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EXECUTIVE SUMRMARY. ' \
\

> O . . i
-STUDY PURPOSE
P.L. 94-142 provides that to thf maximum extent approprlal

* .

handicapped children are to be educated with children ?ho are pot
han&icapped. That is, a handicappgd child.must be placed in Eke least
restrictive enviromment (ﬁREz appropriate to his ©r her needs.% To
examine how LRE was being implememted by loéal .school districts, the
Bureau of £ducation Zor the Handicapped commissioned a study of placement

decision-making.

The purpose of the study was to pro&ide a state—~of-the-art
descriptioﬁ of the process by which school districts make decisions about
the settxng in wh1ch a handlcapped child is. to be educated. The law amd
its regulat1ons view the placement decision as the outcome of a:
mu1§1d1sc1p11nary gr3hp dec}sxou-makxng process. 'The findings presented
bere describe the procedures employed by States and by school districts,
the factoty they considered in reaching a decision imtluding the rdle of
LRE~1n the decision-mdking, and some of the constraints which were
'observed to umpedg,placements consxstent w1th the LRE mandate. In
addition; the study Ldentlfled what standardgrwere applled by judges and
hear ing officers. in LRE related disputes. ~.

METHODOLOGY . : .

-

Th; method employedgto study determination of placement procedures
was ;n ethnographic case study approach at the school district level.
Trained observers used a structured‘ohservation{system té collect
information related to educational placement decision-making for an
individual child from the determination of eligibility for specials

education until a final placement decision was ‘reached.

1

‘.
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In order to study che State policies related to LRE appropriate
placement a ‘content analys1s of the 1978 Annual Program Plan from each

State was conducted. This 1nvolved analyzlng wricten descript1ons of

State policies as these policies described the operational’and procedural

_aspécts of placement determination required by local school districts.

Annual.Pfogram‘hlans and reiated State documeﬁts and guidelines frog al},

fifty States and the Disctrict of Columbia were revie;ed and analyzed.

' Decisivns of hearing officers’and judges were analyzed through .

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

were applied in- disagreements bétweeﬁ-parents and school districts where

apprOp;iate educational placement wis an iSSue. Dec1s1ons were collected
from nine States. waich ware cons1dered to be "host act1ve in terms of

the Erequency of appeals (admlnlstratlve and civil) related to special

education placements ‘and Services for the ‘handicapped. _ . Y
1

SAMPLE ' .

L

' 4 ¢
The sample for the district -level analysis cons1sted of 15 school
d1str1cts located in five states. In all, 134 meetings and 96 cases were

observed.

The' overall purpose of the samp11ng strategy was to qapture a brOad
range of possible practices, There wds no attempt made to select a
representative sémple of school d1s%r1cts. Given the nature of the
study, it was Eelt that more could be learned by studying a small number
of districts in depth. Because representativeness was traded for
richness, no conclusions cae be drawn about how typical or widespread the
practices desceibed here hre.l Rather we are presenting a detailed.loodk

at how the pfacement process operates in some school discricts.
|

* Study data ware collected over a two month ‘period between March and

" May 1979. ’ . . . K

The five states in the sample were selected for their variability om
demographic, political and special education/relevant characteristics
including geographic region, population 'density, population size, per

capita income, state vs. local control, special edutation funding

formula, percent of handicappﬁg,served and Pederal allocation for, special |

education,




M Y
". Those school districts were. selected from each,state such that within

the state the sample .included urban, suburban and_rural‘districta and

- districts servmg~a large and small powlauon. We relied on state

directors of. spec1al education to 1dent1fy three cooperat.ve distridts.

- - . S

_Within each district,"an attempt was made to select nine cases-from
the,large districty six from the medium size district,and thgeq from the
small district although this goal could not be met in all statés. Cases*
were selected:by the observers to pepresent a mixtur€ of initial
refef}als and ré—evqluaéions‘fq: sgudenf; al;e;dy rece{ying special
education éervi?es as well as a mixture’ofwgréde levels-and a variety of

* .

handicappin® conditions. Qbservers were also .nstructed to specifically

select cases of severely hqndicappéd students and cﬁsgs whege_the . .

placement decision was likely to be difficult. Thus, case delection was,

3 * *

des1gned to maximize variation and tgq allow observers to gather data on -

s
.

part1cular1y ‘problematic placement dec1s1ons..

DATA.COLLECTION'

Data collection of the local Qchool district iﬁvdlved these
techniqﬁes.‘ (1) obsegyatioﬁ of the placement team meeting; (2) followrup
interyiews with ream members, and (3) file review, Extensive notes were
taken during the meeting 1tselt. This informatian wag then recorded om a
-fordal observat1on 1nstrument which was completed 1mmed1ate1y after the
meet1ng. The observation was supplemented by later questioning of team
membeés about any points of the process which were unclear. 1In this way,
the observers were ‘able to get a complete picture of the placement

decision apd how it was reached. .

STATE-OF‘THE*ART ‘OF EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENT DETERMINATION / ,

Overall, the placement dec1s1on-mak1ng wh1ch we observed: can best“be
characterized by communiéation, commitment , and flexibility on the part
of, locai school district staff. Communication was operationaiized-@n_
systematic efforts to document the placement'prpcess; to staq&aréize the’
procedures used, and EB manage the compigx proéess of determin n
individual LRE apparopriate placement for ea¥h handicapped-stu

receiving services.

ERI
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Comm;tment to meet1ng'the individual student educatzonal/soczal needs

of the handlcapped was of paramount impdrtance to the districe staff.

LRE per se dld not share in gn explicit way the nature and intensity of

‘ -th1s commlnment, but, nevertheleas placing a scudent with non-handicapped

. 1nd1v1dual needs, . . ' .

peers in a‘ "mainstream" environment w&s an lmp].lClC congsideration in most

+

placement deliberations.® .

. e, . . .
Flexibility was in e&idence'in ‘many ways, not the least of which was
in district efforfs to bend the system to accommodate the individual

needs of a spec1f1c handzcapped student. For example, in several cases

where servicesewere needed, but the absolute Stringent application of
criteria*did not permit a student to be eligible for such, district staff

Eound vass to enable services o Ye delivered.s The fact that the ﬁrSt@n

-

operatzng within the district could be "brokered" for services in some
way demonstrates the flexibility districts applied to meetlng individual

squdent needs. - '

-

The overrldzng regearch quiestion posed by this q;udy ~ Were handi=-
capped students being educated in 1east festrlctzve placements’ - can be

summarizgd in the following statement. Overall most handicapped students

were placed within the least restrictive environment appropriate given
the ‘district's existing resources and 'placements available. District
staff demonstrated commitments creamivity, and flexibility in their

efforts to place hand%capped ch1ldren in programs designed to meet their

1
+

In the following section hfghlights of findings from the study of
local school d}strict practices, content'énalygis of StateAnnual Progran

Plans ahd_th%-analysis of decisions of hearing officers and judges are _
summarized. « , . . -~

Local Digtrict Practices

"

e All dzstrzcts in the conducted at least one meeting on
each child which focused’d& the determination of placement
and/or the developmeAit of the Indlvzdualzzed Educational Program’
_(IEP). -

ents weyre presemt, at a great maJorlty.of the meetings -

nducted‘ and although they 4id not, in general, participate

tzvely in the decision-making process, they seemed in most
fases to be satigfied with the final placement- deczszon. .

L]
t




mmwgoa was more than one option considered by che "placement
"coumittee. Hn.muummnmm that the classification of children
_within various handicapping nmnmwonpmm limiced che cype of
placements which were appropriate for the committee to

consider. The decision-making process scemed to be constrained
and confined. by the label under which the child was determihed
eligible to receive services., For example, there are typically-
not available resource room plicemencts for educable mentally
retarded students; therefore, the most common placement for an
¥MR student was in some,type of self-contained setting. *To
mnpawwmnm consideration of more than’ one ounwon it may be ‘useful
o Lo have available a continuum of aptions for each rm:apnmvupsm
nmnmmon%‘ or perhaps flexibility could be enhanciéd by
détermrning placement vmmma on a non~-categoric¢al appreach.

LRE as a congept was frequently confuskd with main¥creaming,
‘both in terms of .the semantics as-well as the application of cthe
no:mnucnn. Bowever, the waupwnwn_nmaﬂwnamnn of school district
t2€f to educating handicapped children with their
noslsmanpnmuumn peers sedmed Co wm reflecced in the philosophy

of most upmnmdwnn teams. . .

Contrary to early premonitiong of some regular education

mmmnsmnn‘uﬁbmum was no-evidence -of wholesale upmnmaman of

handicapped students in general education classes in' the name of

least restrictive environment. In most cases when students were
..nmncnzmn to regular classes careful consideration of the

" student's functional. level in both academic and mowpm~ areas was

emphasized ‘in u@mnmamnn deliberations. -

More emphasis :mmam to be giveh to planning for the mnnmnmnnwon‘
of handicapped students with non-handicapped in non~academic and
extra=-curricular activities ia an operational sense. That is,
stracegies were not explicitly wa@ﬂmemmn which' could be
implemented to facilitate the interaction-between handicapped
and non-handizapped peers. - This topic was not frequently
considered as a part of the placement meeting, or as part of
mm4m~0ﬂp=m the Hsnvqwncmwpumn Educational Program.

- ) -

L

- State wOwwapmm Lo Vo L.

N : A . . - .

. .,wanrocnw P,L. 94~142, Regulations appe¢ared to.be a systematizing.
_force in. mmﬁmnmp areasg of placement relaced policies,. tgere
“existed wide v numewpnw in nﬁm nature and extent of guidance

... glven che ~0nwm mnsoo~ apunnpnmm For example, in the sequence
of activities ifi che placdement process and the time nmacpnmamanm -
associated with these tivities ,chere was great variance acroys
the® 50 scates. \wo B

L

1 3
v . i .
"Hith respect to LRE policy. statements most states cited policies
which were mmamnmppw verbatim cranscriptions from che Lavw,:
Similarly, these state policies geflected a strong maunmmmpon of

‘preference for nmmcaun namuu upmnmamzn and for unodpmpon of a ®

nonnpscsa of mmnqvnmm. R

1
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States. typically ‘gave little detail concerning the relationship
' between the Individualized Edqutional Program (IEP) meeting and
determination of placement. ’
- . . »
Legal Decisions ' .
*

LY

A

Fl .

' . Courts are assisting in the implementation ‘of the least
restrictive enviromment (LRE) principle by ensuring that all
program alteinatives required by P.L. 94-1%2 are available to
all handicapped children on'an equal basig according to each’
child's particular needs. N N

Placement disputes appealed to the State level usually involved
parents and local school districts. Parents in 2 majorigy‘of
cases were requesting a placement which had the effect of being
a more restrictive setting, usually, a2 private school, for the
'handicapped student. |, . -,

Althouzh the outcome of 2 large majority of cases a2t the
administrative hearing levgl was to order a "least restrictive
placement"”, most of these ‘decisions made no reference to the LRE
reqiirement, ‘and those which did, did so superficially. '

CONCLUS ION . ‘ D
The state-of-the-art description of Q}acement procedures and LQE
implementation presentéd by this study sho@%d that some consistency,and

gome variability existed across the fifteem school dis;ricés. All
districts nad meetings to det;rmine‘placéﬁent. Some-ﬁad one; some had

. several, wut they all assembled a group of people gepresenting various
disciplines to discuss the child., Teams most often discussed the child’s
acad;mic and social ‘needs == which are extremely fittiné-topics for a
placement meeting. Parents attended megtings frequently and were given

the opportunity to participate with varying degrees of encouragement.

In general, parents were satisfied with the outcome of the plaéement
1

Y

decision.

While the LRE concept was poorly understood’and almost never an
explicit part of the decision-making, plépement teams appeared.to be
making decisions consistent with the LRE mandate. Their decisions
reflected a commitment to providing opporéuﬁities for interaction with
the non-handicapped even if that commitment was rarely verbaiized. ‘ There
were ; number of factors ghich mitigate& against full implementation of

- 1




7. -
LRE. Some of these 1nc1uded vlack of resOurces necessary to make a
range of opt1ons aval.lablg, lack of sk111 on t:he part g,f _placement: team
members in the art of group process dec1s1ou-mak1ug, t:uue"'constramts,
too few staff snd too many cases to process; and-the conceptual
cou:rplex:l.t:y associated with applying the LRE prmc:l.ple at: t:he operat:l.%nal
level of determining a placement. An emph.asw needs t:o'be placed on
developing processes and strategies uecesgary.fér_ the reali.zat::i.on of

_ _,L_#RF-' ‘I'he_s.e ;'.nclude: . t:.rainj.ug in group d‘ic.isi._oh-ma'kﬁgl, trategies for

T creating less restrictive plscements, and st i for ac i!.re.l-»y.
mvol!rmg parents, Moreover, the context m which placement dec131-°g§'
s?e made could be. substantially ‘improved. Pol1cymake.rs at the lacal, '

-‘hstate and federal Levels need to etablish complimentary poliéies. wh:i.ch

are in accordance wltn -- or better yet, faciiitate -- }.eas«t re,s..nct:we -
placements. To the extent that thege sct1ons can lessen. or ev‘en 'te‘fﬂlove
entirely, the barriers to LRE placement: significsnt progress toward the

intent of the Law should be more easily within reach. ‘

In closing, we would like to note that the fi&fd staff'was generally’
impres$ed by the comp_et:eﬂf:\e and dedication of the people they observed-
»makingqp.]aacement.dec isions. Ob;ervers felt strongly that the placementﬂ' .
teams were conscientiously,attempting to serve childr-eﬁ“”gthe best they )
could. Many of the shortcomings ‘with regard to LRE impiementat‘ion were
due to a lack of knowledge, time or resources.- Rarely, if e\;er, Qid:
sctions inconsistent with the Act. appear to be guided by’ a belief‘f:hat;
the Act in general or LRE in partié;-giaﬁr was contrary to distriét or
personal' philesophy. Rat:her the states appear to be r-eady~ to move beyond
ensuring t:‘hat: local d1str1,ct: specxal educat:l.on staff are aware of the
facts of the Act to full scale implementation of the intent of the Act

with respect to the principles of LRE.




INTRODUCTION

L :
* This study represents an examination of procedures for determining
the educationdl placement of handicapped children. The study focused on

"the criteria and decision-rules used for determining the least

-

restrictive environment (LRE) appropriate for each handicappeé;syild.u
P.L. 94*142,'the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975,

requires that: ¢ o, '
"..ito .the maximum’ extent appropriate handicapped.
- children in public or private institutions or other
care f§c111t1es, are educated with children who are
not handicapped, and that special classes, separate
."sghool, or other ‘removai o0f handicapped children from
the regular educ§t1ona1 enviromment occurs only when
.the nature or severity of the-hand1cap ig such that
edUcat1on in regular classes with the use of
“sypplementary aids and services ¢annot be ach1eved
. satisfactorily.” (Sec 615(5) (b))

g - ﬁistor1cally, as a legéi “concept, the LRE doctr1ne has evolved
through a ser1es of court cases. Wich thg:plannlng and 1mp1ementat1fn of

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

‘administrators, and Pol1cy makers. ,

*

°,$tudy-bbjectives

The study exam1ned four of the areas where decisiors regarding least

restr1ct£ye é%v1ronment and educational placement of handicapped children

are currently being made. 8pecifically, objectives for this study were:?




H

. 76 provide a state~of-the-art descripfion of decision-making.
prooe‘dures for determination of the least restrictive placement

a

_as presented at the state level, ' i »

ag utilized at the local leval,
ag-prescr ibed by the tourts, and- -

LS

as proposed by authorities’in.special education.

To compare ‘and contrast the various decisiodn-making procedures
within and among each of these areas and to analyze the ’

educational implication of variation,

To identify specific practices which werg designed t {o) meet
various needs of the participatory decision-making process
* advocated in'P.L. 94-142. ‘Our focus on the application of the’
‘LRE; principle provided for the identification of procedures
designated as notable’ adaptions. .

-

. To meet these study.objectives,"four distinct :es,earch-activities

were undertaken as part of this evaluation.' “To examine the LRE' policies
and procedures at the level of the state education agency, written "
documentation from’ the states, including the Annual Program Plan-

submitted, to BEH, was reVJewed (Activity 1), “Placement p::ocedures at the . )
1o€a1 educaticn agency level were studied th:ough observation of “the
placement meetings and through interviews wit:h team menmbers (Activity

2). The 'concept of LRE, as Prescribed by the courts, was examined

‘through a lega.l analysis of published and unpublished decisions relating

to P;I. ' 94-124 and least restricdtive placement (Activity 3). Lastly, the
data from Activity 2 were examined to identify notable adapta-tions to,
critical procedures for determination of the least restr ictive placement

(Activity 4). ’ ‘ -
. \‘ .‘
Study Components and Research Issues .

;u. ~

Within the Activities, the inVestigation focused on four key
components of the study: . . S

o

1

i) Standa\rd operating' Procedures - the formalized operations which
"are in use or- are- advocated for planning and conducting a
Placement team meeting. Examples‘include the sequence of
meetings, procedures for notification, and attendees.,

Determinaticn of li’fc::ement - the content o the Placement
meetings, includi the information available to the
decisim-makers, the placement alternatives oonsidered, and the
criteria used to evaluate those options. 1.1 .




Ancillary Activities'- fadilitating activities (telated-to
placement decisienymaking) which have been prcvﬁded by the state
and local education agencies,” In-service training and
procedures fcr.eelf-evaluation are e*amples of ancillary
activities. . . e . -

COnstraints/Contextual Factors - which facilitate’cr inhibit*
state and local education agencies frcm achieving full
implementation of LRE. e - ¢ . ¢ . ’

Research issues relateg: to each cf the above componaﬂts generally

evoked the following questions: .ot e
- . . B 4 e e
© ¢ " What & policies stipulate as requiged infoxmaticn to.be used in
determining placement? {Standard Operatingﬁprccedures)

o gﬁat information is acutally ™ised hy‘the Nocal ‘placement team?
oW is it shared? (Determiﬂaticn of .PTacement)

©  What training or, technical assistande actifities are provided to
" "enhance the operation of the LRE vrovision? (Ancillary
Activities)

‘-

/

o - ‘What contextual Eactors are cperating 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. 94-1427" The outcame of the study is a
state-of-the—art'descriptf%n of edicational placement decision-making in
four digtinct research areas (Activity 1, State Policies; Activity 2, |
Dist:ict Rractices; Activity 3, Legal. Analysis: and Activity 4, thable
Practices). This all?wqg for the examinatign cf the least restrictive ,
environment principleaand a state-of-the-art description in each of the
four Activities. Informatién was collected about four components related
to placement (Stapdard Operating Prccedures. Determination of Placement,
Ancillary Activit&bs, and Contextual and Constraint Factcrs) which -
provided ;3 metbodology for crganizing, comparing} ‘and synthegizing these

*Activities. . ) -"%,-’

Our approach to describing the determination of placement ‘& built on
a ccnceptualization of decision-making which includes the infcrmation

" shared, the options cqneidered the criteria used to evaluate options,




the pIaéement decision‘itself, and the examination of - follow-up

procedures for evaluating the appropniateness of the plécement. The.

study also described placement decision-making with respect to several .
contextual factors. At the state and local level, these variables - i
provided additional information about the system surroundxng the qﬁ'
decisicn-making and’ its effect on the process.. Within the setting of bhe .
placement team meeting, we were able £o' See how the process is altered in’
relation .to the spetifics of a particular case.

>
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STUDY ACTIVITIES

. 4 L]

This chaptér presents thg comgosition of .the four study activities:
Analysis of State-Policies, Analysis of Local Practices, tﬁe Legal
Analysist and the Notable Aﬁa;tations to Critical Proc@ﬁures-allﬁof
which relate to determining,the educational placement of handicapped ]

~Children. With regard te these activities, the emphasis is on explaining -
each study design and methodology (with'the actual results and findings

integrated into- Chapters Three tﬂrough Six).

State Education Aéency Analysis (ACTIVITY 1)

Study Design

L]
]

The purpose of this analysis was to provide a state-of-thé-art

description of sfate-level policies and guidelines rélated‘to placement

-

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

‘Annual Program Plans plus thac of the District of Columbis (from Fiscal.

Year 1978). i . . c
The redearch questions -indbIved were:
L4 ’ ” B )
1. - What kinds 6f Eoiicies do states have concerning placement of
hand1capped ch11dren and the least restrictive env1ronment’

2. , What forma11zed Erocedures do states present concerning the -,
placement process?

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

-
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ch do states ogerationalfze the continuum of placement
Aalternatiyes: ‘edncept and how do they assist Local EducatioT
Agencies 1nfsefacting from those alternatives? , '/

Do states, prbvtde other guidelines for determining placemeht?

What addit&bnal requirements concerning the placement degibion
do statesd; _présent?

What anc{ilar ‘activities {such as training and monitoring} have
'stat%erﬁEaged in to facilitate placement decision-making?

What ccnatraints have states encountered in implementing L

The analysis'of state guidance concerning placement decision-makin
provided information against which actual implementation at the lo
level could be compared.

Methodology . A

The Annual Rrogram Plan of each state, which is submitted to BEH for
erning

agprcval, must contain a variety of assurances an§ information con
the state's implementation of P.L. 94~142. To supplement and verify
their report, many states append supporting documenta to their Plafhs,

i.e., admin{strative manuals, legislation, regulations, monitoringt forms,

etc., 'Thus, 'the Annual Program Plan is often one 9of the most
comprehensive compilations of state-level data concerned with han capged
cnildren. FPor this reason, the Annual Program -Plan was chosen as the °
body of 1nformat1gn tc be analyzed to determine the extent of state
guidance in the 1mplementation of LRE. Annual P§Ogram Plans for iscal '
- Year 1978 and all available corresponding documents were analyzed for all
49 states and the District of Columbia  (New Mexico was non-particjpating
and, therefore, did not submit a plan). Yy

1

Content analysis was used: to abstract and guantify the data. [In
, ~ brief, content analysis involves developing theoretically relevan '

> categories and then classifying the content according to those calegorissJ

L

3

L/ Every attempt to securé final and approved FY ’78 Annual Program
Plans was made. . Although draft Plans, were not ugsed f£or contetjt ,
analysis, it wasg difficult to discern whether |the Plans wece actually -
in final form. Matching revised Plans to their approved versilon to
identify any differences was beyond the scope of this study. Some
gtates, therefore, may have made final changes which were not
discovered during analysis.

s
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To\l\%’elp ensure objectivity and ‘reliability, two anaf{rsts individually
read a.nd! coded the‘ information’ for each plan and then met to synthesize
their findings. _Th®\ results from the synthesis forms werd then tallied

»~

and were piggented as)our final results,
1

Due to the large ‘amounts of information that- could potentially be
contained in the Annual Program Plans-much of it irr,elevgnt to the
study--some systemati‘c.fway of.narrcwing the fiefd of inguiry had to be
determined. Pirst, 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 2dSpted to further
systematize the analy'sis. Thus, each Plan was reviewed in the following

-

order: .

i» Least Rescrictive Environment Section ‘ ’ J
2. Indivfdualized Education Plan Section

3. Participation of Private School Children Sectien
4. Placement in Private Schools Section

5. Annual’ Bvalpation Section

6. Child Identification Section A
_7. Protection in Evaluation Procedures Section

8. Procedural Safeguards Section

9. Stats Regulations, if appended

10. Administrative ﬁandboqk Sgctions, if appended
11. Training Manuals, if appended

12. Monitoring Instriuments, if appended

13, Other Relevant documents, if appended

Study Limitations "

3

It the nature of content a.nalysis that only exolic{t references

should b used in determining the inclusion or excl;sion of content into

categor iés and pot, inferences made by readers about”what may or may not
" have been intended. This conservative approach is necessary if any
.gonsistency or objectivity is to be maiﬁta;inea. Therefore, ambiguous
-statements or content requiring inferences to be made before asdignment
to categories should be eliminated from analysis. Only the concrete and

s s




explicit statement can be classified with any accuracy. Tnerefore, the
apptoach throughout. the analysis was one‘of judicious pridence. :

The extent to which this caution would have to be exercised, however,
was ndt anticipated.. The Annual Program Plans, &3 it.turned out, were
highly discrepant in the precision with which'they were written, Rather .
than lose too much information due to insugficient 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 ) ¥

. .

t

‘

A similar difffculty involving the content of the Plans was the

existence of.contradictory statements. Although at first these
cOntradictiéns may have seemed unexpected, conalidering the. variety o§
materijals and the time span over which thd} would have been composed,
such occurrences were underotandable. 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
ocutdated-materials, the most recent information was’ analyzed. If:
however, the recency of the documents could not be determined, or if the
discrepency was not caused by old information, ar'notation summarizing the
contradiction was made, and both statements were recorded. . f .

1

| 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 formally adopted at the time the Plana was written and/may never
have been. Since it would have been,impossible'to ever obtain.completely .
" current information or ascertain if what was proposed was actually
accepted, thoae statemenks of proposed' action were reviewed as if they
were official. )

A final consideration conce;ning the content of tne Plans is that of
omitged information. ﬁgcauge project.staff did not acquire and read all
materials for each atate, the abgsence of reported information does not
necessarili mean that states do not have policiea or guidelinﬁs in that
area. Por this reaébn; the repofted results includé the opticon "no
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mentioﬁé" so that lack of reported information will ‘not be misconstrued
“ as abgolute 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 could have written

guidelineg, that were not available to the content anadlysts.

Cautions in Interpreting the Data -

: All materials containing placéhent information of a state may not
‘have been included in the content analysis. Therefore, the tesults
should be viewed a8 a comprehensive deseription, but not as 5 definitive
(reportihg of state leadership in placement defermination. Furthermore,
¥t ‘was beyond the scope of this geport to'verify whether the states'
'guidelines were actually in practice at the local level® We could only
summar ize wnat the states have, in writxng, descriped as their
.recommended procedures concerning placement. ’

It also should be noted that our results derive ftgm the 1978 Annual
Program Plans. A brief look at some of the Fiscal Year 1979 Plans
ind%cated that some states have adéed substantial information to their
approach to placement decisiph-making. We fully recognize that changes
may have been made in the gtates gince their '78 Blan. Our information,
therefore, is not necessarily the most up-tOrdate for those states

_‘initiating substantial revisions singce their '78 Plfns were submitted,

?inally,‘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 highIY.deFeiled, speCific information not
required to be contained in' the Annual Plans. Thus, the lack of response
‘Bn these items by some states should not be interpreted as noncompliance
or inadequate guidance. Depending on state laws and hittories, variation
. in the extent of control or assistance is to be expecteﬁ In addition,
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 inforﬁation doeg exigt at the gtate level,
and the Apnual Program Plans provided the most cohprehensive compilation

+

for our purposes. : . ‘ g

]
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Local Bducation Agency Analysis {A'ctivi,ty\lz)

. Study Désign |

The purpose of this activity is to provide, a‘ state=-of-t e~art'
descgiption of placement decisio’n aking procedures at the lpcal level.
Of chief interest was the manner im whit‘.‘h the principle ot l,east .
restrictive environment {(LRE) enteted info anq affected the placement
decisions concerning hatdicapged students, Data for ‘this study were
Gollegted primarily through "f.r;-site observations of piei:em nt teanm .
meetings over a two-month period gpanning March to May of 19‘»‘@., The
study sample consisted of §. stgtes and 15 Local Education Agencies. In .

L]

all, 134 meetings and 96, cages were observed. K

" *

The research guestions generated to guide this study followed four
_ broad areas of interest/comcern: standard operating procedures,

L

"placement determination, ancillary activities, and constraints. These
areas and their attending specific queries were: '
o What standard procedures for determining placement are operatin'g
at the local level? . -

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

Bow 49 Local Pducation Agencies determine placement for their
handicapped students? .

++ What information is ghared within the decision-making
environment?

Bow is ‘this information shared?
Bow is this informatipn used? -

Are placelnent options ‘c?s'idered? :

. 1Is there a list of placement options available within the
district? Are extra-aigtrict opti.ons considered? . (Axe
they documented?) .

- Bow many options were cons8idered?

A

- In what order are they presented?

What criteria are used to evalVate placement options? -
- Is LRE included as.a criterion?




+

-~ How is LRE determined?

_Wnat provisions are made for interaction with
non-handicapped peers?

- Are extracurricular activities considered? . _
++ What is ‘the sequence oH the decision-making prccess?
e What is -the outhme of the placement meeting?

(3

-.  What agpects of'mcnitoring and/or evaluating the -
melementation of the placement are considered?

— Bre the evaluation criteria specified?“

- Are responsible individuals identified?_

What types of- anciliary activities at -the Pederal, state, and .

local levels* have facilitated 1 east restrictive plt"Ehfnts for
handicapped studerrts?

.. Have staff. member s been \provid n-service trainina?

-

.» What types of monitoring procedures have been melém ced
by the State Education Agency and/or by the’Local Bducation
Agency? ) -

What constraints impede placement in the least restrictive

envirofment?

»» What are the effects of oontextual variables on placement
decision-making?

L.
Methodology

-
e
‘.
L4

The sampling for this study was a major consideration in the
methodology to ensure comprehensiveness. It-involved gelections in the
full range or placement procedures on three levels--state,. local, and g

»

individual. T = o

* 3

Y

State Sampling. The strategy for Selection of states was not to
allow for consgistency among all so states, but rather to captute the
broadest range of diversity possible. Thus, five states were selected
primarily Eor'their vacriability on gocio~demographic and special
education. Relevant characteristics include: . .

-

~

o) geographic region (1 Northeast, 1 Southeast, 1 Central 1
Southwest, 1 Northwest) ’

funding Eormula {2 unit, 3 excess costs)
population density (2 high, 2 medfum, 1 low)




- .popblation size (1 high, 2 medium, 2 law)

éper capita‘inccme Ii_n}gd, 2 ﬁedium:'l lo?)
state versugﬁlcca ontrol (B“high, 2 low)
percent of handi ed served (3 high, 2 medium)

1978 Federal allccaticn (L high, 2 medium high, 1 medium, 1 lcw)

I.ocal Educaticn Agen lin . The sample cf local education -
agencies*wasjbased on &. systematic plan to ensure representation cf three .
key characteristics: size, special building facility, and availability
of a wide range of placement cptions. ' . '

+

Since diversity of prccedures rather than prcportional

representativeness was ‘desired, we relied heavily on the state directcrs
cf special educaticn to identify thcee cooperative districts of varying
size and placement prccedures. The' actual sample prunarily COﬂSlSted of -
one large (urban), one medium {suburban or rural), and one small
(suburban or rural) district in each state (save $cr one which had 3
small rural districts), 3ach with-various idicsyncratic placement
features,. Within the tctal sample of 15 localities, variations in
special scEcoljfacilities and cpticn‘cOntinuums fere'present.

-
r

Cage Sampling. For each.size district in a ctate, a.minimum number
of casesjwas required: three cases in small localities, six in medium, .
and nine in large school districts. Thus, a total of 90 cases was the’
cvecall goal for the study sample of cases. Té alicw for the greatest
understanding of each case and the. reasons behind‘each placement
‘decisicn,-where possitle, all meetings held for a particular student
(aftet assessments had been completed) were observed. .Thus, eligibility
_ meetings, placemeﬁt meetings, and meetings to develop Individualized
.o Educatioqrprograms ware included in our data collection.

-
) Several key.case-characteristics were identified as‘important
-_variables which might affect the way in which placement decisicns wece
made. Other case tures were purposaly selected to ensu:e inclugion bf
'ﬁﬁﬁgb characteristics. in eagh state, field staff

" .
Ll
Y4 . N

a broad variety of
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selected cases representing different‘reaaqns for placement

decision-making (initial referrals, annwal reviews, scheduled
reevaluations, and reevaluations for chenge in placement).. Another
imPOrtant-consideration was to gelect cases at a yariety of grade 1eve1s
{especially prqschool and high school}, with a variety of. hendicapping
conditicns (especially low-incidence .populations) and with varying levels
of severity. Thus, case selection was designe% to maximize variation an
to allow chservers to gather data on potentially problematic placeﬂbnt
decisions. One additional selection driterion for cases superceded all
previous considerations,. however. Because of the relative rarity of
ocoarrence, cases where the placement decision or discussion was likeﬁY,
ko be c0nt:oversial'(Parents disagreeing, conflicting assessment data,
etc ) were given top prior. ity for selection. -

i

,Ultimetely, the selection of cases was dependent upon the willingness
t‘of district personnel to assist with identifying diverse cases as

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

cbservers to attend meetings. Because parént consent was required prior
' to stedy participa , and because atypical of)Lnusual Gases were
purposely selected, scme degree of bias in the. case sample wag likely to )
axist. Por this reason, caution must be exercised wgen interprating the
data. ' . : ) ,

™ _ “
Data Collectipn. Three informetion-éethering technﬁques were

principally applied to the collection of the data: {1) structured
dbservationa of placement teah meetings; (2)* informal, unstructured

interviews; and (3) ,file review. Field w?nk covered 4 two-month period
during Spring 1979, Applied gsyagement Sciences" permanen; and temporary
staff were trained in the observation and recording techniques and were
responsible for all data collectiohibétivities.

« The instruments‘developed to collect data can be categorized as:

’
e

1. Observation System X )
2. State and District Forms-

3. . Log




'All three categories uere vital to capturing the various levels of
sophistication in understanding and applying placement procedures.

-davelopment and utilization of each is discussed below.

1, Observation System (Note Form, Observer Report Form, and Case

Information Form)

The core of the collection activities was thig syetemadengned to
éapture information exchanged during'meetings. "The research questicons
presented above QUided the development of the observation system.- Given
the nature of the data ¢ollection and the fact that no structured
'questionnaires were uged, the' observatlon system itself had to be very ?
specific. In addition to coding the proceedings of meetings within
specific observation categories, the’ field interviewer augmented the
system with notes regarding 1nrormation which." (1) was not codable .
within the existing observation system; and/or {2) verified or clarified

the ugse of certain codes. ’ o ‘ .

* -

Prior to the development of the observationm instruments, project

staff membe;;»used an ethnographic appreoach in opserving'meetings»in.
several school systems .in the Washington-Metropolitan area., Thisg
approach provided direct information aboiﬁ,athel placement practi&és in

different lScalities. Through review of ‘position papers felated £o LRE,
P.L. 94~ 192 procedures manuals, and planning models for educationai
placement* Wil also familjarized ourselves with written procedures related
to placement. Through(ethneraphic technigues during instrument
development, and throughgour increasing familiarity with the plecemenb‘
process, we were able #0 conatruct an observation system. wijith
acconmodated the realities of a variet}-of local placement procedures.
Coding categories elerged from:the_litereture and were validated,
'expanded or deleted according to ethnographic observetion and, field

testing. o

-

" The nature Of the research questions and the data collectid
methodology dictated that the study focus on the content of ,Plagement
team meetings. Consequently, the process aspects and interpersonal

-

. . ¥
dynamics of group decision-making weiE:Bot within the scope of this




sﬁudy‘ The obsgervation system was congtructed to code w what trangpired
within the oontekt of the placement meeting, as opposed to how-

, information was commupicated—-the type and patterns of interpersonal
communication which were ongoing within the group discussions were not
‘considered for purposeé of this study. ) .

The final 'observation system consgisted of threé core instrdﬁents: a
note form to\(:i:rd meeting proceedings, a report form on which the
cbntent of each eeting was coded, and a cage information form-which

f summarized all data coilected on a cage (meetings, files, supplementary

" discussions). 'The nofe form consisted merely of blank sheets of paper

- marked with’ five-minute intervals SO that observers could determine the

“ vy - amount of discussion on subject matter. (One set of ‘note forms ran from
‘ 2-50 minuktes,) Thase forms yere usad during the meetings to gapture
" important,flements of discussion needed to colmplete the Observer Report
Férm. Pollowing the meeting, then, the note Forms were used as a
N ‘referen®e to fill out the Observer Report Porm. This latter instrument
o contained the bulk|of information collecled on gite: attendees, content
T of meeting, extent of disctssion, options congidered,’ and decisions
made. One of these instruments was filled out for each meeting observed.

’ on a case. Fiaally, all information on each student was syntnesized on-a
-Case Information Porm. In addition to data collected through ,

' oBservations of meetings on a casge, the,resulbs of file reviews and any
discussiohs 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 ultimate disposition

(placement decision, degree of restrictiveness) was included.
' P—
2. State and District Data Forms

b}

These instruments were used to record state'gzucation"and local
education agency demographic information. Most data were collected
:;t%rough docgment reviews (ngnual Program Plans, administrative manuals,
;and cther special educational materi ls); Other information was gathered

. Eprough on~site experience or "verification/clarification” discussions

)




with ;élevant state or local personnel. Examéleshof infbrmatiOn
contained on‘these forms ihcluded: enrollment figures, fdhdiné,
’plécement options, handicapping conditions served, and written™

policies/procedures relate& to LRE, S

-3. Log o . . . ’

Daily entries were m&de in tne leg tc‘maintain a permanent record of

such things as:

cases identified fo:.study

El

ﬁ%etings observed

o
o
o] persons intefviewed
o
o
o

interesting practices uncovered
difficulties encountered |

general reflections on placement practices and policies,

E

The log served geveral purpoges. First, it was an essential scheduling
.,and communication link between field staff covering different cases
during the course of the day. Secona it kept a running account of the .
types of items that would be discussed at debriefing sessions following
data collection. Rather than depend on recall at the end of the
s2ight-week da*a collection pericd, the log ‘recorded immediate and -
accurate impressions of ongoing occurrénces. These included problems,
strong points, peculiaritiés, etc., associated with the placement cases

i’

. and the field work. . V-

i)

Y

FPinally, the log provided invaluable assistance ﬁE'the subgequent ‘
qualitative data'aana'lysis. and retrospective conclusions which make up the
bulk of this report. oOften the data collector on site féund much
potentially useful ancedotal information which would otherwise have been
leost. TEF 1og; therefore, served as a forum for some of the qualitative

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

© drawn. S

L]

Unstructured interviqws were conducted after Ehe placement team
- meetings., Typically, the following participants were interviewed;




S

o)

o] 'teacher' . ) -
o)

o)

L

“adminigtrative representative or principal
gchool psychologist.

L4

ese dnterviews wefe used to verify or to clarify thé initial
perceptions and observatieuahg*‘the field interviewer as well as "to
supgly data to complete gaps in nécedsary info:matlon. Thgse interviews
were Of an informal nature %4nd their content was related to the
deciﬂicn-making processes which were observed within the individual team
meeting. The content of thege interviews was determined by'information
which the obsefver wag not able to record. . For example, it was sometimes
nccessary to clarify such information as: ) -

"\ @ implied decisicn Tules
' final placement ‘decision
perceived raticpale for placeﬁent
) satisfaction with placement decision..,

The "content :of interviews related to these areas was not the‘same for all
cases ot for the placement tean members of the same’ group. COntent was
determined o8 an individual basis. Probes for further information were
required only where clarification related to a particula: area was

necessary-. '

Preparation for pata Collection. Two field observers were assighed
‘to each state. Prior to actual data collection, extensive training and
preparaticn were required. All field staff members had backdrounds in

areas Such as education, counseling, o sociology. Prior to the actual -’

training sesgiong, observers were given a basic Set of required readings
to familiarize themselves with necessary content of the study. With this
background reading apJ’through discussions during training, they
developed the ability to draw implications about decision rules which
_were operating within the context of placement meetings. - ’

In addition to the required readings, training consisted of practice
in coding video—taped simulations of placement meetings. thetical
j i

cases alsq wera positted to prepare trainees for the range of situations
Y

o~




which -could be encountered.
. practice in coding and ethnographic notetaking, as well as in follow-up
verification/clarification interviewing. '

All trainees were required te achleve a trainee-criterion reliabrlity
level of at 1east 0.75. 1In order to assure that fleld staff were
abrlying the cading-system properly and were *ecording other pertinent
information, reliablility was measured during training, as.well as
periodically thereafter, throughout the data collection period. with
regard to the use of the.{nst:uments, all observers adtuali; exceeded the
reliability standards of 0.15. . |

-Data Analygis ) . . -

]

~ The information ommpiledﬁgrom the qbservatron system and the state
and distrigr forms was recorded, tabulated, and Cross-tabulated as the
means towards quantitative analysis. The narratiee’summaries’of Cases
provided healthy sources from which illustrative and qualitative data
could be extrapolated. The recordings in the logs (including anecdotal

" '{nformation) also served to substantiate and clarify the qualitative ~

analysis. ] . '

‘In the following tables, an overview of .district and case
characteristics are presented. The analysis was constructed within these
sampling charabteristics. The attenﬁiné limitations involved in

accommodating these characteristics hlso 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

ccnditions aeross contrasting variables. Pigures are derived from local
‘educatign agency cnild count data. A separate sub-table below it snows
the number of classification options used in different districts.

Ie: should be noted that "the overall percentages from our sample
districts differed a good deal from current national figures, as well as
from. expected‘leeels of occurrence . Table 2.2 shows the current national
averages, the district’ (sample} averages, and the expected levels

{congensus of authorities) of the incidence of handicapping’ conditions.
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, TABLE 2.2:  PERCENT OF HANDICAPPING CONDITIONS SERVED

e

Al
I

National District Expectedd’

v . '
Handicap Classification Average Sample. Incidence

épeci{ic Leaﬁniné Disability ‘21.5 . . 25.0
’ Speech.Ihpﬁi{Fd

Méntally RetérQeﬁ

Se?ere/Emotignal Disturb;Pce
' Visually Handicapped

,OFFHOpedical%} Impaired

Health Impaired
Rard of Hearing -

-

Deaf

1/?ercents intérpolated from Office of Education, DHEW, estimates,
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A most Dotable difference occurs in°the category of specific learning
lhisabilftiea wherein the éampled‘districts had an average incidence of
this condition of 34.8 percent, which was 10 pPercent above the level

authorities pﬁajected qnd 13 percent higher than the current naticnal

average. Smaller, but noteworthy, differences existed for other V
handicapping conditions as wéll, This underscores the non-generality of

-

] ) ¢ Tl
Within the sample, minor variations occurred across district

categories iR the percent of students served and the variety of labels
used. In dgeneral, urban and tow minority districts reported higher
levels of less common handicapping conditions and used a broader range of )

clagsification nomenclature.

*

- .

Reasons for Case Selection. Given the ancticipated difficulcies in
acquiring the range of cases desired and the variety of selection r
criteria used, the reasons for céoosing partiéular cases were garefully
documented by the field staff. Table 2,3 Provides an actual case-by-case
descriptién of the primary selection factors used in the sampling. The
purposeful selec¥ion of'casés by issue-oriented factors was severely
,—J hnnatrgfned by ﬁhe actugl availability of placemeht cases during the
limited observation period and within the small sample of districts.
’ Th;s table reflects these constraints és‘well-as our attempts to sample
unusual and difficylt cases. ‘

Handicapping Conditign. A central feature of the sampling approach

was éhe selection of cases that would represent.bpth a broad diversity bf
handicapping conditions and a varlety of procedural complications, For
these reasons, the actual cases selected were neither representative of
national nor local distriputions. Table 2.4 shows this divergéncé from
the norms. FPFoul types of handicapping conditions were sampled riuach mere
than thelr nét ral occ;rrence: Severe/Emotional bistufbance, Visually
Handicapped, .Orthopedically Impaired, and{aealth Impaired. The first
condition was over-selected because Of the potentially controversial
nature of this type of case, as well as the possibility of gre;ter
discussion regarding approp:iage placement .and district., Por

-




TABLE 2.3:

TABLE 2.4:

<

REASONS FOR SELECTING CASES

REASCH

PERCENT OF CASESY

{Nw96)

One of first cases selected in LEA

L e
To balance number of initial referrals
#nd re-svidluations

Child is saverely handicapped

To balance grade ievel distribution

Placement i; 1ikely tn be an issue

To balance distribuﬁon of handicapping
conditions _

-

Child is blfnd deaf or sarfously
emotionally disturbed

" Qther

+

X

l/ml.éiple responses were 31 owed,

o .
SAMPLBD CASES COMPARED TO LEA AND NATIONAL DISTRIBUTIONS

dicapoing Condition:

96
Casas

(%)

m'-.

Distris
Sutions
_(®

Natiooal
Averages

%

+

Speaifi® Lesrning Dlsabilicy
Spesch ‘lampaired |

Mentally Retarded
»30¢ial/Eaotiongl Disturbance
Taually Eandtappod
Onhopodiculy Im.tnd
Health .upurta
Hard-of=Hexriag »

Dot '

Other’

M
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similar reasons, in contrast, Speech Impaired gases (3) were
under-sampled. Visually HShdicapped, Orthopedically Ippaired, and Health
Impaired cases were sampled more ‘than their prcéortional representation
because they involved less gommon Placements. Low incidence conditions,
because of their infrequency, present novel and unfamiliar conditions
which could challenge the pro_fqrma operation of a standing placement

team. £

Qemocraphic Chgggcteristicgr Table 2.5 gives general de@odraphic
characteristics of the_sampled cases. There were more males (536) than
females (40), which-is typical of general trends In special education.
The distribution of minority student_cases (26%) was fairly
represenQa;ive of their general occurrence in the sample districts
(2| . Type OFf Case refars to the gSausatlve zourse of the :efe::zl Sox
each of the 95 c¢ases which were studied. Comparison fiqures were not
available, but the lower figures for sScheduled Re-evaluations (15) and
Reviews (10) in our sample did not reflect the high occurrence of these
types tn’ general practice (especially at the epd of the school year, when
data collection was ccnducted) Because thes cases were typically pro -
forma in nature and rarely resulted in pla ent changes ©or
*ccntroversies, 1nitial Referrals and Reevalua%ione for Change in
Placement were purposively over-selected,;resulting in under~
representation of Annual Reviews and Scheduled (3-year) Reevaluations.

In examining these sample character}stics, it should be noted that
they reflect a nonrepresentative selecticn (relative to national
Eﬁ;&res). Less frequent handicapping. anditions and uncommon types of -
cases were represented more than they*would be in a random sample. This
situation was a direct result of the caSe selection design which was
devised to obtain c¢ases representingxa ibroad diversity Of var iables.

Study Limitations and Problems ' ¢

I
M

. Aside from the .limitations mentiohéd above, there were two other

considerations affecting the data collection. One was the effort needed
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TABLE 2.5: GENE?&I CHARACTERISTAICS OF CASES

. .
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L gy

CASE INFCRMATION CHARACTRRISTICS ?ERCEI{Q; 'gg }TCTAL

AL, Sax: - )
7 {ne88)
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2y e A
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8. Ethnic Group: ) Xen-Minority 3 .
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8lack 7>t
. {mm18)

Hispanic 7
{me7)

Other Minority % )
s n-.z

Unknown

Type of Case: Tnitial Referral

J
Reavaluation for
Change fn ?lacement .

'Scheduled Resvalyation

*
L}
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to consistgntiy stressg upon- tha districts and their personnel that this
was not a compliance study. This was done prior to securing the
district's cooperation and througbout ‘the data Qallection process by the
field staff. The second consideration the lmpact the observer(s)

_ might have upon the conduct of mee .

The existence of an obierver docu ating what transpired at the
meeting ptObably influenced; to gome degree, what was distussed and how
information was presented. - The presence of an observer might have had
some effect not only upon.the meeting content‘ but also apon the' )

. rationale for the “final placement décision; or perhaps even upon the
decision itself. Where districts had standing team members, the effect
of the observer s presence was diminished as the team conducted more
meetings with observation data being collected. In such cases, the
parents wete at more ‘of a disadvantage because theY did not have

opporiunities to become accustomed to being'observed

+ s

There was no way to eliminate the effect the observer might have on

-

the placemént process. The observers were, of course, as unobtrusive as -
possible.’ Purthermore: the interviewers were asked to note any _
indications of possible effects, such as glances or comnents directed to
. them, The observers also occasionally ingquited, as part of the follow-up
interview, whether the interviewee.felt the observer's presence made®a '
difference. since the problem-could not be eliminated, our approach was
‘to minimize it and to attempt to evaluate how extensively the obsdlvers -

’ affected the placement decision—making process. SR ¥

-

Legal Analysis (Rctivity 3) . A,

‘9.- i D
| . o e _ &

Study Design

The ;anOSe of this pa:t of the total study was to describe and ir’/,
analyze hew the ”lgast restrictive environment” reaﬁirement of /

v -

P.L. 94~142 is being implemented by judges and agministrative heaning

Qtficers, and to determine whether thé LRE requirement is rpflected in
placement decigions where disputes are involved This - activity was -

’ divided into four basic areas: - (lJ a s ary of the historical basis of
+ the requirement, focusing on relevant "court decisions; (2) a description

s
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of'the ré&ui;ement, asjspeqified in P:L. 94-142 and its regulations; {(3)
an analysis of 'the requirement, from the perspective of judges and
administrative heaking officers; (i)'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 }nVestigatipm g}gg are mentioned. In addition, a conclusion, which

summarizes and comments on the findings, i3 offered. v

Methodblogy

The thrusf of.the Legal AnaI¥3lg wag to determine the implementation
pf'the Lﬁ#‘req&irement at the court level and at the administrative
apped’é level. Thé redlew of court decisions arising’under P.L. 94-142
and the analysis of the decisions in relationship to the LRE requirement

accomplished thr?ugh a variety of technigues. The decisiong reviewed
included both published (by a standard publishing system, e.g., West
Publishing Company) and unpublished cases. These caseg were located by
_means of a thorough gearch éhrqugh: (1) state~“annotated“‘statute books
for all .of the states; (2; the relevant Wést “pigests® oé cases which are
organized hy subject matter; and (3} pef!!dicais in the areas of law and
education, and public pOIicy and education, e.g., the Education Bulletig
oublished by the Center on Law and Education irn Cambridge,

Massachusetts. Court decisions also were soliciked from nine selected

states which participated in the study of administrative decisions based
on appeals. : . 5

ra
hl

The court dec}sions were grouped into six general categories:
" {1)-major enforcement cﬁses, eqch raising a numbér of basic issues of

implementation of significance to Jdarge numbeﬁ2;°£ children; (2) cases

chajlenging the suspension and expulsion of handicapped children from
public school; (3) casges raising various issues relating to priﬁake

8 pPlacements: (4) cages concerniﬁg partiéipation in-athletica by

h pped students; (5) cases challenging the failure of states to use

- ”impartial lrearing officers;“ and (6) individual appeals from the

’
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decisions of hearing officers. Cases 'in thesé categorids were discusged

and their relationships’ to the implementation of:the LRE requirement was
explored. . ! : “

To review and analyze a sample of administrative decisions resulting
"from disputes between parents and school s¥stems ‘over spegial education
placement, a content analysis approach was utilized pridarily.

Nine states were selected as a ‘result of their levei of actiwviey 1&)
deciding administrative appeals. These particular states were selected
becabse of the likelihdod that since the inception of P.L. 94~142 on.
September 1, 1977, they would have had a minimqéaof 20 administrative.

appeals deci)ions . “

o

Bach of the nine stdtes was asked to send 40 of iFS‘most recent
decisions at the highest administrativn 1evel (whare the facts of the
case’ were fully discussed) or alk of‘tts administrative decisions at that
level since September 1, 1977, -if this was less than 40, Decisions at
the highest administrative ievel were :gguested sn that the sample would
reflect the "final work” in the state on the_implementatidn of the LRE
requiremegt. Fo ecisions were requested in the hope that a minimum
of 10 and a maximum of\20 would contain a placement decision with . '
sufficient supvorting information to indicate whether and to what extent
the LRE requirement was reflected: in the deCLsion.

A total of 295 decisions were received, of which 121 were usable for '

purposes of this analysis. Some devisions were rot usable sinpce they dia
not- result inlacement decisions and thus were not relevant to the
purpose of the study. Some decisions were unEsable because poer
duplicaticn made them illegible, or because they did uet contain ¥

gsufficient information concerning the placement alternatives. . €
. ’ -
In asking the states for their moSt recent decisions, we did not ask

for placement decisions in which the LRE requirement was at issue because.

one purpose of this study was to determine.whethe; the LRE requirement is
reflected in placement decisiops. We asked for fhe nost recent decisions
because of the greater likelihood that these would reflect more of the

¢
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_requirements of P.L. §4-l42 than the eariier decisions which were made
when the Law was fi;a\ being implemented and was not as well understood
becausepof a lack of experience with its provisiofs.

‘u

All of thé placement decisions were read, reviewed, and analyzed from .
the perspective Qf the LRE- requirements. The review and analysis
utilized the format of two analytidal instruments: a "Content Analysis
Checkligt" and a "Content Andlysis Summary E'o;'m.-ll Botn of these were
designed to eli®it, from the decisions, information relevant to the _
implementation of the LRE requirenent.. The “Sumﬁary Form" was the basic

.,reporting form and utilized the "Checklist" as a crogss-reference to
H

ensure, completeness of. the reporting.

‘Notable.ndaptations to.Critical Procedures (Activity 4)

Study Design and Methodology ¢

L

This activity identified significant policies, piocedures, and
'activities in the 5 states and 15 districts which participated in the
study of Local Educatisn Agency placement procedures. P.L. 94~124
regulatioﬁs stipulate certain procedures that Local and State Education-
Agencies ‘must minimally establish, and therefore, are "critical” in

'-laSSQ_ g the placement in the LRE appropriate. The critical procedures

aces cL .
Idéntification and Evaluation (including public awareness, referral
- ahd screening, compunication and documentation) -

:PIacEment Decision-Making (eligibility,. the planning team meetings, -
and indi¥idual edu2ational plan develoqnent) )

s

*Per'ent/Student Inyolvement ' )

*
L]

Review and Reevaluation (the continuum and related se(vices)

Program ahd In ivigua; Services

A "notable adaptation“ was defined as an activity, a practice, or an

established procedure which has one or more of the following
- characteristics: ‘




*

1.h 'gces above and beyond the mandates of P.L.’95-142=
2. indicates creative problem solving; .

+

3. 1llustrates ideas or soluticons to areag of BEH' concern.

The primary approach was to examine the sampled state and district
~reports and documents, as well as the data collected through on-site
obgervations of placement team meetings which contributed to the 96
individual case studies comprisihg Activity~2. Ag part of the
chservation system, observers recorded, at each plahning‘;eam meetiﬁg,

any procedures, approaches, or suggestions whichs

were unusual;

were well-received by the groups 3
facilitated the’ exchange of information and decision-maklng,
‘prcvided for a less restrictive placement; «

thoroughly involved parents in the process;

evidenced creative broblem solving.

LIS

The amalysis of state pOiicies and of the local agency data collection
,yielded a random harvest of 1nformation from which particularly notable
practices could be. extracted and examined in terms of the critica;

" . ptocedures set forth in P:L. 94-142, j

-

Summary . )
These four stpéy activities—the 'State,'.the *Local,” ‘the "Legal ,” '

the "Notable Adaptations” Analyses—-constitute the“ingredients in the

" Leagt Restrictive Environment Placement Study. The findings and

recommendations produced by thegse activities are presented in the .

following chapters: Standard Operatipg Procedures for LRE Determination,

Determination of Placement, ﬁhcillary_kctivities, Céntextual Factors and

Conatraints.'
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. STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES FOR LRE DETERMINATION
¥

Background _ N

e

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

placement decisions- stipulate: . ’ .
* L}

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

4

2, +A full and individual evaluation of the child's educational
‘needs must be conducted before amy action is taken with respect
.to the initial placement.

The .eligibility and placement decipion is made by. a group of
people, including those knowledgeable about the child, the
meaning of the evaluation data, and the placement optionms.

The eligibility and placement decision is based upon a variety
of sourcesy-.including aptitude and achievement tests, teachers'
recomnendations, physical cond1t1on, -gocial/cultural background,
and adaptive behavior. iy *

il

Information must be documented and carefully considered. .

L
The placement decigion is made in conformity with the LRE rules.

The placement decision muat be made on an 1nd1v:aual b8818.

If a determination is made that a child is eligible for special
.edutationyand rel'ated services, an Individualized Education
Program myst be developed for Fhe child.

Written parental congent must be obtained before 1n1t1al
placement in a program. .

Re~evaguationa of the child are conducted every three Yyears, or
more frequently if conditions warrant, or if the child's parents
or teacher requests a re-evaluation. -

e
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11. .wWritten notic® must be given éb parents a reasonable 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 child. - - '

.12, A continu of alternative placements must He available to meet
» the -special - ~education and related service ne¢ds of handicapped
. children'. (This continuum is defined specifically to include
" instruction in regular classes with.regolrce room or itinerant
gservices, gpeciyl schools,,home instructidn, and instructien in
hospitals and institutions. )

ar L

hdditicnall?, 16cal education agencies are given direction with
_ regard. "to the need to *in,aure that handicapped children have available to
them the variety of educational programs and services available to
nonhandicapped children served by the local education agency including
art, musice, industriaI arts, consdher and homemaking education and
vocational educat{cnf This variety of educaticnal prograns and gervices
available is mot confined to those ligted, but includes the right of

access to.any programg or activities in which nenhandicapped children
< 1

participate (Secticn I?la. 305} .,

In Secticn lZl 366, the enabling legislaticn further expands those
activities in which handicapped children have a right to be involved.
These include extracurricular and nonacademic services, recreatlcnal
activities, special interest grOUPG or clubs gponsored by a public agencY-

*

Purthermore,.the Regulaticns require that, in arranging for thege
nonacademic and extracurricular activities (meals, recess periods. etc.),
each public agenéy is responsible t® ensure that each handicapped child
participates with nonhandicapped children to the maximum exhent
-appropriate to meet the-needs of that child, - ‘

The above discussion of background ghould be helpful in following the

- presentation of thig chapter and'the following ones.

r\ ”Standard operating prccedurés" refers to guidelined contained in
?tate and district documents regarding, placement decision-making. The
findings here are presented under the following components: LRE
Policies; Notification Procedures; Participants; TyPés and Prequencies of
Meetinés: dgenga;.and‘Procedures for Encouraging garticipation.
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. ‘LRE Policies X ’ .
.t "\‘"a + .

\‘y-\ + . s
As fournd in the analysis of State policies, most states In some way -

2ddressed LRE. The majority of these were paraphrases of the Law,
although a few states expanded upon this model. Definitions of LRE also
were proviled by several states; most of these indicated that

m;Iﬁstreaming-placing children in envirtnments providing interaction/

integration with nonhandicapped-ewés synoncmous with LRE, Very few
states (28%) indicated that they required their local districts also to,
"have a policy gtatement on LRE, ?nd‘fewer ftill_said that this was
reconmended. More than half of the states made no mention of whether
their districts were to have LRE statqmehts of thelir own,

Corre3podainq characterdstics appea;ed“in_the analysis of local
district policies. At some sltes, districts had their own gset of
pq}icies which the} had written and ﬁiblished. In otheos, the only
information on policies that the observers could obtain were state
application forms which the districég were required to sign when applying
for p.L.;94-142 funds. Most state applicgtions cited the Daw or the
Rules and Regulatiops vétbatim.and required the districts to give
"assurances™ that these ﬁéocedures were being implement;d. In those |
Qist}icts in which no other policies and procedures were published, these .

-’
districts' standard operating procedures, - ol

F
state applications had to be accgpted as beind representative of the

! A review of diét{ict plans subﬁitted to the state education agency
provided fnformagion on local procedures related ‘to placement
decision-making and the LRE principle. In genbral, the districts
included references to Pederal and state laws as they_related to these
issues. In most cases, however, dist:fcts did not go much beyond
reconflgging or concurring with the ph{loaophical intent of state and
Pederal requirements.. 'Por example, a district would simply affirm its
-compmi tment to "apPly the doct:iné of Least Restrictive Alternatives to
thg delivery of education services;" in a local education agency plgn:
this represented a typical reference to the issue of least restrictive
placements. ©Gn the other-hand. there were isolated instances where’a
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‘district was mucﬁ more comprehensive in jes assufaﬁce that LRE was a
meaningful consideration which }nf;uenced-educational placement .deci2ions
for handicapped students: "héﬁdicapped students are to be educated with
nonhandicapped students eicept when the handicapped student's educational
progress would be slowed, the._quality of his or her educgtionﬁl services
would be harmed, or the student's behavipr is repéatedly'and demonstrably
disruptive of other students' programs.® o . . .

I

Notification Procedures -

Written notice must be given to parents before the public agency
proposes or refuses to init}ate or change the identification, evaluation,
or educational placements. All states indicqged that they required
written notice to the parents concerning placement (placement meetings,
procedural: safeguards, placement decisiéns}. Sone s:-ates also added tna:
“not only was notice of placement and/or change in placement required, but
also noticde of contimuation of placement. Nosgtates mentioned any '
procedures for notificatibn of others (staff, diagnostician, etc.).

-

State requirements ;ongerning parental consent were examined for four
steps in the placeme.nt process: referra.:l., evaluation, placement, and
' changé in placement. Very few states-even‘mentiongd any requirement for
parent§1 conseni concernipg referrals (;4 state Plans did not address
this area) and no states made consdnt a :equiremenE for referral._ Six
states, however, indicated that notice concerning referral was provided

to the parents.

Nearly all states {(48) clearly indicated that parental consent was

required for evaluation. Por two states, hOwever, the consent
requirements for evaluation were not clear.’ One state reported that

consent was "implicit,” yet the state law,referred only to "notice and
participation.” The gther state required notifilatidr of evaluation, but

unless the parents objected on a "redponse form,"” the assessment was
conducted.’ Thié game 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.
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The problems with lack of clarity concerninglconsent? became more
evident in the area of initial placements. Por 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

-~ digsatisfaction" with the plac%gent or that notice was sent and the-
parents "may agree." Other’ states viewed failure of the parents to
respond within a'hpecified pericd of time (7-10 days) as "ct:on‘s_s.‘nt.'l

‘Finally, the consent requirements for ctaﬁge in placeﬁent were
examined. Responses were fairly evenly distributed among those states
requiring cnnsent'QIS), those requiring notice (16}, and those tnat did
not addresa the issue (19).

In nearly all’districts (from the local sample), the standard
operating procedures met the requirements.of the Law, and most districts
(12 out of 15) exgeeded the Law requiring consent for initial placement
with their further requirement for written parental’ consent before any
change in placement occura.. One qf the states (lpcal gample] required
written consent for continuation.pursqant to :egiew. ‘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 1nfctmed consent..-The disticts rarely proceededrxith
placement meetings without' parent attendance. Other districts faced with
the same problem would proceed with the meeting, decide the placement,
and seek written consent afterwagds: The problem of consent‘and actual
informed consent ts discussed Further under "Participants.”

| i
A notable Practice regarding notifying parents and contributing to

- informed consent was that’ found operating in two of the sampled local
districts. Initial contacts with parents via letters advising of intent
to evaeuate and gain consent often come as a surprise to parents; the
result usually was confusion. Thesg districts alleviated much of the
.possible confusion with the use of "An open Letter to Par?nts" (Exhibit
3.1) which clearly defined the variety of methods used to study a child's
situation. This letter routinely accompanies the request for ;;rmission

to evaluate.




EXHIBIT 3.1: . AN OPEN -LETTER TO DARENTS

. THE NATURE OF AN-EDUCATIONAL EVALUATION

At one time or another as many as one out of four pupils, seems unable to profit
from class:oqp experiences. 1In an effort to learn more about such situations, a
school may‘call upon the gérvices of a schgol psychologist, speech/language

_clinician, special’ education teachers, or the school nurse. The information which
follows ‘may answer some of the questions you have regarding an educational study.

A variety of methods is uged to study a situation. Phese can be briefly |
described ag follows y ‘

.

-1, Classroom obs observations may +be made in order to see how the student gets .
aleng with his teacher and other students, -how he— studies, and wha t ngs in the -
classroom may interfewith or upset his/her learning.

.2, Interviews with you;lyour ¢hild, the teae{eits) and otherg who know yonr
child in scheol nmay take place 0 obtain infofmationdakout the sch@ol problam(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, fiqures 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.

L] ~ L] ;
5. A vision and hearing examinatioﬁ will be conducted by the school nurse.

LS
6. Perceptual tests may be given to find ont how well your child uses his/her
vigion and to find out how well coordinated he/she is (for example, in writing,
drawing and copying.) To See well does not necessarily mean looking accurately; to
hear weil does not necesShrily mean listening accurately. n -

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

]

8. Informal methods may be used which require no testing but 'still give
information about your child's likes and dislikes, 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 Personnel 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 results of*the total study are usually summarized briefly in a writtea
report.  This report is kept in confldential files. If -you-so desire, a copy of the
report can be gent to professionals in the community.

If you have unanswered questions,or goncerns apont the- nature of these
procedures, please contact your principal.

L
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Anctheér way ‘in which districts stressed‘the’imﬁbrtance of proper
mtitic;tim was through:the functions of specific personnel’ such as
parent/child advocates, Ease ﬁanageis, codpiiance monitors. Where the
districts had Such established liaisons-~even if this als¢ happeried to be
the principal (as in some small,idecentralized districts)--there vas’
added guarantee that a partnership, beginning with proper and consistentg
notification procedures. could ge between the family and the -
establislment. ) me - e '

In another example af the sampled districts exceeding the .
regulations, the Law requires that parents be given a copy of the
Individual Bducation Program upon request. Most districts, however,
'routinely gave. parents copies of the ?1an withont a specific request.

L4

The greaces: degree‘gf caution was aexercised by all oi the 50 Scace
Agencies and the local agencies (in the 15 district samples) with regard
to parental rights, AllL of the states indicated that parents were
provided information on tneir rights and on due process proceedings. _
School perscnnel obserned that parent rights }outinely were read aloud
and interpreted to parents before they signed a form indicating their;_z
full understanding. .

Participants
. Standard operating procedures from the Federal realm require.that a

. multidisciplinary team participate in the évaluation and placement of a

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

of case and neeting involved, yvet the_group.qyst include a representative

of the school district, and pedple knowledgeable about the child, the ‘

s meaning of the evaluation data, and the nlacement optiqns. At the

Federal level, parental ‘agtendance 1is required at the meeting}s}

involving the Individual Education Ptogram. Parental notificatiop

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

must be obtained for evaluation and initial placement.

These regulations then are directed toward¥establishing a
school~family partnership in which information is.shared and decisions
.are mgde Jointly. Student partioipation-1“whe;e appropriate,” at the
Individual Education Program meeting) is less. well defined to allow for

|

-




age and severity differences which may make involvement inappropriate.
' pParental parttcipation is more clearly specified, while at the.same time,
e allows for flexibility 80 that State and local jurisdiction can

supplement these guidelines, if necessary.

\\‘\ Acro the states, most Plans {mepre than 75%, see Table 3. 1)
specified four general types of p cipants, including a representative
of the administration (either'fﬁe/;iilding principal or the direotor of
special educaticn), the child’'s teacher (either the regular class teacher:
or the.special edpcation teacher), the parents, and other appropriate
perseonnel” (usually to be identified at the discreticn of”the parents or
chool per;onnel). - About half of the spates (58%) meﬁtionsd the’
diagnostician or the child as meeting participants; however, very Eey
states identified when it was appropriate -for the child to oarticipate,
and almost all states required assessment persoﬁnel to ipterpret their
test 1nfo:maticn during the placement determination procesq. ‘in-other .
words, while the diagnostician and the child were mentioned  as meetinq.

participants, their roles andsextent of participation we}e not clear’

Similarly, the role of tﬁe parent in the placement process was not.
fully explained. -Almost all’ states (96%, see Table 3.2) required )
parental consent for asses3sment, and all butb one-fourth of the s*ate
{72%) require& consent for placement. However, only 12 percent Bf the
states (see Table 3.3) required the parent to attend the placement:
meeting. Forty percent recommended parental attendance and - specified

g

alternatives, and 2¢ percent had policies whichiweré not clear. Eleven
gtates (22%) aia not mention the roie of the parent in placement .
determination. ‘ \ -

This raised two questions regarding parent participation in placenment -
determination. The first was the extent to whith consent, which i$
required, was truly informed consent. Singg written consent for .
asgessment and for placement was required by so many states; some form of
communication with the parents must occur. If attendance at placement or
planning meetings yas not ensured, then parent «contact would be achieved

Fl
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Frequency?

“Administration (Specified and Unspecified)  88.0

. N | (n=44)

_ Specified Administrators Frequency*

e Building Principal * . 30.0
5. : (n=15)

o+ Director of Special Education ' 44.0 s
' ’ ' (n=22)

%

.Taacher,(SpeciEied and UnSpeqified)- 38.0
C (n=44)

" Specified Teachers ' ' Frequency*

e Regular Education ' 50.0 °

: . . (n=25)
® Special Education 50.0.

+ . . {nazs)
L

' piagnostician . - 58.0
ey _ ~ (n=299"
_Nurse ‘ ) . 32.0
Co ‘ B (n=16)

Chiid, if Appropriate " 58.0
oy . (n=29)

Parents ’
R 1A
Social Worker

Other

N6 Particinants Specified

*Maltiple responses were allowed.

w1 309.
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TABLE '3.2: PARENTAL CONSENT REQUIREMENTS (s&agmqalysis')
't‘ ‘ -

N : " Percent Respgﬁdingli i . : .t

.- Lonsent - . other., s .0 " Total "
. -Required,. - (e.g. Notification) Mention ‘% of Row *

i b - : Onl}’ . S ) - ' . " £

>, Procedures

¥ - + .‘\" [

L [RefeMal’ .- . 12007, . 88.0 * .
=%y T ey

2]

% Assessmentd 96.0 40 L . e

Lo An=48), = 2) | ‘ B
Co7fk . . 18 |
m=36) - (@='9) - =) 4

0.0 T-r 320 0 .+ . 38.0 -. 100.0- -

(n=16) - - - o me19) - (NeSO) -
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“TABLE 3.3: PARENT PARTICIPATION AT PLACEMENT MEETINGS (State Analysis)
. . - .o . , ‘
4 . . .- -+

-

Attendance, Policy. . s . . Pefcent of Tétal

Parent Attendence is Required . 12.¢  »

.. < - - (n= 6) -

?arénf' tend&nce'fé&th Required . T 40.0
- o . + (n=20)
- '

Attendfhce, Policy is Unclear ‘ 26.0.
. , B : ) ) (n=13), .
" Parent is Not Specified 3s a = 22.0
‘Placement Téam Participant ) (n=11) -

TOTAL S 100.0 .
' (N=50)

- *
L] T »
—— -t

TABIE 3.4: CRITERIA FQR “TEAM PARTICIPATION CStatgnQnaﬂysis)

he o

_ Critéria ' . <. : Frequency®

Knowledge of Child R 53.0s
) ' - ' - : (n=29)

Kno&lédge'of;dpti¢ns R 48,0
" ) s - : (n=24)

Knowledge of Handlcapplng Condxtion . 16.0°
! " Under Consxderatlon (n= 8)

Knowledge of Personnel, Same Racial (n=33)

;7'4; .5;her (Meaning:of Evaluation Results,* 66.0
. ,Group)

- W
s L
-

5. No Mention . B . 20.0 -

-

*Multiplé responses weré allowed. ™
' N o . .




. through correspondence of a home visitor-—neither of which put the parent
‘in direct contact with the placement decision-makers. The second -
question raised by these figures was the -extent of effective Parent
7 participation in the decisionlprocessg Although a1l gtates provided

*

afequards, and placement decisions, the permissive policies regarding

//:jdtten notification to parents regarding placement meetings, prdcedural,

attendance at placement meetinga may- belie the actuaL extent of .
participation.t Most gtates (70%) required that parents be inférmed of
placement options aﬁd that the parents receive an explanation of which -
options were considered and why -each was’ accepted or fejected,
Presumably, this provided the Parents q;th an opportunity to :ev1ew the
relevant plagement alternatives, as well a3 the rationale for
consideration of eacp alternative. Again, however, unless such
information was Pro;ided to the parencs oy toe p&éCEwQﬂt?@ECla:ﬁ?*@?kefs
, themselves, it-was difficult to envision the actual extent of ‘
‘contribution effected by such pOlicies cqncjrning the participation of

barents. -, , . .

Only 18 states did not specify any criteria for meeting

participants. More than half of the states (see Table 3.4) specified
knowledge of the child, knowledge of the placement opticns being
considered'and personnel associated with those options, underszznding the
ecaluation results,‘or per sonnel of the saoe ethnic group (if the chilgd

was a member of 2 minority group). as selection criteria for meeting

-

participants. These requirements were not imposed in a restrictive
y Manner so as to limit the number of participants, but rather as a quality
control measure to ensure that 2 broad spectrum of information wasr
present in placement decisions. Although only 32 percent of the states
explicitly menticned an interdisciplinary teéﬁ*for ‘assessment and ?
‘planning purposes, another 8 percent of the states strongly implied *°
support for .this approach, and the remaining states (30) simply d4id not
reference any such composition in the materials wpich were reviewed. TFor
placement meeting participants, most of the states appeared to have ’
.established policies which were includive rather than exclusive and which
focused on quality control.measures that tended to broaden the source of

»
information brought to those meetings.




. While most of the policy elements which ensured informed consent were

present in alimest all state. policieg, pirental attendance policies at
placement and planning meetings may pose special problems. Because e’
states may be reluctant to impoe required parent attendance at these
jmeetings {indeed, some states may not have the authority ko do so even if
- they desired i’), a wide" variety of alternatives were suggested. These

fncluded letters, telephOne interv1ews. home vlsitoré who represent the

! ¢

schools’ recommendations. and local authority for the schooi to determine

v

and make any placement they deem in the best interests of the Chlld.

As is noted in the L.o’cal Educatn.sp Agency Analvsis, some dj.stric‘t
vz

plans specifically identified participants of the placement committee

+ ¥

B
: meetings. These typically included. the studth s teacher, special
[ 3 K [
edncation snoe:p‘sor, oaren*s s““dent and, for am inikial -efe--eT 3

y for.2 rral,
member of the evaluation teamr 'psually theére, was no mention of the
district staff rqpresentatives who wece requirednto attend or of how mamy S
members of the committee in‘"ttendance constituted a quorum. In four of

) the five states, the parent seemed td be the crqpial team*member who

’ should be present “in order for deliberations to bhegin. One d?striot
lmilted the number of voting (or decision—makn_g) conm{ ttee 'mer'ﬁbers to no
more than'snven persons, and stated tiat others may serve as resource
oersons only. In . another district. the policy regarding participation in
placement meetlngs limited the number of persons the parents were
permitted to inv1te ‘to, three individuals. '

s,

. The average number of participants who attended a placement meeting ‘
was six. . The faur members most frequently present in .the 134 meetings
were: - the school psychologist (69%) ;' the mother (56%). the. e .
selfaq\ntained spe¢ial education teacher {49%), and the regular education
teacher (43%). 1In about one—third of the meetings. the principal of the
school in which the child was enrolled participated in the : ,

deliberations. An important characteristic of tﬁbse professionals whio

i

participated in determining placement was their famillarity with the
child. Almost three-fourths of the time the professiOnal participant
knew:who the child was. - N
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"+ The™¥e xamaining parts of this discussion Eocus on the lndividual

Education Program participenta ‘and Parent/Student Participation as
revealed spebifically in the Local Agency Analysis. X

-~ .

/
!

-

Participants in the Development of ‘the Individugl Education’ Prograi.

As defined in P.L. 94-142, an individualized education program is a
myritten statement for each handicapped child developed by a
representative of the local educational agencyy. . ., the teacher, the
parents, or guardian of such a child, and whenéever appropriate,'éuch
child. . . '“. It is important to note that the participants in the ~
Individualized Education Program are indicated. The regulations are very
clear in requiring that a meeting be held to develop an Individualized
Education Program and that particular persons be. in attendance.

When more than one professional was involved in lndividualized- ' N

Education Program meetings, there tended to be greater variations in .

' procedures. For some- students, one plan incorporating godals and' ‘

Iobjectives Erom all the relevant proEessxonals was developed For.
others, separate documents® were developed by each teacher or thefapist
working with "the child. On the positive sxde, tle procedures showed
extensive multidlsciplinary teaming, as well as much communication and

' exchange of informatipn among staff nembers. When separate plans had

been develdped, each ptofessional working with the child was' Eamiliar a
‘with the goals of the other stafﬁ members -

o

) ’When garent§ were involyed,'a typical Individualized Education
Program meetiné consisteﬂ of a teacher ‘a parent, and a third member.
The teacher tended'to direct the meeting. lt was the rare parent. who
3 'played an active role in drawing up an dnstructional program for his/her.
~child.. When a third member was involved, his/her contribution varied ,
£rom extenstée to minimal. If the child was keown or if the individual
would, in fact, be~working’with the child, the third member could be as
important as the teacher to. the process of developinq the Individualized
Education Program. If the third pe:son was there solelY to ‘meet. the :

requirement of the sLaw, his/her input tbnded to be slight or nonexistent.

<




» M "
.

-

With regard -to the letter and the spirit of the law, it should be

obvious that deviations -from the Individualized ‘Bducation Program
. requirements were quite ccmmon. Indipidualized BEducation Programs were
usually’not‘developod'in meetings; they were ofteg developed prior to a
*meefing bv a single\individual and ptesented later. Given the minimal
bpiEVEl of parental participation which characterized many meetings, this
seems to be an efficient and'effective way to producé an Iindividualized
Educational Plan.. An Individualized Education Program developed “at many
of the meetings would have been larsely the result of teacher input and ’
- d1recticn anyway. Tn atl cases, parents were provided ‘ample oppoftunity
‘ tD react to ., the Individualized Bducation Progtam and to change it as they
gaw ﬁit. In fact, the hioh.rate of attendance by parents af these .
meetings'assure a high.ievel of opportunity for such participation.- One
' ‘é:ece eveqlrequired nons visics oy a home~lrer§on specialist to ensure '
parent involvenent in the developtent of the-Plan, While active parent
-involvement is the idqal, in aﬁny instances the professional educators
Were forced to operakte in full control of the situation—which .could .
_certainly change.in the future}gs/oarents become more knowledgeable about
the placement process and tpe development of components of the
Indiv:.duallzed Education Program. .

Parent/Student Attendance

There-was a high degree of parent attendance- at meetings: nearly
‘_ two~thirds of the 134 meetings obgerved included parents (62%). These
- meeting$ were nmot confined merely to Individual Education Program
developnent as required by law, but alsc involved referral meetings,
placement meetings, and meetings for annual reviews or reevaluations.
Thus, in our sample of meetings obeerved, the districts had 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
oppdrtunltz for meaningful participation in the development cﬁ ﬁrZir -
child’ 3 education program.‘ Some caution in 1nterpre£ g this high
.atténdance rate must be exercised, however. fThe Procedures that were
followed to gain access to meetings included acquiring pdrental
permission.,_rhig wag soqetimes done just prior to the meeting, as soon
as’ the parent a?rived., If no previous permission had been obtained and

3‘ ls




'the parent wag not present, theﬁ'tte meeting was not observed. Thus, our
procgdures for acquiring cases may have artificially inflated the parent
attendance rate. Nevertteless; parent attendance was clear%y in evidence
‘and npt_COnfined,to Individual Education Program heetings.

Not surprisingly, more mothers than fathers attended meetings;

‘ mothers uere involved in more than half of the meetings observed (36%),
while fathers attended’ slightly less than one—fifth of the meetings in
_the sample (19%) This trend. undoubtedly reflects a greater availability -
to attend meetings on the part of the. mothers, many of whom did not

york. Special azrangepents to accommodete_working parents were observed,
however, in a few cases. For example, in one case, meetings were held
after hours. so tpe“f?ther could attend. In aNother, the meeting wes held

in the father's placs of emolovment fanother school}.

Of all meeting participants, 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
mather (75 out of 134 meetings), and a self-contained special education
teacher (64 out of 134-'meetings or 48%). Some deqree of variability in
attendees most often present was observed ac:gég,sample sites. For .
examp;e, in one district, neither the school psychoiogist nor the parents
attended a significant number of meetings. 1In ancther district, however,
the school psycholoéist was nearly always in attendance and parents were
required to participate. (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.attenéed those meetings we observed. Only 19
méetings out of 134 (14%} had a student present, and in only 10 of those

:

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

instances, either the student was present for only part of the meeting or
' was too young or sevetely involved to be capable of active
participation.. As.would be expected, those cases in phich 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 faliing in the 11-15 range. These

cases represented a variety of handicapping conditions, including mental
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:etardation, specific learning dtsability, and serious emoticnal
disturbance.
¢ ) i

It can be concluded that parents generally attend a high number of
these meetings and that when parents did astend meetings, they usually
cdme by themgelves and only infrequently had scmecne else with them or
substitute for them. However, SRis finding may be an artifact of our
cage selecticn proceés intkhat potentially problematic cages could have
been screened from our selection. Although students did not attend a
large number of the meetings we observed, their incluszion, when this did
occur, may indicate a trend in this direction. Student particiﬂatiOn was
confined to a smattering of casqs.' For the most pért, students did more
up at meetings only when asked,

observing than participating; they spoke
and dia not tend to volunteer information. When students were .asked
their feelings on the proposed placement they generally tended to

indicete apprqval . -

4

’ Types and Prequencies of Meetings

A The actual name given to a meeting is a concrete aspect of placement;
ard thiz is yhere the greatest var1ability occurred among all states and
the sampled local districts.

Within the state study, the range and variety of these meeting
gitlesa not to mention the broad functional scope they indicate, promided

a clue to the ambiquity surrounding the actual placement meeting. Two
states did not sdbply a meeting title; otﬁers mentioned several: names.
Thus, a total of 62 different names of meetings concerned with placement
were identified. Pourteen of these contaifed the word "placement" in
them. Another 9 to 10 were nominally associated with evalvation, were
tangentially concerned with the ambiguous term "planning.® Several

’ meetings {8) were labeled ”multidisciplinary, with little else to
indicate the function of the conference. Simtlarly;“childstudy—teams”
were listed in seven instances and "staffing teams" in Eive others. In
five cagses, the state indicated that the Indfriduallzed 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 rare instances did the

' -
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_ placement, although the Placement meetiog itself tended to be a
distinctly separate meeting from the Individual Education Program tmeeting.

%ery fe’,states indicated how many meet;ings or in what’ order those
meetings were to takesplace. Only two sgates indicated the number pf
mEetings'(in both cases two meekings 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 nimber of meetings is the "¢ase ltself. More
complex or controversial casef may require geveral meetings, while.others
may be completed quickdy in, one session. This may be the reason that so
@any states did’address ‘this issue. 7

\ Witn regard to the study Q&flocal districts, it was found tnat the

-
"

formal name of the placement conmittee usually varied across states with
such labels as Bducational Planning and Placement Committee (EPPC),
Identification,-Placement, Reeiew, and Dismissal Committee (IPRD), Child
Study Team, and/or the IndiV1dualized Bducation Program Committee. More
informally, meetings were referred to és school-level staffings, central

commi ttee ,” preplacement staffing, or just meetings. . _
[

In reviewiné *he district annual, plans, it was difficult to identify
a sequence and nunber of distinct and separate meeiings associateﬂ with
the placement process. Many of the less formalﬂmeetings 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 wrij:&n _;blicy.

Where formalized meetings operated under cedtralized authority,
whether merely to rubber stamp the building level decision or to settle

A
disagreements in recommehdations, the frequency of meetings was the most

extens iVe o o 1 '

The local district study included cbservations of several types of
placement-related meetings: (1) formal- Preplacement staffings: {2)

placement committee meetings (pecause with initial reierrﬁls, the_subject{

of eligibility was often a part . of the committee's deliberations); and
{3) Individual Education Program Conferences.

3.18
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Placement committee meetings ware sometimes conducted at as many as

three different administrative levels within the school System: at the
school building level, the regional office, and at a- central (district)
comittee. That is, several pl*ment meetings had to be convened before
final approval, of the recommended placement. Parental approval of the
‘placement in guch instances paralleled district approval; parents,.’
however, weare 'not 1nvolved at.each junctute in the process. Once the )
district was in agreement with the recommended placement it was presented
to parents, or once parents had essentially agreed with &hq.placement,

the case went through the decision-making process at the district level.

) All 15 «istricts in the sample conducted,at‘least-one meeting which
focused on the determination of educational placement for the chiid
and/nr the Adevalorment of fthe *"d*vidsaatsa TAues *Cﬁ.DPOG?aﬂ. ?e:e&ts
were invited to attend at least one meeting of this type. Parents were
rarely invited to pre-planning meetings conducted by district personnel
When these meetings were of a forma1 nature, they typically were convened
to discuss a number of cases and/or to share the progress on cases which
were within the referral,system.' In 2 large district, such staffings
included representativsg.d% several‘aiSCiplines {social work, spegial -
_educaticn, speech and hearing, occusat:onal and physical therapyl; as
many as 20-30 different cases would be discussed. FTrequently, in these
staffings professionals directly involved with a case weuld begin to
ihformally consider a child's eligibility £ér special education $ervices
or possible placements. In some districts, this type of_mceting’was held
at the building level: it included professional staff assigned to that
'building and covered cages of students cuyrently attending that

-particular school. t T ¢ . N

In at least five sites, district personnel, in an ef%ort to discuss
eligibility and placement, held preliminary mewetings in the absence of.
the parents. At times; these preiiminary meetings involved a
mﬁygidisciplinéry group of peopla, but at,other times, one oF EWo

"individuals 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
perhape -the referring or receiving teacher. ' '

LN

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 gsense of unity when they did make -
formal placement reqommendation to the parents. Although parents- were ,'
§iven an opportunity to participate in a formal placement meeting held_at
2 later time, the;e were seldom any changes in the eligibility and
placement decisions which had be®n predetermined. The result was that;
in some cases, the ‘group. decision-making process advocated in the Law had'
not basn utilized to the fullest oxtent and the eligibility and o1acement

decisions were frequently made hy only one or two épdividuals. : "

-

In snmmary, preplacement and placement meetings ‘were often conducted
at several different administraﬁive levels. Parent involvepent was
limited to one meeting (typically the placement meeting) and
professichals who participated usually included the school psychologist,
special educa;‘on'teacher, and regular education teacher. Placement
decisicna ware often made at orelininary stafl meetings by one or two '
individuals-’at a formal placement meeting, parents were presented with

-

the sehool's predetermined recomendation. .

The type of case usually influenced, to some extent, th number of
meetings held, the staff attending, and the nature of. deliberations.
Three cage factors aPpeared to have major }nfluenge~- (l) the severity
level; (2} the handicapping condition;*and (3) district perception of
parent acceptance of the suggest plaoement (likelihood of parental ‘
rejection Of the placement recommen ation) . In addition, the typ of
referral the case represented {e.q., annual reéview vs. initial referral)
also affected the number of meetings held.‘ Across the 96 cases in our

sample, there were slightly fewer than 1.5 meetings'per case. v;inﬁalf

" of the initigl referrals had two Eeetings per case. Only one of #he ten

%
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annual revieW cases had two meetings. Three~fourths of the 35 schaduled
" reevaluations had only che maeting; 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 absent from

the state's Annual Program Plans. As with types‘and frequencies$ of
. meetings. such specificity was relegated to the'districts.' The districts.
participating in the study‘prcvided no written details regarding the
agenda for meetings: however, a review of district forms which document’
the meeting did prcvide some clues to the types of data which must be
presented and the decisions which must be made at each kind of meeting.
A% 3 nialmun, the coataat of focms da f?nea e e‘“Ec_ topics Jaloha
should be discussed. This provided some structure for the person
responsible for r£c0rdin§ data and could assist in guiding the group.

»

Procedﬁreé ﬁor Encouraging participation

P
Standard gu1de11nes for encouraging uartlcipaticn ware rarely in
evidence across all the gtates, Other than deeming who should
partzcipate there was rarely referral as to the-how. Most states
.relterated the Law’ by requiring not1ficat1on to parents of placement
within 10 ﬂags of'the decision and “w1th1n a. reascnable amount of txme
For any cthen ,actions. althcugh most states specified that the team
1nvolved in evaluat1on of a Chlld should be 1nterdiscip11nary, fdg
actually labeleﬂ this as. the glgcement team {16) . More than half ‘of the .
states indicated pmccedures tc accommodate the parent (such as bilingudl
;esvices and transpcrtathn), while only a third menticned procedUres to
encourige parent participation. leaving the details tD the local public

™

agencies. . L . -// .s

- .
-

b
The Lccal Education Agency Study focused more on recognzzing specific

standard cge;:ting procedures for encouraging participation particularly

with regard the parents and the placement meeting. .,
2 o

“Perhaps one of the-most notable features of meetings at which Parents
attended was the effort school staff members made to encourage Parent ‘}
particiﬁation. Althcugh parents did not always respond to attempts to
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promote %Qei; involvement, in nearly every meeting, the school staff used
a variety of strategies to encourage parent participation, Only 2
meetings outﬁof the 83 involving parents did, not include any effor'ts to
facilitate the parent's invq}vement. In contrast, 58 percent of the
meetings observed included attempts b§ school staff members to encQurage
parent participation. Approximately two~thirds of theee meetings used
!sttategies gsuch as formal welcomes, introductions, réquests for parent

information, positive reinforcement for parent cpgtributions, and

solicitation of parent feelings concerning.the proposed placemeﬁt.

Local scﬁool systemS,'in general, were sSensitive to the importance of
parent involvement in the process of determining educational placement:
Por example, when cne mother apoeared at the district office the day
before the meetino {bv mistake\. the director of special education made
sgecial effort to confer with her, knowing that she/had come a long way.
One district pays for taxi transportation when it 15 necessary for
parents to attend meetings. Another dzstrict arranges for parent ,
transportation via a fleet of service vehicles operating under the
aespices of the adaptive education 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 somecne to bring her to
the district eﬁﬁipe. When one mother did not appear at the re-evaluation
meeting involving an 18-year old etudent, the special education directof
went to see:her personally. One placement meeting was held at the
father's place of employment (a school where he taught). Ope special
education-supefvisor transported a mother from‘ﬁe; home to see the
child's prospeCtive.prog;am and then home egaiq when quite a distance yas
_involved. Although the personal contact was Most evident in the smaller:
districts, these dontacts illustrate commitment to the involvement of the

parent (very often across ‘the barriers og distance angd time).

~Similar efforts to encourage student participation also were observed
for- the cases in our -sample. Por 12 out of the apblicable 14 meetings
involving students (86%), student particzpation 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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providiﬂ! an overview of the purPOse of the meeting. However,‘these
attempts ko 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 meetingsg Said little, if anything at all, during

the oourSe of the meeting.

-~
One state. in particular designates a professional staff member to

gerve as d\b;ﬂ advocate™ for each case referred to special education
This individual attends 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 factlthat
Lthey 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 ie that all staff members involved

have the potentiallfor making contibutions. This was illustrated at one
meeting dedicated to the Individual Education Program for a

mul tiply-handicapped cheld. The procedure was outstanding from most
Obsei:ed, yet routina for this particular;school.- There was‘é eide
variety of participants, including the mother, t“e‘foster mother, and the
foster care cage worker, They each contributed, ‘as did the special
education teacher, the occupaticonal and physical therapist and the
speech therapist, in order to creaté 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 for
plagement in the child's classroom? and the case worker arranged to
acquire some equipment for the foster home. The team'worked.nell
-together and all suggestions were donsidered and incorporated into the
Program as appropriate. The interaction and the outcome proved .the value

of ackqowledging the potential contributions that the staff and parents
’ . e

can make. -




LRE~Policies = hes

Cortesponding acteristics appeated in both the State and
Local Analysis gard to LRE policies.. ~The references to LRE
in placement procedures were largely parapﬁrases of the Law,
with both states and districts not+going much beyond. toe
recopfirming or mngurrlng with the philosophical intent of
. state and Federal requirements.’ LRE alternatives were defined
mostly as opportamnities for integration with.the nonhandicapped
o:<mainstreadfng or far education with the nonhandicapged to the’
éxtent that ft would favor the child, i.e., cause no hatm to the

ﬂd nor disruption to the class ;eegfﬁfr;;the child.

un"" ,

Notifieation Procedures . . - o ;

- Y EY - -
o - All states.and led districts provide written notice to
" . paPents cor{cern g olacement (olacement meetings, procedural

t:a.l.‘u.ng to parencal rigats. AlsD

ccmsent “$or placement. Nearly a}l agencies
required c nsent for evaluation. " Consent was rarely referred to
d to referfals to special education. Twelve out of 15
ts studied exceeded.the Law byireqm.ring wtitten congént ,
any chaffge in placement. Use of spécific personnel such,

ent/child adyocates, case managers, school compliance
- mon¥ors .and home liaison specialists facﬁltated proper. 4

~  _notification. ‘.
s . . y . . .
. pazticipa%’ts o : , . A s

-
-] Mstates, most specified foyr’ gefner‘a'l types of
participants: a representative of the administration, the
- child's teacher; the pargnts;  and “"other personnel as*
" . appropriate.” Ho:‘} very few states- required the Parent to

attend the placenm eeting, thus raising the ques‘-;lon of the
actuglstole the parMit was to play, both as “a participant in the
decision process and as giver of "i.nformed" consént,

Selection criteria for eting lstic;ipants were aesignated by
moré than half: the st es as t?e thiat have: knoWledge of the
child; knowledge of the placemehf,options being censidered and
the personnel hsseciatéd with those options; understariding of .

- %he ‘evaluation resultsy or personnel of the sapme ethnic grouap
(if the child was'a member of a minority)., age were presented
as quality control measures. to ensure that a broad speclgum of
information would be presented’ i.n the placernenf) decigions.

The nature of the -participants was largely dependent upon the’
- typé of cagse and «meeting, and ‘the composition off meetings was
idiosyncratic to Some sites. .
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" "Local districts typically involved the student's teacher,

. speclal education supervisor, parents, student and, fo
initial referral, a member of the evaluation team. The average
number of participants who'attended placement meetings was six,
with four 'members being most frequéntly present in the following
grder. the school psychologist; the mother; the special

- educatzon teacher apd the regular education teacher. Usually
the professional participant knew who -the child was. . *

Procedures regarding the Iﬁaividualized Education Program °
iMicated extensive multidisciplinary teaming and much
womunication among staff members. When separate plans were
* developed, each professional was familiar with the goals of the
, others who were worXking with the child.

-

o There was a high degree of parental attendance at all types of
meetings, not merely confined to those .of the Individualized
Education Program. While given ample opportunity to reactﬁ the
. amount of actual pargntal . partigzpation was limited, with most..
perents allowing the professiqnal staff to direct the !
ogatatica,  3%ulanis who attended meatings fall primacily in
11-15-year-o0ld range and functioned more as observers rathqr
than participants. . .

Types and Prequenciegs of Meetings

"o The great‘st variability in the area of types arld frequencies of
meetings occurred dmong atl states and the sampled local .
districts, Sixty-two different names of meetings concerned with’

“ placenent were identified’from the.Annyal Program Plans, with. °
only rare instances where the title ‘of the meeting clearly

5indicated the function to be~pﬂreorMed s '

Somé districts had formal names for the placement committee, and

E\ese were consistent across the state, -

o The detarmining factor in the nymber of meetings was usually the
. case itself, with initial referrals and reevaludtions for change
having the nost meetings. An exception to this was in the cases
-of districts operating under centralized authority where all
cases would undergo a "rubber stamping® -for approval at the
&entral district office. .

One-third of the districts. sampled conducted‘preliminary
meetings in the-absence of parents,to discuss eligibility and
placement.

A1 districts in the sample conducted at least one meeting which
focused on the deteznu.nation of educationat placement:for” the
¢hild and/or the ‘development of the Individual Bducation

Program. Pacents were invited to attend ‘a4t least one meeting of
this “type. .

-
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With regard to the types and freduencies of meetinés, such a
level of specificity-—the actual conduct of the meeting--was not
treated by the Annual Program Plans nor by the district plans,

o  In the few meetings observed which had an agenda, it was
presented orally, = oo -

Procedures for Encouraging Participation’

o Standard. gquideljnes forlencouraging participation were largely

. absent across‘*ill the states., Except for deeming who should

participate, 'there yas rarely evidence as to how. “Most statés

.indicated procedures to accommodate the parent t (e.g., bilingual
services, transportation), yet only a' third mentioWed procedures

to actually encolrage parent participatiom, and they Lleft the *

detalls to the Iocal public’ agencres. .

Local districts. left procedures for encounaging participation L
largely in the hands of the personnel, Staff stratdégieg nearly
always appeared during meetings in the form of formal welcomes,
introduotiong, requests for 1nformat1on, posxc1ve reinzoraoment
for contributions, and splicttations of feelings about the
proposed action. Thesé efforts were extended to both patent and
child, Other myriad efforts to involve all pokential’ |, °
contributors were found tb prevail, When these. ocgurred dutside
the context of a meeting, it was due to either the personal -
concern of particular staff membérs, or to the existence’ of a "
particular staff member functioning as a Chlld advocate” or 4s
a home-liaison specialist. x '

W

;




- DETERMINATION OF PLACEMENT
This second conjponent for the study was the most crucial® Ic refers

to the actual contgnt of.che placement meet1ngs, i.e., the substantive

will be d1scuss’d in terms of the roles they p&ayed in determining.
placement: . Information shared; Con31derat1on of Placement Options;
Cr1ter13 Used to Evaluate Optlans, the Sequence of Steps; and The
Relationship of LRE Determ1nat1on to the I?d1v1dua1 Educatioh Program

-

.Information Shared

- - ' - e ’ - - - - *
* In interpreting evaluation data and in making placement decisions,

P, 94-142 requires each public agency to!

(1) draw upon information from a variety of sources, including
apt1tude and. acitievement. tests, Ceacher recompendations, .
hy31ca1 condition, social* or ctltural background, and adapt1ve )
gehav1or; and M . ;

L3

(2) insure that information obta1ned from all- of these sources isg
. documented and is carefully cons1dered. »

.
LA

The State Annual Program Plans emphasized the evaluation safeguards. .
that should be applied to tedt assessments. All except one State Aéency
ment1aned safeguards such asd mo single test; tests ‘given 1n native . b

,language, non-d1scr1m1natqry test1ng, noE using solel!sentelllgence ' :

tests, and use of tests Other than ach1evemen£ measurements.  In addltion

]

v A=

to "safeguarded"” testing, the most oftén recommended sources of

-

inﬁormat}an were adaptive behavior ratings, cumsclative records, and
. : M

A .
teacher reports. A

+

Nearly a11 states reported that thﬁ Ersulrs of assessments were Co be
shared mith parents, and a daJon1ty alsb prov1ded parents with a

11st/descr1pt10n of 0pt1ans,
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“Very ﬁew states designated other persons with whom information was to
be shared {one state specified" the‘receiving principal and another one
mentioned anyone with 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 weaknesges.
One state indicated that the receiving teacher should have an orientation
to facilitate implementation of the Individualized Education Progrim,

This was accomplished through the teacher's participation in writing the

educational program, in the staffing, as well as in any prescribed
in-service training.

The child was reported as an information recipient by slightly more

than one-fourth of the states. This item was generally couched in' the

terms that the child, at aée 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 Edﬂcat1on Agency samlple
‘detazled little about the tyﬁes % informational data which must be
presented or shared bw- the Placement group. To. the extent that the group
included an individual who was involved in the evalhation or was
knowledgeable about the evaluation results, it could be inferred that
evaluation data would be a topic of discussion in the meeting, and -

*

therefore,-wculd be considered in determining placemen}.-

The site observatipns of placement meetings revealed precise images
of what W8 shared and how it was used, .This detailed information

+, - a

- |

follcws.

1

) o )
-Conglderation of Linplt Data , :

* P

?
- Most often, information-sharing was dOne in a round-robin fashiony
i. e., the chairperson would identify one of the members (apparently at
random or in cOnsideration of his/her schedule) to begin the discussion

of the case by prssenting -some assessment data. In turn, each

- partitipant would present the information he/she Jhad collected about the

child‘under.consideration. Sometimes discussion would occur during this

.data presentation- sequence of the meeting. In many cases, the parent(s).

would be asked to contribyte information about the child's behavior at

home, his/hep’fnteraction with siblings,’and/or other related areas.
. ' : b
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- The follawing is a summarization of findings that reflected both the
incidence of the issues mentioned and the' extent.of discussion:

Usually Discussed (60-100% of meetings):

Major Extent; ) 3

Interpretation of test results
Classroom achievement

Sogial behavier

Medical facts/needs

Family history/conditions
General programming goals/needs
.

Lesser '-Extent:

o . ;
Program characteristics

“on

Frequently Discussed (30-59% of meetings}):

Majo; xtent:

Specif iyc pregramming ,goais)nee_d; '

Lesser Extent: - §.2

-
b

Description of previous:placements
Supplementaty setvices used .
Instructional methods tried )
Relating test results to program:.ng '~
Physical attributes/needs . . :
Behavior at home/outsidh.of schoo].

Pamily attityde toward ﬁﬂndi'cap;

Staff attributes. . ..

Classmatg attributes .

Transportation;.. ’;

. Family attitude- to’ward potentia]. placement =

. .
L]

Infrequent].y Discusse& (10-29%" St meetings)

+

-Major BExtent:

Survival skills

4 - -

Lessez Extent.,.
Pﬂasdntatim pf ftegt ':,esultg
Ktteni ce[térdinsss:‘of student
Hobbi%dk and int;'ece'sts e

.’




Student attitude toward handicap

Stident attitude towald present placement
Availability (of placements)

Cost

Proximity - .
Stydent attitude toward.potential placement
Stigma

Bducational harm to child

Other harm to child
" Long-term effects

Recommendation from non-district specialisg
Other jigstes

Child's next evaluation

’

Rarely biscussed (less than 108 of meetings).:

a

, Major.Bxtent:

Structured observation of student
Impact on family -

Lesser ExXtenti, . .

'Ranking of student needs
Loss of mobility

Physical harm to others
Physiecal harm to child
Educational harm to others
Other harm to others A

In examining the above listing, it is important to note that, in

r

‘qeneral, the issues ccnsidared most, important to programiatically sound

' placement procedures were also those which were most frequently discusgsed
at the observed meetings. These included the 1nterpretation of test -
'results, individualized student achievement, programming goals and needs,
and program characteristics. Many of -the eiemenlé___ntegral to the
concept ot‘ 'LRE were ‘discussed to gome extent. However, a few elements,’
usuch as proximity, stigma, and harmful effects were not discussed to the
_deqree anticipated. ) ’

v

, Use of Test. and Assessment Results

’

i P, L. 9¢-142 mandates a number of requirements concerning use of test
r.esult_g in the planninq of programs and placements for handicapped
stidents. Paramount amonq these ,are stipulations regarding the
nondigcriminatory nfture ‘of tests and the multidimensional and

. vt




diSability-specific contexts of testing. .To study the implementation of
the testing reguirements of the Law in the cases that were observed, two
separate sources yere examined: _the case file yhich included the results
of tests that had been administered prior to the placement meeting; and

‘Ege use (discussion) of testing information during the meetings.

LY

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 falriy frequent use of one receptife language test, the Peabedy
Picture Vocabulary Test (28% of the cases), and the Bender Visual-Motor
Gestalt Test (36% of the casesf. Complete, recent psychological |
evaluations wera present in onlv 69 percent of the examined cases and the
most common instrmpepts/employea were intelligence tests,. such as the
Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children—Revised (51%) and the Revisged

Stdnford Binet (18%}. '
b

More cruclial ©o the thrust of this study was tke actual use of.test

information in the placement process. To this end, four assessment-
related items wer2 nCted during observation of meetings: presentation of
test results, interpretation of results, relationship to placement being

considéred, and structured observations of students. .

Presentation of test resylts 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 t discussion of their
interpretation. . The major exception to this practice usualiy occurred in
initial referrals, where testing had been done for the first time and
some description to the parents of the reasching behind the tests or the‘.
psychoﬂetric principles involved was necessary. .

1
+ -

‘ Interpretation of test results dbcurred IﬁEhB:percent of the meetinqs:
and was extensively discussed in 65, percent of the 96 observed cages. It
was, therefore, a maior component of most of the meetings 'in the study. -
Subsequent analysis’ revealed that the interpretatiae of test results yas
most extensively discussed in cases of severe handicaps and initial
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_referrals. A contrasting lesser amount of discussion occurred in cases

where- the actual placemenE involved a change.in the degree of

restrjctiveneggn' In particular, only 3 {(out of 14} cases (where the
gtudent was transferred to a less restriftive setting), involved an
extensive discussion of test results.  The relatively small emphasis
placéd on testing in these cases reflected the team's prior familiarity
with the particular cases and its positive attitude toward the student’s
educational enrichment.

The third comgonent of testing measured during meetings was the
degree that assessment results were related to the placement options or
decisions. Assessment data were of fen interpreted, but weke less
frequently related to the placement process itself., Overall, a direct
lisk Zelveen tasting and placement was axtaasively treaczad on only 27
vecasions, and these were related to 26 individual cases {the issue was a
major factor during two meetings 6;_one student}, In the nine cases that
involved a move to a more restrictive environment, this issue was never
extensively discussed. Reeping in mind the emphasis on achievement and
intelligence, testing which was revealed Fhrough review of cage files,
thig lack of linkage between assessment results and’ placement options in
cases moéing to mofe‘:estrictfve environments may reflect the greater
signigicance of social/behavioral factors and programming-needs -
associated with this type of decision. 1In contrast, where test results
were extensively discussed'prior tB less festrictive placements, the
£indings were discussed exclusively ag evidence which supported the
change. \ \ ‘

a

A fourth component, obgervation, is typicaily considered a strongly ‘
recomended feature of student evaluation. The field staff noted thg}
results of such observations were‘sha:ed in only 12 of the:;l134 meetings,
however, and it was rated as an important aspect for éonhide:atiOn in
only 5 ¢ases. Two of, thase cadgs were Apecially convened reevaluationé
of students which resulted in less T8gtrictive placements, and the other
three were initial referrals. One of the reevaluations and one of the
© initial referrals involvgd'severelé handicapped students,.




Other input data discussed at meetings also were noted during field
observationg. Of chief interest were discussions concerning meaical
facte, family history/conditions, and survival skills. fThe firstas
areas are of interest becauge of their relative frequency of occurrenqe
The latter discusszon topic was obsesved infrequently, but is ‘of znterest

because, when it did appear, it prompted a good deal of discussion.
: " s

A majority of meetings'(sl%} included a discussion of the child's

medical background. chéver, this issue was discussed exténsivei§ }n

only 37 percent of those meetings (representing 38 individual cdses). ‘As
would be expe3ted, the largest amount of input of this information
occurred in cases of severe handicaps (7 out of 11 cases) and in cases’

{16 out of 25) .of disabilities of phyazologzcai etiology (prinahy or

--,nf\-w’:— + AL
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Handicapped, Hapd-of-Hearing, and Multiply Handicapped).

Background information on family history and condztzons was dzsaassed
in 91 of the 134 meetings, Although it 11volved fewer than half of the
cases in our sample, family history was discussed extenszvely in most of
these meetzngs. These discussions were distributed Eairly evenly over
different types of cases, including cases where parents participated and

-

those where they(gid ok, : ) .

Survival skills included both "self-help" behaviors, such as,

dtessing, eating, and toileting, as well as “selflprgservation“

abilitiea, such as environmental sensitivity, ambulation, and-awarenédss
of danger. These zssues were infrequently discussed (only 38 out of 134’
meetings), but when they were, they received considerable attention 1n
half of Fhe.occasions {19 meetings). As expected, survzval skills were
of mest concern, and therefore were' treated more extensively in casges of'
severe or physyal handicaps (e.g., Hard-of-Hearing, Visually
Handigapped, Orthopedically Ympaired)., Fdr example, concern waé
‘expreésed in ‘the cages of several severely visually handicapped students
about ‘their abilities to move tO separate program areas, and-this concern
contributed, in one case, to a decision to place the s%udent in a

. self-contained class in a special public achool. .

Ltk )
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Progr amming Goals
P L. 94*142 requires the' individualized developnent and

implementation of goals and objectives as an’ integral part of the nxogram
plan for all handicapped - students. Insofar as man¥y.of the observedv
meetings included Individual Education 'Plan development, th;s was an, ’
‘expected component of disaussion ip the sampled cases.

Of the 134 obgerved meetings, 115 aiqa igclude some diséusgion of

. peneral goals, .and 67 diseussed specific goals or objectives.' Statements
. . + : ' - . 1 » - )
- of general, goals typically inclnded: building self-concept; eldiminating

perseveration, improving reading language development and math .
achievement- or modifying disruptive classroom behavior. Specific goals
and objectives often included strategies for achieving the objective, for

. 'exampie. wor<1ng on lines and letter formacion using sSandpaper lectera,

upgrading ambulation by using knee walking:; working on diagraphs;
learning to identify silent letters; or learning the use of the
dictionary. Extensive discussion occurred for general goals/needs in 67

.meetingé {representing S8 -cases) 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 afnual reviews (which .
usually included a pro forma draft of the Individualized Education
Program) . ‘

»
.

Fl

,.In sumﬁary, mador discusgion areas in placement meetings included
interpretation of test results, student-specific infor@etion, and general
programming goalS/needs. Specific¢ plovisions for follow-up/monitoring of
the implemented placement were seldom in evidence at meetings. Test
results were used extensively in placement meetings to provide background
information on the stqgent s abilities and needs, but rarely wefe
discussed in relation to proposed placements, Specifig goals and
objectives tended to be raised more frequently in meetings concerning

more severe cases and initial referrals.

ParenEZStudent'Involvement ‘

* There yere'numerous efforts to thoroughly involve parents in the
meeting. They did not seem to be the resplt of any notable district

]
4 +

Fl

+




&

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 c¢hild in

the classroom, "round-robin® fashion of presenting information,

willingness to listen to parents’ personal waes and to offer support and

- suggestions, and requests for parent contribution were frequent team
attributes, .presentation.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 results,'used,a ‘
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 teceived a
complete copy of the student's folders. Parents were sometipes given
forms at the beginning of the meeting so that they could folldw what was
'being documented by the chairperson. Most districts routinely provided
parents with copiggdof the Individual Education Program whether it was
requested or not.- During meetings in one particular district, the
special education supervisor encouraged the parents and stndents to
‘create and‘maintain their own folders. This suggestion was especially
important for parents with very yaung children who were just entering the

] gpecial education systeh.

In contrast, othet cases clearly gshowed a general lack of ingormation-
sharing. The pother of an 8-year-old learning-~disabled child was quite
upset for some time because she had thought that her child's placement
wags for educable mentally retarded students. Obviously, in this case,
ALhe nature of the program had not been fully explained to the parent.
This example illustrates an instance in which critical information-—a
child's handicapping condition ard the nature of a child's .
placement-were not shared.with fhe parent; The obgerVers did not feel’
there was any inter;tion to purpogely deceive the 'parents, yet the absence
of such basic information-sharing cagts doubbs upon the extent to which
parent consent is truly informed and on the feasibility of active parent
participation in decision—making when basic information about the child

is ot comminicated.
.,
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Similarly, more than half of the meetings wh1ch parents attended éld
not include a discussion of available options (58% or 4§ out of 83
meetings). The general trend was for the discuasion Center on. the cne
reconmended option, rather than to ﬁresent a range of options from which
to choose. In these instances when more than cne optioﬁ was discussed,
- the full continuum was presented in only cne meeting; the remaining 34

megtings addressed some, but not. all, options.

The principle of LRE invelves the consideratien (and availability of)
a range of options. 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 Erom which to choose and, even if a
range of options does exist, there ma§ not be openings in the aesired
pl acement. Also,‘the school staff sometimes seemed to faeel that it was
better not to present an array of options to the parent, since many
choices-tended to confuse the pakent. Most often, parents sincerely did )
not have sufficient information'on various placements to enable them go'
make a decision. The elaborate presentation of an array of many options
may be alarming to the parent, especially if it includes choiceg,ét the

more restrictive end of a continuum. Finally, parents seemed to feel

s that the placement was really the school's decisign to make anyway, and

that they were not qualified to decide. All of these facters, then,
seemed to contr'ibute to the general tendency of not presenting cotions,
or of discussing only a Eew placement pOSSibzlities.

_ When students were involved in meetings, they were treated beqerally
with the same courtesies as the parents. Aalthough 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 thé parents, only seme of the options (not‘all)
were discussed. In the nine me%tings where students were asked to sign
something, An explanation was always given.: In two of these cases, thef'
students were of the age of majoerity and signed consent for placement.
In the remaining meetings, the students were sigﬁly sigging - ] ‘?‘
ackncwledgementé of meeting attendance. On a Couple of'occabions,&

special efforts to inform and to help students understand what-was going

on were observed. For example, a Learning-Disabled student in one junior~
4 .
" . ¥ -

¥




high aghool was delicately and sensitively told what thE~te§t soores
meant, what his ‘condition was, and how it-affected his school work. The
psychologist took great pains to help the child undessfand - ang_take"
responsibility for his 'own actions. In another case, a 10-gea:-eha
mentally Tetarded child was asked to summdrize the meeting to make sure:
that she inderstood what had been discussed. : -

R --..\_ -

L}

“ r o f

Although students were seldom included in'meetings, there yas some
evidence that special efforts to invelve stuéents could be made. St&dent‘
involvement of any kind was .the exception, however. .‘Phere was a general
feeling on the part o th gbservers that although parenté.were made
aware of their rights,.the} did not geem to fhllyﬂoomprehend them of

their implicatégns school personnel were,'however, careful to explain

an =rn--:\3 u“ﬁ"m;-,,u.—

[N T =s
‘. -

. . ‘ 4
were asked to sign something (placement form, meeting record, Individual °

" 2ducation Program, ete.), a clear and conciske explanation was, provided in

. nearly every instance (93%). i//,__, .
‘ i .. /
Other Notable-Findings . . PO .

The ' exchange of information-and the deciszon—making was fac111tated
in the following ways. Though it did-hat happen very often, a clear,
accurate, even-paced rev1ew of educational higtory, fﬁcluding previous '
placement, was a potent forece in describiﬁ7'the chilg' 3 background. . This
initial presentabion_of information usually set the tone of the meeting.
Wheg such a presentaJtion was too rapid or too brief, the team became s
susceptible to misinterpretations ‘and would have to call for additional
‘clarification throughout the cburse of the meeting. Most well—performed

i

reviews of educabional histh;Erecurred in meetings ‘regarding .\
reevaluations for change or W, placeﬂent was an issue, More

. synthesized pictures were presented when the psychologist was- able ¥’ -
relate his findings with other diagnosticians on ‘the team—-comparing and
contrasting—-rather than qllowing psychological data to stand alone.
Information exchange was facilitated by tangibles. Having folders and
documents in addition bo other important informatiocn, e.q., oopieé of
reports or a videotape of the child's éiassroom Eshavior, assisted in
equal access for all team members to the data available. PO example, at

an initial pfg%ement, A pre-school consultant gave the mother a

av s
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developmental guxdee In an annual review meetlng of,a seriously
- emotionally disturbed kindergarten student,’ the teacher presented a tape
R rec ng of a "reading” of a.pretend story to, show the progress of tﬂe.
' child who rarely spoke. Frnally, information-sharing and decision-makrng
“Were most efftctive when the present and potént;al receivxng teachers'"
.Qg"’wére together on the tealq ' e e B T !

s

Consxderation of Placement thions .

Several factord were investigated with tegard tb the states“
.lappr-oach&uto Flacement options. '.[‘he types and, manner in which the ‘
stateg reported placement op,tions (on thd LRE table required in the
Annual Plan) were reviewed, as.well as definitions of optioﬁs,.stata

g&idance in the order in which optl.ons should be considered, the extent

!

dnd manner In wnich states advocateo regulas platement and the provislon

of a continuum, and conside.rations as to whethe? ~or not stetes mentioned .

the concept of a com'.inumn w'i'thin ah op’tion. . 5 > -

v

. A wide variety of options and wgﬁgs of reportJ.ng _those opt:.ons was .
found among states. Most' states.defined eachr-of their options in the
¥

) ‘conti_ngnum‘ for *manynwtes, .this entailed -making finer discrinln‘ations -
 between’ serv1ees than had been.suggested by the LRE table in the Annuai
_Progra;n Plan. tz'ong preference for .options at the less” restrictive- ‘end -’
of the contJ.nuum was foupd for a number of states Many of these also
" provided guggestions sfot' the order in which the array of options Should
Be considered.» The states also indicated -strong support for the " w ., Th

tinvum of serviices concept*vand required assurances frosﬁ their
“diktricts éhat a c0ntinumn was being provided at thé ].ocal level.
Interagency agréémentsoalso were encouraged to help expand. optrons.'
Table. ..l,*the use “of placement optionsg across -'all the states is

, presented e ] Y C e - .

%s revealed in the analysis of l!l agency practices, all IS
diStricts 1.ndicated that a continuum of altgrnative placements did exist
. within the district-. ‘I‘he models ‘in use included itineraqt, Fesource -

. 4
-‘toom:b self-c.ontained, and residential placements. - Some: districts
,,édes'cgibed .in writing,,each of the special education and related service

proqrams available "within the district., In one of these program
- i‘
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descriptions the cri.teria for'en°rc'>llment were speci;f.ied'{ ";fEHe stuodent )
* must be able;to work at« the 50 percent productl,on ledel orta'bove. ,°
Usupally. private facﬁities within the’ distra.ct were not included in-
} 'descript:.ons of avajlable alternative placements,- Thig may be an .
indication_that such private placements are not routinely considered in

Placement*deliberations. - o T -

v .
-Ag seen on the continuum, the emphavsis on less restrictive placements

-

in both the State and r.ocal District Education- Agency Analysis also was

[3

substantiated by-the findings in the Legal Analysm. In the cases,.,where )
parents were appealing for a rnore restrictive placement (which was in 100
‘of ‘the 12) cases reviewed) ’ which wds also most frequently a private
placement, thﬂy won in slight_z more than &. third of the casés. ’ On t‘ze

+

nkhayr haqd whara gn ga:enbs t.far\iﬁ:_\d a agss ragkrintina -J'I :ﬁonnqt '

* usually public school placemen{s they won n two—thilgs of the cases.
These figures inditate that: thé parents 18se mgny more cases on ‘appeal
than' they win, largely because of local and state resistance to more

S i e e A s e —a— — i - -

*restr ictive placements and; -in particilar, to priva.school placements
which ncompriSed almost all ‘of the more resti:ictive placeme&ts desired by ’
- ﬁarents.' On the other hand, one area xhere parents are pgrtlgularly )
successful in winning apovaals is whare they are seekidg less restriciive
. SN i ‘.

placements for children. . ° \ .
L ‘ g -

% . .- - I :
- ASs fouod in the Local» Agency Study, typically, the pladerqgnt team

gave serious consideration £ @ly one option before ma;cing a placernent .

t

' rmmendation/decision When two o‘f more options were c0nsidered the
1

discussion nbrmalIy centered around disputes over labels (e g., Trainable

Vs, E‘ducable Mentally Retarded), “or disagreements over’ the amount of ,time.,

to be spent in special education (i.-., Resource &oom vs., -

Self}ontained) "o o .o v -

»
[
" LI

Although a placement was usually found foaa st.udent ih Vexisting
-‘program within the district, lack of s and openings_ did appear ”t\o,‘ )
i have an dndirect effect on decismn-ma s that is',’those placement
opportunities that .did not exist orc‘?fe _Jréady filled often seemed to
be automatically eliminated frorp cOnsideration. 0hus, the p],acement

L

<
\

- . f.
o K. |
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delxberationsthich We observed were generally confined £o discussing
known and avé&lable options. Unfamiliarity wlth district ahd private
resouroes. lim:.ted the ‘consideration of a variety#acement options
whxch could have beén appréprfhte._ often téam m

.menu‘ OEIOptionS which had sI8fs ¢ or spaces available from wh}ch to.

had a "mental .

choode. In other: cases, however, the fact that programs or classes were

+ =

" full was'discussed openly in th? placeﬂent meetlngs. Field staff
conflrmed thar in"several other cases the, lack-of available openings was

L

Ta dé@ermxnzng-chtor in placement selection._ . .

Tbere were' 1nstan¢es in' h1ch dtstricts made special efforts to
Overcome ‘the constraxnts of llmited placement opportunitxes. In one ¢

case, g—giatrict considered establxahing a transition class Tor studénts

ot .
ﬂ”;o wiea mran

o]

.-3

= Lan EE I -t -, - T LY "1
fron na 2o _,ocab renbally fandic

- -=- -
R Chgo2anatl ".--c;;

-4z
classes, and for students who were borderline mraxnable/Educable Mentally
Handicapped. In_another district, a private speech and hearing

- consultan was hired to” wor ¢ with one child who had a severe hearing
o

impairment. . B I L, .‘ :
- N + " ) L'

s, Tn summary, for nearly every case observed, the districts were able ..,
to provide -some sq;t of sefyice to tfe students. Although theseé psograms
weré not always. ‘seledted from a range‘of possibilities," thus limiting ‘the
precfsxon with whﬁc;‘the most approprxate placement could be choSen, the .

.+ districts appeared to be mak;ng'a gendtine and consc;entmous effort £o
serve the students as best they could. T e

- - .

. Most dfstricts aia offer some continuum of alternativehplacements!'a'
desecribed in the Rules ang Regplations. <Ln‘ten di!ffacts,‘hOWever, due

"’ 0" insufficient openxngs 1n the placement alternatives, observers .

; .questioned the adequa:zrof “the continuum. . At times, childten had to be

transg:orted because there were not enough }penings in pragrams c&ose to
home. 1In another case, a chilgd was placed in’ a.iess than appropriate
&lass (Educable Mehtally Bandicapped) because transportatioﬂ_COuld not be ./

provided to the prOQram which the placement tegm believéd to be the most

L4

app:opriate §1acément-a Trainable Mentallx icapped class.‘ In’ one [




’ ’
-
- . *

-
state, tpe special education prograés were liwzted to Learﬂzng Disabled,
-Emotionally Disturbed, and Mental&zrketarded classes, the contlnuum was

regarded as the ahﬁunt of time spent in any one of these thred classes.

The most commonly consrdered placemenkts’ were Regular and Resource

Room {39 cases}, Self~contalned Classroom ‘on a Reqular Campus (zsrcases),
Self—contained and Regular Classrooms (l3 cases), and Self—contained in"a
Special Public SchOOl (8 cases) Dlstricts tended to conslder‘placements-
whxch,were: $afer” from a legal perspective and léss likely to cause”
problems with parents ot Pederal and seaté'mqnitoring efforts,.that is,
if children were placed in resourde rooms and’ self-contained classes on |
the campus of a regular educatzon facility, it would seem less llkely for

distric}s to be found. noncompliant with the LRB prov1aion ‘of P.L. 91-142 .
' o

or tg@Pfranaice D2 °=*t orplaints of ~4

[

A}

Ll ‘-ﬂnﬂ-’

b}
gragated fro~ tha 2
.

nainsﬁream." .
In the few cases where multiple optlons were congidered, the
.placement alte:natlve Rost erQuently‘\Escussed was the self-contafned
Iclassroom in a regular public school. In contrast very few cases wh1ch
recommended regular classroom and resourke room 1nstruct1on discussed
other placement options, Scheduled reevaluations and those for change in
9 acenent weznﬁnore likely to consider mule Ible Dlacement alternatlwes

than were rnitial referrals and annual reviews . ‘
k3 n "

+

-

_Lriteria to Bvaluate options o : °

.
-

involved three major inte?relat faators- the child'g needs, contextual

factors (such as availabllity, parent. or school oreference}t and the key

elements of the LRE mandate. v - L B ]
States’ Critﬂria Eor Determining Placement - " e

- !

The Annual Program Plans- eere reviewed for any guidance tBe state

might give in the criteria to be used in determining a chlld's placement,
other consideraﬁ%ons (such as prohibited criterla, weighted crlteria, and
deciston rules), and 1nteract1on with ngnhandicapped peers.




,, ’» _
~The modt Ereqsahtly mentfoned cdhsxﬁeration i determining 2 Chlld'

placement was,LRE Lsee table 4,2)3 moreeghan halfj of the states (27) ,°

indicated that restrictiVeness should be “aken into account when deciding

amongéopticns. Proximity add the needs of the child, also were mentioned

frequéntly. 511ght1y 1ess than half of the statea referred to-the ‘

Individualized Education Program (24) as a determinant in evaluating T
4 options. Other factors to be traken into cohsxderation 1ncluded that the

splacement would have no harmful effects (23) andatﬂﬁt the quality of

servLCes would not be reducedIkZl). LT - -
- - i . ¢ + .
_ Other, less _requentty mentioned'criteria to evaldete.OPtions which,
are not stiown on Tablems .2, included handicapping gonditioh,'
appropriateness, age, availahil' ’ transporﬁatioh, parents' praference,

¥

Of thoseathat‘did, the ;quality of
and thé*;ﬁo§ﬁ appropriats -
enveronmen;“ €re mentioned most often {10) {These three criteria were
.all “included . under Lhe category of other.“) "Pime in the mainstreem
-was cited by 8 percent of. the states, and 4 pefcent aldo’ indicated
"proximity” ad a ‘datarminant Of &LRE, One “state suggested that thel LRE
' was the environment with the rewest 1imitations,‘end another not t ¥

Tit wds the most normal environment.

w

o N R . ’ ..— -
States{also could drovdde guidance in determining placement by °

-

prohibiting criter'id from conslderatlon. -Nearly one-fourqp of the states ;
: specified griteria which were not alioqed to enter into the. oiaCement
decisxon. Most mentioned’ that avallability d£~options was prohibited
" from affecting "the placement decision. . Other prohibited criteria
-+ included transp0rtation and cost. Several states put restrictiona on

allowable e ranges oﬁ.cpildrﬂn in the same class. Other states

1caux1oned tpat children with incompatible handicapping conditio
.severely ¥sotionally disturbed and spastic cerebral pa{zﬁr' -
pleced in the same program. Natidnal origin, linguistic:or cultura

Yoe

differences .were mentioned as prohibited criteria.for determining

’

placement in one other state. i ,}q




| TABLE 4.2 EVALUATION OF OPTIONS (Stat'e Analysis)
, ' D .. L * - A . ‘e ‘,- ( - i
' . s . I . "

. ' . . ) : 33,: T

Crizeria Mentioned ) . Frequencvn®

.

L% 3ead
. (3-2:‘) ¢ o=

Proxiaity

Yo Harmiul Zifecss

Juality of Services
- ./'

Calld's Needs>

’

Jehild's aeexs were uxspecifisd oT vague 'a-13).

414 speciiv neads listed educaztionzl needs U

a3}, s5%ial zeeds [sel), and smeticnal nesds [awly .

*Mgliiple Tespongas wers 1.lcwed.

L3
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Weighing of q;ternate criteria (i.e., which is more important) was

reported by seven states. These states usually indicated that proximity
was an overriding cons:.derat:.on unless the Educat:.on Program required
some other arrangement. One state gave weighted criteriaffn the form of
prio;it? admittance to its Diagnostic Resourle Center.

) . LI

Decision rules cOncerning placement were Eound for 13 statés. 1In

general, the states gave guidance by the type of placement “under
cons:.deratim ot Wby the type of hand:l.cappmg cond1t1on. Decision- rulés

based on the type of placement geépetally took the form of ordering the *

sequence in which more restr1ctive options should be considered. +For
example: .- Co : N a -

-

o "No child shall be placed in a residential "school unless tﬁere
s 0 appropriate nen-rasiienzial ssiicol gvallablsal”

"Placembnt. in private-programs is the third altermative'of’

choice,ionly after the public schools or government geﬁcies of

the State cannot provide,.. TIf private programs argeinadequate,
v then! out':-of,—Staﬁte_plaoement..may be approved.” )

_"When a residential educat!onal program is indicated . (
"...State-operated programs, when available, skould be given.
first oOns1deration, however the district shall recommend.,.tbe

- agency which is most appropr1§te to_the individyal situation.”
) N ‘
ﬂhen declsion rules governed by the handzcaooing cond1t1on were given,

these uspally ind1cated gu:.delines for pl acement of the more severe‘
1

3
- H

conditicns. ' o' : ) - = ‘
& . .!;_ . LI ; . X
o "The pore profoundly hahd:l.capped sha;l bt-\referred 'to SPe ial
day 'schools and residentizl facilities. TMR students na
self-contained programs,., (it is bhe) only-legal quel due to

the severity," - ch

o 3 £o mentally‘zteta:ded stud pan bé excluded from a speclal
: ucation class, unless: ‘ - . y /
enrol],ment; ‘i vat the maximum amount . LI )

the child's intellectual ability, age, or behavﬁr pattern
2/13 not oompatible #ith the gjass’ as determined by the

Superintendent” of Rublic InStruction with helpaffom
methcal, payehologifal,, or psychiatric advice.” \

R profound '
motor, ‘heari

. re urce room." f




One state indicated blanket provisiéns for movement ko less restrictive

environments: ‘"Tutorial aid (should} be provided when the student moves 2
. from an isolated setting into the mainstream of the regular setting. '
This recommendation affects all students regardless of'handicapping

‘ _condition."” ’ _ el . \ i
" " The extent to which states emphasized interaction with nOnhandiceppedu
children was another area of 1nvestigat10n (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 shodid take place
- and for what' types- of ect}vit;es. Twenty states did not mention
locaticns.gf any" sort, and 19 States did‘not specify acti?ities, Wien
3 219 provilamere 2stalls, interaction.la the school bu?liiig ana
in,plasses was mentioned most often. The type of aétivities specified
moét frdQuentiy includeq; -acaflemlic, ‘extracurricular, and ]

-~ tuncifrecess/assembly, -~ °

As we have seen, through a Varzety of means, many states provzded
guidance in, placement determ.nat:.on. 'LRE was mentioned most of'ten as a
criterion to evaluate ontion5° proxlmity and thé child's needs also were
reported frequently. Several states alseo provided guidance in thé form
of prohibi ted criteria (availabeity, transpo:tation, cost) , weighted
criteria (pminity unless the Indivﬂﬂual Plan indicates another
arrangement}, and decis:.on rules -{diven by type ‘of placement or
handicapping condi-.i.cn} Although interactmn with nonhandicapped
persons was frequently memtioned by the states, the location or actiwity’
involved generally was not specified; '

State's Criteria Svecificaily Applied to LRE
> ' N ~ ) ’

As ‘ha's been evident fcom the findings discussed so far, very little

specific information conce:nlng LRE was expressed in the Annuai Progran
Plans. ® Where LRE was addressed, either mainstreaming or normalftation

apphaned to be predominant., The distinction would seem to be between a




, B .

TABLE 4.3 INTERACTION WITH NONHANDICAPPED (State Anaiysis )\

+

Incaracticn

ger?':ent of Tozal

1, xot Mepticned
sentioned

Location
Location

.e In Class
I:} Bt1lding

Qf< lampus

Sxtra CurTicular
amch, Recess, Assecbly
Sther

Not Yeniicned

#1.5!
m=11)

73.0

(n=3%)
Frecusncv® .

24.0

Y

TOTAL

nylciple resfonses were allcwed.

L
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broader view ("the result of the process of considering all possibl

gstrict interpretation ("LRE is placement in the regular’ clags") org;r \)

educational alternatives to meet the Ind:.v:.dualz.zed Education Program and
selecting the educational sett:.ng with the most interaction with
nonhand:.capped students }. 'I'o the extent that state-expréssed conCerns
gsurrounding plaCement were indicative of trends in this areal the shift

" appeared to ‘be moving toward a more comprehensive and individualized
approach to LRE. Regular class placement may not,vgg _f_é_gi_:_cj, Be the least
restrictivgvéltgrnaéive. For example, one state indicated concern over
the lack o

that all handicapped students must be retyrned full-time to general

understanding of the thrust toward LRE and the impression

education. Similarly, another state pointed out that regqular class
'placement could be as res_Erictive "to a child's freedom to learn as would .
- - . ' 4

inappropriate assignmeht to some special program.”

States were concerned that the applicatiof of LRE may have had the
affect of concentrating att_ention on placement options and shle'er physical
proximity, raf:l:ler than on the total environment and individual needs of

. the child. To ocounteract this, one state recoinménded b the concept of '
LRE be expanded to inoludé "provisions, for strategic gntegration in whl.ch ’
the *“andicagpped i
solving them.? Another suggestlbn was to broaden LRE beyond servicge
patterns to encompass teacher styles {i.e,, more creati{re'versus nmore
restrictive). Another state indicated concern that "placemert (with
normal chilgf’en wollld) overghadow the need for a child to have
appropriate specialized education and ‘services.". Similarly, a‘state
urged going beyond the emphasis on specific timeé of ,rograms (e.g..'“
self-contained, resource room) to "applying the pr1nciple of )
nOrmal:.zation to each learning experience," . . . $ "=

’
« ' The fact that steps are being taken to e‘xpang upon" LRE in its
"application was evident from some State Plans. Por. instance, onestate
rejected standard placement criterjia in li?.u of.individué_l.ly .determined,
and continually fluctuating plﬁsep!ent needs:

L

7,
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The level at which a handicapped.child receives the necessary.
services Is dependent upon the level at which the child study
" {IPRD) team feels the individual can function. MNo arbitrary cut
off. lines should be determined in advance as to the kinds of
problems which will be served at which levels as most placements,.
can be considered as only a step in a prodess due to the fact
_that the handicapped student should be continually moving toward
' the mainstream and his or her least réstrictive alternative.
Another state widened the integration goal to include interactiom with

chzld:en and adul £5 -who are ;ess handicapped and nonhandicapbed.

Detailed procedures tc accompany relntegration, whenever this was
called for, was developed by one state 1n particular. First,- the special
education teacher visits the rexntegratlon site and helps structure the
prcgram. There is a review by the placement commlttee and, if the .

I - L3 a - LN : * [ 5 ~ - -1
a3 3semtafeguat:, chings In zlasament is a;; .

-
¢ -3 r ] -

' educatioﬂ teacher then talws with the recelving teacher' and duplicates
the enviromment of the receiving classroom to accommodate the etudent‘
The receiving tesacher visits the special ecucation ciggsroom and obsertes
the child. Lastly, the teacher meets with the parents to ensure that
they are fully informed. Reintegration should occur toward the erd of
the week, nof on & Mopday or following a holiday. \On reintegration day,
a repr=2santative of the placemen® comnmittee visits the receiving d
te;cher. Thus, this state has moved beyond the sheer concept of physical
presence in a regular classroom to a comprehenslve approach "to the
child's needs and growth. : .

»

-

The concept of least restrlctive environhent smbraces the most normal -
educational setting pessible. To the extent that the normal educational
process is interfered with, the settlng has become more restrictive.l/
,“Mainstreaming, on the other hand, involves the corGept 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 .

K]

l/Developinq Criteria for the Evaluation of Least"Restrictive
Environment Provision, DHEW, BEH, 1378, p. 7.
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,frequeégly occurs, botﬁ theoretically and in application.

L h -

auspices of the special education staff, and is only retucned to regular
education to.the extent that speciel education' pérmits it., The

distinct%on between LRE and mainstreenfng is subtle and Perhaps focuses
moce on the congcious and complex choice of least restrictiveness . -
compared Jith the more simple decision to "mainstream %n nonacademic or

other appropriate areas.” Because of this subtle distinction,tconfusion

- .
There was some, evidence that state p01icies reflected thie

confusion. Table IV In the Annual Program Plefs for reportlng the .

1ncidence rates for least restrlctlvn environments was often modified by

states in order to better reflect their own particular range of placement.

options. Sometimes these were categorlcal or handicap-specific, and

of ten only category totals were reported (regqlar clasa, self—contalned,
)

etc.) .’ ’ . :
oo 1

Table .4.4 shows the distribution of‘state'plané which specified a

1 - .
‘criterion for determining LRE and the associated definitions for LRE.-
A -~

¥hile more than half of the states did not- define LRE in their Program -
Plan, 24 percent simply defined LRE as “mainstreemtng,“'even though they

apolied a variety of criteria to ‘determine LRE, ¢

The 1379 Annual Report to Cohgress on the ImplementzItion of
P L. 94~142 expréssed scme concern over this cogfuslon of LRE angd
"mainstreaming® (p. 40). From this review of state policies, it appea;s
that state f@{el confusroqs 'reflected in written policies, may, in

part, be a source of this‘confus}ani/‘Wﬁiie,it is doubtful that the clear’

lack of a definition for LRE at the State level would contribute to the
confusion, it is hor: probable that .2 precise and straightforward
definition would at least assist substantially in clarifying tike
distinction be&ween the éwo and in &meliorating the extent of the problem -

to some degree. “

[

Cases Aooealed and LRE

The Legal Analysis revealed that the LRE requlrement was diSbussqd in-
less than half of the cases in which it was ordered--32 of 75. .: was
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{n= 3)

4,0
(n= 2)

12.0
{n= 6)
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discussed éveh less where the more restrictive placement was ordered—8

of 46 cases. These figures indicate that, with one or two exceptions,
the'nine‘states whose“decisions had been examined, viewed the€ LRE
fequirement 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. ﬁ%hs,‘altnough-the LRE requirement is not an important.E§plicit
factor in the decisions, it may -be an?important implicit factor. The

_clear preference expressed for public school placements over prirate
school placements, however, is only partly a iunction of the LRE
requirément, with financia costs of private placements being a key
factor,

.
+

District Criceria as Ravealad ia Placemanc Team Mestings
4
-

For each total option and component part of an option {e.g.,

*

"resource room” is one component of the total placement option,’"regular
plus resource room"), the lssues consxdared in evaluating that placement
. were recorded. Because some "bases considered more than one option, and
. because many placement alternatives had at least two component p&rts, a
total of 223 occasions when criteria could be raised in determining '
placement were noted. The maJor issues concern1ng placement which were
discussed on these occasions wered ) .o

student academic needs (86%)

test results (78%)

performance in present placement {77%)
student'’s scclial/behavicral needs (76%)
school system preference (743)
handicapping condition (75%)_

family preferemce (513) -

program characteristics {50%}”

Thé relative importance of these separate lissues was gené»ally
constant over diEEerent case characteristics and types of placement .
~ultimately selected, The only topics which varied to any measurable
"degree in their importance were handicapping condition, school system

preference, and- Eamily preference._ All of these.increased in occurrence.




with the relative ra@strictiveness of the placement being discussed. For

-

example, in c0nsideration of’ the option of regular education (alone or in
conjunction with resourc:e room, servi}:es to teacher, etc.}, the above

three criteria were considered ‘in the following percentage of meetings /
(n=52 dut of 134): ' o . ’

handicapping condition © - s1s
school system preference 643
family preference \ 43% .

In contrast, for meetings that congidered the option of self-contained

and regular classrooms (n=15), the percentages-increa'sed:
handicapping condition. 808
school system preference 93%"
family preference . . 9?&

[

In su'mnaryo a numbér of factbrs (criteria vgere-typically "impor'tant

in evaluating the appropriateness of placéntent options. These were, fo?
- the most part, the eight items listed above. Among them, thaee increased

-

in importance in relationshlp to the’ restrictweness of the opta,‘ons that
were being c0n51dere6.‘ The .level Of restrlgtiveness per se was not an

_important issue and was 'discussed in only a small number of cases.

- .
[
w !
R

Parent/S.tudent Input . : . .

Family' preference was ohe of the more frequen& considerations when

evaluating options. 1In mdre than half of the ‘options considered for '

k possible placement, Eaﬂfly preference was one of the criteria dlscussed.

+-During the plaaement process, then, it is apparent that the family's- ‘/

preferences (or at 1east_pezceived preferences) were: taken into account.
Out of 35 possible criteria which could be-ionsidered, “tamily prefereng.
ranked seventh in frequency.s 1t was précéded only by student's academ c
" needs, test results, performance in present placement, student'
sncial/behaviora:?needs, .school system preference, and handicapping

L] .t

condition. ) .
- * ‘ ’ v .
It is interesting bo note that- school Bystem preference was more
of ten considered in determininq placement rather than‘ﬁamilg preferencé.

In hearly three~fourths of the options considered, school syste;n 4

I3

preference was a factor (74%), as compared to only half for family
preference (51%). There may be sqveral.reasdns fpr thig.l Firdr, the

b . ’

h4.2?'




1ower frequency of familykgggéérence'mgy reflect the lower att:Eaance

rate.of parents (alfhough'cases were observed when the pareqté were ] .
absent) yet their preferenc‘es {or perceived preferex}ces) were relayed by
some gchool staff-members for them. Second, parents‘often indicated they
had no preference, thus'leaving i;: up to-the s:chool to'-deci‘:ie. 'F.inally,
the higher occurence of school System preference may reflect the schools’

* feeling thét they are responsible for recommendfng placeﬁent and that, if

parents Cb@'m‘: object, this becomes the final decision.

_ Other criteria relatinq to the family were' less often considered when
'determining placement, ‘Student preference, family/home conditions, and
. ti':e impact on the family were ir.if:reque'ntly raised when evaluating ‘
options. Given the gelatively‘few occasions in which the var%ous options

- TR - - S : R e~ - - = e
23 pith zwi2znt3 2nd . consi ng to' young sjes ol tha

L 3

stuaénts in pur- _s;mple, the infrequent occurrence of st‘ﬁdeni:_"‘g;'f'é"f‘"erénce. C-
- is not surprising: The impaét of placfement on the family was brobably

_not ofhen a facxlor wl;:\en evaluating ‘optiori‘s because most of the piacementsr .
in our sample cases were not radical- changes: i.e., ‘we'-would expe‘ct.the ‘
impact on the ‘f.amily to bé congidered most-:‘o;c'te‘n when discussing: '
institutioﬁalization or de—institutio;alization; " These Lypes of ,

placement, however, were rarzly observed'during sur data collection.
. ’ 3 .
/ . .
Although family/home condition was not usually considered as a

criterion by which to- evalua‘te options, it'was a frequent topic of
geaekal discussgon at the meetings observed. The discussions of family
history/conditions generally encompassed areas such as 'the marital
histor‘y of parents and the number ‘and ages of siblings. This area ranked
fifth of all-conteént areas in frequency. of discussion at meetings. . In

“more than two-thirds of the meetings in our sample,. family history was a
topic of glishlssion and was pr:jded in frequency only by the child's”

social behavior, genergl programming goals/needs, interpretation of test

LY

result.s,‘ and classroem achievement.

Sequénce of Steps -

According to P.L. 94-142 ".., each handicapped child's educational
placement ghall be \,. based on hig/her in&ivid’ualiz'ed education

g pfogram.‘ Fifty-sii %ercgnt of the State Plans S§ecified, or at least




PTYE ' LT ) ’ . .
ment‘ioned,,a Sequence of steps to be. follwed in referring, assessing,
plannir;g, and- determi ng placement. These sequences varied
subsbantially'in detai Jand scppe, but most addressed the length’ of time
which sbould elapse bgtween referral ‘and placement and incorporated the
. various notificatio due process procedures for parents. The sequence
within which the Individualized Educatxon ?rogram, general goals, and
«specifzc objectives were devalope& relative o the placement decision,
however,, was not a speCJ.fic focus, of this document . review. .Because the
contextual aequence was not routinely searched for in the Annual Plans of
‘each state, the, findings must -be- regarded as f‘gomplete. However, the
fact that a-sequence, was foun 111?0/(3e'r half of the FY '78 state plans,
indicates the: r.esepﬂe"gf;oic‘ies which stfucture and order the

Fl -

ing process. *

- -

. ‘r_Although over half of-the state plans referred to a sequence of

. s,teps', not all. of them‘ specified when the Individualized Program or
var ious elerner.lts of the Individualized Program were to be developed. .In
add:.tion, oth'er elements .of the’Annual Program Planﬂ tended to cause
congusion. In trying to determine the partiCipants for the placement
meeting; for exa.mp'le, references to as many as three or four meetings
could be *ound, aach with a list.of rocsr:»endeé or -e-'u;:ed pzcricipants
(for the Educatlonal Program meeting, for an assessment team rneeting, for
a case study team meeting, etc.}. It often was not clear, however, where

? s

. the actu‘l placement decz.sion itself was made.

\\.

a———

,In sev]éral states, tﬁe Indz.vidualized Educatiovn Program meetz.ng was
listed specifically m Ehe seduénce of de'cisién-making, indicatzng when
in this procéss general goals were developed and when. specific objectives
were dgtermined. Because these meeting, participants were discussed in
dl,fferent sectiqns of t'ha A‘nnual Program Plans and because the placement
decis’on process v}as not always fully explicated in the dOcu:nents which .
were thiewed, it was 'ﬁifficult to determine .where.the Individualized'
Education Progra.m occurréd nalatzve to-the placement decision in most
states. /éEq) has expressﬁd some concern over. this issue, as reflected in
the 19?9 Report to Congress which identified a range of practices with
respect to Individugl‘fzed ?Education Program development, short- and long-

-

rapge goals, and the. plgqément decision, y
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- §Gfte states have approached this problem by separating Individualized
Program development. into two distinct phases (short-term znd long-term
objeotives) or by conoeptualizing the process into a long-term -
developﬁental activity which essentially begins upon referral and
assessment and continues as long as the child is receiving services._
Bxamples of the sequence oﬁ meetings and decisions are presented in
Exhibits 4.1 and 4.2 which  illu¥trate the somewhat inexact treatment of
'Individualized Education'Program development with respect to LRE '
placement determination.’ Additional information of a more precise nature
became available as a resuLt of the ﬁield study’ oﬁ LRE ulacement
practices. ’ .

Traditionally, the Individualized Education.?rOgram is considered as
'.o-_ﬂg dlicecily ra2lazed o toe 3lao=1enr degizion-—0ot 1n 33ga2nce énd ia
time. As discovered in the local district study, the'Individualized‘ .

Bducation Program was essentially seen as the process and product of
efforts td define short-term instructional objectives-—generally R
developed by the teacher, not by assessment personnel. Although the Law
appears ,gomewhat ambiguous'as to which should occur first (defining
educational needs and then trying to match those %ch an appropriate -
placement or vice versa}, the findings 'for the district study sample were

quite definite with regard to the actual sequence in practice. .

Oore of the s't'Jongest findings to emerge from the observations of } |
initial placement and reevaluation meetings was that the Individualizedn
Bducation Program was alvays daveloped after the placement decision'was g
made. Not once in all of the cases observed was ,ithe order transposed
‘"Afteg” was not'an equal time" interval from case to case. In some cases,.

~ the IndfvidualizediEducation.program was developed at the- same ueeting,,

pperé the placemant decis{on was made. In other cases, a placement ..

decision was made, the child was placed and, after the héw teach'er got to " .
‘know- the child, the teacher developed an quividualized Bducation o

Program. In other cases, a placement for the Fall was being degided, and* B
there was no intention, of developing an Individualized Education PrOgram g

for these children until ‘the follewing September.—/ In certain annual

9 ..

- -
) ey

Cfl _,/This was due primarily to the March—to-l‘-!ay timing of ‘the observati-ons. g

PR v . ) 4.30 o




EXHIBIT 4.1: .STATE A ] ) : . i
EXAMPLE OF SEQUENCE OF MEETINGS AND DECIS 10N$

Refarral tnftiatad,
permission %o evals
uate requestad

rarental censent Tor |
syaluztisn «ithnsldy
hearing reyiew procass
{nitiatad

v

Parentd| consent obtained
and ehild evaluated

- - 3

#lacement committes sTaTTing parent, reruses,
held, iong term [EP daveloped, due process_ippeal
parental permission for procadures folicwed
placement roquested - ‘

h
Parent Jermisston gotiined, Parent reruses
child placed ad short- 1P, appeal
tarm IEP plan developed procedues followed

-

h 4
1EP rayiewen annuaify




.+ EXAMPIE OF SEQUENGE OF MEETINGS AND DECISIONS )

[ : ’ . '
g_mmu!,z: STATE B .
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1
<25} days
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Ecucaticnal Planning
and Placement
Commri ttea

10} days . . .

&

GTIT1caTion
to Parents

'

- ?
?arant] Approval
S=15 {days *
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. reyiews, the sequence.of the deciéion-meking Qee slightly different. In

" spme Of these review cases, the Individualized Education §}ogram was used
as the document ‘en which placement deliberatione were based., , The
Individualized Education Program then was reviséd to meet the student's
needs, and next year's programming decisions were incorporated on the:
revised documents. Generally, the timing of Individualized Bducation
Program development seemed to be a matter of district policy, For 4
example, if one case in the district had a separate Individualized ',
Education Program meeting, ald cases in that district followed suit.
number of meetings also seemed to depend somewhat on whether the case was L
an initial referral OF one which was new to the district. The less
familiar the student was with the special education staff, the more
difficult i]tfs to develop an Int]ividuelized Education Program. More

time with th€ student might be required.

The . variation among districts in the time lapse between steps was
related t0 other variations in practice. Logically, the receiving
teachlr cannot be involved with the development of the Individualized
Education Program until the child's placement is deciddd (until
placement, the regeivingcteacher is “tdchnically™ unknown). Therefors,
to bave the receiving teecher"nuolvnd a two~meeting sequence can be
'usea 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 Bducation Program is'the -

. review méeting for a student already receiving special edﬁcqtion services
and for whom little or no change is contemplatqd.' In such cases, the
teacher is totally familiar witn the student and can easily direct the
development of the Individualized Education Progran. '

"
L]

Another isgue related to Indicidualized Education Program development
is precisely what constitutes an Individualjzed Education Program. While
the components of the Individualized Education Program ¢learly are listed
in the law, these are not.3always developed by the same people at the same
meeting. A ;sychologist might supply the present level of functioning,
the tean-chairperson, and annual goals; the student’s teacher may add
short-te;;\instructionaI‘objectives. These components may not even be on

. the same piece of paper; they may just be somewhere in the file. When -
t

4.33
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this occurs, it is impossible‘to pinpoint exactly where or when ‘the

1

Individualized Education,Progran‘is developed. -

-

Qne accepted usage of the term “Indivﬁdualized Education Progran“
Jand the way it is used here) emphasizes the short-term instructional
objectives. Informal dlscussions with district starf suggested that they
too perceived the Individualized Bducation Program thiz way: however, on
paper, and -in official labelling practices, the Individualized Educaghmi,.f’i
Program term acquired many different usages. .Many meetings were formally
labeled .as Individualized Bducation Program meetings, yet they were
‘ primarily QOncerhed with_placement issugs. In afie of the distructSv 4
various parts of the meeting were identified as being requ1red bY state
© or by Federal lak. 'The part_of the.maating'required by “Federal law" was
calleﬂ the Individualized Education Program meeting..'lt went upp to, but,
did not include, inétructional’objectives.' In another district, the
entire packet of paper generated through the referral and placemenx .
process was called the Ind:vidualized Education Program. Labels did not
help much,’ however, because. one district's "Individualized Education o
Program meeting" wag'another's "staffing.™ The EFact that a.meeting was.
called an "Individualized Edutation Program meeting” did not necessarjly
. mean all the components of the Individualized Bducaiion Program yould be
forthcoming. Overall, 1§ of the 134 (12%) meetings observed were called
"Individualized Education Program meetings." Of the 16, .12 came from 2

.

,States. _ ' '

One possible reason why the districts have extended the use of the
term “Iniividualized Education Program" is because there is some
confusion over just what the' law 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
unsutre about the timing of Individualized Bducation 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 and1

" Infividualized Bducation Program development qeems to be S0 universally
adopted that its logic musat be considered. As mentioned above, the ""

child's needs were considered throughoutfthe process. Although the needs

s

4.34
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T on which theaplacemensldecision was based were ofteq.not recorded {on the
Individualized Educatign Program ox elsewhere) ; they were/ in fact,
individually considered for -each, stpdedt . ,

.The length of time between the placement deoision and the
Individualized Education Progeam also seemed to be guided by a logic
'sensitive to the individual situation. While the districts may have
: hedged a bit on the,time requirements of the Law,. this generally was
prompted by the need o develop 2 more informed educatiochal prOgram for
the student. Observed practices suggested that districts feel that for
the mcst,part, the receiving teacher is the individual best suited to
ditect the specification Qf instructional objegtives. The préferted
situation iégto have that process grounded in first-hand knowledge of tne

+
L
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Criter1a Discussed Relating Directly to LRE

We examined the role whiCh the following key elements of LRE, as
outlined by P.L. 94—142 regUIations, played in placesient: interaction
with nonhandicapped children, proximity, harmful effects, quality of
services, continuum of placements, individually determined placement
based on need, and severity. While the term "LRE" ltself was not
--frequently articulated, many of these elements which comprlse the concept
were, 1n fact, discussed.-‘ ‘ T

T

ELEMENTS OF “LRE": lnteraction with ?onhandicapoed Children *”

There ,are gseveral key elements of ‘the "LRE" concept; one is the
guiding principle of providing opportunities for handicapped children to
interact with nonhandicapped children. Three issues focu®ing on this
"element have- been identified by this stidy: :1) the extent to which such
' opportunities are explicitly discussed in’ placement meetings, 2) the
extent to which provision is made in the placement decision for such
) opportunities tor actually be provided- ahd 3) the extent to whic 4

. 5 . -
interaction and integration goals are, 4r fact,/ implemented @%i

-

“Functtonal. Y e . . ) /

As previously suggested, the expectation that handidgpped cﬁildren
should be placed in a setting which best §llows therpgpPOrtunities to




Ay . . a:é- . ’

'inte:act with nonhandicapped children appears to be implicit in the

' plmehent team decisron. The implicit nature of thé decision is further
‘underscored by the infrequent number of overt references ot discussion of

, such opportunities during the placernent meet:.ngs which were observed._'
Only 30 percent of the mektings actually discussed the provision of - '
bpportunities to interact with nonhandicapped children, while ?3 percent
of the cases were actually placed in a setting with such opportunities.

'I‘he' lack of overt diScussibn of tBese opportunitles contnasted wit‘h the

large number of, placements which specifically allowed for the intkjaction

of handicapped and nonhand‘:capped ghildr;'en- this reflfects the impJ¥icit
aniaﬁumed nature af such placement goals.. Table 4.5 prisents, the-J\
distribution of cases for whom opportunities for nteraction were

ﬂiscussed, pared with actual placement ouvportunities.for interaction .
: s 1
vith nonhand:.capped children. . oL

T%BLE 4 53  DISCUSSION OF OPPORTUNITIES TO INTERACT WITH NONHANDICAPPED

”~ i

‘Placements
Interactipn with NH-

Yes

?Discussiozr of - 34.0%
Opportunities | . . {n=33)
for Interaction . ' :
‘with NH - N . g
i : 66.0%
n=42 . n=21 . {n=63)

78.0% . ©,22.0% " 100.0%
(n=74) {n=22) {n=96) °

e

E]

'I‘hese interaction opportunities are illustrated by the general
placement approach adopted by a small rural distriet in whioh fqur
Special education teachers had gradually converted their self—contained
classrooms into. functioning fasource.rooms. In these classes, Bew
children remained all day and most children spent only brief, but highly
focnsedd periods in the special class. Similarly, a larger urban ’
-district'verbalized an édministrative ‘commi trient to “mainstreaming and,

o
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although ‘the procedures’ were rarely discussed in- formal meetings., the
district made conscious efforts to. place all children in settifigs ywith
nonhandicapPed children. The only exceptions to this philosophy'wero
institutional plaoements, over which the district did not have final .

control. A P N
. " Pl . Y

All districts in which meetangs were observed subscribed to a "

ak

philbsophy for ensuri:ng thak the handioapbed child hadl oppettunities to -

) 1nteract with nonhandicapped chilaren. Although these districts did not

“ always have written policies to that effect, and although the placement W

meetings did not often specxfically discuss such opportunities, all
distwricts, nevertheless, *aia actually provide for such placements and all
districts did appear to adopt an affirmative philosoph?—with respect to

* ensuring such olacemnnt.eooortunities. The ganeral aooroach to this
principle appeared to be one‘of "m@instreaning” the c¢hild, i.e.,
returning the handicapped child to_ regular education settings for as much
as was determined té be feasible, rather than selecting the "lea'st
restrictive” placement Ti‘e., only ncluding the handicapped child in

special education to the extedt deemed appropriate)

R
While the distinction may be gsubtle in its nature, it is critical in-

1ts eubstance because it illustrates tnat once the handicapped ¢hild is
formally determined to be eligiblé for, and included in, speaial
education, it is then the responsibility of special.education, not

- regular education, to ensure interaction opportunities with
nonhandicapped childre®¥, As previously indicated, special education
.personnel responsible forﬁthe placement decision'seem to have accepted
this responsibility as an implicit eiement in the placement decision.

- The problem arises becausé the decjsions regarding opportunities to
interact with nonhiandicapped children are made at a very broad level,
These.decisions tend to be limited to regular tlass participation for .
some academic activities, non-academic classes, lunch, etc, These
decisions tend not. to be at an operaticnal or implementation level-—i e.;
while 'the placement team can make a decision providing for regular class

placement for art, music; lunch, and recess, there is virtually no

discussion of the operational elements necessar} to really ensure social

*
»




integratiqn of ‘the handicapped child. Even in meetings to derelop
Individualized Bducation Programs, the implementation dspects of -
interaction with nenhandicapped children‘were not“discudsed. - .y

] The net re3ult of‘such generic decisions is that “opportunities“‘are‘_:

made)availéble in a very general’ sense;‘however, usually there is no real C

- reffort to facilitate-the integration of the child. For example, in one
medium~3i%ed. urban district, the‘team decided to place_a 2nd grade
handicapped child in a self-contained class housed in ‘a buildiné ﬁith‘
ovaerflow 6th grade regular educatioH students. Generally, this pldhemeﬁ
fulfilled the opportunity for ,interaction with nonhand icapped childfln.
Operetionally, however, thg decisien did not address how' the two age
Yevels cculd be socially‘éf academically integrated. Furthermore, in,
cavaloping cne Individualiized Zducatlon Program for this caild, no
discussion was held regarding how best to ensure participation in
extracurricular activities with other (nonhandicapped) children, or how
to ensure inclusicn during recess or lunch. What typically happens in
these settings is that the handicapped child does pot attend lunch with a
homercom class comprised primariiy of nonhandicapped children; rather,
the handicapped child attends with the special education class and is
only proximal to Tonhandicapped children=-but certainly not socially

integrated. g

In surmary, £lthohgh there were relatively few written policies
concerning inte:action opportunities with nonhandicapped children and
although placemﬁnt meetings rarely discussed the topic, ther&gwas

nevertheless cﬂear evidence that-all of the districts in ou£3sample
adhered ton the!philosophy of providing such opportunities. This was
reflected both in the number of generic placement decisions which

- actually allowed for such oppertunities and also in the general
amproaches and cammitmgnt to this concept. Furthermore, it appeared that
while special education staff hatre accepted the responsibility for such
placement decisions, those decisions and the program planning related to
the decisions have failed to proceed beyond the generic ley \ There was
‘little evidence of operationalizing the actual implementati:::;Ksuch
integration. .




OP "LRE": ' Proximity, Harmful Effects_,__guality of Services,
Cohtinuum\of Placements, and Individually Détermined Placement

e L

Thege other'elements of the LR@ concept were addressea in part

through items which allowed observers to indicate whether these topics

- were discussed du:ipg the meeting and to rank (on a gcale of 0 to 3) the

‘extent of discussion that otcurred.  Table 4. s'presents the frequency *
with which key topics were d{scdssed and the average rankings for the.

" extent of discussﬁon for those ‘cages in which LRE and "mainstreaming
were mentioﬂed. mhe tqble also presents, for compar ison, purposes, the
frequency and average. ranklng for the study sample ag a whole.

-

For theé overall studf-sample, £dur key topicgs were discussed i 2
than haif‘ of the meetings, rand the aperage rating for the extent p
discossion exceeded the arithmetic m<an of 1.5. Classroom Achievement
was dischssed in ?éipercent'of the?meetings, wi mean rating for
extent of discussion of 2.0. For social Beha 1o he frequency was 88
percent and the ‘ratingy mas*Z Behavior at f and Program
Characteristics were discﬁszjg;in 57 percent and 68 percent of the
meetings, respectively. The éxtent- of discussion was 1:6 for Behavior ‘at
Home “and 1.7 for ProgZam Characteristics. in-contrast, Other Harm to
Chlld and Educational Harm to €hild were mentioned .in only one-fourth of
" the meetings, and(the discugsion‘on these @as.minimal. Similarly,
Proximity and Stigma wsre infreﬁuen&lj“mentioned, again with minimal
discussion. | ' ’ a . .

r

The table presents the information for those cases, in which
"mainstrea.ming was mentionegd. ar‘:l‘he «figures are generally Sonsistent with
‘those figures for” the study,as a whole. However, where the frequency  of ;
discussion og SuPplementary Services and Program Charactefistics for °
those case in which'LRE was mentioned were reduced, compared with the
study sample ag a whole, the frequency of occurrence is_increased for
those cases' where ”mainstreaminq’ was mentioned.” The frequency with
which sﬁpplementary Services was mentioned was 57 percent for the latter,
compared with 23 pegcent for. meetings mentioffing "LRE" and 37 percent for
the study as a whole. Forﬂziggram Characteristics the frequency was 87
;nwcent, compared with 46 percent for LRE cases and 68 percent for the

» study samPle as a whole. .Two other important differences are shown, Tﬁe
L . ""
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f requency cf discusszon concerning Other Herm to Child, while somewhat
higher for "LRE™ meetings (38%) compared to the study sample as'a whele
(27%), was substantially higher for those cases where "mainstreaming” was'’

-

menticned (57%). K S " x

"Bor all éases, Classroom Achievement and Social, Bekavior. were
discussed at ertually every meeting and appeared to be the most
discussed topics.. Overall, the findings suggest that academic and social
needs of the individual child comprise the largest parh,of a meeting, and
" that as *maihstreaming” is discussed more SpeCifiC311Yz four other -
‘diSCuSSion topics\fegin to emerge: Supplementary Services, Program
Character;stics, Other Harm, to Child, and Proximity. The increased
- frequency cf discussion ﬁgr Supplementary Serxices ‘and P;ogram .
Character istics may reflect some forwm,of coneideratipnPof the cont inuum
of placements availanie.. For example, in one discric:r the Yitis I '
teacher always participated in placement meetings in order to document
the current (cr past) effcrts to maintain a child in supplementary
serv1ces., The information then was used ‘to either extend the
Supplementary services or to verify that, in fact, _the sdpplenentary .
services were not meeting the needs of the. child, and a more restrictive

E setting was required.‘

A second way in which +these elements of LRE were exanined was by
rating the extent to which they (in conjunction with other iteqs} ‘Were
factors used in determining placement. Table 4.7 presents the zank orden"
of the fLequency of occurence for alfl items used as’criteria in
" Setermining placement. The Socialyand Behavorial Needs of the student
ranked fcurtn overall, followed by Program Characteristice,
Restrictiteness, and Clessmate Atfributes as eighth, ninth, and tenth.
Proximity and Bducational Harm to child were about in the middle, ranking
thirt'eenth and sixteenth, rE§peCtively. The frequency with whith these
ltems were uséd‘in determining nlacement indicates'that, when various
. options were discueeed, such items as the social and benavorial needs of

"the child, program characteristics, restrictiveness, attributes.of

classmatee, proximity, and educational harm to.child were crucial in

differentiating options.
i
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Thﬁa, it appears that most of the key elements of the Lﬁﬁ cbncept
were generally manifested in placement meetings, .and that, as the
specific diseussion focused on *mainstreaming” per se&~§éeae topics
became increasingly important. . This may simply reElch the artifical

interchange of the terms "LRE" and “mainstreaming, d the fact that
Jnainstreaming i{s the more common and better knowmw taum, and thus mor e
likely to be used in these situations., Of all the elements enconpassed
by the concept of LRE, the social and behaviorial - needs of the child were
most dftgn discussed and-used in determining placement..

ELEMENTS OF "LRE": Restrictivenesa and Severity

The selection of cases for'the study emphasized those with
mul tiple—~agency invclvcment and greater severity. For this reason, the
study sample overrepresents the most severe amd codilex cases for wnich
placement was determined. In fact, 13 .percent of the study cases were
Belected because they were Severely handicapped and 8 percent because
they were classified as blind, deaf or seriously emotionally disturbed-—-a
-much higher rate of thesge handicap categories than would be expected
,through randcm selection. -,
Overall, considerations‘of the restrictiveness of a placement
appeared‘to be determined by the severity of the handicapping condition
~ and by the deficiency in the skills of the child. .

Relationship of LRE Determination to the Individualized Education Program
Meeting . . d
O\

The Individualized Eduoation Program-placement relationship is
‘addressed indirectly in several places in the regulations. The main i
thrust is that the Indigidualized Educaticn‘Program should be developed
prior to a placement decision. Bach handicapped student's placement is
to be '§ased on his or her individualized education program” (see Section
121a. 552(a)(l)}. If the “decision is to be based_-g the program, then an
educational program mugt be dﬁawn up before a decision cin be-reached. -
Furthermore, alternative placements must be "available -to the extent *
necessary to implement the individualized education program for each ‘
handicapped child" (see Section 1213. 552(b)). Again, the i

. -




_ implication is that the Individuglized Education Program précedes the

plqpement decision. On the other hard, as discussed above,” the
Individualized Education Program must 1nc1ude an indication of the amount
of time.the student 'is to be in regular classes--implying that placement

is known before the Individualized Education Program is pompleted.

Neither an LRE poiicy statement nor a definition of LRE appeared té
explain differences in state guidafice concerning pIEEemeﬁt. Little'”
informaticn concerning the relationship between the Program and placement.
in LRE was found. It was frequently not possible to discernhwhethe;'
placement was done before, after, or at the same time as the Individual
Program. The states usually preferred to ailow ldeal dete:minaéion in T
this matter. '

e

.The stacs iaws and regalacions for wae Zive Staces 14 che Giserice
.study are in many respects similar, and oftegn jidentical to, Federal
requiremeffs related to the Individualized Education Pfogtam. The states
did occasionally go beyond the Federal regulations with additional or
more specific requirements for Indlv%duallzed.zducation Program
development. Due to the great variability in procedures, it is difficult
to campare ocne district to another. Por some districts, &gitten
administrative guldellnes were.nonexlatentr for others, they existed, but
owere so vague that a multitude of procedures would fall easily within

b

"thair bounds. ' -

e
The determinatieh of the LRE and the formulation of the Program are
somewhat pqradoxicg&ly related, One of the LRE rules is that the child's
p;ecement be based on the Profram: yet, as seen from the previous
discussions, the actual Programs could logically only be developed after
theﬂélacemgpt\decision-after the LRE had- been detetmined.

\

Tﬁe punposefoﬁ regquiring that the child{} special education placement
.5e based on an Indlyidualizea Education Prograg is to insure that “the
. child's needs are corsidered in the placement process. However, in
reaching 'a pladeément decision, the placement team tends to consider the
"child's neeﬁé dlobally, rather than in a precise, written fashion (Such
as 1is necomﬁended by Individualized Education Program procedures),

Y
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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
ddes not point to any particulan placement. "Needs more attention,”

"needs a smaller class,” “"needs to be around children of hen ability
level® are needs that narrow the range of what is an appropriate
educetional seéting 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. Intérestingly enough, these kinds
of needs do not often occur on Individualized Education Programs because

they alreadY have been met by placing the child in an appropriate setting.

The LﬂE requirements are alsc interdependent with the Individual
Education Program. The idea that children be educated to the maXximum
extent appropriate with children who are not hapdicapped was incorporated
into rhe Program as the amount of time & child was 2o spend in regular
class or in mainstreamed activities. "That the placement be determined
at least annually" is a principle which adheres to the reguirements that

- the Prograr§be reviewed at least annually and revised, if  necessary.

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 function—-to provide the needed services jn the most approprlate

setting.

Sumnacy

-

Information Shared .

o The State Apnual Program Plans emphasized thl evaluation
safequards that should be applied to test asSesments and that
results of ,assessments be shared with parents, Few states 7

- designated other persons as specific receive s of information.
District materials (from the 15 districts s pled) noted more
about the group that ghould be involved~-i.el, individuals
knowledgeable about evaluation results-wso itj-followed that the
evaluation data would be a topie of discussion at the meeting.

The is3ues conszsidered most impOrtant to progr atically zcund
placement procedures were also those most frequently discussed
at the obgerved meeting (e.g., classroom aChi¢vement, social -
behavior, general programming goals and needs}. Interpretation
of test results weighed mest heavily in cases|of the more
geverely handicapped and in the initial referra%e.

+




Consideration of Options S -

Q

P . . L .
Efforts abounded to share infomation with parents in the
meetings and were not seen as a result of any natable district
‘practice, but as a result of the nature of thé personnel -
involved. .. .

Most meetings‘attended by the parenis did not include a
presentation of 3 range of options, but rather, centered on a
discussion of one or two recommended options.

- i - N}

A great many states indicated a strong preference for gegular
class Placement and indicated that this environment shbuld be
congidered first wheh determining placement. Most states
specifically advocated the provision of a continuum and required

" assurances from their districts that a wide range-of options was
being provided. A wide range of options was not presented for
discussion at the placemént meetings. When multiple options
were discussed, the cases involved were scheduleﬁ ‘reevaluations
or reevaluations for change in placement. ~

in terms af the continuum, otiaer "less restrictiVe" options were
emphasized and were chosen when placement in private, school was
an issue. ] :

Criteria to Bvaluate Options

o

Tha most frequently mentioned mnsideration 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 gervices, 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 handigapping condition). Although interaction with the
‘nonhandié&pped was mentioned frequently, the circumstances were
generally not identified. ’

In the observed placemént 'meetings, the criteria used toy; R
evaluate placement options were highly reflective of {ntent _to
.meet students needs. ’ ~

Though the states and districts revealed var ious
conceptualizations of LRE, the key elements of the general
concepts~—interaction with nonhandicapped, proximity, harmful
effects, guality of-services, continuum of placement,
restrictiveness, and severity-were frequently employed in
placement decisions.

In the cases’ appealed at the administrative level, LRE was
discussed” in less than half of the cages in which it was
ordered, and even legs where more restrictive placements were

- .
“




ordered. -Thug, altﬂough the LRE requirement was not an
important explicit factor in: the decisions, it may be-an
important implicit Eactor.--\

+

Sequence of Steps' . _ 1 ' v g

+ e

o, States ghowed considered diffLrences in the way placement steps
were .divided, defined, and timed. For example, assessment may .
be counted from the time the c¢hild bégins testing or from the
time all regults are tabulated. Some gtates may give time’spans
for initial placement, while others may provide for only the
placement meeting. Thus,-determining how long the placement
process can take was often obscured by highly variable and -
incompatible reporting approaches among states. Procedures for
placement varied from taking 90 days, at maximum, to 25, at
minimum. - s

The relationship between the Individualized Bducation Program-:"’
and placement wag often unclear in the state guidelines. -Many
states appeared to imply that the placement decision was made
Auripg.tha Individual 2Quzation Prigram Te2ting, Somz indiczte?
that the Program was developed first and then placement was
determined; others reversed thig sequence. A third group of
states gave no clear indication of when the actual placement

decision should occur, ) "

In actual prac{ice,'as observed in the placement team meetings,
4he Individual Education Progr®m was developed after the
placement decision was made, "-Sometimes the Program was - 4
developed at the game meeting at which the decision was made.
In- those cases, generally, the long-term goals were formulated
with the more specific ones later de:ised by the receiving
special education teachers. :

’

Relationghip of LRE Determination to the Individualized Education
Program .

o) Neither an LRE policy statement nor a definition of LRE appeared
' ‘to explain the variations in state guﬂdance concerning placement.

©  The implications in the’Rules and Regulations ig that the actual
placement in the LRE be based upon Individualized Education
Program. Yet thé Program, which involves the creation of *J"
specific programing goals, most-logically developed by the
receiving teacher rather than by the assessment team, could only
intrinsically succeed ‘onee the placunent in the LRE had been
determined.

Although‘!he needs on which the placement decision was based
were often not recorded (on the Individualized Education
Program), they were, in fact, individually considered for each
student.

-

The LRE decisiofi and the Program are deftly’interwined; as one
determines the other and they merge to become the process to
provide the needed servicesg in the most appropriate getting.

" L4




. ‘
ANCILLARY ACTIVITIES .
} ' .
The third major study component, Ancillary Activities, refers to _ﬁ
those supplementary activities related to placement decision-making ;ﬁng#//'
have heen provi ded by the state and/or local education agencies. '

-

Examples of ancillary activities include the provision of in-sérvice
training for special education and regular education staff members, and
the implementation of procedures for monitoring progress toward full iRE _
'spplication. Because of.the more extensive findings om the 10551 }eVel,

" there is more eldboration when tiie focus is upon the local agency.

Revelations from State Education Aggncies'

x

The State Analysis described procédures in the training and

monitoring of placement decision-making.

Many states -indicated that they prov1ded, or were going* to prov1de,.
_tra1n1ng in LRE (43). It was dlfflcult to determine, however, whether or
not this training was selected'as a result of needs assessmehts. Some
indication that 2 needs assessment was conduc ted~—and 1nd1cated LRE as a
priority top1cr*was found for nearly one-th1rd of the states. The
rema1n1ng states either did not mention any needé assessments (14) or

alluded to one, but failed to 1nd1cate LRE as a concern (14).

Nearly all of the ststes €45} reported some .form of periodic reszw

of their local dzstr1ctsf w:th this review usually conducted_om an annualL -

- basis (22). Other forms .of monitoring repprted by the ‘states included

L

-

* il




financi?al audits when a local agency applieSb for funds, Placement-and
LRE were often-specified as.a focu’s of state monitoring Jactivities (41), "
In additfiofi, states also looked into, assessment data-used (27)% the
available options {24), evdluation procedures (22), and documentation
(2. . - s ’

|" - - " - L]
4

© With direct regard to LﬁE few states indica€ed that their districts
should iconduct an evaluation of placement to determine if the LRE mandate
had ‘been met. ﬁ‘his category did not refer to simply an annual
evaluatio,p of eadz ‘child. To be coded as present, the state had to
-specify that LRE was a focus.) 'I'hirty-niné states made fo' mention of
this activity; two others alluded to it, but were not‘specific enough to
‘warrant inclusion; the remaining nine states indicated gome district
.assessmejt of the placement decision with regard tqQ LRE. In one state,
the districts were nonitored to'ensure that they evaluated .their
decisions by determining if the student couid benefit from a¥less .~
restrictive environment: In another state, the districts must review the
LRE of each Plaoement° to assist in this, the Individual Education
Program must show what other alt.ernatives were considered in planning.
Another sgtate required an evaluation of LRE for out.- g-district placement.

-

Most sjates 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 méntioned expanding
placement options and one’ state indicated that the quality of services
needed +0 be improved Several methods ﬂo assist districts -in correcting
vany problems were menti ned, primarily training and technical asgistance

) {27) and added funding (7). . .

§

Tl-fé:,ftates, therefore, indicated considerable tra’ining and monitoring
. /efforts in the area of placement and LRE, though they did not Stress

their placements in terms of LRE. A combination of dh‘i\te visits and

written reviews was most often used by the states when monitoring. '

Training, techmicgl. assisl:.g'!ce, ‘and additional "nding were frequently
noted as ways ‘to correct defi'ciencies ideftified in the course of

monitor i,ng.. e ’ i




Revelations grom Local Education Agencie‘.

- Within the five states participating in the study of the local .
.districts, three states offered gome training and technical assistance in
the ared of Placemént deqision-making, although LRE was not a specific
focus of thege activities. Several states also indicated conducting
training in the development of Individualized EducatiOn Programa--an area )
_.often requested by the districts. All five states monitored local gchopls,
district implementation of Federal and gtate laws governing the educatién
of handicapped children. Monitoring generally served n05 ,only to asgess
complfance, but also to identify areas needing improvement. _i~

In all\states, monitoring involved site vigits tq review paper
documentation of the referral,-identification, and placement process.
Typically, if -areas of noncompliance nereﬂ%dentified, a letter was sent
to the district spegifying them. ;The districtégag then required to -
respond'as to how thege issues would be remedied and would attempt to
make agsurances that the measures would be implemented. The monitoring
process sgerved more to clarify written policies than,t$ alter local
practices. ,One district in particular though, ‘developed a system

" facilitating'both the district's and corresponding gtate monitoring
_activities. _There 33 a "Campliance Coordinator” whose sole function is
that of quality control “and whose duties involved.

1. qreview of each case with regard to eligibility criteria and

compliance with state and,?ederal regulations;

2. assurance that all reports‘were present and .in order;

‘3. notification to parent or adult student; 8

4. confirmatibn on arrangements for related services and p%ovisions
for transportation. N .
-~ s . [ \ . w
The "Compliance Coordinator® remains c0ncerned that the procedures are in

order and does not look at the placementigg_ g_. ' .

Local district activities varied in terms of how mucp, if. any, . .
training, bé;hpical-assistance, and/or monitoring was provided by the
special educaticn deﬁartments to the special and general educatjon staffs

in the local schools. Much of the past assistantce had focused primarily
[ /] . ' [

[
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(it came up for action. .
. L

on how td achieve compliance with the fndividualized Education Program
provisions of the raw. Little training was offered_in the‘placementw
decision-making process ithelf or in the application of LRE in
determining educational placements for handicapped students. An
exception to this was one district which had developed a comprehensive
in-service traini\ng package for special and regular educators and Parents

' in the group decisionenaking process. This was applied for each?case as

-

An il&ustrationréﬁ a particuiarly outstahding practice for training
and establ ishing opgoing teaming was found in, one large school 'district..
The special education departmént organized 30 hours of in-service '
training workshops for selected teachers to enable them to establish an
effective "Core Team" in their schools. The school administrator

participates by releasing certain teachers for the 30 hours of training,
support(ng the teanm process by meating regularly‘with the teai!!assisting

in scheduling 4 time for team meetings, and bualding support the team
among the school faculty. The teachers receive in-service education
”credits for certification renewal, and the special education department
provides follow-up consultation and classroom assistance. Exhibit 5.1
demonstrates this ¢pncept ©f the "Core Team” and 1ndicates its purposes

4 P
and functions .

Ancillarx Activities and LRE A

None of the districts sampled in this study deszgneds\implemented, or
participated in training activities specific to the LRE pﬂOvision of P.L.

94~142, Although most school Personnel mentioned workshops on training.

sessfons when elements of the LRE concept were briefly discussed, there
were no reported instances of training and technical assistance .
activities ocecurring in relationship to LRE,

..
v v

Simflarly, there was no evidence that Yocal professional associations
or advocacy groups'were sengitive to,_or interested in, the LRE
provision. In fact, in the only case which was observed in which a
parent advocate {(from the legal ald society) participated, the major_area




EXHIBIT 5.1: CORE TEAM &

-

- WHAT IS A CORE TEAM? |

=
4
-t - 1l b

A Core Team is a group of special educators, regujar teachiers. and admin.
1strat0rs who work together to reevaluate tite educational objectives for
_students who are having learning difficuties. After pinpointing the
learning problems, tire Cote Team involves parents and, wnen possible,
tie student in the development.of an individualiZed educational pro-
gram (IEP). The Core Team recommends the most effective teaching
strategies, matenals. and cIassroom management techniques which are
needed to provide students an appropriate education in tiie least re-
strictive environment. The Core Team zlso utilizes the services of schoel
sychplog:sts and other su personnel as needed.

a

In addition to' eeting the retlui.rements of PL 94-142, the Core Team .
" establishes a team process Tor planning instruction to provide an
" appropriate education to students with haridicaps or other learning -
difficulties. Tne Core Teany training also enhances a teacher s diagnostic.
prescriptive teaching skills. "+
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EXHIBIT 3.1: -E’.(Cogc'inued)

s . ™y
¢ i . v

WHAT TYPE OF TR:'AINING DOES THE DIS‘I' RICT CORE TEAM
PROVIDE”
. The thirty.hours of inservice t-rainihg is designed to refine teaching skills
~ « and develop a team process for working together.

Teaching Skills . . ;
'. ot , ' rl e . .‘ . . 1- !
Skills that are emphasized mclude tMining in the following arsas:
“~

*Use oll the dmgnostnc—prescnptwe teaching process to plan mstruction .
through: %

+

-Assessment of students educanona.l needs
—Individualizing & {nstruction

*Classroom management technidues
s .

L

‘Implgﬁentation of tfle IEP in special education and/or regular classes

‘Teach.mg strategies and materials appropnate for.students with

handicaps ¥
- *Monitoring of student progress

Team Process

+ - )

Each team learns to do EJ}e following:

-

‘Develop a d'el.wery system ‘to provide appropnate educatlonal services
for students -

‘ s

‘Identify and utjlize the Team’s individual and collectivé strengths

-

*Share responsibility and plan together to meet individual needs

*Monitor the Team’s effectiveness . .

*

. R
*Respond t¥.the consultation and training needs of other teachers

.
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of discussion was tha inapprcpriateness of services.in a less restrictive
envircnment. The placement cutcome, which was supported by the parent
and advocate, was a mote restrictive, state~operated day school. The
discussion at the meeting emphasized ocnly the potential harmful effect on
the quality of services implied by ‘the legs restrictive setting.

-
+

Although nine districts repofted that the State monitored

‘ implementation of the LRE provision, this monitoring, in all instances,
turned out to be a review only of policies and assurances.- There wag no

‘indication that technical assistance or enforcement activitigs were in

- any way related td an assessment of the extent to which LRE was actually |

implemented. In fact, given the confusion and interchanging of the terms

. "LRE" and "mainstreaminc,"rplacements which allow only for ovportunities

to interact with nonhandicapped children may well be regarded as full

implementaticn ‘of LRE.

There Wag one noteworthy expansion cn.thé LRE requirement that
occurred in'a medium-sized district which decided to removate its
progra to mcre specifically satisfy students' needs which ¢ould not
be met using the usual continuum. .The program was redesigned and was
graphicelIy illustrated on a wheel. ~See Exhibit 5.2. Scme of the
starred areas revolving about‘the wheel can be more clearly defined by
the parposeés they stress:

BEducational Broker: matching of individual needs with
. comminity resources

Integrated Teaching
with Regular Bducation: elimination of stigma by providing
’ ’ * gervices to all students

ﬂeximiée Inter-
Program Mobility: physical flexibility within schools,.and
“within other districts /]'

Behavior %Pecialists "'motivation for "life"

1N

Life Learning: survival, independence, and sensory skills.
. L4

This "wheel of gervices” was developed by the parents and by district
perscnnel. A survey involving teachers, psychologists, regular teachers,
and placement team members followed, and information was collected on .
a' 1 ‘

-
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EXHIBIT 5.2: WHEEL OF SERVICES
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the numi;rs and names of the students and where they would be placed on
the "wheel." Pdr any student who could not be cétegorized,'an ’
axplanation was to be giveg This format, seen here as it was developed
early in .the spring,:is presently in operation (perhaps in some:rev1sed
fornm) on the district level for this l979-82 school year. /

Ancillary Activities and the'Individualized Educatidn Program

The studyzgathered relatively little informa!ion about ancillary
activities related to the Individualized Education Programs, which were,
of course, monitored by the state. »Honitoriﬁg generally seemed ‘to

’ ‘sconsist of verifying their existence and the existence of all the
equired components. THe quality of the Individualized Education

Programs’ contents Was not part.of the monitoring process,

. g
Training in Individualized Education Program development had
apparently been given in several districts. It appears that more

AN

training is needed in this area because scme teachers expressed a desire
foy feedback on their Individualized Education Programs.

One district obliged their teachers' needs which arise from the time

demands in the development of a quality Program. This was done bv E
providing either compensation time or-a substitute keacher during the

Program develogment. Y .

. Ancillary Activities and the Parent

+ In attempting to facilitate parent involvement, special efforts to
enconrage participation were noted. These ancillary activities included
notices, phone'calls, and personal visits.as reminders of upcaming
meetings. -Heetings were often specially arranged at locations, and at
times convenient for the parents. Transportation was ‘sonietimes
‘provided. Parent groups were organized by some schools to assist parents
in working with their children, to encourage active! involvement ir’ the
school and their childrenls edudation, and to provide a support group and
forum for discussing problems. One district alsoe p;ovided the parents
with training in the implications of p.L. 94-142.

/




Sumary

Across all states and ’dist‘ricts in the study, in-service traininé.and-;
monitoring of procedures appeared, The areas where such ancillary
activities showed necessity for expansion and development were f:li;rectlyl
related to; 1) training in the'placement'decision—mékind itself; 2) the
LRE provision of the Law; 3) the Individualized Education Program
development; and 4) the encouragement toward establishing more and
stronger parent groups. \

a
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’ 'CONTEXTUA;\FACTQRS AND CONSTRAINTS

This fourth and final component of the LRE study provided information

- about structural factors dhich influen&ed the placement process on the
state, local, and placegent team levels. Ex1ﬂt1ng conditions within a
state and/or4&ocal school district can operate in a variety of ways. In
some cases these fatdtors can facilitate the placement decision-making
process, while in others, they may serve to comstrain, impede, or hamper
the applicatiog of the LRE principle. In other cases, the impact of a'.a
contextual factor is not subject to boundaries, and, for the process of
making placement decisionsycan bé interpreted id'terﬁs 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 existenceaalong, 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 inﬁibit the effective unplementatzon of least restr1ct1vg
placenments. These constra1nts are described as those!: 1) predominantly
operating in all statés, 2 jat are issue-~specific to the local
d1str1cts in the district sample; and 3) that are indicative of
add1tfonal difficulties faced by the local agenczeg in the sample, yet

somewhat representativé of all districts in general.

Contextual Factors .

" Various sources of information within the diétricts were used ‘to
leérnlabput the contextual factors. OQbservers requested copies of all
‘pertinent documents related to ‘policies and Eroceaures on placement.
They also talked informally to team members and special.education

f 6.1 .
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supervisors about procedural info:mation. and further noted the presence
or absenoe of formal or informal guidelines through their observationa of
placement team meetings within each district. To record this
information, the. observers tompleted sections of the District Data Form
which were specifically releted to placement progedpres and, po'llicies.

The result was a synthesis qﬁ.the'available material and impressions that
charactefized the formal and informal components. of the placemert process
and related issues within each district. These regults were categofized
s

according to the separ¥te components involved. .

Written pPlacement Procedurea and Policies ,

+
LI

| . .
A Variety_of/wnti:en_docmenta relative to placement and LRE were

present within the districts. Some of these were common to all or almost
all districts; others were 1ess frequent, and scme were rarely in . !

evidence. Commen to all or almost all districts were. i

©. Placement forms -

<] District program plans (usualiy in state applications)
Q State Placement Guidelines ) ,‘f

Frequently present’w’gres

District-written policy statments

++ on LRE .

.. On parent participation

‘e on student participation
.. on due process and appeals
List of placement options
Placement procedire manuais

Rarely evident were:

o District-written criteria for LRE
o Policies on- out-of-district or private place'men):
o Criteria for providing opportunities with the nonhandicapped

-




“Criteria for evaluating placement options
Specific gistrict placement options corresponding to the
continuum of serviges (LRE) model
In addit@on to attempting to measure the exiétence of these items,
observers algo recorded their dissemination. This was thought to be a
crucial indicator of the real availability and importance of formal
placement procedutes. Simply b;cause written policiés and procedurés
existed, it did not necessarily mean that placement -team members were
* aware-of them or used them. o . '

- The. result of this Envestigation wag discouraging, at least insofar

. as it related to the presence of written, formal procedures and

policles., The forms listed apove under the heading "Cecmmon to All

. Distr}cts' were usually broad statements by the state and local education
agencies which provided general guidance for the dﬁveiopment of placegent
prockdures or stipulated policies that conformed to sState or Federal
law. The more.specific and detailed ﬁatq;ials wqﬁe those listed under
the categories of "frequently present” or "rarely evident." Furthermore,
the dissemination of all of thes; materials was guite minimal: ugually,.
they-were provided t# a few persons in superdksory or in cecrdinating
positiens who had theiresponsibility of communicating this information to
the other team members. .

* =

On the other hand, the outcome Of thege informal communications was, |
qurprisingLy effective and, at least inggeneral, placement team members
demonstrated an upnderstanding of usuql placement procedures and
policies. , This was parpicﬁlarly true in cages of sgtanding placement

,‘teams where*vidual participasits had had extended experience witf the

-

procesgs.

M Unfortunatei%} there were some areas of policy and procedure that
were largely unknown o;.misundergpood, and éhese were &uite often the
coftiponents most related to LRE. The general lack of detailed and
explicit writtegiinformation in this area was reflected in the similar
lack of team member awarenegs or understanding of many of the essential’

features of LRE. Paramount among thesge were a failyre to distinguish LRE
. - :

-




and "maindtreaming,” and insufficient knowledge of placémer& OPtions or -
the critegria for evaltlating options with regard to their restrictiveness.

L3

Evaluation and Moni®oring __— ' | £

[

‘ Procedur®s for evaluating or monitoring the placement after it

occurred differéd widely among districts; but‘' had the following features

1)

in common: - S
o" Very rarely was there a good procedure for early or périodic
{(Less than one year) evalution of individual placements:

Most districts relied heavily upon annual reviews .{in
conjunction with Individualized Education Program- development)
to determine post hoc the ‘suitability of placements;

Most districts designated a person {usually a psychologist or
special sducation ccordinafor/supervisor) :o "spot check" che
. performance and classroom integration of handitapped 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;

Most districts encouraged individual placement team members who
were responsible for program implementation, to refer cases in
//4§hich placement was not working to the benefit of the student.

:rhe last feature listed was the most common sgource of indications that
Placements were unsuccessful. 'Ugually a classroom teacher (or in some
cases the parent) wculd complain that the placement wasg, not successful,
‘and a special reevalustion (for change of placement) would be conducted. -
A problem with this apProach was that it relied heavily upon individual ,f

service providers to raise. the issue of inaggropriate placement. This }.:
implies that the decision would be{lghly idiesyncratic and contingent

upen the personal biases and perspectzves of a particular staff membeg..;

In accordance with P.L. 94-142 guidelines, all districts indicated
that placements were reviewed pro formaﬁeggry year (the three dzstrigtsJ
- in one state stipulated 6-month reviews) and were reevaluated every three
years. Nevertheless, all districts indicated-&hat many Placements had‘
been modified prior to schedul ed reviews and/or reevaluation. What this
suggests is that, for the‘most part, the lack-of formal, immediate

N~ .
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fcllow-ups on pladement was, to scme degree, made unnepessary by “the
limited success of the above-described, less formaljprocedures. The -
advantage of this informal ‘approach to monitoring, was, of ccurse, it

. minim;l expenae in time and energy. Manf distriéts already were taxing
perscnnel resOurces to their limit in order o conduct the scheduled
reviews and reevaluations. Additional prccedures in the form of
short~term follow-ups and formal monitoring wculd haGe"Eéaﬁifea more tine ’
~and staff members than were available. On the cther hand, it is probably
axiomatic that more formalized procedures would result in more effective

LRE placements. & P

Trainigg'\and Tecn_n_ical Agsistance

i Within the sampled districte, the observers searched available.
docunients.and interviéwed special education supervisors COUCéfning the
extent of training and technical assistance regarding placement and LRE.
The general result of this investigation was the finding that very few
districts had'extensive  regular in-service training for all placehent
team,members in these arefs, About half of the districts. had dealt, in a
limited'fashicn,-with the| issue as part of in-service training on overall
ramifications of P.L. 94-142, although this instruction was minimal.

*

chever, alil.s states and most of the 15-local districts had provided
fairly extensive training and technical assistance on these isgues to
program supervisors/coordinators and to special education building
principals. These individuals were generally wellttrained in the major
provision of due prcceas,‘parente' riéhts% procedures and scheduling and, '
to a gomewhat lesser extent, LRE, The assumption was that they would
disseminate this information to their staff members. -In rdality, this
detaiied infcrmation wag usually learned by placement team members
thrcuqh.practice. The supervisory personnel hould'clarify partichlar
prcceanal and policy questions as adjuncts cﬁ,gpecific cases as they
arose. Most districts did “have some in-service training instruction,
usually*led gg,the suﬁ‘?viscry personnel. The content of those sessions, ~

however, was more general, and specific details were usually clarified as
e oL

T
]
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' part of‘initial meetings in the district ot through informal

-

communciaticns to indfvidual members.

L N

When team mdhbers were. questioned*on the need for more in-se
training, many indicated that-additional training could be helpful®
however, they usually stated that it was important for other staff
nenibers, pazticularly reggl education teachers, and that they

themselves were already knowledgeable on alt the important issues and .
procedures; Séme also indicated the nee@ for traiming for parents or, at
. the least, some preémeeting?presehtation to parents of the nature and
. reasons for placement and Indiuidualhzed Education Program -meetings, A
] t‘ few districts had institutedesome parent training-programs. angd they felt
* that these had been q"iﬁe helpful, .

Il -

Legal Activity in £he Local Bducation Agencies

Of the 15 districts ih the sample, 4 had had experience with law
suits or the threats of lawsuits related.to placements. Two of these
districts were urban and.two were suburban. The fact that none of these
contested actions opcurred in rural districts (which'made up over half of
the sample) may have been. related to geo-social,differences between
urbanized&and rural settings, or'may have -been sinply a function_or“hhe

-

higher population of students .in the urban and suburban districts.

v, -V" T ) . .
.. One of the ‘districts was a relative “hot-bed" pf legal activity-

hine hearings, four appeals, and hne actual suithvhad occurred there. In
the other three districts, one had had an appeal that resulted in a civii
action, and_the’ other two had Been threatened with action but through ®

thelr own procedures for mediation, had avoided litigation.
S
. Legal donsiderations and LRE o TS
'\' . “’ LY
Seven issues‘$hat confront judges and administrative hearing officers ’

\

p
in implementing the LRE requirements were identified.

Sy




. _ .
= 1. Preference versus Presumption

+

The LRE requirement-clearly states a preference that "to the\= n'lax-immn
extent appropriate, handicapped children {should be) educated. with

children who are not handicapped.”
-—//‘ - ’ . |
In legal terms, howevar, ithe difference between a preference and a

presumptiqi can be very signifi::ant. In the casé of a presumption, .the

burden of proof generally shifts to the-party against whom the h
preslnp‘l:ion is op?erating--in this case, the party proposing the more \
restrictive placement. Such’ a party then has the legal obligﬁtion of
tebutting the presumptiaq/ i.e., demonstrating, in this particular case,
“that the presumption is outweighed by other considerations, such as the
severity of .the child’'s needs. In the SMbe of 2 preference, the legal .

- rea;uiremen'ts are generally less onerous and the preference becomes one "of
many factors to be weighed by the decision-maker, and not necessarily a
factor where its reject:..on requires a ¢lear and corapelling rationale.

e in summary, where a presmnption is operating, a decision-maker whose
ruling is contrary to the’ presumption must explain why the presumption
has nat been followed in the ptacement decision: where a preference
exists, such explanation is generally unnecessary. ‘Hence, from ‘a

P

decision—maker 8 perspective, it becomes important to detenmine whether
the goml of LRE, as stated in P.L. 94-142, and its regulations creates a

presumption Qr a mere preference. .
* \ -
2. Determination of- When LRE heq'uirement versus "an Appropriate
Education® o , N .
. The issue here is” how, to determine whejn ‘the LRE requirement is in’
‘cenflict with the principal *placenmnt criterion contained ‘in P.L. 94-142

and its regulations—-an agpropriate education. Whether the LRE.

requirement is a presumption" or a "pr nce,” a judge qr hearing
officer making a placement decision must degide how much weight the .
requirement should have relative to.other considerations such ag the .
sever ity of the child's ‘ﬁandicap,' the potentially harmful effects on the
child in being placed in the least restrictive enviromment, and the

f




potentially harmful effects of such placement on other children in the 2

proposed placement. . .

+ 1 .

The need to"balance thege\considerations is reflected in the way the
requirement is written. On the one hand, the requirement is qualificd by .
potential-limiting phrases such as "the maximum extent appropriate,” "the
nature and severity of the handicap,” "a handicapped child's
individualizcd education program” and "potential harmful effect on the
child or on the quality of ;erviceé which he or she needs.“ On the other
Q&nd; the requirement is buttressed by phrases such as'" the naximqm
extent appropriate® (this phrase can be inehrpreted eitheraas a *

. limitaticﬁ or a maﬁigum mandate}, "removal .- ., . from kthe rcguleg
education environment . . . onlv when the severity of the handicap is'.
such that . . .," "placement . . . as close as possible to the’ ghilq's.

" home,” and unless a handicapped chdld's program rethires some other
arrangement . . ., ." Thus, a judge or hearing officer making a placement
decision mﬁst.engage in a delicate weighing of opposing considerations
and ultimately must decide how much weight themﬁquirem‘ent should be

-

-
4 given in a particular case or in general.

3. Private versus Public Facility in Restrictiveness .

Another issue raised by the LRE requirement is how to'oecide when a
perticular placement is more of less restrictive than anqther placement,
"where one is in a private school and the ofher in a public school "or
other public facility.' It seems relatively Qlear from the reguletioné
that a regular education placement is the: least restrictive placement
possible and that, “as the dégree of special education services increases,
as measured by increaged time away from nonhandicapped peers, the ~
placement becomes more reatrictive. Tt atso seems ¢lear that placements
at home, in hoapitals, and in "ingtitutions® are more resttictive than
placements in public schogl special classes. The problem arises when one

" compares puolic and private placements. Are all private placements_
considered placements in "institutions?® What is an "institution?" . Are
private placgments per.se more restrictive than public placements? For

[

example, is placement in a private school, which has a majority of




‘ . . N
nonhandicapped students, m\oré restrictive thar;N placement in a public

‘school-where the private school placement fs in a regular class with
special educatioﬁ”ﬁgport éervices and placement in the ppblic school is"
in a special education self;containea class? _ i 's

¥

-4, wContinuum of Services ‘.versus De‘termnation of Actual Availability of

Services ~ y

i The‘fourth issue-faced by Judges and hearing officers implementing
the LRE requirement is suggested by paragraph {b) of 12l1a.552 which,
. appears to be an attempt to ‘insure that the “continuum of alternative

placements“ required by’the preceding section’ is actually _available "to

the extent necessary to &mplement the individﬁalized education Program

Sor each nandicapped cﬁi’d N “ha‘ aSuu “'O1fe‘ hzra-ls.

which a decision-maker should try to detemmine whether a2 placement being

] offered is actually available as iq is. described in an individualized
educational program. For. example. should 2 hearing officer or judge
consider evidence that parts &8 the placement are unavailable? What
weight should be given to a local educational agency s a'ssurance that the -
pProgram will be available wrhet‘x._,neec]ed.r.___even_.,l ough it is rnot available at
the time of the hearing?- Hov'nuch weight Eﬁfﬂld a hearing officer give

to evidence of past failare dﬁ the local educatiOp agency to provide

promised services? Tt S, .

b . PR S
N A ,‘.‘
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A related' igsue concerning th :equiremeat ¢f a "continuum of
alternative placements“ is the extent to which dE isioq-makers shodld

RE
requiré school systems to present evidence»that ernative, less .

restrictive placements have been explored prior to the recommendation of
the proposed placement contained&dn the individualized educational

program. The mere fact that a par cular placement’is being proposed
provides no assurance that -other - lgss re§tr1ctive alternatives have been
& e .
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explored, .o

r

5. IR® versus Proof of’ Ineffectivgness

3
v

* The isgue here is the weight to be given to the evidence that a child

has made inadequate prQ%;ess or has ;ﬁgressed over a period of time in an




edu'cationai program.. For e:rample, should the "least restrictive
environment" be ordered, ‘even though there is evidence that that
-particular placement or one similar to it has been ineffective in meeting
the needs of the child? How much modification of the program should be
required before it may be considered appropriate? To what extent and in .

what ci:fwmstan?aﬁagfpuld past failure of a program to meet a child's

needs be considered as evidence that a particular local educational
age%:cypr private school is unable to develop an ap'probriate pr09ra{n?
. Conversely, to what.e:rtent should the success of a child ‘in a program be
considered in a plqa"‘cement decigsion where that program is more restr'ictive

than that being off'e{ed' by the local educational agency?
PR -
Thege lagt tuo issuves could be classifis d as "reality issueg."” Thase

a# igsues concerning the, extent o which he aring officers should lock
beyond and through .all of the "paée.r work" which is submitted by the
parties o determine the actual contents of the propesed programs and
what their likely impaj will be 0{1 the ch:}d, based, in part, on v‘:hat
the child's experience has been in’an e«isting program,

6. Bxtent of Consideration to Movement to Less Restrictiveness

'-In a similar vein is the issue of- the extent to wl;ich hearing
officers should requir\e and.include in their decisions proposals for
future movement of a cﬁild 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 basis).

-

7. Extent of Consideration to Student's Preference: .

t?This final issue is to what extent the student’s preference snould be
considered in determining the placement. This issue is particularly
important where the student has reached the.age of majority or even where
a2 student has reached the maximum age for compulsory school attendance.
si:nce the LRE requirement is primarily a civil fﬁghts provision designed
to .protect *udents from undue segregation, should the student s view of

which placement ig more or less "restrictive" be accorded substantial
F

6.10 [ (0




weight? por example, if‘a student wi;b,severe emotional problems feels
mof;’comfogtablefln a2 private schﬁai for emotionally disturbed children
than in a public school special -class gecause:he or she feels that the
public school setting i3 more "restrictive™ in a psychological gense,
should this preference be seriously considered? Conversely, should such
a gtudent have the righF to be heard separately from the parents where a
- more restrictive placement, such as a residential achool, is being .
considered? 1In fact; such a gituation is pot very different from a
~"civil commitment proceeding® against a persoR who is deeped to be so

mentally ill as to possibly require a "residential placement.” !

-

These; then; are some of the principal issues which must be addressed

=¥ -judges and hearing officers as buéj apply the LRT requirement  to

s

specific cases.

Across the nine states sampled in the Legal Analysis, the.121 cases
investigated were mostly composed of appeals for more restrictive
placement in the form of private school pla ements. The decisions, as a
whole, verified that ﬁany factors influence the outcomes, c1ear1y,.the
LRE'requireme?t was an important explicitffactor in on{y a small minority

, 0f the cases. Of much greater import was the general bias in most of the
states sampled in favor of district placements and againat private gchool
‘placements: This bias was seen as being based.largely~on financial
congiderations, politica%,factors and, in part, on philogophical and
legal factors such as the LRE requirement and the seven ‘igsues ldentified
above. Prequently the bias took the form of routine acceptance of local
distzicF Proposals, regardlgss of past district fallures or present
district procedural irregularities. _ . ,

+
»

Other factors which influenced the final outcome ;f these cases
were: the type and severity of the child's needs; the past history of
guccess or failure to educate the child in the various placements bq}ng
proposed; and the appa:ent good faith, or Iatk thé{eof, of the district
and parents, How well these and other factors were presented at the

" various hearings was also crifical to the outcome.

* '\
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J/) - Advocacy activities ) : , ) .
There was very little evidence of organized parent, professional, or
advocacy group activity in most of the gampled districzjf' Where it did

occur, it usually amountey to a minimal provision of t
or support from state cHapters of national associations for handicapped

hnical assistance

persong. Some districts did have -parent groups acting in an advisory
capacity at the state and local level, Also, there was some rlirsct (
participation of advqgégy groups in the cases of threatened Or actual
legal "activities brought against,district placements, in such omses, the
outside groups had been vefy effective in organizing the legal activities
and in conducting the ongding pursuit of éue process rights. .

.

Impact of Contextual Factors on Placement

The districts in the-study have been classified along many different
-dimensions. Two chafagi;ristics noted by the observers as having a ,

‘ substantial impact on the overall plagement pProcess were the size of the
district and the extent of centralization/decentralization of the '

prgbedupeé. . d

» While the larger districts generally had a broader spectrum of
gservices and placement options at their disposal, they also paid a price
in terms of adpinistrative requirements. Specifically, it was more
difficult to communicate policies 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 - ‘familiar with every :Z&ld's case. Another

problem was the nature of a small town; i.e, fhe placement team members

personally knew the family or someone associated with the family in some

way. . N

This kind of situation naturally resulted in a very different kind of
decision-making-personal as well as professional. The team's knowledge
of any individual cnild_was generally more complete than in the large
districts where a child was 3 name on a meeting agenda, a teacher

Y
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complaint, a case history, or a test score. The'placenent decisioen
itself might not have changed much’as a function of the 'size of the

distfict, but the context in which the decis%pn wag made "and carried.oup'

was clearly related to the.number of children involved in the system.

Another contextual factor. that influenced the placement process was
the extent of centraiization or decentralization in the district. In
centralize? districts, key decisions about policids and procedures were
made by a single adminYstrator of a group of administrators and were
disseminated through the management hierarchy. In decentralized

districts, the ‘power rested to a large degree “1\9 the building principal‘

or with the regional staff., Interestingly enough, one technique which
segmed © 1eadipeople in a large discricc o function in a similar manner
to those in a swaller district was décentralization.y Bach unit Seemed to
See itself as respongible for its pfocedu}es and decisions. %

The:authority of the bﬁilding principal and the -autonomy of the
.individual school were critical features in decentralized ‘#istricts. One
of the positive benefits of this kind of arrangement was thdi it appeared
to contribute to an attitude of "our school® and "we take care of our

own.," As in e;per situations, autonomy-providing baseline r.ml:c:cmesv\'E .
nted

depended, to a large degree, on the."good will®™ of the persons gra

the respoaaibility. In some of our districts, the "good will" was .
‘evident and LRE benefitted because part of "taking care of one’s own®
rmeans taking action to keep the student in his or Her own school. ‘In
othéys'fdecentralization was sSynonymous with a lack of management. This

resulted in many variations in placement procedures and in the the nature.

L

and degree of “implementation of LRE, .
¢ — . “

The extent of decentralization was alsc somewhat related to the
attitude of district staff to the bureaucracy associated with educating
handicapped childreﬁ; and the level of bureaucracy was lessened as
persons making placement decisiane chese their own way of doing things.
If it did not meet their needs, they simply changed their procedures.
Baving this kind of powe; rest wgth the persons who actually decided
pl!cements seemed to ?nduce the 'we-theyﬂ:distinction_an%zgesentment that

Ll
» [ . r
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nany district staff.members geemed to feel. The amorphous, omnipogggt
”they;' és demonstrated in statements Such as "why are ‘they' makiﬁg usg -
do this,” was a 1e?s*powerful force where district opberations were

' <décentralized. - d

There is an inherént danger of oversimplication in discussing
.district contextual factors. As a final note, it should be Pointed cut
that there is.mo direct~relétionship between any one factor‘and effective
plaéemeny procedures: good procedures were seen in small- and large,
_éentralized and decentralized districts. While thege variaﬁles
"definitely contributed to’the géheral ambience of placement )
decisicn—making. other Var iables mcdified or changeea these effects
example, onz Ais%ict was Righly cenkralized and yet had fncer crate
number of mechanisms'whereby‘tea@,members had input into establishing
district policy. This had the p?lasitive, effect of providing good
procedures across all ‘the schools and breaking down the "we-they”
resentment. This distxiét had .the ambience of a decentralized district’
even though this was not the case. Similarly, the effect of size was
of ten mfkigated by other factdfg in-the district. Because there are many
such factors anq,because’they intaract in complex ways, the study was not ~

‘ able to draw one all-encempassing conclusign about the effect of context
on placement decision-making. There were striking quali tative
differences in the ways in which the districts operated, and these could
be seen in the placement process; The safest conclugsion i that the
_factors responsible for these differences are nulerous, and they would

' rquire a study adé;esged to just that issue,

4

Constraints

. This.general category waslgzzjzégﬂzsﬁéglbe those factg?s pieventing'
or* inhibjting state and local 1 districts from achieving full

implemehtation of the LRE requirements,

Congtraints Encountered by All States

A wide range of difficulties in implementing LRE was identified by

the gtates. See Table 6.1, 1In general, these constraints were concerned

L] . hd ' LI

A~

4

- 14




-~

TABIE 6.1: STATE LEVEL CONSTRAINTS (State Analysis)

-

1. s

Staff Constrainis

¢ Not Znough at SEA Level
Not Encugh at LEZA Level
Not Qual:.fzed

Other

Attitudes

Arzitudinal Censtraines

® Farsnts

Teacher

Commmity

f

Other

Ceterming LAS
T

Lo Incidence Studenes
Arahitsctual Barriers
Materials’
Lack of Cpticas
funding formiia

Not S::cﬁgn ‘emey

Mnulrzi=le responses wers allcwed,

] *
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of'post of tan mentioned): tgiining and. technical agsistance; increaséd

codperation among agenciest and'additiona} funding.

In ¢onclusgion, across all states, imp?egéntation of the LRE pr;vision
of P.L. 94-142 was constrained. primarily by lack.of qualified staff, -
optiond, and money.  Wery feﬁ;stétes indicated that the concept of LRE
itself presented difficulties. Given the general }ack of information on
LRE presented by the states., however, this finding was difficult to
interpret. The possibility exists that until the states begin directly
addressing the specific ramifications of LRE, they aré unlikely to
encounter problems in this area. T ‘

W
L ]

Issue Specific Constraints .o .

Specific issues addreszing the placement decision-taking process,
LRE, the Individual Education Program., and parent/student involvement
revealed the constraints which are discussed individually below.

Congtraints to the Placement Decision-making Process. Several
factors appeared to congtrain or hamper the blacement decision-making
process includiné the lack of parent involvement 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
vigited. Some gchools-redquired paren : to attend the placement meeting;
when parents did not s;iw'up,-the meezfng was cancelleé‘and an attempt
wag made to reschedule. Repeated absences on the part of the parent
caused subsequent Yelays in serving children. The other aspect of parent
inveolvement, which ﬁa éroblematic. was the lack of active parent
participation in the decision-making process. Even yhen parents attended
meetings they yere rarely active participants. Parents often did not

" seem tO Kknow what was expected of them or how to participate effectively.

Group deFision-making skills also appear;d 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 group
setting. If there wag*mogeﬁﬁﬁan one option to consider, the group

!
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For ex e 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 hearing 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 hecause the placement
co;mittee did not reconvene during our 2-month data collection period.
The school 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 subse@uent postponements(in determining
pPlacement.

In general, information presented at the placement meeting was
disjointed. Part of this may be due to the condition of‘written
diagnostic rgports and part to the disparate locations of the
information.‘ In many cas . it was markedly difficult to locate a
central file which ingkiided a summary of all information pertaining to a
given student. Z=a Professional appeared to collect his/her evaluation
data and did not share the resules 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 tod small.to include participants
with varied information. The range of members participating in placement
meetings we observed varied 'from 2 to 19. When the group had more than
seven fmembers, sub—conversations tended to evolve. 1In such a large '
group. there were usuallY COnclaves of professionals whe knew one another
and becane a,sub-group, at times isolating and (inadvertently)
intimidating parents and often the regular education teacher. On the
other hand, groups cgpsisting of only a few professionals and the parent

were not able to develop a flow of dialogue necessaﬂg*to help the parent
feel like contributing. :
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with 'staff members, with lack of money, and opf:ioﬁs, and.with the .

provision of services for low incidence students. The main problem the , .

states reported with staff members was that there were no£ enough .

qualified teachers, especially for'th or e unusual conditions, Several,
states also indicated that regular clasSroom teachers needed’ to be
trained to work with handicapped students. A lack of options was ”//’#
frequently related to.problems with low incidence exceptions ahd_was
ebpecially pronounced—in rural/low density .populatioh-areas of the
states. Thus, in these {solated areas, the states reported difficulties
in providing -appropriate placement o iopg when there were too few
students to receive services. Transportation problems were often 2
related obstacle? as several states expressed concern that children in

rural areas often had to travel long distances to recelve services.

Only three states specifically reported that determining LRE was a
problem. One statd indicated that its tdachers and 'administrators needed
in~service training in the criteria for determining LRE, Another state
reported constraints in "reconciling philosophical differences among
disrricts regarding the relative merits of different alternatives along
the continuum.” i& was the third state however, that raised some of the
mdst far-reaciing questions concerning implemehtation of LRE, Its

statement from the Annual Program Plan is cited verbatim below:
- " #
.. .The concept 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 instruction in the home, yet for a
very young child the home can be a very natural and
non-restrictive learning environment. Bow does the
restrictiveness relate 4R type, severity, multiplicity of
handicaps, prior experience, and present skills? Relationshipg
between instructional environments and administrative
arrangements are not yet clear to everyone. These matters must
be considered and esqlved for individual children by IEP
planning teams, * ¢ .

Thus, the crux of LRE implementation-weiqhmg all factors and
alternativeg-was Succinctly sumed” up.

-

: AlthOugh mcst states. reported c0nstra1nts, fewer indicated possible

solutions, The major Strategies to overcome difficulities were (in order
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_of most of ten meﬁtiOﬁed)zh training and technical assistance! increased
cooperation among agencies; and additional funding. .

]

B

I c0nclusion, across all states, implementation of tlie LRE provision

of P.L. 94-142 was constrained primarily by lack of qualified staff,
options, and money.- Very few gtates indicéated that the concept of LRE
itself presented, d:}ficulties. Given the general 1ack of information on
LRE presented by the statesy however, this finding was difficult to
interpret. The pqssibility é!!sts that until the gtates b;\Tn directly
addressing the specific rhmifications of LRE, they are unlikely to
enoounter*problemg in this area.
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.]18suve Specific Constraints
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Specific isgues addressing the placement decigion-making process,

LRE the Individual Educaticn Program. and parent/student involvement

‘revealed the constraints which are discussed individually below.

-

T - *
. Constraints to the placement Decision-making Process. Several
factors appeared to constrain or'hamper the placement decigion-making

L]

process indludting the lack of parent ‘involvement of group decision-making

. skills, and the lack of case;relevant information (23 weil as, the size of

the committee me2ting on placement). Each of these is discyssed in turn.
Ed e -

~

Parent tnvolvement was a two~-fold problem in many of tﬁe,districts
visited Some schocols required parents to attem? the placement meeting?
when parents did not« show up, the meeting was cancelled and an. attempt
was made to regchedule. Repeated abgences-on the part of the parent’
caused subsequent delays in serving children. The other aspect‘of'parent
involvement. which was pnoblematic, was the laoﬁ of active parent '

participation in .the decision-making process. Even when parents attended
(T

}
. meetings they were rarel?‘active participants. Parents often did not

seem to know vhat was expected of them or how to participate effectiwely.

_ Group ﬁecision-making skills also appeared to be a c0nstraint to

, effective placement practices. ‘In general, members of the placement

committee did not seem to be gkilled in making decigions within a group .
setting. If there was more than one option to consider, the group

L]
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L employed no organized method io discussing and evaluating the. options.

_ Final decis:.ons in such cases. of ten- seemed to be m@de by default. For

-t example, in caees where there was no clear-cut ew.dence rn support of one
option ovet another, the soﬁtion might be to ggfer to the parent for ‘che .
ﬁnal decision. Something like this might transpire' "Well, Mrs. T., it
reall?d is L3 to you, Where do yod. vent Lisa to go‘i"‘ Thié puts- the
parent in a very diffici.ilt situvation.’ After just fxperiencing several )
professionals adVoqating different plhcements with no clearcubrrationaie
" for choosing cne dver ‘Ehe other., the pareht is forced to make the final ks
determination. t‘worpe case yet exists when the student is ‘involved in a

*

+similar si!:uation. igherr caught between two opposing, placement .
- viewpoints, the Student is thrust into the role of chief decision-maker

. by being asked to designate a pre,f»'erres pLac@ent.. These certainl,y are
" not situations which reflect 4 placernent decision made by a "team {as.is

required by the Law). - ., . .

In gener,ael, however, passwe agreement was “the nature of the' process
when more than' one ‘placement. option .was eing coﬁWered, i.e., the group
_ members sometimes meandéred through p bs and cons of different plactments
in a very noh—speci'fic way witho ing the student's needs explicitl'g,:
y of .the.prog.ram/_‘options.' g consideratiqn of options wag often
not a rational prcicess'.: th :/ uSua'lly no weig‘hing of a.lternatives
rglative to the progras gneeds of' tpe student, not was there apy
'+ attempt to ,.w needs.,‘l‘his lack of group decision-making skills 5
may’ contr wfte to, the practice of one person rnaking the placernent‘ ’
decision and then the placement team or ccmmittee merely rubber-stamping
its approval of that placemenﬁ This ack of 'skill in applying a lc@i
dec:ision-malging process a.fso mgﬂnd tGliscOurage consideration of
em

different options when determining placemént for & handicapped ‘student.

; o
. Scmetime’s diagnostic information was not available to the ccrrmnittee
£or one of three. pqssiblg reasons~ (1) a professional with casé-relevant
information was unable to attend ‘the meeting, (2} the child had yet to be
tested in a\spec.isic area, (3) it was not apparqnt that particular ) '«

information was necessary at ,the time the case was ‘scheduled for review..

-
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\ Por axanple, in one .case? a'placemmt meeting was convened but, Eor the
ftrst thme, the regular education teachen raised the possibility of ‘the
student having a he;?ing problem. *“There WAS agreement that an .
appropriate plagement decision could not be made without GOnsidering 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 tlus parti‘cular case
eventualiy had to be' dropped from our sample because the ‘placement
coﬁﬁittee dia not reconvene durlfy eur 2—month data wcollection period.
The school notified the parent of jthe need £ he student to Yave an'

-’udl.ological examination at the l cal medica nter, but delays in

-

“ completing this asseséhent caused subsequerit stponements in determ:l.ning

- . ' - ’ 2

i
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.In general, information bresented it the placement meeting was
disjointed. Part of this may be Ju¢ to the condition of written
diagnostic rep0rts and part to the disparate ldcations ‘of the

information. 1In mamy‘ ses, . it was markedly difficult to locate a
centtal file w‘ich included a summary of all information pertaining to a

. . . R ”~
.given. student. Each professional appeared to collect his/her evaluation

data and did noL - share the results until the meeting. The time

-

l]:“nsi:r.'alxnts of the meeti‘hg, as welr as pa:ent/student attendance, also '
Y

tend to prevent a thorough presentation of the data.

:& .
Groip decisionmaking can also beé 1nhibited by either a gt"oup which
is qq;!hrge andunwieldly or -a groUp too small to include participants

4

with vatied#information. The range of members participating 11 placemeht
meetings we obserged varieq_from 2 to 19, When the droup had more than '
‘seven members, sub-convers&tions tended to evolife. In such a large

gI.'OUPr there were usually conclaves of professionals who Kknew one ana{:her -
and became a sub—group, at times isolating and (inadvertently)

intimidating parents d often the reguiar education teacher. On the
otherlhand, groups consisti of on.ﬁa few professiona_ls and th.e parent
were not able to develop a flow of dialogue necessary to help the parent

feel 1like contributing: -
« e




bonstraigts Upon LRE Prfhciple. Two major types of constraints to
f;ll ‘implementation of the LRE c0ncept were apparent' 1) the lack oﬁ a
full range of suitable,placements {which would facilitate gredter .
awareness of alternatives on th:/;ért of school personnel for selecting

anmong altermative placements) nd 2} a general lack of uﬁderstanding

concerning the co E of LRE.

. . .
k3 ’ kS

There were a variety of:factors which afﬁected the availability of a
full continuum of service options, including the impact of fisecal policy.
‘at both the 4tate and Iocal levels, the organization 'of administrative

structures within the district (for example, housing schosl psychologists

within special education, rather than as an gajunct to general

education), the geoarzvhical lono2tion of altarnative service options .
_ (requiring undue tfansportation of handicapped children), types of
_ special education specialists which have been employed, and other related
factors. )

1]
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Despite such instances of operational infeasibility, there were .
excellent examples of efforts to maintain childrenlin as "normal” and as
_nonrestrictive an environment as possible. There was a clear commitment
Aon‘the part. of every dietrict'in the study sample to a type of
*mainstreaming” v:gich took the form of placing the handicapped child in
close proximity.to nonhandicapped children. Where auch a placement was
not pessible, children were often placed with legs severely handicapped
‘children (upstreaming]. The degree of 'success and sophistication, of
coyrse, varied considerably, but there was no question as to the sense of
commi tment each‘ ‘gistrict felt and showed in following through with such a
philosophy. "Por. example, in two districts, unusual organizational
approaches to serving . everelz handicapped children were observed, this
“tended to mitigate against these noted congtraints. In both of these
. districts the ‘architectural design of the school building specificably_
accommodared class arrangements for the handicappedf educational programs
for botlr the handicapped (severely so in some cases) and nonhandicappqd
child had been operating simultaneously for more than five years.. This
'produced a gtaff, student body, and parent support groups with a
remarﬁably openyzgd incluaive attitude toward the handicapped child.

)




Exhibit 6.1 shows the design of ‘one duch school building in one
ﬁdistrict. While ﬁhéfhandicapped‘children have-a- designated section of
‘the building for instructional and grouping plirposes, the very open
,'pods' or instruetional areas, common play and_ iunch areas, and the high
traffic exchange in the lobby area@of .the school enhanced remarkahly the
o mixture of students and- opportunities for SOcialﬂ&ntegration. ‘In fact,
thig particular building contained severely mobility-impaired children;
- the wide opep physical spaces and»lack of doors or tight,  enclosed \
entryways greatly enabled these. children to move freely ‘and easily uitﬁ,
crutches, wheelchairs, and other mobility- ssistance deviceJ In this
‘getting, there was a great deal of extracurricular and gocial integration

of the childzen—the pool serV1ng -as one key focdl point for this. In

[l
L)

fact, one of the most se,,a-r Iy physically iapairsd chilirsn ia the scheol.
was able to participate in'a Naticnal Spelling Bee competition S
representing this district and the gtadte region. ﬁﬂfh real opportunities
for interaction and exchange may’ well, be11e the need to more precisely -
define implementation reguirements Eor LRE at the OperatiOnal lével in °*

other districts. However, the concept of LRE is 80 deeply entangled with

the poPular concept of ’mainstreaming. that a specific and directed

effort ls necessary to leineate tne two concepts and to focus
specifically on implementation of operatichal éleqents of LRE.

‘G

Constraints Upon the Indibidualized'Educational Plan. One of the
major constraints affecfing the usefulness of. the 1ndividualized

Education Program is the fact that it is often seen solely-as a
requirement of the Law. Rather than serving\as.a-guide_wbich directs the
teachers' activities with a chiid, the‘Individualized’zducation Program'’
is perceived to be just one more piece oﬁ\required paper thdt migt. be i
completed on each spacial education student. piscussiqns with tedchers
rédvealed that Individualized EBducation Programs were sometimes developed "
for iao;usion in the file,”and then another instructional plan or
sequence was dragn up for actual use with the child. This redundancy was .’
ot an attempt‘:in

subversion or deceit. The teachers simply did not
. “ ' ) )




LI l

. . - '
EXHIBIT 6.1:. ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN OF ELEMENTARY SCHOOL SHOWING INTEGRA-
.o TION OF CHILDREN WITH AND WITHOUT HANDICAPS
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percet#a the "official® Inﬁividualized éhucation begram-as something to
be ingorporated into their classroom routines; ' for them it was simply a
" part of the required pape:work.: Given this type of categdrizing of the
Individualized Edqcation Erodram, it is easy to see why teacﬁerg would’ _
regent the ti.me involved in developing scmething which was of no further

¥
use .0 them, ¢

One district complained of an eséecially unusual constraint related
to Individualize& Education Program development. fTeachers in this
“district made extensive yse of insttuctional objectives (and their
Individualized Educatien Programs) in teaching handicapped students. The'
. district had a&opted this approach prior to the advent of ?.L, 94-142,
Because of the creation of tﬁé Taw and its October 1st deadline for
Individualized Education Progfams on file, tiff district felt its
Indivzdualized Education ?rograms were no longer as good as they used to
be. Prevxously, teachers had SPent the first two months (both SIbtember
and Qctober) develoﬂxng detailed plans for each Studenth Since the new
timeline c?rtalleq this planning 2ericed by one month, this }ed to/@ore

abbreviated Individualifed Zducztion Programs.

Oneﬂiast constraint arose in tSosa casas‘wnere Sistricts held to
strict time lines in completing individualized Education Programs. A
"quick completion of the process often meant that the Individualized
Bducation Program was &eveloped by scmeone with very little énowledge of
the child., (It is pot difficult to see why the Individualized Education °
Program was not utilized and was later ‘replaced by a more functional .
plan.) Lack of xnowledge iz a rather formxdable hurdle in establxshing

Fad

-

goals and ob:;ecf*ves. L .

 Constraints Involving Paxent/Student. In spite of aforementioned

efforts to encourage participation, constraints to parent involvement
also were noted. Scme parents did mot appear . t0 have the interest, time,
or, ﬁefhaPST self-confidence to beccme actively involved in f . .
decision~making. Information concerning.placement options was often
lacking to the degree that the parents did not have gufficient

information to participate. (Indeed, at times the school spaff did not,
- o+ L - \
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alwaya appear to know the specifics ccmcerning some-of the options,.such
as gervices provided, availability, transportation, etc.) In addition,
there apPeared to be a general attitude that placement wags the scheool's
responsibility and that the schools were beét equipped to make the
placement decision.

Additional Constraints

.-

The information to be presented here was gathered through informal

" discﬁssions with district staff memoers anl through the insightful
obgervations of wany different meetings. It was communicated through the
. 1logs and in the debriefings, as well as through ongoing discussions among

N
the proiect staff. . - i - RS #

Insufficient Placement and Bvalvation Personnel. Seme of the

districts studied appeared to be operating comfortably within the -
requirements of the law- some seemed to be barely one step ahead of what
needed to be done. Others were lagging sp far behind that it was
difficult to imagine they would ever <atch up. ALl in all, "overworked"
was one word most frequently used to describe district Bersonnel from

hegse latter two tyves of districts.

While the willingness of staff members to persist day after day,
frustration efter frustration, was admirable,'it_is highly doubtful
whether an air of continual pressure contributeg te the appropriate'

ment and thoughtful planning of handicapped gtudents' education.
Fcrthermor%, as several district perscnnel pointed cut, the ceonstant
presscre with no end in sight resulted in high turnover rates among the

_staff, - ’

éhe‘districts had adopted a number of different coping strategies for
dealing_with a workload which surpassed staff capacity. One simple '
Qrooedure ;as to impose a time limit on the meeting. By scheduling a
series of meetings back to back, any individval case was Prevented from-
taking up too much time. Districts alsc coped with the workload by .
making little or no attempt to meet the required timelines or by letting
three-year reevaluetions slide. While these practices wdre not

. offlcially condoned, they were not condemned either.

*
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One of the more unfortunate coping stfategies was handling some.cases
in a highly routinized manner, i.e., a typical Learning Disability, a
typlical Mental Impairment, wiﬁh typical needs, typical test sCores.
Other cases, particularly thoge with unusual complications,'ﬁouLd,geb
more in-depth attention and be freated on a truly individeal basis. In
'thig way, staff meﬁbers could be actively involveq in makingasome " '

Jdecisions amd could "push tRe maximum amount of paper” Lt the same' time.
b ‘ ‘ ‘ y .

One serious negative impact of insufficient staff time was that

A c¢hildren éometﬁmes were left_without proper care. 'Phis was not seen
often,’buf it did occ&??‘ Follp@-up information was not collected, and
recommend%ﬁ evaluations were not doqe. A student was actually at honme
for weeks without services bﬁbgusa everyone involved thought someone else
was taking care oﬁ_tﬁe case. Another student had been completely
maingtreahed aﬁd left without services for two yearS in what tﬁrned ont -
to be 2 diséstrq&sly bn?ppibﬁriaﬁe_glacement. No one was.available,
’bowever, to monitér this child's érog}ess. .

5 . .
Vatiations in Bligibility Criteria from State to State., Eligibility

.criteria are the specificatiohs established at the state level which myst
‘be met for a child to be clas;ifiéd in a particular haﬁdicap category.
Such critegia for special education services va}ted considerably across
the five states in the sfuéy, partiéularly for the:more ambiguous,
handicapping conditions such as Seriously Emo;ionally.Dlsturbed and
Specific Learning Disability (for example, the criteria used by two.
differént states for classifying childreq as Learning Disabled). One
state's criteria were considerably more liberal than the first, and th?s
would result in a higher number of children labeled as Learning

Disabled. However, that state had‘adobted a ceiling on the gerceﬂtage of
children thatra district could dedlare as Learning Disabled. The ceiling
prevented. the more liberal eligibility criteria from having its full
impact. Obviously, this presented a1l sorts of problems at the local )
level when students who met the eligib{lity'criteria were identified
after the quota had been reached.

While the Federal regulations supply definitions of, the recognized

handicapping conditions, the detailed specification of the criterid for
‘ ]
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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 ﬁﬁothet. This problem is:likely-

to receive.more attention, posgsibly 1 e form of litigation, as parents
of mildly handicappet? children move from one state to another and learn

that'their_chiioren can no longer be'brovided with services., )

Coordination of Fede al Monies from Vg;ioug Programs. An issue which

appeared to be unresolved in several districts was the problem of serving
a child through se\reral di{fferent funding sources., Title I funds (and
requlations) .were most often involved in the oontroversy. In geheral,
the districts were unsure as tt{ just what constitut a proper
Aigtrivution when a chia *'-@..igz“é for sev era'r éems.
solutions had been reached There Las some feeling that it was unfair to
use Title I’ finds tO serve a’ handicapped child who qualifies for other
monies. Assming a limited amount of resources, the fairest allocation
was seen ag that ;\Fhich gave everyone a small piece 'of at least one pie.
The proi::lem with this réasoniné.is, as one local agency.s;:ecial education.
director pointed out, that it is against the law to deny access to a,
?aderal program because an indavidua_ is handzcapped‘ _’

The districts appeared to have wor ked out 1nterna1 arrangements for,*
managing this situation? the str.ongest 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
pari;icular, a less restrictive and yet still appropriate placement, might
have been found by explor ing other supplemental options. It is
impossible to say whether the aistricts consistent failures to even -
explore the alternatives was because a combined program of services was
never appropriate’ for ‘the c.hild- or because it_.was not consistent with
informal district policy to explare such a program. In any event,
uncertainty exists as to Precisely if and how various federal prograsns
are to be use“'d to support each other, and the potential they represent
for less restrictive plaoements is not Presently being explored by those
making placement decisions. :




\\Transpérthtion. Transpdrting handicapped children to their buildings

pre;gnted several kinds of probléms to the local agencies. The
administrative effort required to move a sizable number of ‘ childrenﬂﬂaily
.to and from widespread locations is a mammoth task. Some districts™even
seemed to gelect proximal placement in order to eliminate ‘transporting
the child to the more appropriate, but more distant, placement. This is
an interesting exampie of howlsohe placement decisions may sugsrficially
appear to be made in accordance with the pfinciple of least
restrictiverfess (i.e, placement closest to home), while other f1sca1 or

administrative considerations.are the actual deciding factors.
- ! . -

Another problem associated with transportation was the delay

ccourzing nefore the child could actually begin. This was another

«
example of an issue,whe:e,,for gome districts, it was a routine matter,

"and for others it was a major source of difficulty.

v Ttansportatidn is closely linked tﬁ the availabilitx}of rsi:ﬁihgs;
To the extent that the district.has a large number of options, children
need not go very far frﬁh their homes. 1If the disgtrict has.few or even
no ;hitable options, handicapped children may need to spend an inordinate
amount of time\being bussed to and from an appropriate class (in some <
cages over an hqur). These hgurs, multiplied over ;eeks and years,

) repregsent a substantial loas of time which these children could spend in‘
more productive wayss The lost time factor alone may become a Strong

incentive for making special efforts to place cliildren near their homes.

* Lack of Interagency‘Coordinatisn. The problems of a child (or
famiiy) being serggg‘sﬁxaeveral puslié agencies are well knpy?. The s?me
issyes appeared with' regard to handicapped children. Other agencies
involved with a-child might include the health or ﬁelfare dspartment, the
courts, or a community mental health agency. COmmunicatiOn between the
agency and the school system ranged from excellent to nonéxistent. When
communication was poor, the same infowmation was collected repetitively
on a child. The family was shuttled from ones case worker to another.

One of thé most serious problems arises when a number of agencies are
involved and there i3 general abdication of tesponsibility. This is
particularl? true when the child's problems are not basically educstional

N
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in nature {e.g;,’family problems, drug relstéd). The involvement of so
many agencies can give rise to the "it is not my problem”

syndrome—particularly, when special education staff members are already
. !

overworked,  as previously described.

Detalled organizationdl arrangements need to be established to insure

4

the provision of a total program of services appropriate £or the child
and, in many cases, the family. At the présent time, sqme districts have
not yet established such arrangements. Moving the child into a
progressively less restrictfve enV1ronment is not likely to be a
possibility unless allfzssncies involved are wcrkind cooperatively &oward
the same goal. . . ' -

£

- Missing Pieces on the Ccntincun, All dfstricts ate reguired pxrlaw
to have the Continuum of servicgs available--either in its own district
.of through nelighboring districts, However, distriects, that place children
in categorical programs actually need a number cf continuumss they need

one for each category of handicapping conditicns\ To the extent that
gertain options are not available for some handicaps {e.g., no resource
room" for Mentally Retarded, no self-contained Ledrning Disabled classes);
the placement decision-making process is severely ccnst:;ined. FProm . the
‘_ tim's» perspective, a, choice must be made between the propet, place on the
continuum or the proper get of clagemates. Bven if the Placement does
exiqt somewhere in the districtp'it may not exist in the neighborhood
school or a school&nearbg,\in which case another cholice must be made.

This constraint can be viewed from two perspectives. On one hand, it

" is caused by not enough) resources to generate the continuum several times,

"Over. On the other hapd, it is caused by a district policy which ;
a priori categorizqsﬁézassrooms in such a2 way that certain types of, \\\::j v

qhildrgn cannot' be admitted. By their Very nature, these classifications

v
e

can prevent individually determined placements and thus go- against the

— 2

principle of least restrictive environment.

v
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Fiscal beterginaﬁts of Least Restrictive Environment. Closely.
related to the existente within local districts of continuums of

_alternative placements is the special education reimbursement policy of

the state. -Variousbfunding formulas can be interpréted as providing
incentjves 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 considerr (1} Self-
ccntained Classrooms; and (2) Resource Rooms.

In keeping within the guideliﬁes established under PJL. 84=-142, the
decisicn-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 O set 0P indirect, but rather
pcwerful, incentives that wprg,against .the primary intent of P,L.
94-142. While these fiscal incentives may not be dxrectly observable - in
the placement of handicapped children, it is ocur contention that such
Placements can be better understood in tetms of how the state chGOSes to
reimburse localities for their efforts. In short, least restrictive

environment is influenced by reimbursable | dollars. . :

In order to determine the Ampact which re;mbursable dollars have on
least restrictfve enwironment, we need to examine 1n detail three

%

prototypical}state aid formulas: excess cost*a;d and teacher salary aid‘
applied o a ﬁypcthetical LEA situat;on. Given the relative lack of

‘ accurate cost and pupil data, a set of indicators was deveioped ag. a

result of discussions with State education departmént staff. Thgse,

hypothetSEEl setvice characteristics are as follows- o
& .

Tctai stqunt enrollment is 2, 500 students P
. Pupils'serqu in self-contained cLasses is 100_
Pupils served in regpurce rooms, -4 100° k

Pupils served .in’ intégrated programs is® 100
Pupil/teacﬂgr regular elementary ra 13,28 1
t{\ie 2311

.Pupil/teacher regular "seecondary .ratio




Average teacher salary is $10,500 *

8.‘ Pringe benefits is $754 or Gspercent of salary, whicheve; is less

These characgeristics, as well as the following examples, should be
V1ewed as fgi:strative of the variOus state and ﬁunding patterns.

+

Exoess Cost Aid. ‘Mn allocation formula, based upon excess cost,

1T

reimburses school districts for direct costs ascribable to the education
of the handicapped. In detemining a district ] allocation, Only thase
costs which are directly redlated to the education of the handicapped and,

¥

which would not have been incurred if the Specialized programs were

" discontinued are cOnsidered In essence, then, such. a formula will

reimburse only those costs resulting from the child's being handicapped
and not ttose ‘basic gosts relaked %0 tha childls being a pupil ia the
; : ; L

*district. : . , : - . ' ,

_ In otie state, the 1975-76 distrrbution plan for special education was
Al
operated and funded in an excess cgst basis ‘under Chapter 269, "Laws of

1975 First Executive Session." ‘special education excess cost funds
provided additional revenue to, local school districts to provide
handicapped educaticnal programs.- AdditiOnal teaching. staff, above what
existed for the bagic programs, alldwed local districts to provide.
teacher/pupil ratios viewed as essential for differing types of
handicapping conditions. /S

Keeping in mind our contention that handicapped placements can be
o better understood in terms of reimbursable dollars, let us consider the

) case of lOO’special education students being placed in a self-contained

L

) claasroom or resourCe room program. A typical calculation in determining
excess cost,fundingounder each progrem type would produce the following

reimbdrsement schedule‘ - o, . T

v




TABLE 6.2: COST oF EDUCATING A HANDIC'APP- CHILD BY LEVEL OF ¢

f ' (BXCESS COST AID)

k-4

N T PerLgcent Self-
Resource Resour ce Contained Contained
Room Room Classroom Classroom

State Exgess ) i . . : ‘ )
' Cost Funded oo $31,798 42% - $62,962 59%

Jr—

. o .
Local District .
‘Punded . $44,075 o  58% T $44,075 ‘ 4%

L4

T

. The above chart 111ustrate the effects of the aid formulas on the
various levels of government dealing with the education of handicapped
children._ There dppears to be a signl.fical;xt f1nancial incentive for a
school district to choose a relatively more restrictive educational
’é’ettingofo: the child. In the placement of the 100 handicapped children
.in a self-contained olaosfoom, the local district bears;only 4] pergent
“of the total costs. Placing the children in 2 resource room, the local
distrzct has to pay S8-percent of the total cost. In short, the fiscal
incentive~is to place the child in the most restrictive envirQmment, that

., o£ a self-conteined classroon: this is diametrically* opposed to the
placenent criterie promu;gateo by Public paw 94-142, Excess cost aid was

. used by\:\uo states in our sample.

Teacher Salary Aid. An allodation,formula based upon teacher salary
aicf, di?tributee:.to each county a sum equal to the total npmber of .
-~~~ - authorized teachers times ;hetr-rébpecﬁéfe‘salary schedules. . >

wr

In one sgtate, the 1975-76 diétribution'plan fdr‘Special Educat{on.was
operated and funded under a teacher salary aid program under Act 215 of
the Laws of*1947. Teachér salary ald was based on the number of teachers
a county had and on t.hg amount, of colledet. traihing and yeors of. teaching

.expetience. IOnce dfﬁstributeﬂ., the‘ mone? had- tolbe'used for: the payment

v




Fi N .
of teachers' sal&rief. The coﬁnties,\hosirever, \;wer; not required to pay
- each geacher according to his/her 1ndividua1 position on the State o
' schedule,lbut he' State could not pay more than was pa1d b‘e local
‘distridts » - . ; ’
Again, let us cclhs:.der tyd case“of the 'sameg 100 ‘.spec.ial education
g students being placed in a lf-;:ontain:ed classroom or a regource rooh

progrark, A’ typical calculation would result in the folltfmng

-TABLE 6.3: COS'I' OF‘ EDUCATING A H.AN'DICRPPED CHILD BY LEVEL OF GOVERNHENT

Ll . .“
. . (TEACHER snLn*Y=AID) : T

LY

g

. . Percent
sroen h Seff ' ", 8215~
esour pe " Contajned « Contained
Room . .Classroom ° Classroom

v

+

State Teacher . : R .
Salary'aid $37.929 - 43% 106,706,
) : « ] o
LS ' i+ - t, - f‘,J "

Local District . . e

. Punded’ . . $51,032 1% g
- T " o H

* $23,147-

&

- & . ) S
S ,Again, it -appears that therg'is a financial incéntive to place the’

100 handicapped children ih a more res.tricti\te environment I he”

p1ace}ent of ‘the 100 children in a self-contained classroom local -
aistrict bears only 18.percent of the tctal cosﬁ/‘ However,- if the
. children are plaCed in the resourc room, "the local d:.str i¢t has to bear
,,5? percent of the co\t.‘ This largz
".fact #hat, once placed in a resource, room, the distr:.ct s.till has’to

‘ provide the studeht wiﬁ-}‘regular day-wr&r ,

In summary,‘the appl tiom of reimburs%ent fqrmulas to these

dfscrepancy is p,riMarily duect)o/ the

igns illuspratés the {ndirect ‘influence which fiscal
“loeal distr:ict placements.. The indirect impact has
‘have th,e effecb of financ:.ally rewarding districts for

Lt




‘thosE-schoels.vx

Physical Location ‘of Existing Pacilities. A faotor which had a

' serious impact on thejamount of time a handicapped child will be able to

spend with nonhandicapped peers is the physical location of %he special
education facilities. The decrsion to determine the location. of the
special gducation facilities‘is not made in the team meetingy it was made .
many years before, when adminlstrators were‘planning the programs. ;hose
districts that were foresighted encugh to ocate their special education
classes, eveﬁ thoserfor the severaly and profoundly handicapped, in

regular education buildings, can now easily prbvide leds restrictive

w o placemenﬁs. Districts’ that built special schools will send ghildren to

-
.}

"'onsiaar, Sor e*;ﬂ"t::le, t',qo o‘F 'w alst

1arge, urbaﬁ districts. One district has no’ special schools. all

4

’ ,' Creativitx_of the E_chment Team. Besides being externally

" speciil -education classrooms are in reqular schoals either in a special
ving, ot in one 9f the modular .units which“make up some schools. The
other district has a er of special schools, {naBuding a ﬁchool for -
“the trainable mentally retarded. ; g : i

ﬂhile the quantity of interacticn between the handicapped and the
nonhandicapped in- the.first district might not be extensive, the '’
potential far exceeds that found in the second district. Th both

cannot

histric:s the placements are constrained h}'certaln realities. ‘It

a class_to a new building. The relationship of the decisions .
made with regard to facility'pé'annin and those ccncerning the less

restfictive environment for an individual student should be recognized.
LRE must be a part of the former bo‘be more fully a part of the latter.

-

]
-

constrained, the placement teaﬁs were often geen 238 internally,

constrained; they were limite hy their failure to come up with uausual
or creative solutions. se of this process, the decisicn-mnking was
linited to whatever thé team considered wifhin the realn of
reasonableness, i e.,‘the\sta:dard set cf.placements for handicapped .
students_in the district. ./wWith the exception of highly unusual cases,

’
*




*

there were few attempfs to try hew approaches pr to assemblé services in
unigue ways. While it is true that realistically there were 'only a
limited number of choices for a gtudent, it is also true that a greater

.effort could of ten have been expended to tailor arrangements 'to the

‘\H““‘hindividual student . - -

The notion of expending the additional effort to seek a slightly
better solution-is particularly relevant to LRE. As noted earlier, LRE °
wasg -not a oritical part’ of the deciaion-making in most oeetings. 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 a child can handle. Similarly, the team

members need to ask aloud whether there are ways this child could spend -
addizional bL:e.;‘th £hs nonﬁandi ped--or.bD2tcer yec, aésuminqjtna; as

a goal, they musk ask what can be done to'realize it. To the extent that
these questions are not being raised and ©reative alternatives are not '

oeing exploked,’ LRB cannot be a vifal part of the decision-making.

© Summary ' R

L

Three words could be used to' synthesize many of the concepts.
presented .in the chapter wlth regard to the context in which the
principle of least restrictive environment 1s'presently opergtinq:
communication, coﬁmitment, and flexibility. Communication can be
established 1n Jmany ways. In small districts, it seemed fo happen almest
automatioally. In the larger districts, formal mechanisms were put in

plape. written documents; standardized procedures: a management,

hierarchy, and layers of meetings. Where communication broke down,

placements suffered. Information on the case or the possible piaCemenF't?;

. * o
was incomplete, there were no follow-ups, and unnecessary delays were’
- ‘ N 1 ﬂ -
enofuntered.

Eommztment bo‘the child and to least restriftive placenient is a

‘rather amorphous congept. Although 1mpossiple to code on the observation

form, jt’'was clearly visible to the obsepvers. Commitment'is gseen in the

extra time it takes. to visit a poasible‘placement, to explain things,ﬁore;
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thoroughly to the patents, to make the telephone calls, and to juggle the

roster to get the child in the class. Commitment to least
restrictivenesa is making an extra\eﬁfort to keep the student in a
regular class or, at least, in a requpar gcheol. From a- policy "
'stan6901nt ‘there is not much that can be done apout commitment. It

. canhot be mandated. Policymakers are in a positic however, to remove

thefbairiers that tend to demoralize the professionald\involved in
administering and delivering special education serviceg. Many of the
_constraints discussed in this chapter represent speci educathon‘

barriers. An environment more conducive to commitment\will exist when

EOMe of- thesitijjfiers are miqgmized or eliminatii;
Flexibil ¥ can be a critical part of appropriayely serving the

‘handicapped students, A middle ground needs to be found (and held)

. & N
. between'a total absence of procedures, a situation which 1nv1tes abuse,

and a maze%hf tequlations go thick they ean obstruct the educational

+ protess, With regard to determining an appropriate program of services

. Bor an 1ndividual child, any restriction on the optlons opren ‘to that
child can effectively gserve to impede¢ implementation of LRE. Lack of the

,;ight handicap, Drohlbiting certain service options, conflicts between

state ‘and Federally supported prog:ams-are all examples of the kinds of
ponditions &hich limit flexibility and make a placement less,

- ind&vidualized than it might be, _Some conditions are Justified and
_necessary, but their impact needs to be acknowledged. The possibilities

for LRE conflicting with afiother priority appear endless. These are
poiicies and procedu;qépaé the local, state, and Federal level. Some

) facilitate LRE, some impede it, Some are not consistent across the three

levels. There are also loﬁalf state, and Federal policles; for programs

-which are not specifically r the handicapped. Although these present

many. more potential limi n the flexibility of what .can be dbne for an ¢
individual student, it appe rs that most districts have adopted a
philosophy incorporating commitment to the indlvidual studenhﬁ-evenvin

e *spite of rigid. and bureauczatic requirementst N




’

. f

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

- . N
- wt L]

"1
The purpose of the study:was o prov1de a state-of-the-art

description of the process by thich school districts make dec1s10ns about
the setting in which 2 handicapped child is to be e ucated . P.L. %4-142,
The Education for zll .Handicapped Children Act, p{/ﬁ1des that te the
caximum extent appropriate, handicappe& children are to be educeted}%ith,
children who are not hand1capped That 1s, a hand1capped child must.-be’
placed in the least restr1ct1ve environment (LRE) appropriate to his or-
her needs. The Act‘;nd 1ts regulat1ons view the placement dec1s1on as
_the outcome of a mu1t1d1sc1p11nary group decis1on—mek1ng process. 'The
report has summarized the findings which describe, the pol1c}es and

brocedures employed by States and by school districts, the“factcrs they

cjonsidered in Teaching a decisior including the &Ie of LRE in the

decision-making, and some of the constraints. which ﬁere observed to
1mpede placements cons1stent with the LRE mandate. In add1t1on,
determination of what standa:ds are applied by judges and heAr1ng

officers u‘ LRE relateéd disputes, were provided.

(57 . o

STATE POLICIES

As expected, across the, 50 State Annual Program Plans which were.

rev1ewed there was a wide variety of placemeht 1nformat1on and »

' gu1de11nes. Many States provided very deta11ed information, although no

one State ever addressed all concerns of the- study. The provision of
such detailed, 1nformatzon for selected'placement procedures was

'espec1ally notable for those States wlth administrative manuals. These'

* "“-\
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documents generally included‘definitions of handicapping conditions,
eligibility criteria, recsqpénded tests for each area of suspected
excepticnality, suggestions as to appropriate placement options, and

: fac%lities require@ents. Thus, for those areas generally addressid by
admiﬂistrative‘panuals, highly ssecific information was provided. Bach
State alsonténded to address the types of placement alternatives provided
“in its jurisdiction in a highly detailed nanner. Placement options were
frequently defined and often broken down into finer discriminations than
the 11 reporting optiony listed in the LRE table of the Annual Program

Plan Reporting Porm.
1

"

- .

~ The range of information varied greatly among States in the areas of

I

Placement meeting names and time intervals allowed between steps in the
placement processj Placement meetings were called anything from
"planning conferences," "&€taffings,” "child stpdy,” "IEP,"-or
"evaluation” committees. Severgl States indicated multidiscipfinary ‘
meetings, but there was rarely a substantive modifier to iﬂﬁicate the
_ tungt f the conference. Finally, several States did. indicate having

a placement comnittee where-—at least by the clear inclusion of the ]
-term "placement{--the function Of the group was known. THe highly

discrepant nome clature -evidenced with the placement meeting SO 5 -
reflected a general ambiguity surrounding the actualﬁplacements ediszon,

.7 F
L .
4

In general, the States showed greatest conaistency'for those aspects
of placement sPecifically addressed by P.L. 94-142 r.’egulations. Thus‘, -
nearly all States reported notifying parenas of dsciaions. pro¥iding in.
this notice a rationale (the reasons for the decision) and, 3ustification

' {(why other options were rejecte!d) and conducting an annual evaluation of
. placement. The States also were similar in their strong expression of
preference for reguliar class placement'and E’r the p:ovisicm;of a ; '
continuum of services. ) - "_ -q! o :ﬂs f".

In several other areag of placemeqt activ Yy howeeer,!; number of
States provided only vague or- ambiguous 1nfo 3 Gene;allx,‘these
tended 171 be areas which were hot explicftl
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regulations. Por example, although parents were often mentioned as
participants at the placement meeting, standard procedures excluding the
"parent from decision-making were a}so evident. Thus, “informal“ meetings
or "interpretive"” conferences with the parent to explain the placement -
decigion, ex Eggg_gggtg, 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. They appeared, from the
APP, t0 be standard operating p:;ocedures' of the State. ';étate policies in
the area of parental consent for placement were also often vague in their

. requirements. ) /, _ *»

Similarly, little information concerning the 'relatior;ship between the
" IEP and placement waé found. It was frequently not, possible to discern -
whether state policies required placement, t© be conducted before, after,
or at the same timd as the IEP. s

" Throughout the review Of State policies, a number of notable
practices were found. - Thus, the reintegration policy of South Dakotas
the evaluation safequards for non~English tests in New Hampshire: the
parent/child advocates in California: the documentation of rejected
options for later use In Mcontana; and +he rlgorous monitoring of i
placement. every 12 weeks in Kansas (including Eollow-up after exit from
- gpecial education), are all examples of practical state policies , -
developed to agsist with the implementation” of the Act. AdministratiVe
manuals, also appea;ed to. be helpful ways for the States to asaist local
school distrigts through the provision of highly detailed information.
Ho one State O Qeographic area had a monopoly on notable practices.

. Taken all together, each Stater contribution to placement procedures

offered a wealth of styategies for implementation of the Act.

In summary, P.L. 94-142 regulations appeared to be a systemat121ng
force in several areas of placht-related State policies-. Many States
did not stop with this, however, but wént beyond the regulations of p.L.
. 94-142 in providing g}lfdance ko LEAS, Alt.pough mosgt State.s psovideci

little"infor.fnation, on LRE,,a'great deal of other, related information was

- -
-




reported. This may indicate that the States have choseén to address the ‘
same aspects of the placement process as those which are addressed by
P.L. 94-142._Generally, only those aspects of the Act which were not
explicitly addressed by P.L. 94-142 tended to lack clarity and
consistency. Although this mayqie due to the inability of States to
reqﬁire 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 simplyéreflect

only those areas explicitly addressed by P.L. 94-142, §

: '
LEGAL ANALYSIS

Toe purpose of the Legal Analysis was to determine what sgandards-are
amsliad v 3udges and state level hearing offigers in Aeciding disoutes
related to the 1east restrictive environment (LRE) plasement of
handjcapped children. These placement disputes usually involve parents

and local school syskems, 4

N .
Regarding the judicial review Process itself, it can be concluded

that courts are assisting in the implementation of the least restrictive
: environment‘(ng} prindipie by ensuring that all'prograo alternatives
required by 2.1’ $4-142 are available to all handicapped children o/fan
equal basis acoor&:ng to each child' swparticular needs. For example., in
cases where local d1str1cts ‘have refused to provide the full range of
placements, judicial decisions have generally required such placement
options‘to be made available. In some of ‘these cases, the LRE ¢

requirement has bean an explicit part of the rationale for the decision.
N . . 4

" With regard to administrative hearing officers, the conclusion is
less clear., The overwhelming majority of decisions‘ are from-appeals by
parents rather than local school’ systems, and in most of these appeal§
the parents want a "more restrictive placement' {usually in the form of a\ﬁ. ﬁﬁl
private scheol) than that proposed by the’ Iocal gchool system. Although
the ‘1east restrictive placement‘ is ordered in the: large major1ty of

cases, most of the dec{sions make nO reference to the LRE requirement;




and those which do, do so superficially. This may suggest that the LRE
element of the decision is either absent or, ag we found in the analysis
of placement meetings in local districts, that the inclusion of LRE
principles ig implicit in the decision. For either reason, a more
explicit rationale of the LRE principles in'such decisions, would provide
documeritation and gquidance in other, related, decisions.

T

LOCAL DISTRICT ANALYSIS

All 15 districts conducted at least one meeting on each child in the
.sample which fogused on the.determination of the child's educational
Placement and/or the development of the Individualized Educational Plan
(IEP). Placement committee meetings were gsometimes conducted at those
diff=arent acmlnlexgacive levela within a-scacol system: at tne school
Jevel, the regionalﬁlevel, and at a central (district) committee, One or.
more parents almostjalways attended at least one meeting to discuss their
child's placement, although in at 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 schepl
,personnel, discussion of sensitive issues wh1cn were con51dered
inappropriate to discuss in front pf perents and/or discussion about

which formal placement recommendafion to make to the parents,’
i - -

Although the child's parents were generally not involved in every
meeting, they were at least assured of an opportunity to comment 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 thrcugh‘the decision-making process et tne district level,

T
*

One of the strongest findings-to emerge was that the IEP was alwa{igkhda///
developed .after the placement decision was made, although the Act state
that the placement is to be based on the student's individualized

educational program. Not opce in all the cases observed was the IEP
devexﬁﬁed prior to the placement dicisicn. In about half of the cases it

1

f




was developed ;t the same meeting where the placement decision had been
made although it wasg ;till develpped aAfter 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,
2 placement for the following fall was being decided and there was no
intention to develop the IEP yntil the new school yvear.

Placement meetings typically were 36 minutes long and included six
participants; the school psychologist and the mother were the most
frequent attendees.

There was almost never & written agenda which was circulated at the
meeting, but usually the chairperéon made a brief introductory statement
atout the nature and purpose of the mescing., Thers were almost alsays
written forms completed during the course of the meeting, The
pre-printeé form gserved as somewhat of an agenda since the chairperson
guided digcussion by completing required items included on the form.

The discussién at the meetings usually began with a rec¢itation of

test scores and other diagnostic information ffbm the school psychologist
and then proceeded in round-robin fashion with each attendee giving
his/ner interpretation of the child's problem, fqgctidﬁal lébel, and
needs. The discussions during placement deliberations were usually
informal, and the content focused primarily on the child's academic
aqpievément or social/emotional adjustment.

+

It §hould be noted that, in general, the issues more frequently
discussed at the observed méetings were those cons{dered'to be most
important to a pragﬁatically sound placement decision. Examples of
isspes discussed included: results of diagnosticeand achievemett
testing, the child 8 current academic level, angd social functioning in
terms of peer relatxonships and teacher/student interactions.g .This type '/
of information related to defining the child'g individual needs and
helped determine the final educational placement wherein these needs
cauld be- met. Unfortunately, there was rarely any effort made to

————

summar ize discrete infotaation presented by individuals. The data about
, L ) . }
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the ehild were often not tied toget‘her to give an" integrated picture of
the ehild's strengtﬁs, weaknesses and édu.cationa].{needs. T

- -
[

The Placement Deoision A L.t )

+ - ! ! -

. It was often difficu].t to ident:.fy who determined placemen{: ‘and
. actqally when, the -decisim was maﬁe. It seemed that frequent].y the

» decisioc itself was ‘made by.one or Ewo district staff membérs who
+ + presented fhe reoomenda‘tion to the comittee for what amounted to .

routine agproval. / e e T te Yo, L
Unless there was obvious disagr,eement about where a child.’should be-
» plaoed the convepinq of the placement committee often serveda only’ to
present the recémmendation ko parents and/or other professionals who"

4

’ wou].d be ipyolved’ ia_ i'.he «case.” In such mstaoces the meetmg could not

+

be oonsi.dered a forum for group decision~making.

I3

In spite of high parent attendance af meetings and consistent efforts
‘by'local school staff to involve parents in the ;?:tuai’ decision-making
‘Process, parents were rarely active Jparticipants. While parents were
asked to, contr ibute information about the .child, decisions about the
educational Placemént were made primarily by the school district staff,
and then presented to parents for appro'val. 'Howevef, tl high rate of =
parental participation in these meetings assures them t;:\cuppc:»rtunity to
comment cn and participate in the ‘placement-decision process.  This
arrangemgnt appeared to be satisfactory to both the school and the
parent.- Most of the time parents seemed to agree with-the'suggested

- placement and were satisfied with the final decision. .

' »

"Students were rarely involvedlin meetings; however, when they did
attend, they were §iven ample opportunity to become involved gnd to °
participate in the determination of‘ their own educational programs.

.In cnly 9 out of 134 meetings'was a range of available placement
options presented.prior to discussing an individual ‘0ption.' In only one
meeting were the options presented along a continuum of restrictiveness.
‘I’ypically the placqment team gav serious oonsideration to only one
option before making a placement recommendation br decision._

I
1 b .
’




'3 mwo';; more cpticnsiwere seriously ccnsidered in fewer than,cne-ninth
of the cases: W}ien'lmo or. More options were considered, ‘the'discuss-icn
ﬁsuﬁiry centered atcund disputes cvet 1abels rather than the actual

. res...:ictiveﬂess of the placement (e.g., TMH vs. EMH}, or disagreemtents
over the amount of time to be spent in special education (e.qg., Resource
Room s, ‘Self-Ccntained} Although the placement teams explored few
placemtent cpticns, it should be emphasized that the teams apparently saw
no need 0 investigate any fiore than that. In the vast majority of

”c?ses, there wﬁs~usua11y a consensus that an appropriate placement could

L4

be made in an existing program within the district.

W

Althpugn a placenentTWas usually found for a student, lack of a
variety cf'cptions and cpenings did affect the decision-making. Because
of a lack Of resources with which to fully operationalize a complete
'continuum of placements the deliberations we observed tended to be
confined to discuszsing éaiy the existing and available options. Often
team members seemed to be res&ticting thé?} decisicn—making to a small
"mental menu" of options with known DPlacement openings. In cother cases,
the fact that a program or class was full was openly discussed at the
meetiné.' In Several cases, lack cf openings was a determining factcr in

placement selection.\ ‘

Although the specific terms "LRE" and "mainstreaming” were not

frequently used by placement team participants, there was ewvidence that
both concepts were adhered tc in making placement decisions. This #as
reflected by the fact that only a gmall pergent of the cases.in our
sample were placed in educational settings which did not allow for
interaction with ncnhandicapped children.

Many of Abe elements which comprise the concept of LRE such as
individually determijned placements based on needs, interaction with
nonhandicapped children, and continuum of services were manifes‘t in the
final placement decision and were factors congidered in arriving at the
decision. On the other hand the ‘concept of stigma, which may sometimes
be assotiated with identifying a child with a label .of a particular

g bandicapging Londition or .with placement in a special. educaticn class,

-




‘Was not frequently mentioned. Inhaddition, harmful effects, which could.
gccur in the physical, psychological/emotional, or educational areas for
both handicapped and nonhandicapped‘dhildren,-depending on the c¢lassroom
assié'mne‘nt of the handicapped child, were seldom discussed. *

[

The implicit nature of LRE in the decision is further underscored by

¢

the small number of overt :eferences or discusszons ‘of opportunlties for
interaction with the nonhandicapped- in the cases observed. Only 30
percent of the meetings actuq}ly‘discussed the prov1sion of such
opportunities, yhileﬂ?B percent of the cases were actually placed in

settings which providéd for social interacticn.

*

Aithough a eommitment to providing interaction with the
nonandicazred sesmed o ge an iapiicit part of many of the placemen:
decisions observed, it entered into the decision’at only a broad, generit
level. The aécisicns tended to be limited to scheduling regular‘class
participation for some academic activities, non-academic classes, lunch..
etc. Art, mugic and p.B, were particularly popular choices.

Qpporrunifes for interaction with nonhandicapped stndents 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 o discuSSionfof,the cperational asbecte negessary to
really ensure social %ntegration for the child. Even in meebtings to
develop Individualized Educational Plans, the implementation aspects of

interaction with nonhandicapped ¢hildren were not addressed.’

In sum,-the terms "LRE" and "nainstreaming” were rarely used. LRE_}n
particular seemed to be poorly understood. Even SO, some of the key
elements defining the concept were employed in determining the placement

dEcision_or were manifest in the.gdecision itself, and neither.Concept was
discussed at an operational level. ™., - ~

Constraints

Constraints were defined as those factors which preventéd or

inhibited local school districts from achieving full implementstion of

]
— um ot

2

¥




\ . r
_the least restrictive environment mandate. - As with the other study'data,

no claims can be made as to the representativeness of the problems
discussed. They are szmply some of the difficulties faced by theagdhs in -
the study. The' information was gathered through informal discussions

with distfipt staff and through observation of many different team .

meetings.

"Overwor ked" was an"extremely apropf: desériptor of LEA personnel in
some of the study distficfs, The problem of insufficienf placemént and
evaluation personnel had several unfortunate 51de effects. “"An air of
;zntinual franticness is not the most facilltatzve env1ronment in which
to thoughtfully plan a program for a handlcapped student. Districts
coped with these pressures by restricting meetings to a time limit, aqd

by routine treatment of cases whenever possible. »

Besides being externally coOnstrained, the placemené teams were
sometimes seen as internally cbnstrained; they wefe limited by their own
failure to come up with'ghusual of creative solutions. At
Characteristically, the decision-making was restricted to the "mental -
menu” discussed earlier, i.e., the standard set of placements used in the
distr ict. In.adhition to the exception of highly urfusual cages, ther@-.
were Some aEEempts to try new approaches or assemble services in a unigue
way. The major constraint was the limitation on groblem-solv{ng in terms

. of what was available within the district. %ew effortz weére made to
consider services provided by otheigagencies outside the public schools.

An effective and complete implementation of LRE wilf require an extra
ﬂ

effort on the part of individual professionals to agk whether a placement
is'actually the least restrictive a ch;id'can )andle. Similarly, the
team membere need to ask aloud whether*there are ;ays this ch could
spend additional time with the.nonhandicapped —— or better yet, assuning

that as a goal, what can be done to realize it.
1

=

Placement in scme districts was constrained because ésftain placament'.f

¥

L]

options on the. continuum of services were not available for all
classifications of handicapped children. pDistricts that place childreﬁ _
in categorical programs actually need a mumber of continuums. Such
disticts cannot usually accommodate a menfalai retarded student in a

+
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resource room. placement or a learning msabﬂstudent in a self-

contained classroom: They need a full contmuum “for- each category of *
handicap..~0ne distrﬁct solved this problem by moving toward dual
certificztim for teachers That is, teache-rs were _receiving i:.raining
which- would c ffy them to teach more than one category of handicapped
. §tudeni;»* T way’ a resource- room with a teacher ‘with dqual
cer’tificagpn in MR and LD could accommodaté both Learning Disabled and

Mentally Rétarded students in the same Resom:ce M‘.placement. a
o WYY -
The 'boq traint pf not having all .continuum options available for each

-——I'!aﬂéicap can be viewed from twn perspectwes. ‘On one hand, ‘it is caused
by insufffcient resources o gener‘ate the continuum geveral times over.
On theuE otbel' hand, it ‘9 caused bv 2 distrzct oolfmr vwhich'a vriori’ ‘
categorizes “claggr.ooms - in such a way that certain children cannot be“ g

) «-.g.,admitted“ By their Yery own nature,‘theSe classifications can prévent
1ndividually determined placements alnd thus go against the principle of”

least restrictive envzrdhmenb - '
o - e

L

. Sorae'o‘f the OOnstraints on LRE, J.mplementabron originatedﬂt the- state
level ‘One ot these involwed e}.igibility cnteria Another. invol'ved the
£ .

l.undmg f,h:m,ula for spnm.al educatlon reimquéement

L

Wh:ble the federal regulations provide definitions of the rep’ognized .
‘hamhcapping coqditims, the, d&tailed specification of the eligi'bility
2 cr1ter1a has been left up to the spates.. Such criteria for special 4
educatisn rvices varied cOnsiderably ac1§>,ss the £~ive st%tes in the
. .study, particularly Eor haridicapping conditions Such as, geriouslyf !
ggnally disturbed and specifl.c "Learning disabzlity The difiere?tceso’
ﬁthe eligibilitye:riteria were reflected in differing percentages of °
{ childten 1denti}:’ied by»the atds in these categories of hanéicapping
. conditions. At an mdivi fual Favel, these du.fferences gould- become -
problematic"vfhen children move “from a state in which they were eligible
’for serwices to a state whec@ they no longer meet the eligibility )
crit:eria. -FrOm a pclicy stap'dpoint;‘ tt;e ’di?fer;ence‘s mean there are ,
' cog‘sistenci.es atmong the statés in tha way P 1:. 94-142 is z.mplemented -

i "‘\—f i .
d pa.ri:icularly,. with regard to the. mil‘dly handica.pped. VRN

e
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Also originating at the state level w@re the constrai.rfs 1nherem in »

e

the reimbursement formula for- spéc:.al ed.ucatzon. Var ious funding e
formulas can be 1nterpreted’ as provlding incentives and dlsincentlves“t
‘dlffexent:types ‘of placenents. A f:.sca.l analysis of the reimbursement
‘formulas ‘used by the five states in the study of IocafJ'.- district placement -
'practices led to whe Uonclusion (.that these »states were financia}ly.'

' rewardl.ng d:.str:.cts for placing children 'in more restrictive '
environments. Th:.s Held true whether reimpursement was based on excess
cost or téacher salary aid. Through the:.r fundmg formulas, the épates *
had set up incentives that wefked against the prznoz?le of least '

restrictive environment.

~
-

* CONCLUSION e ~
L) N ’ v - ! - "
Several areas have emerged from this state-of-the—art discription gf_

placement procedures and LRE irnpleInentatzon. Conclusions presented J.n
p

each of the following areas are directly related to the study fmdi‘l\g.s

o All:l]‘ugt;,the placement decmrﬁ'n—makmg process dig not oftem, ® , -
' address the ‘elemelts of LRE expligitly, there was a.mplg evidence
é .that- consideration of LRE in general was inherent in-almest 3ll «
. of the ptacement deliberations which were obsarved. Such \ .
« consideration was usually so implicit in the “decision o‘rocesS‘
that it can be described as. representatdvé of an -existing
/"éhllosoPhy, generally incorporating a commitment ito.
. . "mainstreaming” of the hand:.capped ohlla to the greatest extent
;. appropriate.%w Beqause, the yﬁlues and cpmm:.tment to this | »
‘ perspective of LRE appear to be present, dfready, it should make
al;xsm-strvn.ce training efforts focusing ‘on operat:.onaljzi
explicit nature of the 'LRE decisi.On far mére effective.

In -ou?” re\r:|.ewr of administrative h?ear:l.ngs which m(olved disputes.

. of plagement decisions, Seldom was there presented a clear i

« rationale for the LRE elements of the rul:.ngs. As in the -
placement - rneet:.ngs ‘any consideration of the LRE principle Y
! app&ared to be implicit in the .rulings. While suéh an, implicit

. bas:.s for the rulings may.be ‘desirable in that it illustrates a
deep‘philoso;»hical commitment to guch principles, this practice
suggests an area where .the, qual:.@' cdontroT or monitoring ' ¢ -
functions of the Statesweducation ggengy'gould be more’ active. s/

. Mol.'e explicit pf‘ésentations of the rationale for the'LRE ™ .
+elements of all placement rul:.ngs, could mex'ove the quality of’

WL :|.tten decisions.
]




In a majority.of the cases observed there was only Gne-placement
optiom discussed during the deliberations‘ The ritionale for .
this practice is that the student's needs” could be Jddentified,
and those ngeds almost automatically dictated a specific
placement. fThere was usually no effort made to suggest a range
of options cioae to the one being considered or to weigh
beneflts of alternative placementsJ The assumption was almost’

* that a priori it was appropriate to-consider only. one option..
When the process takes\place in thig way, the one optlon

suggested, autematically becomes the final placement selécted.
In oxder to stimulate determination’ of appropriate LRE

. placements, ‘it is necessary to consider more than.one optidn per
handicapped student. One strategy to accomyllsh this would he

. for professiopals involved in placement meetings to conszder as
a matter of routine practice more than one placement alternative
for each handicapped student for whom a placement determination
is made. By weighing the pros and cons of alternajives a [ ¢
rationale for the fipal placement decision as the apbropriated
LRE will become more ¢lear-cut and explicit. . .

In a great majority of the meetings chserved, par§qts were in
attendagggg Although parents did not, in general, contribute
. extensively to the diqcusszon or have a~high level -of active - —
invalvement in the process,~they did in most cases feel .
satisfied with the final placement decision’ Since parent
attendance is s0 widespread, the 'opportunity exists for parents °
to contribute and td.participate in the process. It now.becomes
éssential tn improve  the nature and extent of parent
wParticipation in the deczsion—making process. Most school
distrigts reflected an exf&emely positive attitutde toward, o
parent® and their involvement in the handtéﬁ%ped student's. .
+ educational program. Now is the time schools may need to take
steps .to; provide . in—se;vice training to parents. Parents wily
< require in-service or other edudgf onal oppoertunities whlch will « o
ohe hem. beccme more effective particzpants in the placement.
pro Sucheoppor tunities could focus om the dévelopment of"
an erstandindppg the provisions gf P.L. 34-142 and *he
aprocess of participating effectively in a group.

L

Although P.L. 94-142 regulations spicify that all districts must
f

provide a continuum of services; ound evidence of placement
~~.decisions which were based in a large part om the availability:
. of limited categorical oﬁtions. Due to limited resources, ,many
districts were simp y unable to-provide a range of options by
handicapping category. While a range of continuum placements
was always available, many districts were. unable to develop a
simmlar continuum of gervices within each-of those categorical
.plaqements. This suggests that placement should be determined
independently of the categorical label by which a handicapped
child is classified. Such a.noncategorical approach would e
broaden the rangé of options appropriate to conSidec for each
case by ensuring that all available options'bould applg equally -
- to each case; "under consideration. . .

x
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. JJSespite the emphasis in the 7.L. 94-942 regulations related to
" the issue of ensuring ‘that extracur?icular opportunities Were
" abailable ‘for. the handicappedvstudent‘ the consideration: of '
" integration seemeéd.confined to the academic and nén-academic
subjects. - Perhdps' school personnel might consider irncluding in
- the Individualized. Educatiqpab Program (IEP)-a stipyletion about
Opportunities for interaction with nonhandicapped. students in
extracurricular’ areas. ‘This strategy would raise this important
1ssue for edpligit consideration by those. professionals who are
‘involve in _developmgnt of the 1EF" and placemeni: determination'.

" Although handicapped st»udents-'a.re bﬁ‘ten routlnely included in e

. non=academic classes xart"&nsic and physical education) and -
activities (lunch, recess) with their nonhandicapp peers no-
prov1sions are stipulated for'faciliﬂat1ng social ibteraction.
Simply placing these students ifi*close physical prokihity is not*

- a necessary and sufficient co 1tion for stimulating sodfal
integratioq + To accomplish this it may be necessary to
explicitly staté¢y again, perhaps in the IEP, what specific
'oojecnvas can ok devaloped so wnat ng goals for 4meaningrul
docial integg}tion caﬂ be achieved. '

In sumary, we would like’ to note that the field staff was generally
impressed by the competence and dedicatio(of the people they observed
‘mak1ng placement 3§C131008. Many of the shortcomings with regard to LRE
implementation werb iwe lack of knowledge, time or resourcés. In ton
all of the observed. meetzngs, actzons cdnsistent with the 3ct appeargd to
.be guided enly by the best’ 1ntentlons or by a bellef that the act-iR
general or LRE inm particulan.was conslstent with rict or persbnal )
h philosophy. The stage appears ko be set for mo;fiigzeyond awareness and
. developnent of policies and prooedures to .tnovingﬂtoward £ull .
implementation of LRE. An emphasis now needs o be placgﬂ on processes
and strategies.necessary for its realization. ‘training in group
_decision-makmg, deveIQplng strategies for ‘making explicit. consIderat;on(
of LRE a.meaningful part of placement discussions: creating less, .

restrictive placements. implementing s’trategies Eor atxwely j.nvolving

parents. Moreover, the context in which plagemeﬁt deCisions are made

qguld be substantially improved. Administrators at the local, stafe and

federal:levels heed o etablmsh complementary practices ‘which are in

"accordance with——or bet ter yet; facrlitate-least restrictiVe 6 o

placements. &Such operational strategies will enable the LRE Principle to | .'

be applied explicitly to every -pIacement decision for -every handicapped
chila. .




