffeient sections of.the Ahnual Program Plans and because the placement
.-.

decisibn,process Ods not always fully explicated in the 'documents which'
.

.1 ...

were ,rkviewed, it was iffictilf to determine mheTe.the Individualized'

Education Progr4m ocburiEd,selatiVe tothe placement decision in most
.k / r .. .

states. 1# has exPrO4d some concern ove,tilii issue, as refiegtedin

the 1979 Report to Congress, which identified a range orpracticas with 4*

resieCX to individupliediVkation 1:4ogram development, short- and long-

' 'range goals, and the.plaOment de'oisiom
. 4

74I
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"SQMS states have approached -this problem by separating Individualized

Program' development4nto. two distinct phaggs (short-term and long-term

objectives} ck by conceptualizing the prdcess into a lo'ng -term'

developdental activity which essentially begins upon referral and .

assessment and continues as long as the child is receiving services.
2 .

Examples of the sequence of meetings and decisions are presented in

.Exhibits 4.1 and 4.2 whichAlugfrake the somewhat inexact treatment of

Individualized'EdacationProgram development with respect to LRE
A

placement determination. Additional information of a more precise nature

became available as a resulot of the field study-of LEE placeme nt
. .

practices.

Traditionally, the Individualized Educitidn4Program is considered as

co the placement decizion - -both In zeq.;enca and in.

time. A'S discovered in the local district study, thendiVidualized .

. .

Education Program was essentially seen as the process and product of

efforts td define short-term instructional objectives - -generally

developed by the teacher, not by assessment personnel. Although the Law

appears. somewhat ambiguous as to which should occur first (defining

educational needs and then trying to match those ¶ith an appropriate

placement or viceiersa), the findings ltor the district study supple were

quite def initewith regard to the actual sequence in practice.

One of the strongest findings to emerge from the observations of .1

initial placement and rtevalllation meetings was that the Individualized

Education Pibgram was alWays developed after the placemont decision"was

made. Not once in all of the cages observed was4the ordei transposed'.
.

.7Afteg" Was notfan equal time interval from case to case. In scirpe Cases,.

the InaitvidualizediEducation4Program WAS developed at/the:swm meeting,

Where the placement decision was made. In other cases, a placement
..,

decision was made, the child was placed and, after the hew teacher got to

'know- the child, the teacher developed an Iqaividudlized Education

Program. In other cases, a placement for the Fall was being decided, ant';
.

there was no intentionof developing an Individualized Education 14ogriml-

for these children until "the following September)] In certkin ennui' 'A'!*:...

s .- t

. ... 4. .';
k

.

4/This was due primarily ro the March-td-May timing of 'the obliirvations% '

.
....r. , ... ..,

i4.30
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EXHIBIT 4.1,: STATE A

EXAMPLE OP SEQUENCE OP MEETINGS MD DSCISZONS

.

I

Referral initiated,
permission to eval- _ - ,M11 MM a. 4
uate requested .1

. 1

Parental consent obtained
and child evaluated

FICOMen =Mitten starting
held, long term IEP developed,
parental permission for
,placement requested

Parent permission ootaihed,
child placed and short -
term IEP plan developed

IEP reviewed annuatly

4

Parental consent tor 1

avalt;atIon 4.1vInelde' '

hearing review process

1

initiated

arent.reruses,
due process; aopeal
procedures follcwe

Parent refuses
IEP, appeal
procedues followed

I
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1,B11/15 IT 2 : SIT= B

EXAMPLE OF SEQUENCE OF MEETINGS AND DECIS IONSD

,1

4

4

ilkeferra i Received

.25 days

cat Oa P angling
and PI acenent

Cowl ttee

10 days

Ot1 scat on
to Parents

?area Approval
5-15 days

Parents di Sioorova Due Process

4

4

witaln l dayl

41

4
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reviews, the sequence. of the decisionmakiitg was slightly different. In

spine of these review case's, the Individualized Education grogram was used

as the documenton whIth placement deliberations were based. , The

Individualized Education Program then was revised to meet the studentls

needs, and next year's programming decisions were incorporated on the

revised documents. Generally, the timing of individualized Education

Prog'ram development sleMe4 to be a matter of district policy. For

example, if one case in the district had a separate Individualiied 4,

Education Program meeting, a]1. Cases in that district followed ouit.

number of meetings also seemed to depend somewhat on whether the case was t,

an Initial referral or one which was now to.the district. The less

/ familiar the student was with the special education staff, the more

difficult itlas to develop an Individualized Education Program. More

time with th7 student might be required.

4

The.variation- among districts in the time Apse between steps was

related to other variationsln practice. Logically, the receiving-

teacOr cannot be involved with the development of the Individualized

Education Program until the child's placement isdecidk (unta

Placement, the Aceiving'teacher .1.p 'technically" Unknown). Therefore,

to have-the receiving teacher Involved, a two-meeting sequence can be

used or the placement can be decided informally'prior to the meeting, and

the teacher can be invited. A situation which facilitates one meeting

for both:placement.and for the Individualized Education Program is'the

review mdeting for a student already receiving special education services

and for whbm little or no change is contemplated. In such cases, the

teacher is totally familiar with the student and can easily direct the

development of tile Individualized EduCation Program.

Another issue related to Individualized Education Program development

is precisely what constitutes an Individualized Education 'Program. While

the components of the Individualizes EduCation Program clearly are Listed

in the law, these are not. always developed by the same people. at thesame

meeting. A psychologist might supply the present leVel of fUnctioning,

the temm,chairperson, and annual goals; the student's teacher may add

short-term instructional objectives. These components may not even be on

the same piece of paper; the may just be somewhere in the file. When-

. 1 4
4.33
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this occurs, it is impossible to pinpoint exactly where or when the

Individualized Education_Prograeis developed.

One accepted usage of the term "Individualized Education Program"

.land the way it is used here) emphasizes the short-term instructional

objectives. informal discussions with district staff suggested that they
.

too perceived the Individualized Education Program this way: however, on

,

paper, andin official labelling practices, the Individualized EducayAri,.../
/

Program term acquired many different usa ges. Amy meetings were formally

labeled-as Individualized Education Program meetings, yet they were

primarily concerhed with placement issues. In caie of the districts,

various parts of the meeting were identified as being required by state

or by Pederp/ lag. 'The pert of the.meeting
.

required by "Fedefal law" was

called the Individualized Education-Program meeting. "It went up to, but,

did not include, initructional'objectives. In another district, the

entire packet of paper generated through the referral and placement ,
. -

process was called the IridividUalized Education Program. Labels did not

help much,'however, because.one district's "Individualized Education

Program meeting" was'anothers "staffing." The fact that a meeting was

called an ".Individualized EdUtation Program meeting" did not necessarily
a

mean all the components of the Individualized Education Program would be

forthcoming. Overall, 14 of the 134 (12%) meetings observed were called

"Indi%!iclualized Education Program meetings." Of the 16,-12. came from 2 .

states.

One possible reason why the districts have extended the use of the

term " Individualized Education Program" is because there is some

confusion over just what thelaw requires with regard to the components

and the time requirements for the Individualized Education Program. Some

districts, for instance (as in the case of the states), seemed somewhat

unsure about the timing of Individualized Education Program development.

The easiest solution then was to "cover all bases" and,include everything

under the Individualized Education Program umbrella.

The sequential relationship of the placement decision and
0/ A, .

Individualized Education Program development seems to be so universally

adopted that its logic must be considered. As mentioned above, the *".
4

child's needs were considered throughout, the process. Although the needs

4



on which the .iplacemenI wag based 'were oftegapot recorded ion the

Individualized Education Program ox elsewhere); they were; in

individuaily considered for-eich,sVidedt.

. The length of time, between the placement decision and ttle

Indi'vidualized Education prograi also seemed to beguideby a logic
.-

's0sitive to the individual situation. While the districts may haye

hedged a bit on the,, time requirements. of the Law,. this generally wAs

4
prompted, tokthe need b0 develop a more informed 'educatiohal program for

the student. Observed practices suggested that districts feel that, for

the moit;part, the receiving teacher is the individual best suited to

direct the specification of tnstructional,objectives. The pr4ferred

situation .is to have that Process grounded in first-hand knowledge Of the

tchild, wheftege:

Criteria.Discussed Relating Directly to CRS

We examined the iole.which the following key e1ements of LRE, as

outlined by P.L. 94-142 regulations, played in placeitent: inter(ction

with nonhandicapped children, proximity, harmful effects, quality of,

services,-continuum of placements, individually determined placement

based on need, and severity. While the term "LEE" itself was not

-frequently articulated, mane of these elements which comprise the concept

were, in,fact, discussed..

ELEMENTS OP '-LIE ": Interaction with Wonhandicapced Children

There,are several key elements of the "IRE" concept; one is the

guiding principle of providing opportunities for handicapped children to

interact with nonhalidicapped children., Three issues focuaing on this

'element have been identified by this study: -.1) the extent to which such

opportunities are explicitly discussed inplacement meetings; 2) the
. -

extent to which provision is made in the placement decision for suc
o

opportunities to- actually be provided; and 3) the extent to whit_

interaction and integration goa3ts are, win fact; implemented 90.
. 0

kunctional. 4

As previously suggested, the expectatio that handicapped children

should be placed ika setting which best lOws theilipPortunities to

4'

4.35
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interact with nonhandicapped children appears to be Implicit in the

placdbent team decision. The implicit nature of th4 decision is further

'underscored by the infrequent number of overt referenceS or discussion of

such opportunities during the placement meetings which were observed.

Only 30 pertent.of the meetings actually discussed the provision of

.bpportuniies tointeract with nonhandicapped children, while 78 percent
. ,

, I. 4

4 .% of the.cases were actually placed in a setting with such opportunities.
,

Thelack of overt alacussibn of tftese opportunities contrasted with the
. _. . .,

.0 .

large number of, placements which specifically allowed for the interaction
. . e" . .

of handicapped and nonhandicapped children; this ref ects the imp lcit '

)

ant assumed nature of such placement ;goals Tab' 4.5 pr4sent the---\

dis tribution of cases for whom onoortunities for nteraction were

:

discussed, compared with adtuat placement ouportunitiesfor. interaction ,

t

with nonhandicapped children.
s.e

TABLE 4.5: DISCUSSION OF OPPORTUNITIES.TO unmium WITH NONHANDICAPPED

.

piscussion of
pportunitiem .

for Interaction
with NEI 4

Yes

No

'Placements
Interacticn:,With NH'

Yes No

n=32 n=1.

n=42 na21

Total

34.0%
(n=33)

=112.

66.0%
(n=63),

TOTAL 78.0% . ,22.0% 100.0%
(=74) (n=22) (n=96).

These interaction opportunities are illustrated by the general

placement approach adopted by a small rural district inwhiah!igur

,special educatiOn teicheis hadradually converted theii self-conigned

classrooms into functioning iitsource',rooms. In these clasues76W,

children remained all day ,and most children spent Only brief, but highly

focused periods in the special class. Similarly, a larger urban
ci

-disexictverbalized an administrative commitient to "mainstreaming" and,

7
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although 'the procellires'were rarely dilcussed in'cormal meetings, the

°, district. made consciouseftorts to. place all Children in settings with
.

nonhandicapped children. The only exceptions to this philosophy' were

' institutional pladements, Over Ofiich thl district did not have final
. .

contra.' .

.
.

,.., 44
_.

All districts in which meetings were observed Subscribed to a
.. .

philosophy for ensutkng that the harldicapfoed child- had opportunities to

77iriteract with nonhandicapped Children. Although these districti did not
. .

always have written policies to that effect, and although the placement
c

meetings did not often specifically discuss such opporturiities.1 all4
districts, nevertheless,4dt8 actually provide for such placements and all

districts 'did appear to adopt an akfirmativephilosophy-with respect to

' ensuring such placement opportunities. /he general avvroach to this

principle appeared'to be on400 "mainstreading" the Child,-i.e.,

returning the handicapped child torregular education settings for as much

as Was determined bO'befeasible, rather than selecting the "leaSt

restrictive" placement only including the handicapped child in

special education to the exterk deemed appropriate).

While.the'distinction may be subtle in its nature, -it is critical in

its substance because it illustrates that once the handicapped child is

fordally determined to be eligible for, and included in, special

education, it is than_ the responsibility of special education, not

regular education, to ensure interaction opportunities with

nonhandicapped chirdre4. As previously indicated, Special' education

.personnel responsible for the placement decision seem to 'have accepted

this responsibility i* an implicit element in the placement decision.

- The problem arises because the decisions regarding opportunities to

interact with nonhandicapPed children are made at a very broadlevel.

These decisions tend bO be limited to regular class participation for

some academic act,ivities, non-academic classes, lunch, etc. These

decisions tend notto be at an operational or implementation level- -i.e.;
-

chile 'the placement team can make a decision providing for regular class

A placement for art, music; lunch, and recess, there is virtually nb

discussion of the operational elements necessary to really ensure social

4.37
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integration of the handicapped child. Sven in meetings..to develop

;Individualised Education Programs, the iMplementatjon dapects of

interaction with nonhandicapped children were notdiscudsed.- '

The net result of 'such generic decisions is that "opporiunities".are,,

made available in a very general' sense; however, usually there is no real

- -effort to facilitate the integration of the child. For example, in one

medium-Siked.urban district, the'team decided to place a 2nd grade ,

handicapped child in a self-contained class housed in'a building with'
%

overflow 6th grade regular education students. Generally, this plibemeh

fulfilled the opportunity for, interaction with nonhandicapped children.

Operationally, however, tha decision did not address how, the two age

revels could be socially.cie academically integrated. Furthermore, in,

developing the Individualized Education Program for this child, no

discussion was held regarding how best to ensure participation in

% extracurricular activities with other ( nonhandicapped) children, or how

to ensure inclusion during recess or lunch. What typically happens in

these settings is that the handicapped child does not attend lunch with a

homeroom class comprised primari1y of nonhandicagped children; rather,

the handicapped child attends with the special education class and is

only proximal to ponhandicapped children--,but certainly not socially 1

integrated.

In summary, lthotigh there were relatively few written policies

Concerning interaction opportunities with nonhandicapped children and
I. . -

although placement meetings rarely discussed the topic, therldwas

nevertheless cif ear evidence that all of the districts in our sample

adhered ba the /philosophy of providing such opportunities. This was

reflected both in the number of generic placement decisions which

actually allowed for such opportunities and also in the general

approaches and commitment to this concept. Furthermore, it appeared that

while special education staff hate accepted the responsibility for such

placement decisions, those decisions and the program 1planning related to

the decisions have failed to proceed beyond the generic leek There was
" .

:little evidence of operationalixing the actual implementation as such

integration. .

4.38
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OP "LRi4:, Proxinfity, HUmful Effects, Quality_ of Services, f

Cattnu of Placements, and
.
Individually Determined Placement

These othmtvel4ments'of the LEt concept were addressed in part

through items,which allowed observers to indicate whether these topics

were discussedduring the meeting and to rank (on a scale of 0 to 3) the

'extent of discussion that ofturred. Table 4.6.' resents the frequency

with Which key'topici Were asAssea and the average rankings for the.

' extent of'discuiSf64 for those in which LRE and *mainstreaming*
. .

were mentioned. 2he table also presents, for comparisons purposes, the

frequency and average. ranking for the.study sample as a whole.

For the overairstudyteample, four key topics were discussed i ore

than Lit of ttie meetings, ,and the average rating for the extent

classroom Achievement

mearixating for

he frequency was 88

and Program

discussion exceeded the arjthinetic mean of 1.5%

was disaissed in Ti-ipercent of the'imetings, wi

extent dItis4nsilon of 2.0. For Social Beha

percent and the 'rating} BehaVior,at

Characteristics were discussed- in 57 percent and 68 percent of the

meetings, respectively. The 'iktent'ofIdiscussion was 1 :6 for Behivior'at

Home and 1.7 for Program Characteristics. In- contrast, Other Harm to

Child and Educational Harm to Child were mentioned.in only one-fourth of

the meetings, and .thee discussion, pn these les:minimai. Similarly,

Proximity and Stigma were infrequentli'mentioned, again with minimal

discussion.
. .

MTh s 'table presents the information for those cases in which

"mainstreaming" was mentioneg..Theofigures are generally .consistent with

.those figures-fcethe study,as a whole. Howeverewhere the frequency, of

diecussAon of Supplementary Services and. Program Characteeistics for

those vase in whidh.LRE was Mentioned were reduced, compared with the

study sample as a whole, the frequency of.occurrenc'e is increased for

those cases where "mainstreamingr, was mentioned.' The frequency with

which Sapplamentary'ServiceS was mentioned Was 57 percent for the, latter,

compared with 23 pe;cent for.neetings mentioning "LRE" and 37 percent for

the study as a whole. PorZpram CharaCteristics the frequency was 87

percent, compared with 46 percent for LRE cases and 68 percent for the

study sample as a whole. .Two other important differences are shown. The
.

4.39 :6
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frequency

higher for

(274), was

of discussion concern

"MB". meetings (38%)

substaritially higher

mentioned (S7%) .

ing OtherHarm to Child, while somewhat

comparedto the study sample as'a whole

for those cases where "mainstreamin+e was''

For all cases, Classroom Achievement and Social. Bekavior.were

discussed at iltrtually every meeting and appeared to be most

discussed topics.. Overall, the findings suggest' that academic and social
.

needs of the Individual child codprise the largest part ,of a.mee4ng, and

that as "imaihstreaming" is aiscussed mOrse'specifitally: four other"

distkasicn topics begin to emerge: Supplementary Servicei, Program

Characteristics, Other Barm,to Child, and Proxidity. The increased.
,

frequency of discussion for Supplementary Ser/ices and Program .

Characteristics may reflect some forof consideration of the' continuum

of placements available.. For example, in ote discrict the Tlmle

teacher always,Verticipated in placement meetings in orde'r to document

the current (or past) efforts to maintain a child in supplementary

services.. The information then was used to either extend the

supplementary services or to verify that, ,in fact, _the sdpplementary
4W

services were not meeting thi needs of the. child, and a more restrictive

f setting was required..

A second way in which these elements of US were examined was by
\.

rating the extent bo.4 which they (in conjunction with other ites0) were d/

factors used in determining placement. Table 4.7 presents the rank order

of the frequency of occurence for ail itemsoused as' criteria in

3etermining placement. The Socials and Behavorial Needs of the student

' ranked fourth overall, followed by Program Characteristics,

. Restrictiveness, and Classmate Attributes as eighth,, ninth, and tenth.

Proximity and Educational Berm to thud were about in the middle, ranking

thirteenth and sixteenth, respectively. The frequency with whihh these
-

items were used in determining placement indicates that, when various'

options were discussed, such items as the social and behavorial needs of

the child; program characteristics, restrictiveness, attributes.of

classmates, proximity, and educational harito.child were crucial.in

differentiating options.
4.
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Thf.is, it appears that most

t
ofthe key elements of,tne;pRE cOncppt

i
were generally manifested in placement meetings, .and tbat,It .as. the

- ..i .

specific discussion focused on "mainstreaming" 2.1E, se4
g

1 eve topics

/.

s

became increasingly important. This may simply refiedg'the artifical

interchange of the terms "LRE" and "mainstreaming," 4Aa the fact that

mainstreaming is the more common and better knO010 iota, and thus more
.

likely to be used in these situations. Of all the ZeMents encompassed

by the concept of LRE, the social and behavior of the child were

most of to discussed and-used in determining placement. .

ELEMENTS OF "LRE": Restrictiveness and Severity

The selection of cases fccthe study emphasized those with

Multiple agency involvement and greater severity. For this reason, the

study sample overrepresents the most severe and coniidex cases for which

placement was determined. In fact, 13,percent of the study cases were

',selected because they were severely handicapped and 8percent because

they were classiAed as blind, deaf or serious5y emotionally disturbed - -a

-much higher rate of these handicap categories than would be expected

through random selection. ,

Overate considerations of the restrictiveness of a placement

appearedto be determined by the severity of the handicapping condition

and by the deficienci in the skills of the child.
.

Relationship of LRE Determination to the IndividuaDized Education Program
Meeting

\r\,
The Individualized Eduoation Program - placementselationship is

addressedindirectly in several places in -the regulations. The main
,

thrust is that the Indi/idualized Educ4ion:Proiram ebOuld be developed

prAor to a 'Placement decision. Each handicapped student's placement is

to be "teased on his or her individualized education program° (see Section

121a. 552(a)(1)) If the decision is to be basedi, the program, then an

educational program must be,dtawn up before a decision can bereached. -

Furthermore, alternative placements must be "available-to the extent

necessary to implement the individualized education program for each

handicapped child" (see Section 1211. 552(b)). Again, the

4. 3
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implication is that the Individutlized Education Program prOcedes the

plipement decision. On the other ha4d, as discUssed above,' the

Individualized Education Program must include an indication of the amount

of timethestudent is to be in regular classes--implying that placement

is known before the Individualized Education Program is completed.

Neither an LRE policy statement nor a definition of LRE appeared to

explain differences in state guidatce concerning grgemellt.

information concerning the relationship between the Program and placement

in LRE was found. It was frequently not possible to discern;.whether

placement was done before, after, or at thesame time as the Irldividual
.

Program. The states usually preferred to allow local determinagion in

this matter.

,

.2;le stare sails and rigalarions 'a:4 rive stares in the dIztrIcr

study are in many respects similar, and often identical to, Federal

requiremeMes related to the Individualized Education Piogram. The states

did occasionally go beyond the Federal regulations with additional or

more specific requirements for Individilalized.Education Program

development. Due to the great variability in procedures, it is difficult

to compare one district to another. For some districts, written

administrative guidelines were .nonexistentr for oihers, they existed, but

were so vague that a multitude of procedures would fall easily within

their bounds. ;

The determinatleh of the' LRE and the formulation of the Program are

somewhat paradoxically related, One of the LRE rules .is that the child's

placement be based on the Program; yet, as seen from the previous

discussions, the actual Programs could logically only be developed after

theiaacemipt decision--after the LRE had. been dete6ined.

The puspose of requiring that the childS special education placement

be based on an Individualized Education Progralkis to insure that'the

child's needs are cortsideredin the Placemerit piocess. However, in

. reaching a plabftent decision, the placement team tends to consider the

child's neesis globally, rather than in a precise,- written fashion (such

as la recommended by Individualized Education Program procedures).

4.44
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Furthermore, placement-related needs also are not always programming

needs. A child may need help with addition and subtraction, but this
1

ddes not point to any particular. placement. "Needs more attention,"

"needs a smaller class," "needs to be around children of her ability

level" are needs that narrow the range of what is an appropriate

educational setting for this child. They are the kinds of needs

considered in reaching a placement decision and they are often the

underlying rationale for the decision. Intdrestingly enough, these kinds

of needs do not oftenoccur on Inkfividualized Education Programs because

they already have been met by placing the child in an appropriate setting.

TheLRE requirements are also interdependent with the Individual

Educatio Program. The idea that children be educated to the maximum

extent appropriate with children who are not handicapped was incorporated

into the Program as the amount of time a child was to spend in regular

class or in mainstreamedvctivities. "Thit the placement be determined

at least annually" is a principle whicI adheres to the requirements that

the Program,Sbe reviewed at least annually and revised, if necesUary.

The LRE decision and the Program are also- deftly intertwined, since

one determines the other to an extent that they become one and the same

in functionto provide the needed services in the most appropriate

setting.

Summary

Information Shared

o The State Annual Program Plans emphasized th' evaluation
safeguards that should be applied to test as.esments and that
results of,assessments be shared with parent . Few states
designated other persons as specific receive e.of information.
District materials (from the Is districts s pled) noted more
about the grOup thit should be involved--i.e , individuals

knoWledgeable about evaluation results-43o i followed that the
evaluation data would be a topic of discussioh at the meeting.

o The issues considered most important to progr atically sound
placement procedures were also those most .. fr uently discussed
at the observed meeting (e.g., cLassroom vement, social
behavior, general programming goals and needs . Interpretation
(Detest results weighed most heavily in cases of the more
severely handicapped and in the initial refer als.

4.45
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A
o Efforts abounded to share-Information with parents in the

meetings and were not seen as a result of any notable district
practice, but as a result ofi the nature of the personnel'
involved.

,

o Most meetings attended by the parents did not include a
presentation of i range of options, but rather centered on a
discusiion of one or two recommended options.

Consideration of Options

o A great many states indicated a strong preference for rgular
class placement and indicated that this environment shbuld be
considered first when determining placement.- Mose states
specifically advocated the provision of a continuum and required
assurances from their districts that a wide rangeNof options was
being provided. A' wide range of options was not presented for
discussion at the placement meetings. When multiple options
were discussed, the cases involved sere scheduled'reevaluations
or reevaluations for change in placeient.

In terms of the continuum, other "less restrictive" options were
emphasized and were chosen when placement in private.school was
an issue.

Criteria to Evaluate Options

o The'most frequently mentioned consideration with regard to the
criteria to evaluate options by the states was'LRE, yet very few
states offered criteria to be used in determining LRE (such as
quality of fervices, no harmful effects, most appropriate'
environment.

Several states also provided guidance in the form of prohibited
criteria (availability, transportation, costs),weighted
criteria.(proximity), and decision rules (by type of placement
or handi4pping condition). Although interaction with the

'bonhandiadoped was mentioned frequently, the circumstances were
generally not identified.

In the observed placement meetings, the criteria used to/
evaluate placement options were highly reflective of inent to
.meet students needs.

Though the states and districts revealed various
conceptualizations of LEE, the key elements of the general
conceptsinteraction with nonhandicapped, proximity, harmful
effects', quality of services, continuum of placement,
restrictiveness, and severity - -were frequeritly employed in

placement decisions.

o In the cases appealed at the administrativ e level, LRE was
discussed' in less than half of the cases in which it was
ordered, and even less where more restrictive placements were

446
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ordered. onus, although the' LRE requirement was not an
important explicit factor in:the decisions, it may be..an
important implicit factor.

Sequence of Steps'

o, States showed considered diffrences in the way placement steps
. ,

wire.divided, defined, and tithed. For example, assessment may
be counted from the time the child begins testing or from the
time all results are tabulated. Some states may give timeispans
for initial placement, while others may provide for only the

* placement meeting. Thus4.,determining how long the placement
process can take was often obscured by highly variable and
incompatible reporting approaches among states. Probedures for
placement varied from taking 90 days,, at maximum, to 25, at
minimum.

o The relationqhip between the Individualized Education Program
and placement was often unclear in the state guidelines. Many
states appeared to imply that the placement decision was-made
dtiring.th. Tr.A4vidu?.1 'Au7.ation m m.??.t1:17, S--%
that the Program was developed first and then placement was
determined; others reversed this sequence. A third group of
states gave no clear indication of when the actual placement
decision should occur.

o In actual practice,'as observed iii the placement team meetings,
-the Individual 2ducation Progetm was developed after the
placement.decision was made.,-Sometimes the Program was -i
.developed at the same meeting at which the decision was made.
InthOse cases, generally, the long-term goals were formulated
with the more specific ones later devised_by the receiving
special education teachers.

.

Relationship of LRE Determination to the Individualized Education
Program C.

o Neither an Lag polic y statement nor a definition of LRE appeared
to explain the variations in state guidance concerning placement.

o The implications in the' Rules and 'Regulations is that the actual
placement in the LRE be based upon Individualized Education
Program. Yet the Program, which involves the creation of
specific programing goals, most-logically developed by the
receiving teacher rather `than by the assessment teak, could Only
intrinsically succeed 'once the placement in the LRE had been
determined.

o Althoughlthe needs on which the placement decision was based
were often not recorded (on the Individualized Etication
Program), they were, in fact, individually considered fQr each
student.

o The LRE dedlsion and the Program are deftly Interyined, as one
determines the other and they merge to become the process to
provide the needed services iS the most appropriate setting.

4.47
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ANCILLARY ACTIVITIES
r

The third major study component, Ancillary Activities, refers to

those supplementary activities related to placement decision - making litirch.../

have been provided by the state and/or local education agencies.

Examples of ancillary activities include the provision of in-service

training for special education and regular education staff members, and

' the implementation of procedures for monitoring progress toward full LRE

application. Because of the more extensive findings on the local level,

there is more elaboratin when tie focus is upon the local agency.

Revelations from State Education Agencies

The State Analysis described procedures in the training and

Monitoring of placement decision-making.

Many states indicated that they provided, or were goingto provide, .

training in LRE (43). It was difficult to determine, however, whether or

not this training was selected-as ajesult of needs assessments. gams

indication that a needs assessment was conducted--and indicated LRE as a

priority topic. -was found for nearly one-third of the states. The

remaining states either did not mention any need assessments (14) or

alluded to one, but failed to indicate LRE as a concern (14).

-(

1 Nearly all of the states go) reported iome,form of periodic review

of their local distriCtsf with this review usually conducted- on'an annual?

basis (22). Other foria.of monitoring reported by the'itates included

'ate
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/ . . .

financial audits when a local agency appliedfor funds. Placemint.4and

LRE ileie often-specified as. a focus of state monitoring",activiptes (41).,,.
, ,

In addition, ,'states also looked into, assessment dita,used,(27 ) , the
. 4

available options (24) evatuation.procedures:(22), and documentation

. . (22). ,,, : 4 *
. ,

I 4,

Val

4a

111.th direct regarato'LAE, feW states indicated that their districts

shouldfoonduct anevaluition of placement to determine if the LRE mandate

had been 'met.Aihis category'did not'refer to limply an annual
.

evalUatiort Of each child. To be coded as present, the state had to
.

-specify that LRE was
,
a focus.) Thirty-nind states made domention of

'ttds activity; two others alluded to it, but were notspecific enough to
.

warrant inclusion; the remaining nine stage; indicated some district

.assessmeog of the placement decision with regard tQ LRE. In one state,

the districgs'were monitored ensure that they evaluated, their

deCisioas by determining if the studng,couia benefit from gless

restrictive environment; 'In-anotner Mate, the districts must review the

LRE of each placement; to assist in this, the
m.
Individual Education

Program must show what other alternatives were considered in planning.

Another state required an evaluation of LRE for out of- district placement.

Most sWes used a combination of on-site visits and written reviews

to'cOnduct)their monitoring (42). Few corrective actions resulting from

state monitoring were mentioned,although two states mentioned expanding

placement options and one'stabe indicated that the quality of services

needed to be improved. -,Several methodOo assist districts -in correcting

ir airy prbblems were mentined, primarily training and technical assistance

. (27) and added funding (7). .

. AP

Thi.iftates, therefore, indicated.

/effortS in the area of placement did

their placeients in terms of LRE. A

considerable training and 'monitoring

LRE, though they'did not stress

combination of of ite visits and

written reviews was most often used by the states whealZZItoring.
,. .

,

tgaTraining, technicil. assistance, 'and additional nding were frequently

noted' as ways 'to correct deficiencies ideAllified in the course of
A

mon i tor tng .

5.;
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Revelations from Local Education Agencies

Within the five states participating in the study of the local ,

.distrIcts, three states offered some training 'and techniCikassistance:in

' the area bf placement'decAsion -Making, although LRE was not a specific

focus of these activities. Several states also indicated conducting

training in the development of Individualized Education Programs - -an area

.often requested by the districts. All five states monitored local school-
.. 1.4/

district implementation of Federal and state laws governing the educAtfon

of handicapped children. Monitoring generally servad,notonly to as ass

compliance, but also to identify areas needing improvement. AL

; .

In alkstates, monitoring involved site visits to review paper

documentation of the referral identification, and placement process. .

Typically, if .areas of noncomplince mereiddentified, a letter was sent

to the district specifying them. The districtraa them required to

.respondas to how these issues would be remedied and would attempt to

make assurances that the measures would be implemented. The monitoring

process served more to clarify written policies than,16 alter local

practices. One district in. particular though, 'developed a system

facilitating' both the district's and corresponding state monitoring

activities. Thege is a "Compl5ance Coordinator" whose sole function is
A

that of quality contra -and whose duties involved:

1. review of each case with regard to eligibility criteria and
compliance with state and. Federal regulations;

2.* assurance that all reports were present and .in order;

3. notification to parent or adult student;

4. confirmatita on arrangements for related services and ptovisions
for transportation \

4

The *Compliance Coordinator", remains concerned that the procedures ate in
.

order and does not look at the placement+ ar se.

Local district activities varied in terms of how much, if. any,

training, datipixalassistance, Wier monitoring was provided by The

special education departments to the special and,general education staffs

in the local schools. Much of the past.assistante had focused primarily

V

5.3 .
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on how GO achieve comppan ce with the individualized Education Program

provisions of the Law. Little:training was offered in the'placement,.

decision - making probes:1 itself or'in the applicatiop of -LRE in A
.

determining, educational plicements for handicapped students. An

erception:to.this was one district Which had developed a comprehensive

in-service training package for speciil and regular educators and parents

in the group decision - making process. This was applied for eachvcase as

it came up for action.
.-4"

An il.ustration of a particularly outstanding practice for training
--1-

and establishing opgbing teaming was found in. one large school district..
.

.

The special education departm4nt organized 30 hours of in- service

training workshops for selected teachers to enable them to establish an

effective "Core Team" in their schools. The schoql administrator
. .

participates by releasing certain teachers for the 30 hours of training,
.v* .

.

supporting the team process by meeting regularly4with the teams assisting

tp scheduling a time for team meetings, and building support Pk the team
. -_ I

among the school faculty. The teachers receive in-service education

special

, P
"cxedits" fot certification renewal, and the .education department

provides folic0-up consultation and classroom assistance. Exhibit 5.1

demonstrates this concept of the "Core Tead" And indicates its purposes
1 4

and functions.

Ancillary Activities aneLRE .J1

None of the districts sampled in this study designed,, implemented, or

participated in training activities specific to the LRE pxbvision of P.L.

4-142. Although most school personnel mentioned workshops on training.

sessions when elements of the LRE concept wege briefly discussed, there
Ai

. were' no reported instances of training and technical assistance .

ac ivities occurring in relitionship to LRE.
. ,

.
.

Simi. larly, there was no evidence that local professional associations

or advocacy grogps were sensitive to,.or interested in, the LRE

provision. In fact, in the only case which was observed in which a

parent advocate (from the legal aid society) participated, the major area

5.4
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EXHIBIT 5.1: CORE TEAM

. _...1,,s;

WHAT IS A CORE TEAM? , .
A Core Team is a group of special educators, regular leachers, and admin-
istratori who work together to reevaluate the educational objectives for
students who are having learning difilcutties,After pinpointing the
learning problems, the Core Team involves parents and, when possible,
tile student in the development.of an individualized educational pro-
gram (IEP). The Core Team recommends the most effective teaching
strategies, materials, and classultom management techniques which are

. needed to pioiide" itudentrs an appropriate education in the least re-
. strictive environment. The Core Team also utilizes the 4ervices of schr.w.,1

plychplogiatis'and other su personnel as needed.
- : ...

WHY H& On TEAM?
:

..- i

. ,
4..

,
In addition to eeting the sr4uirements of PL 94-142, the Core Team ,

establiihes a team process 'tor planning instruction to provide an
' appropriate education to students with haridicaps or other learning

difficulties. Tae Core Team' training also enhances a teacher's diagnostic-
. prescriptive teaching skills.
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EXHIBIT 5.: e (Coiiinued) I
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0 0 1

4.

WHAT TYPE OF TAIVING DOES THE DISTRICT CORE TEAM
PROVIDE?

-
. The thirty. hours of inservice training is designed to refine teaching skills

and develOp a team prpc.ess for working together.

Teaching Skills if Vt $ 4 1
V.M.Alakir

Skills trial afe emphasized include tt4ining in the following areas:. ..
. ,

'Use of the diagnostic - prescriptive teaching'process to plan instruction
throe": N

1

. ' Assessment of students' educational needs
Individualizing instruction .

*Classroom management techniques

*Impleirrentation of the IEP- in special education and/or regular classes
.

'Teaching strategies and materialsappropriate for.students with
handicaps ..

.1
. .

'Monitoring of student progress

Team Process . . -
. ..

Each team learns to do he following:
4.; *

'Develop a dtlivery system'to provide appropriateeducational services
for students . J. ....

*Identify and utilize the Team's individual and collective strengths

'Share responsibility and plan together to meet individual needs

'Monitor the Team's effectiveness
I 40

*Respond.mthe consultation and training needs of other teachers
.-

.5 , 6
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of discussion was tha inappropriateness of A'rvidei. in a less restrictive

environment. The placement outcome, which was supported by the parent,-

and advOcate, was a more restrictive, state-operated day school. The

discussion at the meeting emphasized only the potential harmful effect on
410

the quality of services implied 1;;\the.less restrictive setting.
.

Althougb nine diitricts repotted that tjie State thonitord---t--`

implementation of tine LRE provision, this monitoring, in all instances,

.lb

turned out tobe a review only of policies and assurances. There was no

'indication that technical assistance or enforcement activities were in

any way related to an assessment Cf the extent to which LRE was actually ,

implemented. In fact,, given the confusion and interchanging of the terms
_ .

"Ur and *mainstreaming,* placements which allow only for opportunities

to interact with nonhandicapped children may well be regarded as full
.

implementation of LRE.

r

There We, one noteworthy expansion on. the LRE requirement that

occurred in'a medium-sized district which decided to renovate its

programmizt to more specifically satisfy students' needs which could not

be met using the usual continuum. The program was redesigned and was

graphically illustrated on a wheel. 'See Exhibit 5.2. Some of the

starred areas revolving aboutothe wheel can be more clearly defined^by.

the purposes. they stress:

Educational Broker: matching of individual needs with
.community resources

Integrated Teaching
with Regular Education:, elimination of stigma by providing

services to all students

'IN\ Maximize Inter-
Program Mobility:

-physical
flexibility within schools,.and

.
within other districts

Behavior Vecialists "motivation for "life"

Life Learning: survival, independence, and sensory skills.

This "wheel of services" was developed by*the parents and by district

pe rsonnel. A survey involving teachers, psychologists, regular teachers,

and placem ent team members followed, and information was collected on

5.
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,.Communication Class

t)Grade 4-6

.1fIntegrated with other
Early
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Childhood

nostic
cz\f 4,tyCenter

Grade 1 -2 place-
qj3Ages 3-6

Integrated with
one year only

all populations

(non - categorical)
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the nutters and names of the students and where they would be placed on

the "wheel." kir any student who could not be categorized, an

explanation was to be give: This format, seen here, as it was developed
I

early in Ate springods presently in operatidn (perhaps in some,revised

form) on the district level for this 1,79-80 school year.

4
Ancillary Activities and the "Individualized Educatitn Program ,

. TH4 study-gathered relatively little informa tion about ancillary

activities related, to the.Individualized Education Programs, which were,

of course, monitored by the state. Monitoridg generally
.

seemed
,
to

.econsist of verifying their existence and the existence of all the

required components. The quality of the I4dividualized Education

Programs"' contents was not part. of the monitoring process.

'Training in Individualized Education Program development had

apparently been given in several districts. It appeari that more
r:t*

training is needed in this area because some teachers expressed a desire

for feedback on their Individualized Education Programs:

One district obliged their teachers' needs which arise from the time

demands in the development of a quality Progiam. This was done by

providing either compensation tide or,a substitute teacher during the

Program development.

_Ancillary Activities and the PareSt

In attempting to facilitate parent involvement, special efforts to

encourage participation were noted. These ancillary activities included

notices, phonet calls, and personal visits,as reminders of upcoming

meetings. tetings were often specially arranged at locations, and at

times convenient for the parents. "Transportation was sodetimes

provided. Parent groups were organized by some schools to assist parents

in working with., their children, to encourage activeiinvolvement in the

school and their childrenals eduCation, and to provide a support group and

forum for discussing problems. One district also provided the parents

with training in the implications of P.L. 94-142.

5.9
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Susreary,

Across all states.and districts in the study, in- service trainingand.;

monitoring of procedures appeared. The areas where such ancillary

activities showed necessity for expansion and developMeni were directly

related to 1) training in the placement-decision-making itself; 2) the

LRE provision of the Law; 3) the Individualized Education Program

development; and_4) the encouragement toward establishing more ang

stronger parent groups. .1

r
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comunnim FACINPRS AND CONSTRAINTS t

1

.

This fourth and final component of the LRE study provided information

abOut structural factors which,influenCed the placement process on the

state, local, and placeyent team levels. Existing conditions within a
$

state and/or4local,school district can operate in a variety of ways. In
\

some cases these factors can facilitate the placement decisionmaking

process, while,in others, they may serve to constrain, impede, or hamper

the application' of the LRE principle. In other cases, the impact of a

contextual factor is not subject to boundaries, and, for the process of

making placement decisions4can bd interpreted in teris of both positive

and negative implications.

In the first part of this chapter there is'a discussion of contextual

factors which, by virtue of their existence alone, influence district

procedures as focused upon those participating in Activity 2 (Local

Education Agency Analysis) and those involved in Activity 3 (Legal

Analysis). The second part of this chapter presents the factors which

`actually inhibit the effective implementation of, least restrictive

placements. These constraints are described as those: 1) predominantly

operating in all states; 2) (at are issuespecific to the local

districts in the district sample; and 3) that are indicative of

additional diffiCulties faced by-the local agenciee in the sample, yet

somewhat representativd of all districts in general.

Contextual Factors

. Various sources of information within the districts were used 'to

learn abput die contextual factors. Observers requested copies of all

'pertinent documents related to policies and procedures on placement.

They also talked informally to team members and special. education

6.1
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supervisors about procedural information, and further noted the presence

or absence of formal or informal guidelines through their observations of

placement team meetings within each district. To record this

information, the. observers oompleted sections of the District Data Form

which were specifically related to placement procedures and, policies.

The result was a synthesis of. the Available material and impressions that

characteiited the formal and informal components. of the placemerit process

and related issues within each district These results were categofized

according to the sepaate components Involved.
4

Written Placement Procedures and Policies ,

A variety of/Writien.documents relatiie to placement and LRE were
.

present within the districts. Some of these were common to all or almost

all districts; others were less frequent, and some were rarely in . 1

,

evidence. Common, to all or almost all districts were:

0. Placement foris

o District program plans (usually in state applications)

0 State Placement Guidelines

Frequently present:

DidIrict-written policy statments

on LRE

on parent participation

on student participation

'on'atte process and appeals

o List of placement options.

o Placement proceddre manuals

Rarely evident were:

o District-written criteria for LRE

o Policies orr out -of- district or private placement

o Criteria for providing opportunities with the nonhandicapped

6.2



o ''Criteria for evaluating placement options

o Specific district placement options corresponding_ to the
continuum of serviqes (LRE) model

'In addition to attempting to measure the existence of these items,

observers also recorded their dissemination. This was thought to be a

crucial indicator of yle real availability and importance of formal

placement procedUkes. Simply because written policies and procedures

existed, it did not necessarily mean that placementiteam members were

aware-of them or used them.

The. result of this investigation was discouraging, at least insofar

as it related to the presence of written, formal procedures and

policies. The =ores listed above under the heading "Common to All

Districts* were usually broad etatements by the state and local educition

agencies which provided general guidance for the development of placelient

procbduces or stipulated policies that conformed to state or Federal

law. The more.specific and detailed iatirials were those listed under

the categories of "frequenly present" or "rarely evident.' Furthermore,

the dissemination of all of these materials *was quite minimal: usually,.

they were provided ti a few persons in supervisory or in coordinating

positions who had the responsibility of communicating this information to

the other team members.

On the other harid, the outcome of these informal communications was, .

surprisingly effective and, at least irveneral, placement team members

demonstrated an understanding of usual placement procedures and

policies.irhis was partictlarly true in cases of standing placement

, teams where i idual participants had had extended experience with the

process.
-

Unfortunate T; there were some areas of policy and procedure that

were largely unkbown or.misunderstood, and these were quite often the

colponents most related to LRE. The general lack of detailed and

explicit writterlainformation in this area was reflected in the similar

lack of team member awareness or understanding of many of the essential'

features of LRE. Paramount among these were a failure to distinguish LRE

6.3
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and *mndtreaming,* and insufficient knowledge of placement options or

the criteria for evaluating Options with regard.to their, restrictiveness.

. . ., 6

41.
Evaluation and Monitoring

sProcedufes for evaluating or monitoring the placement after it

occurred differed widely among districts, but'had the following features

in common: . 1

o' Very rarely was there.a good procedure for early or periodic
(less than one year) evalution of individual placements:

Most districts relied heavily upon annual reviews.(in
conjunction with Individualised Education PrograMdevelopment)
to determine post hoc the Suitability of placements;

o Most districts designated a person (usually a psychologist or
special education coordinator/superlisor) to "spot check" the

. performance and classroom integration of handibapped students.
In a few instances, this was done by in-depth review of a few
selected cases, but in most districts, this involved informal
surveys of the general effectiveness of programs, and classes;

o Most districts encouraged individuar placement team members, who
were responsible for program implementation4to refer cases in

Ahich placement was not working to the benefit of the student.

The list feature listed was the most common source of indications that
4

placements were unsuccessful. 'Usually a classroom teacher for in some /

cases the. parent) would complain that the placement was, not successful,
4
/,.

and a special reevaluation (for change of placement) would be conducted.

A problem with this approach was thclt it relied heavily upon individual

service providerito raise, the issue of inappropriate placement. This

implies that the decision would beirDilhly idiosyncratic and contingent:I ,

upon the personal biases and perspectives of a particular staff member';

In accordance withP.L. 94-142 guidelines, all districts indicated

that pladements were reviewed pro forma*epry year (the three distriOte

in one state stipulated 6-month reviews) and were reevaluated every thre

'-years. Nevertheless, all districts indicSted.that many placements had

been modified prior to scheduled reviews, and /or reevaluation. What this

suggests is that, for the most part, the lackof formal, immediate

k

\../'
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folloio..ups on pladement was, to some degree, 'made unnecessary by /the

limited success of the above-described,_ less formal procedures: The

advantage of this informal approach to monitoring, was, of course, its

-minimal eXperiee.in time and energy. Many distri6ts already were taxing
. .

personnel resources to their limit in order to conduct the scheduled

reviews and reevaluations. Additional procedures in the form of

short term follow-ups and forpal monitoring would haVe required more time

and staff members than were available. On the other hand, it is probably

axiomatic that more formalized procedures would result in more effective

LRE placements.

Trainino\and Technical Assistance

Within the sampled districts, the observers searched available

documenta.and interviewed zpeCial education supervisors concerning the

extent of training and technical assistance regarding placement and LRE.

The general result of this investigatioh was the finding that very few

districts had extensive or regular in- service training for all placeMent

temmmembers.in these are s. About half of the districts. had dealt, in a

limited'fashion, with the issue as part of in-service training" on overall

ramifications of P.L. 94 -142, although this instruction was minimal.

However, aI1,5 states and most of the 151bcal districts had provided

fairly extensive training and technical assistance- on these issues to

program supervisors/coordinators and to special education building

principals. These individuals were generally well trained in-the major

provision of due process, parents' rights procedures and scheduling and,

to a somewhat lesser extent, LRE. The assumption was that they would

disseminate this information to their staff members. -In reality, this

detailed information was usually learned by placement team members

through practice. The supervisory personnel .would'clarify partiClilar

procedural and policy questions as adjuncts of. specific cases as they

arose. Most districts did'have some in- service training instruction,

usually-leciT the swiikvisory personnel. The content of those sessions,

however, was more general, and specific details were usually clarified at
t

6.5
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.part of initial meetings in the district or through informal

communciaticns to individual members.
.

When team mabers were.questionedAcn the need for more in-se

training, many indicated that - additional training could be helpfu

however, they usually stated that ).t was important for other staff
f . 4

members, particularly regular education teachers, and that they

themselves were already knowledgeable on all the important issues and

procedures; SOme also indicated the neep for trainIng'for parents or, at ,411

the least, some preimeetinglpresentation to parents of the. nature and

reasons for placiment and Indthdualiied Education Programmeetings. A

few distiiats had instituted-some parent training wograms, and they felt

that these had been quite helpful.
ON,

Legal Activity in the Local Education Agencies

.6

1.1

,

.4. -

Of the 15 districtsA the sample, 4 had had experience with law

suits or the threats of lawsuit's related.to placements. Two of these

districts were urban and. two were suburban. The fed that none of these

contested actions occurred in rural districts (which' made up over half of

the sample) may have lieen related to yea-social.differences between.

urbanized and rural settingd, or may havebeen simply a functionof-the

higher population of students An the urban and suburban districts.

cine of the,districti was'a,relative "'hot -bedm of legal activity: .
. ,

hire hearings, four appeal s, and tne-:actual suit+41ad occurred there. In
1.

e

the other three districts, one had had an appeal that'resulted in a civil

action,'and the` other two had been threatened with action but,. through
.. . ',..:.: ,,

their own procedureslor mediation, had avoided litigation. ,

. 1-44
f; A . .

Legal doillideratiOns and LRE 0Q

.1. .t1

issues administrative
, .

Seven issues at confront judges/nd hearing officers

in implementing ihi LRE requirements were identified.
-

..

O

-

fr

.
1.

,

4 t

6.6

,

.

I



of

-1. Preference versus Piesuiption

The LRE requirement clearly states a preference that "to the:ilaximum

extent appropriate, handicapped children (should be) educated. with .,

Children who are not handicapped.".

In legal terms, however, the difference between a preference and a

presumption can be very significant. In the case of a presumptiono_the

butden of proof generally shifts bo the-party against Whom the
%

I;resuaition is operating--in this case, the party proposing the mor:4"1"--"\

restrictive placement. Suctra party then has the legal obligation of

rebutting th4 presumptiaqd/i.e., demonstrating, in this particular case

that bhe presumption is outweighed by other considerations, such as the
.

severity of .the child's needs. In the mow of a preference, the legal

requirements are generally less onerous and the preference becomes one-of

many factors to be weighed by the decision-maker, and not necessarily e.

faCtor where its rejection requires a clear and compelling rationale:

..46, in summary, where a presuisption is operating, a deCision-maker whose li'r
..

ruling is contrary to the' presumption must explain why the presuimption

has notibeen followed in the ptacement'decision, where a preference

* exists, such explanation is generally unnecessary. ianer.frowa .,

decisiOn-iaker's perdpective, it becomes 'important to.detemmine whether
$

41 the goal of LRE, as stated An P.L. 94-142; and its regulations creates a

, presumption or a mere preference.
1

. 2. Determination OfWhen LRE kequirement.versus."An Appropriate .

-,\education"
. i..< .

I-......--
.

. - .

.1

;-

The' issue here is'how.to'determine ;they the LRE requirement is in

; 'conflict with the principal placement criterion contained in P.L. 94-14/
f'

/
andits regulations --an ApproOriate.education. Whether the LRE. I

. ,. N
requirement is a "presumption" or a "pr nce," a judge or hearing

.t_
. h ". .

officer making a placement decision must ecide how much weight the
,

requirement should have relative-twother conaiderations such as the .

severity of the child's 'handicap,' the potentially harmful effects on the
. .

Child in being placed in the least restrictive
1
environment, and the

.
. . 'I

4
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.
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potentially harmful effects of such placement on other children in they,

proposed placement..

The need to"balance these considerations is reflected in the way the

requirement is written. On the one hand, the requirement is qualified by

ctential-limiting phrases such as "the maximum extent appropriate," "the

nature and severity of the handicap," "a handicapped child's

individualized education program" and "potential iharmful effect= the

child or on the quality of services which he or she needs." On the other

bind, the requirement is buttressed by phrases suchAsthe maximum

extent appropriate" (this phrase can be inObrpreted either'as a

limitatioit or a maximum mandate), *removal e Y . from the regular
' 0

education environment . . . only when the severity of the handicap is'

such that . . .," *placement . . . as close as possible to the'fhil0.'

home," and "unless a handicapped child's program requires some other

arrangement . . . ." Thus, a judge or hearing officer making a placement

opposing considerations
,,,

41:11requirement should be

decision Est engage in a delicate weighing of

and ultimately must decide how much weight the

given in a particular case or in general.

3. Private versus Public Facility in Restrictiveness

Another issue raised by the TARE requirement is how to when a

particular placement is more or less restrictive than anqther placement,

where one is in a private school and-the other in a public school'or

other public facility. It seems relativelylatear from the regulationd

that a regplar education placement is the least restrictive placement

possible and that,-as the degree of specjal education services increases,

as measured by increased time away from nonhandicapped peers, the 4

placement becomes more restrictive. It also seems clear that plaCe,ents

at Nine, in hospitals, and in "institutions* are more restrictive than

placeients in public school special classes. The problem arises when ond

compares public and private placements. Aie all private pla5pments_

considered placements in "institutions?" What is an "institution?" .Are

private placpments arle more restrictive than public placements? For

A example, is placement in a private school,,which has'a majority of '

. .

V
0
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nonhandicapped student$, ibrelirestrictive thai, placement in apublic

school--where thi private school plicement it;in a regular class with

special educatioeVipport siervicas and placentent in the otaic school is

in a special education self-contained class?

4 . -

4...Con.tinuum of Servicesz.versus Determination-of Actual Availability of

Services . .t

:he-fourth issue faced by judges and hearing officers implementing

the 1,FE reqdirrment is suggested by paragraph (b) of 121a.552 which.
. /

appears to be an attempt.to'insure that the "continuum of alternative

placements" requiredbethe preceding sections is actually available "to

the extent necessary to implement the individdalized education program

or each handicar:pea ahV.d." Tha, issue invo170. h2r.''s.ths *xi:ant to

which a decision-maker should trybo determine whether a placement being

offered is actually available as it. isdesbribed in an individualized

educational program. ior..example,' should hearing officer or judge. . . . e
consider evidence that pirts of the.placement are unavailable?. What

weight should be given to a loCal educational agency's assurance that the
/

program will be ayallable.whekneeded; even , ough it is dot available at

lethe time oethe hearing? RoK*Much weight 4d a hearing officer givp

to evidence of past failure" ,the local iducation
4
agency En provide

promised services?

A related issue concerning the.requireient.qf a "continuum of
1 ,

alternative placements" -1* the eXtent'to which d cisiorrmakers shotild
" - t :4

require school systems tO preseni.ividenceptthat ernatime,,lese.
. 4

restrictive placements have been eXploreeprio; to the recommendation.of

the proposed placement containedtn thi individualized educational
. .

program. The mere fact that a patoular placement is being proposed

provides no assurance thak other'ltt,rettrictive alternatives have been
. et` e
t

.
explored.

S. Me versus Zroof ofInetfectivenesS

'The issue here is the-weightf6 be given to the evidence that a child
=it ,

has made inadequate prggteas or hiS pgiessed over a period of time in an

,es

.
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educational prograa For example, should the 41eaat restrictive

environment" be ordered, eyen though there is evidence that that

-particular placement or one similar to it has been ineffectiviin meeting

the needs of the Child? How much modification of the program should be .

requirebefore it may be considered appropriate? To what extent and in

what clicumstanclelhiould pait failure of a program to meet a child's
f

needa'be considired as evidence that a particular local educational

ageilcy.or private school is unabler to develop an appropriate program?

Conversely,,to what.extent should the success of a child in a program be

considered in a plakement decision *here that program is more restrictive

than thAt being offeied'by the local educational agency?
t

These last tuo issues could be classi!ied.as 'reality issues." These

altissues concerning thpextent Eo which hearing officers should look

beyond and through all o#' the "paper work" which is submitted by the

pariies't9 deteimine actual contents of the proposed programs and

what their likely. hope t will be op the chp.d, based, in part, on *hat

the child's experience has been in%an existing program.
,

6. Miter& of Consideration to Movement to Less Restrictiveness

In a similar vein is the issue of- the extent to which hearing

officers sholad require and.include in their decisions proposals for

future movement of a child to a less restrictive setting. If the LRE

requirement is to be properly implemented, a child's placement should not

be perceived as static (tO be reviewed and routinely approved on an ,

annual basisl.

7. Extent of Consideration to Student's Preference.

0
This final issue is to what extent the student's preference should be

considered in determining the placement. This issue is particularly

important where the student hai reached the.age of majority or even where

a student has reached the maximum age for compulsory school attendance.

Since the LRE requirement is primarily a civil ".aights provAsion designed

to protect *udents from undue segregation, should the student's view of

which placement is more or less "restrictive" be accorded substontial

eg"

0



weight? For example, if a student wit4,severe emotional problems feels

mare comfortable in a private schbol for emotionally disturbed children

than in a public school specialclass because he or shi feels that the

public school setting is more 'restrictive* in a psychological sense,

should this preference be seriously considered? Conversely, should such

a student have the right to be heard separately from the parents where a

. more restrictive placement, suchs a residential school, is being

considered? In fact, such a situation is not very different from a

commitment proceeding* against a person who is deeled to be so

mentally ill as to possibly require a "residential placement."
I

These, hen, are some of the principal issues which must be addressed

hyudges and hearing officers as they al:ply theU2 requirement. to

specific cases.

Across the nine states sampled in the Legal Analysis, the121 cases

investigated were mostly composed of appeals for more restrictive
. A

placement in t he form of private school plaTents. The debisionspas a

whole, verified that many factors influence the outcomes. Clearly, the

LRerequiremett was an important explicit factor in only a small minority

, of the cases. Of much greater import was the general bias in moat of the

states sampled in *favor of district placements and against pritrate school

'placements:" This bias was seen as being based.largely -on financial

considerations, political, actors and, in part, on philosophical and .

legal factors such as the LRE requirement and the seven 'issues identified

above. Frequently the bias took the form of routine acceptance of local

district proposals, regardless of past district failures or present

district procedural irregularities.

Other factors which influenced the final outcome t these cases

were: the type and severity of the child's needs; the past history of

success or failure to educate the child in the various placements bing

proposed; and the apparent good faith, or Iabk the1eof, of the district

and parents. How well these and other factors were presented at the .

various hearings was 'also cr4ical to the outcome.

6.11
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'Advocacy Activities

4

1

There was very little evidence of organized parent, professional, or

advocacy group activity in most of the sampled districts Where it did

'occur, it usually amount

2
to a minimal provision of to hnical assistance

mw or support from state c pters of national associations for handicapped

persons. Some districts did have-parent groups acting in an advisory

/
capacity at the state and local level. Also, there was some direct V
participation of advoseu groups in the cases of threatened or actual

, "",

legal
/
activities brought against/district placements; in such oases, the

e

outside groups had been lily effective in organizing the legal activities

'0 and in conducting the onglitng pursuit of due process rights.

Impact of Contextual Factors on Placement

The districts in thpestudy have been classified along many different

dimensions. Two chafcteristics noted by the observers as having a

substantial impact on the overall placement process were the size of the

district and the extent of centralization/decentralization of the

proY6cedupeb.

'While the larger districts generally had a broader spectrum of

services and placement options at their disposal, they also paid a price

in terns of 64Ministrative requirements. Specifically, it was more

difficult bo communicate p6licies and more difficult to monitor

implementation. In the smaller districts, a smaller number of children

were handicapped. There were also fewer professionals, so nearly

everyone was personally with every 'Id's case. Another

problem was the nature of a small town; i.e, he plocement team members

personally knew the family or someone associated with the family in some

way. .

This kind of situation naturally resulted in a very different kind of

decision-makingpersonal as well as professional. The team's knowledge

of any individual child was generally more complete than in the large

districts where a child was a name on a meeting agenda, a teacher

6.12
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complaint, a case history, or a test score. The placement decision

itself might not have changed much' as a function 'of the size of the

district, but the context in which the deciqpn was made"and carried.out

was clearly related to the.number od,children involved in the system.
s.

Another contextual factor.that influenced the placement prooess,Was

the extent of centralization or decentralization in the district. In

centralized distiicts, key decisions about policies and prpcedures were

made by-a.single adminttator or a group of administrators and were

disseminated through the management hierarchy. In decentralized

districts, the-power rested to a large degree wkth the building principal'

or with Cie regional staff. Interestingly enough, one teohnigue'which

seemed co lead people in a large discrict to function in a similar tanner

to those in a meallerdistrict was decentralization.a Each unit seemed to

see itself as responeible for its procedures and decisions. 1

The'authority of the building principal and the autonomy of the
.

individual school were critical features in decentralized' districts. One

of the positive benefits of this kind of arrangement was thgi it appeared

to contribute to an attitude of our school" and "we take care of our

own.* As in over situations, autonomy-providing baseline outcomee,

depended, to a large degree, on the."good will" of the persons grand

the responsibility. In some of our 9istricts, the "good will" was .

'evident and LRE benefitted because part of,"taking care of one's own"

means taking action to keep the student in his or her own school. In

others,,decentralization was synonymous with a lack of management. This

resulted in many variations in placement procedures and in the the nature,

and degree of-implementation of LRE.
. .

.

TO extent of decentralization was also somewhat related to the

attitude of district staff to the bureaucracy associated with educating

handicapped children; and the level of bureaucracy was lessened as

persons making placement decisions chose their oWnsway of doing things.

If it did not meet their needs, they simply changed their procedures.

Wring this kind of power rest with the persons who actually decided

plicements seemed to plduce the "we-they".distinction antiwgesentment that
efig

6.13
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many district staff.members seemed to feel. The amorphous, omnipotent

"they,* as demonstrated in statements such as."why are 'they' making us

do this," was a less-powerful force where district operations were

decentralized.*
1

.

There'is an inherent danger of oversimplication in discussing

district contextual factors. As a final note, it should be pointed Out

that there is.no direct relationship between any one factor and effective

placement procedures; good procedures were seen in smalland large,

Centralized and decentralized-districts. While these variables

definitely contributed to the general ambience of placement

decision-making, other variables modified or changeed these effects. For

enample, one distict l'as highly cantnii:ed and yet had incorpo ,A a

number of mechanisms whereby team members had input into establiihihg

district policy. This had the Asitive.effect'of providing good

procedures across all the schools and breaking down the awe-they"

resentment. This district had.the ambience 9f a decentralized district

even though this was not the case. Similarly, the effect of size was

often mitigated by other factdts inthe district. Because there are many

such factors and
r
because they interact in complex ways, the study was not

able to draw one all-encompassing conclusion about the effect of context

on placement decision-making. There were striking qualitative

differences in the ways in which the districts operated, and these could

be seen in. the placement process. The safest conclusion is that the

factors responsible for these differences are numerous, and they would

require a study addpessed to just that issue.

Constraints

This .general category was de = cr ibe those factors preventing

orinhibting state and local 1 districts from achieving full

implem taticn of the LEE requirements.

Constraints Encountered by All States

A wide range of difficulties in implementing.LRE was identified by

the states. See Table 6.1. In general, these constraints were concerned

, ,

.
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TABLE STATE LEVEL CONSTRAINTS (State Analysis)

Gnaw. Frea.uence

, 38.0-

(n=19)

S aff Constraints Fremont's,*
. ;

Not Enough at SEA Levil 2.0
(n= 1)

Not Enough at LEA Level

Not Qualified

Other

IZ.0
(n= 6)

23.0

(nuI4)

4.0

tr.= :;-

2. 'Attitulies

Attitudinal Constraints

:0.0
(n=I0)

C

reduencv*

Parents . 3.0

(n. 4)

Teacher 12.0
(a= 6)

Community 2.0

(no 1)

StWents

Other

3. Determing t.?.!

4. Low EfteamumrSwdents

3, Arahitectual Sarriers

6. Materials'

". Lack of Cations

410

3. Ftreling formula.

?. Not Enciagn qtr.e,

A.0
(irk 3)

26.0
(n.13)

(n. 3)

4.0

32.0
(n1.6)

2.0
(a I)

32.0
rtulti)

'fttat.1..1. responses :ere al:cued.

U
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of most often mentioned): training and. technical assistance; increased

cooperation among agencies, and'additional funding.

In conclusion, across all states, impleentation of the LRE provision

of P.L. 94-142 was constrained. primarily by lack-,,of qualified staff,

optiond, and money. ,Very few.:eitites indicated that the concept of LRE

itself presented 'difficulties. Given the general lack of information on

LRE presented by the states, however, this finding was difficult to
s+

interpret. The possibility exists that until the states begin directly

addressing the specific ramifications of LRE, they are unlikely to

encounter problems in this area.

Issue Specific Constraints

Specific issues addressing the placement decision-baking process,

LRE, the Individual Education Program, and parent/student involvement

revealed the constraints which are discussed individually below.

Constraints to the Placement Decision-making Process. Several

factors appeared to constrain or hamper the placement decision-making

process including the lack of parentinvolveient of group decision-making

skills, and the lack,of case-relevant information (as well as the size of

the committee meeting on placeMent). Each of these is discussed in turn.

Parent involvement was a two-fold problem in many of the districts

visited. Some schcols-fequired pares to attend the placement meeting;

when parents did not sh6cup the m ing was cancelled and an attempt

Was mane to rest dole. Repeated absences on the part of the parent

caused subsequent elays in serving children. The other aspect of parent

involvement, which wa problematic, was the lack of active parent

participation in the decision-making process. Even when parents attended

meetings they were rarely active participants. Parents often did not

seem to know what was expected of them or how to participate effectively.

Group decision-making skills also appeared to be a constraint to

effective placement practices. In general, members of the placement

committee did not seem tobe skilled in making decisions within a group

setting. If there was moceelen one option to consider, the group

6.179
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For exan le,,in one case, a placement meeting, was convened but, for the

first time, the regular education teacher raised the possibility of the

student having a hehring problem. There was agreement that an

appropriate placement decision could not be made without considering the

results of an audiological examination. The committee was dismissed to

be reconvened at a future time when all necessary data would be

available. It is interesting to note that this particular case

eventually had to be dropped from our sample because the placement

committee did not reconvene during our 2-month data collection period.

The schodl notified the parent of the need for the student to have an

audiological examination at the local medical center, but delays in

completing this assessment caused subsequent postponements6n determining

placement.

In general, information presented at the placement meeting was

disjointed. Part of this may be due to the condition of written

diagnostic reports and part to the disparate locations of the

information. In many cas , it was markedly difficult'to locate a

central file which in ded a summary of all information pertaining to a

given student. Ea professional appeared to collect his/her evaluation

data and did not share the results until,the meeting. The time

constraints of the meeting, as well as parent/student attendance, also

may tend to prevent a thorough presentation of the data.

Group decision-making can also be inhibited by either a group which

is too large and unwieldly or a group WO small,to include participants

with varied information.' The range of members participating in placement

meetings we observed varieefrom 2 to 19. When the group had more than

seven members, sub-conversations tended to evolve. /n such large

group, there were usually conclaves of professionals who knew one another

and became a-,sub -group, at times isolating and (inadvertently)

intimidating parents and often the regular education teacher. On the

other hand, groups cqnsisting of only a few professionhls and the parent

were not able to develop a flow of dialogue necessai,to help the parent'

feel like contributing.

6.19
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with staff members, with lack of money, and optic4s, and,with the

provision of services for low incidence students. The main problem the , .

states reported with staff members was that there were not enough

qualified teachers, especially foj.".more unusual conditions. Several,

states also indicated that regular class oom teachers needed'to be

trained to work with handicapped students. A lack at options was

frequently related to.eroblems with low incidence exceptions and. was

especially pronounced- in rural/low density.populatiOhareas of the

states. Thus, in these isolated areas, the states reported difficulties'

4n providing-appropriate placement iniionS when there were too few'

students to receive services. Transportation problems were often a

related obstacle, as several states expressed concern that children in

rural areas often had to travel long distances to receive services.

Only three states specifically reported that determining LRE was a

problem. One statirindicated that its teachers and administrators needed

in-service training in the criteria for determining LRE. Another state

reported constraints in *reconciling philosophical differences among

districts regarding the relative merits of different alternatives along

the continuum." TX was the third state however, that raised some of the

mdst far-reaching questions concerning implementation of LRE. Its

statement from the Annual Program Plan is 'cited verbatim below:

...The oonceetuill complexity of restrictiveness in environment
confuses applications. Por example, (this state's) continuum
indicates that generally the most restrictive alternative is an
intermediate unit of program instruption in the home, yet for a
very young child the home can be a very natural and
non-restrictive learning environment. 'How does the
restrictiveness relate IA type, severity, multiplicity of
handicaps, prior experience, and present skills? Relationships
between instructional environments and administrative
arrangements are not yet clear to everyone. These matters must

2 be considered and resolved for individual children by IEP
planning teams.

.4 .
.

. .
.

. . as

t Thug, the crux of LRE implementation--weighing all factors and

' alternativee--was succinctly summed' up.

ilthough'most,stetes.reported constraints, fewer indicated possible

solutions. The major strategies to overcome difficulities were (in order

4

4
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of most often mentioned); training and technical, assistance; increased

cooperation among agencies; and additional funding.

In conclusion, across all states, implementation of the LRE provision

Of P.L. 94-142 was constrained primarily by lack of qualified staff,

options, and moneyel- Very lew states indidated that the concept of Lit

)
itself presented.di ficulties. Given the general lack of information on

/IRE piesented by t e states!, however, this findifig was difficult to

interpret. The poOsibility-eftts that until the states begin directly
-, :-

addressing the specific rkmifications,of,LRE, they are unlikely to

encounter problems in this area.
; -

.Issue Specific Constraints

Specific issues addressing the placement decision-making process,

the'Individual Education Program, and parent/student involvement
0

revealed the constraints which are discussed individually below.

, *

. Constraints to the Placement Decision-making Process. Several

factors appeared to constrain or/ham:per the placement .decision-making

process in Iuing the lack of parent involvement of group-decision-making

skills, an the lack of case-relevant information (as well as,the size of

the tommittee.meeting on placement). Each of these is discussed in turn.

Parent Involvement was a two-fold problem in, many of the .districts

visited. Some schools requ4,red parents to attenti the placepent,meetinq;
.

when parents did nOt4show up, the meeting was cancelled tired ari.attempt

was made toeschedule. Repeated Absences-on the part of the parent'-, caused subseiuent delays in serving children. The other aspect oparent

involvement, which was isoblematic, was the lacy of active parent

participation in .the decision-making process. Even when parents attended
.

meetings they were rarelf active participants. Parents often did not

seem to. know what.ias expected or them or how to participate effectimelY.
;

Group decision-making skills also appeared to be a constraint to

effective placement practices. :In general, members of the placement

committee did, not seem to be skilled in making decisions within a grow.

setting. If there was more than one option to consider, the group

4
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1

,

'.- employed no organized method in disOussing and evaluating the °options.
,

Final
.

decisions in such caseeoften-, seemed'to be mede by, default. For .

, , ,.

example,: in cases where there wasno clear-cut evidence in support of one

ApptiOil ovet anther, the soUtiop might be to fifer to the parent for 'the,

el, , 1.**final decision., Something like this might transpire: "Well, Mrs. T., it
'

:. redilg isu0o:you. Where do yot.vant Lisa to goi". Thii puts-the

par,ent in a very diffidhlt situation.' After just txperiencing several
. ,-

. %

professionals advocating different placements with-no oteaicubvrationale

1.

a

49

.

,-for Choosing one over the other, the pa reht is forced to makt the-final 4* I,

. . .

determihaiion. 1rworpe case yet exists when the student is 'involved in a
.

1/10
1. : A:. ..,

.
, ,. ..; similar situation. "pen caught between two opposing .plocement'

.
- viewpoints,, the student is thrust into the role of chief decision -maker

, by being asked to designate a prefeiN. placement... These certainly are

-10 not situations which reflect d placement deciiion made by a "team" lasis

required by the Law). .
. , .

.
.

:-.0 .

i Tn general, however, passive agreement,was the nature of the:process.
.,..

.

when more tban'onelgacement,optionma eing corelkeered; i.e.; the group
.

;

members sometimes meandered through p s and cons of different. placements
.

in a very non-speciho way, withou ing the stud4nt's, needs explicitly
y of Ahe.program options. consideration of options wap often

.Nr

,
not a rational process: t as usually no weighing of alternatives

V .
rOliiiv; bo the prop g rreds of the student, nor was there any

.

attempt to ran nt needs.4This lack, of group decision-mlking skills
1

eay'contri to toy, the 'Practice of one, person making the placement$
decision and then the placement team or committee merely rubber-stamping *i

'its a.ppro;a1 of that place:nark' ;his lack of 'skill in applying a local

decision-making process also-melifend t iseburage consideration of

lack

different options when determining placem nt

. Sometimes diagnostic information was not

for, chandicapped student.

available to the committee

,.for one of three .popsibll reasons: (1) a professionalwith case-relevant *

a .

information was unable to attend `the meeting;(2) the -Child .had yet to be
,

tested in .NpeqiVc area;.(3) it. was not aPparept that particular
. 4.

i . .
information was necessary at .the time the case was scheduled for review,

. , . a

. ik

. ,

a

I
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w . ..
For example, in one pase, a placement meeting was convened but, for the

. first time, the, regular educiiion teacher. raised the possibility of the

'student having a hesaling problem. There was agreement that an
. .

approliriite plaphirient decision could not be made without considerihg the
. .

results of in audiological examination. The committee was dismissecPto

I I

. /-

be reconvened at a fuiure time when all necessary data would be

available. It is interesting to note that this partitular case

eventually had to bi'droiPed from our sample because the 'placement

coAkittee did not reconvene due g our 2-month data collection period.
*.

The school nOtified the parent of

udiological examination at the 1

completing this assesdient caused

,nlacamint.

.

the need f

cal medica

subsequent

he student to 'have 'an'

rater,, bdt delays in

stponemeas in determining

In general, information presented at the placement meeting was

disjointed. Part' of this may be due to the condition of, written

diagnostic reports and pact to the disparate lOattions of the

information. in meny;paseS,,it was markedly difficult to, locate a

central file willitch included a summary of all information pertaining to a ,

,givenstudent. Each professional appeared to collect his/her evalUStion

e

46

data and did not'share the results until the meeting. The time
v. 4.1.

CO strafes of the meeting, as well as parent/student attendance, also
4,

.

y tend to prevent artborough presentation of the data.

ti rotip decision- making can also be inhibited by either a grbup which

is Vtarge ami.'unwieldly 4ioup too small to include participants
. 4

with valried information. The range of members participating in placameht

meetings mb observd varied from 2 to 19. When the group' had more than

seven members', sub-conversations tended to evolVe. In such a large

group, there were usually conclaves of professionals who knew one anoother

and became a sub-group, at times isolating and (inaftertently)
.

intimidating parents td often the regular education teacher: On the

other hand, groups donsisti of on* a few professionili and, the parent

were not able to develop a ow of dialogue necessary to help the parent

feel like contributing::. .2.
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Constraints Upon LRE Principle. Two major types of constraints to

full 'implementation of the LRE concept were apparent: '1) the lack of a

full range of suitable. placements (which would facilitate greater

awareness of alternatives on the /art of school personnel for selecting.

among alternative placements); nd 2) a general lack of understanding
4 V

concerning the concept of LRE.

There were a variety of.:factors which affected the availability of a

full continuum of service options, including the impact of fiscal policy.

at both the State and local levels, the organization 'of administrative

structures within the district (for example, housirig school psychologists
sk

within special education, rather than as an adjunct to general

education), the geographical location of alternative service options .

(requiring undue transportation of handicapped children), types of

special education Specialists which have been employed, and other related

factors.

Despite such instances of operational Ofeasibilitz, there were

excellent examples of efforts to maintain children in ai *normal" and as

nonrestrictive an environment as possible. There was a clear commitment
,
on

.

the part. of every district in thee study sample to a type of

"mainstreaming" Mch took the form of placing the handicapped child in

close.proximityto nonhandicapped children. Where such a. placement was

not possible, children were often placed with less severely handicapped
4

children (upstreaming). The.degree of'success and sophistication, of

coarse, varied considerably, but there was no question as to the sense of

commitment each district felt and showed in following through with such a

philosophy.. Por,eximple, in two districts, unusual organizational

.

approaches to serving severely handicapped children were observed; this

-tended to mitigate against these noted constraints. In both of these

districts the 'architectural design of the school balding specifically

accommoda,ted class arrangements for the handicapped: educational programs

for botr tl! handicapped (severely 'So in some cases) and nonhandicapped
44>

child had been operating simultaneously for more than five years. This

prfoduced a staff, student body, and parent support groups with a

remarkably open and inclusive attitude toward the handicapped child."a.

ills'

r
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Exhibit 6.1 shows the design of-one Such school building in one

district. While Whandicapped' children have-1;-designated section of
0 .

the building for instructional ntgrouping parposes, the vary open

"pods"-or instruetforial areas, common play and lunch areas, and the high

traffic exchange, in the lobby area#of,the school enhanced remarkably the
t

mixture of Students aridopportunities for socialAntegration. In fact,

this particular building contained severely mobility-impaired children;

the wide ope, physical spaces and lack of doors or tight,' enclosed

entryways greatly enabled these, children to move freeli'and easily with,

Crdtches, wheelChairs, and biher'mobllity-assistance devicad. In this

.setting, there was a great-deal of extracurricular and social integration

of the childrenthe pool serving-as one key focal point tor this In.

!act, one of the most'iiiecal4 physically impai:S4 chil!ren in the schtol.

was able to participate in a National Spelling Bee competition.

representing this district and the state region. 41hreal opportunities

for interaction and exchange alay'well;belie the need to mare precisely

define implementation requirements for LRE at the operatiOnal level in '

other districts. However, the concept of LRE is so deeply entangled with

the popular concept of "mainstreaming." that a specific, and directed

effort is necessary to 4elineate the tAD concepts and to focus

specifically on implementation of operational elements of LRE.

Constraints Upon the Indii/idualized-Educational Plan. One of the

major constraints affecting the usefulness of:the,:Individualized

Education Pro§ran is the fact that It is often seen, solely-as'a
4

requirement of the Law. Rather than servkig as.a.guide wbich directs .the

teachers' activities with a child, theIndividualize.dEducZtion Progra.

1 is perceived to be just one more piece oequieed paper that mist. be

completed on each special education student. DilcuSsions with teachers

rivealed that Individualized Education Programs were sometimes developed

for inclusion in the tile,°and then another instructional plan or :

sequence was dra up for acOial use with the child. This redundancy was

not an attempt, subversion or deceit. The teachers simply did not
. .
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perceiga the "official" Individualized iaucatiori PrOgram as something to

be incorporated into their classroom routines;'for them it was simply a,

part of the required paperwork. Given this type of categorizing of the

Individualized Education Program, it is easy to see why teachers would'

resent the time involved in developing something which was of no further

use.to them.

One district complained of an especially unusual. constraint related

to Individualized Education Program development. Teachers in this

district made extensive use of instructional objectives (and their

Individualized Education ProgrAms) in teaching. handicapped students. The

district had adopted this approach prior to the advent of P.L. 94-142.

Because'of the creation of the Law and its October 1st dea:dline for

Individualized Education Prograps on file, tillt district felt its

Individualized Education Programs were no longer as good as they used to
01

be. PreviouslY teachers had spent the' first two months (both Member

and October) developing detailed plans for each -student. Since the new

timeline curtailed this planning period by one month, this led to more

abbreviated Individualifed Education Programs.

One last constraint arose in those cases, where ,2istr;^ts h4le, to

strict time lines in completing Individualized Education Prograis. A

quick completion of the process ofteh meant that the Individualized

Education Program was developed by someone with very little knowledge of

the child. (it is not difficult to set why the Individualized Education

Program was not utilized and was later'replaced by a more functional

plan.) Lack of knowledge is a rather iorfidable hurdle in establishing

goals and objectives. -

Constraints Involving ParentiStudent. In spite of aforementioned

efforts to encourage participation, constraints to parent involvement

also were noted. Some parents did nbt appeaxto'have the interest, time,

or, #erhepil, self-confidence to become actively involved in

deciaion-making. Information concerning_ placement optioni was often

lacking to the degree that the parents did not have sufficient

information to participate. (Indeed, at times the school staff did not.,

amyl
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always appear to know the specifics concerning someof the options, such

as services provided, availability, transportation, etc.) In addition,

there appeared to be a general attitude that placement was the school's

responsibility and that the schools were beat equipped to make the

placement decision. .#

Additional Constraints

The information to be presented here was gathered through inforial

,discussions with district staff members and through the insightful

observations of many different meetings. It was communicated through the

logs and in the debriefings, as well as through ongoing discussions among
40,06

the project staff. .

r

-
,...

.
.

Insufficient Placement and Evaluation PersOnnel. Some of the

district studied appeared to be operating comfortably within-the
-,. .

c..
.. ,

requirements of the law;
-i
Some seemed to be barely one step ahead of what

needed to be done. Others were lagging so far behind that it was

difficult to imagine they would ever catch up. All in all, *overworked"

was one word.most'frequently used to describe district personnel from

hese latter two types of districts.

:Llati

While the willingness of staff members to persist day'after day,

frustration after frustration, was admirable; it is highly doubtful

whether an air of continual pressure contributed to the appropriate

went and thoughtful planding of handicapped students' education.

Pnrtheemoeb, as several district personnel pointed out, the constant

pressure with no end in sight resulted in high turnover rates among the

staff.

The districts had adopted a number of different coping strategies for

dealing with a workload which surpassed staff capacity. One simple 1

Procedure was to impose a time limit on the meeting. By scheduling a

series of meetings back to back, any individual case was prevented from

taking up too much time. Districts also coped with the workload by

making little or no attempt to meet the required timelines or by letting

three-year reevaluations slide. While these practices wffre not

officially condoned, they were notcondemned either.

6.24
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One of the more unfortunate coping strategies was handling some cases

in a highly routinized manner, i.e., a typical Learning Disability, a

typical Mental Impairment, with typical needs, typical test scores.

Other casks, particularly those with unusual complicationsould get-
-

more in-depth attention and be treated on a truly indi;idual basis. In

this way, staff members could be actively involved in making,some '4

decisions and could 'push thp maximum amount of paper" it the same' time.

One serious negitive impact of insufficient staff time was that

children sometikes were left without proper care. This was not seen ,

often,' but it did occur. Pollpw-up information was not collected, and

recommended evaluations were not done. A student was actually at home

for weeks, without services because everyone involved thought someone else

was taking care of the case. Another student had been completely

mainstreaked and left without services for two years, to .what turned out

to be a disastrohsly knappi4riafe.placement. No one was,a4ailable,-

however, to monitor this child's progress.

Variations in Eligiblarty Criteria from State to State. Eligibility

,criteria are the specificetiohs established at the state level which must .

be met for a child to be classified in a particular handicap categ6ry.

Such criteria for special education services varied_ considerably across

the five states in the study, parti6ularly for the more ambiguous.

handicapping conditions such as Seriously Emotionally.. Disturbed and

Specific Learning Disability (for example, the criteria used by two.

different stetes for classifying children as Learning Disabled). One

state's criteria were considerably more liberal than the first, and this

would result in a higher number of.children labeled as Learning

Disabled. However, that state had adopted a ceiling on the percentage of

children thatqa district could dedlare as Learning Disabled. The ceiling

prevented, the more liberal eligibility criteria from having its full

impact. Obviously, this presented all sorts of problems at the local

level when students who met the eligibility criteria were identified

after the quota had been reached.

While the Peder'al regulations supply definitions oftge recognized

handicapping conditiOns, the detailed specification of the criteria" for

P.
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,classification has been left up-to the states. One of the consequences

of:the resultant variety is that children who are handicapped in one
.

state are not eligible for services other. This problem is,likelY,

bo receivemore attention, pcdsibly fVe form ,of litigation, as paredts

of mildly handicapped children move from one state to another and learn

that'their Ch4dren can no longer, be provided with services.
.4

Coordination of Federal Monies from Various Programs. An issue which

appeared to be unresolved in several districts was the problem, of serving

a child through several different-funding sources. Title I funds (and

regulations).were most often involved in the controversy. In general,
1 s

the districts were unsure as ttjust what constitut a proper
.

distribut4sTe .4hen a '419e. isolkligiloe for se.nr ,ami. Vario..ls

solutions had been reached. There Las some feeling that it was unfair td

use Title Ifdnds tb serve a'handicapped child who qualifies for other

monies. Aesuminga limited amount of resources, the fairest allocation

was seen ad that which gave everyone a.mmall piece 'of at least one pie.

The problem with this reasoning.is, as one local agency special education

director pointed out, that it is against the law to deny access to a ,

Federal program because an individual is handicapped.

.

The districts appeared to have worked out internal arrangements for,
.

managing this situation; the strongest effect of this constraint appeared

. to operate on a non-obvious level during the placement decision-making."

The team members restricted themselves to the "handicapped programs' in

,selecting a placement for a child. For the mildly handicapped, in

particular, a less restrictive and yet still appropriate placement, might

have been found by exploring other supplemental options. It is
.

impossible to say whether the districts' consistent failures to even

explore the alternatives was because a combined program of services was

never appropriatelfor the child or because it.was not consistent with

informal district policy to explore such a 'program. In any event,

uncertainty exists as to precisely if and how various federal prOgrams

are to be used to support each othe;, and the .pckential they represent
4

for lesi restrictive placements is not presently being explored b those

making placement decisiods.
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3'ranspOrttion. Transp4ting handicapped children to their buildings

presented several kinds of problems to the local agencies. The

administrative effort required to move a sizable number.of.chiidrendiaily

to and from widespread locations is a mammoth task. Some districts even

seemed to ;elect proximal placement in order to eliminate transporting

the child to the snore appropriate, but more distant, placement. This is

an interesting exampie of how some placement decisions may superficially

appear to be made in accordance with thie pfinciple of least

restr ictive/fess (i.e;. placement closest to home), while other fiscal or

administrative considerations.are the actual deciding factois.

Another problem associated with transportation was the delay

occurring before the cfilld could actually begin. This was another'

example of an issue,where,.for some districts, it was a routine matter,

and for others it was a major source of difficulty.
ti

Transportation is closely linked tit? the availability of resou es,.

To the extent that the district. has a large number of options, children

need not go very far

no suitable options,

amount. of time\being

cases over an hour).

fro'm their homes. If the district has.few or even

handicapped children may need to spend an inordinate

bussed to and. from an appropriate class (in some

These hours, multiplied over weeks and year's,

represent a substantial loss of time which these children could spend in

more productive ways, The lost time factor atone may become a strong

incentive for making special efforts to place children near, their homes.

' Lack of Interagency Coordination. The problems of a child (or

family) being served several publiC agencies are well knpwn. The same.

issies appeared widregard to handicapped children. Other agencies

involved with aohild might include the health or we lfare department, the

courts, or a community mental health agency. Communication between the

agency and the school system ranged from excellent to nonexistent. When

communicatiop was poor, the same info\tion was collected repetiti;rely

on a child. The family was shuttled from onacase worker to another.

One of the most serious problems arises when a number of agencies are

involved and there is general abdication of responsibility. This is

particularli, true when the child's problems are not basically educational

r
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in nature (e.r.,,family problems,cdrug related). The involvement of so

many agencies can give rise to the "ii is not my problem"

syndrome -- particularly, when special education staff members are already

overworked,, as previously described.

Detailed orgamizationil'arrangemenis need to be established to 'insure

the provision of a total program of services appropriate for the child
3

arid,' in many cases, the family. At theOrisent time, Ire districts have

not yet established such arrangements. Moving the child into a

progresiively less restrictie environment is not likely to be a

possibility unless all agencies involved are workin4 cooperatively toward

the same goal.

Missing Pieces on the Continuum. Al'). districts are required by raw
.

to have the continuum of services available--either in its own district

,or through neighboring districts. However, distilcts,that place children

in categorical programs actually need a number of continuums; they need

one for each category of handicapping conditions., To the extent that

certain options are not available for some handicaps (e.g., no resource

iocafor Mentally Retarded, no self-contained Learning Disabled clasies);

the placement decision-making,priocess is severely constrained. From,the

perspective, a,choice must be made between the proper, place on the

continuum or the proper set of classmates. Even if the placement does

exist somewhere in the district, it may not exist in the neighborhood

school or a school nearbst,'In which case another choice must be made.

This congtraint can be viewed from two perspectives. On one hand, it

is caused by not enougi resources to generate the continuum several times,

'Amer. On the other ha/d, it is caused by a district Policy which

\_-:a priori categorize plassrooms in such a way that certain types of. ,:i , 0

, '

ohildretn cannotbe admitted. By their very nature, these classifications
...

can prevent individually determined placements and thus go.against the
t --

t. principle of least restrictive environment.
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Fiscal Determinants of Least Restrictive Environment. Closely,

related to they existence within local districts of continuums of

alternative placements is the special education reimbursement policy of

the 'state. Various'funding formulas can be interpreted as providing

incentives and disincentives for different types of placements. In

making a placement decision, the decision-maker usually has at least two

major alternative types of educational settings to consider (1) Self-
.

contained Classrooms=' and (2) Resource Rooms.

In keeping within the guidelines established udder P.L. 94-142, the

decision-maker is required to place the evaluated child in the least

restrictive setting. However, the details-of how dollars are reimbursed

from the state to the locality tend to set on indirect, but rather

powerful, incentives that workeagainst.the primary intent of Per..

94-142. While these fiscal, incentives may not be directly observable in

the placement of handicapped children, it is our contention that such

placements can be better understood in teimsFoi how the state chObies 'to

reimburse localities for their efforts. In ehOit, least restrictive:

environment is influenced bsi reimbursable .dollars.

In order to deterlqine the ,impact which.reimblirsable dollars hive on

least restrictive environment,, we need 'to examine in detail.threle

pro4opy6icil)state,aidformulas: excess'cost:aidand teacherealaTild

applied to a hypCcieticti LEA sii6Zion: Given the relative lack of
I 6. t

accurate, cost and pupil data, a bet of indicators was developed as a

result of discussions with State educatioh department 'stiff...These:,

hypothettEil setvice characteristics are as follows:
*.,

.
. t. 1.

. . .

.1: Ilitai stidenb earollmeht is 2,q00 students ..

.. 2. Pupils ,served in ;self-contained classes is 100
.

..

3. Pupiliierved in relource iooms:-is 10W
..

.

r
4. Pupils servedin'intdgrated programs is100

* *

5. Pdpia/teacdt regular elementary ra o is_ 28;1

6. Pupil/teacher regular'seconaary.otio 's 23:1

f

t.

.
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00,

a or.

7. Average teacher salary is $10',500 16

8.. Fringe benefits Is $7S4 or eqiercent of salary, whichevef is lesi

These vharaderistiqs, its well as the following 'examples, should be,

viewed is iCstrative of the various state and funding' patterns.
.

Excess Cost'Aid..Anallocation formula; based upon excess cost,

reimburses school districts for direct costs ascribable to the education

of the handicapped. In deteriining a district's allocation, only those

Costs which.are'directly related to the education of the handicapped and

which would not have beedncurred if the Specialized proirais'were

discontinued are considered.; In essence, then, such, a formula will

reimburse, only those costs resulting from the child's being handicapped

and not those basic costs related 'to tha chill...11s being a -pupil 1:i the

In one state, the 1975-76 distribution plan for special education was
,

operated and funded in an excess cost basis under Chapter 269, "Laws of

1975 Fifst Executive Session." ,Specia1 education excess cost funds

Oiovtded'aaditional revenue to, local school, districts to provide

handicapped educational programs. Additional teaching. staff, above what

existed fcr the balic programs, allOwed local districts-to provide_

teacher/pupil radios viewed as essential for differing -types of

handicapping conditiont.

Keeping in mind our contention that handicapped placerients can be

better understood in terms of reimbursable dollars, let us consider the

case of 100- special educa tion students being placed in a "self- contained

classroom or resource room program. A typical calculation in determining

excess Cost, funding,under each program.type would produce the following
.

reimbdrisment Schedule: -

.

. ,

430
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TABLE 6.2: COST OF EDUCATING A RiNDICAPPED CEILD BY LEVEL OP

(EXCESS COST AID)

-4

-P rcent
:. Petcent Self- pelf-

Resource Resource Contained Contained
Room Room Classroom Classroom

41102

State Excess- .
.

'Cost Funded $31,798 42% $62,962 59%

Local District
'Funded $4,075 s4

58% $44,015 41%

The above chart illustrate the effects of the aid formulas on the

various levels of governient dealing with the education of handicapped

childien. There Appears to be a significant finAcial incentive for a

school district to choose a relatively more restrictive educational

Vettingcfor the child. In the placement of the 100 handicapped children

.n a self-contained classtoom, the local district bears only 41 percent

:of the total costs: Placing the children in a resource room, the local

district has to pay 58percent of the total cost. In short, the. fiscal

incentive- is to place the child in the most restrictive environment, that

'of a self-contained classroom: this iffi diametriCally'opposed to the-.

placement criteria promulgated by Public Law 94-142. Excess cost aid was

used b;\k/o states in. our sample.

Teacher Salary. Aid. An allocation, formula based upon teacher salary

distributeitO each county a sum equal to the total' number of

authoriz1ed-teachers times their-rispecte4salary schedules.' .

In one state, tie 1975-76 distribution plan tot-Special Education was

operated and funded under a teacher sa;aiy aid program under Act 215 of

the Laws' of 1947. ,,,TeaChdr salary aid Was based or the nuMber of teachers

a county had and on tilt amount of collsq*-training and years of teaching

.expetience. Once distributed,, the monej had-to be used for the payment
1'

;
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of teachers' salaries, The `countifs ,however, were not required .to .pay-
. ,

,.

. t ,

0 e
each. eacher according 63 hi,i/her individual position on the State ^.

.
schedule, the.State tould not pay more' than was paid billie./ocal

. . _
.

.- . ,

' d is tr 1.4t0 .'' -
, .

.

Again,- let -us cc*dstder t case-of the 'same, l00 special education

students being placed U a lf-Contained classroom or 'a resource rook

progiaM- A- typital calculation woult, result in the folfidt-ffng:
.

-TPIBLE 6.3: COST OF EDUCATING A' HAND1C4PPED .CP)7.1,D BY LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT
. , )

fir, t. % 4 ' ,.:',, (TEACHER sidARY .AID)

.

0

. 4 tal

ft

4,
* Resource

Room

?arcent
Resource

Room

Percent -

821e-.
Cont ned .4 Contained

tlas cam ' Classroom
eY.

State Teacher
Salary'Aid

1

$37,9 43% 196,74 ie, 82

-

Local District
Funded' .

It ,

$51,032 18%

', Again, it *appears that thea-is a financial incentive to place the

100 handicaPpled Children' ill a more restrictiVe environment. I
.

placeLt O! tiie 100 xhildren in ,a self-contained .aassroom, local

district beais only 18.per cent of the total cosi,'" However , if the

- children are placed in the resourc room, -.the local distr idt has to bear

7 percent of the colt.' This larg discrepancy is primarily dua the
o'rw '1 :..

fact *hat, once placed in a resource. room, the distr ici. et111. has -41
Provide the'studeht wifit Vtegular day ts-ailker;

In summary,:

°
hypothetical

factors Ca

det

alacfpg

the appl ti co* of .

4,
S ill u4r a tes

lbtal district

have the effect
.

a
capped children in more restlictive placements.

_ . ,

reithburseMent formulas-to these

the, indirect influence which fiscal

placements.. The indirect impact has

of financially rewarding districts for

ON .1 at

6.32
4.*
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Physical Locatkonof Existing Facilities. A factor which had a

parlous impact an theAmount of time a handicapped child will be able to
..

spend with nonhandicapped peers is the physical location of The special
.

. education -facilities. The decision to determine the' location. of the

specia:education facilitiesis not made in, the team meeting; it was made
.

h......_

many years before, when admiastratora were planning the programs. Those

districts-that were:foresighted enough to locate their special education
% . 4

.(
. classes, evekttose lertiwseverly and profoundly handicapped, in

A

regular educatiOn buildings, can now easily prbvide leis restrictive
., .

-I " placements. Elistricts)that built special schools will send children to
. ,

thoseschoels.,% . - . . ,
. . ,

- .

s .. .
. ..

,

Consider, fot v,ample two of Ehe districts in the study.' Soth areo

larget.uxbardistricts. ,ne district has no' special Schools. All
. .

.

.

speciAl.education classrooms,are iniegular schools either in a special

wing, of in one ol the modular .units which-make up some schools.' The

other, district has a. wmber of special schools, ;njuding a ,school for'
. ,

i

the trainable mentally retarded. 7

I.

.

:bile the quantitiof interaction between the handicapped and the

nonhandicappedin.the.firstdistrict might not be extensive, the 4P

potential far exceeds, that found in the second district. IA both
A

the placements are constrained h)dotertain realities. It

cannot a class to anew building. The relationship of the decisions.

made with regard to facility pianning and those concerning the less

restrictive environment for an indiviidual.student should be recognized.

LRE must be a part of the former to Abe more fully a part of the latter.

Creativity ot the Placement Team. Begides being, externally

constrained, theplacedent teaMA were often seen as internally,

constrained; they were limite 'by their failure to Cone up with unusual,

or creative solutions. se of this process, the decision-mmking wai
.

limited to whatever the' team considered within the rea;ta of
d

reasonableness, i.e., th tandard set of 40.almients for handicapped

students in the district. .91i h the exception of highly unusual cases,

so
6.

.
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' there were few attempts to try
IL
new approaches or to assemble services' in

Unique ways; While it is true that realistically there were'only a

limited number,of choices for a student, it is also true that a greater

,effort could often have been expended to tailor arrangement'to the

student.

The notion pf expending the additional effort to seek a slighgy

better solution-is particularly relevant'to LRE. As 'noted earlier, LRE

was -not a critical part' of.the decision-making in most meetings. An

effective and completed implementation will Require an extra effort on

the part of individual professionals to ask whether a placement is

actually the least restrictive achild can handle. Similarly, the team

members need to ask,aloud whether there are ways this child, could spend

adSizional w;th t'Ae nonaandi pea - -or - better jet, assuming taaz as

a goal, they musk ask what can be done to'realize it. To the extent that

these questions are not being raised and, creative alternatives are not '

. .

being explo40,-LRE cannot be a vital part of the decision-making.

4

Summary,

t5

.*

. Three words could be used to'synthesize many ofthe concepts4,

presinted.in the chapter With regard to the context in which the
,

.,

principle of least restrictive environment is' operftimis '

communication, coMmitment, and flexibility. Communication can be
Ir ..

established In
&
many ways. In small districts, it eemed to happen almost'

.

automatically. In the larger districts, formal mechanisMs were put.in :.

place: written documents; standardized procedures; a management
.

hierarchy;.and layers of meetings. Where communication broke down,

4

4. .4 , .
placements suffered. Information on the case or the possible

_

. . .

was incomplete, there were no follow-ups, ands unnecessary delays were,
encountered.

t

Ecamitment tothe-child and to least restrictive placemtnt is a
. s

'.

.

.

rather amorphous concept. Although impOsstble to code on.the observation

form, itras clearly visible to the observers. Commitment'is seen in the
.

extra time it takes.to visit a possible placemept, to explain things Jhore:
s

I', .
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thoroughly to the patents, to make the telephone calls, and to juggle the

roster toget the child in the class. Commitment to least

restrictiveness is making ad extraNeort to keep the student in a

egular class or, at least, in a reg4liar gdhool. From a.polidY

, standpoint, therm is not much that can be done bout commitment. It

cannot be mandated. Policymakers are in a positio however, to remove

the!bairiers that tend to demoralize the Professional involved'in
4

, addinistering and delivering special education serviced. Many of the

constraints discussed in this chapter represent speci educatiton'

barriers. An environment more conducive to commitment will 'exist when

some-Of these .bar lets are minimized or eliminated4k*.
,

rlexipil* y can be a critical part of apPropria ely serving the
6 4

handicapped students. A'middle ground needs to be found (and held)

betweeWa-total absence of procedures, a situation which invites abuse,

and a maze4bf tegul,ations so thick they can obstruct the educational

probess. With:regard to determining'an appropriate program of services

'.Zor an individual child, an restriction on the options open 'to that

child can effectively serve to impede implementation of LRE. Lack of the

Mght handicap,:prohibiting certain service options, conflicts between

state and Federally Supported'prOgrams--are all examples of the ,kinds of

; Vonditlo'ns 4/hich limit flexibility and make a placement less.

in44vidualized than it;.might be. Some conditions are justified and

.ii,ecissarY,'but their impact needs to be acknowledged. The possibilities

for LRE ponflictingWith another priority appear endless. These are

. policies and prodeduxei.aithe lOdal, state, and Federal level. Some

facilitateLRE,'some impede it. Some are not consistent across the three

levels. There are also 1861, state, and Federal policiesfor programs

which are not specifically for the handicapped. Although these present
many more potential limi n the flexibility of what.cin be done. for ad

individual student, it appe rs that most districts have adopted a

philosophy incorporaiing:commitment to the indiviciUal.studerit4-even-in
.

*spite of rigidand bureaucratic requirementst
7 .s
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

A

A

4
The purpose of the rtudyfwas .Co provide a state-of-the-art

description of the process byWilich school districts make decisions about
t 4

the setting in which a handicapped child is to be e i"ed. ...P.L. 94-142,

The Education for all. Handicapped Children Act, p ovides that to the

maximum extent appropriate, handicappedtchildren are to be educatpdXith4

children who ire not handicapped. That is, a handicapped child must.A1'

( placed in the least restrictive environment (LIE) appropriate to hisor-

her needs. The Act jind its regulations view the placement deCiiion as

the outcome of a mnitidisciplinarY group decision- making''process. The

report has summarized the findings which describe, the "policies and

procedures employed by States and by school districts, the factors they

consIdered in `reaching a decision including the ,ale of LRE.in the

decision-making, and some of the constraints which were observed to

,impede placements consistent with the LAE,mandate. In addition,

determination of what standards are applied by judges and hekring

officers iri[LRE related disputes, were provided.
. w

AWE POLICIES

As expected, across the, 50 State Annual Program Plank which were.

reviewed there was a wide variety of placemebt information,and
.

. guidelines. Many States provided very detail4d information, alpiough"no

one State ever addressed all concerns of thesstu: The provision of_

such detailed information for selected'placement proCedures was

'espedially notable for those States W"ith administrative manuals. These'

7.1
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documents generally included definitions of handicapping conditions,

eligibility criteria, recelOnded tests for each area of suspected
-.-

exceptionality, suggestions as to appropriate placement options, and

6 fallities requirements. Thus, for those areas generally addressed by

admihistrative.manuals, highly specific information was provided. Each

State ilso-Onded to address the types of placement alterhatives provided

in its jurisdiction in a highly detailed manner. Placement options were

frequently defined and often broken down into finer discriminations than

the 11 reporting option4 listed in the LRE table of the Annual Program

Plan Reporting Form.
41,

The range of information Varied greatly among States in the areas of

placement meeting names and time intervals allowed between steps in the

placement process. Placement meetingi were called anything from

"planning conferences," "itaffings," "child stpdy," "IEP,"-or .

"evaluation* committees. Sever,/ States indicated "multidiaCipifinaryo

meetings, but there was rarely a substantive modifier to kdAicaie the

4=q f the conference. Finally, several States did,indicate having
. .

a "placement committee where --at least 'by the clear indtustdn of the

. term "placemen the function bf the group was known. tie highly'

discrepant wee clatureevidenced with the placement meeting ilso...

reflected vgen al ambiguity surrounding the actual.slacementedisicon.
g

ItWas often dif Joule t o determine wheh (and b y whom) the actual

decision was torte made.
,

,
..-

-.
. ., .

In general, the States showed greatest orinsistency-for those aspects

of.placement apedifically addressed by P.L. 94-142 regulations. Thus?

nearly all Statep reported notifying parenh of decidices; pro(riding in .
. _

this notice a rationale (the reasons for the decision) and, ustification-
s

0417 other options were rejected): and pondupting an annual evaluation of

placement, The States also were similar in theit
.

strong expression of
.. .

preference for regular class placemeneamk for the,provision,of a
. . ,. -, ....1 1,

. .

continuum of services.
. -

. )1
;

i
. . 1 P % e '' t.. .:

. 4

In .several other areas of placement activ yr powever,mt number_pf
.

itn: .Genefa112',,these .

reseed"byhe:i.L. 9.47142

4:- .:. r..,
' ,. . .

7,2 ..1 -
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States provided only vague o ambigpoui in,fo

tended to be areas which .we hot expliciil
,
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regulations. For example, although parents were often mentioned as

participants at the placement meeting, standard procedures excluding the

parent from decision-making were also evident. Thus, "informal" meetings

or *interpretive' conferences with the parent to explain the placement

decision, ex post facto, were mentioned. Such meetings were not

qualified by statements that they were only in the event that the parent

could not attend the regular placement meeting.

APP, to be standard operating procedures of the

the area of parental consent for placement were

requirements. .

They appeared, from the

State. State policies in

also often vaguer in their

Similarly, little information concerning the relationship between the

and placement was found. It was frequently not. possible to discern

whether state policies required placement to be conducted before, after,

or at tle same time? as the'lEP.

Throughout the review of State policies, a number of notable

practices were found.-Thus, the reintegration policy of South Dakota;

the evaluation safeguards for non-English tests in New Hampshire; the

parent/child advocates in California; the documentation ,of rejected

options for latei use in Montana; an4, the rigorous monitoring of

placement. every 12 weeks in Kansas (including follow-up after exit, from
_

special education), are all examples of praCtical State policies

developed to assist with the implementationof the Act. Administrative

manuals, also appeared to. be helpful ways for the States to assist local

school districts through the provision of highly detailed information.

No one State or geographic area had a monopoly on hotable'practices.

Taken all together, each Statd's contribution to placement.procedures
9

offered a wealth of strategies for ample, entation of the Act.

In summary, P.L. 94-142 regulations appeared to be a systematizing.

force in several areas of placalint-related State policies Many States

did not stop with this, howeveri but went beyond the regulations of P..L.

94-142 in providing gurdance ,to LEAs. Although most States provided

littloinforiationon 4RE,.agreat deal of other, .related information wsU
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reported. This may indicate that the States haie chos n to address the

same aspects of the placement process as those which are addressed by

P.L. 94-142.
411r

Zenerally, only those aspects of the Act which were not

explicitly addressed by P.L. 94-142 tended to lack clarity and

consistency. Although this mayllie due to the inability of States to

require certain procedures (such as parental participation) or by State

preference to allow local determination (such as the order in which the.

IEP and placement would occur),'state policies may also simply; reflect

only those areas explicitly addressed by P.L. 94-142.

LEGAL ANALYSIS

The purpose of the Legal Analysis was to determine what standards are

a771.ied by judges and state level Jeering officers in .deciding lisoutes

related to the least restrictive environment (LRE) plarment of

handicapped Children. These placement disputes usually involve parents

and local school systems.

Regarding he judicial review process itself, it can be concluded

that courts are assisting in the implementation of the least restrictive

environment (LRE) prinCiple by ensuring that allprogram alternatives

required by

equal basis

cases where

placements,

P.L'. 94-142 are available to all handicapped children "ran
t

according to each child's *particular needs. .For eximple, in

local districts `have refused to provide the full range of

judicial decisions have generally required such placement

options to be made available. In some oflhese cases, the LRE 4

requirement has been an explicit.part of the rationale for the 'decision.

with regard to administrative hearing officers, the concluiion is

less_ clear. The overwhelming majority of deciiions'are from appeals by

4. parents rather than local school' systems, and in most of these appeali

the parents want a more restrictive placement" (usually in the form of A, . A,
z4

'WO

private school) than that proposed by the:Iocal school system. Although

the *least restrictive placement* is ordered in the large majority,of

cases,-most of the decisions make no reference to the LRE requirement,

t
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and those which do, do so superficially. This may suggest that the LRE

element of the decision is either absent or, as we fbund in the analysis

of placement meetings in local districts, that the inclusion of LRE

principles is implicit in the decision. For either reason, a more

explicit rationale of the LRE principles in'such decisionS,would provide

documedtation and guidance in other, related, 4ecisions.

LOCAL DISTRICT ANALYSIS

All 15 districts conducted at,least one meeting on each child in the

sample which focused on the.determination of the child's educational

placement and/or the development of the Individualized Educational Plan

(IEP). Placement committee meetings were sometimes conducted at those

lifferent adminiat(acive levels withina.scnool. system: at the school

.level, the'regionalllevel, and at a central (district) committee. One or.
1

more parents almost always attended at least one meeting to discuss their

child's placement, although in s,t least five sites, district personnel

'held preliminary meetings in the'absence of parents to discuss '

eligibility and placement. There were several possible reasons for these

meetings including: the resolution of internal,conflicts.among schopl

personnel, discussion of,sensitive issues which were considered

inappropriate to discuss in front f parents and/or discussion about

which formal placement recommends ion to make to the parents.
/ w

Although the child's parents were generally not involved in every

meeting, they were at least assured of an opportunity tocodment on the

placement decision and to participate to the extent they desired. Once

the district was in agreement, the recommended placement was presented to

the parents; or once the parents had essentially agreed-to the placement,

the case went through the decision-aaking process, at the district level.

One of, the strongest findings'to emerge was that the IEP was alw s

developed.atter the placement decision was made, although the Act state

that'the placement is to be based on the student'S individualized

educational program. Not once in all the cases observed was- the IEP
_.-

deve'rered prior to the placement d cidion. In about half of the cases it
it

-
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was developed at the same meeting where the placement decision had been

made although it was still developed After the placement decision

itself. In other cases, a placement decision was made, the child was

placed and then the new teacher developed the IEP. In still other cases,

a placement for the following fall was being decided and there was no

intention to develop the IEP until the new school year. .

Placement meetings typically were 36 minutes long and included six

participants; the school psychologist and the mother wexe the most

frequent attendees.

There was almost never a written agenda which was circulated at the

meeting, but usually the chairperson made a brief introductory statement

a'.7,out the natare and 1.11.1r,ose of the meeting. There were almost aldays

written forms completed during the course of the meeting. The

Pre-printed form served as somewhat of an agenda since the chairperson

guided discussion by completing required items included on the form.

The discussion at the meetings usually began with a retitation of

test'scores and other diagnostic information from the school psychologist

and then proceeded in round-robin fashion with each attendee giving

his/her interpretation of the child's problem, functional level, and

needs. The discussions during placement deliberations were usually

ingormal, and the content focused primarily on the child's academic'

achievement or social/emotional adjustment.

It should be noted that, in general, the issues more frequently

discussed at the observed meetings were those considered to be most

important to a pragmatically sound placement decision. Examples of

issues discussed included: results of diagnosticsand achievement

testing, the child's current academic level, a social functioning in

terms of peer' relationships add teacher/student interactions.f.This type i

of information related to defining the child'e individuel needs and

helped determine the final educational placement wherein these needs

could bemet. Unfortunately, there was rarely any effort made to

summarize cbcrete information presented by individuals. The data abOut

7.6.
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the child were 'often notitied together to give an'iniegrated picture of ,

the child!s trengtks,'weakneeses and educificinal.needs: '' %
. /

' ' "(

The Placement Decision
.

' '
,

. .It was often difficult to identify who determined placementand

aatuelly wherthe-deciaion was mAe. It seemed that fiequepflythe

decisich itself wasmadi,by.cile or two district 'staff members who

presented the recomilendifibn to the committee for whaim6Unted to
. .

. ,

routine approval. - .
.

. ;
. .

Unless there' Obvious disameient about where a chi1.4.'should be'
.

placed:, the convening of the; placement committee often'servedeonly'to
, .t 4 f.4

, present the rec6mmendaion to
' . .

would ):* ip elved in the,case.° In such instances tiie meeting could not

parents. and/'or ,other professionals who'

'be'conatdered a forum for groujo'decision-making.

In spite of high parent attendance at meetings and consistent efforts

by local school staff to 4nvolve parents in the actual decision-making

process, parents were rarely active 4articipants. while parents were

asked tvontribute information about.thexhild, decisions about the

educational raacement were made primarily by the school district staff,

and then presented to parents for aPPro'val. Howevee, the high rate of

parental participation in these meetings assures them the pportUnity to

comment on and participate in the /klaceemnit-decision process. ,This

arrangement appeared to be satisfactory to both the school and the

parent. Most of the time parents seemed to agree withthe suggested

paaceient and were satisfied with the final decision.

Students were rarely involved in meetings; however, when they did

attend, they were given ample opportunity to become involved 4nd to

participate in the determination of their own educational programs.

In only 9 out of 134 meefingswas a range of available placement

options icesented.prior to discussing an individual option. In only one

meeting mete the options presented along a continuum of restrictiveness.

Typically, the placement. team gaviserious consideration to only one
. , .

option_before !diking a placement recommendation or decision.

1 ?.

I
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l'wo or more optiontwere seriously considered in fewer than one-ninth
. .

, . of the cases. ithen'two or.more options were considerethe discussion

- A .

usually centeredyound disputes over labels rather than the actual

restrictiveness of the placement (e.g., THE vs. Eta!), or disagreeMents

Over the amount of time to be spent in special education (e.g., Resource

. Room Self-Contained). Although the placement teams explored few
.

placement options, it should be emphasized that the teams apparently saw
/

.-

no need,i104nvestigate any more than that. In the vast majority of

-cases, there was usually a consensus that an appropriate placement could

be made in an existing program within the district.
,. . . .

Although a placement Was usually found for 'a student, lack of a

variety of'options and openings did affect the decision-making. Because

of a lack of resources with which to fully operatiionalize a complete

'continuum of placements the deliberations we observed tended to be

confined to discussing Ay the existing and available options. Often
....:.,

. team members seemed to be restricting their decision-making to a small

"mental menu" of options with known placement openings. In other cases,

the fact tha a program or class was full was openly discussed at the

)meeting. Ln Several cases, lack of openings was a determining-factor in

placement selection.,

Although the specific terms "LRE" and "mainstreaming" were not

frequently used by placement team participants, there was evidence that

both concepts, were adhered to in making placement decisions. This/was

reflected by the fact that only a small percent of the cases in our

sample were placed in educational settings which did not allow for
. e

interaction with nonhandicapped children.

4

Many of/the elements which comprise the concept of LEE such as

individually determined placements based on needs, interaction with

nonhandicapped Children, and continuum of services were manifeA in the

final placement decision and were factors considered in arriving at the
y

decision. On the other hand, theconcept of stigma, which may sometimes

be associated with identifying a child with a label.of a particular

-baildicapeingigondition or . with placement in a special, education class,

"4
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was not frequently mentioned. Innddition, harmful effects, which could.

occur in the physical, psychological /emotional, or educational areas for

both handicapped and nonhandicapped hiIdren,depending on the classroom

assignment of the handicapped child, were seldom discussed.
.

The implicit nature of LRE in the decisiori is further .underscored by

the small nusber of Overt xeferenceg or discussions'of opportunities for

interaction with the nonhandicappedsin the cases observed. Only 30

percent of the meetings actually, discussed the prOvision of such

opportunities, while 78 percent of the cases were actually placed in

settings which provided for social interaction.

Although a commitment to providing interaction with the

nonhangicappedseemed to be an L74plicit.part of many of the placement

decisions observed, it entered into the decision'at only a broad, genertt

4 Level. The gecisions tended to be limited to scheduling regular 'class

pirticipation for some academic activities, non-academic classes, lunch,.

etc. Art, music and P.E. were particularly popular choices.

Opportunttes for interaction with nonhandicapped students in intermural

sports, school clubs, recreation and other school electives were not

mentioned. While the placement teams made decisions regarding art, music

. or lunch, there was no discussion' of, the operAtional aspects necessary to

really ensure social integration for the child. Even in meetings to

develop Individualized Educational Plans, the implementation aspects of

. interaction with, nonhandicapped Children were not addiessed.'

In sum,-the terms "LRE" and "mainstreaming" Were rarely used. LRE fin

particular seeped to. be poorly understood. Even so, some of the key

elements defining the concept were employed in determining the placement

dec ision. or were manifest in th decision itself, and neither, concept was
6

discussed at an operational level.

Constraints

Constraints were defined as those factors which preventdd or

inhibited'local school districts' from achieving full, implementation of

7.9
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the least restrictive environment mandate. -Ai with the other study data,

no claims can be made as to the representativeness of theproblams

discussed. They are simply some of the difficulties faced py the -.is in

the study. The' information was gathered through informal discussions

with district staff and through observation of many different team

meetings.

"Overworked" was an extremely apropo desCriptor of LEA personnel in

some of the study districts. The problem of insufficient placement and

evaluation personnel had several unfortunate side effects. An air 9f
4
cc:Ie.:mai franticness is not the most facilitative environment in which

to thoughtfully. plan a program for a handicapped student. Districts

coped with these pressures by restricting meetings to a time limit, and

by routine treatment of cases whenever possible.

Besides being externally constrained, the placement teams were

sometimes seen as internally constrained; they were limited by their own

fa.ilure to come up with %usual or creative solutions. :

Characteristically, the decision-making was restricted to the "Mental

menu" discussed earlier, i.e., the standard set of placements used in the

district. In addition to the exception of highly udusual cafes, there...,

were sane attempts to trIr new approaches or assemble services in a unigde

way. The major constraint was the limitation on problem-solving in terms

of what was available within the district. Few efforts were made to

consider services provided by othejagencies outside the public schools.

'An effective and complete implementation of LRE will require an extra

effort on the part of individual professionals to ask whether a placement

is'actually the least restrictive a child' can 'handle. Stmi arty, the

team members need to ask aloud whetherPthere are ways this ch could

spend additional time with the.nonhandicapped -- or better yet, assuming

that as a goal, ,what can be done to realize it.

v4 , Placement in some districts was constrained because certain placement

options on the.continuum of services were not available for all

cfassifications of handicapped children. Districts that place children

in'categorical programs actually need a number of continuums. Such

disticts cannot usually accommodate a mental retarded student in a

7.10 -
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resource room:placement or a learnkag 'itisabillisitiden tiri ,a self-,
' ',, ontained classroom; They need a full contifiutun'for- each category of

handicap., 40ne district solved this problem. by moving .toward dual
. .--, certificrtioa for teachers. That is, tkichecs were receiving trainingI ..* .

whichwOuld c fry. them to teach more then one category of handiCapped.

.
. gtudenWytn. way.a resourcelroom with ateacher with dual

cektificatsilon in KR and LD could accommodate both Learning disabled and,

,
Mentally Rdtar d ed students in . the same Resou. cce* A w..,p1 acement.

.

.
. r A'''i :. .

the on pf 'not 'having, ill .continuum options available for each..
.-baildicap can be..viewea fro,ts two perspectives. On one hind, it is caused

. -I ... 6 #
t .

by insuffrcient resources to lenestate the continuum several times over.
...2. _, IV

0eehd. other hand, ii i9 caused by a district policy which a prior; ,
. ,

. ,

categorizes:cla,aszcomsin.such a way that certain children cannot be ,, .
,. 1 ..

-44. admitted.' By their Awl; own riature,l`these claisifications ..can prevent
in4ivistua4.1y determined placements 4,nd thus go against the principle of' tr

least restr ictives *env i rdihmenb. . . ..

. .

. . ,,, . : I
A

Some at the constra init 'on LR13, implementathon or iginatealtti the, state
,leve. one a these involved _eligibility criteria; .Another. invorved the.

., 4 . ..,
I funding Orstula for special education reimburaiement., . .

k .0 ,
) , ,1)

-While the 'federal regulations Piovide ,definitioris of the recognized
tandicapiing corbdittons,.. the' dititiled specification. of 'the eligibility

-, criteria had been lat.up tsk, the spates.. Such .criteria for special -I,. ..
educatiOn Fevices varied conaiderably.,ac'sbes the five `sites in the.

- R. . i I

_ study, particularly for tendicapping conditions Such as: eriouslyt '.
otorally distUrbed.and specific=learning. disability. ,The difterekces f

in the eligibilityikiteriatwere refleci;1' in differing percentages of
( children identifiied by the alga in'-'theie categories of han4icapping 1

°.. V.;
conditions. At° an individual ittinal, these , differences could- become
problema"tic44hen ci4ldreit, move 'frOm a state in whiCh they weiaviligible.4 ., ..

. 'for service's to i state wher,ithey no longer meet,the eligibility
"criteria.-;.From a policy stapapointir tile -dihecences mean there are .

d;incoasistencis e/rng tie 'states in die way' P .11,47 94-3.4 2 is implemented
4

, 4411. :* .pb icu.f.ar ly7.cf ittl regard to thevini;dly tandicaTed..: % .:..-
.
.

...
.. -

.- _

..
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:
.. . . ".
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Also originating at the state' level Are 'the constrais inhere in

' the reimbursement formula for special education. Various funding ...._.

. / .

formulas can be interpreted as providing incentives and disincentive
different':tYpesof placements. A fiscal. analysis of the reimbursement

r , formulas use:X by the fite states in the study of Iocac district placement.
'practices *h aces Ied to e brcusonthat these were financiallyli

.-. .

. . rewarding districts for placing childien 'in more restrictive .

environments. This held true whether reimbursement Was based- on excess .,
8

. cost or teacher salary aid. Through their funding formul.as, the ietes
' had set up incentives that wined .against the prinoiple of least

restrictive environment. .
..

. .- . ek , ..-
. 'CONCLUSION

, .- ... ,

Several areas have emerged from this state-of-the-act discriptirm 404.,. .

e

. plabement proCedures.and LRE fafplementatiori. Conclusions presented in
4 . ; . --

each of the following areas are directly related to the ktudy findbla.

o- AlttiUglysthe placement decizi.Oh-making process Aid not often.. * ,
. .

. address the 'elements of LRE explicitly, there was ainpl.e evidence ...

.... .4 -that° consideration of LRE in general, was inhereht in-almast all 41: '.

. of the placement deliberations which were observed. Such.
consideration was 'usually so implicit in the decision ,procest

. . that it can be described as.representatilre of an existing .

jr`rfnilosophy, generally incorporating a .con to. 'enitmant . ,.
,

. "mainstreaming" of the handicapped Chard; to the gfeatest extent
. , aro . appropriate.? Beset:me.% 00 41uesand commitment to this

", perspectiye. 'of. nig appear to be\prestent,Veady, it should Make .Is'
, s., P es

.
.anipin-strviee training efforts' focusing on operationalpinV-t-he .

,.." .1'. explicit nature of the %RE decislen far more effective.
# , o

. f . In -out. review of administrative hearings which idolved disputes.
, . of placement deciiions, Seldom was there preientad a clear '.

IS .., rationale for the LRE elements of the rulinors As in the -
p;acementmeetings,any consideration of the LRE principle

"If I appeared to be Implicit in the .rulings. While such an, implicit
basis; for the rulings ray. be 'desirable in that it, "ill.Vstrates a
deep4philosophical commitment to such, principles, this practice

-- :. suggests an area where attie,qualitqlr'dontrtfrcir monitoring ' = - /
functions of the State.. education venny could. be, more active. /6 .%

More explicit pitsentatIont of the rationale for .the' LRE ,

.elements of all, placement rulings, could imPeove the quality op'
written decisions. 4
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. o In a iajority-of the cases observed there was only-one=placement
option discussed during the deliberatic6s, The rationale for .

, this practice is that the studdnt's need(could be identified,
and those needs almost automatically dictated a specific .

)

.- is
, placement. ,Itere was usually no effort made to suggest a range .

of options 'close to the one being considered or to weigh
.

benefits gt.alternitive placements,, The..assumption was almost-

,
that a priori it was_ appropriate toconsider only.One option..

.,

When the process taker glace in this way, the ore option
suggested,automaiically becomes the final placement selictdd.

.

In order to stimulate determination' of appropriate LRE ,

. placements,'it is necessary to consider more than. one optibn per

r
handicapped student. One strategy to accomplish this'yould be
for professioiale involved in placement meetings to Consider_as
a matter of routine practice more than'one pladement alternative
for each handicapped student foi whom .a placement determination
Is made. By weighing the pros and cons of alternagives a .

rationale for the final placement decision as the'ippropriat%0
.., LRE will become more clear-cut and explicit. . .--

o In a gre t majority of the meetings observed, parnts were in
attendanc . Although parents did not, in general, contribute

. -.extensive) to the dljcussion or have -a --high level-of-active
y

'
' involvement in the process,',they did in most cases feel

, . * satisfied with the final Placement decision'. ,Since parent .'
.

attendance is so widespread, the' opportunity exists for parents
to contribute and'td.participate in the process. It now. becomes

. essential to improve the nature and extent of parent
. .

$ participation in the decision-making process. Most school

. ) : districts refleCted an elO'remely positive attitutde towaYd, ,

parent5 and their involvement in the handicapped student's. .'' 4
o educational program. Noy is the time schools may need to take

.

seeps .tikpxovideiin-sexvice.training to parents. parents,wlli
4,

-
. .i require in-service or other edude4onal oppoitunities which will. ,r

.

..
423heliokhes become mire eftective participants in the Alacement. .

,-...

pro Suchodportunities could focus ow the development of'

''
an EHRlistanding of the provisions 9f P:L. 54-142 and .the
,process of participating effectively in &group.

0

o Although P.L. 94-142 regulations specify that all districts must
t' prOyide a continuum of services; we found evidence of placement

- decisions which were.based in a large part on the availability'

s' . of limited categoricaf options. Due to limited resources, ,many
districts weie simply unable to;proVide a range of options by
handicapping category. Shile a range of continuum placements
was almiys available., many districts were.unable to develop a
si$lar continuum of services within each-of those categorical 0

.placenients. This suggests that placement shoitld be determined
indepengently of the caiegoricalaabel by which a handicapped

. . child is classified. Such a.nontstegorical approach would
,hrOaden.the range of options approprilte to confider ft= each

- case by ensuring that' all available optionscould
:to each case:under consideratiOn.

,
V 0
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. .. 'Despite the emphasis in the 94442 regulations-relatied to
., % , theisste of ensurimsehat,extracureicular opportunities mere

e.
aailable'for. the handidappedrstudent; the consideiation-of

.,
.

.

,

,4
0'. 'integratita seemed.bOnfined to the academic and non-academic .

A

. .1 subjects. -Perhips.schooliNirsonnel might consider. ifttluding'in
.

.the Individualized-EducitiqraD Program (IEP) -a stip444tioh about.
opportunities for interaction, with nonhandTcapiedstudents in

.extracurrictilaeareas. This strategy would raise this important
.issue f,,r.e*piiiit consideration by those-proressionals who. are

.
.

invo1v48 in development of the tE and placement determinatiok
o

o Although handicapped students*are,bfien rot.N.neilrIncluded in . 0

.

- . non-academic classes tart;q1usiic.ana. ptysical education) and: ',
activities (lunch, recess) with:their nonhandicai5p peers no
provisiontare stipulated for' acilieating,socie i teraction.-
Simp* placing these students' ig'close physical pr ikity is.not
a necessary and sufficient co jtion, for stimulating,sodfal .

.
,.. integrations ..To accomplish his it may be necessary to

explicitly stateS agaii, perlysps in the YEP, what specific

,
PODecsives cah IA developed so onic cne'goals forlmeanIngiul

t

_ Social integration caffbe achieved. ,

, 31. 1A

In summary, we would like"to note that the field staff was generally

impressed by the competence and dedicatio(of the people they observed

m.
.r ..

4
4

'.making placement decisions. Many of the shortcomings wath ,regard to LRE

implementation werb rate %NM lack of knowledge, time or resources. In

..
all ofthe observed-meetings, actions odnsistept with the 4ctappearld to.

-.1

.be guided only by the best intentions- or by a belfef,that the Act .-Pi
1 '.

, -

. $

, general or LRE in. particular, was consistent with .rict or persbnal .

, s .
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"' .44 philosophy. The stage appears s to be set for mov ng beyond awareness-and
. .

deve loiient'of Policies and.pe6odures to pcmin441toward full".
.

implementation of LRE., An emphasid raw nee4s.to be place on processes
,

.

and'strategies-necessary for its re'aliiatica: "training in group'
, - . .

'1
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.decision- making, developing Strategies-for'making explicit consideration('

of LRE a meaningfill part of placement, discussions; creating less, . .

. . .

.. restrictive placements, impleienting strategies for ac,ively involving e . .

f
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parents. Moreover, the context il1 which plagemat de sions are made sr.
. .

,

.

could be substantially improved. Administ.rAtors, .at the local, state and

federaltie'virls heed to etablish,complementari prACtices.:which are in
% , .- . .

accordance with ;-or better yet, facklitate--least rIstrictive
. . 4 .y--

. . placements. Such operational strategies will enable the LRE principle to , (
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be applied explicitly to every placement'"decision.for every handicapped
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.child. $
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