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Foreword

In passing ate Education for All Handicapped
Children Act the Congress provided that an annual
report be made on progress in implementing the Act.
In January 197.9 the first report was published, and
in July a semiannualeupdate was provided to the
pr. iations Committee of the House of

Repres tatives. This report, the second'annual
report is theu the third in the series.

The reports are based on various sources of
information, including a series of studies conducted
by nongovernmental observers, information and
materials gathered by the Bureau's staff as they
monitor the States' compliance with the Act, and
occasional reports from other sources such as a
Service Delivery Assessment conducted by HEW's Office
of the inspector General.

We have used outside research agencies to provide
us with more than just statistical surveys, although
we value such information and, in fact, have
commissioned a national sampling of individualized
education programs. In addition, however, we have
asked for case 'studies, detailed analyses of how
communities are actually progressing in implementing
the Act from year to year, and for studies of the
impact of these implementation efforts on families.

From this type of information it is clear that
the Act is working. More children than ever before
are profiting from special education. More parents
are directly and positively involved in their child's_
schooling. Every district sampled has made changes.
in its programs and procedures which are desigfied to
improve the quality of special education for
children, as well as to expand the numbers of
children served. New services ate being provided --
free transportation, physical and occupational
therapy -- and new opportunities for participation in
education programs with nonhandicapped children have
been created. *

In these reports we have also presented
information about problems as well as successes. We
have reported on teacher concerns and onsite visits
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which have uncovered a variety of problems, and this
report will be no exception. There are problems:
some children are unnerved, some parents are not
participating as fully as they should in the
education process, some school districts are pressed
to offer more services than they feel they can
afford, and so on. Where these problems have been
identified we have tried to provide some information
on how the Bureau will seek to resolve them.

We are optimistic about the ultimate success of
this Act that has so profoundly altered practices
which have resulted in years of neglect and
substandard treatment of the handicapped. This

optimism is not because the national Act is the
answer to all problems, but because it is part of a
pattern of State laws in 49 States directed at the
same ends, because it works in concert with Federal
and State court orders affirming the rights of
handicapped children to an appropriate education,
and, most importantly, because our experiences as
well as our studies indicate that the value systems
of Americans in every community support tts

purposes. While there is recognition that
implementation causes problems and occasional
outspoken frustrations, there is also a recognition
that the fundamental concern for the. individual in

the United States is integral to our sense of
national identity and our sense of fair play.

Iv

Edwin W. Martin
Deputy Commissioner
Bureau of Education
for the Handicapped

r
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Preface

Several major events have followed the
development of this second annual report to the
Congress on progress in implementation of Public
Law 94 -142. First, the Department of Education was
established with the Honorable Shirley M. Hufstedler
as its first Secretary. Edwin W. Martin, formerly
Deputy Commissioner of the Bureau of Education for
the Handicapped, was appointed Assistant Secretary of
the new-Office of Special Education and
Rehabilitative Services. Additionally, a major
report was released by the Education Advocates
Coalition on Federal compliance activities to
Implement the Education for Ald Handicapped Children

t. The Secretary's response to the rep2rt's
ings was to establish a Task Force on Equal

cation Opportunity for Handicapped Children. The
k Force is addressing four major areas: data
llection, enforcement, policy development, and

technical assistance. An issue cutting across these
four areas is coordination between the Office of
Special Education and the Office for Civil Rights.
As most schools are subject to similar regulatory

uirements under both P.L. 94-142and Section 504
of Rehabilitation Act of 1973, there has been
potential for duplication of effort and inconsistent
enforcement. The formation of the Department and the
activities of the Task Force substantially increase
coordination of enforcement of the two statutes. The
final report of the Task Force will be submitted to
the Secretary about September 30, 1980, and will be a
subject for the third annual report to the Congress
on P.L. 94-142,implenentation.

Given that this second report was developed prior
to the Education Department's formation, references
to the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped and
the Deputy Commissioner have been maintained. In
general, the report focuses on the 1977-1978 and
1978-1979 school years. Is contents include
information provided by States in their Fiscal Year
1979 Annual Program Plans and gathered by members of
the Bureau staff of the Division of Assistance to
States during their 1978-1979 monitoring activities.

V

5

I

!MN



The report also includes information concerning
technical assistance activities conducted through the
Division of Media Services, training activities

supported through the Division of Personnel
Preparation, research and model demonstration
projects supported through the Division of Innovation
and Development, and interagency coordination efforts
conducted through the Office of the Deputy
Coemissioner. Additionally, this report is based on
a series of studies conducted by nongovernmental
observerspand occasional reports-from other Sources
such as HEW's Office of the Inspector General. This

wide array of information has been organized aroLnd
six questions which constitute the evaluation plan
for P.L. 94-142 as well as the six chapters of this
report.

The responsibility for preparing this report was.
assigned to the State Program Implementation Studies
Branch, headed by Linda Morra, in the Division of
Innovation and Development. Co r tions to this
report have come from Louis Danielson and
Linda Morra, as well as other staff throughout the
Bureau. The Bureau's Division of Media Services
provided invaluable assistance in editing the report.

VI
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Exec dive Summary

This is the third in a series of reports on
progress in implementing P.L. 94-142, the Education
for All Handicapped Children Act. The Act calls for
annual reports to he delivered to the Congreetwand
in January 1979 the first report was presented. In
July, a semiannual update was provided to the
Appropriations Committee of the House of
Representatives. This report is the second annual
report but third in the series. Highlights of this
report are organized by chapter.

Chapter 1. Are the Intended
Beneficiaries Being Served?

This chapter investigates the numbers and types
of handicapped children being provided special
education and related services by the States and
examines progress in extending a "free appropriate
public education" to every handicapped child.

Progress to Date

In school year 1979-80, over 4.03
million children ages 3 through 21
received special education and related
services under programs supported by
P.L. 94-142 and P.L. 89-313. The
number of children served under
P.L. 94-142 alone now surpasses
3.8 million.

During the past year there was an
increase of 117,000 in the number of
handicapped children ages 3 through 21
served under P.L. 94-142 and
P.L. 89-313, about 259,000 during the
past two years, and 'nearly 328,000
since the first count, covering the
1976-77 school year. At the time of
that first count, the States were
providing special education and
relater services to 8.2 percent of
children enrolled in public schools.
That compares with 9.5 percent during
the 1979-80 school year. Moreover,
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this growth has occulred d'uring the

same period that public school
enrollments in the United States
declined by an estimated 6.2 percent,
or by almost 2.78 million children.

Between the 1978-79 and 1979-80 school
years, 43 States reported 'increases in
the number of handicapped children in
their annual child count. Seven
States plus khe District of Columbia
reported decreases. Although
State-to-State differences continue in
the percentage of school children
identified as handicapped, the data
indicate that the gap is closing.
That is, those reporting the highest
percentages of handicapped children
are holding relatively constant, while
the States reporting lower percentages
of children are typically increasing
their count.

During school year 1979-80, about
232,000 handicapped children between
the ages of 3 and 5 received special

, education and related services under
P.L. 94-142. This represents an
increase of about 16,900 (7.9 percent)

.over the previous ,:ear. P.L. 947142
requires services to this age group
unless provision of these services
would conflict with a court order or
State law or practice.

Duringischool year 1079-80, the number
of handicapped students, age 18
through 21, being covered by
P.L. 94-142 reached 124,500, - an
increase of 22,400 (21.9 percent) from
1978-79. The P.L. 94-142 mandate to
provide services to students in this
age group (again except where in
conflict with State law or practice,
or a court order) does not become
effective until September 1, 1980.

Remaining Challenges

There is increasing evidence that
significant numbers of unserved
handicapped children are to be found
in regular classrooms in the Nation's
16,000 school districts. ir

1



information exists to show the extent
to which this is true. BEE has
therefore initiated a national survey
(to be conducted during the 1980-81
school year) to focus on the nature
and extent of waiting lists and on
screening, refarral, and assessment
practices, and to identify and
disseminate optimum practices.
Meanwhile, through its Regional
Resource Centers, the Bureau will
provide technical assistance in
child-find and evaluation practices to
State and local agencies and conduct
evaluations of referred children in
localities where appraisal services
are still in need of strengthening.
Additionally, the Bureau is reviewing
its monitoring procedures to determine
if there is need to strengthen
criteria for assessing the adequacy of
child-identification procedures.

On the average, the States are serving
only 2.6 percent of the population
between the ages of 3 and 5. Sixteen
States mandate services for the
full 3-5 year age range. An
additional 22 States mandate services
at 4 or 5, and the remaining 12 States
meet the minimal requirement of
mandating services' at age 6. In order
to increase and enhance State and
locs4 services to preschool
handicapped children, P.L. 94-142
authorises an additional incentive
grant for each handicapped child
between the ages of 3 and 5. In
FY 1978, States received about $60 for
each preschool child provided special
education and related services, id
addition to the sierage P.L. 94-142
allocation of $159 per child. The
1980 (allocations are approximately $80
additional per child. The Bureau is
also supporting C development of
model demonstration programs for
preschool handicapped children.
Currently, 150 projects are
developing, 4emonstrating, and
training others in approaches for
serving handicapped children from
birth to age 8.

. On the average, the States are serving
only 0.73 percent of their handicarrd
youngsters in the age group 18- through

12
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-219 Awn, though 30 States require
services to students in general either
up to or including age 21. Several
factors halide the mandated service
date help explain the overall low
service rate: Some students graduate
from high-school and have no further
need for P.L. 94-142 services, others
leave school to enter community agency
.programe gor which they become
eligible at age 18, and still others
leave when they reach the compulsory
school age. In order t, increase and
enhance services to tur,licapped

students-irom the agei of 18 through
21, the Bureau is funding modal

demonstration programs for handicapped
students in this age group and is

supporting curriculum development for
secondary handicapped pupils.
Additionally; BEI together with the
Bureau of Occupational end Adult
Zducatfoq and the Rehabilitation
Services Administration have been
jointly working to facilitate the
delivery of special education and
vocational rehabilitation services to
handicapped students. The Bureau is
also using the participation rates.of
handicapped students in vocational
eencation programs as a majei)factor
in selecting States.lOr 1980-81
compliance visits.

Chapter 2. In What Settings.Axe
the Beneficiaries Being Served ?.

This chapter focuses 7/implementation of q

P.L. 94-142's least restri tive environment (LRE)
requirement and investigates the settings in which
handicapped children are being served.

Progress to Date

Review of 1978 Annual Program Plans
submitted by the States indicates that
the US concept has been a focus of
State attention and support. The
Annual Program Plans contain LIZ
policy statements which generally use
the same wording as P.L. 94-142.
States emphasise the provision of a
continuum of services, and about half
of the States address the order in
which options should be considered. A
strong preference is usually expressed

13



for regular classroom placement and
for consideration of regular school
options rather than more restrictive
placements.

Approximately 94 percent of
school-aged hindicapped children
received educational services in
regular public schools durinc Lhe
1977-78 school year as contrasted with
the 92.6 percent that prevailed in the
1976-77 school year. During the same
Period, regular class placements
increased from 67.8 percent to
69.3 percent. However, changes at
these levels are not necessarily
related to the implementation of LPA
policies but may simply reflect an
increasing proportion of mildly
handicapped students (e.g., learning
disabled children) being served.

During the 1978-79 school year every
school district examined in Bureau
studies expanded placement options
either by adding new programs or
increasing the.number of existing
programs. Out-of-school placements
tended to decrease as new public
school programs were created.

Other studies found that as
implementation of P.L. 94-142
progressed during the 1978-79 school
year, teacher anxieties about
"mainstreaming" generally lessened.
In some places, the teacher resistance
anticipated by school officials did
111 materialise, particularly as it
' clear that the Act did nat

involve placing large numbers
uf weverely handicapped students in
regular classrooms.

Case studies !ound that most parents
of handicapneu children embrace the
idea of placing their children in less
restrictive environments. They see
mainstreamed settings as more
appropriate because of the role and
behavior models available, the efforts
of school staff to accommodate the
child, and the academic benefits of
the mainstreaming experience. On the
other hand, some parante view
mainstreamed settings as resulting in
social isolation of their children and

VUi
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seek environments where they think
their children may be more comfortable
and accepted in addition to having
their educational needs met.

Remaining Challenges

Placemtt patterns by handicapping
condition differ widely from State to
State. One possible inference from
this variability is that there well
may be students who are not placed in
the least restrictive environment.

Adlitionally, case studies indicate
that a certain number of local
placement decisions continue to be
based on the availability of a

particular kind of service rather than
on a child's need. As part of its
monitoring responsibilities, the
Bureau, is now investigating such
placement variation.

Chapter 3. What Services
Are Seine Provided?

This chapter describes the characteristics and
content of individualised cducation programs (ISPs)
as well as the status of service providers.

The /114 being written are functional.
Virtually all (99 percent) include a
statement of the specific educational
services to be provided. Over
90 percent include one or more of the
following basic pieces of information:
present levels of educational
performance, annual goals, and
short-term objectives. Most of the
Nation's schools -- at State or local
option -- are electing to include
nonmandated informations student
descriptive information, such
supporting information as assessment
data and instructional strategies, and
signatures of persons who have
participated in the IEP process and
approved the TIP. Almost one-half
(47 percent) of the IEPs are three or
fewer pages in length.

About 63 percent orthe IRPs of public
school handicapped children indicate
special education instruction will be
provided in reading, and close to
46 percent indicate special

15



instruction in mathematics. The IEPs
of preschool children more frequently
indicate speech services and motor
training. The LEPs of handicapped
students in 'special schools, as
compared with those in regular
schools, more frequently specify
special education services in such
functional areas as social adaptation,
self-help skills, and motor skills.
Overall, services actually provided to
handicapped children were found to
match those called for in IEPs.

The umber of available special
education teachers rose by 8.3 percent
between 1976-77 and 1977-78, with the
increase being especially noteworthy
fot teachers of learning disabled
students. The number of support staff
available increased over the same
period by 13.2 percent.

Increased numbers of new regular
classroom teachers are being trained
to work with handicapped children_
through 150 projects awarded to
colleges of education.

The major targets of State training
and dissemination activities for
school year 1978-79 were parents of
handicapped children, followed by
regular classroom teachers, special
education teachers, and teacher aides
and administrators.

Remaining Challenges

Much more needs to be accomplished
before P.L. 94-142 requirements for
the contents of IEPs are met. In

general, IEPs need particular
improvement in specifying the extent
of participation in regular education
programs and providing proposed
evaluation criteria for determining
the extent to which short-term
objectives are being achieved.
Additionally, some confusion may exist
regarding specific requirements oi,the
Act. Many issues have surfaced
concerning the provision of related
services and the fact* that certain
eorvices, such as physical education
and vocational/prevocational
education, are infrequently specified

16
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in IEPs. The Bureau recently launched
specific action to restate IEP
requirements, provide clarification
where indicated, and address new
questions on IIP implementation. The
Bureau has also taken steps to clarify
policies concerning provision of
mental health and catheterisation
services and the use of parents'
insurance proceeds to pay for
services. In their final form the
documents setting forth these
matters -- clarifications of the
P.L. 94-142 regulations -- will become
basic instruments in monitoring
complierle.

While the number of available special
education teachers rose by 8.3 percent
from 1976-77 to 1977-78, the number of
?pedal education teachers needed
still exceeded the number available.

According to State projections, nearly
64,000 additional teachers were needed
for school year 1978-79. Areas of
largest need continue to be for
teachers of emotionally disturbed,
learning disabled, and mentally
retarded children.' Through the
Bureau's Part VI -D discretionary grant
program, about 814,530,000 will be
awarded to institutions of higher
education for the training of new
special educators.

Similarly, while the number of support
staff available to provide related
services increased by 13.2 percent
from 1976-77 to 1977-78, State

projections indicated that 52,000 such
persons were still needed for school
year 1978-74. The areas_of largest
need are teacher aides,. psychologists,

and diagnostic staff. The Bureau
estimates that in school year 1979-80,
some 85,664,000 from FY 1979 Part D
funds will be awarded to prepare new
support staff.

Chapter 4. What -Are the Consequences
of Implemenana the Act?

This chapter focuses on consequences at the local
snhool district level as described by a series of
Bureau-initiated case studies.

17



Progress to Date'

In response to P.L. 94-142 provisions
focused on the rights of handicapped
children and their parents, many
school districts adopted more
formalized, comprehensive, and
structured assessment procedures. An
apparently unforeseen consequence of
this formalization as well as
increased child-find efforts was
increased numbers of students having
to wait for assessment to occur. In
response to this problem, in 1978-79
some case study school districts were
pursuing three major strategies:
(1) more formal and stringent reviews
of potential refevrals;

(2) redefinition of the duties of
school psychologists, calling upon
them to concentrate, for example, on
testing; and (3) increased assessments
conducted by teachers. Such
strategies appear to have had at least
some success in diminishing assessment
backlogs, while still allowing for
comprehensive child assessments.

According to naticnal survey findings,
an average of four persons
participated in developing a child's
IEP. School principals pnd special
education teachers or therapists were
typically among them, an involvement
that has added responsibilities to the
traditional roles of these people.

e

The national survey found that in
about 77 percent of the cares, parents
of handicapped students merle

specifically involved in approving
their child's IEP, either verbally or
by signing it. Less than half of
1 percent of parents refused approval,
according to teacher reports. Based
again on teacher reports, 49 percent
of the parents of public school

handicapped children actually served
as part ofthe IEP committee and
provided information contributing to
the IIP's development. In general,
program approval rather than
formulation remains the major role of,
parents.

Implementation of the IEP requirement
has resulted in including a certain

13_
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number of handicapped students in
planning their special education
programs. Psurvey found that such
participation ranged from zero at the
preschool level to 13 percent of
students between the ages of 13 and
15, and 25 percent between the 16 and
21 age levels.

School districts generally tried to
accommodate parents without resorting
to due process hearings. When a
hearing was necessary, it served to
resolve issues of placement or
programing appropriateness on a
case-by-case basis.

Remaining Challenges

The Bureau has launched a national
survey of assessment procedures that
will investigate the nature and extent
of assessment backlogs and their
relationship to screening, referral,
and assessment procedures. Data will
be collected during the 1980-81 school
year.

More effe-five promotion of parent
involvement in pupil planning and
programing is needed. Only about half
of the IEP meetings are attended by
parents, and the parent role in
decisionmaking for their child is
often limited to a passive one. The
Bureau has initiated several steps to
increase and improve the quality of
parent participation, including
clarifying final regulations on IEP
meetings, initiating five pilot
regional Parent Information Centers to
inford parents of their rights and
responsibilities under P.L. 94-142,
and planning for a -new FY 1981
initiative to stimulate parent/school
training programs.

As implementation of P.L. 94-142 has
progressed, two issues concerning the
rights of handicapped children have
arisen. One involves P.L. 94-142's
surrogate parent requirements and the
other concerns the application of
suspension and expulsion policies to
handicapped children. The Bureau is
addressing these issues through the

19



development of policy clarification
papers. Final versions will be
published in the Federal Register and
reviewed bb the Congress.

Chapter 5. What Administrative
Procedures Are in Place?

Chapter 5 focuses on Federal and State
administration of P.L. 94-142. While the Bureau of
Education for the Handicapped is responsib. Zor
administrative relationships between the Federal
Government and the State education agency (SEA), the
administration of P.L. 94-142 within the State is the
responsibility of the SEA.

Progress to Date

It is evident that the schools cannot
provxde for all of the handicapped
child's needs without the continued
cooperation of other public and
private programs. The Bureau has been
working to improve coordination among
the agencies which regularly provide
services to handicapped children. For
example, a major problem in th
coordination of services revolves
around the issue of which program will
provide and pay for a given service
and under what conditions. Many State
statutes prohibit an agency from using
State funds to pay*for services if
some other public or privates eR
can covcr them. On the pr
under P.L. 94-142 the State, cation
agency was making some services'
"generally available," noneducational
agencies in some States either
withdrew or diminished services. The
Bureau and other Federal agencies
jointak hive developed policy

statements whictexplain how certain
programa may legally continue to
provide services and how the various
agencies may appyopriately
collaborate. The effectiveness of
these effort., is currently being
examined by the Bureau.

Progress has been made in the
development of acceptable State
plans. The Bureau has encouraged the
States to submit Annual Programillans
for Bureau review in the spr%ng. (The
program is forward funded, and money

4 U
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thus can legally be released three
months prior to the beginning of the
fiscal year). While no 1977 funds
were obligated to States during the
first quarter of the funding period,
some 35 percent of 1979 funds were
allocated during that period, and by
the third quarter, 86 percent were
obligated compared to 55 percent at
the same point for 1977. Earlier
funding enables States to get services
to children more quickly.

As part of its monitoring procedures,
the Bureau has implemented a system
designed to manage complaints
regarding P.L. 94-142. Complaints
concerning a local school district are
referred directly to the State
department of education for
resolution. A Bureau complaint
specialist monitors the State until
the complaint is resolved -- working
on cases going to a due process
hearing to ensure that no procedural
violations occur and in other cases
working with State officials to ensure
the establishment of appropriate
programing alternatives under specific
schedules. Prom October 1978 through
July 1979, the Bureau processed 320
complaints from parents. The largest
number of parent complaints were
related to child placements.

Significant improvements have been
developed in State monitoring
capabilities -- an essential function
in P.L. 94-142's implementation. In

1978, all States had some monitoring
system in place, an increase of
one-third over the previous year.
Nearly all State' X90 percent)
conducted fcllowup or corrective
action following visits in 1978.

The Bureau conducted Program
Administrative Reviews .n 21 Seimmr---
during school year 1978-79 -- the
first program review for most of these
States since P.L. 94-142 became
effective, At the State level, the
reviemiound that all of these States
had adopted policies and procedures to
!guarantee the rights of handicapped

21



children and make available full
educational opportunities.

EVIelEiLIA2htlienges

Despite the marked improvement of
States in carrying out their
monitoring roles, only five of those
undergoing program reviews in 1978-79
were in full compliance with the
monitoring provision. The principal
difficulty was failure to monitor all
of the P.L. 94-142 provisions at each
of the sites. The Bureau developed
corrective actions with specific
schedules for these States.

The full implementation of policies
and procedures throughout' each State
lies ahead. Through Program
Administrative Reviews, the Bureau
found four areas that generally
required corrective actions, including
individualised education program
provisions, procedural safeguards, the
least restrictive environment
provision, and protection in
evaluation procedures. Required
corrective actions typically involved
State dissemination of the Federal
requirements covering the area in
question and State demonstration of a
change in practices or procedures in
sites where problems were found. The
Bureau is conducting on-site
verification visits to ensure that
corrective actions have been
implemented.

Chapter 6. To What Extent Is the
Intent of the AcriMi Met?

Progress to Date

Both on-site visits and

Bureau-commiseioned.studiet indicate
that there is widespread commitment to
the P.L. 94-142's goals. Virtually
every study available to the Bureau
has found that educatioa staff at all
lwvels strongly endorse the Act.

Furthermore, commitment has been
translated into action. One study
concluded: "Never have so many local
and State agencies done so such with
so few Federal dollars to Implement a

22
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6

Federal education mandate." Many
changes have been implemented within a
short time -- from the development of
State policies to the development of
IEPs for individual students. The
accomplishments to date are
significant.

Remaining Challenges

Challenges to full implementation of
the Act continua to exist end_
increasing gains must be achieved
during the coming year. These
challenges have been detailed
throughout this report, as have steps
the Bureau will take to encourage and
assist the States in. complying with
P.L. 94-142.

Overall, while much' additional work is needed
before the goals of the Act are fully realised, the
evidence demonstrates that more handicapped children
are receiving a free appropriate public; education
than ever befors.

23



Introduction 4

In November of 1975, the Congress passed thi
Education for All Handicapped Children Act (Public
Law 94-142), thereby mandating that by September 1,
1978, all school-age handicapped children in the
United States be provided "a free appropriate public
education." The Act specifies a number of activities
that schools must engage in -to ensure that
handicapped children receive the rights they have
been guaranteed. Thui it requires that specialists
be called upon to evaluate the children's special
needs and determine the most appropriate educational
environment for these children; that an
individualised education program be developed for
each child identified as needing special education
and related services; that the schools notify parents
of findings concerning their children and include
parents in the process-of making decisions regarding
how and in what circumstances their children will be
educated; and that an opportunity for a hearing be
provided to a parent who is dissatisfied with the
school's decision. The Act further asks that to the
maximum extent appropriate, each handicapped child be
educated with nonhandicapped Children.

The Bureau of Educatioh for the Handicapped has
been given responsibility for adeinisterinu P.L.
94-142 Act and for evaluating progress in its
implementation, thereby broadening the work tho
Bureau has been carrying on since its establishment
in 1967. With this responsibility came a requirement
for a series of reports on progress in the Act's
implementation, to be submitted to the Congress
annually. The first annual report was delivered to
the in January 1971. In July a semiannual
update was prbvided to the Appropriations Committee
of the House of Representatives. Thus, this second
annual report is the third in a series.

The report consists of six chapters, each
addressing a particular question about
implementation. Chapter one asks "Are the intended
beneficiaries being served?" The response indicates
that over 4.03 million children ages 3 through 21 are
benefiting from special education and related
services provided.mnder P.L. 94-142 and under
P.L. 89-313, enacted in 1965 to provide support for
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stateoperated schools for the handicapped. The

number of children served under P.L. 94-141 alone
is 3.8 million. About 328,000 newly identified
handicapped children ages 3 through 21 have started
receiving special education and related services
since the first child count during the 1976-77 school
year.

The second chapter asks: "In what settings are
the beneficiaries being served?" It indicates that
the majority of handicapped children have been placed
in regular classrooms, with such placements having
increased during the last two school years
from 67.85 percent to' 69.31 percent.

The third chapter asks: "What services are being
provided?" It describes the progress made in the
provision of individualised education proRrams for
handicapped children as well as training activities
designed to increase the availability of qualified
teachers and support staff.

Chapter four asks: "What are the consequences of
implementing the Act?" It describes a range of both
problems and solutions observed in local agencies as
they implement the Act's various provisions.

In the fifth chapter, the question posed is:
"What administrative procedures are in place?" Both
Bureau and State administrative activities are
described. These activities have been extensive.

Finally, chapter six asks: "To what extent is the
intent of the Act being met?" Here, the problems and
progress described in earlier chapters,sre reviewed
and related to the Act's goals.

These six questions reflect the concerns
expressed by the Congress when the Act was being
shaped, and by thousands of handicapped persons,
parents of handicapped children, educators, and
concerned citizens. They provide the framework for
this report to the Congress.



1. Are the Intended
Beneficiaries Being Served?

Part B of the Education of the 'andicapped Act,
as amended by P.L. 94-142, requires States to adopt
the goal of providing full educational opportunity
for all handicapped children from birth through
age 21. Specifically, the Act require- that all
States mete available "a free approp ....e public

education" to handicapped children ages
6 through 17. Further, except where inconsistent
with State law or practice or court order, the States
must make a free appropriate public education
available to handicapped children ages 3 through 5;
and beginning October 1, 1980, they must extend the
same provision to handicapped youth
ages 18 through 21.

Handicapped children are defined by P.L. 94-142
as those children who are evaluated in accordance
with procedures specified in the regulations and who,
as a result, are found to ue mentally retarded,
hard-of-hearing, deaf, speech impaired, visually
handicapped, seriously emotionally disturbed,
orthopedically impaited, other health impaired,
learning disabled, deaf-blind or multihandiconped,
and are in need of special education and related
services.

1112EMEZSIOAMITE
Receiving Services?

According to the most recent child count
(conducted in the Statea and Territories each
December 1), some 4.03 million handicapped children
ages 3 through 21 were receiving special education
and related services under the combined programs of
P.L. 89-313 and P.L. 94-142 during the 1979-80 school
year. Based on this figure, special education and
related services are now being provided to more than
9.5 percent of the children enrolled in schools.!/

The number of children served under P.L. 94-142 alone
has surpassed 3.8 million.

That means increases of 117,000 in the number of
handicapped children ages 3 through 21 being served
this year as compared to last year under the combined
programs, about 259,000 during the past two years,
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and nearly 328,000 since the 1976-77 school year,
when the first child count was made. At the time of
that count the States were providing special
education and related services to 8.2 percent of
children enrolled in the public schools. The figure
for the 1979 80 school tear was 9.3 percent -- an
increase that has occurtee at the same time that
public melool enrollments as a whole in-the United
States declined by an estimated 4.2 percent, or by
almost 2.78 million children.

The reopense by the States to the challenge of
locating and serving handicapped children is
illustrated by the record of the past year
(appendix D, table D-1.110. Between the 1978-79 and
1979-80 school years, 43 States increased the ini.ber
of children reported in their annual child count.
Those with the largest increases were
New Hampshire (16 percent), Rhode Island
(12 percent), and Arkansas (12 percent)_. At the same
time, liven States plus the District of Columbia
reported decreases. Taken as a whole, the data
generally indicate that the States are becoming more
similar; that is, those serving the highest
percentages of children are holding relatively
constant, while the States serving lower percentages
of children are raising their coverage. Twenty
States are now serving more than 10 percent of their
school enrollment as handicapped.

As indicated in figure 1.1, the majority of
children between the ages of 3 and,44-being served in

,school year 1979-80 were either learning dieobied
132 1.--oent of the total), speech impaired Aly

(29.3 percent), or mentally retarded (22 percent);
The largest increases from school year 1978-79 to
school year 1979-80 have occurred in the categories
of learning disabled and seriously emotionally
disturbed, with learning disabled being a category
for which many school districts have only recently
developed comprehensive services. The increase in
marl/ices for emotionally disturbed children is
particularly noteworthy, since such children
:traditionally have been among the last served.

The substantial,increases in the number of
handicapped'chilOren receiving ppecial education and
related servi eve been accoepanied by
corresponding intros in the amounts of financial
assistance to States. States which Implement
P.L. 94 -142 provisions are provided financial support,
in the fort of a forirle grant based on the number oF"
handicapped children ages 3 through 21 they report
serving, together with the natidnal average per-pupil
expenditure. The grant pays a portion of the-extra
costs involved in pr ing.a free appropriate public
education to children vi dicapi. States may



qualify for and receive their allocations anytime
within the period from three months precedinghe
fiscal year through the fiscal year's end. During FY
1978, States received $254 million from the 1977
appropriation for P.L. 94-142. In FY 1979, tht
amount was $564 million, and it is scheduled to be
$804 million in FY 1980 to provide about 12 percent
of the average per-pupil expenditure for each
handicapped child served. Since the Act prohibits

See Appendix 0. Table D-1.1
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figure 1.1 Distribution of Children Ages 3-21 Served' by Handicapping
Condition, School Yost 1978-79 and School Year 1979-80

Learning disabled

Speech impaired

Mentally retarded

Emotionally disturbed

Other health Impaired

Deaf and hard of hearing

Orthopedically Imp aired

Multihan;capped

Visually handicapped

Deaf/blind

Percent of AN Handicapped Children
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'The data displayed include handicapped children rountrocl under P.L. d4 -142 and P.L. 59413.
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using these funds to supplant State or local funds,
the State education agencies add P.L. 94-142 funds to
moneys already allocated for special education by
State and local agencies. In any case the Federal
allocations are directed toward helping to cover the
extra costs of educating handcapped children already
in the school system and to reach out to newly
identified handicapped children. The funding history
for, State grants under P.L. 94-142 is shown in
table 1.1.

How Far Rave We Come in Serving
All Handicapped Children?

The most recent counts of handicapped children
reported to the Bureau by the States represent those
children who nave been evaluated, who have been
determined to be handicapped according to the
procedures prescribed in the law, and who were
receiving services as specified in their
individualized education programs (TIP.) on
December 1, 1979. One way to assess child-count
number is to-compare them to current estimates of
prevalence of various handicapping conditions. The
Bureau began using A particular set of prevalence
figures as a planning guide following a 1976 study by
SRI International.2/ This study reviewed all
authoritative studies on the prevalence of
handicapping conditions and provided national

See Appendix D, Table 0-1.2

Table 1.1 Wend Appropriations Under P.L. 94-142

Fiscal Year

In 'Which Average
Funds Are Per Pupil

Appropriated, Expenditure

Amount
Number of Appropriated

Children (Millions of

(Millions) Dollars)

Average
Allocation

Per Child

Total Amount
Allocated

(Millions of

Dollars)

1977 $1,430 3.41 $315 $ 732 $254
1978 1,581 3.55 5033 1592 584
1979 1,738 3.89 804 218 804
1980 1,900 3.80 874.5 230 =NED

'The funds are actually distributed during the following year.

'Because of the hold - harmless provision, the average allocation is somewhat higher than the maximum amount
authorized per child by use of the allocation formula.

'This nun, includes a $486 million appropriation and a $38 million supplemental appropriation.
'This figure includes $63 million that was not obligated from the 1977 appropriation and for which carryover
authority was given.
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estimates for each category. For example, the
prevailing rate of mentally retarded children in the
country was estimated at between 1.4 percent
and 2.3 percent of the school-age population.

As indicated in figure 1.2, there are no
categories where the proportion of handicapped
children served during the 1979-80 school year
es. aeds the upper limit of the prevalence interval.

In two categories -- those of emotionally disturbed
and deaf and hearing impaired -- the figures are
below the lower limit. The percentage of emotionally
disturbed children being served, as indicated
earlier, has increased substantially in some States.
In the case oi deaf and hearing impaired children,
the changes in the percentages served over the past
years have in fact been slight.

In any case, the prevalence figures provide a
basis for estimating the number of unnerved

See Appendix D. Table D-1.3
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Figure 1.2 Percent of Children Ages 3-21 Served, by Handicapping Condition,
School Year 1979-80

Prevalence of Handicapped Children (Percentage)
0 2
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retarded

Emotionally
disturbed

3 4

Speech
impaired

0.4 0.6 0.8 441"14.6 1.0
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disabled
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yIndicates
handicapped
children served
ages 3-21 as a
percentage of
school enrollment

Indicates the
range of prevalence
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handicapped
children

'TM data displayed include handicapped children counted under P.L. 94-142 and P.L. 89-313, and utilize
estimated Autumn 1079 public school enrollments.
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handicapped children. This, in-turn,. provides a
guide for the States and the Bureau. The'States are
informed of thews figures, and procedures for
identification and placement are examined in State
administrative reviewe. Additionally, special
studies have been initiated in the two categories
where the count is low.

In assessing the number of handicapped children'
being served, the Bureau compares State,percentagee
of the school enrollment being served as handicapped,
-as indicated by the annual child count, and the
national prevaleuce figures. While those States that
in the past have served, lower percentages of children
are now expanding their coverage, significant

differences persist in the percentages of the -total
school enrollment that individual States serve as
handicapped. As shown in figure 1.3, the percentage
varies from 6.75 percent in Hawaii to 13.9 percent in
Delaware. (While States Are to count children ages
3 through 21 receiving special education and related
services, the P.L. 94-142 funding formula limits
States to a number not to exceed 12 percent of their
population aged 5 through 17. Ho States presently
exceed this 12 percent cap.) The States also vary in
the percentage of children served within each
handicapping condition, with the extent of this
variation changing from one handicapping condition to
another.

It is not expected that all variations pongithe
States will disappear, especially since differences
in State procedures are fully allowed by
P.L. 94-142. However, examining the variations among
the States helps.tc ensure that intended
beneficiaries are served. In one State last year,
for example, an unusually large number of children
were identified'ss learning disabled. When the
procedures used for identification were thoroughly
reviewed during a Bureau administrative review, a
major procedural error was found in the
identification procem and the count was reduced by
20,000 children. In itother State, service was being
refused to children because of a jurisdictional
dispute between agencies. In this case, children
were added to the State count as a result of Bureau 4

intervention.

A study conducted in 24 school districts by the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare's Office
of the Inspector General concluded that a significant
source of unserved handicapped children may be the
regular classrooma/ The study found that
three-fourths of the individuals interviewed felt
that regular classrooms contained children who need d
special education services and suggested three
reasons why this situation existed. First, schools
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with fewer special education staff, facilities, and
services tend to identify fewer children as needing
special help. Second, variations in diagnostic
practices and definitIons,of handicapping conditions
within States can lead both to underidentification
and overidentification of children as handicapped.
Third, regular classroom teachers and other school
personnel mar avoid referring children for special
services because some believe that doing so would
keep the child from being stigmatized by a label.

See Appendix 0, Table 0-1.3
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Figure 1.3 Percent of Children Ages 3-21 Served' Under P.L. 94-142 and P.L.
99-313, School Year 1979-$0

Alrusil

13.87 to 12.06 percent (Five highest States)

11.61 to 9.66 percent (Twenty States at or above the average)

9.49 to 7.43 percent (Twenty States below average)

17.7.1 7.42 to 8.75 percent (Five lowest States)

The average for the States and territories is 9.54 percent.

'Handicapped children ages 3-21- served as a percentage of school enrollment.
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Recent case studies of local implementation of
P.L. 94-142 substantiate the Inspector General's
findings on the relationship between resources and
child identification.4/ Conducted in 22 school
districts across the country, the studies found that
school staff tend to avoid identifying more children
than the district can accommodate with current
r^sources. (See chapter 4 for a discussion of
assessment waiting lists.)

There is no information extant to indicate how
typical these findings would be of the Nation's more
than 16,000 school districts. However, a
BEN - initiated national survey will :onus on
screening, referral, and assessment practices, toward
identifying and disseminating optimum practices. The
survey will be conducted during the 1980-81 school
year, with findings expected shortly thersarfterw-

Additionally, through its Regional Resource
Center program, the Bureau will provide technical
assistance in identification and evaluation practices
tt, State and local agencies. The Regional Resource
Centers will conduct evaluations of referred children
from localities where appraisal services are still in
need of strengthening. They will also advise on such
matters as nonbiased assessment practices and provide
training in such areas as referrals of children for
special education evaluation and design of programing
to reflect the appraisal.

Meanwhile, the Bureau is reviewing its monitoring
procedures (described in chapter 5 of this report) to
determine if there is need to strengthen criteria for
assessing the adequacy of child-identification
procedures.

Are Any Groups Less
Often Served?

L

As previously indicated, P.L. 94-142 requires
that barring conflict with a court order or State law
or practice, States most (1) make a free appropriate
public education available to handicapped children
ages 3 through 5, and (2) beginning

September 1, 1980, extend the same provision to
. handicapped children ages 18 through 21. While

States are required by P.L. 94-142 to adopt a goal
and establish guidelines for providing full
educational opportunity for all hr' dicapped children
through age 21, P.L. 94-142 does nut mandat services
to children from birth through age 2.

Nonetheless, as indicated by table 1.2, five
States currently have a mandate to serve handicapped
children beginning at birth. During the 1976-77
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school year, the most recent year for which data are
available, 11,800 children from birth through age 2
received services; however, it would appear that most
handicapped children below age 3 did not.

As for Children above that age level, during
school year 1979-80, about 232,000 handicapped
children between the ages of 3 and 5 received special
education and related services under P.L. 94-142.
This represented an increase of about 16,900
(7.9 percent) over the previous year and
nearly 31,200 over the past two years. Less than
one-third of the States (16) mandate services for the
full 3- through-5-year age range. An additional 22
States mandate services at 4 or 5, and the
remaining 12 Stags meet the minimal requirement of
mandating services at age 6. Figure 1.4 shows the

variation- amons-States- in-the-ipereentage-of children
between the ages of 3 and 5 who received special
education and related services. As would be
expected, States with statutes mandating services tc
the full 3- through-5-year age range are serving
larger percentages of children in this age group.

In order to increase and enhance State and local
service. to preschool handicapped children,
P.L. 94-142 authorises an additional incentive grant
of up to $300 for each hatelicapped child between the
ages of 3 and 5. Contribntions to the States under
this provision increased from $12.5 million in FY e
1978 to $15 million in FY 1979 and are slated to rise
to $17.5 in FY 1980 and $25 million in FY 1981.
Thus, in FY 1978 the States received about $60 for
each preschool child who received special education
and relfted services, in addition to the average
P.L. 94' -142 allocation of $159 per child. The 1980
allocations are approximately an additional $80,per
child.

The Bureau also supports the development of model
demonstration programs for preschool handicapped
children. Under the Handicapped Children's Early
Education Program, 150 projects located thro,:ghout
the Nation are developing, demonstrating, and
training others in approaches for serving handicapped
children from birth Ovate 8.

As"for handicapped youngsters at the top of the
age range, during school year 1979-80 sone 124,500
handicapped students age 18 through 21 received
special education and related services under
P.L. 94-142, an increase of 22,400 (21.9 percent)
from 1978-79. This figure represents only
0.73 percent of the population age 18 through 21.
While the P.L. 94-142 mandate to provide services to
students aged-1$ to 21 does not become effective
until SeptemberAl, 1980 (barring inconsistency with a

U 34
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Table 1.2 State Mandatory Ages for Handicapped

IIMI1111111111

VAT, AOU BUCIPTIONO/CLARIPICATIONS

Alabama 6 to 21 Parr Mesh* servioss for deaf and blind from 3 to 21. Education
for 12 consecutive years starting at aged. If school dlstrist offers
Kindergarten. then services required at 5.

1111b
Alaska 3 through 19
Arizona Between 6 and 21 If Kindergarten Is maintained, then 5. 34 Perilll$01v0.
Arkansas 6 through 21 If Kindergarten program, then 5-21.
California 4 years/9 months 3 to 4.9 intensive services; 19 thr',ugh 21 If not graduated or

through 18 completed ovum of study. 0-3 permissive under.Master Plan.
Colorado Between 5 and 21 Or until graduation; 3-5 permissive.
Connecticut 4 to 18 May serve only until graduation. Hewing Impaired beginning at

age 3. Starting MOO serve until age 21 unless child graduates.
Delawam Between 4 and 21 Allows 'entices 0 to 21 for deaf/blind and herding impaired.
District of Between- 3 and 111;
Columbia 3-21 by fall 1979
Florida 5 through 17 Beginning at Kindergarten and -for---13 Corse_ cutivo years.

Permitted with State funds from age 3. ____

Georgia 5 through 18 0 through 4 and 19 through 21, permissIve. '
Hawaii 6 to 20 3 to 5 permissive. .

Idaho 5 through 18 5 through 21 by W1/80; 0 through 4 at local discretion.
Illinois 3 through 18 3 through 21; 9/1/10.

Indiana 6 to 18

Iowa Birth through 20
Kansas 5 to 21 Through school year during which reach 21 or until completed

an appropriate curriculum. whichever occurs first. 0-6 per-
missive.

Kentucky 5 through 17 Permitted to 21.

Louisiana 3 through 21
Main* 5 to 20
Maryland 3 to 21 Birth to 21 beginning 9/80.
Massachusetts 3 through 21
Michigan 0 to 26 Who have not graduated from high school.
Minnesota 4 to 21 Or completion of secondary program.
Mississippi 6 through 18 6 through 20 by 9/1/60. No requirement and not usual to provide

classes to 34.
Missouri S through 20 Allows districts to provide programs to 3 through 4. mi
Montana 6 through 18 3 through 21 by 9/10. Provides for services to 0-2 after 9/1

under Certain circumstancos; 34 and 19-21 currently under
same circumetanoss. ,

Nebraska ' 0 to 21 From date of diagnosis or notification of district; voluntary as
specified by parent below 5.

Nevada Between 6 and 16 Between 3 and 21 by 9/1/80. (tinder 18) attendance excused
when completed 12 grades. 34 Is .permissive.

New Hampshire Between 3 and 21
New Jamey 5 to 21 Permissive below 5 and above 20.
New Mexico
New York Batman 5 and 21
North Carolina 5 through 17 0 through 4 and 18 through 21 permissive.



Table 1.2 . (Continued) k7

i \a

STATE AGES
IitCSPT1ONS/CLARIRCATIONS

North Dakota 6 to 21 0 to d permisslve.
Ohio 5-21** Do not actually say 6-21 is mandate.Oklahoma 4 through 17 Except no set minimum ape for visually impaired/hearing

impaired.
3 through 17 for severely multi-handicapped, severely handl-
capped minimum of 12 years of schooling.Oregon 6 through 20 3-6 and 21 at local options.

Pennsylvania 0-21 Permissive below 6. Virtually all districts provide Kindergarten
for 5 year olds. therefore, must provide for handicapped at 5.Rhode Island 3-1 3-21 by 0/1/60 (until complete high school or reach age 21,
whichever omes Bran.,South Carolina Between 5 and 21 Nearing impaired 4 to 21.South Dakota 0 through 21

-Tennessee 4 through 21 Hearing impaired and deaf 3 through 21.Texas Between 3 and 21
Utah 5 through 21
Vermont 6 to 21 Or completion of high school, 3-5as funds are available except

all districts providing public Kindergarten will semi year
olds.--Virginia_ Between 2 and 21

.Washington 5 to 21 Pre-so pool permissive below 5 except if offer pre-school as a
part of rag iar program. Every handicapped of same age shall
be provided same services. Eligibility ends when goals of IEP
reached, at graduation or at age 21. 3 and above at local
discretion. Below 311 multiple, gross motor, sensory, moderate
or severe mental retardation.West Virginia Between 5 and 23 3 and 4 permissive.

Wisconsin , 3 to 21
Wyoming 0 through 21

is

, NOTE: This information was taken from Annual Program Plans submitted in accordance with P.L. 94-142. New Mexico haselected not to participate in this grant program during the current school year and, therefore, has submitted no plan.
Many Stein provide for permissive services at ages below 6 and above 17. For some States this may mean thatState funds can be used while, for other States, this means that services are not prohibited for thee' children.**These States did not provide information in their plans as to whether the age range was to, or through, the upperage figure.
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court order or State law or practice),
about 30 States already require services to students
from the age of 18 either up to, or includIng, 21.
Figure 1.3 displays the variations from State to

State in the percentage of students in this age range
who are receiving special education and related
services.

en Appendix 0, Table 0-1.4

Figure 1.4 Percent of Children Ages $4 Served' Under P.L. 94.142, School
Year 1117540

0.28 to 4.22 percent

3.91 to 2.71 percent

2.56 to 1.29 percent'

1.00 to 0.34 percent (Five lowest States)

The average I& the States and territories is 2.59 percent.

liandieepped *Wren ages 34 served sea woodsy. of settmaied July 1579 population.

.1...1011110111410110111.

(Five highest States)

(Sixtedn States at or above the average)

(Twenty -four States below the average)
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Several factors other than the mandated service

dati help explain the overall low service rate for
handicapped students at the upper end of the age
stale. Knumber of these students graduate from high
school and thus no longer need P.L. 94-142 services,
and many others turn to community service agency
programs for Which they become eligible at age 18.

fles Appendix 0, Table 0-1.6

Figure 1.5 Percent of Children Ages 15-21 Served' Under P.L. 94-142, SchoolYear 1979110
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1.95 to 1.20 percent (Five highest States)

33

1.13 to 0.75 percent (Fourteen States at or above the average)

0.73 to 0.44 percent (Twenty-six States below the average)=1 0.30 to 024 percent (Five lowest States)

The average for the States and territories is 0.73 percent.

IHndecdfseed children ages 15-21 served as a percentage of estimated July 1979 population.
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A third factor is revealed iv statistics
indicating that-substantial numbers of handicapped
children leave school when they surpass the
compulsory school age, but before they complete the
school program. For example, a Bureau-funded project
titled the Handicapped Children Out of School Model

Programl/ reported that in St. Paul, Minnesota, of
4,500 students aged 16 and over who left the schools
during the period from Sepiiiber 1, 1974 to
December 31, 1977, 30 percent were handicapped.

There is evidence that the dropout rates for
handicapped children can be reversed with careful
programing, In St. Paul, Minnesota, handicapped
dropouts age 16 and over are now receiving special
education through the Handicapped Children Out of
School Program. Findings suggest that with-
innovative strategies such youths can be induced to
turn to school programs or deterred from dropping
t in the first place if they are offered activitieheysee as valuable -- a proposition supported by a

finding of the Inspector General's study that dropout
rates tended to be lower in districts with strong
vocational education programs.

In this connection the Inspector General's study
took the view that high school special education
curricula needed four major improvements -- more
individualised attention; a greater emphasis on
prevocational skills and vocational counseling and
training; additional training in practical daily
living and socialisation skills; and increased
emphasis on academic skills. In response to this
problem, the Bureau is sipporting curriculum
levelopment for secondary handicapped students in the
areas of science, mathe social living, and physical
education. Additionally, BIB together with the
Bureau of Occupational and/Adult Education and the
Rehabilitation Services Administration have been .

jointly working to Ocilitate the delivery of special
education and vocational rehabilitation services to
handicapped students. The Bureau is also using data
on the participation of handicapped students in
vocational education programs in selecting States for
1980-81 compliance visits. (See chapter 5 for a
description of both interagency and compliance
activities.)

The provision of services to handicapped.ftudents
from the ages of 18 through 21 is commonly held to be
critical to the successful transition.of these youth
from -school to a productive life at work and in the
community. Toward that end the Bureau is continuing
its initiative to develop interagency agreements at
the Federal, State, and local leve's. In addition,
the Bureau is funding model demonstration programs
for handicapped students age 18 through 21 and has
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also initiated a study of why handicapped children
leave school and what practices improve school
retention. The first year findings from this study
are expected by November 1980.

Conclusion

_ The number df handicapped children who are
. receiving special education and related services has
continued to increase even though public school
enrollment is declining. The largest increases in
the proportion served are occurring in the categories
of learning disabled and seriously emotionally
disturbed. The number of handicapped children
receiving special education and related services
should continue to increase during the next few
years. This increase will reflect participation by
more children ages 3 through 5 and 18 through 21. It
will also reflect improved efforts to identify and
meet the needs of currently unserved children, age 6
through 17, who are having difficulties in regular
classrooms,

_ 31

REPORT
TO

CONGRESS



St
REPORT
TO
CONGRESS

NOTES

.k) 1. Calculated as the total number of chixdren, age 3
through 21, served by the Sates and Territories
under P.L. 89.413-and P.L. 94-142 for fiucal year
1980, as a percent of total prekindergarten,
elementary, and secondary public school
enrollment for fall 1979. These latter data were

available for 39 States at the time -f
For the remaining States, fall 1979

enrollments were estimated on the basis of the
3-year trend...in enrollment for fall 1976 through

fall 1978.

2. Stearns, M.S., Norwood, C., Raikowits, D. and

Mitchell, S. Vplidation of State Counts of,

Undimmed Children (vol. 2). Menlo Park, CA:

- SRI 1,1ternational, 1977.

3m Office of the Inspector General, Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare. Service Delivery

Asses nts Education'! r the Handic d.

Wash Aston, D.C., 1979.

4. Stearns, M.S., Greene, D. and David,J.L. 'Local
laolementation of P.L. 94..142. (Draft Year

leport.) Menlo Park, CAI SRI International,,

1979.

5. St. Paul Public Schools. Initial Model School
pmposal for Handicapped Out of School Youth.
St. Paul, MN, 1978.
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2. In What Settings Are the
Beneficiaries Being Served?

A key provision of Public Taw 94-142
Section 612(5)(3) -- requires that to the extent
appropriate, handicapped children be placed with
children who are not handicapped. Any special
classes or other separation should be undertaken only
when the nature or the severity of the handicap
renders regular classes unsatisfactory even when
supplementary services are provided. Thus
handicapped students must recebo the necessary
special education and related services in as. normal a
setting as their handicap permits. The concept of
placing handicapped students in the "least
restrictive environment" commensurate With their
needs is central.to the Act's mandate of "a free
appropriate public education." In this light, such
basic P.L. 94-142 provisions se nondiscriminatory
testing, the development of individualized education
programs (ITPs), and due process requirements are but
means to an encl.': This end is a match between the
special education needed by the child on the one
hand, and on the other an environment which
integfates the handicapped child with nonhandicapped
children to the maximum extent appropriate.

This chapter discusses the "least restrictive
environment" concept -- the LRE -- and examines how
the LRE provision is being interpreted in State
administrative hearings and through State policies.
Additionally, the chapter deicribes the settings in
which handicapped children aie currently being served
and examines how placement decisions are made.
Fina'ly, there is a discussion of the impact of the
LRE requirement on parents and children and on school
staff.

LRE: What Is It?

The least restrictive enviro.ment requirement
means that every handicapped chiL: must be educated
with nonhandicapped children to the maximum extent

..appropriate. The word "appropriate" makes LRE a
complex educational issue.

The concept assumes that there are many different
educational environments, and in fact the LRE
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provision in the Act requires that all school
districts have available a continuum of alternative
environments. The Act does not call for any
particular set of placement options but rather
requires that available alternatives include, at a
minimum, regular classes, special classes, special
schools,'hose instruction, and instruction in
hospitals and institutions. In addition, provisions

are to be made for such supplementary regular
classroom services as resource rooms. The goal is

for the child to be placed in an environment in which
individual educational needs can be met while
providing maximum interaction with regular education

peers. The placement of handicapped children must
involve both elements of this equation, not just one

or the other.

Thus LRE does not simply mean placing all
handicapped children in regular classrooms (often
referred to as "mainstreaming "). For most
handicapped children, the least restrictive
environment will in fact mean that kind of
placement. 'For a few handicapped children, however,
the least restrictive environment may mean a
residential school or perhaps education in the home.
The determining factor is appropriateness.

It seems clear that there will always be a
tension between the special education needed by the
child and placement in the least restrictive
setting. The basis of such tension is reflected in
the way the LIE requirement is stated both in the Act
and in its accompanying regulations. On one hand,

the LEE requirement is qualified by such phrases as
"potential harmful effects (of a possible placement)
on the child" or 'the quality of services which he or

she needs," On the other hand, the requirement is
enphasized by such phrases as "removal from the
regular education environment only when the

severity of the handicap is such .that education in
the regular clasaroom . . . cannot be achieved

satisfactorily" and "placement as close as

possible to the child's home." Determining the
appropriate educational placement for each child
obliges educators to carefully balance the LRE
requirement with the child's educational needs.

How ls the Least Restrictive
Environment Provision Applied
in State Administrative Hearings?

The due process requirements of P.L. 94-142 and
its regulations provide that a parent ma" initiate a

hearing on a variety of matters, incl%Jing any
proposal or refusal by a public agency to initiate or
modify a handicapped child's educational placement.
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Under P.L. 94-142 and its regulations; a State may
choose to have due process hearings take place at
either the local or the State level. If the hearing
takes place at the local level, the State must
provide for a subsequent administrative review at the
State level. Ultimately, in either type of hearing
system, a further appeal may be made to a State or
Federal court.

The particular importance of State-level
administrative hearings lies in the fact that while
they are legally binding only in the specific case,
they tend to be precedent-setting. Moreover, in many
places -- Pennsylvania, for example-- such decisions
are widely disseminated throughout the State.

To address the question of how the tRE provision
is being applied in State administrative hearings, an
examination was made of administrative decisions in
nine States.1/ In all, 295 decisions were studied,
of which 121 dealt with placement issues. A total
of 116 of these appeals were filed by parents, with
school districts initiating the other five. The
overall findings of the analysis showed that parents
were upheld in 47 of the 116 appeals they filed; of
the 5 filed by the school districts, one was upheld.
In cases where the parents were appealing for a more
restrictive placement (most frequently in a private
setting), they on in 38 of 100. Where the parents
wanted less restrict;ve placement (usually a public
school placement), they won 13 of 21, or about
two-thirds of the eases appealed.

Analysis of the various decisions indicated that
many factors influence the outcomes -- for example,
the type and severity of the child's needs, the
record of success as failure to educate the child in
the various placements proposed, the apparent good
faith (cr lack thereof) If the school district or
parente, and the Oily which the case was
presented. A notewortAy finding was the apparent
preference in .,oat of ' tie States studied to make less
restrictive placements.,/

State Implementation of
the LRE Requirement

While it is at the local school district le 31
that placement decisions are usually made and the LRE
requirement applied, the States have a responsibility
to provide leadership -- to establish and disseminate
State policies and procedures, provide guidance, and
monitor implementation. To examine how the States
were carrying out their responsibilities in
implementing the LRE requirement. an analysis was
conducted the 1978 State Annual Program Plans,
togethe, t the supporting documents that most
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States choose to append -- administrative mibil4als,

REPORT
new State legislation, regulations, and monitoring

forms.2/ The study was designed to obtain a
TO general overview of the range and specificity with

CONGRESS which the States addressed the LIE provision, and to
identify exemplary practices in placement-related
aspects of P.L. 94-142. Highlights of the findings

follow.

1

Administrative manuals. Many States provided
detailed guidance on placement in the form of
administrative manuals, and these documents
frequently proved to be the richest source of
information concerning a State's placement
procedures. Typically they included information on
eligibility requirements, definitions of handicapping

conditions, recommended instruments for assessments,
suggestions as to appropriate placement options, and

requirements for facilities. In these areas, the

States would appear to beA)oviding extensive
guidance to school districts.

LIE policy statements. In issuing LIE policy
statements most States repeated the language of

P.L. 94-142 verbatim (i.e., "to the maximum extent

appropriate . . ."). Approximately 40 percent
provided their own definition of LIE, and frequently
the definitions referred to "mainstreaming" in
explaining the concept. For example, one State
Annual Program Plan indicated that LIE was "the best

education at the least distance from the mainstream

of their peers."

Continuum of services. The States emphasized the

provision of a continuum of services, and many States
provided guidance on its use. Most States
specifically advocated the provision of a continuum
of alternative placements and required school ,

districts to assure that they, in turn, would provide
a range of placement options. Slightly more than
half the States addressed the order in which options
should be considered. Those States that provided
guidance expressed a strong preference for beginning
with regular school options before considering more
restrictive placemelts. A majority of States

advocated regular classroom placement as the

preferred option.

Criteria for determining an LRE placement. About

half of the States indicated that restrictiveness
should be taken into account when determining
placements, along with proximity to the child's home
and individual needs as reflected in the
individualized education program, but did not set

forth specific criteria. Ater States mentioned the

possibility of considering the particular
handicapping condition involved, the child's age, the
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placement pt4ferred by the parents, the child's
37adaptive behavior, quality of services, and the

REPORTpotential effects of particular placements.
"()

Some States additionally specified factors they CONGRESS
said should not be'permitted to enter into the
placement decision, chief among them being the
unavailability of options, lack of transportation,
and costs. These States thought that considerdtion
of these factors would lead to placement decisions

.based on factors other than the child's need. A
number of States also indicated general criteria
(mainly the IEP and recent evaluation data) for
determining if a child should be moved to a less
restrictive environment.

etRe.uirmtsEEzElLasementeeetigge. More than
75 percent of the StateisliiciliarlinW types of
participants in conferences devoted to .a child's
placement -- a representative of the administration
(either the building principal or the director of
special education), parents, the child's teacher, and
"other appropriate personnel." About half the States
included diagnosticians and 29 listed the child,
although only five of these suggested when inclusion
of the child would be appropriate (with Massachusetts
saying, for example, that the child should attend at
his or her ow- Nest and Missouri saying the matter
should be de .oea by mutual agreement between the
parents and the agency).

One msjoi finding was that more than half the
States mentioned or specified a sequence of placement
decisionmaking, although few set forth the
relationship between placement meetings and meetings
for the development of individualized education
programs. Also, little uniformity was found in the
duration of the placement process, with the States
differing widely in the time allowed between any two
activities (e.g., assessment and placement), and only
a few establishing time spans tram the beginning of
assessment to the placement meeting.

Ancillary activities. Almost all States
indicated in their 1978 State plans that they
provided, or intended to provide, inservice training
related to the LRE requirement. Most States also
specified placement and the LRE requirement as
specific focuses of State monitoring activities,
which usually consist of a combination of on-site
visits and written reviews.

Notable State practices. The study fotad a
number of notable practices in making the LRE concept
a reality. A case in point was the process reported
by South Dakota for integrating handicapped students
who had previously been placed in separate special
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education programs. First, the special education
teacher visits the ptojected integration site and

REPORT helps plan and structure a program. Subsequently,
TO there is a review of the proposed placement and

CONGRESS program by the placement committee. If a change in
placement is approve.., the special education teacher
and the receiving teacher work out activities and
arrangements that will prepare the child for the new
setting. During this preparation period, the
receiving teacher visits the special education
classroom to observe, and both teachers maintain
contact with the child's parents. When the time
seems right, the shift to the new environment is made.

School leaders in Kansas seek to go beyond the
establishment of special programs (e.g., self
contained classes and resource rooms) to what they
described as "applying the principle of normalization
to each learning experience." Also, Kansas requires
that placements be rigorously reviewed at least every
12 weeks.

California has established a procedure by which
children are represented even if neither parent can
attend a placement meeting. In such instances, "a
pupil services worker in the district, but not
supervised by the principal attends as a child
advocate."

In general, the study suggests that the LSE
concept has been the focus of widespread attention
within the States and has attracted solid support,
but that the States have been slow to venture beyond
the language of the Act and its accompanying
regulations in explicating the particular activities
that local school districts should be engaged in.

What Placements Are Available
for Randicavved Children?

The requirement that the States ensure the
availability of a continuum or variety of alternative

placements to meet handicapped children's various
special education needs does not extend only to State
education agencies, local schoordistrictsi and
intermediate education unite. It also bears on State
correctional facilities and such other State agencies
as their welfare departments and departments of

mental health. State and local agencies have
responded with a variety of approaches. Some States

simply use the basic placement options mentioned in
the Act. Others add such options as extended
diagnostic placement, group homes, and vocational

education. In short, the kinds of placement options
available for handicapped children vary from State to
State. It is noteworthy, however, that in the 1978
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Annual Program Plans submitted to the Bureau,
two- thirds of the States elected to include strong
and clear steam:lents in support of the continuum of
placement optionil/

Placements in 1977-78

Because of the variety of State approaches to the
concept of a continuum of alternative placements, the
Bureau asked the States to include in their 1979
State plans information on the number of handicapped
children receiving educational services in each of
four broad placement categories: regular classrooms,
separate classrooms, separate school facilities, and
other environments '(such as homebound or hospital
instruction). These State plans contained
information for the 1977-78 school year.

As_ shown in figure 2.1, approxinately 94 percent
of handicapped children between the ages of 6 and 17

See Appendix 0. Table 0-21
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Figure 2.1 Percent of All Handicapped Children Served In Regular Schools
by Age Ciroup chool Year 1977-78
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40 received educational services in regular public
schools during the 1977-78 school year. This is a

REPORT modest increase from 93 percent in the 1976-77 school
TO year, and marks a alight decline in the percent of

CONGRESS school-age handicapped children placed in separate
public and private day schools or residential
institutions, rather than in regular school buildings.

The data also indicate a modest increase in the
number of placements in regular schools for preschool

handicapped children. About 90 percent of the
handicapped children between the ages of 3 and 5
recei9bd educational services in regular public

schools during the 1977-78 school year, compared with
88 percect during the 1976-77 school year. It seems

clear that States are making commitments to serving
preschool handicapped children within the regular
public schools.

However, for students 4n the 18- to-21-year age
range the data indicate that there are
proportionately fewer placements in regular schools.

In school year 1977-78, about 81 percent of such
students-received educational services in regular
public schools, whereas in school year 1976-77 the
proportion *as 83 percent.

As figure 2.2 indicates, the proportion of
school-age handicapped children placed in either
separate school facilities or other educational
environments declined slightly from school year-
1976-77 to 1977-78, while placements in separate
classes in regular schools remained relatively

stable. The major change over the two school years
has been an increase in regular class placements --
from 67.85 percent in school year 1976-77 to
69.31 percent in 1977-78. Changes at this level are

not necessarily related to the implementation of less

restrictive placement policies, but'may simply
reflect an increasing proportion of mildly
handicapped students (e.g., learning disabled

children) being served".

Do Placements of Handicapped Children
Differ by Handicapping Condition
groAge Level?

While the data show that the regular classroom
his become the predominant education setting for.
handicapped children, the situation varies in
accordance with the nature of the handicapping

condition. As figure 2.3 shows, the regular
classroom was overwhelmingly deemed the appropriate
placement for the two largest groups of handicapped

children -- those with speech impairments and those
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with learning disabilities. By contrast, the figure
for deaf children was only 17 percent.

As for placement changes specific to particular
handicapping conditions,' trends can be identified for
the categories of speech impaired, mentally retarded,
and visually handicapped. Thera have been decreases
in the proportions of speech impaired children served
both in separate facilitiel (1.1 to 0.6) and in
paella classes (9.8 to 7.7), and an increase in the
proportion served in the regular classroom with
support services (88.7 to 91.4).

The picture differs for the mentally retarded.
In this case the proportion of children in regular
classes has declined over the two wchool years by
i.5 percent (37.7 to 36.2), while placements'in
separate classes have increased (51.2 to 52.8). One
possible explanation for the decrease in regular
class placements is that more mildly mentally
retarded children are being fully integrated into
regular classes and thus are no longer counted among
children receiving special education services.
Another possible explanation is that following

4 reevaluations, some of these children have been
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Figure 2.2 Difference in Foment of Handicapped Children Served (Ages 1-17) inFour Educational Environments, All Conditions, &shoo, Yeari97947to School Year 1877.11
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reclassified as learning disabled. 'f these
reclassified children were previously' among the group
of mentally retarded. children receiving a substantial
portion of their educational program in the regular
class, there deletion from 'the mentally retarded
category would decrease the proportion of mentally
retarded Children in regular classes. The proportion
of Rentally retarded children educated in separate
schools or other educational environments has
remained stable at 11 percent.

Yet another pattern results for visually, impaired
children. Fever visually impaired children are being
served in separate facilities (21.9

to
15.3 percent)

and more hi regular classes (58.0 to 61.1, percent).

See Appendix D. Table

Figure 2.3 Environments In Which 3-21 Year-Old Handicapped Children Were
Served Outing School Year 1917-72
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However, there is also an increase in the percent of
visually impaired children served in separate classes
(16.2 to 19.7) -- again, a probable consequence of
moving children out o; separate facilities and into
regular schools.

State Variation in Placements
of Handicapped Children

Placement patterns vary dramatically from State
to State, as an examination by particuler
handicapping condition demonstrates. %areas, for
example, Idaho and Pennsylvania serve less than
1 percent of their school-age mentally retarded
children in regular classes with support services,
Alabama, Louisiana, and South Dakota serve over
75 percent. Delaware gyve* less than 5 percent of
orthopedically impaired children in regular classes;
the figure for (mother small StatS, Rhode Island, is
97 percent. In Vermont, 74 percent of school-age
children with savers emotional disturbances are
placed in separate facilitiesl.whereas Utah,
South Dekotar,and Idaho serve over 90 percent of such
children in regular classes.

These wide differences probably reflect
historical practices or traditions in the way
children with particular handicappiig conditions have
been served in certain parts of the country. Still,
the variability across States suggests that there
well may be students who are not-placed in the least
restrictive environment. As part of its monitoring-
responsibilities, the Buseau is now investigating
placement variations.

Row Placements Are Determined

Previous sections of this report examined the
nature and extent of State guidance concerning
implementation of the LRE provision and the resulting

'placements during 1977-78. This Section examines how
placements of handicapped children are determined at
the local level.

Administrative Procedures

Under the P.L. 94-142 regulations, each placement
decision is to be'made by a group of persons who are
knowledgeable about the child, the meaning of the
evaluation data, and the placement options.
Bureau-initiated case studies of nine school
districts in three States show that placements
typically were in fact determined in group meetings
and that in general the composition of the group also
met the requirements of the Act.5/ more school
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district staff in these sites are involved in the
committee placement decision today than prior to
1977, and the committee process has grown more
formalised.

Across the sites, organisational arrangements for
the placement decision differed widely. In some,
placement decisions were made on a central office or
regional basis, in others at the building level, with
a central office sometimes being given authority to
review the decision. In a number of cases a single
meeting served to review assessment results,
determine special education eligibility, develop the
ISP, and determine placement; in yet others,
recommendations were made only after several, meetings.

Irequont participants in building-level placement
meetings were principals, school psychologists,
social workers, nurses, special education teachers,
regular teachers, and parents. Participation of
regular teachers and parents seemed to be
increasing. In one school district, for example,
parents were found to be attending placement meetings
about 85 percent of the time.

In sum, the case studies demonstrate that in
making p/acement.decisions, school districts use the
considerable flexibility allowed by P.L. 94-142; that
these decisions are generally made in group meetings
that members of these groups generally meet the
criteria for participation specified in the Act; that
more parents -and members of school staffs are ,

participating in placement meetings; and that the-
process has tended to betome formalised.

Placement Decisionmaking

What constitutes an appropriate educational
placement for ad individual handicapped child is, of
course, a matter for local determination. However,
the law requires that three basic principles be
observed. The first is that decisions must be made
individually rather than by categorising the child as
beloilging to a particular group or carrying a
particular labil. The second is that placements are
to be based on the particular child's needs as
represented by that child's individualised education
program, with. appropriate Consideration being given
to the least restrictive environment provision. And
the third is that placement decisions are to be based
on the child's needs, not the availability or
unavailability of a placement option;

Traditionally, services and placements have been
closely linked; that is, the decision to provide a
particular service -- for example, services to
mentally retarded children 7- wae,also a decision tó
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serve children in a particular setting or facility,,,
such as a separate school. Case studies have found
that many school districts are beginning to sever
this link by adding new programs which expand
options.1/d/ Thus studies of 22 school districts
in the 1978-79 school year found that every
district -- rich or poor, urban or rural -- either
expanded existing services or expanded placement
options.8/

Out-of-school placements were ,reported in many
case study sites to have decreased.9/ For example,
the school board in one suburban site approved new
public school programs for emotionally disturbed and
blind children who had formerly been served in
out-of-State facilities.

Services to both younger children and secondary
school students increased, although d4stricts.did not
Opically have the resources to simultaneously extend
new services to both groups.12/ For example, one
district introduced a program for severely
handicapped children in the 3- through-5-year age
range: Another provided programs for high school
learning disabled students for the first time. Still
another began serving emotionally and behaviorally
disturbed adolescents; five options were created for
these students, rangilg from learning centers to day
and residential programs for small groups.

Rural districts seemed to make the greatest
strides in LIE implementetion.11/ For. example, in
one site, prior to.P.L. 94-142 virtually all.
handicapped students had been served in special
education facilitieseparated from nonhandicapOed
Students. In 1978-79, however, two resource rooms
and one self-contained classroom were established in
each elementary school, and plans for 1929780
included resource rooms in all junior high and high
schools.

The general picture emerging from the studies is
that while there are needed areas of improvement ild"
local placement decisionmaking, schtedistricts have
made considerable-progress. While placement
decisions continue to be based on whether a
particular kind of service is already available, new
services are being added and the number of existing
services is being increased; with the result that
more special education students are being served in
neighborhood schools.

Impact on Parents'and Children

"How do you know what's a right decision? . . .

./ You don't . . . I agonize . . . ."12/
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Parent reaction to the least restrictive
'environment provision is inevitably based on their
own child and theft views of the child's special
needs. The issue tends to be seen as a choice
between 4 ImainstrLamed" placement, where their child
will be integrated withnonhandicapped children, and .

a special class or school where the child will be
educated primarily or exclusively with other
handicapped children. Further, parents' views of
their children's special needs are balanced with
their views of the classroom teacher's ability to
meet those-needs. Case studies find that most
parents of handicapped children heartily embrace the
idea of less restrictive placements. Others,
however, while supporting the concept in the
abstract, do not want such placements for their own
children. Consider the following examples of parent
reactions taken from a case study of tha impact of
P.L. 94-142 on the child and family:13/

With the normal kids it the preschool
talking all the time, her language has
really come far. I'm very pleased with
that program. I'd like to keep her with
normal kids as long as I can, as long as
she is doing, well and can handle it.

*,* *

In his private school, Jerry was one of
50 kids severely handicapped in a similar
way. In ,_ne public school, he is unique
so they are willing to go a littlq extra
for Jerry. If they,had 30,Jerrys in,a
class, they just couldn't meet hii needs
in the same way. I,j-st think that
mainstreaming is the correct way to
go , Jerry is now mainstreamed in a
regular class in the Sth grade. He comes
in so wonderfully, tilt. downy, stands up,
pledges allegiance to the flag. Now there
is really no need for an aide to come in
with him.

* * *

I used to hide behind the tree outside the
playground and just watch. It was painful
to see him with regular kits, that
retarded kid of mine. Then one day, /
wert up to get aim after school and for a
few moments I couldn't find him! He
looked' like all the other kids! His
posture, the way he walked,
everything I think separate
schools where every k1d has the same

55



disability is the worst thing you can do
for a kid. It just serves to reinforce
the disability.

On the other vide of the coin are such reactions
as the following:

My son is the only handicapped child in
his school aLZ I :Mink it has created some
behavior problems. I feel that it me; be
lowering his self-image. So I think that
maybe if he's in a program where there are
other handicapped children somewhere,
he'll find his niche, he won't always be
last-or alone, or isolated.

* **

Ideally, I think mainstreaming is a
terrific concert, out it just doesn't
fulfill all the needs of my daughter. I

think that it's important to be with some
kind of a group that they can really
relate to. They're so much different that
they can never really be part of a regular
classroom. They miss out on so much
socially because or their handicap.

Thus, on the one hand, many parents perceive
mainstreamed settings as more appropriate because of
the role and behavior models available, tne efforts

school staff to accommodate the child, and the
benefits of the mainstreaming experience. On the
other hand, some parents view mainstreamed settings
as social isolation of their children and seek
environments where they think their children may be
more comfortable and accepted, in addition to having
their educational needs met.

Impact of the LRE Provision
on Regular School Staff

During the 1977-78 school year, the prospect of
implementing the various provisions of the Education
for All Handicapped Children Act generated
apprehension in some areas. At the building level,
P.L. 94-142's LRE plJvision was often interpreted as
requiring across-the-board "mainstreaming" (a
sometimes confusing word that in fact the Act and
regulations never use)f-which in turn was interpreted
as meaning that handicapped children would be
"dumped" willy-nilly into regular classrooms. Such
comments as the following, voiced in a study of
'teacher concerns, were not uncommon.14/

5C
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From an elementary classroom teacher and
language, arts specialist: "I hear rumors

REPORT about these changes. Someone in the
TO building told me I would be responsible

CONGRESS for language arts for all the handicapped
kids. I said 'You've got to be

kidding! I'm not trained for that."-

N

* * *

From a secondary ar teacher: "It's not

fair to place students into classrooms
where they can't keep up with the work or
can't use the equipment or materials. The
classroom shouldn't be used as a day care
center or for rehabilitation without
ptoper

From a first grade teacher: "Time is the

factor. There's no way a teacher like me

can give the extra attention the
handicapped child needs."

The extent of concern about "mainstreaming"
differed among States, among school districts, and
even among schools within school districts, and
seemed related to the extent of information about
P.L. 94-142 and of prior experience with handicapped
children. The more knowledgeable school staffs had

fewer fears about the LRE.

Case studies of P.L. 94-142 implementation also
found that some teachers and principals were
concerned about the inadequacy of their training, the
lack of appropriate facilities and specialized staff,
and the reduced time that presumably would be left to
spend with nonhandicapped children.15/ These
studies also found, however, that as implementation
bf P.L. 94-142 progressed, teacher anxieties across
the nine sites generally lessened. Indeed, in a

number of sites the teacher resistance anticipated by
central office staff did not materialize,
particularly as it became clear that the Act did not
really in4olve placing large numbers of severely
handicapped students in regular classrooms.

The question nevertheless remains as to whether
LRE placements made teaching more difficult for

regular classroom *-fiehers. The answer appears to be

dependent on such matters as the extent of inservice
preparation given to the teacher, the svpport and
special education resources made avtilablA, and the
degree to which the teacher individualizes
instruction for nonhandicapped children in the

classroom.16/07/08/ The difficulties for the
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classroom teacher clearly increase if these elements
are missing.

Experience to date indicates that the most
critical factors for the regular classroom teacher
may be those involving support.191 Case studies
have found that implementation of the LIE concept
goes most smoothly in schools where the principal
supports integrating handicapped children into
regular schools. Also isportant is the relationship
between regular classroom and special education
teachers, and the, nature and extent of assistance
that special education teachers are prepared to
provide, especially in the coordination of the
child'sprogram. Finally, the availability of aides
and assistants an be crucial. In one site, for
example, aides in a math class help code material so
that visually impaired children can see the math
problems. In another, a nonverbal, orthopedically
handicapped student is totally mainstreamed in her
sixth-grade class, thanks to a full-time assistant
who helps her communicate, eat, and move around in
the wheelchair.

As for relationships between parents and
teachers, teachers seem to be gaining a new
appreciation of the extent to which parents can serve
as a resource; and parents are learning the
advantages of working closely with teachers.20/
For example:

If I can make teachers understand to use
se as a parent to be their ally as opposed
to their antagonist -- then we can really
change the world.

In sum, the following sentiment is not atypical
of regular teachers: 4

At present I have incurred slightly more
problems as a result of the mainstreaming
program within our school . . . (but) I do
feel that mainstreaming if used well is
excellent (for many handicapped children).

Conclusion

In general, the studies suggest that consioerable
progress has been made, in implementing the least

restrictive environment requirement. This progrees
is perhaps best reflected in the findings that
appropriate state policies are generally in place,
and that during the 1978-79 school year existing
services and options were expanded and new programs
added. Still, State variations in placement
practices indicate that children in some locations

5
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SO are still not being placed in the least restrictive
environment. Bureau monitoring efforts (more fullyREPORT
described in chapter 5 of this report) will focus onTO this variation.

CONGRESS
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3. What Services Are
Being Provided?

One key aspect of the "free appropriate public
education" assured under Public Law 94-142 is the

provision of special education and related services.
"Special education" is defined as "spOcially designed
instruction,` at no cost to the parent, to meet the
unique needs of the handicapped child", and "related
services" are defined as "transportation, and such
developmental, corrective, and other supportive
services as may be required to assist a handicapped
child to benefit from special education."

To ensure that these services are actually
afforded and in general to ensure that the law
achieves its purposes, P.L. 94-142 requires each
child to be educated in accordance with an
individualized education program (IEP). In reviewing
the legislative history of the Act, it is clear that
the Congress regarded the IEP as a -- perhaps the
word is "the" -- central mechanism.

The IEP requirement is revolutionary in concept.
Traditionally, special education had been dominated
by a categorical approach which assumed that
handicapped children sharing the same label te.g.,
"mentally retarded" or "speech impaired") also shared
the same needs, and that these needs could be met
with standard programing in a common setting.li In
fact, however -- as the Congress recognized -- two
children carrying the same label can be as different
as two children with different labels, or no labels
at all. A child with an articulation difficulty and
an aphasic child might both be labeled "speech
impaired," but they would nonetheless have very
different needs for special education and related
services. The /EP mandate changes the focus of

educational programing from one based on categories
to one based on an evaluation of the individual child.

Many educators viewed the onset of the'IEP
mandate both with apprehension and skepticism --
endorsing the principle of individualization but
arguing that the logistics, time, and effort involved
would impose a burden far out of proportion to the
potential benefits. As for the status of the IEP
mandate today, a national survey of 2,657 IEPs
conducted by the Rmarch Triangle Institute provides
some useful cluesd.1

62



54

REPORT
TO
CONGRESS

What Do IEPs Look Like?

As shown in figure 3.1, IEPs typically prove to
be two pages long. (These data and the data
presented in other tables based on IEP survey
findings are national estimates for the IEPs of
public school children ages 3 through 21 in the
continental United States on December 1, 1978.)
While IEPs ranged in length from one page to 47,
almost half (46 percent) were three or fewer pages.
Federal regulations do not specify any particular
length.

In carrying out the IEP requirement, some
educators have added an implementation/instructional
plan (IIP) document, with an IIP being developed for
each annual goal cited in the IEP.3/ The IIP,
which is not mentioned in P.L. 94-142, describes

particular teaching strategies to be used in
achieving instructional objectives.

Kinds of Information Provided

The P.L. 94-142 regulations require that IEPs
contain the following elements: (1) the child's

Figure 3.1 Distribution of the Number of Pages In IEPs1,2
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'Source Pyecha. J A National Survey of Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) for Handicapped
Children. Research Triangle Institute, August 1979

Percentages do not add to 1U0 due to rounding.



present levels of educational performance, (2) annual
goals, (3) short-term objectives for achieving the
identified goals, (4) special education and related
services to be provided, (5X a statement of the
extent to Which the child will he able to participate
in regular education programs, (6) the projected
dates for the initiation and anticipated duration of
services made available, and (7) objective criteria,
evaluation procedures, and schedules for determining,
at least annually, whether short-term objectives are
being achieved.

However, the regulations do not specify tke
format of the IEP, and, as is evident in table 3.1,
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Table 3.1 Percent of IEPs Containing Information Not Mandated by P.L. 94-1421

Information Heading

Percent of Students with IEPs that

Include Heading and
Have Information

Include Heading Entered

Student Descriptive Characteristics
Student's age or birthdate 82.2 79.L
Student's handicapping condition 26.6 25.1
Student's sex 13.4 12.6
Student's race 6.7 6.2
Student's school attendance record 3.1 1.5

Assessment Information
Assessment data to support present
level of performance

36.4 30.2

Student's strengths 23.3 19.6
Date of the assessment of present
level of performance

23.0 19.7

Student's special interests 1.9 1.3

Placement-Related Information
Personnel responsible for services 67.3 60.4
Placement recommendation 85.5 61.4
Rationale for placement or services 22.3 19.7

Instructional-Related Information
Recommended instructional materials,
resources, strategies or techniques

59.5 52.0

Priority listing of annual goals 17.0 14.8

IEP Participation/Approvals
Participants in the IEP process 87.0 83.4
Titles of individuals who approved
the IEP

75.6 71.7

Parental approval 73.6 56.3
Signature of individuals who
approved the IEP

61.4 55.4

'Source: Pyochs, J. A National Survey of Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) for Handicapped
Children. Research Triangle Institute, August 1919.
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56 most school districts call for info tion the law
does not require. Some of this info tion isREPORT routine, covering such matters as ag and

TO handicapping condition. But there e other, more
CONGRESS complex, additions. In the area assessment, for

example, over one-third of the IEP forms used in the
Nation's schools ask for assessment data to support
statements of the child's current levels of
performance. Close to one-fourth request a section
focused on student strengths. The majority call for
the placement recommendation and the personnel who
will be responsible for providing services to the
child. Over half require information concerning
recommended instructional materials, resources,
strategies, or techniques.

More than firer-frf'ESs of the IEPs nationally call
for a listing of participants in the process.
Approximately three-fourths ask participants to
indicate their approval of the IEP, and over one-half
have space for signatures to indicate parent approval.

In sum, far from restricting themselves to the
mandated IEP requirements, most of the Nation's
schools -- at State or local option -- are electing
to include additional data. Typically, three types
of data are asked for -- student descriptive
information, supporting information (e.g., assessment
data and instructional strategies)and names and
signatures of persons who have participated in the
IEP process and approved the IEP.

The extent of inclusion of mandated information
in IEPs is shown in table 3.2. Virtually all IEPs of
public school handicapped students (99 percent)
contain a statement of specific educational services
to be provided. Over 90 percent also include one or
more of the following: present levels of educational
performance, annual goals, and short-term objectives.

As for other areas of mandated information, most
IEPs indicate dates for initiation of specific
services to the child, anticipated duration of these
services, and schedules and evaluation procedures for
determining whether short-term objectives are being
met. About 88 percent of the IEPs nationwide
indicate that an annual evaluation is required for
determining whether short-term objectives are being
achieved.

A lower proportion of IEPs (about 62 percent)
include a statement of the extent to which the child
will participate in regular education programs, and
only about 65 percent include proposed evaluation
criteria. About One-half include at least one
objective which has a statement of expected
performance.



How Is Information Presented in IEPs?

This question focuses on the completenesslof
information included in the IEPs, so as to leave no
doubt in the minds either of parents or of teachers
regarding the nature and content of the program to be
provided to the child:

Present Level of Performance

The national survey found that for public school
handicapped children ages 3 through 21, about
65 percent of the IEPs specified present levels of
functioning for reading and for oral or written
English, and abut 53 percent for mathematics. As
displayed in figure 3.2, other frequently cited areas
were social adaptation, motor skills, and speech.
Another area -- general academic -- typically
reflected intellectual functioning as indicated by an
intelligence test. The high proportion of
performance levels related to the area of speech
corresponds with the relatively large proportion of
handicapped children with epeech impairments.
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Table 3.2 Percent of IEPs Containing Information Mandated by P.L. 944421

Mandated Information Areas
Percent of IEPs
With Information

Statement of the present level of educational performance 90.1

Statement of annual goals 94.4

Short-term objectives 91.1

Statement of specific educational services to be provided 98.9

Statement of the extent to which child will be able to
participate in regular educational progra 3

62.4

Projected date for initiation of specific services 99.3

Anticipated duration of specific services 94.9

Proposed evaluation criteria 65.2

Proposed evaluation procedures 91.1

Proposed schedules for determining whether instructional
objectives are being met

87.4

Assurances of at least an annual evaluation 87.5

'Source: Pyecha, J. A National Survey of Individualised Education Pr,ograms (IEPs) for Handicapped
Children. Research Triangle Institute, August 1979.
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There are differences across age levels in
performance areas addressed. For children in the
3- to-5-year age range, the most frequent areas
specified were motor skills (52 percent of the IEPs)
and speech (58 percent). As children reach the upper
grades, the emphasis tends to shift to reading, oral
or written English, and math.

A recent series of case studies found that some
school districts produced very comprehensive

assessment descriptions4/, but that
comprehensiveness was by no means universal. Some
reported only the results of a single test, or noted
simply that the child had "problems" in reading or
math.

_,Nonetheless, based on reviews of 61 student
files, a substudy of the national IEP survey found
that in about one-third of the IEPs, actual

Figure 3.2 Percent of IEPs That Contain Performance information About
Specific Academic of Functional Areas (Ages 3-21)1

Functional Area

Reading, oral, or written English

Mathematics

General academic
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'Source' Pyecha, J: A National Survey of Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) for Handicapped
Children. Research Triangle Institute, August 1979

2This category included such areas as genera! heattft, kinesthetic or perceptual skills.
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assessment of the child exceeded the, assessment
specified in the IEP document. One explanation is
that teachers'tend'to include,only,major assessments
on the IEP, a practice encouraged by a preprinted IEP
format. Faced by a limited amount of space, those
who prepare IEPe la ally emphasize the results of
the assessmentaliather than the types of instruments
or procedures used to obtain them.

Annual Goals and Short-Term
Objectives

The national survey found that one-half of the
IEPs containing goal statements cited 3.3 or fewer
goals, and 50 percent of the IEPs with objectives
specified 11 or fewegkobjectiVes. Less than
2 percent of the IEPs!lcontained as many as 25 goals.
A few were found to be closely tied to curriculum
guides and to haVe referenced literally hundreds of
curriculum objectives.

Concurrent case studies found that, in general;
little distinction w made between goals and
objectives.5/ 'Both t were used to cover
citations ranging from such general statements as
"will improve in reading" to (far less Often) highly
detailed lists of specific skills. The case studies
found that from the teacher's perspective, more
getieralatatements of objectives had several
advantages. They provided flexibility in adapting to
the needs and learning style of.the child; and the
more general the statement, the less adjustment would
be needed as the child progressed.

Specified Services

Services provided in accordance with IEPs to
handicapped children ages 3 through 21 are displayed
in table 3.3. The table shows that about 63 percent
of handicapped children- are, according to their IEPs,
receiving special education services in reading and
in oral or written English. Approximately 46 percent
are receiving special education services in
mathematics, and about 28 percent are receiving
speech services.

The services provided vary for children of
differing age levels. As would be expected, there is
less of an academic emphasis for young children.
Special education services are provided in reading
and oral or written English to about 36 percent of
the childree'in the 3- to-5-year sge group, and math-
services to 28 percent. A total of 60 percent of
preschool children receive speech services, however,
compared to the 28 percent average for handicapped
children as a group. More younger than older

also receive special education services in
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motor training -- about 38 percent of preschool
handicapped children, at compared to the 13 ,percent
national average for handicapped children. ILn sum,

the services most frequently specified on the IEPs of
preschool children are speech and motor skill
'training.

By the time students get to the 13- to-15-year age
level, rouely correspoading to junior high school,
the nature of sp4cial education services specified in
their IEPs is predominantly academic. Some
73 percent receive special education assistance in
reading, writing, or speaking; and 62 percent receive
services in mathematics.

This emphasis on academic subjects is also
reflected in IEPs for handicapped students in the
16- to-21-year age range, where the proportion
receiving reading and oral or written English
services is 70 percent,-and the proportion receiving
mathematics instruction is 53 percent. Physical

.

AMPrj
Table 3.3 Academic or Functional Arise for Which IEPs Contain Short-Term

Objectives (In Percents)'

4,

Academic or Fune.mal
Area

Student I

3-5 6-12

e Levels

13-15 16-21

Total
Ages ,

3-21

Reading, oral, ,Qr written English 35.5 591 73.4 70.2 62.5

Mathematics 27.7 39.7 62.0 53.4 45.5

Other academic2 27.9 23.6 42.1 48.1 30.7

Social adaptation 25.2 15.1 23.0 23.4 18.2

Self-help Skills 13.2 2.7 6.3 9.5 4.7

Emotional 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.3

Physical education= 5.7 1.7 5.7 8.2 3.5

Motor skills 37.5 13.5 10.97-7.Q 13.0

Speich -4 59.5 36.1 104 9.6 28.2

V;sual acuity 10.1 7.1 5.1 3.7 6.3

Her :rig 10.1 10.Q 5.6 3.5 8.2

Vocational/prevocational . 0.2 2.8 9.9 31.2 7.8

. Other3 0.2 2.7 2.2 5.2 2.9

'Source: Pyecha, J. A National Surrey of Individualised Education Programa (IEPa) for Handicapped
Children. Research Triangle Institute, August 1979.

'Includes the combined academic areas of science, social science, general academic and other academic.

'Includes functional areas such se kinesthetic or perceptual skills.
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education is specified in a higher proportion of
IEPs -- though still only about 8 percent -- for this
group than for any other, as are

vocational/prevocational services, at about
31 percent.

As displayed in figure 3.3, the IEPs of students
in special schools are more likely than those of
students in regular schools to specify special
education services in the areas of math, social
adaptation, self-help skills, physical education,
motor skills, and vocational or prevocational
education. For reading and oral or written English
there is little difference in the stress Placed by
regular schools and special schools.

In sum, as indicated by IEPs, special education
services provided to handicapped children differ both
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Figure 3.3 Acaderlic or Functional Areas for Which IEPs Contain Short-Term
Objectives by Special and Regular Schools'
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112 by age group and by type of school. Preschool
children are more likely than those in other ageREPORT groups to receive speech services and motor

TO training. The older the age group, the greater the
CONGRESS emphasis on reeding and math. Children in special

schools, more often than children in regular schools,
receive special education services in such functional
areas as social adaptation, self-help skills, and
motor skills.

Across age levels, the IFP, of only about
3 percent of handicapped children in the public
schools indicate that special or cdaptive physical
education will be provided. IEPs specifying special
or adaptive physical education tend to be for
students in special schools, but even here such
services are indicated for only 19 percent of the
students. Similarly, the IEPs of only 7 percent of
children in regular schools specify vocational or
prevocational services. The bulk of the students for
whom these services are indicated appear to be
between the ages of 16 and 21, and to be
predominantly in special schools.

Related Services

According to the survey findings, about
13 percent of handicapped children served in the
public schools receive "related services." (The
survey counted speech as a special education
service -- not as a related service.) About
10 percent receive a single related service and the
remaining 3 percent receive two or more. As
figure 3.4 shows, the most common related services
are transportation and medical services. The latter
most frequently include services provided by nurses,
along with visual examinations and diagnostic
evaluations. In general, related services are more
often specified in the IEPs for handicapped children
in special schools han those in regular schools.

Overall, the number of handicapped students
receiving related services may be lower than the
number of such students needing related services.
Both independent studies and the findings of several

Bureau compliance reviews noted that in some school
districts related services were based only on what
was available, not what was needed.6/97/

ro Children Actually Receive the
Services Specified in IEPs?

As previously mentioned, a substudy of the
national survey e. IEPs selected 61 students from 61
schools in 25 school districts for additional study.
The substudy sought to determine the extent to which
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special education and related services actually
received by these students compared with services
specified in their IIPs. Specifically addressed were
the types of placements, the number of hours per week
that the student received special education and
related services, the related services provided, and
the beginning dates and duration of services.

Overall, the match between the IEP and the
services received by the child was found to be close,
with the disparities that arose seeming to be caused
most often by the fact that the IEP form failed to
provide space for this information.

Followup on the IEP Findings

During the fall of 1979, the Bureau prepared a
draft policy clarification paper on the IEP
requirement under P.L. 94-142.8/ (The final
version will be published in the Federal Register and
sent to the Congress for review under Section 431 of
the General Education Provisions.)

The paper was written to respond to policy issues
and questions raised during the first 2 years of
implementing the P.L. 94-142 regulations. Many
questions surfaced during a series of Bureau-
sponsored public meetings attended by nearly 500
participants and conducted during the summer of 1979.-=11..
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Figure 3.4 Types and Frequency of Related Services Specified in IEPS1

Related Services

Transportation

Medical services

Counseling

Psychological services

Occupational therapy

Physical therapy

Social work service

Audiology

Parent counseling and training

2

Percent

4 6

5.5

2.2

51.2

0.9
10.7
110.4

10.2

4.2

8 10

0 2 4 6 8 10

'Source; Pyscha, J. A National Survey of Individualized Education Programs (10s) for Handicapped
Children. Research Triangle Institute, August 1979.
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64 In general the paper: (1) restates the basic
Federal requirement; (2) provides clarification whereREPORT
experience indicates that a more preciseTO
interpretation of the requirement is needed; and

CONGRESS (3) answers some of the major new implementation
questions that have been raised. In effect it is a
clarification of the final regulations under
P.L. 94-142, and thus the interpretations it includes
will be followed by the Bureau in enforcing
compliance with the law.

The Bureau is also preparing policy clarification
papers on three issues concerning the provision of
services to handicapped children. One issue is
whether certain forme of mental health services (such
as psychotherapy, psychological counseling,
psychiatric counseling, family therapy, and
psychoane;ysis) are educationally supportive related
services which must be provided under Part B of the
Education of the Handicapped Act rather than ongoing
medical treatment which would not be required by Part
B. A second issue is whether, -under Part B,

catheterization is a related service which education
agencies must make available to handicapped children
to allow them to obtain a free appropriate public
education. Third, is the issue of whether or not
Part B of the Act prohibits an education agency from
requiring that parents file insurance claims and use
the proceeds to pay for services that must be
provided as part of a handicapped child's access to a
free appropriate public education.

These issues have surfaced where there is a need
for clear guidelines as to responsibilities. As with
the paper or the. IEP requirement, the final versions
of the paper addressing these issues will be
published in the Federal Register and sent to the
Congress for review under Section 431 of the General
Education Provisions.

Another issue concerning the provision of
services to handicapped children, called the extended
school year issue, has surfaced as implementation of
the Act has progressed. This issue basically
involves the provision of special education and
rel ted services at public expense during the summer
months. Federal policy on this issue (as expressed
by the Department of Justice amicus brief submitted
in the Armstrong v. Kline appeal) is that a rule
limiting to 180 days the provision of special
education and related services to any handicapped
children does not assure that all handicapped
children have the right to a free appropriate public
education. That is, such a rule precludes the
development of a program of special education and
related services that meets the unique needs of the
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child. An appropriate education must be tailored to
the needs of each child.

Availability of School Staff

Each State, as part of its Annual Program Plan
for implementing P.L. 94-142, submits to the Bureau a
description of its Comprehensive System of Personnel
Development (CSPD), a plan for identifying State
preservice and inservice training needs.

New Special Education Teachers

The number of special education teachers
available by ty "e of handicapping condition served
rose by 8.3 percent between 1976-77 and 1977-78, with
the increase being especially noteworthy for teachers
of learning disabled students as shown in figure 3.5.

Nonetheless, the number of teachers needed as of
September 1, 1978, still exceeded the number
available. According to State projections,
some 64,000 additional teachers were needed for
school year 1978-79, as compared with nearly 36,000
needed for school year 1977-78. Figure 3.5 indicates
that the three areas of largest need continue to be
for teachers of emotionally disturbed, learning
disabled, and mentally retarded children.

Several factors relate to the continuing shortage
of special educa tion teachers. One is the number of
certified special educStion teachers produced each
year, with the current annual certification rate
being approximately 20,000. A second is the
attrition rate, which in the general teacher
workforce continues to exceed 6 percent. This
attrition rate represents those who leave the
teaching field, and translates into a minimum
of 14,000 special education teachers whose positions
must be refilled each year just to stay even.

Given an average annual loss of 14,000 special sj(
educators and the current annual certification rate
of approximately 20,000, the net gain is only about
6,000 a year. Moreover, not all newly certified

special education teachers enter the workforce, and
while figure 3.5 shows certain increases in the
availability of special education teachers from
school year 1976-77 to school year 1977-78, many of
these teachers are not certified in special
education. In 1976, the National Center for
Education Statistics reported that approximately
one-third of the teachers employed yearly by local
school districts to teach the handicapped have not
been trained as special educaters.9/ Teaching
staff who have learned new skills through inservice
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program. These awards take into account three
priority areas authorized by the Congress -- early
childhood teachers, teachers of the severely
handicapped, and general special education teachers.
The Bureau estimates that in school year 1979-80 a
total of $14,530,000 will be provided to institutions
of higher education for the training of 4,540 new
special educators.

Additionally, the Bureau uses Part D to fund the
development and implementation of instructional
models for the preparation of special educators. For
example, a special project funded at the University
of Arizona is designed to prepare Native Americans
knowledgeable of the cultures of American Indian
tribes to serve the handicapped in those settings.
Another innovative project, funded at
San Jose State University in California, will develop
a preparation program to train bilingual/bicultural
special education teachers.

Preparation of Neilel

As shown in figure 3.6, there is continuing need
for school staff who provide the related services
called for in the Act. While the numbers of support
staff available have increased by 13.2 percent from
1976-77 to 1977-78, 52,000 such persons are still
needed for school year 1978-79, according to State
projections. The areas of shortest supply are
teacher aides, psychologists, and diagnostic staff.

Bureau priorities for the preservice, training of
support staff are in the areas of paraprofessionals
or aides, physical education teachers, recreation
teachers, interdisciplinary training, vocational and

career education teachers, and the training of
volunteers, including parents. The Bureau estimates
that in school year 1979-80 some $5,664,000 from
FY 1979 Part D funds will be awarded to prepare 2,340
new support staff in these priority areas --
including, for example, the training of 744 new
paraprofessionals. Though most States do not allow
aides to provide direct instruction, these aides can
perform such activities as developing classroom'
materials and assisting in communications with
parents.

Training for Regular Classroom Teachers

In addition to the needs for new special
education teachers and support staff, there has been
a growing demand on institutions of higher education

to provide special preservice courses that prepare
regular classroom teachers to work with handicapped
children. Toward this end more than 150 different
projects have been funded to deans of colleges of
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Meanwhile, a project has recently been funded to
share these strategies with deans of colleges of
education who have not been part of this program.
Du-,:ing its first year, the project has begun to
assist such deans and their faculties to gear up for
broadening the regular education curriculum so that
colleges of education increasingly will be producing
new regular education teachers who have been trained
to work with handicapped children.

Improving Existing Services

The special education training situation is
crucial and complex, involving not only the
preparation of new people in special education but of
teachers already in the field and even parents.
Inservice training is defined (Sec. 121a 382(a) of
the P.L. 94-142 regulations) as any training other
than that received by an individual in a full -time
program which leads to a degree. Implicit in the Act
are basic changes in the organization and operation
of the schools and in the responsibilities of special
education and regular school staff and
administrators, along with basic changes in the
rights and involvement of parents of handicappe'
children.

As reflected in the previous section, the Bureau
provides two types of assistance to States related to
the Comprehensive System of Personnel Development
(CSPD). Part D program funds are used to support
projects that provide assistance both in the
development of the CSPD and in its implementation.
These grants are for presetvice training, or for
developing, field testing, and disseminating
inservice training models to the States.

The Bureau's National In-Service Network project
focuses on the implementation of the inservice aspect
of the CSPD. This project provides the States with
descriptious of inservice models developed by other
funded projects, and directories of products produced
by these projects. The National In-Service Network
project also assists a liwited number of Sts%es in
implementing their inservice plan. This assistance
includes identifying local trainers and inservice
training models appropriate to the particular State,
and the demonstration of successful practices. At
present, the National In-Service Network includes 200
training projects that are responsible for training
40,000 teachers and for field testing training models
so that they can be incorporated into programs at
State and local levels.

Funds also have been provided for a dissemination
project taat works in conjunction with the National
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In-Service Network project and focuses on
disseminating projects which can be replicated, in
part or in theif entirety. It also assists States in
identifying new and innovative models to be
incorporated in their CSPD.

Basic support for the massive inservice training
necessary to meet current needs for regular classroom
staff as well as special education staff comes
through Part VI-B of P.L. 94-142's formula grant
program. Figure 3.7 shows the States' plans
concerning training and dissemination activities for
school year 1978-79. It is noteworthy that the major
targets of State training and dissemination
activities are parents of handicapped children. Of
school staff, the primary focus is on regular
classroom teachers, followed by special education
teachers and teacher aides and administrators.
Figure 3.7 shows the three major training areas for
each group of personnel.

In addition to these training programs,
13 Bureau-supported Regional Resource Centers (RRCs)
provide direct technical assistance to States and to
local school districts. The Centers have focused on
the P.L. 94-142 requirement that every handicapped
child have an IEP. Toward that end, the Centers
provide a wide variety of materials on the
development, implementation, and evaluation of the
IEP, and.train teachers, administrators, supervisors,
counselors, and parents in educational assessment of
handicapped children and in educational programing
for them. Four RRCs have sponsored demonstrations on
the best IEP techniques.

Another major aim of the RRCs is to assist States
in cooperative planning amohg various agencies -0

serving the handicapped. In February 1979 the
program sponsored a national workshop involving more
than 230 State supervisors and directors of special
education, vocational rehabilitation, and vocational
education. As a result of the meeting, some
20 States worked out collaborative agreements based
on a model designed by the Bureau to ensure
coordinated services, particularly for the secondary
level handicapped student.

Technioil Assistance Activities

The Bureau also supports a variety of other
technical dasiotance activities designed to assist
States, school districts, and parents in the

provision of appropriate services to handicapped
children. They include moeel demonstration programs,
Direction Service Centers, and Closer Look. Bureau
activities which less directly provide technical
assistance include the Bureau's research studies, its
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marketing program, and "closed" television captioning
for the deaf.

Model Demonstration Programs. The Bureau
supports the development of model demonstration
programs specifically focused on preschool

Si. Appendix D. Table 0-3.7
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Figure 3.7 Training and Dissemination Activities That Were Projected by States
for School Year 1978-79
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handicapped children, on school-age handicapped
children, on severely handicapped and deaf-blind
children and youth, and on postsecondary and adult
handicapped persons. For example? under the
Handicapped Children's Early Zducation Program
(HCEEP), 150 projects located ,throughout the Nation

,-address the principle that faflure to provide early
intervention may necessitate more costly long-term
remedial care. The projects'ara developing,
demonstrating, and training others in approaches for -

serving mentally retarded, hard-of-hearing, deaf,
speech impaired, visually handicapped, seriously
emotionally disturbed, crippled and health impaired
children from birth to age 8.

Model program activities deal with identification
of handicapped children, instructional interventio,
the development of individualized education programs,
staff training, and parent/family participation. The

goal is to help infuse model practices into
educational services provided for handicapped
children.

Model demonstration programs for severely
handicapped children are intended to demonstrate,
verify the effectiveness of, and communicate
exemplary and innovative practices in education,
training, and life adjustment services. The goal of
these projects is to enable severely handicapped
children and youth to become as independent as
possible and reducebtheir requirements for
institutional care. Each project must include a
dissemination plan through which infOrmation about
successful project activities is widely publicized.

In all, model demonstration programs seek to
improve the services provided to the handicapped
through development, replication, and dissemination
of model approaches to meeting the needs of
handicapped individuals.

Direction Service Centers. T. has set up
a siSietilR77)71;:ii5qla7;aion Service Centers
which work with fam lies to directly match the needs
of their handicapped children with appropriate
services. A family's contact with the Center ,begins

with an assessment thdt includes such elenents as
family medical history and diagnostic information on
the child. The staff of the Center then sorts
through the various available clues to profile the
child's needs, matching them with information on area
agencies and organizations which deal with education,
health, social services, and welfare. Then the child
is matched to the ptoper service. Them is

continuing follow up to assure both the .4mily and
the service provider that the child continues to make
progress.

Q

A
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In FY 1979, 25 Centers.handled approximately
7,160 requests for services and are serving as models
to help States pattern additional operations.

Closer Look. The Closer Look information center
for the handicapped continues to respond to thousands
of letters froze parents by pro4iding information on
the proper services for their handicapped children.
The Closer Look Report will achieve a circulation of
200,000 in 1980. Closer Look is also affiliated with
five parent-information centers throughout the
country. These centers consist of parents who
provide guidance to other parents on their rights
under the law and on services available to their
handicapped children. These centers are in
Boston (Massachusetts), New Hampshire (Concord,
serving the Statel, Chicago (Illinois),
South Bend (Indiana), and Cincinnati (Ohio).

In cooperation with the Office for Civil Rights,
Closer Look is now training parents under a program
called PAVE (Parents Advocating for Vocational
Education). The project was designed in response to
the volume of letters expressing the critical need
for vocational education services for the
handicapped. Closer Look has conducted seminars in
Georgia, Louisiana, Washington, California, and
New Jersey. The curriculum focuses on the rights of
the handicapped under P.L. 94-142; Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act; and P.L. 94-482, the Education
Amendments of 1976. Parents trained at,the seminar
form a core of trainers who will work with other
parents in identifying and trying to meet the
particular needs of handicapped youngsters for
vocational education.

Field-Initiated Research Studies. Research
activities supported under Part E of the Education
for All Handicapped Children Act have the goal of.,./
advancing knowledge which can ultimately improve the
services providedto handicapped children.
Currently 125 projects are fUnded through this
program. Particular projects might-investigate the
relative effectiveness of different instructional
methods of teaching certain skills to-learning
disabled children, identify strategies for improving
attitudes toward mentally -retarded children, devise
instruments for assessing visually handicapped
children, or develop specialized technology' ato assist
orthopedically impaired youngsters.

Marketing. To haAp ensure that the results of
the field-initiated,kesearch studies have an impact
on improving the,laucation of handicapped children,
the Bureau established in 1977 a marketing program.
To date, 42 products ranging from films to curriculum
materials and from handbooks to training kits have
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been licensed and are being commercially marketed
undet the program. The program is also involved in
the direct dissemination on a demonstration basis of
lertain technological, devices which would otherwise
ue beyond the reach of most intended beneficiaries.
For example, blind stvlsai..s and those who teach them
have been able to benefit from such recent
technological developments as the 3ptacon and the
gurzweil reading machine. Though they use different
techniques, both make 4t possible for the blind to .

read ordinary typed or printed pages independently.
The Bureau's marketineprogram has disseminated
appyoie.mately 1,246 Optscons and 94 !Wry mil reading
sic:lines, giving blind students access to printed
educational materials not available in Braille.

Closed Television Captioning. It is estimated
that some 14 million deaf and hearing - impaired
persons cannot derive the full educational or
entertainment benefit from television. This year,
following some 7 years of Bnieau-funded research,
development of a new system of "closee television
captioning has been perfected which makes it possible
for hearing-impaired persons to receive captioned
-programs by means of a special adaptor attlached to
their television sets. This captioni4 is invisible
to other viewers.

, As a result of a unique series of agreements
involving the Bureau, the Public Broadcasting
Service, two commercial television networks (ABC and
NBC), and Sears " ebuck mini Co., 1 total of some
20 hours of captioned progr ing is available each
.r;)/week, and the necessary ado ors to the television
set are now on sale. A prroste National Captioning
Institute has been establish 1 in Washington to
caption the programs. Althoujh the Institute is
present', supported by the Bureau, It 411 expected to
become self-supporting after 1982.

Conclusion

The States and local school districts clearly
have made progress in providing appropriate programs
of special education and related services to
handicapped children. Individualized education
programs are functional. Over 90 percent of IE.s for
public school children include mandated information
such as present levels of educational performance,
annual goals, and short-term objective*. GiVen the

logistics, time, and effort needed to develop IBPs,
and the apprehensions many school pecrle felt when

.0-
implementation of the Act First started, these
findings reflect a considerable State and school
district achievement.
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Nonetheless, much more needs to be accomplished
'before P.L. 94-142 requirements for the contents of
the IEP are met. In general, IEPs need particular
improvemeni. in two problem areas: (1) information as
to the extent of participation in regular education
progrims, and (2) proposed evaluation criteria for
determining the extent to which short-term objectives
are being achieved.

Additionally, the infrequent specifi-ation of
physical education and vocational or prJvocational
education as services to be provided, and the
relatively low proportion of IEPs,indicating related
services, suggest that these may be items where there
is confusion over the Act's requirements.

The Bureau has taken action to restate these
requirements, provide clarification regarding
particular requirements that seem to give rise to
varying interpretations, and respond to qt3stions
that have only recently been raised. In its final
form the document setting forth these matters -- it
is it effect a c' rification of the P.L. 94-142
regulations -- will become a basic instrument in
monitoring compliance.

The Bureau has also taken steps to clarify policy
on additional issues concerning the provision of
special education and related services to handicapped
children which have surfaced. These issues include
the provision of mantra health and catheterization
services and the use of parents' insurance proceeds
to pay for services. Additionally, Federal policy
has been clearly established concerning the extended
school year issue.

The need for special education teachers and
support personnel continues to exceed the demand.
During the coming year, the Bureau will focus special
effort on 4ncreasing the numbers and types of
personnel according to established priorities.

A variety of inservice training and technical
assistance activities have beer directed toward large
numbers c' school administrators, teachers and other
school stAff, as well as parents of handicapped
children. The hundreds of thousands of persons who
are the targets of these efforts will ensure
continued increases in the quality of services that
handicappd childmn receive.
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4. What Are the
Consequences of

Implementing the Act?

Public Law 94-142, particularly in such
requirements as placement in the least restrictive
mvironment and the individualized education program,
has brought about far-reaching changes in American
education. Its impact on the lives of most
handicapped children, and on their parents, has been
dramatic. A glimpse into the consequences of the
Act's Liplementation is provided by a series of cast
studies. Given the limited nature of such studies,
the findings summarized in the following pages may be
considered illustrative of school district
implementation, but not necessarily representative.

Finding and Assessing Children

Identification Procedures
and Their Conaequencea

Case studies of P.L. 94-142 implementation in
nine school districts found the identification and
location of unserved children to have been given high
priority.lj In hose districts that already had
child-find procedures in place, still more staff time
was allocated to this activity. Where no mechanisms
previously existed, new staff members verb hired. In
one school district, for example, a full-time
child-find coordinator was appointed to conduct a
campaign that included developing newspaper articles,
flyers, and other media :Aaterials, plus arranging
meetings with private institutions, physicians,
social workers, church pastors, and charitable
groups. The result was the identification of 52
children during the 1977-78 school year, most of whom
were severely h dicapped. Anothet district enlisted
the help of a ran of public and private agencies
and local civic gr ups.

Inschool identification also received priority
attention -- for example, through prekindergarten
screenings made part of the school registration
procedures. Since the advent of P.L. 94-142,
referrals for assessment made by teachers of grades
1 through 8 in this district were sal' to have
increased "significantly," as did those by parents,
doctors, and community agencies.
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Among the consequence- of such child-find
efforts, the study reports noted, were increases in
the number of children awaiting assessment. Some

frustrated principals -efused to accept new referrals
until the backlogs were reduced; and on their own,

some teachers stopped referring inschool students

when it became apparent that assessments would not be
conducted by the end of the school year.

Assessment Procedures and
Their Consequences

Among the procedures contained in P.L. 94-142 for
ensuring that children are protected against
erroneous classification is a requirement that tests
and other evaluation materials be 'elected and
administered so as not to be racially or culturally
discriminatory, and that no single procedure be used

as the sole criterion for determining aq appropriate

educational program for a child. Additionally, the
Act requires that the child be assessed in all areas

related to the suspected disability, including (where

appropriate) health, vision, hearing, social and
emotional status, general intelligence, academic
performance, communicative status, and motor

abilities. These and other protections in evaluation
procedures required by the Act have led many school
districts to adopt more formalized, comprehensive,
and structured assessment procedures.

Prior to P.L. 94-142, for example, one school
district's assessments were based primarily on an
intelligence test, samples of academic work, and any
notations a teacher may have made about behavior

problems. Today this school district uses a range of
criteria covering eight areas: general health, motor

functioning, language, visual-motor performance,
behavior, social-emotional development, academic
achievement, and intellectual functioning. Many

districts add special assessment procedures for

children felt to have "a particular handicapping
condition -- requiring, for example, classroom
observation of children thought to have a learning
disability. Also, some sites require that a
psychiatric review be included as part of the

assessment of children suspected of being emotionally

disturbed.

Although the increased comprehensiveness of
assessment procedures was described by most of these

school districts as being not only desirable but

necessary to prevent erroneous classification and

allow for full identification of educational needs,

an apparently unforeseen consequence of this and

increased referrals has been increased numbers of
students having to wait for assessment to occur.
Toward resolving this problem, some case study school

8"



districts are pursuing three major strategies:
(1) more formal and stringent reviews of potential
referrals, (2) redefinition of the duties of the
school psychologist, and (3) increased teacher
assessments. .

Regarding review of potential referrals, r,;:e
school district holds weekly administrative -imetings
to discuss children being considered for referral,
with the meetings being used to identify strategies
for resolving the difficulty before initiating a
referral. In another district, a referral may be
made only with the approval of an intervention team,
typically made up of the principal, the child's
teacher, and a guidance counselft. If this team
decides that a full *eessment of a child is
indicated, the team chairperson must submit
documentation to a central office psychological
coordinator.

Another strategy identified by the case studies
has involved a narrowing of the role of school
psychologists -- calling upon them to concentrate,
for example, on testing. A pprallel arrangement isfor regular or special education teachers to perform
educationll assessments which include reading, math,
spelling, written and oral language, and perceptual
motor functioning. For example, a
diagnostic-prescriptive teacher may perform
assessments in language, visual-motor functioning,
behavior, academic development, ano socioenotional
development.

Such strategies appear to have had at least some
success in diminishing

assessment backlogs, while
still allowing for comprehensive child assessments.
Meanwhile, the Bureau has launched a national survey
of assessment procedures. The survey will
investigate the nature and extent of ,assessment
backlogs and their relationship to screening,
referral, and assessment procedures, along with the
instruments used to determine the eligibility of
students for special education and to identify
specific individual service needs, and procedures
used to ensure nondiscriminatory testing. Data willbe coll ''4 luring the 1980-81 school year, with
findings reporte, shortly thereafter.

Developing Individualized
Education Programs

Public Law 94-142 requires the Nation's schoolsto initiate and onduct meetings for developing,
reviewing, and revising each handicapped child's
IEP. Participants in these meetings are to include aschool representative qualified to provide or
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SO supervise the provision of special education, the
child's teacher, one or both of the child's parents,

REPORT and where appropriate, the child. If the child is
TO being processed for the first time, a member of the

CONGRESS evaluation team (or other staff person who is
knowledgeable about the evaluation procedures used
with the child and familiar with the results of the

evaluation) must also participate.

Numbers of Participants
in IEP Development

The national survey of IEPs2/ found that
although IEPs are not required to identify those who
took part in drawing up the IEP, this was
nevertheless done about 83 percent of the time.3/
As for the number of participants, the average was 4

and the greatest was 15. The number of participants
indicated on IEPs did not significantly differ across
student age levels or between regular and special

school..

Participation of the School
District Representative

At least 67 percent of those IEPs which listed
participants indicated that one of them was a
representative of the school district. The actual

figure is probably higher, since 28 percent of the
IEPs listed participants who were not clearly

identified by title or position.

School principals or assistant principals
frequently function as the "representative of the
public agency, other than the child's teacher, who is
qualified to provide or supervise the provision of

special education." The national survey of IEPs

found that where one or more participants in the IEP
process were listed, the principal was among them in

37 percent of the cases. (The actual figure likely

is higher; 30 peTent of the IEPs indicated that a
"school district representative" or "school
representative" participated but gave no further

identification.)

The case studies not only confirm the central
role of school principals but also elaborate on their

role.g 'V In one district, for example, the
principals reported that they now spend from
one-fourth to one-half of their time in such matters
related to handicapped students as placement
meetings, general parent contact, and developing and

reviewing IEPs. Whereas prior to P.L. 94-:42,
psychologists. social workers, and guidance
counselors typically chaired planning and programing
meetings, that role is now frequently performed by

principals.

11j



The principals say that among the consequences of
this increased involvement is less time for other
responsibilities.6/ On the other hank:, they add,
their presence ensures that the meeting hat) q
representative with authority to commit agency
resources (i.e., to make decisions about the specific
special e'ucation and related services to be provided
to & particular child).

Participation by the
Child's Teacher

If a handicapped child is receiving special
education or being considered for special education
placement, the teacher participating in the IEP
process could be a regular classroom teacher, a
special education teacher, or possibly a therapist;
or all three could participate. Findings from the
national survey of IEPs indicate, however, that in
practice, special education teachers and therapists
are more likely to participate than regular classroom
Leachers. In IEPs that named at least one
participant, regular classroom teachers were listed
in about 14 percent cf the cases and special
education teachers in about 35 percent.
Additionally, speech or language therapists were
specifically identified as participants in 23 percent
of these IEPs. However, in 39 percent of the IEPs in
which teacher representation was indicated, it was
not passible to determine whether the "teacher" was a
regular classroom teacher, a special education
teacher, a speech or language therapist, a physical
or occupational therapist, or some other type of
therapist.

Still, ease studies confirm the conclusion that
special education teachers are more likely than
regular teachers to participate in the IEP process,
and they also explain this finding.? /,8/ Since
special education teachers are usually the case
managers and IEP writers, the studies point out, and
since the IEP is generally limited to matters
concerning the provision of special education and
related services, their presence at the IEP meeting
is critical.

Findings of some of the case studies indicate
that during the 1978-79 school year, the amount of
staff time devoted to writing IEPs was less than that
spent during the previous school year, the reason
being that IEF procedures had become otreamlined and
staff more familiar with the process.8/ klso, IEPs
had become the focus of many inservice training
efforts rand of technical assistance by
Bureau-supported Regional Resource Centers). Still,
according to the case studies, cotAiderable teacher
time continues to be needed both for meetings and for
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112 paperwork, particularly in the case of special
education teachers. Usually it was the special

REPORT education teachers who were asked to serve as case
TO managers, in addition to continuing their teaching

CONGRESS functions -- assisting in individual child
assessments and evaluations, attending IEP and other
meetings, actually writing the IEP, and working with
regular classroom teachers. Many of these teachers
felt th..,t they needed additional time for these

management functions.

In the nine sites studied, teacher attitudes
concerning the IEP were reported to have become
significantly more positive during the 1978-79 school
year.12/ During 1978-79, for example, far fewer
teachers in the rural sites were reported to have
questioned the instructional validity and utility of
the IEPs than in 1977-78.

Another recent studyill found that IEPs were
least utilized in the classroom by those teachers who
did not participate in developing them. If teachers
were at least consulted about the IEP, the study
concluded, even if they did not attend any
development meetings, they tended to use it. In sum,

teacher participation in the IEP process appears to
have many positive outcomes, although additional time
requirements for this activity ere still considerable.

Other School Staff
Participation

P.L. 94-142 specifies that other school staff are
to be included in the IEP meeting at the discretion
of the parent or the school district. For a
handicapped child who has been evaluated for the
first time, the Act requires that the meeting include
a member of the evaluation team or some other person
knowledgeable about the evaluation procedures used
and familiar with the results. Drawing again upon

those IEPs which list at least one participant in the
IEP process, it is possible to describe the roles of
three types of school staff often involved in IEP
meetings -- school psychologists (or psychometrists),
counselors, and social workers.

School psychologists were specifically identified
as participants in about 15 percent of the cases.
Counselors were identified as participants about
11 percent of the time and social workers about
4 percent. While these school staff may not
routinely be involved in the IEP meeting itself, case
study findings indicate that they do perform related
tasks.12/

School psychologists, for example, have typically
been the iJcipients of increased referrals for
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assessments, and in some districts have become
involved in completing child-count forms and
attending placement meetings. However, they point
out that as they devote more time to the direct
assessment of children and to administrative tasks,
less time is available for such other
responsibilities as teacher consultation and student
counseling.

Similarly, school counselors who participate in
IEP meetings note that this activity takes time from
student counseling activities. As for social
workers, case study findings indicate that they are
now spending increasing amounts of time making home
visits to secure parent permission for child
assessments or an initial special emication
placement, or to discuss the developed IEP with a
parent who was not able to attend the IEP meeting.

In sum, while school psychologists, counselors,
and social workers may not utually participate in the
IEP meeting itself, case study findings indicate that
they are increasingly involved in other aspects of
the IEP process, and that this new involvement has,
in many instances, significantly changed their
traditional roles.

Parent Involvement

The legislative history of P.L. 94-142 indicates
that parents were expected to play several key roles
in the education of their child: as providers of
information, as decision makers in the development of
an appropriate educational program for their child,
as advocates-to defend the child's best interests
through a due process hearing, and as partners with
the school in implementating IEP8.13/

Traditionally, parents of handicapped children have
had little say in planning their child's schooling,
typically being limited to giving approval to
whatever the schools decided.14/ Thus the
P.L. 94-142 mandate for parent involvement in the LEP
process, together with parent reaction to that
mandate, has brought about substantial changes in
school district planning and programing procedures.
One parent described the situation this way:

The school system is educating the
teachers. They have the courses they're
taking, learning about P.L. 94-142. They
can get a lot of information out of a
book, but they don't know David, they
don't know Spencer. . . . Each child is
an individual. I think it's the
responsibility of a parert to say, "Look,
you know about retardation, or you know
about CP or whatever, but my particular

!3ti
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child, this is what I think you shou'ld
know."15/

REPORT
TO A more structured view comes from the national

CONGRESS survey of IEPs, which asked the teacher most familiar

with the student's IEP about the nature and extent of
parent participation in its development. The

response indicates that program approval remains a
major role of parents. Overall, teachers reported

that about 77 percent of the parents of public school
children ages 3 through 21 specifically approved the
IEP, either by signing it or a standard form, or

verbally. (About 68 percent of the IEPs actually
listed the parent as as participant in developing the

IEP). According to teacher reports, the survey found
that less than half of 1 percent of parents refused
to approve the IEP. Teachers also reported that 76

percent of the parents also discuss the IEP with a
teacher, counselor, or other school representative.

Based again on teacher reports, 49 percent of the
parents of public school handicapped children serve
as part of the IEP committee and provide information
contributing to the IEP's development. P.L. 94-142

doep not require parent presence for an IEP meeting
to take place, but it does require that parents be
afforded an opportunity 'to participate. A meeting

may be conducted in the absence of a parent if the

public agency has been unable to persuade the parents
to attend, although the public agency must be able to
substantiate its attempts to do so. the experience

of P.L. 94-142 implementation to date suggests that
school districts need to increase their efforts to
involve parents in IEP drafting sessions.

As figure 4.1 shows, the degree of p rent
participation in IEP development and app oval seems

to be related to the age of the child. Participation

is very high for parents of handicapped children
3.to 5 years of age, with about 95 percent giving
written approval, 92 percent meeting with a school
representative to discuss the IEP, and 59 percent
actually participating in the IEP meeting. The

proportion of parents who participate in IEP
development or actively give approval progressively
decreases, however, for parents of children in the 6-

to -12 -year age group, the 13- to-15-year.age group,
a:A finally the 16- to-21-year age group.

The case studies also provide glimpses into some
of the barriers to participation in drafting IEP,.
Some parents decline to become involved, for example,
on grounda that such activity should be the school's

responsibility. it/ Other case studies find that
because parents of handicapped children have not
traditionally qv.,stioned the school's authority to
make decisions about services or placements, they
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tend to remain satisfied with a passive role.17/-
Parents who do want to actively participate report
that they sometimes

encounter resistance from school
staff.18/ In general, the case studies found,
parent involvement is more likely when the parents'
socioeconomic status is relatively high, when they
live close to the school, when there has been a
positive tradition of parent/school relations in the
district, and when they live in a State that had
recently enacted a law similar to P.1,..94-142.

.

One obvious consequence of parent participation
in IEP Oevelopment and approval ;s that more parents
are more knowledgeable about their child's special
education program. As part of the national survey of
IEPs, a substudy contacted and questioned 44 parents
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Figure 4.1 Teacher Responses Concerning the Nature of Parent Participation
in 16P Development and Approval'

Did a pewit or guardian approve the IEP
by signing it?

Did a parent or guardian discuss the
completed IEP with a teacher, counselor,
or other school representative?

Did a parent or guardian participate in
the development of the IEP; that is, did
he/she meet with the :EP committee
during the development process and
provide inputs to the IEP?

Did a parent or guardian refuse to ap-
prove the IEP on the basis of his/her
considering it inappropriate?

LEGEND

0

Percent Responding Yes
20 40 60

1

;4048141 78

Nftj; 17k :"4 77

39

00

02

02
01

0 20 ,

ears
6-12 am

13-15 years
18-21 'years

40 60 80
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of handicapped children. Most of these parents
agreed that-the program of special education and
related services presented in theit child's IEP was
appropriate. Almost fourtfifths completely agreed
with tie IEP, five agreed with most but not all of
it, one agreed with only a small part of it, and one
other was not sufficiently familiar with the IEP to
have an opinion.

Parent participation in the IEP process has
.occasionally had an unintended consequence. The case

studies also showed that parents frequently entered ,

the meeting with much knowledge about their own child
but with apprehension %bout sharing that knowledge
and discussing the details of State and Federal
special education laws.19/,20/ When parents with
these apprehensions encountered large numbers of
school staff at IEP meetings, they reported that the
process could be both intimidating and confusing.21/

Student Involvement

What about participation by students themselves
in developing IEPs? As part of the national survey,
the,teachq most familiar with the student's IEP was

asked whether the stude had been made a part of the

committee to develop the I d had discussed his or
her IEP with a member of the sc'onl-staff. Across

all age levels, 35 percent of the students were
reported to have discussed their tEPs with their
teachers and 10 percent to have participated in
developing them. As would be expected, there is a
clear relationship (see figure 4.2) between the age
'level of handicapped students and their pa ticipat)on
both in IEP4evelopment and in discussio -of the

documen-. with school district staff -- 03 age level

iivreases, so does involvement.

Such participation ranged from zero at the
preschool level, to 13 percent for children between
the ages of.13 and 15, to 25 percent at the
16- to-21-year age level. According to teacher
reports, more than one-fourth of the children ages
6 through 12 discussed their IEP with aimember of the
school staff, and for students in the,16- to-21-year

_age rage, the proportion increased to Ober
60 percent.

As for Bureau response to these and other
findings on IEP participation, the Bureau is in the
process (a- lted in chapter 3) of clarifying
policies on the IEP requirement. Issues being
addressed include, for example, the role of the
parent at the IEP meeting, teacher attendance at the
meeting, student participation, and the number of
school staff attending. Also, in FY 1980 the Bureau
initiated on ail t basis five regional Parent
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Information Centers staffed by parents and members of
parent organizations, so that parents are in effect
teaching, other parents what IEP involvement is all
about. The Centers inform parents of their rights
and responsibilities under the law, provide advice
regarding development of IEPe, and in general seek to
increase the ability of parents to respond

.effectively in educational decisions concerning their
children. Further, the Bureau plans to launch an
initiative in FY 1981 to stimulate parent/school
training programs aimed at ameliorating adversarial
relationships between parents and school personnel
and improving the quality of parent participation in
special education planning and programing.

Due Process Procedures at

Among P.L. 94-142's more striking features is a
comprehensive notice and consent requirement designed
to involve parents in special education
decisionmaking. This involvement may start atthe
very beginning of that process, when a child is first
identified as being a potential candidate for special
education and related services, and may extend to a
court appeal if the parent,or the school district
decides to contest a particular situation. The

$7-
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Figure 4.2 Teacher Responses Concerning the Natute of Student'Participation
itt IEP Development and Approve

Has the student discussed his/her IEP
with a teacher, counselor, or other
school representative?

Did the student participate in the devel-
opment of the IEP, that 's, did he/she
meet with the IEP comm,tter during the
development process and provide inputs
to the IEP?
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'Source: Pyscha, J. A National Survey of Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) for HandicappedChildren. Research Triangle Institute, August 1979.
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required steps include a notice by the adhool of a
planned decision or event; parental consent to a
preplacement evaluation and to an initial placement

decision; a notice of the right of parent
participation in meetings to develop an IEP; and a
variety of notices concerning other parental
rights -- most notably the rights to an independent
evaluation, to a due process hearing, and to access
to information about the child. The Act also

includes a surrogate parent requirement.

Notice and Consent Pricedures

Findings fromccase studies indicate that prior to
P.L. 94-142, many school districts either lacked or
did not implement formal guidelines concerning when
and how parents of handicapped children should be
notified about plans for their child's
education.22/ In one school district, for example,
parents frequently were notified only after
assessments had been conducted and a placement made.
No notification was provided, for example, when
children were assigned special. speech instruction or
similar services; the explanation was given that
these were only minor program changes.

Today most school districts have established
formal notification and consent procedures, and
several distribute booklets which describe parent due

process rights. It is now common practice that
parents are notified immediately if their child has

been referred for special education assessment, that
n. school or medical records are released without

their consent, and that the assessment does not

proceed until they agree. Parents are encouraged to
attend IEP meetings, they are notified of the rights
assured them under the law, and they are given a copy

of local due process procedures. In some school

districts, meetings are being held early in the
morning, during lunchtime, or in the evening for

parent convenience, and parents usually may
reschedule the meeting time if necessary. In one ,

district, when all efforts to bring the parents to
the school have failed, school staff visit the home
to explain the child's recommended program and

solicit the parents' approval. Many school districts

now provide parent-training sessions focused on

F.L. 94-142 rights.

Nonetheless, s few instances were found in which

the school district's notification letter did not

provide a clear explanation. of the nature and purpose

of the scheduled meeting or the parents' right to

appeal any decisions. Additionally, special
education services which the districts regarded as

minor were sometimei arbitrarily dropped without

informing the parents.
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By and large, the case studies irlicate that as a
donsequence of implementing due process procedural
safeguards, school and parent relationships have
tended to become more formal, resulting it) greater
demands on staff time.23/ In some instances
parents were reported to have been "alarmed," with
one comparing the standard notice letter sent out by
the district to a subpoena. To avoid that kind of
impression, another district makes it a practice to
talk with the permits informally on the telephone
before sending the formal notification letter. The
Bureau, in conjunction with HEW's Office for Civil
Rights, has initiated a project to develop
information and training packages to assist school
districts in providing notice to parents concerning
special education decisions which would epable
parents to-give informed consent.24/

The Due Process Hearing

Under P.L. 94-142, either the parents or the
school district may request a hearing on any matters
concerning a proposal (or refusal) to initiate or
change the identification, evaluation, placement or
provision of a free appropriate public education to a
particular handicapped child. During the hearing, to
be conducted by an impartial hearing officer, both
sides have an opportunity to present evidence and
call witnesses.

Case studies indicate that the school districts
have taken this mandate seriously and have
established due process hearing procedures even in
sites where these procedures have not yet been put to
use.25/ In studies of 22 school districts
conducted in school year 1978-79, 11 had had
hearings. Whether issues were resolved without a
hearing seemed primarily related to the past history
of parent/school relations and the desire and ability
of the individuals involved to deal with the
situation informally. In general, most school °

districts sought to accommodate parents without
resorting to formal hearings.

Issues were resolved through hearings, rather
than through informal negotiations primarily when

`parent requests had significant financial
implications for school districts. Most hearings
involved parent requests for school districts to pay
for private school placements.

Surrogate Parents

The concept of a surrogate parent was introduced
to mat States and school districts for the first
time by P.L. 94-142. The Act requires that a public
agency assign an individual 0 act as a surrogate for
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the parents when no parent can be identified, when

the public agency cannot discover the where-abouts of

a parent after reasonable efforts, or when the child

is a yard-of the State under the laws of that State.

The public agency must insure that a system is in

place to identify children in need of parents

surrogate and to appoint surrogate parents. The

surrogate parent is used to ensure that the rights of

the child are protected.

Following requests the Bureau for
clarification of the requirement and a July 1979 ,

conference to discuss legal issues concerning
surrogate parents, the Bureau has developed a draft

policy paper. The paper clarifies the requirements
which must be met in order for. public agencies to be
in compliance with the surrogate parent provisions.
The final version of the paper will be published in
the Federal Register and sent to the Congress for

review under Section 431 of the General Education

Provisions.

Suspension and Expulsion of Fandicapped Students

As P.L. 94-142 implementation has progressed,

questions have arisen concerning the extent to which

usual school disciplinary measures apply to

handicapped children. The basic issue is whether

Part B of the Education for All Handicapped Children

Act imposes limitations on the power of school

authorities to suspend or expel handicapped children

for behavior which would subject nonhandicapped
students to such disciplinary procedures. The Bureau

is developing a draft policy paper on this issue

which will be subject to the same review described

above.

Conclusion

Overall, the leadership role of the State
education agencies and the States' interpretations,

policies, and procedures appear to exert a 4%

significant influence on local school district
procedures in implementing P.L. 94-142 requirements.
Major activities have been initiated by school

districts in response to P.L. 94-142 requirements
concerning identifying and assessing handicapped

children, developing IEPs, and ensuring the due

process rights:of handicapped children and their

parents.

There remains a continuing challenge to more
effectively promote parent involvement ii pupil

planning and programing. Only about one-half of

individualised education program meetings are

attended by parents, and the parent role in actual
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decisionmaking for their child is often limited to a
passive one. The Bureau has initiated several steps
to increase and improve the quality of parent
participation. These steps include clarifying final
regulations on the IBP meetings, initiating five
pilot regional Parent Information.Ceitters to inform
parents of their rights under P.L. 94-142and to

'provide training, in effective participation in
special education decisionmaking, and planning for a
new FY 1981 initiative to stimulate parent/school
training programs.
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5. What Administrative
Procedures Are in Place?

Among the administrative functions that the
Bfireau must carry out in connection with P.L. 94-142
are policy development and clarification, interagency
coordination, monitoring of Statt compliance, and
evaluation of the Act's impact.

In principle, the Bureau is directly responsible
for administrative relationships between the Federal
government and the State education agency (SEA). The
administration of P.L. 94-142 within the State is the
responsibility of the SEA. Thus the Bureau A
responsible for the manner in which the States
implement the Act, and the States are in turn
responsible for the manner in which the Act is
implemented by local school dlistricts and other State 4
agencies that provide education services.

The Bureau's Administrative Role

Policy Development and
Clarification

The first policy development task the Bureau
faced after the passage ofY.L. 94-142 entailed
writing regulations to implement the Act. Following
broad public participation throughout the drafting
process,,the final regulations were published in
August-1977.

In developing those regulations, the Bureau
sought to avoid being unduly prescriptive, so that
States and local school districts wnuld have
reasonable flexibility to deal with issues which
might differ from State to State. When there is a
question about a particular regulation, the Bureau's
Division of Assistance to States distributes to the
States an information bulletin. Since September 1977
there have been 50 such bulletins providing such
information as the elements which should be contained
in a child's Adividualized education program (IEP)
or the appropriate composition of a team evaluating a
learning disabled child. These bulletins are also
useful in informing State departments of educationof
such administrative matters as instructions for
submitting the Annual Program Plans.
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1.

Many specific requests for regulatory
interpretations or clarificatiOns come from such
sources as State departments of education, local
silministrators, and parent advocates. A variety of

concerns are involved, from financing to providing

services. For example, a county school system asked
Al it could use P.L. 94-142 funds to pay for the
education of handicapped children receiving
instruction outside the State. .A local education

agency sought clarification of its responsibility in
providing services listed in an IEP, since an IEP is
not technically a binding contract. in the 2 years

since the publication of the final P.L. 94-142
regulations, the Bureau has responded to more than
200'auch requests.

As implementation of P.L. 94-142 has progressed,
issues have surfaced which require ma,!ar policy
clarifications of the regulation°. The Bureau is

currently preparing policy clarification papers on
such issues as theiindividualized education program
requirement, the provision of psychotherapy as a
related seryttit.the surrogate parent requirement,
suspension'and expulsion policies concerning
handicapped students, and the catheterization

policies. The final version of each paper will be
published in the Federal Register and sent to the
Congrass for review under Section 431 of the General

Education Provisions.

Interagency Coordination

A wide range of public and private agencies are
involved in providing services to handicapped
children and their families, and the Bureau has been

conducting an extensive campaign to improve
coordination and cooperation among them, toward
helping State and local education agencies strengthen
the special education and related services
handicapped children receive.

A major problem is,the -issue of which program
will provide and pay for a given service and under

what conditions. Many State statutes prohibit an
agency from using State funds to pay for a service if

funds are available from some other public or private

agency. Believing that under P.L. 94-142 the State

education agency was making some services "generally
available," noneducational agencies in some States

either withdrew or diminished services. To clarify

the proiisions of P.L. 94-142 and to be certain that

these services did not cease, the Bureau has
developed joint policy statements with other Federal

agencies. These statements explain how certain

programs may legally continue to provide services and

how the agencies may appropriately collaborate. As
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an example, the Bureau and the Health Care Financing
Administration developed guidance for State
administrators of medicaid agencies and education
agencies on how to mesh the "free appropriate public
educatiOn" requirements of P.L. 94-142 with the
'active treatment" provisions of medicaid in
Intermediate Care Facilities for the mentally
retarded and other medicaid-funded psychiatric
facilities. Similar policy statements were developed
with the Rehabilitation Services Administration, the
Bureau of Occupational and Adult Education, and the
Administration for Public Services.

A "second majOr focus of the Bureau has been to
encourage innovative practices Which will lead to
collaboration .in delivering services. There have
been three major efforts in this area: one with the
Rehabilitation Services Administration and the,Bureau
of Occupational and Adult Education, another with the
Bureau of Community Health Services, and the last ar

national initiative with the Office orChild Health
to improve the delivery of early and periodic
screening, diagnosis and treatment services. The
objective is to ensure the appropriate combination of
quality health, social, rehabilitation, and
educational services at the lowest cost.

The Rehabilitation Services Administration, the
Bureau of Occupational and Adult Education, and the
Bureau of Eduiation for the Handicapped have

continued im initiative begun in 1977 to develop
joint policy with respect to collaborative planning
for delivery of special education and vocational
rehabilitatiOn services. The three agencies have
recently disseminated a model for developing and
implementing such planning agreements within State
agencies.

As part of another initiative begun in 1977, the
Bureau works closely with'the bureau of Community
Health Services, Public Health Service. The
objective of this initiative is to assure that
handicapped children receive,uppropriate health and
educational services at the earliest possible tile.
Among the joint activities underway are six State
demonstration projects, each of which focuses on
different aspects of the problem of assuring
services, in different settings. Thus, Hawaii is
demonstrating rural clinics for outlying areas;
Connecticut has established a child-find system for
young children; and *ova is developing an
interdisciplinary trQining approach. Information on
these model practices will be disseminated to all
States in the coming.year.

With the Office of Child Health, the Bureau
continues to focus on increasing the number of
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OS children receiving appropriate services under the
early and periodic screening, diagnosis, and

REPORT treatment program. In ,wder to encourage this
TO collaboration, the two agencies have drafted national

'CONGRESS policy statements and are designing a. manual of
instruction for use by school districts. In

addition, 10 programs, one in each region, will be
selected to demonstrate model practices and assist
State agencies in duplication of such programs.

tir

In addition to these major initiatives, the
Bureau has also worked with the Foster Grandparent

,,Program component of ACTION, with the American
Academy of Child Psychietry, with the Public Health
Service, and with the National Institute of Mental
Health.

MonitoriuK

One of the most critical activities carried out '
by the Bureau in its administration lf,P.L. 94-142 is
,monitoring. The principal components of the

monitoring procedure are: (1) reviewing each State's
Annual Program Plan, (2) conducting Program
Administrative Reviews within the States, and
.(3) processing complaints.

Annual Program Plans. Under the General
Education Provisions Agt, States wishing to qualify
for formula grants must submit Annual Program Plans.
Such plans must be approved by the Commissioner of
Education before funds can be allocated. Once
approved, the State plan becomes a formal agreement
between the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped
and the State for the fiscal year.

In order, to assure that the States:receive their
allocations in a)timely.manner, the Bureau is
encouraging the submission,of Annual Program Plans in
the spring, so that States can qualify for funding in

July. The program is forward funded, and money Cad
legally be released 3 months prior to the
beginning of the fiscal year. This past year, 3
States submitted Annual Program Plans which qualified
for funding by July 1979 for use during FY 1980. In

the past it has been well into the fall before any

awards begar..

The Bureau has revised at earlier funding
practice by discontinuing the early, allocation of a
portion of, the money due a State. When the Act was
first passed, the Bureau did not wish to hold up
funding if a State had submitted an Annual Program
Plan that was substantially approvable but. contained
parts that might take time to correct. In such an

instance, a'State might receive one quarter of its
allocation. Such firstquarter allocations were made
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to States for FY 1978 and FY 1979, the beginning
years of the Act. A complete approvable State plan
is now required before any funds are released.

The first submissions under P.L. 94-142,
FY 1978 Annual Program Plan, required consider ble
effort from each State. Several needed to revise
State laws to make them compatible with P.L. 94-142
before they could submit an acceptable plan. With
the States now having laws and policies invlace, it
was expected that the FY 1979 plates would be approved
earlier. While some progress was in fact made, it is
with the FY 1980 Annual Program Plans that early
approvals of State plans have substantially
increased. Betinning with the 1981 plan, States will
be submitting plans that will be valid for 3 years.
This will drastically reduce paperwork and should
accelerate the distri'oution of funds to States.

Table 5.1 provides evidence of the progress that
has been made in the development of acceptable State
plans. While none of the 1977 F.L. 94-142 funds were
obligated to States during the first quarter of the
funding period, for the 1979 appropriation the -

allure is 35 percent during the first quarter. By
the third quarter,"86 percent of the 1979 funds were
obligated, while 55 percent had been allocated by the
same point for 197Z. It is expected that outlays of
the 1979 funds will reach 72 percent of the total'
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Table 5.1 Obligations and Outlays of P.L. 94-142 Funds as a Percent of the
Appropriations for FY 1977, FY 1970, and FY 19791

.

OBLIGATIONS

Fiscal Year of,
Approprlatl6n

OUTLAYS

Fiscal Year
(Dollars in Thousands)

Quarter 1977 1979 1979 1977 1978 1979
cs

($252,000) ($580,000) ($804,000)
1st (July 1September 30) 0% 9% 35% 0% 2% 4%
2nd (October 1December 31) 23 30 55 3 6 17

3rd (January 1 - March 31) 55 65 88- 13 17 341

4th (April 1 - June 30) 88 9k 100' 32 . 38 80'
5th (July 1 - September 30) 100 100 100' 52 72!
9th (End of Tydings), 86 90' c4,

'Protected.
'The Tydings Amendment provides for a "carryover year during whith States dan_continue toexpend their grant
funds.
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appropriation by September 1980, with only 28 percent
of the funds remaining to be spent in the "carryover"
year.

The Program Review. In addition
to making a careful review of State Annual Program
Plans, the Bureau conducts Program Administrative
Reviews (PARS) to assess the degree to which States
are carrying out the responsibilities their plans set
forth. A Bureau review teem attempts to visit each
State for one week at least every other year. The
team typically' consists of the BEH State Plan Officer
for the State, five other Bureau staff webers, and
sometimes regional HEW employees.

State performance is assessed in such areas as
child identification, IEPs, ail the administration of
funds. The team members visit approximately 10 local
schools and 5 State-operated programs, interviewing
State Department personnel, State Advisory Committee
members, local school district personnel, teacher
groups, and representatives of parent associations.
This year each visit will also include interviews
with representatives of teacher associations.

At the concl !sion of the visit, team members meet
with the Chief State School Officer to present their
findings. A written draft of these findings is
mailed to the Chief after the visit. The State is
asked to respond to the daft report within 2 weeks.
If there is no documentation by State officials that
the findings are inaccurate, the report becomes
final. In instances where a State fie not in
compliance with the law, the report specifies actions
necessam-to correct the situation and the deadline
for *hese corrections. ,A verification visit is
subsequently made to States to determine the extent

to which cot"- Ave actions have been taken.

The information obtained through the program
review procedure is used primarily for assessing
State compliance with P.L. 94-142's oravisions.
However, this review procedure is also basic to
Bureau efforts to improve P.L. 94-142's
implementation. Once deficiencies have been
identified, Bureau staff work with individual Suites
to assist them in carrying out corrective actions.
The information is useful also in Bureau planning for

technical assistance efforts.

Complaint Management System. The third aspect of
the Bureaus's monitoring procedure is a system

designed tb manage camplaints. Those concerning a
local school district are referred directly to the
State department of education for resolution, and a
Bureau complaint specialist monitors the situation
until the complaint is resolved. To illustrate the
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relate to disagreemente over the placement for their
child. For example, many parents seek public agency
fuhding fnr private school placements, believ -g such
iladements to be superior to public alternati,es.
Disagreements regarding placements usually are
explored and resolved in due process hearings.
Complaint specialists work to ensure no procedural
violations occur in such instances.

Other frequent complaints deal with provision of
related services, denial of a child's right to an
appropriate education, and protedural safeguards. In

these cases complaint specialists work directly with
State officiate to ensure that programing
alternatives under specific schedules are identified
or established.

Evaluation

Last year's report. to the Congress discussed the
Bureau's development of six overriding evaluation
questions that: have served as chapter heeding' in the
initial congressicaal reports. The overall
evaluation plan 'Ind a history of studies initiated to
date are included as append".es A and B. The results
of these studies are used in writing this report to .

the Congress and also are disseminated to States and
local schools through Bureau Data Notes and Study
Review publications. Additionally, the information
is used to assist the Bureau in providing technical
assistance to States and local school districts.
Illustrations of these publications are presented (-a
appendix C.

The State's AdministrAtive Role

Monitoring

For many States monitoring the implementation of
.L. 94-142 within the local school districts has

meant developing new capabilities and performing new
lumtions. In the first round of program review site
visits by Bureau staff in FY 1977, few States had
developed comprehensive monitoring systems. FY 1978
visits found the States to be in developmental
stages. A recent Bureau survey of State departments
of education indicate that today 100 percent of the
States now have monitoring procedures in place.
Thirty percent said they had improved or modified
their procedures.
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Monitoring has proved to be both an essential
State role in the implementation of P.L. 94-142 and a
demanding one. An average of 11 people per State
spend a significant portion of their time on
monitoring activities, with typical State mitt visit
teams consisting of four or five people. Most State
departments report that they visit about me-third of

the local education agencies annually. Nearly all

States (90 percent) conducted followup or corrective
action visits in 1978.

Despite the marked improvement the States have
made in carrying out their monitoring roles, in
FY 1979 only 5 of 21 were in full compliance with
monitoring provisions. All States h_ developed

monitoring procedures, and in all but one case the
procedures had been implemented at the time of the
visit. However, it developed that they failed to
monitor all of the P.L. 94-142 provisions at each of
the sites. Corrective procedures have since been
developed in these States.

Administering P.L. 94-142

During 1978-1979 (FY 1979) Program Administrative
Reviews were conducted by the Bureau in 21 States.
For most of these States the 1978-79 program review
was the first since P.L. 94-142 became effective, as
such reviews are attempted in each State once every
2 years and these were the States slated for visits
in the second year.

As indicated by figure 5.1, the States were found
to have performed vill on the development of Annual
Program Plans, re, -tins, and both State and local
education agene istration of funds. All but

two States provie,. .ppropriately for public
participation in tZ!e development of the Annual
Program Plan. All had developed procedures for the

reporting of such informatracis the number of
handicapped children needing P.L. 94-142 services
(child count) and the number of teachere trained.
Nineteen of 21 States were found to be administering

funds appropriately. In one of the two States that
were not, the P.L. 94-142 funds were not being
dispersed in accordance with the P.L. 94-142
priorities; in the other, funds were not being
expended which had been allocated for child
identiftcatton.

While IEPs were in place in nearly all schools
v4sited for the 1978-79 program reviews, the chief
difficulties were that they either did not contain
all of the required elements or you.' not developed in

accordance with Federal regulations. For example:
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short-term objectives required to be
written before placement were written
after placement;

in some cases, children were placed
before the IEP was developed;

objective criteria for measuring
progress were occasionally missing;

dates for initiation and expected
duration of services were sometimes
not specified;

services listed were based on those
available rather than those needed;

not all required participants were
involved in the development of the
IEP; and

annual or short-term goals and
objectives were judged inadequate.

While nearly all Stntee were found to have LRE
policies consistent with the Federal regulations,
some individual schools were having difficulty
providing placements which provided contact with
nonbandicapped children. Also, in some States
placement. were determined on the basis of the kind
of handicap rather than on the individual child's
needs.

Most States had policies consistent with the
Federal regulations for the protection in evaluation
provisions of P.L. 94-142. In most sites visited,
evaluations were being conducted by multidisciplinary
teams using multiple criteria for deciding
eligibility for services. However, individual
schools were having difficulties completing
re- evaluations of students within 3 years-.---/n some
States, schools had difficulties evaluating students
in their native language, and evaluations lagged in
schools with large non-English-speaking populations.
Several school districts were not aware of the
additional procedures required for the evaluation of
learning disabled children.

All States visited during school year 1978-79
either had laws and regulations consistent with the
P.L. 94-142 procedural safeguards provision or were
in the process of revising their laws to make them
so. Although due process hearings have been held in
most States, a few States are just implementing this
provision. A fairly common difficulty with the
procedural safeguard' provision related to providing
parent notification in languages other than English.

111
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In some cases local districts said they were not
aware that parental consent was required, either for
the initial evaluation of a handicapped child or for
the actual placement.

When practices or policieu are found which do not
meet the requirements of the Act, as in the examples
provided above, the Bureau requires certain
corrective actions to remedy the situation. Each

corrective action i accompanied by a timeline for

implementation. Corrective actions may, for example,
involve State dissemination of the Federal

Figure 5.1 State Status In Administering P.L. 94-142 Following 1978-79 Program
Administrative Review

Annual Program Plan

Full education opportunity goal

Priorities

Child Identification

Individualized Education Program
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requirements covering the area in question, amendment
of a State's regulations to be consistent with
P.L. 94-142, or a change in practices or procedures
in sites where problems were found. Evidence that
the corrective action has been implemented is
typically required. For example, the State may be
asked to submit supporting documentation to show that
a corrective action involving dissemination has
actually been carried out. In other cases,
particularly those in which the State is to
demonstrate changes in practices or procedures in
sites where problems were found, the Bureau conducts
on-site verification visits. The Bureau also works

closely with States in suggesting or providing
technical assistance in areas that are particularly
troublesome.

In general, the PARS found evidence that the
States have made progress in administering
P.L. 94-142, with most having adopted policies and
procedures clearly consistent with the law's goals.
Continuing work lies ahead, however, to meet the
challenge of full implementation of these policies
and procedures throughout each State.

Conclusion

P.L. 94-142 requires that both the Federal
Government and State education agencies take an
active role in administering the Act. At the Federal
level, the Bureau has been involved in developing and
clarifying policy, coordinating with other Federal
agencies concerning services to the handicapped,
monitoring State compliance with the Act, providing
technical assistance is needed, and evaluating the
impact of the legislation. At the State level,
policies and procedures have been adopted which
guarantee the rights of handicapped children and make
available full educational opportunities. While the
implementation of these policies and procedures
throughout each State has not been fully achieved,
substantial progress has been made.
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6. To What Extent Is the
Intent of the Act Being Met?

The Congress enacted th. Education for All
Handicapped Children Act to accomplish four
far-reaching goals:

to assure that all handicapped
children have available to them . . .

a free appropriate public education
emphasizing special education and
related services designed to meet
their unique needs;

to assure that the rights of
handicapped children and their parents
or guardians are protected;

to assist States and localities in
providing for the education of all
handicapped children; and

to assess and assure the effectiveness
of efforts to educate handicapped
children.

This chapter offers a review of progress toward
meeting these goals and summarizes remaining
challenges.

Goal One: A Free Appropriate
Public Education

The Act is focused on those handicapped children
who require special education and related services
and who have been determined to he mentally retarded,
learning disabled, speech impaired, seriously
emotionally distOrbed, deaf, hearing impaired,
deaf-blind, visually impaired, orthopedically
impaired, multihandicapped, or other health
impaired. A major objective is that not just some
but all intended beneficiaries of the Act be served.

The record shows that during school year 1979-80,
services were in fact heing provided to some
4.03 million handicapped children ages 3 through 21,
under the combined programs of P.L. 94-142 and
P.L. 89-313. Under P.L. 94,.7142 the number of
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children now surpasses 3.8 million. During the past

year there has been an increase of about 117,000
handicapped children served under P.L. 94-142 and

P.L. 89-313. The majority of children being served
were learning disabled, speech impaired, or mentally
retarded. Since the first child count fn 1977, there
has been an increase of nearly 328,000 in the number
of handicapped children served, even though public
school enrollment as a whole in the United States has
declined by an estimated 6.2 percent, or by almost
2.78 million children since the enactment of
P.L. 94-142 in 1975.

Of the overall 1979 -80 enrollment, 9.5 percent
was served as handicapped, with the chief increases
since 1978-79 occurring in the categories of learning
disabled and severely emotionally disturbed. While
the States continue to differ in the percentage of
their children identified as handicapped, a trend in
the data is evident. First, the number of children
served is increasing. Some 43 States showed
increases from 1978-79 to 1979-80, while 7 States and
the District of Columbj.a showed decreases. Second,

the States serving the highest percentage of children
are holding relatively constant, while the States in
the lower groups are typically increasing in their
percentage served.

During school year 1979-80, about 232,000
handicapped children between the ages of 3 and 5
received special education and related services under
P.L. 94-142. This is an increase of 16,900 from the
previous year and 31,200 over the past 2 years.
Still, the States are serving fewer children between
the ages of 3 and 5 than might be expected, and the
proportion of students between the ages of 18 and 21
currently served is also low. Not all States mandate
services to these age groups, and P.1.. 94-142 does
not require services to them when inconsistent with
State law or practice or court order. Additionally,
the States are not required to provide services to
youth in the 18- through-21-year age group until
September 1, 1980. Meanwhile, the Bureau of
Education for the Handicapped is attempting to
facilitate delivery of servicel,to students in these
age groups through such means as Preschool Incentive
Grants and targeting discretionary moneys.
Additionally, under the new Department of Education,
linkages in whet will be the Office of Special
Education and Rehabilitative Services will provide
the opportunity to further coordinate and facilitate
services to these youth.

Across age levels, there are indications that
regular classrooms still contain a certain number of
unidentified handicapped children Who need special
education services, and additional effort will be
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necessary to identify and serve theM. That effort
will be facilitated by a newly laur.hed study which
will focus on exemplary pre tices in identifying snd
assessing handicapped children.

Public Law 94-142 also requires that, to the
maximum extent appropriate, handicapped children are
to be educated with children who are not
handicapped. Such placement of children in the least
restrictive environment is central to the goal of
providing a free appropriate public education. As
indicated earlier, studies find strong State support
of the concept of a continuum of alternative

placements, the heart of the LRIL Provision. State
policies emphasize a preference for regular school
options, and in many cases for regular class
placement.

Acioss States, there is a trend not only to
educate handicapped children within the public school
district, but also within regular rather than
separate schools. During the 1977-7d school year
about 94 percent of school-age handicapped children
received educational services in regular public
schools. Placement of handicapped children in
regular classes has reportedly increased over the
last 2 years from 67.9 percent to 69.3 percent. All
figures concerning changes in placement patterns over
the 2-year period should be interpreted with caution,
since they may primarily reflect the increased number
of learning disabled students, who are usually served
in less restrictive placements.

There remain, however, large differences among
States in the placements of children by handicapping
condition. These differences seem to be most closely
related to the way children with particular
handicapping conditions have traditionally been
served. In its monitoring of State implementation of
the LRE requirement, the Bureau will investigate ouch
State variations.

At the local level, case studies indicate that
school districts have increased the number of
placimelit options and expanded existing services.

The studies also show that &arch.- school districts,
there is continuing need to expand placement
alternatives for handicapped students so as to
provide contact With nonhandicapped students,
particularly at the 18- to-2I-year age level.

AS for attitudes toward LEE, case studies find
that regular classroom teachers' anxieties concerning
mainstreaming have lessened in the 1977-7: schuel
year. Also, experience to da.e indicates that the
most critical factor causing a reduction in anxiety
for regular classroom teachers with handicapped
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children in their classrooms is support: a school
principal who is supportive of integrating
handicapped children into regular classrooms, a
special education teacher who can coordinate the
child's program, the availability of classroom aides
or assistants. Parent views on LRE are influenced by
their perceptions of the needs of their particular
child and the abilities of tha child's teacher. Case
studies find that most parents support less
restrictive placements for their children. Howeve,,
there are also parents who support the concept of LRE
but do not feel mainstreaming is appropriate for
their particular child.

Overall, although barriers still exist, progress
has without question been made in implementing the
least restrictive environment concept. The key to
success lies in creating new ways of delivering
services and more particularly in expanding
alternatives to existing services. Meanwhile, it has
become clear that established practices in placing
children with different handicapping conditions
cannot be changed easily. Yet moat States and school
districts are making efforts to do so, and the
Bureau, in addition to increased monitoring efforts,
has initiated two studies to provide the States with
strategies for expanding service delivery
alternatives and for asseusing placement
decisionmaking practices. One project, funded by the
Office for Civil Rights, will identify effective
administrative strategies used by school districts to
facilitate the mainstreaming of handicapped
children. The other study is seeking to identify
procedures that seem most helpful in ensuring least
restrictive environment placements. Results from
both studies will be disseminated to the States
during the fall of 1980.

As for IEPs, about 90 percent were found to
include such matters as present levels of educational
performance, annual goals, shortterm objectives, and
specific educational services to be provided, as well
as appropriate dates. In general, however, there was
considerable deficiency in identifying evaluation
criteria for determining if objectives are achieved.
There was also need tp iiprove in specifying

information as to the extent of the child's
participation in regular education programs.
Percentages of public school IEPs meeting these
mandatediinformation requirements were found to be
significantly lower than for the other mandated
information items. A need to clarify requirements
was suggested by such findings as the relatively
Anfreolent specification in IEPs of physical
education and prevocational /vocational services. The
Bureau has thus taken steps to (1) restate the IEP
requirements, (2) 'provide clarification where
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there are indications that a more precise federal
interpetation is necessary, and (3) respdhd to new
IEP implementation questions. The Bureau has also
recently launched action to clarify policies
concerning the provision of mental health and
catheterisation services and the use of parents'
insurance proceeds to pay for services. When
finalised, these clarifications of the regulations
will become basic in enforcing compliance.

As indicated by 'EP', special education services
provided to handicapped children differ both by age
group and type of school in which the child receives
those services. Services provided to older children
tend to be predominantly academic in nature, and
those for children in special schools tend to focus
on such functional areas as self-help skills.

Programs underway to train new special, education
teachers and support personnel, even though
significant, are still inadequate to meet the need.
According to State reports, the number of teachers
needed exceeds the number of teachers available
by 64,000. Nonetheless, the number and variety of
preservice training, inservice training, and
technical assistance efforts directed tot=rd regular
and special education teachers, support staff,
administrators, and parents offers assurance that the

problem is being addressed.

Overall, it seems clear that the States and

school districts have made significant progress in
implementing the P.L. 94-142 requirement for
individualised education programs and in realising
the goal of providing a free appropriate public
education for all handicapped children. It is

equally clear, however, that more remains to be
accomplished before that goal is realised.

all----ifight141EILLENEVA
Ch ldren and The.r Parents

The Education for All Handicapped Children Act
places special emphasis on the rights of handicapped
children and their parents or guardians. To protect
those rights, the Act sets forth certain procedures
that are to be followed in determining programs and

placements. These include identification and
evaluation procedures, procedures for developing
individualised education programs (IEPs), and
procedures for assuring the due process rights.

As was previously noted, case studies found that
in 1977-78 some children who were referred for
special education evaluation had to wait to be
assessed and placed. This was partly because of
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greatly increased numbers of referrals and partly
because assessment procedures became more formalized,
comprehensive, and structured. School district
strategies that emerged during 1978-79 to ease the
backlog included stringent review of potential
referrals, redefinition of the duties of the school
psychologist, and increased involvement of teachers
in making child assessments. Because there is no way
at this tine of knowing how typical these case study
findings may be, the Bureau is conducting a national
survey of assessment procedures. The survey will
investigate: the nature and extent of assessment
backlogs and their relationship to screening,
referral., and assessment practices; the adequacy of
instruments used to determine the eligibility of
students for special education and to identify
specific individual service needs; and the nature and
adequacy of materials and procedures used in school
districts to ensure nondiscriminatory testing. Data
will be collected during the 1980-81 school year.

The record indiCates that P.L. 94-142 has
improved the opportunity of parents of handicapped
children to participate in the special education
process, especially by becoming involved in approving
their children's special education programs.
Nonetheless, only About half of the IEP meetings are
actually attended by=parents according to the
findings of a national survey. The Bureau has taken
several steps to try to increase involvement,
including clarifying policies on the IEP meeting
requirement, initiating five pilot regional Parent
Information Centers to inform parents of their rights
under P.L. 94-142, and planning for a new FY 1981
initiative to stimulate parent/.chool training
programs.

As for due process, prior to P.L. 94-142 most
school districts either lacked or did not implewent
ground rules for inforMing parents of hands gipped
children about plans for their child's education.
Today most school districts have established formal
notification and consent procedures. Many distribute
booklets describing due process rights, and some
offer parents P.L. 94-142 training sessions. To
buttress these efforts, the Bureau in conjunction
with the Office for Civil Rights, as developing
information and training package* to assist school
districtz in ensuring that the due process rights of
parents are propetly exercised.

Overall, the leadership role of the State
education agencies tngether. with State
interpretations, policies, and procedures hwe on the
whole been welcomed by have ,local school districts in
implementing P.L. 94-142 provisions.
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Goal Three: Assistance to the States
and Goal Four: Assess and Assure
Effectiveness

In administering P.L. 94-142 the Bureau of
Education for the Handicapped has used several
administrative functions to assist the States. These

include developing and clarifying regulations,
coordinating policies among agencies working with
handicapped children, monitoring State compliaZce and
providing technical assistance., and evaluating the
Act's impact.

'To clarify major issues tha have arisen as
implementation of P.L. 94-142 h s progressed, the
Bureau is preparing policy paper& on such issues as
individualized education program requirements, the
provision of mental health and catheterization
services, surrogate parent requirements, and
suspension and expulsion policies concerning
handicapped students. The final version of each
paper will be published in the Federal Register and
sent to the Congrers for review under Section 431 of
the General Education Provisions: Interagency
agreements to facilitate the 'coordinate delivery of
handicapped children have been developed with the
Health Care Financing Administration, the
Rehabilitation Services Administration, the Bureau of
Occupational and Adult Education, and the
Administration for Public Services. In order to
reduce paperwork and improve the distribution of
funds, the States will submit Program Plans that are
valid for 3 years, beginning with the plans for
1981. P.L. 94-142 allocations to the States came to
$245 million for FY 1978 and $564 million for
FY 1979, and were to be $804 million FY 1980.

In the 1978-79 school year the Bureau conducted
program administrative reviews (on-site visits) in
21 States. For these States, this was the first
on-site review since the effective date of
P.L. 94-142. In these reviews, the Bureau foind tha
policies and procedures which guarantee.lhe rights Or
handicapped children and make avaitableTull

lkeducational opportunity have been adopted. The full
Implemintatfain of these policies and procedures,

however, lies Aim'. Many States had difficulties
with, and are now implementing corrective actions
for, provisions related to IEPs, due process, LRE,

aid evaluation procedures.

HO2nwhile Federal evaluation of the effectiveness
of P.L. 94-142 is continuing, supported by case
studies of State and local implementation of the Act
and its impact on the families of handicapped
children, together with studies targeted on specific
areas of concern.
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114 Conclusion

REPORT This second annual report has described
TO continuing progress in Federal, State, and local
CONGRESS implementation of P.L. 94-142. The findings lead to

the following observations:

(1) Both am-site visits and Bureau-
commissioned studies indicate that
there is widespread commitment. to the
P.L. 94-142's goals. Virtually every
study available to the Bureau has
found that education.staff at all
levels strongly endorse the Act.
Further,- commitment has been
translate:Ili:to action. One study
conalededs "Never have ,so many local
and State agencies done so much with
so few Federal dollars to implement a
Federareducatfon mandate." ,Many
changes have been implemented within a
short time -- from the development of
State #olicies to, the .development` of
VIPs for individual students. The
accomplishments to date are
significant.

(2) Challenges to full implementation of
the Act Continue to exist. These
challenges have been detailed
throughout thid report, as have :steps .

the Bureau will take to incoutage and
assist. the States in complying with
_P.L. 94-142.

Overall, while muck/idditional work is needed
before the goall.of the Act Are fully realized, the
evidence demonstrates that more handicapied children
are receiving a free appropriate public education now
than before the Act. .
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Appendix A

Evaluation of the
Education for All Handicapped

Children Act, P.L. 94-142

This papa* dexcribes the Federal plan for
evaluation of Public Law 94-142, the Educati for
All Handicapped Children ActJEHA). It has _twee
parts. Tile first describes the purpose of the
evaluation and the section of the Act which calls for
the evaluation. The second provides the general
approach and assumptions underlying the evaluation
strategy, and the third describes progress to date.

Coals of the Evaluation

The purpose of the evaluation is to satisfy the
Congressional requests for information as well as
examine additional topics, necessary to the
administration of the Act. Findings ire to be
reported to Congress, annually, bythe Commissioner
of Education. The first annual report was delivered
in January 1979. It would be incumbent upon the
Administration to develop a careful evaluation of the .

implementation of such an important Act; however,, the
Congress outlined its_ expectation regarding the
evaluation as well. Section 618 lists topics which
the Congress wanted addressed. The information
requested has been organised into questions, and the
relationship between those questions and the
Congressional interests are shown in Tables A and B.

Information also is developed for other Federal
and State audiences, so that their own administration
lay be improved. In addition to wide distribution of
the annual report to the Congress, we disseminate

other publications such aivperiodic displays of facts
and figures.

\General Approach

The first step in developing the evaluation plan
waseto identify a reasonably parsimonious sit of
questions for which the Administration and the
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Congress must have answers. The questions relate to
the evaluation requirements of the Act and to the

Congressional findings which led to Lhe Act. We

attempted to capture thd most fundamental issues
surrounding the Act in a language why -h allows easy

debate with all audience concerned with Public Law
94-142. Six questions have been developed through

this process:

1. Are the intended beneficiaries being
served? This question deals with the
number and kinds of children being
served by States in accordance with
the provisions of P.L. 94-142. Its

isportance stems both from the fact
that funds are allocated on the basis
of the counts and from the provisions
in the Act for procedures that prevent
erroneous classification of children.

2. In-what setting: are the beneficiaries

being served? This question addresses

the kinds of environments in which
children are being educated. Its

importance stems from both court cases
and laws which have encouraged
placement. of children in the least

restrictNns environments commensurate
with their needs.

. What services are being provided to
beneficiaries? This question
addresses the kinds of teachers
available and the services they
provide to handicapped children.
Knowledge of the services provided to

.children facilitates both manpower
planning and improvements in service ,

delivery.

4. What are the consequences of
implementing the Act? This question

addresses administrative, fiscal, and
attitudinal reactions to the Act. Its

importance will lie in the extent to
which findings lead us to change in

sourown administration.
.

5. What administrative procedures are in

place? This question addresses the
extent to which Federal, State, and
local education agencies are
progressing in their own
administration-of the provisions of

ten Act. to order to operate within
the requirement& of the Act, there are
a number of essential agency
activities.
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6. To what extent is the intent of the 117
Act being met? This question
addresses the several goals of the REPORT
Act, including the American ideal of 7.()

due process and equal treatment of all CONGRESS
citizens.

Given these questions, we have developed a strategy
designed to continually improve the quality of
knowledge which can be brought to bear on each
cluestiQn. The strategy entails a number of conscious
decisions, based on several assumptions. These
assumptions and decisions are outlined below.

Assumptions

1. Negotiating Questions

We assumed that establishing the evaluation
questions was both a technical and a
political exercise -- a task requiring
consultation but not necessarily consensus.
Meetings were held with the staff at all
levels of the Division of Education, with
staff from the Congress, special interest
groups, State and local evaluators, and the
academic community. Establishing the
questions and methodology took nearly
1 year. As each review occurred, new
concerns were raised and new formulations
were developed. Each new formulation was
then checked against the initial concerns of
the Congress. Tables A and B demonstrate the
relationship between the questions and the
concerns raised by the Congress both in their
finthngs and in their specification of the
evaluation requirements of the Act.

2. Information Needs

The studies and projects are collectively
described as an evaluation of Public Law
94-142. However, several people Li".
observed that a large number of projects are
generating descriptive information about the
system (e.g., numbers of children, teachers,
etc.). We assumed that the information needs
of people concerned ,-;th the implementation
of P.L. 94-142 are enormous. In developing
the questions, we have sensed that the need
for basic information far exceeds the need
for eval ative judgements. Without the
ne otiation phase, we may not have given
swfficient 'attention to these basic

formation needs.
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115 3. Study Methodologies,

REPORT A single study has often been considered
TO sufficient for evaluating a complex program.

CONGRESS However, implementation requires establishing
rules and administrative procedures,
identifying children, training school staff,
and testing a variety of services and program
approaches. We assume different study
methodologies will be valuable for different
questions. Large-scale surveys have
well-known assets and liabilities. Where the
assets of the large-scale survey are needed,
such studies will be conducted. However, the
small experiment and the small case study
also have assets in developing information.
The questions being pursued dictate the
methodology chosen. We do not start with
preferences.

4. Phasing of Studies

We assumed the implementation of this Act
will follow a rough developmental sequence.
Because of this assumption, the focus of the
studies will change over time. Creating a

knowledge base about this enormous
educational event is a slow, cumulative
process. Initial efforts were geared toward
improving doctaentation techniques, examining
the existence of services, counting the
attendance of children and so on. The
implementation of the several requirements

were then examined. Studies will then focus

on the quality of different types of
programs. Throughout the sequence, the
studies must be designed to discover
obstacles to implementation, so that
corrective actions can be taken.

5. Role of Evaluation

We assumed information should be designed in
such a way as to contribute toward the
ioprovement of the implementation of the
Act. We assumed, for example, that by making
full use of data provided in State-generated
documents, States will be motivated to
improve the quality of those data. We

assumed that frequent and wide dissemination
of evaluation findings will increase their
utility to the field. And finally, we

assumed that data collection activities
themselves can be facilitative.
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1. Question Format REPORT
TO

We are using questions to organise the CONGRESS
information being sought. The question
format has limitations. Question, often
imply that a simple yes or no answer will be
forOklomine. Questions may also imply that a
complete answer is posaible, yhen neither
simple nor couple anvils can be achieved.
Questions, however, have s major asset. They
focus audiences on the problems identified as
critical. They allow easy communication of
complex issues. We currently feel that this
asset overrides the liabilities of the format.

2. 111.151WEEM

The special studias are a data source for the
annual report to Congress. However, other
sources of information are also heavily
emphasised. The State- generated documents
suult as the Annual Program Plans and

eud-of-year reports are analysed and
summarised by the internal staff.

The results of State Program Administrative
Reviews, conducted by-internal staff for the
purposes of monitoring, also are analysed.
(Half of the States are visited each year.)

In addition, staff and consultants monitor
and summarise the litatature being developed
by numerous investigators not sponsored
directly by the Bureau of Bducation,for the
Handicapped. Such studies will serve to
question, validate, and expand tx
commissioned work.

3. Istaitudinal AnatELLE

The studies and projects are designed to
capture progress over time, rather than to
describe single events or to compare events.
Because change is occurring rapidly,

descriptions of -single events lose meaning
quickly. Because the Act is national,
cosparative studies of status lack utility.
Longitudinal analysis allows progress to be
described in relation to the variety of
events and activities that inflsnce progress.

4. lts'orting

The annual report to the Congress provides
one reporting opportunity. However, there is
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other information which may be needed more
rapidly (e.g., State allocations) or which
say be of more interest to decision makers-
locally than to Federal decision makers-
(e.g., programs that are highly successful).
Therefore, in addition to the annual -zeport,
several other reporting mechanises wily be
used. These include research notes, data
notes, and study reviews.

Research notes are used to inform the
research community of the current state of
knowledge in a content area which -is
important to the implementation of the Act,
and to encourage further research in that
content area. We have produced two research
notes, one on issues of cost and finance, and
one on the developmeut of evaluation

methodologies.

Data notes are used to distribute information
on implementation and services as such data
become rvailetle. These data are also
included in the annual report, but the data
note provides a vehicle for more immediate
circulation. We have produced three data
notes so far, one on the number of children
States - counted during the 1976-77 school
year, one on the allocation of P.L. 94-142
funds to States for the first year of
implementation of the Act, and one on

59 -313 allocation of funds to States for
thii 1975 and 1979 fiscal years.

Study reviews are used to inform the public
of studies of major import that are being
conducted. To date, we have produced three
study reviews. The first study review
described the land Corporationri current
effort to determine how much various types of
special education services cost. The second

study review described a national survey of
IllPs being conducted by Research Triangle
Institute. Four monographs exploring issues
and alternatives on evaluating different
aspects of P.L. 94-142 implementation were
the subject of the third study review.

Reports of findinss from_ individual studies
will also be distributed to the DSOS Division
staff and to States as these studies are
completed. We assume that it is incumbent on
DSOS staff to write and publish extensively
if evaluation findings.. are to contribute to

improved administration of the Act.
Information regarding the implementation of
P.L. 94-142 will be circulated widely and
frequently.
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The five assumptions or orientations which REPORT
underlie the evaluation of P.L. 94-142 condition our TO
analysis of the task. The process by which the CONGRESS
questions were developed; the commissioning of many
studies rather than a :into study; the phasing of
studies over time; the emphasis placed on
State-generated information; and the heavy
responsibility given to internal USOE staff are
conscious decisions.

This effort has the advantage of taking place
after nearly a decade of Federal experience in
evaluating education legislation. Be feel these
assumptions show understanding of past successes and
failures.

Progress to Date

This section describes our evaluation efforts .
over thu first 4 years of activity and delonstratei

the'relat:onship between the evaluation sequence and
the developmental sequence of implementation. A more
complete description of the funding history is
available in Appendix B.

FY 1976

P.L. 94-142 was enacted late in 1975, and was to
become effective 2 years later, in school year
1977-76. The first research funds became available
in the summer of 1976, a year when not only the
Federal agency, but also State and local agencies
were gearing up to begin implementation. Given a
strategy of focusing in earlier years on
documentation, primary emphasis was placed on
Question One (Are the intended beneficiaries being
served?). '

Our attention fell on the first question for two
reasonst first, the Congress had specified in the
Act that the Commissioner should validate the States'
counts of handicapped children and, second, because
the argot of the Act was such a diverse population,
the first question imaied especially difficult to
answer.

Three studies tore designed to help us understand
this question. The first was a study of the
variation in State definitions of handicapping
conditions. The data provided us with knowledge of
who the intended beneficiaries are in each State, and
the extent to which they differ from State to State.
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The second was a study of State capabilities to
collect, maintain, and aggregate data required for

P.L. 94-142. The study provided us not only with

knowledge of the precision of current counts, but

also with an estimate of States' capabilities to
respond to new demands that the Act required.
Finally, the third study was initiated to develop a
procedure for validating the counts of children that

States supplied. Since the counts represent the
results of a census, this study has provided
information on census validation procedures.

Though most of the first-year studies were aimed

at the explication of the first question, the
intended beneficiaries, one other study was designed

to begin explorations into the fourth question (What

are the consequences of implementing the Act?). The

study provided information on the variety of
interpretatious of what an /SP was, how it should be

used, how it should be developed, and what the
consequences of having to implement the IF? were for

all parties.

FY 1977

Studies initiated in Fiscal Year 1977 were
undertaken during the first year in which the Act

became effective. Thus, primary emphasis during this

funding year was on activities undertaken to
implement P.L. 94-142.

Two studies were undertaken to scan the array of

issues and questions. One analysed data available in

State reports, and one was to observe progress in
practices over a 5-year period. The State plans are

prepared annually, as is an end-of-the-year report on
the accomplishments of the States. In addition, the

States are visited bi-annually for a review of their

actual programming. These documents were
exhaustively analysed for their contributions to all

six questions.

Because State data provide only national trends,

something was needed to provide snore in-depth,

dynamic understanding of progress. Thus, a
longitudinal examination of the impact of the Act on

a small sample of local education agencies s

initiated., The local impa4.1t of federal programs is

often obscured by statistica'. surveys of easily
measured events. In this study the impact of the Act

is being documented by in-depth interviews-with and
observations of administrators, teachers and parents

over a 5-year period.

TWo studies were also initiated to explore issues

of quality. Although it was too soon to assess the

19



impact of services, we recognised a need for criteria
to be developed for both State and local
administrators as well as Federal agencies for
assessing activities. Thus, one study was initiated
to determine the various means by which quality of
implementation mays-,be assessed.

A second study dealing with the intent of the Act
focused specifically on the individualised education
program plans. These documents are at the heart of
the service delivery system, and the Congress has
asked for a national survey of them.

Finally, two studies were initiated to examine
many of the hypothesised consequences of the Act.
On, impact of the Act, even before it was
implemented, was the expression of many concerns.
Teachers felt that some of the provisions of the Act
may threaten their posit(ons. One study was designed
to analyse the concerns expressed and to
systematically relate them to requirements of the
Federal Act. Cases were then studied at local
education agenci-s to determine the extent to which
the Act was actually creating significant problems
for teachers.

The second study focused on the initial impact of
the Act on all parties in school systems in school
year 1977-78. The extent of problems actually
encountered was hypothesised to be dependent on the
context in which implementation occurred. Thus, this
study was designed to provide case studies of the
initial impact of the Act in getting the programs
started.

FY 1978

The earlier studies were 1...geted primarily on
either documentation of practicds or with preliminary
work on assessing impact. Work initiated in FY 1978
began to target on more specific questions of quality.

First, because of the emphasis in the Act on the
appropriateness of placement for handicapped
children, a study was initiated to determine the
decision rules suggested in policies and used in
practice to determine children's placements.-

Second, studies were initiated to increase our
knowledge of Question Six (To what extent is the
intent of the Act being met?) Five case studies were
begun to examine the impact of P.L. 94-142 on
children and their families over time. The studies
differ in their specific focus. For example, one
focuses on the impact of secondary learning disabled
students and their families; another focuses on

130
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parents who have resper.de:. energetically to the
invitation to activism offerod by the k-t.

FY 1979

The studies undertaken in Fiscal Year 1979 are
focused on partiAular issues in the implementation of
P.L. 94-142. increasingly, there is examination of
the extent to which the intent of the Act is being
set.

First, because of tht emphasis in the Act on the
prevention of erroneous classification of children, a
study has been initiated to describe current
practices and variation in practices in the
assessment of handicapped children in the United

States. Additionally, the study will undertake

evaluation of the soundness of the-assessment
procedures in use.

Second, a specialized study has been initiated to
increase our knowledge of Question Three (What
services are being provided ?) The.study will survey
and describe the services provided b)rschool
districts and the number and nature cf services
actually received by handicapped children.
Examination will be undertaken' of the provision of
services to children at different age levels and with
varying handicapping conditions.

Finally, if P.L. 94-142 implementation is
ultimately effective, some children should return to
regular education with no further need of special
education and related services. Because little is
known about student flow between special and regular
education, a study has been initiated to describe
children leaving special education and to determine
the extent to which handicapped children transfer
successfully to regular education programs.

Summary

This overview is designed to provide a brief
synopsis of the general strategy and underlying
assumptions of our evaluation plans, the questions
guiding our investigations, and the studies
undertaken to date. Two tables follow which are
summaries of the questions as they relate to the
Act. Table A demonstrates the relationship between
the evaluation questions and the Congressional
findings which lead to passage of the Act. Table B

demonstrates the relationship between the evaluation
questions and Section 618 of the Act, which contains

the evaluation requirements.
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TABLE A

Relationship Between Congressional Findings
and Eva-Auation Questions

Congressional Findings

1. There are more than
8 million handicapped
children in the United
States today;

2. The special educational
needs of such children
are not being fully met;

3. More than half of the handi-
capped children in the Unitad
States do not receive appropriate
educational services which would
enable them to have full equality
of opportunity;

4. One million handicapped
children in the United States
are excluded entirely from the
public school system and will
not go through the educational

process with their peers;

5. There are many handicapped

children throughout the United
States participating in regular
school programs whose handicaps
prevent them from having a
successful experience because
their handicaps are undetected;

6. Because Of the lack of adequate
services within the public
school system, families are
often forced to find services
outside the public school
system, often at a great
distance from their residence
and at their own expense;

Evaluation Questions

How many children are being
served? (1.0)

What services are being pro-
vided to children? (3)

To what extent is the intent
of the Act being met? (6)

Are there eligible children
who are not Lping served?
(1.B.3)

Where are children being
served? (2)

Are there eligible children
who were never identified?
(1.B.3.a)

Where are children being
served? (2)

Are there eligible children
who ale not being served?
(1.B.3)

To what extent is the intent
of the Act being met? (6)
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Table A Ccontinut.4)

EISEE141!"1.1

Dev*lopmctgs in zrain4uL
of teacher, ari icA disrtzetic

in4trilctiodul ,roced.rfas
and meth04 tit. '^! .tir/anced to

t! poizt r 1t 41VA ar4o-
pri..1.41; :;._ate and ;zeal

educe.*_'. it esoqzieop

will.prot,tde speciA:

education are reit',!J
to meet the needs or himelicaoread

children;

8. State and local education
agencies have responsibility

to provide education for all
handicapped children, but
present financial resources
are inadequate to meet the
special educational needs of
children; and

9. It is in the national interest
that the Federal Government
Assist State and local
efforts to provide programs
to meet the educational needs
of handicapped children in
order to assure equal protec-
tion under the Act.
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Irvaiuctint 9uestinivi

What 4natructonal sic-vices
are provided? k' at per :tonne'

are tvailsble for instruc-
tel servi/40 (.0

What ::ervixss are firovided by
sourLae outside the local

2Fencies, such
74-Atn1 health clinics?

Ci.rd)

What administrative procedures
are in place? (5)

That is the cost of special
education and related ser-

vices? (4.C.1)

That is the cost of adminis-
tration of special education
and related services? (4.C.2)

What resources are available

for special education?
(4.C.3)



TABLE B
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Relationship Ben Evaluation Requirements
in the Act d Evaluation Questions

Section 618

a. The Commissioner shall measure
and evaluate the impact of the
program authorised under this
part and the effectiveness of
State efforts to assure the free
appropriate public education
for all handicapped children.

b. The Commissioner abet conduct
directly or by grant or contract,
such studies, investigations, and
evaluations as necessary to assure
effective implementation of this

__ part. In carrying out the re
sponsibilities under this section,
the Commissioner shall --

Evaluation Questions

What administrative procedures
are in place? (5)

Is the intent of the Act being
met? (6)

1. Through the National Center for
Education Statistics, provide to
the appropriate committees of each
Rouse of the Congress and to the
general public at least annually,
and -*hall update at least annually,

programmatic information concerning
programs and projects assisted
under this part and other Federal
programs supporting the education
of handicapped children, and such
information from State and local
education agencies and other
appropriate sources necessary for
the implementation of this part,
including ---

A. The number of handicapped

children in each State,
within each disability,
who require special

education and related
services;

11.

Row many children are being
served? (1.C)

Are there eligible children who
are not being served? (1.B.3)
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12$ Table B (continued)

Section 618

B. The number of handicapped
children in each State,
within each disability,
receiving education and

the number of handicapped
children who need and are

not receiving a free
appropriate public educa-
tion in each State; <,

C. The number of handicapped
children in each State,
within each disability,
who are participating in
regular educational
programs, consistent with
the requirement of Section

612 (5)(b) and Section 614

(a)(1)(C)(iv), and the
number of handicapped
children who have been
placed in separate
facilities, or who have
been otherwise removed
from the regular education

placement;

D. The number of handicapped
children who are enrolled
in public or private
institutions in each State
and who are receiving a
free appropriate public
education, and the number

of handicapped children
who are in such
institutions and who ate
not receiving a free

appropriate public
education;

Evaluation Questions

In what settings are the bene-
ficiaries being served? (2)

(Ate there eligible children
whoe are clot being served?

(1.B.3)

What services are being pro-
vided to children? (3)

w

E. The amount of Federal, What resources are available

State, and local expendi- for special education? (4.C.4)

tares in each State speci-
fically available for
special education and re-
lated services;

Continued-=



Table II (continued)

Section 618

..

Evaluation Questions

ir
F. The number of personnel,

by diiability category,
employed in the education
of handicapped and the.
estimated number of addi-
tional personnel needed to
adequately carry
Tolicy established .1N04
Act; aut-

.\
2. 'Provide for the evaluation of'

programs and projects assisted
under this part through --

A. The development of effec-
tive methods and procedures
for evaluation*,

'

S. The testing and validation'
of such evaluation methods
and procedures; and

C. Conducting actual evalua-
tion studies designed
test the effectiveness of
such pro rams and projects.

t. In developing and furnishing

information under subclause (t)
of clause (1) of subsection (b),
the &omissions ...ay base such
information upon a eampling of
data available from State
education agencies.

d. 1. Not later than 120 days after
the close of each fiscal

year, the Commissioner shall
transmit to the appropriate
committees of each House of
the Congress a report on the

What instructional services are
provided? What persohnel are
available for instructional
services? (3.C)

What related services are pro-
vided? What personnel are
available for related services?
(3.D)

What are appropriate evalua-
tion methodologies for deter-
mining the effectiveness of
programs and projects? (6.0)

How accurate are the data on
intended beneficiaries? (14E)

3")

Continued--
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130 Table B (continued) N\

Section 618

progress 'being made toward '

the provision of a fr ;e

appropriate public education
to all handicapped children,
including a detailed -

descriptinh of all evaluation
activities conducted under
subsectiOn (b).

2. The Commissioner shall
include in each report --

A. An analysis and evaluation

of the effectiveness of
procedures undertaken by
each State education
agency, and intermediate
educational unit to assure

that handicapped children
receive special education
and related services in
the least restrictive en-
vironment commensurate
with their needs and to
improve programs of
instruction for handi-
capped children in day or

residential facilities;

B. Any recommendations for
elange in the provisions
of this part, or any other
Federal law providing
support for the education
of handicapped children;
and

C. An evaluation of the
effectiveness of the
procedures undertaken
by each such agency or
unit to prevent erroneous
classification of children
as eligible to be counted

13'1

Evaluation Questions

What administrative procedures
are in place? (5)

Do placement procedures assure
a placement in the least re-

strictive environment? (6.C)

What are the improvements in
programs in day and residential

institutions? (6.F)

What are the consequences of
implementing the Act? (4)

What administrative procedures
are in place? (5) (Federal,

State and local)

Were all nhildren who were
served intended to be served?

(1.B.2)

Continn.d --



Table B (continued)

Section 618

under Section 611, includ-
ing actions undertaken by
the Commissioner to carry
out the provisions of this
Act related to erroneous
classification. In order
to carry out such analyses
and evaluations, the Com-
missioner shall conduct a

statistically valid survey
for assessing the effec-
tiveness of individualized
education programs.

e. Section 618

There are authorized to be
appropriated for each fiscal
year such ALMS as may be
necessary to carry out the
provisions of this section.

Evaluation 0.4estions

Do procedures prevent erroneous
classification? (6.D)

Is there an individualised

education program plan for each
child? (3.A)

Are all services stipulated in
the individualized education
program plan provided? (3.B)
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Appendix B
Special Studies Funding History

The Bureau of Education for the Handicapped has
adopted a plau for evaluating Public Law 94-142 which
focuses on six questions. These questions are:

1. Are the intended beneficiaries being
served? This question deals with the
number and kinds of children being
served by States in accordance with
the provisions of P.L. 94-142.

2. In what settings are the beneficiaries
being served? This question addresses
the kinds of environments in which
children are being educated.

3. What services are being provided to
beneficiaries? This question
addresses the kinds of teachers
available and the services they
provide to handicapped children.

4. What are the consequences of
implementing the Act? This question
addresses the administrative, fiscal,

and attitudinal consequences of the
Act.

5. What administrative procedures are in
place? This queition addresses tile
extent to which educational agencies

are progressing in their

administration of the provisions of
the Act.

6. To what extent is the intent of the
Act being met? This question
addresses the several goals of the
Act, including the goal of free
appropriate public education for all
handicapped children.

In the following pages, the studies initiated or
planned to date are described and their relationship
to these questions is demonstrated.

133



134
REPORT
TO
CONGRESS

Progress to Date

This section describes special studies efforts

through FY 1979 and demonstrates the relationship
between the evaluation questions and the studies to
date.

FY 1976: Initial Studies

P.L. 94-142 was enacted late in 1975 .and was to

become effective 2 years later, in teheol year
1977-78. The first research funds became available
in the summer of 1976, a year when not only the,
Federal agency but also State and local agencies were
gearing up to begin implementation. Because the
provisions of the Act were not mandatory yet, it made
little sense to study practices. Preliminary work
was needed, however, for many of the questions.

Our attention fell on the first question (Are the
intended beneficiaries being aeved?) for two
reasons: first, Cong:ess bee', specified in the Act

that the Commissioner should validate the States'
count of handicapped children; and second, the target
of the Act was such a diverse population. Thb first

question seemed especially difficult to answer.
Three major studies were denigued to illuminate the
relevant parameters involved in answering the
question.

Study 1. Analysis of State Data Reporting

Capabilities. The purpose of this study was to
determine the Stater' capacities to respond to the
new reporting requirements i- Arent in P.L. 94-142.
The study was conduc =ed by Men-gement Analysis Center

(MAC). MAC analyzed the dat requirements in the Act
an6 the reporting forms being developed by the
Bureea, and visited 27 States to test thei- capacity
to respond, MAC reported on State capacity to
provide information on four categories: children,

personnell'facilities, and resources. They found
capacity was relatively high on the first category
and decreeseZ across the remaining categories. They
recommended deleting requirements for fiscal data
since States c uld not adequately respond to such
requests.

Study 2. Methods of Validati Ch'ld Count
Data. The purposeofthisstudywastodevelop a
sampling plan a- a method that could be used by the
Bureau to vali!, the State counts. The work W83
perfolmed by the .canford Research Institute (SRI).
SRI evaluated a.1 previously available data on
incidence of handicapped children and concluded that
the data reported by States were at least as accurate
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as other data sources, if not more so. Regarding a
procedure for validating the information, SRI 135
concluded that these procedures should be REPORT
incorporated into the counting procedures TO
themselves. SRI has developed a handbook for States CONGRESSon how to do this

Study 3. Analysis of State Definitions of
Handicappint Conditions. The purpose of this study
was to determine the extent to which State policies
either (a) provided for services to children with
disabilities other than those provided for under
P.L. 94-142, or (b) used varying definition! or
eligibility criteria for the s. a categories of
children. The work was performed by the Council for
Exceptional Children (CEC), who.found that neither
the types of children served nor the definitions
varied widely. Hoiever, there were some instances in
which eligibility criteria did vary. These
variations will have to be considered when reviewing
the counts of children reported by States.

Study 4. Implementation of Individualised
Education Programs. The purpose of this study was to
estimate the difficulty of implementing this
particular provision of the Act. The work was
performed by Nero and Associates and by internal
staff. Four States were visited anda variety of
individuals affected by the Act were interviewed.
The study revealed that (a) similar concerns were.?
identified both in States which already had
provisions and in States which did not, and
(b) similar concerns were raised by both special
education and regular teachers. The findings are
being used to design technical assistance and
inservice training programs.

FY 1977

While the FY 1976 studies were heavily concerned
with State data, the FY 1977 studies began moving
toward studies of practices. Studies initiated
during FY 1977 would be conducted during FY 1978, the
first year in which the Act was effective.

Study 1. Analysis of State Data. The purpose of
this study was to analyse data already available from
States. The work was performed by TEAM Associates
and by internal staff. The States prepared extensive
program plans for their first year of implementation.
These plans, as well as end-of-year performance
reports, are provided to the Bureau annually. The
State data contain all numerical information required
in the Act as well as extensive information on
policies and procedures. Analysis of the information
contained in these State documents, as well as
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information contained in Program Administrative
Reviews, forms the backbone of the annual report to

Congress.

Study 2. Progress in Implementation. The

purpose of this study was to follow a small sample of

school systems over a 5-year period to observe their

progress in implementing the Act. Because Congress

asked that the annual report describe progress in

Implementation, this in-depth study of processes was

designed to complement the national trends reported

by States. The work is being performed by SRI

International. The first year of the study described

the initial Implementation process for 22 school

districts and identified problematic areas.
Differences and' similarities were noted for sites

differing by urbanicity, special education resources,
and State education agency support.

StudzbWsglaAr&11.t.a. This study was
designed to lay the groundwork for future studies of

the quality and effectiveness of P.L. 94-142

Implementation. It was conducted by internal staff

with the assistance ,* Thomas Buffington and

Associates. The Ao, focused on the four principal

requirements in Lie Acts provision of due process,

least restrictive placements, individualized

education programs, and prevention of erroneous

classification. The study solicited 15 position

papers on evaluation approaches for each requirement

for local education agency, self-study guides. Four

monographs addressing the evaluation of these four

provisions of the Act were produced. Each monograph

includes the relevant papers and a review by a panel

of education practitioners. The monographs are now

available at a cost recovery basis from Research for

Better Schools, Inc., Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

Study 4. A National Survey of Individualized

Education Programs. The purpose of this study was to

determine the nature and quality of the
individualized education programs being designed for

handicapped children. These programs are at the

heart of the service delivery system and the Congress

asked for a survey of them. The work was contracted

to Research Triangle Institute (RTI). RTI spent the

1977-78 school year designing a sampling plan and

information gathering techniques. Data collected in

school year 1978-79 provided descriptive information

about what IEP documents are like. The study ;mind

that 95 percent of handicapped children have IEPs.

Most IEPs meet minimal requirements of the Act,

except for the evaluation component. The findings

will guide technical assistance.

Study 5. Anjysis of Teacher Concerns. The

purpose of this study was to assess the array of
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concerns raised by teachers regarding the effects of
the Act on their professional responsibilities.
Several concerns were raised by teachers during the
course of the FY 1976 study on individualized
education programs and several have been raised by
national teachers' organizations. Roy Littlejohn and
Associates performed the work. They organised the
concerns into general types and analyzed the
relationships between these categories of concerns
and the requirements of the Act. They visited six
school districts to analyze details of a small number
of examples. Recommendations were made for school
districts to -rovide teachers with more information
about P.L. 94-142.

Study 6. Analysis of Problems in Getting
Started. The purpose of this study was to assess the
liis77ear of implementation of the Act. The work
was performed by Education Turnkey Systems. Nine
local school systems were observed during the 1977-78
school year and the first half of the 1978-79 school
year to determine how priorities were established and
how implementation decisions were made at each level
of the administrative hierarchy. P.L. 94-142's
implementation was observed to be well underway at
each local education agency despite varying levels of
resources and organizational differences between
sites. Problem areas were identified but no changes
in the-Act were recommended at this time.

FY 1978

Whereas the FY 1977 studies were designed to
capture general information on practices and progress
in implementation, the studies undertaken during
FY 1978 were more clearly focused on particular
issues.

Study 1. Decision Rules for Determining
"lacements. The purpose of this 18-month study is to
tnvesttgate the decision rules or criteria used by
the courts and State hearing officers to determine
the placements of handicapped children, the guidance
given by States to school districts in the making of
placement decisions, and the actual placement
procedures used by school districts. Placement
decision rules and interpretations of P.L. 94-142's
least restrictive environment requirement will be
compared across arenas. Exemplary practices at the
State and local education agency levels will be
described.

Study 2. Special Teens and-Parents Study. This
5-'tar longitudinal case study.;mvestigates the
impact of P.L. 94-142 on secondary learning disabled
students and their families over time. The first

113
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year focused bm-etudents in self-contained settings

and examined parent-child-school communication. The

second year will include resource settings and

vocational planning.

Study 3. Study of Activist Parents and Their

Disabled Children. This 5-year longitudinal case

;Flay focuses on parents who have responded

by
to the invitation to activism offered

hy P.L. 94-142, and seeks to determine how parent
Activism benefit. the child over time. Effective

strategies were identified and the history of their

development described. The cost of parental

involvement was described in emotional and economic

terms, and program benefits to the child were shown.

Study 4. Study of the Quality of Educational
Services Provided to Handicapped Children. This

3-year longitudinal caseitudy investigates the
extent to which school district and school

implementation of P.L. 94-142 results in quality

educational services to the handicapped child and the

long-term consequences to the child and family. The

first year focused on entry into special education

during the preschool years, the emotional
consequences of the diagnostic process, parental

education about P.L. 94-142, and early programming

for preschoolers.

Study 5. Impact of P.L. 94-142 on Children with

Different Handicapping Conditions. This 5-year

longitudinal case study focuses on differences over

time in the impact of P.L. 94-142 implementation on

children with various handicapping conditions and

their families. The first year looked at the

consequences to families from five theoretical

perspectives and related these to the provisions and

implementation of the Act.

Study 6. P.L. 94-142 Institutional Response and

Consequences. This 5-year longitudinal case study
investigates the relationship of school district

response to P.L. 94-142 to handicapped child and

family outcomes, such as self-concept, social skills
and competencies, academic achievement, and economic

activity. The first year report described examples

of the Act at work and contrasted consequences of

different implementation styles for different types

of families.

Study 7. Analysis of State Data. The purpose of

this 3-year study is to analyze data already
available from States. The work is being performed

by AUI Policy Research and by internal staff. State

data available to the Bureau annually contain all
numerical information required in the Act as well as

extensive information on policies and procedures.
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111Analysis of t e State data will be conducted
throughout the year for dissemination to the field
and for inclusion in the annual report to Congress.

FY 1979

The studies undertaken in FY 1979 are focused on
particular issues in implementation of P.L. 94-142.
Increasingly, there is examination of the extent to
which the intent of the Act is being met.

Study 1. A Survey of Practices for the
Assessment of Randicaprd Children. The purpose of
this study is to describe current practices and
variation in practices in the assessment of
handicapped children in the United States.
Additionally, the survey should gather informa.tion
which will permit an evaluation of the soundness of
assessment procedures. The survey will examine
assessment practices related to (a) the initial
identification of a child as potentially handicapped,
(b) the actual classification of a child as
handicapped, and (c) the determination of the child's
.sducatipnal needs.

Study 2. Survey of Special Education and Related
Services. The purpose of this study is to survey and
describe the services provided by school districts
and the number and nature of services actually
received by handicapped children. The study will
describe the provision of services to children at
different age levels and with varying handicapping
conditions amd determine how service patterns have
changed over time.

Study 3. Study of Special Education Student
Turnover. Little is known about student flow between
special and regular education. The purpose of this
study is to (1) describe children leaving special
education and reasons for departure, (2) identify the
extent to which handicapped children transfer
successfully into regular education programs. and
(3) identify children who may receive a treatment of
short duration and therefore may not be receiving
services when Federal counts are taken.

Overview

The studies initiated during the preceding years
address the'Bureau's six questions in a variety of
ways. The following tables demonstrate the way in
which they combine to address the questions. Over
the years, we hope our ability to answer the
questions will grow and that both the questions and
their answers will become increasingly precise.
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TABLE 1

Summary of FY 1976 - FY 1979 Studies

Study
Research
Question

Contractor
Final Report

Date

FY 1976 Studiek

Analysis of State Data

Reporting Capabilities 1,5

Methods ofValidating State
Counts of Children Served 1

Analysis of State

Definitions 1

Implementation of Individual-
ized Education Programs 4

Analysis of State Data

Progress in Implementation....

Management Analysis
Center

Stanford Research
Institute

Council for Excep-
tional Childrdn

David Nero &
Associates

FY 1977 Studies

1-6 - TEAM Associates

1-6 SRI International

Criteria for Quality 6

Survey of IEPs

Teacher Concerns 4

Problems in Getting Started 4

3,6

U

Thomas Buffington
and Associates

Research Triangle
Institute

Littlejohn and
Associates

Education Turnkey
Systems

10/30/77

12/30/77

02/28/78

09/30/Y7

12/77;

06/78

Annually,
September

12/78

02/80

09/78

07/78;
03/79

Continued--



Table 1 (continued)

Study Research
Question

Contractor Final Report
Date

Decision Rules for

Determining Placements

Special- Teens and Parents
Study

Study of Activist Parents and

Their Disabled Children

Study of the Quality of

Educational Services Provided
to Handicapped Children

Impact of P.L. 94-142 on
Children with Different
Handicapping Conditions

P.L. 94-142 Institutional,
Response and Consequences....

Analysis of State Data

Survey of Practices for the
Assessment of Handicapped
Children

Survey of Special Education
and Related Services

Study of Special Education
Student Turnover

FY 1978 Studies

Applied Management
2,6 Sciences 01/80

Annually,
4,6 Abt Associates, Inc. September

American Institutes Annually,
4,6 for Research September

The Huron Annually,
4,6 Institute September

Illinois State Annually,
4,6 University September

Annually,
4,6 High/Scope September

1-6 AUI Policy Research Annually,
September

.FY 1979 Studies

Applied Management 09/81;
1,6 qciences 09/82

3,4 Rand Corporation 09/82
09/81;

1,6 SRI International 03/81
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142 TABLE 2

Answering the Six Questions

Study Intended Administrative Intent of
Settings Services Consequences

Beneficiaries Procedures the Act

FY 1976

State Data Capabilities X X

Validating State Counts X

State Definitions X

Individualised Education
Programs X

PT 1977

Analysis of State Data X X X X X X

Progress in Implementation X X X X X X

0

Criteria for Quality X

Survey of Individualised
Education Programs X X

Teacher Concerns X

Problems in Getting Started X

FY 1976

Decision Rules for
Placements

Special Teens and Parents
Study

Study of Activist Parents
and Their Disabled X X
Children

Study of the Quality of
Educational Services
Provided to Handicapped X X
Children

Impact of PA.. 94-142 on
Children with Different X X

Handicapping Conditions

P.L. 94-142 Institutional
Response and Consequences

Analysis of State Data X X 111 X

Continued--



Table 2 (continued)

Study Intended
Co q Administrative Intent ofSettings Serviette on seuecesBeneficiaries Procedures the Act

PT 1979

Survey of Practices for the
Assessment of handicapped X X
Children

Survey of Special Education.
and Related Services X . X

Study of Special Education
Student Turnover X X

O

1 ela
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Appendix C

BEH Data Notes (March 1979)
BEH Study Review (April 1979)
BEH Study Review (June -1979)
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States To fhwolvo $134 Million in P.L. 99413 Allocations lorFY 1979
An estimated 223.000 handicapped

I.Nicken will receive educational support
frt. .n PA. 89,314 in fiscal year 1979 with
an &Nap allocation of $595 per child.
Public Law 89413, an amendment to
Title I of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, providei aid to States-for
the education of handicapped children
in State-operated schools, St3te-support-
NI schools, an Am:2i education agencies.
it is a project-oriented, child-centered
program intended to stimulate the de-
velopment of project which supplement,
-eitpand, or enrich existing educational
programs, taking them beyond the bask
activities normally supported through

March 1979

lie pap a at the Data Notes
Is to swimalte Misemallen
Owl Bra liesementelien efi the
liduselless SW IAN ltsnilleseped
Mike Mt. This Data Mt*
Mahe melt at s kW ellen el
the Obldea at tastevellee and
Oseekemara matt the Melon
N Aesialawse to Me Melee.

111$Wel mum Omuta Chief
Cemitiesleeter ter fee &nee
el edueeNees kw the Han

ileerMee emesming Data
Notes s he .4 61, addoeseed
Oa. tans C, Maletsen el Ks
*alb PapuaMedea filmado,
1111161110, 418 flearAind Me.
&W., %Whimsies, DA. NM

M mem walk Mlle Law
WM ma he elftleedirein Or.
MNlrw Tyree it the Wake
et Amistanss N Ste Blebs

410 May-
601 Me., &W. Week."
OZ. BIM

State or other funds. In 156, the first
year of the program, $16 million was
allocated to States. As can be seen in
Table 1, the amount appropriated has
increased almost every year of the
program. The number of children parti-
cipating has increased from about 65,000
to nearly 225,000.

Allocations are mark to State agencies
which then receive applications from
schools or conduct projects of their own.
Since 1973 with the amendments of P.L.
93-380, P.L. 89-313 funds can follow
deinstitutiortaikzazi Aild.-en to local
school programs. The number of
children in LEA programs has increased

from 7,000 for 1975 to more than 25,000
for 1979. The number of participating
schools by type of agency is shown in
Table 3. Of the more the,: 7$00 schools
participating nearly '4,000 ..,e State-
supported or operated and about 3,000
schools are in local education agencies
(LEA),

In Table 2 the State allocations are
presented. glinois will receive the largest
allocation (over $15 "Mon) while the
lowest allocations are for Idaho and
Guam ($249,000 and $172,000, respective-.
ly.) The funding formula provides 40
percent of a State's per pupil expendi-
ture for each child counted; however, a

Table 1
Growth of Allocations Undor P.L. 99 -313, Fiscal Yearn 1956-79

Fiscal Year
of Allocation

isee

Amount
Appropriated

$ 15,917,000

Number of
Children
Counted'

65,440

Per Pupil
Allocations

$ 242.23
1967 15,085,000 82,797 181.65
1988 24,746,000 87,389 283.17
1989 29.742,000 96,499 30821
1970 37,482,000 110,531 399.11
1971 43,129,000 121,568 379.45
1972 58,381,000 131,831 427.88
1973 75,962,000 157,997 480.78
1974 85,778,000 188,415 515.45
1975 67,884,000 178,783 491.51 1,04.

1976 95,889.000 188,078 509.73
1977 111,433,000 201,429 55321
1978 121,575,000 223,804 54322
1979 132,492,000 222,732 595.85

'These children were counted in October of the year 2 yaws prior to the allocation year.

Source: Bureau of Education for the Handicapped. P.L. 89-313, Summary to State
Agencies, 1908-1979.
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Table 2
State Allocations and Number of Children Participating in P.L. 89-313 Program, Fiscal Year 1979'

Mato

Number of
Children
Counted

FY 1979
Allocation

(Hold
Harmless)

FY 1979
Formula
Based

Allocation

FY 1979
Actual

Allocation

Funds
Received

Per
Child

Per Pupil
Expenditure

By
Formula

Alabama 1.330 $656,016 $608,874 $656,016 $493.24 .457,80
Alaska 2,428 1,491,880 1,667,332 1.667,332 686.71 686.71
Arizona 1,147 592,077 619,059 619,059 539 72 539.72
Arkansas 3,856 1,56e,192 1,765,277 1,765,277 457.80 457.80
California 5,352 3,263,228 3,027,038 3,263,228 609.72 565 59
Colorado 3,358 1,803,081 1,890,285 1,890,285 562.92 562.92
Connecticut 2,809 1,771,724 1,718,237 1,771,724 630.73 611.69
Delaware 1,887 1,083,644 1,213,605 1,213,605 843.14 643.14
Florida 6,360 2,827,191 3,301,222 3,301,222 519 06 519.06
Georgia 2,189 977,421 1,002,124 1,002,124 457.80 457.80
Hawaii 828 426,088 514,627 514,627 621.53 621 53
Idaho 543 239,469 248,585 248,585 457.80 457.80
Illinois 24,463 12,627,763 14,988,236 14,988,236 612.69 612.69
Wiens 6,280 2,617,820 3,027,902 3,027,902 482.15 482.15
Iowa 1,025 756,184 594,664 156,184 737.74 580 16
Kansas 1,920 1,107,450 1,048,704 1,10i , 450 576 79 546 20
Kentucky 2,631 1,105,832 1,204,472 1,204,472 457.80 457.80
Louisiana 5,934 2.161,190 2,716,585 2,716,585 457.80 457.80
Maine 1,592 73C,816 729,359 730,816 459.05 458.14
Maryland 4,226 2,347,439 2,816,418 2,816,418 666 45 666.45
Massachusetts 14,490 8,706,953 9,950,428 9,950,428 686 71 686.71
Michigan 12,323 7,354,557 7,960,904 7,960,904 646 02 646.02
Minnesota 1,175 785,650 737 724 785,650 668.63 627.85
Mississippi 1,389 657,016 635,884 657,016 473.01 457.80
Missouri 3,81C 2,134.901 1,816,951 2,134,901 560.34 476.89
Montana 493 372,368 299,512 372,2R8 755 31 607.53
Nebraska 585 345,267 321,434 345,267 590.20 549.46
Nevada 462 448,646 240,074 448,646 971.09 519.64
New Hampshire 1,263 677,470 607,895 677,470 536.39 481.31
New Jersey 7,925 4,708,163 5,442,177 5,442,177 686.71 686.71
New Mexico 615 394,923 293,257 394,923 642 15 476.84
New York 18,006 12,227,010 12,412,970 12,412,970 886.71 686.71
North Carolina 6,320 3,295,736 2,893,296 3,295,736 521.47 457.80
North Dakota 455 294,526 212,672 294,526 647.30 467.41
Ohio 13,536 6,175.712 6,788,169 6,788,169 501.49 501.49
Oklahoma 1,774 697,253 812,137 812,137 457.80 457.80
Oregon 3,832 2,118,127 2,595,644 2,595,644 677.36 677.36
Pennsylvania 14,338 7,991,232 9,231,091 9,231,091 643.92 643.82
Rhode Island .4 953 577,494 608,709 608.'09 613.00 613.00
South Carolina 2,159 1,214,222 998,390 1,214,222 562.40 457.80
South Dakota 680 341,530 334,750 341,530 502.25 492.28
Tennessee 1,770 900,002 810,306 900,002 508.47 457.80
Texas 14,770 6,877,684 6,973,508 6,973,508 472 14 472 14
Utah 1,024 474,165 468,787 474.165 463.05 457.80
Vermont 2,221 1,168,671 1,200,384 540.47 540.47
Virginia 3,311 2,318,117 1,646,030 2,318,117 700.12 497.14
Washington 2,923 1,550,461 1,716,970 1,716,970 587.46 587.40
West Virginia 988 546,235 454,954 546,235 552.86 460.48
Wisconsin 3,118 2,905,141 1,926,425.- 2,905,141 931.73 617.84
Wyoming 622 275,538 393,975 393,975 633.40 633.40
District of Columbia 2,848 1,820,182 1,955,750 1,955,750 686 71 686.71
Guam 286 171,421 171,557 171,557 599.85 599.85
Puerto Rico 1,423 571,453 326,080 571,453 401.58 229 15
Virgin Islands 577 321,604 339,184 330,184 587.84 587.84

Total 222,732 $121,574,934 $128,270,583 $132,492,069 $594.85 $575.90

Source Bureau of Education for the Handicapped P.L 89-313, Summary for State Agencies, 1979.
'Note that the second column shows the FY 1978 allocation

153



Table 3

Distribution of Schools, Students, and Allocations
by Agency Type

Number of
Schools

Number of
Students

Amount of
Money Allocated

State )perated 752 80,918 $ 47,180,000
State Supported

In-State 2,935 114,471 69 ,354,000
State Supported

Out-o'-State 269 2,004 1,308,000
Local EoJcetion

Agency 3,049 25,339 14,650,000

Total 7,005 222,732 132,492,000

Source. Bureau of Education for the Handicapped P L 89313, Summary for State
Agencies, October. 1977

Table 4

Distribution of Students and Allocations
by Handicappl, g Condition

Number of
Students

Percent of
Total

Students
Amount of

Money Allocated

Mentally Retarded 122,204 55% $ 70,903,000
Deaf and Hard of Hearing 28,522 13 16,385,000
Visually Handicapped 10,007 4 6,078,000
ErnotionallY Disturbed 34,485 15 21,698,000
Orthopedically Handicapped 10,210 5 6,356,000
Other Health Impaired 17,304 8 11,073,000

Total 222,732 100% $132,492,000

Source. Bureau of Education for the Handicapped P L 89-313, Summary for State
Agencies. October 1977

State can not receive less than 80 percent
nor more than 120 percent of the
national average per pupil expenditure.
There is also a "hold-harmless" provi4iov
which means that a State did not receive
less than it received the year before.
Twenty-three States and Puerto Rico
were held harmless for FY 1979. Without
the hold harmless provision an average
of $458 per child would have been
allocated rather than the actual alloca-
tion of $595 per child.1

According to the FY 1978 State Plans
nearly three-fourths of the funds were to
be spent to enrich instructional pro-
grams (i.e., by the addition of specialized
teachers, consultants, evaluation special-
ists, speech pathologists, teacher aids)
and to provide inservice training to the
staff. Projects can also include guidance
and counseling services and work-study.
During FY 1979 more handicapped
children formerly in State agency pro-
grams will be participating in special
education programs in local agencies
while the State institutions will be serving
those children in need of programming
who were previously on waiting lists.

Over 55 percent of th,.: students
participating in the 89-313 program
during the October 1977 count were
mentally retarded. In Table 4 the number
of children participating is reported by
handicapping condition. About 15 per-
cent of the children were emotionally
disturbed while 13 percent were deaf or
hard of hearing.

P.L. 95-561 amends the hold-harmless pro-
vision so that a State will receive no less than
85 percent of the State's allocation for the
previous year. This reduces the magnitude of
the hold-harmless provision by 15 percent
starting with FY 1980. The effect will be to
reduce the allocation for several States to a
level below what the States would have
received had the hold harmless provision
remained at 100 percent.

Bureau of Education for the Handicapped
U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
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The purpose of BEN STUDY
REVIEW Is to disseminate
Information concerning re-
search and evaluation ac-
deities supported by the
Stem of Education for the

AN STUDY
REVIEW wIN be published on
an intermittent basis by the
Mats Program Studies Branch.

EDWIN MARTIN, Deputy Com-
missioner for the Bureau of
Education for the Handicapped.

inquiries concerning the BEN
STUDY REVIEW should be
directed to Dr. Mary Kennedy,
Acting Chief of the Stale
Program Studies Branch,
BEN -DID, 400 Maryland
Ave., S.W., Washington, D.C.
20202. Further information
about the IEP survey can be
obtained from Dr. Linda Mona
at the same address.

A Nation-Wide Look At
Individualized Education Programs

By the time school opened in 1977,
most educators were well aware of the
Education for All Handicapped Child-
ren Art (Public Law 94-142) which
requires that each handicapped child
have a written individualized education
program known as an IEP. However,
while educators know that they must
develop a written IEP for every handi-
capped child, it is also true that the
Federal requirement allowed consider-
able flexibility. Therefore, State and
local interpretations of the require-
ments are likely to differ. The Bureau of
Education for the Handicapped (BEH)
has two main approaches to reviewing
actual IEP use. One approach is exam-
ination of State plans when BEH staff
monitor compliance with the law in the
various states. The second approach is
the conduct of a survey to give a
national picture of IEPs. The Research
Triangle Institute is conducting the
survey. Dr. John N. Pyecha is the pro-
ject director.

Do IEPs contain one goal statement
or many goal statements? Do they
contain general objectives or objectives
written in measurable, behavioral
terms? How long are IEPs? How many
people participate in the development
of IEPt? These are examples of the
questions the survey designed by Re-
search Triangle Institute will answer.
Project staff started seeking foswers to
the questions in public schools and
State facilities for the handicapped be-
ginning February 1979.

The major purpose of this survey is
to provide Congress with a description
of the characteristics and content of
IEPs, as well as the processes used to
develop IEPs. The study is part of the
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Bureau's contini.ing process of review-
ing major aspects of the law to assure
effective and appropriate programming
for handicapped children. It is anti-
cipated that IEPs will not be "perfect" in
all settings, but rather that this study
and future ones will help improve IEP
usage. Findings of the study may form
the basis for training sessions for State
and local educators, technical assist-
ance materials, or revisions of the im-
plementing regulations. The Education
for All Handicapped Children Act, Sec-
tion 618(d), requires a national survey
describing IEPs to assist Congress in
evaluating the usefulness of these
documents. The Research Triangle In-
stitute study is a first effort to provide
Congress with this information.

The IEPs of 2,770 students from 515
schools ler 232 school districts from 41
States will make-up the nationally rep-
resentative public school sample for the
survey. Another sample of the IEPs of
600 students from 75 State-operated or
State-supported facilities will define the
nationally representative State facility
sample. To be included in either sam-
ple, a student must be between 3 and 21
years old and also have been receiving
special education and related services
on December 1, 1978.

What specific questions about IEPs
will the survey answer? The survey will
provide answers to ten basic questions.
These questions concern IEPs, student
characteristics, and types of special
education services specified in IEPs

1. What do IEPs look like? Answers to
this question can provide information
about the format and general character-
istics of IEPs. For example, if IEPs
contain headings which match P L. 94-





142 IEP content requirements, some
headings might be: (a) present levels of
educational performance, (b) annual
goals, and (c) short term instructional
objectives. However, IEPs may contain
other headings for information which,
while not required, school personnel
feel are important enough to include

2. What kinds of information do IEPs
contain? This question focuses on the
content of IEPs. 'For example, the
survey is determining the extent to
which IEPs actually include annual
goals and short term instructional ob-
jectives. Equally important are types of
information which are not required, but
which school personnel desire to in-
clude In IEPs.

3. How is information presented in
IEPs? This question focuses on how the
information in IEPs communicates. For
example, the surrey is determining if
instructional objectives are general or
specific, and if there is a match among
identified child needs, annual goals,
and instructional objectives. The survey
will try to determine how annual goals
included in IEPs differ from short term
instructional objectives.

4. Who develops and approves IEPs?
To answer this question, the number
and types of signatures on IEPs will be
examined. Efforts will be made to de-
termine if signatures are indicative of
having developed or approved the IEP
or both Because participant informa-
tion is not likely to be provided in IEPs,
a questionnaire is being used to obtain

much of this information. The nature
and extent of student and parent in-
volvement in developing the 1EP, for
example, is being obtained from
questionnaire filled out by the student's
teacher.

5 What types of special education and
related services do IEPs specify? An-
swers to this questions will provide a
national picture of the kinds of special
education and related services pre-
scribed for handicapped children. Both
the number and combinations of ser-
vices received is being examined. Ser-
vices include, for example, reading,
written English, math, social sciences,
self-help skills, motor skills, physical
education, social adaption, and voca-
tional or prevocational training.

6. In what settings, and for what
amount of time each week, do students
receive services as specified in IEPo?
Possible settings where children may
receive special education and related
services are the regular classroom, re-
source room, self-contained special
class, special day school, residential
school, hospital or home. The investi-
gation includes the proportion of the
academic week that students receive
special education and related services,
and the student/staff ratio in each set-
ting.

7. What are the characteristics of stu-
dents receiving special education ser-
vices in public schools (or State facilities)
in which they are enrolled? Student
characteristics include age, grade, sex,

Substudy 1: Have IEPs Changed Over Time?
Research Triangle Institute is also conducting a substudy to determine

what changes in the characteristics, content, and development process of
IEPs have occurred over time. This substudy involves 515 of the 2,770
students included in the public school survey (one student in each of the 515
sampled schools will be selected). The specific question answered by the
substudy is.

What changes have occurred in the characteristics and
content of IEPs, the process used to develop them, and in
the nature and setting of special services they specify?

To answer the question, the IEP from the preceeding year is being analyzed
along with the IEP for the current year for each student in the substudy. A
questionnaire is also being given to the teacher(s) most familiar with the
student's IEP from the preceeding year.
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race, and handicapping condition
School and school district characteri-
stics include, for example, size and
special education student enrollment.
For State facilities, information such as
the number of instructional staff and
the grade levels included in the educa-
tional facility are being obtained

8 How do the type, setting. and
amount of special education services
specified in IEPs vary by student and

school (or State facility) characteristics?
Answers to this question can help iden-
tify groups for which P.L. 94-142 im-
plementation appears quite successful,
or those groups for which implementa-
tion is still a problem.

9 How do the format, characteristics,
content. and development process of IEPs
vary by student and school fir State
facility) characteristics? Answers to this
question will, as with the previous ques-

Substudy 2: Do Students Receive the Services Specified in
IEPs?

Research Triangle Institute is conducting a second substudy to determine
the extent to which services provided to handicapped children match those
specified in IEPs, and to determine how knowledgeable parents are about
their o'dd's IEP Specific questions to be addressed are.

How do the special education services actually received by
students match those specified in their IEPs?
How knowledgeable are parents about their children's IEPs?

This substudy will involve 55 of the 515 students selected for the first
substudy Answers to the substudy questions are being obtained through
intervies and study of each student's school records

tion, identify groups for whom imple-
mentation of the IEP requirements has
been successful or problematic

10. How do IEPs and the 'process of
developing them differ for children served
in public schools as compared with
students served in state facilities? An-
swers to this question will provide com-
parisons between public schools and
State facilities of IEP characteristics
and the nature of services provided to
students

How is all this information being
collected? Project staff are visiting each
school or State facility to select the
,tudent sample. They are also photo-
copying each selected student's IEP
(minus any personally identifiable in-
formation) and distributing question-
naires to the teacher most knowledge-
able of the student's IEP, and to the
school principal or director of the State
facility. Another questionnaire on
school district characteristics is also
being distributed to school superinten-
dents. The completed questionnaires
and IEP copies will be analyzed at
Research Triangle Institute.

Information from the study will be
analyzed during the summer and fall of
1379. The final report should be avail-
able early in February 1980.

U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
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Study Review
Issues and Choices in

Evaluating Public Law 94-142 Implementation
What would exemplary implemen-

tation of the Public Law 94-142 indivi-
dualized education program or due
process provisions look like within a
school district? What are the possible
standards for exemplary implementa-
tion? One possible issue, for example,
is content and format of individualized
education programs (IEPs). To one
person exemplary implementation of
the IEP requirements might be evident
if the IEP contains objectives which
are related to goal statements and the
chitin current educational perfor-
mance. But to another person exem-
plary implementation of this require-
ment might mean that objectives are

JUNE 1979

The purpose of BEM STUDY
REVIEW is to disseminate
intionnation concerning re-
search and evaluaton as

supporNd by the
Bureau of Education for the
Handicapped. Intl STUDY
REVIEW will be published on
an intern tint basis by the
State Program Studios Branch.

EDWIN MARTIN, Deputy Com-
missioner for the Bureau of
Education for tM Handicapped.

Inquiries concerning the BEH
STUDY REVIEW should be
directed to Dr. Mary Kennedy,
Acting Chief of the Stale
Program Studies Branch,
BEH -DID, 400 Maryland
Ave., S.W., Washington, D.C.
20202. Further information
about the evaluation papers can
be obtained from Dr. Linda
Morro at the same address.

written in measurable, behavioral
terms. This example provides an indi-
cation of the multitude of issues and
choices involved in any evaluation of
exemplary P.L. 94-142 implementa-
tion.

The Bureau of Education for the
Handicapped (BEH) undertook a stu-
dy to both explore issues and stimu-
late thought regarding different ways
of evaluating P.L. 94-142 implementa-
tion. The Bureau is interested in devel-
oping and disseminating exemplary
implementation procedures. State ed-
ucation agencies (SEAs), responsible
under P.L. 94-142 for monitoring local
implementation of the law and provid-
ing technical assistance, must develop
State standards for implementation.
In addition, school districts must
conduct their own internal evaluation
of implementation. Thus, there are
multiple audiences for this explorato-
ry study. The study was conducted by
internal BEH staff members with the
support of Thomas Buffington Asso-
ciates, a firm located in Washington,
D.C.

The criteria study had three major
parts. First, Position papers were com-
missioned , provide judgements of
quality implementation of four major
provisions of the lawindividualized
education programs, least restrictive
environment, protection in evaluation
procedures, and due process proce-
dures. Four position papers were com-
missioned on each provision except
due process, in which three position
papers were obtained. Secondly, four
small panels (one on each topic) were
convened to respond to and discuss
the papers. These panels consisted
largely of education practitioners. The
final part of the study involved de-
veloping four monographs. Each
moncgraph addresses the evaluation
of one of the four mentioned provi-
sions of the law and includes an
overview of the stu-of problem, the
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position papers, and a summary of the
view from the panel.

The Position Papers
Evaluation standards are typically

derived from an individual's experi-
ence, knowledge, and/or values. Be-
cause a wide choice of standards is
possible in considering the evaluation
of P.L 94-142 implementation, au-
thors were selected for this study
whose experience, knowledge, and
values would tend to differ. Naturally
the position papers on each topic do
not represent all the possible choices
of standards which could be identi-
fied. They do represent, however,
approaches to the problems of quality
in relation to implementation of the
provision.

Authors were provided guidelines
for writing the position papers. For
example, while it is recognized that
the four provisions are quite interre-
lated, authors were requested to limit
themselves as much as possible to
the one provision assigned. Authors
were typically asked to consider-
evaluation of the effectiveness of
implementation of the provision as
well as the quality of implementation
of procedures. They were also re-
quested to develop criteria which
could be used at the school district
level and to take into consideration
differences in school district charac-
teristics. Finally, authors were asked
to focus on exemplary implementation
of the law

The Panels
In the initial formulation of the

study, some thought was given to later
devel&pment of self-study guides
which could be adapted, for use by
SEAs and/or school districts interest-
ed in evaluating their progress in
implementation. Over- time, the pur-
pose of the panels was stated as pre-
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liminary discussion of the feasibility of
using the position papers as a base for
developing self-study guides

Panel meetings were structured in-
to three distinct parts. First, authors
presented overviews of their papers
and responded to questions. Second,
large group discussion was held of
issues related to the provision and the
study. Finally, three subgroups were
formed to discuss the usefulness of
administrative self-study guides

The Monographs
The monographs are available from

Research for Better Schools, Inc
(RBS). RBS is a non-profit corpora-
tion which operates on a cost-recov-
ery basis. The prices It charges for
publications are determined by the
cost of producing the materials Spe-
cific information on ordering the
monographs can be found on the last
page of this Study_ Review

A Brief Description of the
Position Papers

Individualized Education
Programs (IEPs)

Beth Stephens and Daniel J. Macy
Auditing the IEP System: A Self-
Audit System for Use by Local
Education Agencies.

The authors believe that as school
district personnel strive to provide
IEPs to their handicapped students,
they will recognize the need to moni-
tor IEP functioning to determine what
portions work in an expected manner,
and w: tat portions require revision
The intent of the authors' paper is to
provide school district personnel with
criteria they can-use in a self-audit of
their IEP system The authors list ten
basic steps required in the design,
implementation, and evaluation of
IEPs For each of these steps, criteria
ere listed which can be used to deter-
mine the degree of success achieved

in implementing that component The
authors also discuss methods to be
used in selecting an audit sample, in
collecting and scoring audit data, and
in follow-up or revisions.

Richard P lano. Education Theory
and Evaluation Criteria for Individ-
ualized Education Programs.

The a ithor's premise is that educa-
tional philosophies, covertly if not
overtly, form the basis for educational
ideas and practices The author exam-
ines two educational philosophies or
belief-systems and their implications
for IEPs The one belief system, and
the more familiar of the two, is called
the positivist-empiricist philosophy
The author examines the belief in
science underlying this philosophy
and describes its culmination in diag-
nostic-prescriptive teaching, as well
as influence on IEP evaluation Having
rejected this educational philosophy,
the author turns to describe another
educational philosophy termed expe-
rience methodology, which relies
heavily on John Dewey's concept of
the active learner The author
describes the consequences of this
belief system for educational evalua-
tion and, based on this philosophy,
develops criteria for evaluating
Implementation of the IEP require-
ment

Hill M Walker. The IEP as a Vehicle
for Delivery of Special Educational
and Related Services to Handicapped
Children.

Taking a comprehensive view of
the IEP developmental process, this
author lists nine steps that are essen-
h.-, to the planning process For each
step in the process, best practice
standards are presented The author
also specifies qualitative standards for
the IEP document itself and addresses
the issues of (1) adequacy, quality,
and completeness of information
needed to develop the IEP, (2) internal
consistency of the document, (3)
comprehensiveness, (4) specificity of
long and short term objectives, (5)
evaluation procedures, (6) placement
and, (7) implementation instructions
Finally, the author discusses imple-
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mentation processes, practices, and
procedures. An IEP case manager is
viewed as critical to the successful
implementation of IEPs for handi-
capped children

Patricia H Gillespie. A Planned
Change Approach to the Implementa-
tion of the IEP Provision of P.L. 94-
142.

This paper presents the IEP re-
quirements as a change impacting on
the school district. The author argues
in favor of the need for self-initiated, .

systematic efforts toward change. A
systems approach to planned change
is presented within the context of a
normative re-educative change stra-
tegy. This strategy serves as a
theoretical ba, for IEP criteria.
Criteria are presented for (1) planning,
implementation, review, and revisions
for IEPs, (2)_ maximizing present
resourt,t7e1 within school districts and
developing new modes of delivery for
solving problems, and (3) seeking
external and internal resources for the
multiple exchange of information and
services, developing procedures for
collaborative problem-solving, and
evaluating for the purposes of self-
analyses and self-renewal

Placement In the Least Restrictive
Environment (LRE)

Sheila Lowenbraun and James CI.
Affleck. Least Restrictive Environ-
ment.

The authors attempt to come to
grips with some of the complex
philosophical, sociological, and
economic issues involved in
implementing the LRE provision The
authors discuss problems and issues
regarding placement of handicapped
children in institutions, residential
schools, and special day schools and
present criteria for use of these
placements as a least restrictive
environment Criteria are also
provided for implementing the LRE
within a school district and processes
for determining the LRE are
addressed The authors describe a



planning process for LRE implemen-
tation which involves district-wide,
cluster, and individual school
planning.

Gregory F. Aloia. Assessment of
the Complexity of the Least
Restrictive Environment Doctrine
Public Law 94-142.

The author provides recommenda-
tions, forms, and suggestions for
implementation of the Federal
Regulations on the least restricfiun
environment. Components addressed
include: (1) LRE placement options,
(2) distance from regular education,
(3) academic and non-academic
involvement in regular education, (4)
placement in the closest community
school, (5) harmful effects, (6)
placement decision-making, (7)
transitioning and monitoring of the
placement, (8) in-service training, (9)
parental consent, and (10)
relationships with other agencies. The
author also discusses the attitudes
and expectations of parents, teachers,
and administrators regarding the LRE
doctrine, as well as general LRE
issues and concerns.

Jay Gottlieb. Placement in, the
Least Restrictive Environment.

The author discusses the need for
well-defined criteria to judge the
appropriateness of a placement for a
handicapped child. The argument is
made that guidelines for appropriate
decision-making in special education
should be based on research
evidence. The author presents a
review of research studies concerning
the academic achievement and social
adjustment of handicapped children.
Criteria for determining whether a ,-.9
handicapped child is being educated
in the appropriate least restrictive
environment are developed for two
groups of handicapped children.
those children residing in institutional
facilities who may be considered for
placement in community schools, and
those currently enrolled in public
schools. The criteria, where possible,
are based on relevant research
findings.

aLFINNI.n.

Thomas K. Gilhool and Edward A.
Stutman. Integration of Severely
Handicapped Students: Towards
Criteria for Implementing and
Enforcing the Integration
Imperative of P.L. 94-142 and
Section 504.

A legal perspeeie is brought to
the problem by these two authors. The
authors argue that only those children
whose disability does not allow them
to move from their home setting for
schooling, or whose learning requires
for a ,grief and limited time period
and/or specific purposes that they be
schooled in isolated settings, should
be in handicapped-only, centers. It is
the authors' premise that all other
handicapped children can, and
therefore need to be, schooled in
regular classes (and its variations) or
in separated classes located in
schools where non-handicapped
children are also schooled. In support
of this argument, the authors draw
upon the legislative and judicial
histories of P.L. 94-142 and Section
504, judicial and administrative
interpretations of these laws, and
Congressional intents.

Protection In Evaluation
Procedures (PEP)

Reginald L. Jones. Protection in
Evaluation Procedures: Criteria
and Recommendations.

The author identifies major areas of
the special education identification,
assessment, and placement process
where protection in evaluation
procedures are necessary. For each
area, criteria are presented which can
be used to assess the adequacy df
school district testing/assessment
programs. Based on the author's
opinion, criteria are classified as (a)
required by P.L. 94-142, (b) desirable.
or (c) ideal. Major areas identified by
the author include' (1) provisions for
testing and assessment, (2) parent
communication and participation in
the evaluation, (3) dimensions of
assessment, (4) adequacy and func-
tioning of the planning and placement
team, (5) adequate test use, and (6)
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follow-up. Topics discussed by the
author include the fair use of tests
with minority/low SES populations,
early developmental assessment and
test evaluation. The argument is made
that too little attention has been paid
to the educational validity of testa, and
that tests should not only be free of
racial, sex, and ethnic bias, but also be
valid for the development and assess-
ment of instruction

James E. Ysseldyke. Implemen-
ting the "Protection in Evaluation
Procedures" Provisions of Public
Law 94-142.

In this position paper the argument
is made that the only assessment me-
thodologies which should be used in
educational settings are those for
which there is empirically demon-
strated support. The author addresses
the wide issue of abuse in using
assessment data to make decisions
about students. The assessment
process is defined as including
screening and referral, placement and
classification, instructional planning,
individual pupil evaluation, and
program evaluation. Factors
discussed for each step in the process
are the kind of decision to be made,
acculturation, technical adequacy,
tests as samples of behavior, bias in
decision-making, and bias following
assessment. The author presents
criteria for both the collection of
information and the use of assessment
information. A major problem
identified by the author is the use of
unreliable norm-reference tests in
decision-making. The author
describes the use of true scores as an
alternative suggested procedure.

Jane R. Mercer. Protection in
Evaluation Procedures.

The author's premise is , that in
ceder to meet P.L. 94-142
requirements for multidimensional
assessment, three assessment models
must be used; the medical- model; V)
social adaptivity model, and tt'a
general' intelligence model. As
described by the author, each of the
models has a different approach to the
issue of determining the validity of a
measure and each generates different



definitions of test "bias", "fairness".
and "racially and culturally non-
discriminatory assessment". The
author integrates the three models
into an overall design for racially and
culturally nondiscriminatory
assessment. The composition, roles
and functions of the assessment team
are also discussed. Finally, the author
presents a series of checklists and
ratings which can be used by an
educational agency to evaluate the
extent to which the stem :a for
protection in evaluation, as described
in the paper, are being &Mined.

Ellis B. Page. Tests and Decisions
for the Handicapped.

The author focuses on three basic
issues related to tests and decisions
for handicapped stuaents: , the
decision-making process, problems of
reliability, and problems of fairness.
Discussion of each issue leads to
recommendations concerning
Implementiltion of the Protection in
Evaluation Procedures requirement of
P.L. 94-142. The decision-making
process is examined in relation to
formal decision analysis with
particular emphasis on the role of
values in such decisions, and ways of
determining values. The difficulty of
finding reliable and valid assessment
methods for handicapped children is
considered from a psychometric
perspective. Particular attention is
given to the problems of using true
scores. Under the issue -of fairness,
sources of group differences and
likelihood of remediation through
differential treatment are discussed.

Due Process

Donald N. Bersoff:. Procedural
Safeguards.

This position paper opens with a
general perspective on due process in
the law and discussion of the three
basic components of consent know-
ledge, voluntariness, and capacity.
This discussion is followed by a
section by section analysis of the due
process implementing regulations.
The author investigates the meaning
of each subsection and provides
suggestions as to how the require-
ments can be implemented with mini-
mum financial costs, and how the
schools can meet not only the letter of
the law, but its intent to ensure that
the rights of parents, children, and
schools are protected. The author

offers "models" of the content of
parent notices, hearing decisions, and
use of surrogate parents. Special
attention is given to the selection and
training of hearing officers and surro-
gate parents

Milton Budoff. Implementing Due
Process Safeguards: From the
User's Viewpoint.

The author uses a research study
conducted in Massachusetts to identi-
fy variables that are likely to influence
school and parent experiences with
due process hearings. The variables
were distilled from the author's expe-
rience observing and interviewing
personsparents, school officials,
hearing officers, and advocateswho
became involved in formal hearing
Three major categories of variables
are described. The first category is
historical community involvement
which includes the community's his-
tory of special education. The second
category consists of structural varia-
bles. This category encompasses so-
cial structural school district charac-
teristics such as size and teacher
training, as well as the manner chosen
by the schOol district to implement the
due process system. The remaining
category includes process variables.
The key process variables relate to
parent-school communication The
category includes ,functioning of the
system as perceived by .users and the
manner in which the school system
implements ti a notice and consent
requirements The variables, which
arc relayed to the notice and consent
el

requirements, are used as the basis for
implementation criteria Criteria are
further presented for three school
district developmental implementa-
tion stages.

Lawrence Kotin. Recommended
Criteria and Assessment Techni-
ques for the Evaluation by LEAs of
their Compliance with the Notice
and Consent Requirements of P.L.
94-142.

The author discusses the judicial
models and educational concerns
from which the Pt. 94-142 notice and
consent requirements were uerived,
and the intents behind the require-
ments. The purpose of the paper is to
demonstrate how these regulations
can be implemented to increase the
effectiveness of a school district's
special education system. The author
recommends criteria, standards, and
techniques which respond to both the
letter and underlying intents of the

-notice and consent equirements.
Emphasis is given to formal and
informal steps in the process of giving
notice, the timing and form of the
notice, and manner of delivery of the
notice. The author highlights the need
to recognize the diversity of families to
be served and respond to that diversi-
ty through the use of special proce-
dures and techniques in relation to
giving notice and obtaining consent.
The author also identifies criteria that
can be used to determine the effec-
tiveness of the due process notice and
consent procedures-implemented by a
school district
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TABLE D 1.1A

NUMBER OF CHILOREN AGES 3-21 YEARS SERVED UNDER P 1. R9-313 AND P L. 94-142
HANDICAPPING CONDITION

SPEECH
STATE ITTAIREO

LEARNING
OISABLED

SCHOOL YEAR

MLN7ALLY EMOTIONALLY
RETAROED DISTuR8E0

1979-1980

OTHER ORTHO-
HEALTH PEOICALLY

IMPAIRED IMPAIRED?

DEAF AND
HARD OF
HEARING

VISUALLY
HANOI-
CAPPED

MULTI -
'HANOI-
CAPPED

DEAF AND
BLIND TOTAL

ALABAMA 14.105 15.670 35.127 3.503 516 408 1,157 521 1.307 63 72,378

ALASKA' 2.739 5.716 906 333 59 155 205 48 68 12 10.242

ARIZONA 11.275 22.372 6.879 4.359 609 856 898 331 706 16 48.303

ARKANSAS 11.475 '13.250 17.433 475 450 442 718 317 438 29 45.027

CALIFORNIA - 108.284 117.974 39.810 28.525 35.453 15.194 7.172 2.854 0 267 355.533

COLORADO 10.478 20.501 6.606 6.405 0 702 913 285 1.103 33 117.228

CONNECTICUT 14.342 25.019 8.212 11.565 944 537 1.233 642 36 1 42,561

DELAWARE ' 1.196 6.528 2.629 2.726 16 262 182 124 46 31

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 1.602 1.128 1.309 450 180 234 50 55 160 41 5.217

F1461114 41.072 47.829 20.973 10.931 0 2.735 2.060 653 1.492 18 136.963

OtgROIA ! 23.729 27.096- 30.274 13.960 1.483 560 2.092 604 1.809 38 101.847

HAWAII 1.202 6 936 2.120 371 4 165 322 52 184 24 11.382

10A110 4.176 7.891 3.021 538 575 483 403 250 629 20 18.066

ILLINOIS 78.684 72.697 50.770 31.540 2.408 4.402 5.177 2.147 2.450 188 250.463

INDIANA .47.783 17.373 27.165 2.053 400 863 1.429 601 1.123 28 118.818

IOWA 16.044 29.961 12.955 3.243 3 673 1.063 321 667 39 58.961
,

KANSAS 12.886 12.526 7.760 2.590 703 339 765 251 852 39 38.733

KINTUuKY 22.958 14.205 23.321 2.623 1.013 6.9 1.059 447 649 183 67.067

LOUISIANA 24.140 29.416 20.713 5.201 1.483 714 1.661 551 1.183 38 85.640

MAINE , 5.575 7.640 5.293 3.611 310 316 439 135 860 8 24.307

MARYLAND 94.488 46.118 11.870 3.616 1.838 1.102 1.666 673 2.152 38 93.763

`MASSACHUSETTS 40.905 35.246 26.822 24.767 5.640 285 6.487 1.126 283 , 283 141.869

..,

V
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA

54.127
23.248

43.472
35.201

31.188
14.894

15.063
3.945

0
1.661

4.128
1.246

3.205
1.615

1.149
474

53
42

0
20

155.365
62.346

MISSISSIPPI 14.064 6.136 19.720 255 18 322 543 226 130 14 42.430

MISSOURI 33.337 30.592 23.192 6.000 1.056 711 1.195 430 1.564 51 98.134

MONTANA 3.879 5.296 1.760 459 111 129 290 190 660 17 12.781

NEBRASKA 10.546 9.952 7.015 1.386 0 461 511 187 326_ 0 30.386

NEVADA 3.086 5.380 1.365 320 194 266 194 74 319 9 11.207

NEW HAMPSHIRE 1.926 6.320 2.453 1.05e 198 206 293 257 213 3 12.627

NEW JERSEY 00.544 45.335 16.849 13.493 2.177 1.882 2.259 1.428 3.551 60 149.579

NEW MEXICO 4.102' 9.956 3.439 1.623 17 182 470 156 487 46 20.479

NEW YORK , 43.751 30.975 47.940 45.692 35.407 6.920 5.208 2.081 542 51 218.587

NORTH CAROLINA 28.946 34.017 43.507 3.692 900 1.146 2.246 845 1.542 53 114.894

NORTH OAKOTA 3.258 3.474 2.963 291 60 104 206 87 198 15 9.776.

OHIO f 65.439 511.214 64.4A 4.277 0 3,543 2.676 1.023 1,692 96 201.352

FIMLAHOMA 19.109 25.035 13.761 558 352 765 796 323 643 35 60.9117

OREGON 11.819 19.801 5.991 2.265 639 1.243 1.666 599 85 15 44.145 ....,

PENNSyLyANIA ,..72:127 46.307 49.276 12.494 269 2.096 4.804 2.318 525 8 190.244

PUERTO rim
.

989 b 2.670 10.539 1.459 663 662 1.372 1.217 1,377 87 2t.035
*GCE ISLANO 9.437 8.728 1.989 1.092 187 184 256 61 115 20 111.07t-

SOuTH CAROLINA 21.021 16.240 26.090 4.882 72 847 1.098 576 622 18 71.469

SOUTH DAKOTA 4.847 2.437 1.245 309 19 163 445 55 327 3 9.650

TENNESSEE 31.824 27.221 23.302 3.084 , 1.534 1.170 7 358 796 1.706 9 93.004
TEXAS, 70.555 123.751 31.033 11.064 3.102 2.736 4.578 1.465 19.067 241 267.612

UTAH 7.834 12.760 3.327 9.650 108 7 211 680 303 1.231 23 36.127

VERMONT 3.168 4.461 3.363 328 185 264 293 85 241 16 12.424

VIRGINIA 4 32.101 27.942 18.950 5.025 530 513 1.495 1.642 2.908 45 91.051
WASHINGTON 11.495 20.782 11.063 5.468 1.199 1.018 1.302 418 1.265 41 54.049
WEST VIRGINIA 10.089 4.174 11.552 828 767 321 410 256 545 22 33.964

WISCONSIN 15.7C0 23.263 15.004 7,475 572 915 1.264 414 855 49 65.611
WYOMING '2.697 4.689 1 044 630 100 109 203 46 334 21 9.873
AMERICAN SAMOA 0 49 65 0 1 3 22 5 16 4 167

GUAM 362 200 921 27 0 1 97 27 127 8 1.790

NORTHERN MARIANAS 0 22 9 0 0 0 15 2 9 1 se

TRUST TERRITORIES .---
225 32 19 33 57 25 1.140 18 109 23 1.742

VIRGIN ISLANDS 281 .146 732 43 0 13 57 12 15 15 1,318

OUR OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 883 2.281 821 288 30 19 1.14 42 343 0 4.839

U.S AND TERRITORIES 1.168.967 1.281.379 882,173 331.067 106.292 66.248 62.673 32.679 61.965 2.576 4.036.219
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TABLE D - 1.18

NUMBEP OF CHILOREN AGES 3-21 YEARS SERVED UNDER P L 83-313 AND P L. 94-142
BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

STATE
SPEECH
IMPAIRED

LEARNING
DISABLED

SCHOOL YEAR

MENIALLY EMOTIONALLY
RETACOE0 OISTURBFO

1976.1979

OTHER ORTHO- OEAF
HEALTH PEOICALLY HARO

IMPAIREO ImPAIRZO HEARING

AND VISUALLY MULTI -
OF HANOI- HANOI- DEAF ANC

CAPPEO CAPPEO BLIND TOTAL

ALABAMA 16.305 12.593 33,923 2.801 496 4-18 1,143 553 1,500 57 69.749
ALASKA 2,286 5.114 1.051 322 84 174 203 34 109 14 9.341
ARIZONA 10.691 20.751 7.238 ? 893 654 115 873 330 458 11 45.814
ARKANSAS 9.651 10,453 17.703 382 286 4t7 702 298 447 6 40,345
CALIFORNIA 113,246 92.957 41.023 23.199 35,164 19.096 7.197 2.789 0 216 334.887
COLORADO 10,558 19.467 8.259 5.610 0 858 1,002 316 566 20 46,676
CONNECTICUT 14.664 24.246 8.954 10,818 353 584 1,252 682 185 1 61.539
DELAWARE 2.054 5.565 2.839 2,527 95 246 185 105 42 21 13.679

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 2,129 1.767 t.1182 752 186 271 54 77 173 21 7,312
FLORIDA 37.302 42.674 31.690 10,200 0 2.120 1.952 925 1.281 19 128.463

GEORGIA 23.812 22.949 31.214 12.514 2.122 394 2.559 911 1.253 58 97.768
HAWAII 803 6.622 2.465 348 12 1'16 344 55 135 22 11.002

IDAHO 4.067 6,755 3,721 379 616 714 422 315 351 2 17,544

ILLINOIS 77.192 70.931 46,977 28.721 2.500 3.645 4.819 2.020 5.025 151 241.961
INDIANA 411.266 3.061 28.289 1.810 307 826 1.529 620 1.107 41 96.636

IOWA 17.049 21.674 12.766 2.607 0 512 1.021 240 701 43 58.683
KANSAS 13.710 11.062 7.946 2.113 389 763 671 227 659 48 37.066
KENTUCKY 22.1 7 11.368 23.095 1.776 1.628 'O2 1,055 479 584 106 62.975
LOUISIANA 35.251 24.739 22.661 5.363 1 ,62 54, 1.788 555 1,231 34 93.369
MAINE 5.967 7.228 5.497 3.533 393 267 439 165 786 18 24.283
MARYLAND 22.972 42.616 12.134 3.469 .489 1.2-74 1.781 692 2.111 33 88.571
MASSACHUSETTS 40.044 34.457 26.671 24 541 3,038 2,929 6.637 1.263 679 277 140.576

MICHIGAN 59.632 74.149 32.921 16.1,, 0 4.181 3.208 1.135 28 0 153.363
MINNESOTA 22.766 32.982 14.973 3.754 1.454 1.076 1.434 503 351 36 79.329
MISSISSIPPI 13.675 5.977 16.330 135 15 311 580 209 0 8 39.240
MISSOURI 35.1150 27.767 24.717 5,882 1.181 764 1.306 496 1.400 59 99.542
MONTANA 4.025 4.912 2,126 474 99 147 347 164 237 14 12.549
NEBRASKA 11.102 9.402 7.667 1.497 0 424 615 195 130 0 31.252
NEVADA 3.534 4.915 1.780 511 68 78 198 SO 232 II 11.405
NEW HAMPSHIRE 1.415 5,394 2.360 652 194 177 267 235 154 2 10,450

446W JERSEY 63.473 41.878 21.386 13,178 1.801 2,221 2,512 1.457 3.690 96 1E1.992

"NEW mum 3.343 9.163 3.930 1,588 34 192 451 (59 332 47 19.239

NEW YORK 48.140 19.410 48.566 39.403 39.291 4.722 7.249 2.428 169 28 208.906
NORTH CARC.1NA 26.452 26.960' 45.557 2.937 1.088 1.003 2.171 780 1.172 77 106.197
NORTH DAKOTA 3.504 3.252 2.050 260 35 80 202 71 193 13 9.660
OHIO 63.773 48.811 66.411 3.476 0 3.470 2,712 985 1.221 130 190.969

*mamma 17.965 22.779 14 025 440 618 287 787 289 589 35 57.809
OREGON 12.397 16.966 6.195 2.369 435 91A 1.451 528 0 0 41.260
PENNSYLVANIA 75.129 38.030 81.340 11.103 273 2.70 4.950 2.556 428 4, 186.522
PUERTO RICO T01 1.460 13.510 758 443 464 1.477 306 780 49 19,966
RHDOE ISLAND 3.161 6.952 2.243 1.111 213 176 271 67, 98 16 14.328

SOUTH CAROLINA 20.676 14.516 27.276 4.549 45 J24 1.160 602 475 11 70,336
MOUTH DAKOTA 4.683 2.036 1.374 334 73 118 469 48 284 12 9.479
TENNESSEE 31.542 24.617 26.510 2.656 1,478 1.278 2.322 875 1.561 15 93.054
TEXAS 73.845 129.784 36.259 9.729 2,55/ 2.9($ 5.935 1.471 10.796 217 273.499
UTAH 7.426 12.J11 3.332 9.598 125 288 669 246 1.057 11 3...265

VERNO4i 3.064 1.691 2.593 3.876 130 219 333 9., 128 5 12.130
VIIOINIA 32.6C4 23,398 19.468 3.955 664 602 1,797 1.'11 2.953 51 87.173

WASHINGTON 12.787 17.195 11.374 5,463 345 1,617 1.218 ,65 1.232 77 51.876
WEST VIRGINIA 9.397 7.7E.) 11.181 660 781 286 553 288 372 15 31.293
WISCONSIN . 14.157 19,544 15.792 6.393 640 1.544 1,345 456 585 47 60.483
WYOMING 2.647 4.404 1.061 590 124 90 283 61 266 16 9.542

AMERICAN SAMOA - 14 97 84 Q 7 9 25 4 0 240
GUAM a 831 76 1.457 56 0 0 109 29 ___- -62--

__IL-
9 2.619

NORTHERN MARIANAs 12 1 13 I I / ta-- --- 5-- a I 65
TRUST TERRITORIES 91 1.082 42 5 7 -48r--- 112 55 35 5 1.41-

VIRGIN ISLANDS 205 137 5116 53 I 15 56 6 t7 14 1.00
BUR, OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 609 2.47? 718 411 45 4. 84 24 136 0 4.550

U.S. AND TERRITORIES 1.216.155 1.135.559 917.660 301.469 105,640 70,209 86.382 ',32,6d7 50.722 2.350 3.919.073

4

1 c
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TABLE D 1.1C

CHANGES IN NUMBER OF CHILOREN AGES 3-21 YEARS SERVED UNDER P.L. 81-313 AND P L. 94-142
FROM SCHOOL YEAR 1178-1971 TO SCHOOL YEAR 1979.1180

SI HANDICAPPING CONDITION

OTHER MHO- DEAF AND VISUALLY MULTI-
SPEECH LEARNING MENIALLY EMOTIONALLY HEALTH PEDICALLY HARD OF HANOI- HANOI- DEAF AND

STATE IMPAIRED DISABLED RETARDED DISTURBED IMPAIRED IMPAIREO HEARING CAPPEO CAPPED BLIND TOTAL

ALABAMA -2.199 3.107 1.204 702 20 0
...

14 -32 -193 57 2.829
ALASKA 453 602 -145 11 -25 32 2 14 -41 14 901
ARIZONA 584 1.621 359 466 -4S -59 25 1 250 11 2.489
ARKANSAS 1.824 2.797 -270 93 164 25 16 19 -9 6 4.662

CALIFORNIA -4.902 25.017 -1,213 9.326 289 -3.902 -25 65 0 216 20.646
COLORADO -SO 1,01.i -1.451 795 0 -156 -89 -31 537 20 552

CONNECTICUT -322 773 -742 967 591 -47 -19 -40 -149 1 1,012

DELAWARE -156 963 -210 199 -79 6 -3 19 6 21 755

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA -527 -639 -573 -302 -6 -37 -4 -22 -5 21 -2.095

FLORIDA 3,770 5 .55 -2.017 731 0 615 106 -72 211 19 8.600
GEORGIA -83 4.149 -940 1.446 -639 166 -467 -107 1158 58 4.061

HAWAII 399 316 -345 23 -8 -31 -22 -3 49 22 380

IDAHO 109 1,11';$ -700 159 -243 -231 6t -65 276 2 522

ILLINOIS 1.492 1.766 3.793 2.811 -92 757 358 127 -2.575 154 8.482

INDIANA -1.483 4.112 -1.104 243 93 37 -100 -19 16 41 1.1182

IOWA -1.025 2.287 169 636 3 131 42 81 -34 43 2.266

KANSAS -824 1.484 -166 477 314 76 94 24 193 46 1.845

KENTUCKY 841 2.637 281 547 , -8I5 27 4 -32 65 106 4.112

LOUISIANA -10,611 4.677 -1,948 -182 321 169 -107 -4 -48 34 -7,729

MAINE -412 412 -174 , 146 -83 79 20 -30 74 18 24

MARYLAND 1,516 3.5f12 -264 147 349 -172 87 -19 41 33 5.192
MASSACHUSETTS 824 789 151 246 2.602 -2.644 -150 -135 -396 277 1.293

MICHIGAN -5.505 5.323 -1,733 1.954 0 -53 -3 14 25 0 22
MINNESOTA 482 2.219 -70 191 207 170 161 -29 -309 36 3.017

MISSISSIPPI 381 2,199 390 120 3 It -37 11 t30 8 3.190

MISSOURI -2,6t3 2.805 -1.525 116 -125 -47 -111 -86 164 59 -t,4041

MONTANA -146 394 -346 -ts t2 -18 -97 22 423 '4 222

NEBRASKA -554 550 -872 -111 0 37 -104 -8 196 0 -866

NEVADA -448 465 -415 -191 t26 156 -4 -6 67 ti -198

NEW HAMPSHIRE 21t 926 93 406 4 79 26 22 SI 2 t,777

NEW JERSEY -2.929 3.457 -2,537 315 376 116 -353 -29 -339 90 -2.414

NEW MEXICO 760 793 -49t 35 -17 10 19 -3 155 47 1.240

f, NEW Mix -4.389 11.565 -006 6,269 -3.884 7.694 -2.041 '7 373 28 9.691
= ;NORTH CAROLINA 494 7.057 -2.050 755 -188 143 75 65 370. 77 6.897

'NORTH DAKOTA -246 222 33 3t 25 34 4 16 5 ,13 116

OHIO 1.666 9.403 -1.989 801 0 13 -36 38 141 120 10.283

OKLAHOMA i.t14 2.256 -244 HS -266 03 9 34 54 35 3.t88
OREGON -578 2.835 -204 -104 203 325 237 71 65 0 2.885
PENNSYLVANIA -3.002 8.277 -2.064 1.391 16 -.513 -t46 -238 97 4 3.722

PUERTO RICO 788 1.190 -2.971 701 220 198 .105 911 597 49 1,067

RHOOE ISLAND 256 t.776 -754 -19 -26 8 -t3 -6, 17 16 1.743

SOUTH CAROLINA 143 1.724 -t.166 333 27 23 -62 -2K* t47 tt 1.110

SOUTH DAKOTA 164 40t -129 -25 -54 -1 -24 7 43 t2 371

',TENNESSEE 282 2.404 -3.208 428 56 -1(1 '.6 -79 145 1S -WO

*TEXAS -3.290 -6.033 -5,226 1.355 545 -170 -t,357 -6 8.27t 217 -5.887
408 449 -206 52 -17 -77 It 55 174 tt 862r414

UPON/ 104 2.790 770 -3.548 SS 45 -40 -8 its 5 294

VERGINIA -503 4.444 -sts 1.070 -t34 -69 -302 -39 -45 Si 3.878
WASHINGTON -1.242 3.587 -3t1 -2 854 -799 86 53 3S 77 2.173
WEST VIRGINIA 892 1.414 371 168 -14 35 -143 -32 173 1 2.671

WISCONSIN t,62: 1.739 -786 t.OL2 -68 629 -81 -42 290 47 5.t28
WYOMING 50 285 -37 40 -24 19 -60 -15 68 16 331

AMERICAN SAMOA - -t4 -18 -19 0 -6 -6 -3 t 18 0 -73

GUAM -449 124 -536 -29 0 1 -t2 -2 75 9 -629

NORTHERN MAPIANAs -12 2t -4 -t -t , -3 -t 1 1 -7

TRUST TERRITORIES 134 -990 -23 28 SO -20 t 16 -37 74 5 262

VIRGIN ISLANDS SO 9 146 -10 -1 -2 . 6 -2 14 229

SUR, OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 274 -191 103 -125 -15 -12 30 18 207 0 289

U.S. AND TERRITORIES -27,198 145.620 -35.707 29.598 6!"-; -4.0,;1 -3.509 72 11,243 2.350 117.1441
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TABLE D - 1.2

STATE

STATE GRANT AWARDS UNDER P.L.
FISCAL YEARS 1977-19801

FY 1977 FY 1978

94-142.

FY 1979 FY 1980

ALABAMA $3,365,542 $3,776,498 $9,199,597 $14,638,340
ALASKA 490,567 490,567 1,141,091 1,496.568
ARIZONA 1,921.124 2,537.384 6,318,460 9.480.690
ARKANSAS 1,829,462 1,829,462 4,821,148 7.810.823
CALIFORNIA 18,609,066 23,333,515 49,893,306 70,607,419
COLORADO 2,335,174 2,845,535 6,464,413 9,210.259
CONNECTICUT 2,763,013 3.922,276 9.036,317 12.608,399
DELAWARE 622,204 778,246 1,899,113 2.388,519
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 668,848 668,848 668,848 889,169
FLORIDA 6.380.764 7,978,528 18,586.203 25.966.473
GEORGIA 4,618,356 5,926,761 13,159,542 20.397,400
HAWAII 836 262 836,262 1.588.630 2.152.962
IDAHO 781,714 895.985 7.630.753 3,636.051
ILLINOIS 10.221.515 14,912,002 7.1;70.710 6,144.147
INDIANA 5.010.905 5,839,638 1..34'1.909
IOWA 2,634,753 3,293,313 8,020.418 11.88(-.752
KANSAS 2.060.933 2,581,060 5.220.452 7,617.628
KENTUCKY 3,098,951 3.890,946 8.853.680 12,917.128
LOUISIANA 3,775,472 5.860.310 12,809.566 18,697.386
MAINE 960,286 1,430,099 3,093,590 4,862.830
MARYLAND `,835,476 5.108.386 13,020.301 18,061.726
MASSACHUSETTS 5,212,919 8.442,257 19,103,830 27.132.912
MICHIGAN 8,817,578 10,074,857 22,185.712 30,918,947
MINNESOTA 3,758.157 4,935,284 11.381,563 16.675,984
MISSISSIPPI 2,317.010 2,317,010 4,836,602 8,103,290
MISSOURI 4,267,874 6,398,215 13,544,797 20,561.284
MONTANA 735,291 735,291 1,553,351 2,571,016
NEBRASKA 1,398,141 1,770,298 4,192,534 6,560,510
NEVADA 599,425 599,425 1,585,508 2,272,986
NEW HAMPSHIRE 760.460 760,460 1,410,832 2.013,039
NEW JERSEY 6.457,792 9,837,092 22,185,088 30.899,264
NEW MEXICO 2

1,128,789 1,128,789 2,515.083 3.999.949
NEW YORK 15,738,278 15,782,022 33,590.447 40,613,157
NORTH CAROLINA 4,992,790 8,519,459 14,280.965 - 21,911,084
NORTH DAKOTA 871,532 671,532 1,353,231 1,981,589
OHIO 10.057,668 11,052,816 25.431,188 38,035,506
OKLAHOMA 2,354,020 2,848.682 7,528,703 11,954,145
OREGON 4,975.798 2,343,480 5.070,752 7.919,041
PENNSYLVANIA 10,378,532 13,806,578 28,303.162 36,715.448
PUERTO RIC'? 2,899,064 2,899,064 2.899,044 3,947,773
RHODE IS ND 843,286 4,046.913 2,044,598 2.878.460
SOUTH CAROLINA 2,710,586 4,981,615 10,768,402 14.855,844
SOUTH DAKOTA 698,770- 698,770 1,314.050 1,907,349
TENNESSEE 3,707,002 5,812.671 14,766.309 22.953,887
TEXAS 11,265,148 15,522,153 41,631,558 55 107,937
UTAH 1,213,009 2,057.060 5,485.978 7.307.831
VERMONT 539,113 539,113 844.501 2,113,595
VIRGINIA 4.561,746 5.206,653 12,178,610 17,937,636
WASHINGTON 3.201,395 4,867,187 7,518.556 10.492,023
WEST VIRGINIA 1,567,670 2,078,304 4,509,105 6.481,990
WISCONSIN 4,348,328 4,348,328 8.772,508 12,366.991
WYOMING 470,988 470,988 1,162,321 1.866,912
AMERICAN SAMOA 180.508 228.445 456.910 498,032
GUAM 501,668 634,920 1,289,839 1,384,125
NORTHEW: MARIANAS 167,523 182,600
CRUST TERRITORIES 578,813 732,554 1,297,586 1,414,369
VIRGIN ISLANDS 310.268 404,071 808,142 880,874
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 1,951,207 2.493,437 5.582.918 7,916,798

TOTAL $200.000.000 $253,837.112 1563,874.752 $803.956,400
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Notes to Table D - 1.2

1. The FY 1977 allocations to each State are the
hold-harmless levels. No State receives lees
than this amount in subsequent years. The
P.L. 94-142 allocation to each of the 50 States,
the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico is
determined by the product of the State's count of
children-served, the national average per pupil
expenditure and a payment fraction. The payment
fraction was 0.05 for FY 1978, 0.10 for FY 1979,
and 0.20 for FY 1980. The national average per
pupil expenditure was $1,430 for FY 1978, $1,561
for FY 1919 and $1,900 for FY 1980. For FY 1978
only, the count of children with specific
learning disabilities was limited to 2 percent of
the State's 5-17 year old population. The
allocations for the outlying territories and the
Bureau of Indian Affairs are-determined
separately under the other provisions of the
Act. (Source: National Center for Educational
Statistics)

2. Amount reserved pending final submission and
acceptance of the State plan.

166



16$

TABLE D - 1.3

PERCENT OF CHILDREN AGES 3-21 YEARS SERVED UNDER P.L 89-313 AND P.L. 94-142
BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

SCHOOL YEAR 1979-1980

STATE
SPEECH LEARNING MENTALLY EMOTIONALLY
IMPAIRED DISABLED RETAPDEO DISTURBED

OTHER
HEALTH
IMPAIRED

ORTHO-
PEDICALLY
IMPAIRED

DEAF AND VISUALLY
HARD OF HANOI-
HEARING CAPPED

MULTI-
HANOI-
CAPPED

DEAF AND
BLIND TOTAL

ALABAMA 1.64 2 04 4 57 0.46 0.07 0 05 0.15 0.07 0.17 0.01 9 43

ALASKA 3.09 6 45 1 02 n.38 0 07 0 18 0.23 0.05 0.09 0.01 11 56

ARIZONA 2 21 4.39 1.35 0.86 0.12 0.17 0.15 0.06 0.14 0.00 9.49

ARKANSAS 2 53 2.92 3.65 0.10 C.10 0 10 0.16 0.07 0.10 0.01 9.94

CALIFORNIA 2.68 2.91 0.96 0.70 0.68 0.36 0.16 0.07 0.00 0.01 8 78

COLORADO 1.90 3.72 1.24 1.16 0.00 0 13 0.17 0.05 0.20 0.01 5.55

CONNECTICUT 2.5C 4 36 1.43 2.02 0.16 0.09 0.21 0 11 0.01 0.00 10 90

DELAWARE 1.62 6.27 2.53 2.62 0.02 0.24 0.17 0.12 0.05 0.03 13.82

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 1.51 1.09 1.23 0.42 0.17 0 22 0.05 0.05 0.16 0.04 4.91

rLORIDA 2.73 3.16 1.99 0.73 0.00 0.18 0.14 0.04 0.10 0.00 9.10

GEORGIA 2.20 2.52 2.61 1.30 0.14 0.05 0.19 0.07 0.17 0.00 9.46

HAWAII 0.71 4.11 1.26 0.22 0.00 0.10 0.19 0.03 0 11 0.01 9 75

IDAHO 2.06 3.69 1.49 0.27 0 28 0.24 0.24 0.12 0.31 0.01 6.91

ILLINOIS 4 03 3 72 2.60 1.81 0.12 0.23 0.26 0.11 0.13 0.01 12.62

INDIANA 4 41 1 60 2.51 0.19 0 04 0 09 0.13 0.06 0 10 0.00 9.12

IOWA 2.93 4 37 2.36 0.59 0.00 0.12 0.19 0.04 0.12 0.01 10.75

KANSAS 3.05 2.90 1.84 0.61 0 17 0.04 0.18 0 09 0.20 0.01 9.16

KENTUCKY 3.39 2.10 3.44 0.39 0 15 0.09 0.16 0.07 0.10 0.03 9.91

LOUISIANA 3.05 3 64 2.56 0.64 0.18 0.09 0.21 0.07 0.15 0.00 10.59

MAINE 2.45 3.35 2.32 1.62 0.14 0.15 0.20 0.09 0.36 0.00 10.67

MARYLAND 3.15 5.93 1.53 0.46 0.24 0.14 0.24 0.09 0.26 0.00 12.04

MASSACHUSETTS 3.90 3.36 2.56 2.36 0.54 0.03 0.62 0.11 0.03 0.03 13.53

MICHIGAN 2.91 2.34 1.66 0.97 0.00 0.22 0.0 0.04 0.00 0.00 6.39

11NNESOTA 2.99 4.52 1.91 0.51 0.21 0.16 0.21 0.06 0.01 0.00 10.56

MISSISSIPPI 2.92 1.69 2.66 0.05 0.00 0.07 0.11 0.05 0.03 0.00 6.80

MISSOURI 3.62 3.50 2.66 0.69 0.12 0.06 0.14 0.05 0.15 0.01 11.24

MONTANA 2.40 3.26 1.10 0.28 0.07 0.09 0.18 0.12 0.41 0.01 7.91

NEBRASKA 3.67 3.46 2.44 0.46 0.00 0.16 0.18 0.07 0.11 0.00 10.58

NEVADA 2.06 3.64 0.92 0.22 0.13 0.16 0.13 0.05 0.22 0.01 7.59

NSIN HAMPSHIRE 0.95 3.69 1.43 0.62 0.12 0.12 0.17 0.15 0.12 0.00 7.35

NEWLARSII _ 4.70 3.52 1.46 1.05 0.17 0.15 0.18 0.11 0.28 0.00 11.61
1 43NEW MEXICO 1.49 3.61 0.99- 12-.-0-t 0.07 -(141- 13.06 0,ti 0,021.25- __

NEW YORK 1.46 1.05 1.63 1.55 1.20 0.23 0.16 0.07 0.02 0.00 7.41

NORTH CAROLINA 2.34 2.96 3.75 0.32 0.06 0.10 0.20 0.07 0.13 0.00 9.99

NORTH OAKOTA 2.75 2.94 1 76 0.23 0.05 0.09 0.17 0 07 0 17 0.01 5.26

OHIO 3.23 2.87 3.16 0.21 0.00 0.17 0.13 0.05 0.04 0 00 9.94

OKLAHOMA 3.25 4.29 2.36 0.10 0.06 0.06 0.14 0.04 0.11 0.01 10.45

OIESON 2.52 4.24 1.26 0.48 0.14 0.27 0.36 0.13 0.02 0.00 9.45

PENNSYLVANIA 3.46 2.35 2.50 0.63 0.01 0.11 0.24 0.12 0.03 0.00 9.66

PUERTO RICO 0.14 0.36 i.44 0.20 0.09 0.09 0.19 0.17 0.19 0.01 2 67

RHODE ISLAND 2.23 5.66 1.29 0.71 0.12 0.12 0.17 0.04 0.(1 0.01 10.43

SOUTH CAROLINA 3.34 2.00 4.18 0.78 0.01 0.14 0.16 0.09 0.10 0.00 11.44

SOUTH DAKOTA 3.65 1.63 0.94 0.23 0.01 0.12 0.34 0.04 0.25 0.00 7.42

TENNESSEE 3.67 3.14 2.69 0.36 0.18 0.14 0.27 0.09 0.20 0.00 10.74

TEXAS 2.46 4.31 1.08 0,39 0.11 0.10 0.16 0.05 0.66 0.01 9.31

UTAH , 2.35 3.53 1.00 2.90 0.03 0.09 0.20 0.09 0.37 0.01 10.85

VERMONT 3.17 4 49 3.37 0.33 0.19 0.26 0.29 0.09 0.24 0.02 12.45

VIRGINIA 3.11 2.70 1.84 0.49 0.0I, 0.05 0.14 0.16 0.26 0 00 8 83

WASHINGTON 1 50 2 72 1.45 0.71 0 16 0.13 0.17 0.05 0 IT 0.01 7.07

WEST VIRGINIA 2.40 2.36 : 37 0.21 0.20 0.08 0.11 0.07 0.14 0.01 4.74

WISCONSIN 1.64 2 71 1.75 0.87 0.07 0.11 0.15 0.05 0 10 0.01 7.65

WYOMING 2.62 4.91 1.09 0.66 0.10 0.11 0.21 0.05 0.35 0.02 10.34

AMERICAN SAMOA 0.00 0.61 0.62 0.00 0.01 0.04 0.28 0.09 0.23 0.05 2.09

GUAM 1.36 0.73 3.34 (.10 0.00 0.00 0.35 0.10 0 46 0.03 6.49

NORYHERN MARIANAS - - - - - -

TRUST TERRITORIES - - - - -

VIRGIN ISLANDS 1.12 0.56 2.89 0.17 0.00 0.05 0.22 0.05 0.04 0.09 5.20

BUR. OF l.. IAN AFrAIRS - - -
- -

U.S. AND TERRITORIES 2.81 3.03 2.09 0.76 0.25 0.16 0.20 0.06 0.15 0.01 9.54

NUMBER OF CHILDREN AGES 3-21 YEARS SERVED AS A PERCENT
OF ESTIMATED FALL.1929 ENROLLMENT (AGES 5-12)

163
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TABLE D - 1.6

PERCENT. OF CHILDREN AGES 3-5 YEARS SERVED UNDER P.L. 94-142
irt HANDICAPPING CONDITION

SCHOOL YEAR 1676-1680

STATE
SPEECH LEARNING MENTALLY EMOTIONALLY
IMPAIRED oisAimo RETARDED DISTURBED

OTHER
HEALTH
IMPAIRED

ORTHO- DEAF AND VISUALLY
PEDICALLY HARD OF HANOI-
IMPAIRED HEARING CAPPED

MULTI-
NANDI-
CAPPED

DEAF AND
BLIND TOTAL

ALABAMA 0.74 0 01 0.10 0:01 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.06 0.00 1.00
ALASKA 1.25 0.20 0.13 0.03 0.02 0.08 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.00 1.80
ARIZONA 0.96 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.01 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.06 0.00 1.32
ARKANSAS 1.15 0.02 0.10 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.02 0 07 0.00 2.18
CALIFORNIA 1.40 0.16 0.16 0.04 0.09 0.16 0.07 0.02 0.00 0.00 2.13
COLORADO 0.88 0.36 0.07 0.07 0.00 0.04 0.07 0.01 0.09 0.00 1.60
CONNECTICUT 2.07 0.25 0.16 0.22 0.15 0.01 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.69
DELAWARE 1.07 1.77 0.29 0.47 0.00 0 01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.00 3.64
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 1.27 0.01 0 04 0.01 ' 0.10 0.04 0.01 0 00 0.09 0.00 1.61
FLORIDA 1.42 0.03 0.12 0.03 0.00 0.07 .0.05 0.01 0.04 0.00 1.77
GEORGIA t 51, 0.10 0.21 0 17 0.02 0.03 0.07 0.02 0.09 0 00 2.20
HAWAII 0.03 0 06 0.07 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.07 0.01 0.34
IDAHO 0.55 0 I6 0.26 0.05 0 04 0.08 0.02 0.02 0.06 0.00 1.29
ILLINOIS 2.77 0.48 0.17 0.19 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.02 0.09 0.00 3.91
INDIANA 1.36 0.0A 0.19 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.03 00 0.04 0.00 1.74
IOWA 3.05 0.05 0.60 0.06 0.00 0.15 0.11 t.04 0.07 0 00 4.22.
KANSAS 1.91 0.10 0.14 0.05 0.09 0.03 0 07 0.00 0.03 0.00 2.43
KENTUCKY 1.24 0.02 0.09 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.01 0 03 0.02 1.49
LOUISIANA 1.41 0.12 0.22 0.06 0.24 0.07 0.05 0.03 0.12 0.01 2.32
MAINE 1.46 0.25 0.26 0.22 0.05 0.12 0.18 0.03 0.19 0.00 2.62
MARYLAND 2.37 0.42 0.20 c.os 0.03 0.09 0 07 0.02 0.14 0.00 3.39
MASSACHUSETTS 0.110 0.78 0.56 0.53 0.12 0.01 0.14 0.03 0.01 0.01 3.11
MICHIGAN 2.45 0.18 0.11 0.16 0.00 0.22 0.09 0.03 0.00 0.00 3.33
MINNESOTA 3.09 0.54 0.42 0.09 0.04 0 13 0.15 0.03 0.00 0.00 4.49
MISSISSIPPI 0.64 0 01 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.01 0.00 0.00 0 00 0.90
MISSOURI 2.53 0.43 0.10 0.13 0.03 0.03 0.03 0 01 0.15 0.01 3.45
MONTANA 2.15 0.16 0 16 0.02 0.01 0.06 0.08 0.02 0. 0.00 2.63
NEBRASKA 4.50 0.40 0.56 0.07 0.00 0.27 0.t2 0.05 0.25 0.00 6.26
NEVADA 1.45 0.12 0.22 0.01 0.01 0.29 0.04 0.02 0 36 0.00 2.53
NEW HAMPSHIRE 0.43 0.04 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 .00 0.51
NEW JERSEY 1.77 0.23 0.12 0.05 0.08 0.05 0.06 0.01 0.11 .00 2.46
NEW MEXICO 0.63 0.04 0 06 0.03 0.01 0 04 0.02 0.00. 0.02 0.91
NEW YORK 0.63 0.16 0.36 0.25 0.36 0.10 0.05 0.03 0.00

:01

2.18
NORTH CAROLINA 2.14 0.11 0.13 0.03 0.01, 0.04 0.04 0.01 0.04 0.00 2.55

-----BORINLOAKOM. 0.97 0.21 0.30 0.04 0.06 0.10 0.07 0.03 0.29 0.01 2.07
OHIO 1.25 0.03 0.06 0.02 0.00 0.04 0.07 0.01 0.C3 0.00 1.52
OKLAHOMA 3.05 0.19 0.16 0.01 0.02 0.05 0 05 0.02 0.23 0.01 3.60
OREGON 1.2$ 0.13 0.04 0.01 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.00 0.00 1.59
PENNSYLVANIA 1.77 0.11 0 IS 0.04 0.03 0 05 0.11 0.02 0 03 0.00 2.34
PUERTO RICO - - - - - - -

RHODE ISLAND 0.70 0.46 0.17 0.05 0 00 0 06 0.04 0.01 0.03 0.00 1.53
SOUTH CAROLINA 2 56 0 03 0.28 0 05 0.05 0 06 0.04 0.03 0.11 0.00 3.26
SOUTH DAKOTA 2.98 0.21 0.09 0.01 0 00 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.16 0.00 3.56
TENNESSEE 3.66 0.09 0.16 0 02 0 02 0 05 0.10 0 02 0.13 0 00 4.26
TEXAS 2.'' 0 53 0.15 0.03 0.04 0.06 0.01 0.03 0.33 0 01 3.52
MAN 0.97 0.27 0 15 0.24 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.18 0.01 1.89
VERMONT 1.41 1.02 t 47 0.03 0.01 0.34 0.02 0 03 0 00 0.00 4.32
VIRGINIA 2.29 0 17 0.31 0.03 0.04 0 05 0.06 0.02 0.25 C.00 3 .1
MOSHINGTON 0 63 0 06 0 30 0 05 0.03 0 08 0 07 0.02 0.06 0 00 1.36
WEST VIRGINIA 1.16 0.01 0.09 0.01 0.01 0 04 0.03 0.01 0.14 0 00 t.5t
WISCONSIN 2.34 0.04 0.14 0 12 0.00 0 13 0.11 0.02 0 12 0.00 3 01
WYOMING :Ai 0.36 0.07 0.02 0.05 0.01 0.03 0 01 0.04 0.00 2.71
AMERICAN SAMOA - - - . - -

GUAM
NORTHERN MARIANAS
TRUST TERRITORIES
VIRGIN ISLANDS
OUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S. AND TERRITORIES 1.77 0.21 0.20 0.09 0.07 0 08 0.06 002 009 0.00 2.59

PERCENT OF ESTIMATED POPULAtION AGES 3-5 YEARS FOR JULY.1970



ids

STATE

TABLE D - 1.5

PERCENT. OF CHILDREN AGES 18-21 YEARS SERVED 10.41F.11 P.L. 94-142
by HANDICAPPING CONDITION

SCHOOL YEAR 1979-1960

OTHER ORTHO- DEAF AND VISUALLY MULTI-

SPEECH LEARNING 2ENTALLy EMOTIONALLY HEALTH PEOICALLY HARM OF HANOI- HANOI- '1%J.F AND

IMPAIRED DISABLE° RETARDEO DISTURBED IMPAIRED IMPAIRED HEARING CAPPED CAPPED %LINO TOTAL

ALABAMA 0.01 0.04 0.66 0.04 0.01 0 01 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.00 0 88

ALASKA 0.03 0 3, 0.25 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.73

ARIZONA 0.02 0.39 0.41 0.09 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.00 1 01

ARKANSAS 0 01 0.17 0.29 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00, 0.49

CALIFORNIA 0 02 0.12 0.30 0.04 0 03 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.57

COLORADO 0.02 0.19 0.19 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.51

CONNECTICUT 0.26 0.52 0.17 0.22 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.23

DELAWARE 0.00 ,3 19 0.09 0 04 0.00 0 00 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00 0 37

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 0 00 0 00 0.00 0 00 0.01 0 01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.03

FLORIOA 0 02 0 10 0 30 0 02 0.00 0 02 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.48

GEORGIA 0.02 0.06 0.32 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.01 0 00 0.01 0.00 0.49

HAWAII 0 00 0 08 0 14 0 00 0.00 0 00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.24

IDAHO 0.01 0.01 0.37 0.06 0.65 0.41 0.08 0.05 0.30 0.00 1.95

ILLINOIS 0.03 0 20 0.46 0.17 0 01 0 01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.91

INDIANA 0 03 0 03 0 17 0 00 0 00 0 00 0 01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 25

IOWA 0.01 0.37 0 58 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.05 0.00 1.09

KANSAS 0 00 0.13 0 31 0.01 0 01 0 00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.49

KENTUCKY 0 01 0.06 0.33 0.04 0.01 0 01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.51

LOUISIANA 0.10 0.17 0.50 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.88

MAINE 0.02 0.13 0 31 0 06 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.05 0.00 0 58

MARYLAND 0.04 0.36 0.51 0.04 0.04 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.09 0.00 1.13

MASsACoUsETTs 0 26 0.22 0.17 0 16 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.89

MICHIGAN 0 02 0 19 0.38 0.04 0.00 0 04 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.75

MINNESOTA 0 02 0 26 0 43 0.05 0 01 0 01 0.02 0.00 0 00 0.00 0 40

MISSISSIPPI 0.04 0.09 0 58 0 00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.73

MISSOURI 0 02 0.08 0 33 0.02 0.02 0 02 0 01 0.00 0.05 0.00 0 55

MONTANA 0 01 0.24 0 31 0.02 0.01 0 01 0.00 0.00 0.04 0 00 0.66

NEBRASKA 0.01 0.24 0.46 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.80

NEVADA 0 02 0.30 0.27 0.01 0 02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.01 0.70

NEW HAMPSHIRE 0.01 0.37 0.19 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.64

NEW JERSEY 0.04 0,22 0.36 0.12 0 02 0 02 0.02 0.00 0 04 0.00 0.85

NEW MEXICO 0.03 0.27 0.31 0.05 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.72

NEW YORK 0.01 0.03 0 33 0.06 0.07 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.56

NORTH CAROLINA 0 02 0 13 0.58 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.74

NORTH DAKOTA 0.00 0.07 0.40 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.51

OHIO 0 01 0.06 0.36 0.01 0 00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.44

OKLAHOMA 0.01 0.21 0.29 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.53

OREGON 0.02 0.22 0.47 0.15 0.07 0.29 0.13 0.01 0.00 0.00 1.37

PENNSYLVANIA 0.02 0.04 0.45 0.02 0.00 0 02 0 01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.58

PUERTO RICO - - - - -

RHODE ISLAND 0.04 0.76 0.57 0.14 0.05 0 01 0.03 0.01 0 01 0.00 1.62

SOUTH CAROLINA 0.06 0.17 0.72 0.03 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.0. 0.00 1.03

SOUTH DAKOTA 0.04 0.14 0.16 0.C2 0.01 0 01 0 02 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.44

TENNESSEE 0.06 0.24 0.62 0.13 0.04 0.03 0.23 0.01 0.05 2.00 1.20

TEXAS 0.02 0.38 0.20 0.04 0 01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.73

UTAH 0.00 0 OS 0.15 0.06 0.00 .0 01 0,00 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.36

VERMONT 0.04 0.01 0.18 0.02 0.01 0 02 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.38

VIRGINIA 0.07 0 16 0.37 0.03 0 00 0 00 0.01 0.01 0.09 0.00 0.70

WASHINGTON 0.03 0.20 0.32 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.67

WEST VIRGINIA 0.04 0.12 0.63 0.02 0.02 0 01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.84

WISCONSIN 0.02 0.17 0.42 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00
-0:00

0.02 0.00 0.71

WYOMING 0.01 0.38 0.23 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.70

AMERICAN SAMOA -
- - -

GUAM .-
.

NORTWIRN MARIANAS . -

TRUST TERRITORIES -

VIRGIN ISLANDS
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S. AND TERRITORIES 0.03 0.17 0.37 0.09 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.0. 0.02 0.00\ 0.73

PERCENT CF ESTIMATEO POPULATION AGES 18-21 YEARS FOR JULY.1671



TABLE D - 2 . 1.A

ENVIRONMENTS IN WHICH PRESCHOOL' HANDICAPPED CHILDREN
WERE SERVED DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1977-78

STATE

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA

REGULAR
CLASSES

1.057
397

-

951
16 .638

COLORADO 384
CONNECTICUT 11,712
DELAWARE 171
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 620
FLORIDA 44.676
GEORGIA 2.614
HAWAII 208
IDAHO 413
ILLINOIS 0
INDIANA 364
IOWA 2,607
KANSAS 68
KENTUCKY 1.203
LOUISIANA 4.968
MAINE 674
MARYLAND 222
MASSACHUSETTS 3.610
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA

10,101
4,067

MISSISSIPPI 394
MISSOURI 971
MONTANA 396
NEBRASKA 1 .884
NEVADA 331
NEW HAMPSHIRE 45
NEW JERSEY 3.403
NEW MEXICO -
NEW YORK 2.544
NORTH CAROLINA 5.436
NORTH DAKOTA -
OHIO2 0
OKLAHOMA 1,286
OREGON 1.267
PENNSYLVANIA 0
PUERTO RICO 58
RHODE ISLAND 488
SOUTH CAROLINA 5,835
SOUTH DAKOTA 957
TENNESSEE 7.385
TEXAS 28.221
UTAH 529
VERMONT 355
VIRGINIA 5.536
WASHINGTON 312
WEST VIRGINIA 11,258
WISCONSIN 2,543
WYOMING 629
AMERICAN SAMOA 0
GUAM
NORTHERN MARIANAS 3
TRUST TERRITORIES 92
vicram ISLANDS 0
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 96

U.S. AND TERRITORIES 129.979

TOTAL

OTHER
SEPARATE SEPARATE EDUCATIONAL
CLASSES FACILITIES ENVIRONMENTS

122 -

105 4
- - -

53 693 9
5.776 118 180
1,234 149 41
962 1.392 60
85 63 1

48 21 29
734 808 128
924 61 84
74 82 -

75 134 8
20.048 843 -
1.417 108 -
912 102 487
287 3 16
135

1,505
99 1.367

1 181 77
55 26 0

365 188 116
844 2.460 61

1.1::
137 489
544 32

430 71 68
445 114 313
47 0 0

758 5 3
12 58 24
38 98 188

1,491 193 -

- -

1.941 343 120
429 852 37
368 3 -
0

1.524
646
43 109

589 68 65
8.997 1,433 0

208 110 106
112 436 53
509 63

;ii

90 47
543 105

2,107 638 1,C$$
42 134 107

342 190
921 379 288
61+7 71 9
20'1 37 14
341 628 7
37 371 30
8 0 0
- -

3 0 0
0 66 0
2

105 12

64,207 15,236 6,203

179

169
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TAUS D - 2.1A (Continuod)

ENVIRONMENTS IN WHICH PRESCHOOLI HANDICAPPEO CHILDREN
WERE SERVED DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1177-70

SPEECH IMPAIREO LEARNING OISARLED

STATE

ALUMNA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
IDAHO
ILLINOIS

IOWAIOWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
MINE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OHIO'
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO RICO
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAW:PUNA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON,
WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM
NORTHERN MARIANAS
TRUST TERRITORIES
VIRGIN ISLANDS
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

U S. AND TERRITORIES

REGULAR
CLASSES

804
113

-

835
13,561

212
1.301

124
479

4.306
1.605
200
237
0

97
2.522

46
1.085
4,968

434
160

1.023
9,742
3,238
ass
396
225

1,791
312
24

3.100
-

1,627
4.700

-

-

1 .110

780
0
4

243
5.334
756

3.798
20,3E15

189
-

4,674
301

1.015
2.106
496

0
-

2
18

0
57

101,599

SEPARATE
CLASSES

3

-

625
274
695

3
2

226
55

54
14,903

2

197
147
21

211
25
143
238
227
365
131
53
0

100

11

367

8

306

813
0

5.982
52
0

91
72

30
453

-

178
72
56

17

0

0
0
0

56

27,262

SEPARATE
FACILITIES

-

-

279
43
40
73
-

1

0
-

2

-

-

0
1

5
0
0
6

697
0

111

31
1

0
-,
-

21
18
-

2

178
-

0
0
3

339
-

-

8
33
ft

-

101
2

2

25
128
0

0
12

2.173

OTHER
EDUCATIONAL
ENVIRONMENTS

52
1

4

16

0

-

215
0

708
0
0

45
17

356
7

8
22
0

$0

-

38
0
0
4
0

2

7

30

61
0
1

0 7
0
0

1.679

REGULAR
CLASSES

11

228

10
255
89
163
26
36
107
169

79
0
60
37
6
17

0
90
20

731
125
478

8
225
26
66
16
17
33

251
224

-

0
93

324
0
26
143
69
40

2.188
5.513

216
-

133
3

120
109
50
0
-

0
35
0
12

12,721

SEPARATE
CLASSES

-

56
-

-

1.049
243
53
At
-

97
76
10
5

1.8%

12

22
12

130
0

26
171
912
271
71

217
5

22
-

16
412

-

35
1

61
0

123
31

262
37
25
27
4

35
438

-

-

12
44
12

-

0
-

0
0
0
24

8.946

SEPARATE
FACILITIES

-

-
i

44
19

104
-

2

0

1

8
166

-

-

1

3

0
81
491
0
39
3
-

0

6
71

4

80

0
377

40

5
12

li

2

2
0
22
21
0

0
22

1.589

OTHER
EDUCATIONAL
ENVIRONMENTS

-

7

20
21

0

-

52
0
39
12

0
4
12

4

2
5

SS
0
-

-

21

-

-

-

2
-

-

28
0
0
-

0
-

0
2
30

30
0
1

0

0
0

360
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ITAVUO D - 2.1A (Conti:owl)

ENVIRONMENTS IN WHICH PRESCHOOL/HANDICAPPED CHILDREN
WERE SERVED DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1977-78

STATE
REGULAR
CLASSES

MENTALLY RETARDED

OTHER
SEPARATE SEPARATE EDUCATIONAL
CLASSES FACILITIES ENVIRONMENTS

REGULAR
CLASSES

EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED

OTHER
SEPARATE SEPARATE EDUCATIONAL
CLASSES FACILITIES ENVIRONMENTS

ALABAMA 100 55 - 14 -ALASKA 26 28 2 9 7 -ARIZONA - - - - - -ARKANSAS 90 - 312 - - t 10 -CALIFORNIA 58 1.712 5 16 75 198 23 3COLORADO 34 354 48 - 18 82 - 7CONNECTICUT 19 31 1.121 15 20 139 35 1DELAWARE 3 17 28 1 12 22 t -DISTRICT OP couRRIA 38 12 6 - 12 20 4 -FLORIDA 51 152 717 37 52 82 27 0GEORGIA 106 430 39 13 257 179 3 2HAWAII 29 56 - - 2 1 -IDAHO 14 4 18 6 28 0 8ILLINOIP 0 1.216 143 0 961 4116 -INDIANA 104 999 - t7 46 - -IOWA 14 419 21 129 II 46 t2 24KANSAS 0 52 1 0 0 14 0 16KENTUCKY 54 96 19 147 6 1 33LOUISIANA 0 499 156 39 0 100 0 0MAINE 64 o It 0 39 1C 1 0MARYLAND 7 91 31 11 1 9 51 0MASSACHUSETTS 877 204 597 t4 585 136 398 9MICHIGAN 45 1.345 104 49 46 494 25 3MINNESOTA 155 291 260 6 36 51 6 0MISSISSIFT$ 13 192 33 25 - - 2MISSOURI 122 43 104 165 135 77 6 21MONTANA 84 31 0 0 0 0 0 0' NEBRASKA 0 S43 - - - 14 ft - -NEVADA 2 4 15 19 - - 3NEW HAMPSHIRE 1 6 30 31 0 0 1 1Nn JERSEY 84 314 38 - 37 60 45 -M111 MEXICO - - . - .NEW YORK r 93 822 77 i 13 260 39 8NORTH CAROLINA 392 163 740 ff 48 20 - t4NORTH DAKOTA - 147 3 - - t2 -OHMS - S4 - - titOKLAHOMA 26 216 t A 7 20 - fOREGON 48 535 37 31 34 2 0 6PENNSYLVANIA 0 1.488 606 0 0 419 231 0PUERTO RICO 16 39- 19 33 $ 13 - 4RHODE ISLAND 4 50 7 1 0 7 32 0SOUTH CAROLINA -96 188 - 67 32 -SOUTH DAKOTA 99 9 47 35 7 0 -TENNESSEE 1.000 Si2 49 3 180 20 23 2TEXAS 1.248 767' 114. 10 149 69 31 63UTAH 8 34 92 34 107 4 5VERMONT - - - -
VIRGINIA 91 515 127 151 22 29 9 14WASHINGTON 2 214 41 9 0 32 5 0WEST VIRGINIA 75 62 20 1 0 39 t 0WISCONSIN 27 183 377 32 76 66WYOMING 19 1 47 20 10 63 -AMERICAN SAMOA 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0GUAM - - - -NORTHERN MARIANAS 0 0 0 0 0 t 0 0TRUST TERRITORIES ft 0 8 0 0 0 t 0VIIIGIISLANDS 0 0 - 0 0 -SUR. OP INDIAN AFFAIRS 6 13 10 5 7

U.S. AND TERRITORIES 3.822 15.175 8.419 1.058 2.154 3.8111 1.872 257

174
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TABLE D 2.1A (Continual)

ENVIRONMENTS IN WHICH PRESCHOOLI HANDICAPPEO CHILOREN
WERE SERVE() DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1977-78

STATE

ALABAMA3

OTHER HEALTH IMPAIRED

REGULAR SEPARATE SEPARATE
CLASSES CLASSES FACILITIES

- -

OTHER
EDUCATIONAL
ENVIRONMENTS

REGULAR
CLASSES

12

ORTHOPEOICALLY IMPAIREO

OTHER
SEPARATE SEPARATE EDUCATIONAL
CLASSES FACILITIES ENVIRONMENTS

-

ALASKA 2 1 1 2 3 1

ARLIONA -
- -

ARKANSAS - 31 9 16 - 42

CALIFORNIA 1.626 244 0 50 948 1,109 0 37

COLORADO - - 4 '206 2 13

CONNECTICUT 4 2 10 3 10 14 20 3

DELAWARE 1
3 15

OISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 28 1 8 7 10 11 4

FLORIOAs 91 37 83 64 0

GEORGIA 28 4 29 33 59 18

HAWAII 9 8 - 4 12 -

IDAHO 29 4 6 2 18 2 3

ILLINOIS 0 189 0 472

INDIANA 22 115 -

IOWA 0 6 81 44 39

KANSAS 8 5 0 0

KENTUCKY 9 - 99 4 4 1 161

LOUISIANA 0 56 0 13 0 337 2 '

MAINE 28 9 9 0 4" 1 3 0

MARYLAND 4 2 0 174 9 33 33 22

MASSACHUSETTS 23 6 16 1 140 33 96 3

MICHIGAN 1 0 0 30 96 489 3 25

MINNESOTA 24 5 3 $ 62 79 71 II

MISSISSIPPI - 12 - 28 2 11

MISSOURI 27 11 10 16 2

MONTANA 9 1 0 0 17 6 0 0

NEBRASKA - 3 - 50 -

NEVADA 41 - 1 2 2

NEW HAMPSHIRE 1 1 7 13 1 1 24 26

NEW JERSEY 4 24 1 20 177 16 -

HEW MEXICO - - - -

NEW YORK 113 802 67 55 40 131 68 56

NORTH CAROLINA 14 5 . 158 41 4

NORTH DAKOTA 4 -, - 13 -

OHIO - 81 -

OKLAHOMA 22 48 12 68 12 3

OREGON 12 1 1 11 "12 3 IL 2

PENNSYLVANIA'S - 0 357 48 0

PUERTO RICO 38 38 21 - 7 4 17

RHODE ISLAND 78 0 52 20 3 0 0

SOUTH CAROLINA 10 - 72 82 - -

SOUTH OAKOTA
__102-------

15 1 - 27 3 - -

TENNESSEE 49 10 1 170 20 80 5 2

TEXAS 384 60 3 1 211 198 77 976

UTAH 5 4 4 1 3 7 7

VERMONT
- -

VIRGINIA 9 4 38 16 33 52 89 11

WASHINGTON 0 7 1 0 3 89 17 0

WEST VIRGINIA 0 1 . 4 10 0 22 3 0

WISCONSIN se - 19 7 167 46

WYOMING 4 30 - 7 31

AMERICAN SAMOA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

GUAM
-

NORTHERN MARIANAS 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

TRUST TERRITORIES 3 0 3 0 8 0 5 0

VIRGIN ISLANDS 0 0 0 1 -

BUR OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 6
3

U.S AND TERRITORIES 2,701 1,393 372 749 2,139 4,690 1,006 1,463
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TABLE D - 2.1A (Continued)

ENVIRONMENTS IN WHICH PRESCHOOL' HANDICAPPED CHILDREN
WERE SERVED DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1977-78

STATE

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
raitrOPHIA
COORADO.
CONNECTICUT
DECAWARE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
IOWA -...

KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
MAINE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA t- i

....

NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
NNW MEXICO
NEW YORK

__BORTH CAROLINA
NORTH OAXOTA
Bono
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO RICO
F1H00i ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS -
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM
NORTHERN MARIANAS
TRUST TERRITORIES
VIRGIN ISLANDS
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S. AND TERRITORIES

REGULAR
CLASSES

15:
4

-

43
19
40

7

43

4

0

16

0
9
8

146

43

-20
21

.

0
0

24
63

8
10
0

0
57
0

100
81

1

74
1

38
24
31
0

0
7

0
9

946

HARD OF HEARING.

SEPARATE SEPARATE
CLASSES FACILITIES

/

1

-

26 8
290 1

53 40
18 2R

1 1

-

42 3
8 2
3 3

137 29

63 0

55 0
0 0
11 0
34 100

55 42
t 1

15
1 0

-

0 3
40 1

-

6
50
14

43
4 5

256 0
1

5 8
54 43

17 0
12 175

1

-

38 4
35 0
8 5
71 3

24
0 0
-

1 0
0 5
0

1.478 535

OTHER
EDUCATIONAL
ENVIRONMENTS

1

5

14

20 =

6
0
1

2

0
2
3

0

1

1

2
3

0

0
2

-

0
1

-

3
0
1

0

0
0

66

REGULAR
CLASSES

4

2

-

-

34
8
5
6
7

51
57
-

4

0
1

4

6
9
0
5
9

64
25
29
0
34
5

-

1

1

112

-

20
9
-

-

10

25
0
9

0
34

3

JO
210

-

156

2
tO

23
-

0
-

1

5

0

1,031

VISUALLY HANDICAPPED

SEPARATE SEPARATE
uLASSES FACILITIES

2

-

-

9 9
106 2

22 -

10 1

1 1

2 -

23 0
17 -

2 -

3 9
119 20

24
8 11
9 0

2
49 0 7
2 0
14 1

17 44
56 0
20 6

-

11 .-

2 0
25 -

-

2 a
-

- -

2 6
4 4
6 -

25
63 1

0 2
144 44

5 -

0 5
18 20
0
9 8

75 17

4
- -

15 3
7 2
1 2

11 14

7

1 0

0 0
0 S
0 -

1 2

896

OTHER
EDUCATIONAL
ENVIRONMENTS

13

0

8
0

71

0
0
5
2
14

0
1

3
0

9

11

5
0

0

1

6
-

-

2

0
0
-

25
0

0
0
-

178

173
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TABLE D - 2.1A (Continued)

ENVIRONMENTS IN WHICH PRESCHOOLIHANDICAPPED CHILDREN
. WERE SERVED DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1977-79

STATE

ALABAMA

REGULAR
CLASSES

SEPARATE
CLASSES

.

DEAF *

SEPARATE
FACILITIES

...

OTHER
EDUCATIONAL
ENVIRONMENTS

REGULAR
CLASSES

DEAF /HARD OF HEARING'

OTHER
SEPARATE SEPARATE EDUCATIONAL
CLASSES FACILITIES ENVIRONMENTS

ALASKA 1 6

ARIZONA
ARKANSAS 17 1 -

CALIFORNIA 40 443 0 1

COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE 14

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 1

FLORIDA 70 71 0 0
GEORGIA 26 42 3 1

HAWAII 10

IDAHO 0 0 1

ILLINOIS 0 250
INDIANA 15 47 94
IOWA 16 14

KANSAS 4 38 1 0
}KENTUCKY 19 2 70 109

LOUISIANA 0 60 0
MAINE t 0 2 0
MARYLAND 4 36 0 e
MASSACHUSETTS 21 5 14 1

MICHIGAN 21 305 5 S

MINNESOTA 5 6 6 0
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI 2 2 2- 2

MONTANA 7 1 0 0
NEBRASKA- 11 7 5

NEVAOA 7

NEW HAMPSHIRE 0 1 6 6

NEW JERSEY 13 27 1

NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK 23 77 80
NORTH CAROLINA - V 49 67

NORTH DAKOTA 1 5

OHIO . 171

OKLAHOMA 1 132 29 6
OREGON 2 13 e 7

PENNSYLVANIA 0 $7 127 0
PUERTO RICO 2 16 46 27

RHODE ISLAND 0 0 5 0
SOUTH CAROLINA 4 7 -

SOUTH DAKOTA 8 1 -

TENNESSEE 20 30 6 0
TEXAS 60 12 176 2

UTAH 4 3
VERMONT - ../4

VIRGINIA 36 58 6 0
WASHINGTON . 0 47 1 0
WEST VIRGINIA .

WISCONSIN 1 46
WYOMING 2 20 5
AMERICAN SAMOA 0 1 0 0
GUAM -

NORTHERN MARIANAS 0 0 0 0
TRUST TERRITORIES 5 0 4 0
VIRGIN ISLANDS 0 1 -

BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 1

U.S. AND TERRITORIES 283 1.450 702 64 140 470 336 114

17;
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TAB= D 2.1B (Continu.d)

ENVIRONMENTS IN WHICH PRESCHOOLIHANDIcriowED CHILDREN
WERE SERVED DURING SCHOOL rgAn 1977-7$

STATE

ALABAMA'
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT

REGULAR
CLASSES

25

DEAF-BLIND .

OTHER
SEPARATE SEPARATE EDUCATIONAL
CLASSES FACILITIES ENVIRONMENTS

'-DELAWARE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
IOWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
MAINE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI 7 7 1 2MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JEPSEY
NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO RICO
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM
NORTHERN MARIANAS 0 0 0 0TRUST TERRITORIES
VIRGIN ISLANDS
SDK. Of INDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S. AND TERRITORIES 32 15 1 2

173

.

175

MULTIHANDICAPPED . -a

OTHER
REGULAR SEPARATE SEPARATE EDUCATIONAL
CLASSES CLASSES FACILITIES ENVIRONMENTS

22 50
-

.1k

210 I! 13

.

Ilt

165

r

0

.4

260

0

253

0

74

0
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TABLE D - 2.1B

ENVIRONMENTS IN WHICH SCHOOL-AGED' HANDICAPPED CHILDREN
WERE SERVED DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1977-78

STATE
REGULAR
CLASSES

TOTAL

SEPARATE SEPARATE
CLASSES FACILITIES

OTHER
EDUCATIONAL
ENVIRONMENTS

ALABAMA 54,227 5,353 1,677 672

ALASKA 7,350 1.909 16 99

ARIZONA 35.560 8,791 1.849 805

APKASAS 21,594 8.127 2.812 219

CALIFORNIA 204.520 89,967 3.0Z5 4.05:1

COLORADO 42,270 9,016 1,834 1,11$=

CONNECTICUT 39,350> 10,578 3,022 285

DELAWARE 6,450 4,11:19 952 88

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 1,780 1,780 929 182

FLORIDA 83.565 24,532 6,333 4,182

GEOk.aIA 59,645 14,795 6:1, 2.670

HAWAII 4.798 5,444 280 57

IDAHO 11,785 2,880 552 23

ILLINOIS 139,086 41,797 18,402 6,082

INDIANA 65,996 28,332 765 -

IOWA 34,979 11,339 1,176 79

KANSAS 20,763 13.184 2,163 577

KENTUCKY 41,968 14,057 1.487 1,985

LOUISIANA 61,.99 11.1146 3,874 517

MINE 19,332 1.536 1,018 503

MARYLAND 69,387 20.931 1,326 2,221

MASSACHUSETTS 90,064 25,578 12.310 1,789

MICHIGAN 85,513 36,795 2,758 2,081

MINNESOTA 53,858 7,76' 4,475 1,283

MISSISSIPPI 20,282 7,19. 176 233

MISSCUKI 44,901 13.641 1,737 1,265

MONTANA 6,074 1,393 50 7

NEBRASKA 19,641 4,796 584 37

NEVADA 7,263 924 520 270

NEW HAMPSHIRE 6,225 1,766 628 279

NEW JEPSEY 7:3,077 54,358 4,145 7.391

NEW MEXICO - - -

N2W YORK 103,750 84,437 11,455 3,218

NORTM CAROLINA 77,194 11,768 3,229 1.653

NORTH DAKOTA 6,466 1,340 238 151

OHIO 69,241 39.172 13,325 2,067

OKLAHOMA 16,487 32,057 1,313 1.007

OREGON 32,432 3,919 ,1,228 1,1:n

PENNSV,VANIA 89,705 74.697 12,323 Sit,

PUERTO RICO 5,740 5,206 1.335 7p+

RHODE .:SLAND. 8.700 2,995 020 60

SOUTH (AROLINA 63,490 14,688 1,883 215

SOUTH )AKOTA 8.105 761 375 24

TENNESSEE 97,606 7,837 2,443 232

TEXAS 242.027 30.734 6,490 9,082

UTAH 29.311 2.63k, 1,863 214

VERMONT 4.711 1,407 403 C

VIRGINIA 5C,713 20 /58 5.5%6 542

WASMINGT114 22.360 1','47 309 192

WEST V79%1INIA 21,366 5.902 1.100 794

WISCONSIN 29.136 19.491 1,985 488

WYOMING 9,278 1,456 339 107

AMERICAN SAMOA' 73 72 0 0

GUAM - -

NORTHERK MARIANAS 10 :.4 0 0

TRUST TERRITORIES 1,219 166 0 0

VIRGIN ISLANDS 521 4%5

BUA. OF INDiAN AFFAIRS 2.008 212 131 38

U.S. AND TERRITORIES 2.431,351 563.845 149,248 63,719
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TABLE D - 2.18 (Continued)

ENVIRONMENTS IN WHICH SCHOOL-AGEDIHANDICAPPED CHILDREN
WERE SERVED DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1977-78

STATE

ALABAMA

REGULAR
CLASSES

15.633

SPEECH IMPAIRED

SEPARATE SEPARATE
CLASSES FACILITIES

-

OTHEW
EDUCATIONAL
ENVIRONMENTS

REGULAR
CLASSES

8.300

LEARNING DISABLED

SEPARATE SEPARATE
CLASSES FACILITIES

1/1 -

3THER
EDUCATIONAL
ENVIRONMENTS

-ALASKA 2.067 55 - 11 4,170 1.017 - 3ARIZONA 11,333 32 0 18.478 2.183 165ARKANSAS 7.712
0.792 1.234 7 -CALIFORNIA 97.321 1.789 44 8 60.873 28,461 942 335COLORADO 12.467 31 35 6 21.893 1,C J 421 7CONNECTICUT 11.199 1.582 55 6 15.528 5.809 504 61DELAWARE 1.524 175 12 2.693 1.916 43 18DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 4 4e, 13 31 68 501 87 -FLORIDA 3. 1 1.755 0 0 35.113 4,471 0 0GEORGIA 2 .i0 4 13 1 13.793 937 85 120HAWAII 1.803
2,10m 3.575 2IDAHO 4.846 3

- 5.304 164 0 -ILLINOIS? 84.187 1.985 0 0 37.183 13,061 1.559 0LEMMA 56.137 110 - - 6...57 1.059 - ,-IOWA 13.650 31 C 9 17.982 908 - 6KANSAS 6.507 3.603 193 42 12.706 1.198 - 1KENTUCKY 21.595 423 66 126 7.835 1.535 39 114LOUISIANA 1T.07E 2.696 - 7 10.444 3.459 476 18!!Ne 4.852 60 2 0 5.668 95 62 0WAYLAND 33.547 3.898 10 13 30.473 6.075 205 14ASSACHUSETTS 25.525 7.250 3.489 507 18,229 5.177 2.492 362MICHIGAN 49.761 8 0 1.055 21 897 7.664 12 40MINNESOTA 18,863 257 8 17 24.394 1.159 504 160MISSISSIPPI 9.688 218 5 4 3.095 374 3 3MISSOURI 23.209 1.944 237 12 13.565 1.909 95 69MONTANA 2.405 9 0 0 2.150 902 1 0NEBRASKA 8.218 - 5.378 1.792 -NEVADA 3.167 22 3.347 374 -NQW HAMPSHIRE 1.256 P1 32 44 3.649 481 101 95NEW JERSEY 53.610 8.940 140 16.699 20.818 1.051NEW MEXICO - _
-

-NEW YORK 65.779 204 60 22.054 3.094 313 2NORTH CAROLINA 23.163 50 107 20.870 132 426 44NORTH DAKOTA 3.448- 0 0 0 2.313 9 0 0OHIO 45.644 22.335 76 20.969 8.635 - 66On 314A 7 3 8,409 - 18 6.328 12.679 - 19=EGON .. 0 0 0 15,927 102 0 52PENNSYLVANIA 7. 1 145 0 0 12.265 16.729 3.429 0PUERTO RICO .11 91 59 16 1.029 211 233 1RHODE ISLAND 3,204 499 0 0 3.826 521 0 0SOUTH CAROLINA 27.015 21 14,126 929 3SOUTH DAKOTA 3.867 364 1.559 145TENNESSEE 27.127 651 45 1 39,988 990 10 , 0TEXAS 71,235 1,463 51 17 129.202 .0,129 314 45UTAH 5,429 1 59 12.194 65 353 10VERMONT 1.691 0 0 0
, 2,776 0 21 0VIRGINIA 30.939 78 18 2 17,471 2.868 362 4WASItINGION 9.602 1,144 0 0 8.616 5.377 5 7WEST VIRGINIA 10.284 144 11 1 6.057 538 50 16WISCONSIN 11.035
17.414 - 16WYOMING 2,872 4 4.387 566 1AMERICAN SAMOA 0 0 0 0 73 0 0 0GUAM

NORTHERN MARIANAS 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0TRUST TERRITORIES 61 30 0 0 925 57 0 0VIRGIN ISLANDS 308 0
0BUR, OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 477 2

1 01109 31
U.S. AND TERRITORIES 1.084.560 72,426 4.774 2.013 798,071 :83.258 14.264 1.684

ISO
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STATE

TABLE r - 2.1B (CoriVIMmed)

ENVIRONMENTS IN w141 SCHOOL -AGED' HANDICAPPED CHILDREN
WERE SERVED LJRING SCHOOL YEAR 1977-78

MENTALLY RETARDED
EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED

OTHER
OTHER

RXGULAA SEPARATE SEPARATE EDUCATIONAL REGULAR SEPARATE SEPARATE EDUCATIONAL

CLASSES CLASSES FACILITIES ENVIRONMENTS CLASSES CLASSES FACILITIES ErWIRONMENTS

ALASKA
2.468

855 516 6 35 160
1.E

200
8

ti6
13ALABAMA 29.000 3.000 SOO 278 -

ARIZONA 4,906 613
516

2.37111:

167
1,595

43
ARKANSAS 6.804 6.499 2.325

CALIFORNIA 724 31.048 406 207 15.912 539

COLORADO 2.347 4.686 636 3 :1171 . 2,392 466 473

CONNECTICUT 5.782 1.290 1.204 St 5.882 1.609 930 68

DELAWARE . 750 1.163 411 1.397

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
FLORIDA 8.7 1

30 669
4.903

479
1.753 5.075

79
2.952

651
162 265

203 t3
6

GEORGIA

14.074
11.995 7.813

984 56

12.28. 191 879 50 39

HAWAII 776 1.320 250 67 115 10 16

5.118t

401 7 23 -

. ILLINOIS' 17.207
2.841

0 t7.113IDAHO 21 321

2.582
t9.674

1,102

4.020 0
1:7N,

KANSAS

INDIANA
IOWA 1,887

732

2_136

::::: 436
365

'73'
26
- 420

299
663

1,362 1.0:i 117

-

LOUISIANA

MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS

LANE

21.678

15.144

2.998
2.149

6.211

2,439

7,980
1.213

2,990
384
479

434

42
96
31

14.1
8.164

2.032
21,1
4.14i

11::!!

5,8
290
261

419
120
161

KENTUCKY i0.8112 50.553 164
2.034

365 2,M
854

MICHIGAN 5.130 20.339 1.17- 36 5.236 30

MINNESOTA 7,301 89 964 145 116
4.620 2.101 1.548

MISSISSIPPI 7.073 6.404 114 120 26 31 4

MISSC
1.4631.035

UE1 4.762 8.84i 682 698 278 278

'MONTANA 1.084 374 37 0 204 66 14 0

NerliSRA 5.000 2,292 234 - It? 403 123 -

NEV.
NEW HAMPSHIRE 834 1.049 140 45 1.2 t1

% 577 392 777 tS 36 59 -

4,148
238

7.515
75

1.176:

NEW JERSEY 2.004 12.911 462 2.10!

NEW MEXICO - - -

NEW YORK 3,1114 33.759 57 4,713 22.484
-

1.gi1.800

3.501

NORTH CAROLINA 29.1173 9.573 1:0:: 78 234 229

NORTH DAKOTA 259 1.243 92 59 175 41 2

OHIO' 1,458 3.555 12.755 317 134 1,198 259 265

OREGON 1,707
9.713
3,444 272 649 t

114 359
113

1.:ii
169
99

OKLAHOMA 2.275 883 14

48.385 5,126 516 913 7.544 0
PFI6IYLVANIA 329

PUERTO RICO 4.370 3.812 561 238 75 249 56 50

RHODE ISLAM 96 1.504 tOt 0 89
2.:0;

365 7

SOUTH CAROLINA 10.272 - 3,034 90 -

SOUTH

1.23i

SOUTH DAKOTA 2.171 204 375 24 192 II - -

TENNESSEE 19,117 5.139 1,154 30 3.001 516 577 0
2.572 2 123

1.852

177 5.648 977
13.125 1.615

TEXAS 21.213

UTAH 1.1109. 964 27 6.706 548 168 51

¶5.866 1,498
135 0 34

1,313
0 0

VERMONT 97 1,3::1.386

1.675

114

VIRGINIA 3,947 126 1,149

1.758 197 tri
2.566 AO 12

WASHINGTON
6.744

VEST VIRGINIA
946 120 0

5,100
23 2

WISCONSIN

3.912
13,772 791 695 -4,826

WYOMING 418 "626 172 1,170 214 169 -

AMERICAN SAMOA 0 46 0 0 0 0 0 0

GUAM
-

NORTHERN MARIANAS 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0

TRUST TERRITORIES 21 HI 0 0 0 it 0 0

VIRGIN ISLANDS 14 407
7 23 - -

OUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 352 tt2 119 36 293 52

U.S. AND TERRITORIES 299.614 416.665 84.389 11,173 117,803 107,862 311.264 9,162

lei
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TABLE D - 2.18 (Continued)

ENVIRONMENTS IN WHICH SCHOOL-AGEDIHANDICAPPED CHILDREN
WERE SERVED DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1977-78

STATE

ALABAMA'

REGULAR
CLASSES

OTHER HEALTH IMPAIRED

SEPARATE SEPARATE
CLASSES FACILITIES

- -

OTHER
EDUCATIONAL
ENVIRONMENTS

REGULAR
CLASSES

300

DRTHOPEDICALLY IMPAIRED

OTHER
SEPARATE SEPARATE EDUCATIONAL
CLASSES FACILITIES ENVIRONMENTS

48 - -
ALASKA 129 27 1 10 44 48 2 20ARIZONA 0 0 0 805 315 102 42 -
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA 27,976 2,574

37
43

174
2.398

100
11,677

34
4,280

18
7

2
572COLORADO'

..

400 660 54 6211CONNECTICUT 67 39 80 17 258 9i 60 15DELAWARE 2 33 2 9 12 183 2DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA IS 46 27 137 5 '12 2 40FLORIDA'
- 1.553 235 574 446 0GEORGIA 417 23 9 1.871 387 325 15 192-HAWAII 4 1

140 8 24IDAHO 633 0 1 11 523 45ILLINOIS, 1,:92 693 2.692 0 697 258 1,929 6.062INDIANA
- 78 411 -

IOWA 0 - 109 *61 61 22KANSAS
- 78 207 13 340KENTUCKY 476 49 5 798 201 391 22 350LOUISIANA 1.952 260 64 260 491 105 100 56MAINE 460 9 93 3" 117 14 68 196MARYLAND 159 34 1 1.511 99 571 34 372MASSACHUSETTS

MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA

585
45

332

166
1

21

80
9

162

12

886
651

3,504
1 223,

462
1.:::
270

479
3

171

69
8
48MISSISSIPPI 5 2 60 21 64 5 33MISSOURI 380 27 8 100 222 67 28 51MONTANA 64 19 0 0 70 10 3 7NESRASKA

- 37 150 131 - -
NEVADA 10 4 171 7 12 37 99NEW HAMPSHIRE 155 13 13 2i 94 21 4..., 23NEW JERSEY 206 1.612 15 624 113 789 487 103NEW MEXICO

- -
-NEW YORK

NORTH CAROLINA
4,131

55
21.984

557
2.437

43
2.T 295

ISO
966
971

507
265

412
113NORTH DAKOTA 27 16 4 72 4e 24 36OHIO'

-
222 1.0-' 1.159'OKLAHOMA 327 149 458 - 286 33 347OREGON 337 38 0 296 312 44 173 85PENNSyLVANIA4

-
25 1,922 372 0PUERTO RICO 43 34 57 342 ii 60 64 65RHODE ISLAND 1.204 49 0 53 201 6 0 0SOUTH CAROLINA

19 37 .215 370 677 - -SOUTH DAKOTA 24 2
109 10TENNESSEE

TEXAS
3,100
11.540

6
1.58e

100
59

200
e

2.955
1.451

245
1.36i

58
526

1

8.870UTAH 513 68 42 90 107 47 75 9
VERMONT 17 19 - 0 24 60 0VIRGINIA 98 3 1.286 144 227 170 497 62
WASHINGTON

I 1 228 0 151 243 615 23 4
WEST VIRGINIA 458 84 2 626 137 104 .9 18
WISCONSIN

- 488 667
-

WYOMING 51 6 81 32 9 3 -
AMERICAN SAMOA 0 1 0 0 0 4 0 0GUAM

-
..

-
NORTHERN MAPIANAS 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0TRUST TERRITORIES

1 5 0 0 42 13 0 0VIRGIN ISLANDS C 7
0 7 -

OUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 8 7
1 13

U S AND TERRITORIES 47.411 30,804 7.801 0.74 29.890 21.056 1,140 18.240
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TABLE D - 2.18 (Continued)

ENVIRONMENTS IN WHICH SCHOOL-AGEDINANDICAPPED CHILDREN
WERE SERVED DURING SCHOOL YEAR *977-78

HARD OF HEARING
s VISUAiLY HANDICAPPED

STATE

REGULAR
CLASSES

SEPARATE
CLASSES

SEPARATE EDUCATIONAL
FACILITIES ENVIRONMENTS

REGULAR
CLASSES

ALABAMA 261 39 275

ALASKA 62 9 1 36

ARIZONA
192

ARKANSAS 35 183 63

CALIFORNIA 609 2.024 4 *3 1,076

COLORADO 593 222 169 - 279

CONNECTICUT 433 123 178 16 201

DELAWARE 24 7 *3 4 5*

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 43 12 3 - 36

FLORIDA
475

GEORGIA 1,572 316 65 256 563

HAWAII 36 62 ta

IMMO
ILLINOIS?

30
276

*0
265 1,9;0 0

21

639

INDIANA
292

IOWA 271 167 3 5 97

KANSAS
231

KENTUCKY
259

LOUISIANA 391 143 0 285

MAINE 171 S 3 0

MARYLAND 639 214 9 1

MASSACHUSETTS 3,647 t.030 496 72 1,603

MICHIGAN
518

MINNESOTA 669 190 171 0 301

MISSISSIPPI 2411 47 9 1 91

MISSOURI 417 74 20 t9 NM
MONTANA 64 11 0 0 23

NEBRASKA
100

NEVADA 55 I
50

NEW HAMPSHIRE 88 ' 6 1 2 87

NEW JERSEY 271 787 10 423

NE' MEXICO - -
-

NEW YORK 1,190 336 35 - 1,462

NORTH CAROLINA 653 150 50 ' - 630

NORTH DAKOTA 101 5 5 0 7*

01001
277

OKLAHOMA 92 225 4 '55

OREGON 677 *45 *75 3 268

PENNSYLVANIA 1,976 1.512 0 0 1,677

PUERTO RICO tt 10 t2 3 45

RHODE ISLAND 4t 23 0 0 39

SOUTH CAROLINA 584 322 388 625

SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE

0
..330 136 0 0

36
888

TEXAS 468 90 1,342 10 802

UTAH 401 6 135

VERMONT *3 0 0 0 55

VIRGINIA 777 209 22 1 2,072

WASHINGTON 114 285 3 0 227

WEST VIRGINIA 322 54 tt 1 196

WISCONSIN - 476 -

WYOMING 200 10 *38

AMERICAN SAMOA 0 '7 0 0 0

GUAM - -

NORTHERN MARIANAS 0 5 0 0 0

TRUST TERRITORIC 66 12 0 0 62

VIRGIN ISLANDS 0 0 0

BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 42 2
13

U.S. AND TERRITORIES 19,852 9,985 5,163 414 19,056

OTHERTNER

SEPARATE SEPARATE EDUCATIONAL
CLASSES FACILITIES ENVIRONMENTS

1

47 103 -

8 1 4

5 94 -

1,409
179

7 9
2 53 -

:35 11 1

t2 6
65 1 -

*43 0 150

32 57 1

27 1 -

4 GO -

156 531 0
38 192 -

31 82 1

46 61 3

33 174 t1

54 152 4

109 161 4
455

2

2t9

*4

33

0

443 0 19

53 127 1

a 15 5

32 15 tt

O 0 0
55 -

3 *0 -

8 7 20
402 75 694

-

177 365
-

4

34 210 -

1 26 2

309 137 *0

50 124 42

O 96 26

480 364 0
53 t3 10

O 6 0
39 134

56 165 0
3 -

296 62 22
- 4

O 21 0
t3 101 5

165 1 0
2 *6 a

143 125
-

3 0 0
-

2 0 0
10 0 0
0
5 .4

5,503 4,55*



STATE CLASSES CLASSES FACILITIES ENVIRONMENTS CLASSES

REGULAR SEPARATE SEPARATE EDUCATIONAL

ENVIRONMENTS IN WHICH SCHOOL-AGEOIHANDICAPPEO CHILDREN
WERE SERVED DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1977 -78

DEAF + +

TABLE D - 2.1B (Continued)

OTHER
REGULAR SEPARATE SEPARATE EDUCATIONAL

'7.LASSES FACILITIES ENVIRONMENTS

DEAF/HARD OF HEARING.

OTHER

181

COLORADO

ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA

135

7

3

2.470

103

10

_

246
17 0

2

55 417423

CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE 91
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

14
FLORIDA

562 563 0 663GEORGIA 302 231 57 28HAWAII 201 6 15IDAHO 6 6 106..

ELLENDES7 492 418 0INDIANA
138 427 373DMA 76 305KANSAS
2-1 213 407 1KENTUCKY
312 219 635 102LOUISIANA 293 133 412 10

MAINE 22 11 117 6MARYLAND 185 666 4 2
MASSACHUSETTS 513 145 70 10MICHIGAN

763 1.608 5 7MINNESOTA 63 21 210 0MISSISSIPPI
NISSooRI 115 49 21 43MONTANA 7 0 0 0NEBRASKA

176 178 172 PNEVADA 14 60 25NEW HAMPSHIRE 24 32 40 3NEW JERSEY 172 585 38 608NEW MEXICO
-

NEW YORK 312 1.033 1.061
NORTH CAROLINA 67 862 -NORTH OAKOTA 24 1 71 9OHIO6

372 1,444 174 86OKLAHOMA 31 187 I'm 6OREGON 119 33 18d 23
PENNSYLVANIA 0 0 1.045 0PUERTO RICO 45 630 260 9RHODE ISLAND 0 0 128 0SOUTH CAROLINA - 6 -
SOUTH DAKOTA 147 14
TENNEtSEE 100 33 334 0TEXA' 468 90 1.342 10UTAH 15 31 2 23VERMONT

1 0 70 0VIRGINIA' 134 238 397 0WASHINGTON 11 405 0 4WEST VIRGINIA-_,-WISCONSIN 358
wrom:4o 10 26AMERIC.' alaMOA 0 11 1 0GUAM
NORTHERN MARIANAS 0 11 0 0TRUST TERRITORIES 41 9 0 0VIRGIN ISLANDS 0 32
OUR OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 3 1 8

U.S AND TERRITORIES 3.815 8.072 8.133 837 2.979 4.707 2.383 859

1S4
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TABLE D - 2.1B (Continued)

ENVIRONMENTS IN licH ccHooL-AGECOHANDIcAPPED CHILDREN
WERE SERVED DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1977-78

DEAF-BLIND
muLTIHANDICAPPED

STATE
REGULAR
CLASSES

SEPARATE
CLASSES

SEPARATE
FACILITIES

OTHER
EDUCATIONAL
ENVIRONMENTS

REGULAR
CLASSES

SEPARATE
CLASSES

SEPARATE
FACILITIES

OTHER
EDUCATIONAL
ENVIRONMENTS

ALABAMA 183 , 500 454 20 275 1.400 40 260

ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

7

FLORIDA
GEORGIA

581 81 73 84

HAWAII
-

IDAHO
ILLINOIS'
INDIANA

92 650

IOWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANAMAINE-
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI 66 45 21 3

MISSOURI
AL :TAN_
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
New HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA

-

OHIO,
105 625 C.

oktoom
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO RICO
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXASUTAH-
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
AMERICAN SAMOAGUAM-
NORTHERN MARIANAS 0 0 0 0 4 0 0

TRUST TERRITORIES
VIRGIN ISLANDS
B UR OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

U S AND TERRITORIES 249 546 475 23 1.063 2.760 113 410
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TABLE D - 2 . 1C

ENVIRONMENTS IN WHICH 18-21 YEAR-OLD STUDENTS WERE
SERVED DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1977-78

STATE

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
IOWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
MAINE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
004'02
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO RICO
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM
NORTHERN MARIANAS
TRUST TERRITORIES
VIRGIN ISLANDS
BUR. OF INDIAN A. FAIRS

U.S. AND TERRITORIES

REGULAR
CLASSES

2,630
2.292

-

563
2.050
200

1.082
184
31
999
490

-
428

-
103
514
252

1.266
2.014

252
3,121
1,987
3,079

94
623
477
355

-

-

451
1,782

-

4,055
2,553

307
-

224
481
289
14

319
1.165

16
22.200
6.972

13
0

78b
1.076
1.660

455
259
0
-

0
0
0

372

50.487

SEPARATE
CLASSES

308
604

-

547
5,322

837
337
289
239

1.001
784
16

231
-

745
1,143
604
299

1,499
81

5,051
1,930
4.243

278
502
467
116

-
1

160
1.078

-

3,503
1.121

118
-

607
152
226
344
58

733
3

358
2.058

233
151

1,571

1.E
45
13
.

2
0
10
10

42.725

TOTAL

SEPARATE
FACILITIES

96
10
-

351
107
169
103
248
211
480
41
47

414
-

13
100
253
264
848

1.121i

961
887
33

311
0
-

10
165
533

-

466
1.393

82
3,147

254
118
36

181

166
205
34
112
472
141
13

966
52

103
877
57
0
-

0
2
-

54

16.877

OTHER
EDUCATIONAL
ENVIRONMENTS

-

34
-

2
189
15

5
13

1.20:
139

-

10
-

-

6
30

213
9
51

-, 843
117
363
31

29
476
0
-

281

-

126
26
13
-

45
106

1

75
26
-

6
-100
661
13
0

48
7

66
28
-

0
-

0
0
-

5,410
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=MX D - 2.1C (Continued)

1AVIRONMENTS IN WHICH 16-21 YEAR -OLO STUDENTS WERE
SERVED DURING SCHOOL VIA* 1977-78

STATE

ALABAMA

REGULAR
CLASSES

-

SPEECH IMPAIRED

OTHER
SEPARATE SEPARATE EDUCATIONAL
CLASSES FACILITIES ENVIRONMENTS

REGULAR
CLASSES

.

-

LEARNING OISABLE0

SEPARATE SEPARATE
CLASSES FACILITIES

-

OTHER
EDUCATIONAL
ENVIRONMENTS

ALASKA
ARIZONA

652 17

-

4 1 .314

-

320 2

ARKANSAS 312 - 143 75

CALIFORNIA 315 77 I 0 1.057 455 24 6

COLORADO 10 - 127 45 I

comecrtoor 251 4W 1 0 431 195 33 0

DELAWARE 2 - $2 102

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 4 0 2

FLORIDA 971 e 0 c 301 43 0 0

GEORGIA 77 2 39 10

HAWAII - - **.

IDAHO 101 4 36 173 0

ILLINOIS' - -

INDIANA - - - - - -

IOWA 15 0 0 - 383 20 0

KANSAS 28 75 I 0 166 0 0

KENTUCKY 94 3 3 429 I - 11

LOUISIANA 726 91 3 141 217 0

MAINE 11 2 1 0 65 I 1 0

MARYLAND 724 392 1 0 1.474 828 6 3

MASSACHUSETTS
VMICHIA 1. :::

547
0

320
0

33
3

402
536

391
168

221
12

23
3

MINNESOTA 12 I I I 14 2 s 0

MISSISSIPPI 136 - - 16 I -

MISSOURI 102 2 109 2 - 6

MONTANA 62 0 0 0 75 17 0 0

NEBRASKA - - - -

NEVADA - - -

NEM HAMPSHIRE 6 0 0 0 230 26 10 11

MEM JERSEY 422 7 - 298 104 141

NEW MEXICO - - -

NEW YORK 2.558 6 2 652 120 12

NORTH CAROLINA 150 - 7 214 691

NORTH DAKOTA 176 0 0 0 60 0 0 0

OHIO' - - -

OKLAHOMA 16 19 135 202 - 29

OREGON 63 0 0 4 202 12 0 0

,PIPASYLVANIA 218 1 0 0 37 50 10 0

PUERTO RICO 7 I 3 10 -

RHODE ISLAND 161 11 0 0 104 0 0 0

SOUTH CAROLINA 159 17 129 12 -

spurn DAKOTA s t 3 1

TENNESSEE 262 30 a 0 1,260 57 0 0

TEXAS 104 18 1 0 3,749 307 10 I

UTAH - - - I 5 100

VERMONT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

VIRGINIA 142 3 12 1 215 25 13 0

WASHINGTON 57 s 1 0 947- 153 0 0

WEST VIRGINIA 761 3 0 0 301 3 0 2

VISCONSIN 61 - 342 -

WYOMING 56 - 50 20

AMERICAN SAMOA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

GUAM - 4--- -

NORTHER4 MARIANAS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TRUST TERRITORIES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

VIRGIN ISLANDS, 0 0 - 0 0

SUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 213 105 5

U.S. AND TERRITORIES 11.244 1,396 345 56 16.609 4.285 1,099

Ls



STATE

ALABAMA
ALASKA
A*12000
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
COMIICTICUT
column
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
FLORIDA
04000IA
HAWAII
IDAHO
ILLINOIS'
INDIANA
IOWA

121S

11CMY

LOUISIANA
MAINE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW HAMPSHIRE
NSW ARMY
NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OHIO.
OKLAHOMA
ORISON
PINNSYLVANIt
PUIRTO S!:10
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
MINIMS
TEXAS
WAN
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
AMIRICAN SAMOA
GUAM
NORTHERN MARIAaAS
TRUST TERRITORIES
VIRGIN ISLANDS
OUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S. AND TERRITORIES

185

TABLE D - 2.1C (Continued)

ENVIRONMENTS IN WHICH 11-21 YEAR-OLD STUDENTS WERE
SERVED DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1977-78

MENTALLY RETARDED EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED

OTHER OTHERREGULAR SEPARATE SEPARATE EDUCATIONAL REGULAR SEPARATE SEPARATE EDUCATIONALCLASSES CLASSES FACILITIES ENVIRONMENTS CLASSES CLASSES FACILITIES ENVIRONMENTS

1.100 288 - 1.500 14
206 104 10, C ,, 50 40 - S

- - - -23 436 247 - 10 21 1
161 3.843 22 . 50 60 255 52 1633 704 III - 19 30 - 2179 35 25 2 184 43 23 363 148 211 13 31 31 63 205 162 - 0 1 36502 164 440 917 39 37 13 17530S 664 37 31 17. 3 - -- - 47 - - -
13 22 360 6 SS 7 7
- - - - -70 663 - - 25 67 - -95 1.091 76 2 20 20 14 -26 f13 133 1 11 10 91 7SD 200 23 86 43 1 165 13OW 1.122 676 0- 16 15 22 0126 74 Si 20 30 1 6 21680 3,321 103 3 87 213 04 80483 469 274 2$ 322 312 163 IS770 3.804 791 143 174 147 134 748 270 596 25 3 3 51 0464 497 25 16 - - -177 453 284 317 35 6 20 13547 $1 0 0 24 8 0 0.

-
- - -- t 8 - - _ - -122 118 119 252 43 5 13 5707 690 186 - 204 102 61

- - - -
174 1.544 145 3 161 879 135 482.009 1.021 457 8 100 55 -51 110 63 12 8 1 1 0

- - 2.934 - - 131 -54 295 205 3 - *0 9 372 129 95 75 9 ii 13 9
1 140 15 1 3 23 5 07 230 139 32 1 33 6 517 47 78 0 I 0 51 0797 619 205 - 40 27 -S i 34 P 0 - -220 139 49 2 105 10 13-- 52.061 1.333 ¶22 15 523 237 94 1955 34 133 8 3 90 - 30 151 0 0 0 0 0 0295 1 498 539 25 33 19 lib 15

52 350 45 2 5 55 0 0510 318 100 7 0 Is 0 0
- 1.567 495 - - 97 337 -67 is 42 - 25 10 150 5 0 0 0 0 0 0
- ... - - -0 , 2 0 0 0 0 0 00 0 2 0 0 0 0 00 10 - 0 0 -48 4 51 5

. A -a.-
14.626 10,223 10.989 2.124 4,087 ,2,911 1,985 750

183
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TASLE D - 2.1C (Continued)

ENVIRONMENTS IN WHICH 16-21 YEAR-OLO STUDENTS WERE
SERVED DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1977-78

STATE

ALABAMA3

REGULAR
CLASSES

OTHER HEALTH IMPAIRED

SEPARATE SEPARATE
CLASSES FACILITIES

-*

OTHER
EDUCATIONAL
ENVIRONMENTS

,

REGULAR
CLASSES

-

ORTHOPEOICALLY IMPAIRED

OTHER
SEPARATE SEPARATE EDUCATIONAL
CLASSES FACILITIES ENVIRONMENTS

-
-

ALASKA 17 10 - 4 14 15 - . 6

ARIZONA - -

ARKANSAS 5 23 2 '0 5 l
CALIFORNIA 264 132 3 91 SO A , 266 2 26

COLORADO - - 2 35, 2 12

CONNECTICUT 8 2 6 0 6 3 5 0

DELAWARE - I 4 I 10

OF COLUMBIA 1 8 2 5 - 13 2 -

ORM"
/GEORGIA

_ -

1

110
39

SI

5

31'i-

16 1

,27
I

0
47

dePelDISTRICT

HAWAII I - 9

IDAHO 149 7 7 4 32 7 14

ILLINOIS'
-

INDIANA ..* I 9 -

IOWA 0 6 4 6 5 4

KANSAS - - I
b 5 I 22

KENTUCKY 15 - 40 6 5 43

LOUISIANA 95 19 5 0 59 I ,4 12 4

MAINE 5 3 9 0.. 3 0 - 5 8

MARYLAND 7 6 0 657 II 108 3 100

MASSACHUSETTS 13 13 7 I 77 75 44 4

MICHIGAN 3 0 0 52 110 127 6 106

MINNESOTA 6 0 1 5 0 0 II 0

MISSISSIPPI - - 6 2 - 4

MISSOURI 17 1 6 6 14 I 4

MONTANA B i o . 0 2 1 0 `0

NEBRASKA - -
_ -

NEVADA - 2 - -

NEW HAMPSHIRE II I 0 5 15 5 6 7

NEV JERSEY B 117 3 , 17 10 69 -

NEW MEXICO . - -

NEW YORK ISO 852 94 79 12 39 19 16

NORTH CAROLINA - 5 6 - 100 29 12

NORTH DAKOTA 2 2 0 0 .1 5 7 0

OHIO
OKLAHOMA - 43 - 4 A t 15 4

OREGON 74 O. 0 15 25 0 0 3

PENNSYLVANIA' - 0 6 I 0

PUERTO RICO - 12 26 24 4 8 II 6

NOCE ISLAND 0 0 0 26 14 0 0 0

SOUTH CAROLINA 3 9 26 -

SOUTH DAROTS 4)
- o - -

TENNESSEE 30 60 10 91 179 20 15 2

TEXAS 269 35 2 0 IT 94 35 447

UTAH 2 - 2 8 -

VERMONT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

VIRGINIA 1 1 65 4 12 7 25 3

WASHINGTON' 3 7 0 1 6 46 4 2

WEST VIRGINIA 4 13 7 0 53 15 3 0 0

WISCONSIN - 3 26 52 -

WYOMING 5 S - -

AMERICAN SAM3A 0 2 O. 0 0 1 0 0
GUAM - - - -

NORTHERN MARIANAS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TRUST TERRITORIES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

vigor, 7SLANGS 0 0 0 0 -

OUR. .' ,40IAN AFFAIRS - 1 -

U.S. ANU iiRRITDRIES 1 106 1,345 263 1,359 944 1,155 362 896

1&3
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TABLE D - 2.1C (Continued)

ENVIRONMENTS IN WHICH 1E621 YEAR-OLD STUDENTS WERE
SERVE', DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1977-78

HARD Of HEARING! VISUALLY HANDICAPPED

OTHER OTHER
REGULAR SEPARATE SEPARATE EDUCATIONAL REGULAR SEPARATE SEPARATE EDUCATIONALSTATE CLASSES CLASSES FACILITIES ENVIRONMENTS ,-LASSES CLASSES FACILITIES ENVIRONMENTS

ALUMNA - 30 6 -
ALASKA 26 3 1 11 3 I
ARIZONA - - - - -
ARKANSAS -* 6 3 32 - 6,
CALIFORNIA 28 77 1 0 75 69 1 0
COLORADO, 7 20 44 2 1 5 -
CONNECTICUT 7 3 7 0 16 ' 3 0
DELAWARE - 4 2

,DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 2 16 12 7
FLORIDA 12. 0 0 0GEORGIA 25 5 2 15 t 17 -
HAWAII - - -IDAHO 2 . 4 8 16 4 12MAWS? - - . -
INDIANA 5
IOWA 17 6 3 0 0 2 -KANSAS IP : 1 23 0
_KENTUCKY 14 7 2
LOUISIANA- 30 2 -- 0 14 22 23 2MAINE 1 o 0 0 0 0 0 0MARYLAND 79 18 0 0 63 30 73 0MASSACHUSETTS 60 78 46 5 35* 34 20 L 3MICHIGAN 51 53 4 17
MINNESOTA 10 1 6 0 0 . 1 4 0
MISSISSIPPI I 1 2

...

8
MISSOURI - 13 1 6 -
MONTANA 21 o 0 0 3 0 0 0NEBRASKA -

-

NEVADA -
.-:-2'

s.
NEW HAMPSHIRE 9 0 \ 2 0 12 0 1 0
NEW JERSEY 25 7 %....! 18 9 16 -NEW MEXICO - -

PawNoRK 49 14 1 57 7 15NORTH CAROLINA - 4 - 63NORTH 0/KOTA 4 0 0 0 2 0 0 aOHIO - .
- 4

OKLAHOMA. 4 4 10 17
OREGON 6 0 0 0 10 0 0 0PENNSYLVANIA 5 4 0 0 5 2 1 0
PUERTO RICO - 6 2 4
RHODE ISLAND 12 0 0 0 0 0 9
SOUTH.CAROLINA la 19 13 7
SOUTH DAKOTA 0 .

0 _

TENNEsSEE 60 23 0 0 40 6 2 0
TEXAS 36 7 102 1 53 20 4 ,

UTAH - 1 - 1

VERMONT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
VIRGINIA 22 4 6 0 67 2 11 0
WASHINGTON 4 7 0 0 1 5 0 0
WEST VIRGINIA 30 i 1 0+ 10 0 2 4
WISCONSIN 27 3 3
WYOMING 10 - 31
AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM

0 0 0
.

0 0 0 0 0

NORTHERN MARIANAS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TRUST TERRITORIES 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0
VIRGIN!, ISLANDS 0 0 0 0
MIR of INDIAN AFFAIRS

1 3

U.S AtE TEPIT1T ; 637 347 246 24 754 321 358 30

1D
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TABLE D 2.1C (Continued)

ENVIRONMENTS IN WHICH 11-21 YEAR-OLD STUDENTS WERE
SERVED DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1977-76

STATE

ALABAMA

REGULAR
CLASSES

SEPARATE
CLASSES

°EU 6

SEPARATE
FACILITIES

OTHER
EDUCATIONAL
ENVIRONMENTS

REGULAR
CLASSES

DEAF /HARD OF HEARING.

OTHER
SEPARATE SEPARATE EDUCATIONAL
CLASSES FACILITIES ENVIRONMENTS

ALASKA 2 32 -

ARIZONA
ARKANSAS 8 2 64

CALIFORNIA 10 126 t 0

COLORADO -

CONNECTICUT - 1

DELAWARE 16 /'

OISTRICT OF COLUMBIA -

FLORIDA 20 20 0 0

GEORGIA 5 2 4

HAWAII - 6

IDAHO 3 3 6 .1

ILLINOIS7
INDIANA 5 5 6

IOWA 0 0
KANSAS r, 14 0 4 0

KENTUCKY 74 6 69 15

LOUISIANA to tO HO 0
MAINE 9 0 3 2

MARYLAND 16 135 0 0
MASSACHUSETTS 12 41 6 2

MICHIGAN 4 - 60 144 7 30

MINNESOTA 1 0 10 0
MISSISSIPPI - -

MISSOURI 4 - 6
MONTANA 3 0 0 0
NCIIRASKA - -

NEAIA -

NEW HAMPSHIRE 1 3 12 I
NEW JERSEY 3 26 25

NEW MEXICO - -

7
NEW YORK 12 40 43

NORTH CAROLINA - 162 -

NORTH DAKOTA t 0 11 t

OHIO,
78

OKLAHOMA 12 10 23 2

OREGON 0 0 10 0

PENNSYLVANIA 0 0 4 0
PUERTO RICO - 14 - 3

RHODE ISLAND 3 0 26 0 /1
SOUTH CAROLINA - t -

SOUTH OAKOTA 0
TENNESSEE 5 t3 15 0

TEXAS 36 7 102 t

UTAH -

VERMONT 0 0 13 0

VIRGINIA 1 10 177 0

WASHINGTON 0 6 2 2

WEST VIRGINIA -
WISCONSIN 39

WYOMING -

AMERICAN SAMOA 0 5 0 0

GUAM -

NORTHERN MARIANAS 0 0 0 0 44
TRUST TERRITORIES 0 0 0 0

VIRGIN ISLANDS 0 0 -

BUR. Of INDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S. AND TERRITORIES 163 482 906 22 193 175 166 45

/
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TABLE 0 - 2.1C (Continued)

ENVIRONMENTS IN WHICH 18-21 YEAR -OLD STUDENTS WERE
SERVED DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1077-78

DEAF -BLIND RULTIHANDICAPPED

OTHER OTHER
REGULAR SEPARATE SEPARATE EDUCATIONAL REGULAR SEPARATE SEPARATE EDUCATIONAL
CLASSES CLASSES FACILITIZS ENVIRONMENTS CLASSES CLASSES FACILITIES ENVIRONMENTE.,

ALABAMA
ALASKA .
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
IOWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
MAINE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA

2

96

PUERTO RICO
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM
NORTHERN MARIANAS 0 0 0 0

TRUST TERRITORIES
VIRGIN ISLANDS
SUM OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S AND TERRITORIES 0 2 96 0

82 3 7

O 0 -0 0
I

O 7-83 3
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Notes to Table D - 2.1

ti

SOURCE: Table 4, State Annual Program Plans for
FY 1979, A dash generally indicates that the

date were not available to the States.

1. Preschool children refers to children aged
3-5 years; school-aged children refers to
children aged 6-17 years.

2. Ohio reported a combined count of school-aged
children, preschool children and 18-21 film old
children being served in regular classes,
separate clasras and other educational

environments. The count of school-aged children
being served in separate facilities includes
preschool children.

3. Alabama reported a combined count for health
impaired and multihandicapped children. The

combined count is shown. in the multihandicapped
column; a dash is placed in the health impaired

column.

4. Colorado and Pennsylvania each reported a
combined count for orthopedically impaired and
other health impaired children. The counts are

shown in the orthopedically impaired column;
dashes are placed in the other health impaired

column.

5. The number of health impaired children in Florida
includes those who are homebound/hospitalized.

6. Eight States combined hard of hearing and deaf.
The data for these States do not appear under the
separate categories of hard of hearing and deaf.

7. Illinois reported a combined count for
school-aged children .aud 18-21 year old children

being- served in regular-elms*, sepsrtte-eltwsez..

and separate facilities. The count was reported

under school age children.

193
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TABLE D - 2.3

PERCENT OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN AGED 3-21 YEARS SERVED IN DIFFERENT ENVIRONMENTS
DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1977.1178

STATE

NUMBER
+-SERVED IN+

ALL
ENVIRONMENTS

REGULAR
CLASSES

PERCENT
SERVED IN

OTHER
SEPARATE SEPARATE EDUCATIONAL
CLASSES FACILITIES ENVIRONMENTS

ALABAMA 63,142 87.56 8.74 2.68 1.02
ALASKA 12.R20 78.31 20.42 0.20 1.07
ARIZOAA 4 , 47,006 75.65 18.70 3.93 1.71
ARKANSAS 35,921 64.33 24.29 10.73 0 64
CALIFORNIA 332,013 67.23 30.44 0.99 1.34
COLORADO 57,267 74.63 19.36 3.76 2.06
CONNECTICUT 58,1188 71.57 20.17 7.67 0.59,
DELAWARE 12,713 53.53 35.74 9.93 0.80 v
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 5,675 41.38 35.18 19.76 3.68
FLORIDA 128,630 69.37 20.42 5.92 4.29
GEORGIA 82,861 75.72 19.91 0.67 3.49
HAWAII 11,006 45.48 50.29 3.72 0.52
IDAHO 19,953 74.48 16.79 6.49 0.24
ILLINOIS 226,258 61.47 27.33 8.51 2.69
INDIANA 97,644 67.93 31.17 0.91 -
IOWA 53,344 71.24 25.11 2.58 1.07
XANSAS 38,200 55.19 36.65 6.33 1.63
KENTUCKY 64,343 69.06 22.52 2.W8 5.54
LOUISIANA 89,137 77.72 16.10 5.50 0.69
MAINE v 20,614 83.72 -8.11 5.48 2.69
MARYLAND 104.041 69.91 25.32 1.71 3.06
MASSACHUSETTS 141,878 67.42 , 19.98 11.21 1.39
MICHIGAN 150,349 65.64 29.64 2.56 1.95
MINNESOTA 74,276' 78.11 12.39 7.68 1.81
MISSISSIPPI 30,033 70.92 27.06 0.13 1.10
MISSOURI 45,118 71.18 22.35 3.32 3.15
MONTANA 6.443 80.84 16.43 0.65 0.08
NEBRASKA 27.706 77.69 20.04 2.13 0.14
NEVADA 9,413 80.68 9.95 6.25 3.12
NEW HAMPSHIRE 10,324 65.10 19.02 8.63 7.25
NEW JERSEY 150,052 53.69 37.94 3.25 4.93
NEW MEXICO - - - - -
NEW YORK 215,901 51.10 41.62 5.69 1.60
NORTH CAROLINA 106,691 80.60 12.60 5.18 1.62
NORTH DAKOTA 9,286 72.94 21.62 3.46 1.77
OHIO 127,598 54.26 30.70 13.42 1:62
OKLAHOMA 64,956 32.75 62.21 2.93 2.11
OREGON 41,710 81.90 11.1I 3.39 3.54
PENNSYLVANIA 166,203 47.81 44.59 7.33 0.27
PUERTO RICO 14,111 41.19 40.61 11.52 6.46
RHODE ISLAND 14,034 67.74 22.56 6.71 0.99
SOUTH CAROUNA 88,786 79.39 17.94 2.42 0.24
SOUTH DAKOTA 10,453 86.85 6.17 4.36 0.62
TENNESSEE 119,101 90.00 7.34 2.23 0.43
TEXAS 330,530 83.87 10.56 2.30 3.27
UTAH 35,039 85.20 8.31 5.53 0.95
VERMONT 7,572 66.90 25.09 5.49 2.51
VIRGINIA 94.026 67.04 24.73 7.30 0.93
WASHINGTON 43.209 54.96 43.56 1.00 0.46
WEST VIRGINIA 32.647 73.93 19.63 3.78 2.66
WISCONSIN 57,673 55,72 37.32 6.05 0.91
WYOMING 12,606 60.63 12.20 6.08 1.09
AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM

166
-

43.96 56.02 0.00
-

0.00

52
-

25.00 75.00 0.00NORTHERN MARIANAS 0.00
TRUST TERRITORIES 1.545 84.95 10.74 4.40 0.00
VIRGIN ISLANDS 1,0ca 51.64 46.36 -

BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 3,638 84,55 6.99 5.42 1.04
Y

U.S. AND TERRITORIES 3.639.266 66.03 25.29 4.72 1.96

194
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TIME D - 2.3 (Continued)

PERCENT OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN AGED 3-21 YEARS SERVED
IN DIFFERENT ENvIRONMENTS

!Nem SCHOOL YEAR 1977-19/9

STATE

ALABAMA

REGULAR
CLASSES

100.00

SPEECH IMPAIRED

OTHER
SEPARATE SEPARATE EDUCATIONAL
CLASSES FACILITIES ENVIRONMENTS

- -

REGULAR
CLASSES

98.54

LEARNING DISABLED

OTHER

SEPARATE SEPARATE EDUCATIONAL
CLASSES FACILITIES ENVIRONMENTS

1.44 - -

ALASKA 96.92 2.57 - 0.51 80.34
...

19.59 - 0.07

ARIZONA 99.72 0.28 0.00 11.13 10.48 0.79 -

ARKANSAS 114.115 - 3.06 - 84.04 15.84 0.10 -

CALIFORNIA 97.68 2.19 0.04 0.05 66.50 12.05 1.04 0.37

COLORADO 97.04 2.33 0.57 0.09 92.55 5.49 1.94 0.12

CONNECTICUT 23.88 15.21 0.84 0.07 70.40 26.45 2.80 0.36

OELAWARE 89.67 9.67 - 0.65 56.92 41.94 0.87 0.37

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 96.83 0.73 1.56 0.11 15.47 71.78 12.75 -

FLORIDA 115.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 11.51 11.49 0.00 0.00

GEORGIA 99.68 0.26 0.05 0.00 91.93 6.72 0.56 0.79

HAWAII 99.90 - 0.10 36.92 63'.03 0.05 -

TOMO 98.23 1.17 - - 93.97 5.93 0.10 -

ILLINOIS 79.17 20.83 0.00 0.00 69.37 27.73 2.90 0.00

INDIANA 99.60 0.20 - 95.42 14.59 - -

IOWA 97.26 1.37 0.00 1.35 94.95 4.86 - 0.30

KANSAS 61.93 35.94 1.83 0.39 111.34 6.65 - 0.01

KENTUCKY 94.38 1.85 0.29 3.47' 82.54 15.43 0.40 1.63

LOUISIANA 92.44 , 7.54 0.00 0.03 71.06 25.51 3.21 0.20

MAINE 99.33 1.61 0.04 0.00 97.39 1.60 1.05 0.00

MARYLAND 88.88 10.93 0.04 0.15 81.59 17.69 0.69 0.03

MASSACHUSETTS 67.43 19.96 11.21 1.39 67.43 19.99 11.21 1.38

MICHIGAN 97.39 0.38 0.00 2.27 71.90 27.87 0.0ft 0.15

MINNESOTA 96.56 2.11 0.52 0 11 92.07 5.30 2.03 0.60

MISSISSIPPI 99.27 3.28 0.34 0.11 87.15 12.46 0.17 0.22

MISSOURI 91.26 7.69 0.92 0.13 95.35 13.07 0.58 1.00

MONTANA 99.67 0.33 0.00 0.00 70.89 29.07 0.03 0.00

NEBRASKA 99.01 0.99 - 75.01 24.99 -

NEVADA 99.37 0.63 - 90.04 9.94 - -

NEW HAMPSHIRE 82.72 5.11 3.40 7.96 82.98 11.18 3.13 2.71

NEW JERSEY 85.78 19.97 0.25 42.97 53.84 3.19 o -

NEW MEXICO -
-

NEW YORK 99.60 0.31 0.09 86.61 12.19 1.23 0.01

NORTH CAROLINA 111.42 0.18 0.40 - 94.68 0.59 4.53 '0.20

NORTH DAKOTA 92.22 7.78 0.00 0 00 97.13 2.97 0.00 0.00

OHIO 66.91 32.71 0.26 0.11 70.55 29.03 0.20 0.22

OKLAHOMA 47.19 62.54 - 0.32 33.311 60.23 - 0.39

OREGON 99.97 0.00 0.00 0.03 118,82 0.87 0.00 0.31

PENNSYLVANIA 92.23 7.77 0.00 0.00 37.10 51.31 11.51 0.00

PUERTO RICO - 32.76 42.74 17.95 6.55 68.20 16.66 15.06 0.06

RHODE ISLAND 80.95 11.44 7.61 0.00 91.42 11.72 0.86 0.00

SOUTH CAROLINA 1111.60 0.40 - 93.65 6.33 0.02 -

SOUTH DAKOTA 91.38 8.62 - - 91.44 8.56 - -

TENNESSEE 97.87 2.23 0.19 0.01 97.54 2.43 0.03 0.00

TEXAS 97.90 2.04 0.04 0.03 92.49 7.26 0.22 0.03

UTAH 118.22 0.02 1.22 0.54 95.90 1.32 2.78 0.31

VERMONT 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1111.25 0.00 0.75 0.00

VIRGINIA 98.75 0.71 0.36 0.18 64.23 13.83 1.79 0.16

WASHINGTON, 69.03 10.94 0 03 0.00 63.13 36.78 0.06 0.05

WEST VIRGINIA 98.22 1.65 0.11 0:02 91.21 7.79 0.70 0.30

WISCaNSIN 99.81 0.19 911.79 0.21 -

WYOMING 95.83 0.48 3.69 88.06 11.51 0 43 -

AMERICAN SAMOA - - 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

GUAM -
_ - - -

NORTHERN MARIANAS 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -
-

. -

TRUST TERRITORIES 98.29 24.79 9.92 0.00 92.40 5.49 2.12 0.00

VIRGIN ISLANDS 100.00 0.00 - 100.00 0.00 - -

BUR OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 92.76 7.24 96.22 3.78

U.S. AND TERRITORIES 91.44 7 72 0.56 0.29 79.48 18.68 1.63 0.21



TAB= D - 2.3 (Continued)

PERCENT OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN AGED 3-21 YEARS SERVED
IN DIFFERENT ENVIRONMENTS

DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1977-1978

STATE
REGULAR
CLASSES

MENTALLY RETARDED

OTHER
SEPARATE SEPARATE EDUCATIONAL
CLASSES FACILITIES ENVIRONMENTS

REGULAR
CLASSES

ENOTIONA'LY DISTURBED

OTHER
SEPARATE SEPARATE EDUCATIONAL
CLASSES FACILITIES ENVIRONMENTS

ALABAMA 87.25 9.04 2.31 0.80 74.07 10.47 1.78 5.85
ALASKA 53.74 42.42 0.96 2.88 52 84 41.59 1.44 4.32
ARIZONA 30.110 61.42 7.57 - 53.71 34.45 11.83
ARKANSAS 41.33 41.44 17.23 - 23.58 59.43 3.46 13.52
CALIFORNIA 2.46 05.61 1.13 0,71 % 17.13 72.24 7.37 2.46
COLORADO 27.09 63.05 8.93 0.03 55.52 32.27 6.01 0.21
CONNECTICUT 61.40 13.76 23.85 0.92 67.81 11.211 11.02 1.12
DELAWARE 28.67 46.68 22.84 1.83 55.14 35.39 8.16 0.51
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 3.94 60.20 35.86 - 15.62 30.10 53.45 0.82
FLORIDA 28.01 45.52 18.28 8.18 54.41 32.35 10.79 2.45
GEORGIA 43.81 49.84 1.02 0.46 87.50 11.48 0.57 0.44
HAWAII 31.32 54.44 14.25 - 31.46 54.13 6.16 8.46
IDAHO 1.36 75.81 22.14 4).68 90.81 2.47 6.71
ILLINOIS 39.00 47.35 13.65 0.00 61.81 21.84 18.35 0.00
INDIANA 9.52 10.48 - - 27.58 72.42 v -

IOWA 15.28 711.96 3.54 1.22 36.78 47.15 14.78 1.29
KANSAS 8.89 83.55 6.69 0.87 10.38 46.87 38.01 4.73
KENTUCKY 48.85 47.56 0.16 2.60 32.84 37.09 22.11 7.11
LOUISIANA 61.51 17.61 12.44 0.35 43.18 41.87 12.64 2.31
MAINE 61.17 25.63 10.90 2.30 80.51 5.14 7.17 7.10
MARYLAND 23.41 72.11 3.32 0.32 25.84 47.60 17.31 11.55
MASSACHJSETTS 67.43 11.98 11.20 1.38 97.43 111.98 11.21 1.38
MICHIGAN 17.73 75.40 6.11 0.08 45.52 41.96 12.23 0.29
MINNESOTA 47.02 33.71 18.53 0.74 42.02 26.97 27.110 11.11
MISSISSIPPI 50.40 47.36 1.15 1.09 38.31 46.27 5.17 8.96
MISSOURI 29.80 54.17 8.36 6.85 58.26 21.39 6.30 12.05
MONTANA 71.31 26.70 1.91 0.00 72.15 23.42 4.43 0.00
NEBRASKA 61.97 35.13 2.90 - 64.02 11.99 10 Ot?
NEVADA 44.10 20.24 22.85 2.82 14.34 23.51 - 82.15
NEW HAMPSHIRE 26.60 44.31 14.70 12.39 57.94 18;41 A6.117 8.00
NEW JERSEY 13.25 64.48 3.17 11.11 17.75 58.02 16.06 1.141
NEW MEXICO - - - -
NEW 70119 1.35 82.75 7.76 0.14 14.81 71.93 11.00 2.25
NORTH CAROL/3A 71.20 23.67 4.11 0.21 64.13 7.06 7.81 30.93
NORTH OAKOTA 15.20 73.57 7.75 3.48 75.00 22.13 2.05 0.82
OHIO 8.12 18.87 74.71 1.50 6.62 59.22 20.07 14.05
OKLAHOMA 17.20 74.67 7.95 0.18 18.11 68.08 8.38 15.42
OREGON 25.76 57.11 5.011 10.64 611.18 5.83 15.58 11.42
PENNSYLVANIA 0.60 87.12 10.53 0.16 8.23 71.78 111.118 0.00
PUERTO RICO 46.18 42.81 7 77 2.18 15.62 511.84 12.58 11.97
RHODE ISLAND 8.14 84.06 1.75 0.05 11.116 41.09 48.20 0.72
SCUM CAROLINA 51.82 35.57 4.61 55.17 43.26 1.58 . -
SOUTH DAKOTA 71.58 7.11 11.15 2.16 91.28 8.72 - . -
TENNESSEE 74.57 20.72 4.61 0 13 73.78 12.30 13.76 0.16
TEXAS 58.38 36.26 4.86 0.48 49.84 22.70 8.89 16.78
UTAH 36.44 38.40 23.78 1.38 11.03 8.59 1.78 0.61
VERMONT 6.48 86.90 7.62 0.00 28.15 0.00 73.85 0.00
VIRGINIA 17.58 72.43 8.77 1.22 28.56 32.77 26.20 6.47
WASHINGTON 19.04 77.72 2.97 0.28 37.77 60.06 1.11 0.27
WEST VIRGINIA 41.37 47.88 9.78 1.17 0.00 88.10 10.12 0.88
WISCONSIN 0.18 10.18 11.86 - 0.50 82.48 17.02 -
WYOMING 31.64 45 90 18.46 - 72.06 13.88 14.06
AMERICAN SAMOA 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 -

GUAM - - - -

NORTHERN MARIANAS 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00
TRUST TERRITORIES 52.41 31.15 18.39 0.00 0.00 91.17 8.33 0.00
VIRGIN ISLANDS 3.25 116.75 - 23.33 76.87
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 54.06 17.18 23 97 4.79 83.70 18.30

U.S. AND TERRITORIES 38.20 52.81 9.35 1.64 43 87 40.63 12.00 3.60

196
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TABLE D - 2.3 (Continual)

PERCENT OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN AGED 3-21 YEARS SERVED
IN DIFFERENT ENVIRONMENTS

DURING SCHOOL YEAR 11177.1978

STATE

ALABAMA'
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO'
CONNECTICu7
DELAWAR!
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA,
FLORIDA'
GEORGIA
HAWAII
16410
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
IOWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
MAINE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK
NOON CAROLINA
NORTH DAK074
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENASyLVANIA1
PUERTO RICO
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOWN DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM
NORTHERN MARIANAS
TRUST TERRITORIES
VIRGIN ISLANDS
BM, OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S. AND TERRITORIES

REGULAR
CLASSES

-

73.27
0.00
1.78

84.36
-

33.19
4.86
15.73

-

16.36
-

95.07
25.50

-

-

-

33.53
15.19
74.36
7.09

67.28
4.77

24.16
5.68
72.73
71.41

4.39
611.211

6.41

13.51
5.47

22.83

32.61
53.61

6.26
66.311

28.42
92.86
$3.07
07.43
611.16
47.22
8.47

22.94
37.44
8.43

32.90
0.00

-

33.33
0.00

63.64

49.67

OTHER HEALTH IMPAIRED

OTHER
SEPARATE SEPARATE EDUCATIONAL
CLASSES FACILITIES ENVIRONMENTS

- - -

16.81 0.50 7.43
0.00 0.00 100.00

- 32.38 65.84
8.33 0.13 7.17

- - -

15.07 8.40
60.49

40.34
- "14.63

19.23 12.94 52.10
- 100.00

1.12
00.87

6.41 80.09
31.13 -

1.29 1.84 2.00
21.36 53.14 0.00

- -

- - -

. - -

3.211 0.34 62.64
12.30 2.53 10.02

16.743.17 5.73
1.75 1:4 0.04 111.12

20.04 1.5211.18
0.10 0.88 14.26
2.46 12.84 59.74
2.35 91.76
6.61 2.40 18.18

20.511 0.00 0.00
- 100.00

1.75 13.88
6.42 6.30 16.16

67.01 0.73 23.85
- -

71.81 7.97 8.83
56.76 4.77 33.00
17.32 3.15 58.81

-

22.43 - 44:1:1

4.97 0.13 41.02
-

111.641 17M 58.50
4.78 0.00 8.83
6.21 11.911 55.70
7.14 -

1.91 2.90 12.05
12.09 0.46 0.09
12.28 8.41 12.15

53.78 0.00 0.00
0.46 $3.22 9.63

47.06 0.20 21.10
'.31 0.48 54.77

- 6.61 84,76
3.39 11.91 46.74

100.00 0.00 0.00
- -

- -

41.67 25.00 0.00
100.00 -

31.82 4.55

27.26 6.71 16.14

REGULAR
CLASSES

87.15
36.71
60.63
57.94
67.12
20.11
56.0
5.51
7.54
19.83
38.71

-

65.01
7.31
15.88
21.73
12.54
17.86
46.65
29.38
8.63
67.42
36.61
45.16
13.63
511.26
76.72
45.12
4.39

36.0M
8.22

-

13.55
6.14

34.75
6.76
1.29

54.75
0.92
5.14

16.31
36.43
111.26
66.06
14.40
41.R

::::0
23.111

44.97
115.17
50.67
0.09

0.00
73.63
0.00
82.38

37.03

ORTHOPEDICALLY IMPAIRED

OTHER
SIPARA7E SEPARATE EDUCATIONAL
CLASSES FACILITIES ENVIRONMENTS

12.65 -

242.58 1.29 17.42
22.22 9.15

25.7916.48 0.79
29.53 0.06 3.30
44.63 2.87 32.39
22.27 17.53 3.71

1.51 0.8568.14
66.34 2.01 22.11
46.03 0.00
39.43

35.14
.423.41

77.61 10.15 12.16
8.01 6.97
7.73 20.44 84.44

84.12 -

43.62 22.97
32.01 2.06 g:::
33.78 1.113 48.44
37.73
2.65 18.01 4151:g

51.04 5.02 35.41
111.19 11.22
57.17 '1o.32 ;::: 0
26.11 20.117 , 4.86

54.12 4.12 28.24
20.24 8.75 13.73
14.64

24.37

8.03
64.68
6.13

36.72
63.12

6.89 18.26
54.13 9.7131.64

- -

44.36 16.10
1::::66.68 7.00

211.711 30.50 4.96
42.26 3.20 49.73
47.43 6.76 45.60
6.117 27.61 10.39

63.67 11.42 0.00
29.16 29.06 38.02
3.11 0.00' 0.00

63.57 --

8.72 -

9.63

33.48

0.14
13.61 -64.64
18.63 6.04
0.00 71.43 0.00
19.26 6.4051.42
71.35 4.17

12.32
0.57

37.62 5.28
- 4.83 z

10.34 39.08
100.00 0.00 0.00

- -

100.00 0.00 0.00
19.12 7.39 0.00

100.00 -

17.69

30.21 1.58 23.19
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MILE D - 2.3 (Continued)

PERCENT OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN AGED 3-21 YEARS SERVED
IN DIFFERENT ENVIRONMENTS

0

DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1977-1978

STATE
REGULAR
CLASSES

HARD OF HEARING

SEPARATE SEPARATE
CLASSES FACILITIES

OTHER
EDUCATIONAL REGULAR
ENVIRONMENTS CLASSES

VISUALLY HANDICAPPED

OTh R
SEPARATE SEPARATE EDUCATIONAL
CLASSES FACILITIES ENVIRONMENTS

ALABAMA 65.71 14.29 - 56 49 10.05 33 46
ALASKA 88.19 10.24 1.57 74.24 16.67 1 52 ' 7.58
A2!ZONA * - - - 6S 98 1 72 32.30ARKANSAS 13.41 82.38 4.21 - 35.94 2.81 61 25
CALIFORNIA 22.00 77 35 0.19 0 4S 42 35 56 51 0 36 0.76
COLORADO 53.04 25.28 21.68 - 77.69 6.72 15 59
CONNECTICUT 55.94 16.78 24.83 2 45 76.55 17 93 5 17 0.34DELAWARE 44.44 14.81 33.33 7 41 73.75 16.25 8 75 1 2S
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 74.83 17.91 7 46 - 40.41 54.11 5.48
FOEIDA - ,- 63.00 19.14 0.00 17.56
GEORGIA Of 43 15.15 2 96 12 15 85.77 6.40 7 44 0 39
HAWAII 33.33 64.81 1.8S - 34.78 63.04 2.17
IDAHO 48.00 22.67 29.33 - 30.83 8 27 60.90 -
ILLINOIS 10.43 15.19 74:39 0 00 43.62 18.77 37.61 0.00
INDIANA - - 53.25 6.86 39.89
IOWA 53.24 41.33 1.05 4.38 42 80 15.60 38.00 3.60i

KANSAS . - - 59.85 13.79 25.82 0.74
KENTUCKY - - - 48.45 5.67 31.44 14.43
LOUISIANA 67.15 31.90 0.00 0.96 48 86 20.42 29.74 0 96
MAINE 93.78 4.66 1.5; 0.00 84.21 3.51 12.28 0.00MARYLAND 74.08 24.80 0.97 0 20 55.34 17.21 26.43 1.01
MASSACHUSETTS 67.43 19.99 11.21 1.38 67.30 20.01 11.19 1.50
MICHIGAN - - 49.50 48.00 0.33 4.17
MINNESOTA 56.87 22.48 20.65 0.00 61.46 13.33 25.02 0.18
MISSISSIPPI 77.86 17.14 3 S7 1.43 70.00 7.69 17.89 4.62
MISSOURI 77.32 15.29 3.61 3.78 81.00 11.32 3.95 3 68
MONTANA 81.83 10.17 0.00 0 00 93.94 8.06 0.00 0.00
NEBRASKA - - - 55.56 13.89 , 30.56
NEVADA 99.21 1.79 - 79.69 4.69 15.82 -
NEW HAMPSHIRE 82.20 5.08 10.17 2.54 68.00 8.00 5.44 19.73
NEW JERSEY 26.87 72.90 1.22 - ..1.21 22.57 5.11 38.11
NEW MEXICO - - - -
NEW YORK 78.31 21.51 2.18 . 72.06 8.71 19.02 0.19
NORTH CAROLINA 73.74 20.00 5.54 0.10 66.98 3.118 29.04
NORTH DAKOTA 81.40 14.73 3.88 0 00 87.51 6.48 24.07 1.88
OHIO - - - - 38.35 40.55 21.78 1.31
OKLAHOMA 28.48 71.96 - 1 59 34 70 25.26 29.18 10.11
OREGON 67.4, 14.4P 17.51 0.58 89.82 0.00 22.58 7.60
PENNSYLVANIA 52.78 47.24 0.00 0.00 81.18 23.00 14.99 0.00
POERTO RICO 22 45 48.94 24.49 6 12 ' 39.72 43.97 9.22 7.09
RHODE ISLAND 59 55 31.43 8.92 0 00 68.10 0.00 33.90 0.00
SOUTH CAROLINA 44.38 26.60 29.02 75 51 7.19 17.30 -
SOUTH DAKOTA - - - 92.88 7.14 -
TENNESSEE 81 44 10.58 0 00 0.00 79.50 5 89 14.52 0 08TEXAS 24.31 4.73 70 24 0.52 67.79 25.01 5 28 1.15
UTAH 57.81 1.70 0.24 0 24 94.41 2.10 2.80
VERMONT 100.00 0 00 .0 00 0 00 72.37 0.00 27.63 0.00
VIRGINIA 75.26 21.114 2.76 0.34 93.79 1.23 4.70 0.29
WASHINGTON 26.90 72.83 0.67 0.00 56 10 43.17 0.73 0.00WEST VIRGINIA 82.83 13.35 3.80 0 42 88.06 1.20 7.97 4.78
WISCONSIN 3.99 95.51 0.50 7.14 48.75 44 10 -WYOMING 87.84 3.64 8.73 84.06 - 3.48 12.44
AMERICAN SAMOA 0.00 100.00 0.00 0 00 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00
GUAM - - - -
NORTHERN MARIANAS 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 33.33 66.67 ,0.00 0.00
TRUST TERRITORIES 81.11 13.33 5.58 0.00 80.72 12.05 7.23 0.00
VIRGIN ISLANDS - - -

BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 96.23 3.77 48.18 21.21 27.27 3 03

U.S. AND TERRITORIES S4 00 29.75 14.97 1.27 81.13 19.71 15.30 3.86
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STATE.'

TABLE D - 2.3 (Continued)

PERCENT OF HADICAPPEO CHILOREN AGED 3-21 YEARS SERVED
IN DIFFERENT ENVIRONMENTS*

DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1977-1975

0E0E4 0EAF/HAR0-0E-HEARING

OTHER PRECENT IN OTHER

REGULAR SEPARATE SEPARATE EDUCATIONAL REGULAR SEPARATE SEPARATE EDUCATIONAL'

CLASSES CLASSES FACILITIES ENVIRONMENTS CLASSES CLASSES FACILITIES ENVIRONMENTS

ALABAMA
ALASKA 6.54 92.15 - 1.31

,

ARIZONA - 47.26 6.15 46.'9

ARKANSAS 3.13 8.26 66.60 -

CALIFORNIA 5.70 93.71 0 56 0.03

COLORADO - -

CONNECTICUT - .

OELAWARE - 100.00
_

OISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 12.50 67.50 ° - - -

FLORIDA - - - -33.1' 33.21 0.00 33.67

GEORGIA 47.50 39.23 9.13 ' 4.14

HAWAII " - 90.42 3.33 6.25 -

IDAHO 6 67 6.87 86.26 -

ILLINOIS 42.4t 57.56 - 0.00 -

INDIANA - - 12.14 36.79 51.00

IOWA 22.38 77.62 - -

KANSAS - - 25.64 28.11 46.14 0.11

KENTUCKY -
- - - 24.62 13.91 47.43 13 85

LOUISIANA 29 01 19.61 50.23 0 94 - -

MAINE 18.50 6.38 70.52 4.62

MARYLAND 17.69 60.95 0.39 0.77 -

MASSACHUSETTS 87 41 19.88 11.11 1.60 - -

MICHIGAN - - 29.47 .. 68.57 0.57 '.40

MINNESOTA 21.43 8.39 70.19 0.00 -

MISSISSIPPI - - -

MISSOURI ' 46.59 20.48 9.64 2'.29 -
--

MONTANA 94.44 5.68 0.00 0.00 -

4 mom. - - 34.30 33.56 32.12

NEVADA 13.21 63.21 23.56 -

NEW HAMPSHIRE 19.36 27.91 41096 7.75

NEW JERSEY 12.55 -42.59 4.27 40.52

NEW MEXICO - -

NEW YORK 12.94 42.69 44.16 -

NORTH CAROLINA - 7.1S 92.22 -

NORTH OAKOTA 20.33 4.111 66.67 8.13

OHIO - 16.00 62.11 16.19 3.70

OKLAHOMA 6 62 49.47 41.60 2.11

OREGON 33.33 10.67 48.70 7.09
PENNSYLvAkIA 0.00 4.89 92.11 0.00 ,..,

PUERTO RICO 4.38 63.43 26.54 3.64

RHODE ISLAND 1.63 0.00 98.17 0.00

SOUTH CAROLINA 22.22 77.76

SOUTHIDAKOTA 91.12 8.62 -

TENNESSEE 22.48 13.67 63.66 0.00
TEXAS 24.46 4.73 70.25 0.56

UTAH 19.23 44.87 6.41 i 29.49

VERMONT 1.19 0.00 98.81 0.00

VIRGIN!, 16.11 28.95 54.87 0.00
WASHINGTON 2.30 95.82 0.63 1.26

WEST VIRGINIA - - - -

WISCONSIN 0.23 - 99 r; -

WYOMING 11.63 29.07 21.26 36.05

AMERICAN SAMOA 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00
GUAM" - .. -

NORTHERN MARIANAS 0.00 100.00 0.0C 0.00
TRUST TERRITORIES 77.97 15.25 6.78 0.00
VIRGIN ISLANDS 0.00 100.00 - -

OUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 23 00 15.38 81.54

US AND TERRITORIES 17.09 40 13 39 07 3 70 26.35 42.59 22.96 6.10

p.
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TABLE D - 2.3 (Continual)

PERCENT & 4ANDICAPPEO CHIIOREN AGEO 3-21 YEARS SERVED
IN DIFFERENT ENVIRONMENTS

DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1977-1978

0

197

STATE
REGULAR
CLASSES

MULTIHANDICAPPEO

SEPARATE SEPARATE
CLASSES FACILITIES

OTHER
EDUCATIONAL
ENVIRONMENTS

REGULAR
CLASSES

DEAF-BLIND

SEPARATE- SEPARATE
CLASSES FACILITIES

OTHER
EDUCATIONAL
ENVIRONMENTS

ALA1AMA, 4.51 70.84 1.95 12.70 16.17 39.50 42:77 1.56
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DISTRICT OF COLUM'IIA -

FLORIDA
GEORGIA 68 37 15.64 7.69 6 30
HAWAII
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA 12 55 87.45
IOWA -

KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
MAINE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESO1A

.43

MISSISSIPPI 47.40 3506 14 29 3.25

MISSOURI
MONTANA 4
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSE*
NEW MEXICL
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA

-

OHIO' 12.25 72.93 7.12 7 70
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO RICO
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA -

SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WIOMING
AMFRICAN SAMOA
GUAM
NORTHERN MARIANAS' ^ 0,,0 100 00 0,00 0 00 0.00 100.00 0 00 0.00
TRUST TERRITORIES .

VIRGIN ISLANDS
BU*, OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

U S. AND TERRITORIES 26.15 61.66 3.78 . 8.40 19 50 39.117 39.69 1.73

2I/ii
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Notes to Table D - 2.3

Source:- Table 4, State Annual Program Plans for
FY 1979. A dash generally indicates that
the data were not available to the States.

1. Alabama reported a combined count for health.
impaired and multihandicipped children. The

combined count is shown in the multihandicapped
column; a dash is placed, in the health impaired
column.

2. Colorado and Pennsylvania each reported a
combined count for orthopedically impaited and
the health impaired children. The counts are

shown in the orthopedically impaired column;
dashes are placed in the other health' impaired

column.

31 The number of health impaired children in Florida
includes those who are homebound/hospitalized.

4. Eight States combined hard of hearing and deaf.
The data for these States do not appear under the
separate categories of hard of hearing and deaf.

0

\ 2 0 I



STATE-

TABLE D - 3.5
SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS' AVAILABLE AND NEEDED BY

TYnE OF HANDICAPPING CONDITION OF CHILD SERVED. SCHOOL YEARS 1976-77 TO 1976 -79

. ---ALL CONDITIONS

TEACHERS TEACHERS TEACHEiS
AVAILABLE AVAILABLE NEEDED

ALABAMA
ALASKA *
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS .

CALIFORNIA
COLORADO .

:

CONNECTICUT
INILAVARE.- ...

DIST*ICMF COLUMBIA
itaSiDA
sammA
MAWAI/
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA-
IOWA -

KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
MAINE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA.
MISSISSIIPI
MISSOURI'
OMAHA
NOORAS149
NEVADA

16 HAMPSHIRE
NOW JERSEY
MEV Mexico

YORK
CAROLINA
DAKOTA

0 .

AMOMA
ION

YLVANIA
0 RICO

4OO/ ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA

N DAKOTA
INNESSEE
IXAs
AN

VERMONT
VIRGINIA

WON'
ST VIRGINIA

ISCONSIN
ING

RICAN SAMO1
MAN

THERN NAXIANAs -

TRUST TERRITORIES -
120IN. ISLANDS -

6.OF INDIAN AFFAIR

.i. AND TIONIIT0RtiS

199

MENTALLY RETARDED _EARNING DISABLED'

TEACHERS TEACHERS TEACHERS TEACHERS TEACHERS' TEACHERS
AVAILABLE AVAILABLE NEEDED AVAILABLE AVAILABLE 'NEEDED

1976-77 1977-78 1978-79 1976-77 1977-78 1978-79 1976-77 1977-76 1978-79

3.256 .3.638 5.317 . 2.475 2.323 2.966 314 463 600
508 542 1,155 1f2 ,, 91 145 279 337 198

2.688 2.450 2.610 1.026 562 566 973 1.066
1,456 1.697 2.025 814 - , 823 906 2 9 . 411 534

13.507 15.720 16,669 3.210 3.443 3.403 4.9 6.722 6.207
3.001 3.050 3,255 460 746 833 1,209 1,268 1.294
.3.984 2.662 3.055 1,167 645 920 1.337 1,095 1,205

838 741 695 213 222 261 320 285 353
$88 712 1.503 275 272 735 132 126 421

6.602 6.860 10.501 2,761 2,694 5.395 1,509 1.765 1.657
4,775 4.695 5.868 2.319 2.319 2.402 835 835 -

702 730, 647 .176 173 192 293 393 308
851 '641 690 203 187 198 373 410 424

12.679 10.585 25.729 4.104 3.659 6.216 2.663 3.564 1.359
3,583 4.225 10,462 1,.967 2.256 3.252 279 538 982
2.852 3,106 5.264 1.224 1.435 1.601 1.036 1.117 1.710
1,755 2.038 2.523 , 790 797 855 S66 682 867
3.402 5.582 8.027 1,881 2.436 2.519 635 1.372 1.893
3:240 3.641 5,888 1,853 .739 2.331 784 899 1,384
1,040 604' 1,775 2(9 139 426 176 216 35
41019 3.652 4.147 1.349% 1,207 1.332 1,712 1.774 2.054
6.362 6.880 7.160 1.609 1.588 1.657 1.006 1,392 1.454
8.403, 8.403 11,281 3.362 3..32 3.265 1.259 1.258 2.013
4.836 5.463 5.273 , 1 .671r 1.306 1.755 1.905 2.272 1.976
1.971 1.741 2.437 1.295 '1.361 1.821 272 329 453
4.415 ,' 4,925 6.356 1.923 2.042 2.131 1.094 1.337 - 2.471
966 966 743 246 204 e 1.267 442 442 7.568'

).250 1.512. . 1.585 728 728 7565 227 227 255
829 560 619 1311 141 143 254 269 292

1,007 (007 1.258 181 161 22p 191 181 226
6,644 6,250 6,039 1.436 1.612 1.510 1.21! 1,372 1,52E

- - . - - -

13.696 13,696 14.991 4.195 4.196 4,555 2.396 2,398 3.333
4.058 3.868 5.278 3.043 2.375 2.663 419 731 645
352 402 430 194 205 208 128 149 157

6.702 9.049 10,851 4.070 6.157 6.526 1.636 1.739 2.777
2.173 2.235 2.745 11112 991 1.1/3 834 779 943
1,559 1.406 1.566 . 406 390 442 729 638 652
8,887 8,955 18.514 5.162 4,691 5,894 1.397 2.392 4.787
696 701 1.537 506 453 830 31 77 143
505 569 662 180 178 215 195 286 338

3,2511 3.486 3,668 1.228 2.028 2,127 469 525 552
409 290 479 186 183 234 139 25 93

4.700 3.904 3.924 1.465 1.577 1,406 1.640 933 916
6,864 13,914 14,014 1,934 4,961 4,996 1.878. 4.493 4.493
1,102 1.166 1,540 148 290 287 10 316 - 173
283 386 446 106 1811 198 47 89 132

3.763 4,775 5.899 1.686 1,853 .,2,075 966 1.222 611
2.132 ,2.320 2.855 979 930 ' 1.126 .517' 715 855
1,650 1.837 2.654 892% 640 1,034 272 294 474
4.940

444
5.335

487
5.731

572
1.771

138
1.7172 %:.71 1.245

228
1,425
276

1.601
219

20 20 49 9 3 9 2 2 22
64 106 124 44 85 95 6 2
:- 6 39 -c i, 11 - 0 0
53 59 150 9 9 33 4 10 12
71 76 115 48 46 66 7 6 12

132 263 551 60 90 154 47 95 141

179.604 194.802 258.753 71.681 75,755 90.709 44.003 53.933 70.088

202
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TABLE D - 3.5 (Continued)

SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS' AVAILABLE AND NEEDED BY
TYPE OF HANDICAPPING CONDITION OF CHILD SERVED, SCHOOL VEINS 1976-77 TO 1978-79

. STATE

ALABAMA
ALASKA.
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTECUT
DELAWARE
DISTRaCT OF COLUMBIA
FLORIDA.
GEORGIA
HAWAII
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANAINDIANA

KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
MAINE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA.
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH 0111KOTA
OHIO/
OKLAHOMA .

,

PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO RICO
RHOBE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS .

UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA

---

WASHINGTON3
WEST VIRGINIA.
WISCONSIN' .

WYOMING .

AMERICAN SAMOA
GUAM
NORTHERN MARIANAS
TRUST TERRITORIES
VIRGIN ISLANDS
BUR. OF 'NOUN- AFFAIR

U.S. AND TERRITORIES

EMOTIONALLY DISTUROED, -4

TEACHERS TEACHERS TEACHERS
AVAILABLE AVAILABLE NEEDED

1976-77 1977-78 1978-79

78 167 496
30 22 369

440 343
27 42

327

2.304 2.196 1.

367 421 481
909 444 514
171 156 182
107 209 204
835 989 1.271
551 55: 813
34 50 40
46 25 39

2.572 640 6.799
184 219 2.769
201 332 1.254
226 322 492
165 , 375 1.312
229 279 670
26 138

271 113
1.i56i1.096 1.114

1.359 1.355 1,530
260 276 330
6 11 27

491 535 687
49 44 307
126 126 ....129

23 31 4. 53

172 172 212
950 1.078 1.072

- -

3.230 3.230 3.140
229 298 720
16 11 36

210 324 444
27 41 73

'. 102 141 159
1.000 987 5.853

20 28 167

92 `,77 75
4411 - 220 233
25 7 ' 26

355 141 144

1389 ' 582 607
.

49 137 195

26 73, 82
254 388' 575
365 \3116 466
57 85 197

564 705 652
29 . 36 99
0 0 % 0
0 1 3

, 0 1

9 9 24
1 6 9
10 39 141

,D.

21,709 20.743 40.290

. SPEECH IMMAINTO
4

TEACHERS TEACHERS TEACHERS
AVAILABLE AVAILABLE NEEDED

1979-77 1977-78 1978-79

198 302 502
45 54 83
0 24

150 172 225
22

651 789 636
326 373 365

- 58 84
52 9 23
20 5 6
709 757 959
490 460 930
' . . 10

1.6:: 1,59i
-

683 719
3.669
1.056

27 7 97
- - -

372 403 530
-

1

1.iii,

607
-

418 206
1.905 2.035
1.370 1.370 1,427
658 845 738
251 - 45
654 716 667
198 106 357

- 282 292
311 44 52
161 161 199

1.251 1.348 1.005

1,2291.286 1,286
10 49 100
0 - -

..
-

252 224 32$
189 151 185

-

17 23 72
0 15 25

499 415 434
1 50 70

990 507 501
1.3181.014 1.923

0 56 34
'0 0 0

513 559 739
, - 51 117

207 262 400
930 1,00: 1,066
0 -

2- 2 6
1 2 4

- . 0 5
7 - . 7 25
4. D 5 10
1 24 71

18.392 19.799 23,928

OTHER HEALTH IMPAIRED--4

TEACHERS TEACHERS TEACHERS
AVAILABLE AVAILABLE NEMO

1979-77 1977-78 ,,1978711

81 268
S 5 33

50
1 7 7

50 19
411 482 378

-

39 20 II

1 1

21 \
17 34

200 141 321
152 152 176

126
28
- - -

102 439
95 $7 120
26 74 59
153 179 148

127
-

44

9

98,
52

28 2$
128 117 122
155 155 133
116 301 140

-

0 9 4

1% 1 107

8 $
20 211. 25
131 131 164

',, 343 388 1157

- `

1,958 1.696 1.912
41 34 186

0 4 -

Is
0 ` 10

24 11 19

-

21 13 68
0 1

124 6 8 '

2 1 8

270 106 104

559 969
54 5 1

5 9 5
11 39 1.01$
5 117 142

....--
110 81 104

34 42 92
4 14 5
1 1 1

0
- 0 1 '

5 9 11

0 2 4
- 6 12

4,976 5,134 7,142

,20
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TABLE D - 3.5 (Continued)

SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS, AVAILABLE AND NEEDED BY
TYPE OF HANDICAPPING CONDITION OF CHILD SERVED. SCHOOL YEARS 1976-77 TO 1972-79

STiTE

----ORTHDPEDICALL7 IMPAIRED 1---

TEACHERS TEACHERS TEACHERS
AVAILABLE AVAILABLE NEEDED

1971-77 11177-72 1276-72

4

TEACHERS
AVAILABLZ

11176-77

HARD OF HEARING

TEACHERS TEACHERS
AVAILABLE NEEDED

1977-72 11176-711

VISUA3,LY HANDICAPPED

TEACHERS TEACHERS TEACHERS
AVAILABLE AVAILABLE NEEDED

1976-77 '1977-76 1976-79

ALABAMA Iv 30 42 42 37 32 6 23 211

ALASKA 10 9 to 6 7 132 5 54
ARIZONA 72 10 24 150 - 100 36 3111

ARKANSAS 64 64 37 IS 31 51 43 45 75
CALIFORNIA 6E5 672 643 241 379 413 406 454 436
COLORADO 64 56 12 133 104 132 43 46 46
CONNECTICUT 111 25 ty 336 622 26 69 66 72
DELAWARE 29 31 33 13 2 3 12 6 10
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 21 15 23 3 12 13 92 25 IS
FLORIDA 214 Hit 390 - - 109 132 175
6000111A 109 109 134 till III 172 66 IS 114
HAWAII 15 20 to 13 22 19 5 9 10
IDAHO 12 1 2 23 11 13 7 11

ILLINO:S, 705 401 1.000 196 206 661 IS 221_ SO2
INDIANA 63 SS $2 - - 15 262
IOWA 07 79 III tie 167 124 6 38 116
KANSAS 17 16 54 90 - 40 44 52
KINTUCK2 33 23 315 - - - 41 106 143
LOUISIANA 63 97 174 32 52 150 se 05 111
MAIM 9 12 26 - 47 - t7 15
MARYLAND 62 75 66 65 62 110 52 42 71
MASSACHUSETTS 240 2711 264 219 279 221 INC 117 126
MICHIGAN 323 323 230 443 443 446 126 126 137
MINNESOTA 0 107 1311 71 92 tt11 42 65 76
MISSISSIPPI 12 14 27 90 20 44 22 6 12
MISSOURI $1 ilt 99 100 - 166 22 65
MONTANA 13 13 121 16 IS 59 I t 43
NEBRASKA 43 43 44 26 - 33 33 34
NEVADA , IS 19 21 5 5 5 9 6 2
NOW HAMPSHIRE 121 121 151 30 30 32 20 20 26
NEW JERSEY 66 29 09 $1 100 100 ft; 126 117
NOW MEXICO - - - -

NEW YORK 154 154 204 412 - 464 366 316 443
NORTH CAROLINA 40 iyil 140 ee 46 245 63 66 150
NORTH DAKOTA 2 4 2 tt 6 2 t2 2
OHIO, 200 217 166 361 - . - 119 115 tile

*MAMMA 35 et 93 1016 56 56 30 30 40
OREGON 27 22 21 20 26 36 34 12 25
PENNSYLVANIA 503 302 591 296 303 907 193 177 22
PUERTO RICO 4 15 22 0 - 15 7 HI 70
25001 ISLAND IS 11 a IS t 1 7 1

*SOUTH CAROLINA 67 73 76 105 1111 93 94 ID 21
SOUTH DAKOTA it 0 14 i 0 t t3 t2 IS

TENNESSEE 35 437 mit 00 70 7t 145 70 71
TEXAS 4160 S15 - 64 103 100
UTAH 6 12 4 2 10 12 1 10 , e
VERMONT 5 6 6 IS 3 3 et 3 3
VIRGINIA 56 as 51 222 100 135 54 184 100
WASHINGTON 36 27 32 127 711 16 13 , 17

WEST VIRGINIA 43 37 67 30 33 59 33 25 54
WISCONSIN HI 117 123 159 150 153 50 77 01
WYOMING 6 a 15 t3 le 00 4 5 3

AMERICAN SAMOA I I 2 2 2 4 1 1 2
GUAM 0 - 0 I 1 4 3 3
NORTHERN MARINAS 0 4 1 4 - 0 2
TRUST TERRITORIES 3 3 7 6 6 14 4 4 t2

VIRGIN ISLANDS 2 4 li 0 0 1 2 1 1

BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIR 3 3 10 2 5 tt 1 4 10

U.S. AND TERRITORIES 5,344 4.733 9.926 5.332 4,057 5.922 3.4170 3.534 4,734
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TAM U - 3.5 (Continued)

11
CIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS' AVAILABLE AND NEEDED BY

TY1 OF 114 I0051 NINO CONDITION OF CHILD SERVED. SCHOOL YEARS 4°11-77 TO 1171-71

' - --DEAF . / 4- -OUP OR HARD OF HEARD --+ NULTIHANDICAPIED

STATE

ALABAMA

TEACHERS
AVAILABLE

1171-77

TEACHERS
AVAILABLE

1177-70

TEACHERS TEACHERS
NEEDED AVAILABLE
1171-71 1173-77

TEACHERS
AVAILABLE

1177-71

TEACHERS
NEEDED
1171-71

TEACHERS TEACHERS
LVAILASLE AVAILABLE

1171-77 1177-75

210

TEACHERS
NEEDED
S175-71

ALASKA 14 13 123
ARIZONA 51 53
ARKANSAS 53 53 SS
CALIFORNIA 705 113 555
CALORADO 32 22
CONNICTICut 37 54
OILANAR4 27 23 4 22
DISTRICT OF cOLUNIUA 27 20 44
FLORIDA 215 341 221
SIORSIA 209 209
HAWAII
iAW

31 3,
2

50 25

IDLLINNOIS WOO 341 654
INDIANA 211 1.111 231 110
:OVA SS SI 12
KANSAS 102 141

KSIMUcKy 123 211 103
LOUISIANA IIS 111 153
MAINS 40 25
MARYLAND 31 21 41

NASSACMUSITTS 39
NOCNISAN
MINA640TA 41
MISSISSIPPI 17 2

MISSOURI 44 55 134

MONTANA
111111AIKA 37 55 57
MOO& IS IS

HAMPSHIRE 10 10 14

NAV JARSSY 101 121
NEV MIMIC°
4111 VOIMc 411
NOON CAROLINA 117 172 230
WRY* Dam 0 10
ONIO 373 471 127

OKLANONA '3 35
MUM 14 20
IMINNYLyANIA 241 103 351
PURIM RICO 10 77 120
MOOS ISLAKO 1

SOWN CAROLINA SO 52 52
11011,M DAKOTA 31 12 14

yeftwASSI4 150 07 71

TEXAS
UTAH 3 25
VIIINOmy IS IS IS

VIRSENIA IS, ISS

VAIN:Nem
VEST VIRGINIA 21 24 40 175 175,

VISCON4IN 4C 31 31
MYONINO IS IS 27
AAMAROAN SAMOA 1 444 11

NORTMIANWAIANAS 2 10
TRUST TERRITORIES 4 4 13

WIMAIN ISLANDS 6 7

. WINDIAN'AFFAIRr 2

U. AND '111111ETORIES 3.457 2.734 5.552 1.114 1,520 147 1411

2u
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TABLE D - 3.5 (Continual)

SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS1 AVAILABLE AND NEEDED BY
TYPE OF HANDICAPPING CONDITION OF CHILD SERVED. SCHOOL YEARS 1976-77 TO 1976-79

DEAF AND BLINu

TEACHERS TEACHERS TEACHERS
AVAILABLE AVA;LABLE NEEDED

STATE 1976-77 1 77-76 1976-79

ALABAMA 63

ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE 6 7

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
IOWA
KAN'AS
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
MAINE
11ARYLAW
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW dEnSEV
NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OHID
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO RICO
4HODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS 7

UTAH -

VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
AMERICAN SAMOA -

GUAM r- -

NORTHERN MARIANAS
TRUST TERRITORIES
VIRGIN ISLANDS
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIR

U.S. AND TERRITORIES 104 14

206
-

203



Notes to Table D - 3.5

SOURCE: Table 2A for FY 1978 and2A, 2C for FY 1979
from the State Annual Program Plans for
FY 1979. A dash generally indicates that the
data were not available to the States.

1. Tncluder regular, special and itinerant/
consulting teachers. (Pennsylvania and Texas
reported,home-hospital teachers with special
education teachers. Puerto Rico reported
vocational educators with special education
teachers. Wisconsin included work-study
coordinators with its count of special education
teachers.) The low-incidence categories
(Hard-of- Hearing, Deaf, Deaf or Hard-of-Hearing,
Multihandlcapped, Visually Handicapped, and
Deaf-Blind) are not reported consistently by the
States on the C8PD. Soma States over the 2 year
period used different categories to report the
same teachers. For example, in some cases
teachers of the Deaf were reported in 1 year in
the category "Deaf and Hard-of-Hearing" and the
next year reported in the category "Deaf."

2. In Missouri, the count of teachers available to
serve the mentally retarded during 1977-78
includes work-study coordinators. The combined
count is reported under teachers for the mentally -
retarded in this table.,

3. Washington reported a combined count of teachers
available during 1976-77 to serve speech impaired
children and learning disabled children. The
count is- shown in the hers for the learning

impaired column.

4. Sixteen States reported only comb or
speech pathologiste-and-Eilikers for the speech

--iparttliG In Illinois, Indiana, Minnesota,
Mississippi, Montana and Vest Virginia, the
combined counts were reported under teachers for
the speech impaired. Florida, Georgia, Kansas,
Missouri, and Tennessee similarly reported a
combined count only for teachers available for
1976-77. Ohio and Vermont reported the combined
count under speech pathologists as shown in

20?
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Table D-3.6. Connecticut, Louisiana and
Pennsylvania similarly reported a combined count
only for teachers available for 1976-77.

5. Georgia reported a combined count for home-
hospital teachers, teachers serving health
impaired children Ind speech pathologists. The

combined count is ported under teachers for the

health impaired in this table. Florida reported

a combined count of home-hospital teachers and

teachers available to serve the health impaired
during 1976-77.

6. Minnesota reported a combined count for home-
hospital teachers and teachers serving other
health impaired children available for 1977-78

and needed for 19'8 -79. The count is reported
under teachers for the health impaired in this

table.

7. Ohio reported a combined count of teachers
available 1977-78 ild needed 1978-79 to serve
crthopedically impaired children and other health

impaired children. The combined count is shown
in the orthopedically impaired column; a dash is

placed in the other health impaired column.

8. West Virginia reported home-hospital teachers
with teachers for the health impaired. .The
combined count is Melon in this table under

teachers for the health impaired,

9. Colorado, Illinois, Wiwi Mississippi,
Pennsylvania and Texas each reported a combined
count for teachers serving orthopedically
impaired and (Wier health impaired children. The

counts are shown in the orthopedically impaired
column; dashes are placed in the other health
impaired column. In Colorado, orthopedically
impaired children also include physically
handicapped and multihandicapped children. In

Maine, the count ie_coly-for teachers available
fer-197 - 78,In Mississippi, Pennsylvania and
limtact_ the combined count is only for teachers
available for 1976-77.
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TABLE D - 3.6

SCHOOL STAFF °THAR THAN SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS
AVAILABLE AND NEEDED. SCHOOL YEARS 1971 -77 TO 1978-79

STATE

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIEONA
ARKANSAS
-CALIFORNIA
MORA=
CONNECTICUT'
DELAWARE
DISTRICT OP COLUMBIA
FLORIDA
6680114
WWII
10A110

ILLINOIS
INDIANA
IONA
KANSAS
AINTUCKY
LOUISIANA
MAIN.
OVAILAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
-0CNNISOTA
MISSISSIPPI

RIMISSOURI
IOWAN*
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NOW HAMPSHIRE
NNW JERSEY
NEW MEXICO
New YORK
_NORTH CAROLINA
MOWN DAKOTA
CNIO
CNIANoNA
SCION
P1104SvLvANIA
PUERTO RIM
SHOOS ISLAND'
SOUTH CAROLINA
MUM DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TexAS
WAN
WINNOW?
VIRGINIA
WASNINGToN
MIST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
vvINIING
AMERICAN SAMOA
SUM
NORTHERN MARIANAS
TRUST TIRRITORIES
VIRGIN ISLANDS
SUN. OF INDIAN AFFAIR

AVAILABLE
1171 -77

367
330

2.158
1.861

16.4511

2.511
3.064

364
986

2.176
2.271

241
729

16.645
3.143
2.204
1.9416
3.417
4.430
3.641
3.409
7,611
7.095
2.713
1.311
2.692

277
1.030
274

2.1185
1.210

-

7.682
3.910

330
2,976
1.331
1,128
1.511

242
235

3.090
5811

2.411
3 710

823
677

3.343
1,662
653

2 678
420

_ 17
34

-

27
44

162

451.649

ALL STAFF

AVAILABLE
1977 -71

826
444

1::::
21.244
2.533
3.201
711

1.111
3.505
2.279
541
122

16.238
3.298
2.663
1.617
2.263
4.674
2.502
3.450
8,2511
7.009
3.313

866
3.352

276
757
311

2.965
5,663

7.662
1.010

316
4.771
1,766
1.609
7.530

2119

731
2.857

710
3.251
9.312

8157

001
3,571
-2:186

737
3.162

604
17
66
4

415

92
463

471.700

NEEDED
1971 -79

2,411
949

3.110

2::;1:
2.724
4 063
1.120
1.141
4,,033
2.322

401
10

/40:147
8,003
3,420

::::173

8.487
5.061
3.855
9,006
6.321
3.272
1,171
3.340
669
686
412

3.449
5.700

-

1.569
5.442

444
5,433
2.467

1/:::(4)

344
937

3.168
eoe

3.366

1::::
1.171
3.767

1:11:2

1:084
20
185
16
72
181
600

223.868U.S. AND TERWORIIS

AVAILABLE
1971 -77

160
206
,903
416

6.230
776

1.272
III
115

2.115;

IS
375

9.532
1.215
665
832
396

2.604
1,067
1.443

:::::
1.562
300

1.764
135
379
170

1.183
342

1:::;
100
164
55
456

4.117
55

-

970
207

1.460
1.100

1.iii
566
267

1.068
226

1

14
-

6
13

101

86.876

TEACHER AIDES

AVAILABLE
1977-76A..

425
250

1.256
420

9.838
616
994
114

206
2.256

656
234
370

11.214
1.275
935
979
146

3.042
467

1,446

:::::
1.877
336
.947
135

375
210

1.183
353

5.281
1.741

91
1.439

.4.iii
64

1.723105508675

5."40
264
312

::::3
311

1,237
311

I

39
0
6

49
213

76.969

NEEDED
1971 -79

660

I.:::
674

12.162
133

1.442
426
267

2.115
656
121
382

11.214

1::::
1.522
1.343
3.596
1.376
1.812

5.465
:.:::
340

2.325
313
290
241

1.477
369

-

:::::

I .:::
300
790

13.041
101
235

1.732961682

6.040
925
599

2.176
1.470

I.:::
297

4

99
4

IS
94

364

103.290

PSYCHOLOGISTS/
DIAGNOSTIC STAFF

AVAILABLE AVAILABLE NEEDED
1971 -77 1977 -71 1971 -79

83 160 600
26 24 83

324 294 370
126

1.847
100 106

1.823 1.896
211 264 309
361 420 501
50 70 118
153 100 176
71 163 100
440 440 475
71 62 71
157 77

1.032
95

2.965 3.398
305 320 1.443
301 375 345
214 234 315
957 106 503
379 157 240
454 709 860
154 216 247
618 814 SOS
648 046 740
202 255 250
122 46 69
133 72 131

66 66 96

60 Si.

1:ii

142 141

235 294
1, 147 684

-

ice 105 90
290 360 475
II 13 20

809 891 907
155 244 343
IS 112 227

104 307 503
37 36 49
GO 71 113

434 314 310
24 24 36
125
650 1.072: I.:::
19 116 160
14 41 45

398 466 471
263 311 463
49 95 154

609 669 695
73 711 276

I I 4
3 8 10

0 2
3 7 e
9 6 17

19 45 76

17,731 15.853 22.366
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TABLE D - 3.6 (Continued)

SCHOOL STAFF OTHER THAN SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS
AVAILABLE AND NEEDED. SCHOOL YEARS 1976 -77 TO 1975 -79

STATE

OTHER NON-INSTRUCTIONAL
STAFF

AVAILABLE AVAILABLE NEEDED
1976-77 1977-76 1975-79

SPEECH PATHOLOGISTS/
AUCIOLOOISTS4

AVAILABLE AVAILABLE NEEDED
1976-77 1977-76 1974 -79

AVAILABLE
1976-77

SUPERVISORS

AVAILABLE
177-78

NEEDED
1972-711

ALABAMA 0 - 40 0 - 8 74 140 250
ALASKA 21 16 22 4S S6 93 19 59 66
ARIZONA 70 224 306 374 221 337 259 126 161
ARKANSAS 421 SOO 504 156 177 234 177 165 Mt
CALIFORNIA 3.367 3,645 3.762 2.069 2.226 2.549 607 735 755
COLORADO 680 771 719 42 A? 48 185 114 121
CONNECTICUT' 573 288 334 448 429 512 257 229 253
DELAWARE 2 62 91 2 52 69 10 39 48
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 257 452 92 87 93 129 58 59 46
FLORIDA' 148 292 162 0 37 0 337 479 333
GEORGIA' 731 731 731 - - - 144 144 142
HAWAII 8 75 29 43 54 123 2 29 2
IDAHO 43 - 20 104 140 51 37 40
ILLINOIS' 337 1,005 1,005 20 20 22 388 182 457
INDIANA 8i 85 773 2 5 7S 93 96 464
IOWA 90 113 150 477 554 631 175 351 220
KANSAS 32 63 5.101 293 313 400 99 99 72
KENTUCKY 1116 12 215 69 65 147 165 165

LOUISIANA 230 255 209 621 447 419 226 147

MAINE 0 23 100 107 211 260 698 97
MARYLAND 586 527 416 503 600 226 127 176
MASSACHUSETTS 1,179 2.456 2.531 903 1.001 1,050 570 Sit S31
MICHIGAN 261 261 362 0 - 430 430 478
MINNESOTA 76 164 85 - - - 361 279 400
MISSISSIPP. 427 60 42 20 163 340 40 83 111

MISSOURI 337 810 372 62 59 tOS 56 174 52
MONTANA 0 - 6 9 9 173 43 43 52
1218RA5)UA 97 97 97 222 - 90 90 110

NEVADA e e 20 24 25 32 3 it 12

-NEW HAMPSHIRE 569 569 7tt 156 156 19S 46 46 56
NEW JERSEY 2.144 2.MS 2.175 731 762 ',It 300 310 321
NEW MEXICO - ..

- - -

NEW YORK 0 - 1.127 0 - 0 713 713 912
NORTH CAROLINA 540 1.195 620 4,37 464 567 390 275 400
NORTH DAKOTA
OHIO

0
200

-

219 202
145
937

142
1 .197

165
11,419

15

263
32

401
22

572
OKLAHOMA 25S 164 435 51 ill 56 311 41 116

OREGON 22 ..$a s 281 119 203 291 70 104
PENNSYLVANIA 442 570 1,116 1,214 1.515 1,762 449 496 10g:
PUERTO RICO 30 20 36 5 12 11 27 19 31

RHODE ISLANDS 0 66 75 106 155 142 40 43 43
SOUTH CAROLINA 791 866 925 48 52 51 247 180 196
nUTH DAKOTA 143 183 190 tie 109 16 15 117 120

TENNESSEE 200 234 250 SO 527 534 160 154 170
TEXAS

. 925 61 632 40 60 75 640 663 693
UTAH 69 35 109 67 106 207 56 St 64

VERMONT 3 to : 14 49 94 123 1 27 32

VIRGINIA 66 194 23 19 13 14 263 260 270
WASHINGTON 361 226 297 329 311 422 143 120 170

WEST VIRGINIA' 42 - 241 7 10 10 37 96 66
WISCONSIN 144 135 141 10 15 tS 152 171 11
WYOMING its 91 154 86 134 112 31 43 SS
AMERICAN SAMOA 6 6 9 0 0 1 5 5 1

OUAM 2 15 tS 6 10 12 3 4 4
NORTHERN MARIANAS 1 4 - 0 2 - 0 2

TRUST TERRITORIES 9 ' 9 JO 1 1 IS 3 3 6

VIRGIN ISLANDS 16 24 21 1 1 1 3 4 e

OUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIR t7 32 95 tt 29' SS 7 24 35

U.S. AND TERRITORIES 17.479 21,837 28.236 11,502 13.269 15.769 10,161 9.640 12,734
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TABLE D - 3.6 (Continued)

SCHOOL STAFF OTHER
AVAILABLE AND NEEDEO.

HOME-HOSPITAL TEACHERS

AVAILABLE AVAILABLE NEE010

THAN SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS
SCHOOL YEARS 1175-77 TO 1978-71

YORK -STUDY commit/moss/
VOCATIONAL EOUCATORS

AVAILABLE AVAILABLE NEEOED

SCHOOL SOCIAL WORKERS----

AVAILABLE AVAILABLE NEEOED
STATE 1976-77 1977-78 '978-79 1976-77 1977 -7G 1978-78 1976-77 1917-78 1978-79

ALABAMA 16 45 55 30 3101'' 300 0 26 75
ALASKA 5 20 27 7 12 63 0 3 , 22
ARIZONA 107 107 117 39 86 99 35 55 94
ARKANSAS 50 25 60 152 153 251 2 - ,... 116
CALIFORNIA 1.093 971 931 477 635 653 88 124 149
COLORADO 89 43 85 158 111 171 245 245 285
CONNECTICUT/ 26 123 147 67 1114 266 307 354
DELAWARE 3 53 65 91 104 137 36 36 47
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 32 26 36 42 30 82 66 10 50
F11.04100 - - 240 97 257 10 56 12

.09091144 - 22 22 22 224 224 224
HAWAII 3 2 3 7 6 7 31 41 31

IDAHO fil 5 6 31 10 18 17 17 20
ILLINOIS.
INDIANA

2.075
1.158

1.654
1,206

2.619
1.500

238
202

25
213

195
356

756
28

809
30

858
121

IOWA 63 75 105 61 611 142 121 145 200
KANSAS 26 46 55 23 23 25 38 53 83
KENTUCKY 64 65 198 75 89 161 51 26 164
LOUISIANA 75 164 97 92 54 300 69 64 53
MAINE 0 15 100 776 126 940 ?8 31 30
MARYLAND 254 14111 471 120 189 246 36 34 91

MASSACHUSETTS 314 - 142 282 394 446 441 462
MICHIGAN. 115 115 126 0 924 925 . 504
MINNESOTA - 140 140 181 240 260 652 200
MISSISSIPPI 20 17 45 214 97 101 161 27 37
MIT4OUVI 5 5 13* 36 152 2 125 6
MONTANA 14 'e. 14 12 1 2 19 6 6 6
NEBRASKA ' 21 21 21 23 23 33 11 11

NEVADA 15 16 17 8 32 40 6 8 8
NEW HAMPSHIRE 16 16 20 173 173 217 396 394 212
NEW JERSEY 46 48 50 125 187 229 724 767 765
NEW mexIco - - - -

N910 YORK 282 282 228 874 874 729 38 38 31
NORTH CAROLINA 56 93 10 352 375 550 128 513 155
NORTH OAKOTA 37 7 40 15 10 22 5 s 10

OHIO 0 132 132 148 196 200 0 0 0
OKLAHOMA 636 933 1.000 82 92 103 36 14 40
OREGON 153 119 126 85 131 163 11 40 64
PENNSYLVANIA* - 35 35 300 68

PUERTO Rico^ 0 90 0 54 16 70 19 16 21

moos ISLAND* 54 54 0 13 52 21 26 66
SOUTH CAROLINA 170 64 91 147 260 2110 ..,' 133 134 174

SOUTH OAKOTA 8 8 8 15 15 42 4 4 I

TENNESSEE 210 264 250 205 179 200 50 107 112.

TEXAS* -
I

.. 170 827 867 - -

UTAH 54 44 90 126 114o 134 54 60 74

VERMONT 223 24 24 41 53 60 0 1 11

VIRGINIA 543 . 154 177 t13 131 147 352 269 324

WASHINGTON 0 50 61 0 45 118 0 31 76

WEST VIRGINIA 109 - 92 92 107 8 111 111

WISCONSIN* 32 21 28 235 370 498 190 1111 191

WYOMING 6 8 12 36 73 65 15 32 45

AMERICAN SAMOA 0 0 2 3 3 4 0 0 2

GUAM 2 4 4 1 1 3 2 1 2

NORTHERN MARIANAS 1 1 0 1 0 0
TRUST TERRITORIES 2 2 4 0 0 3 0 14 0
VIRGIN ISLANDS 0 0 2 2 5 14 0 1 5

8U4. OF INDIAN AFFAIR 3 5 5 2 33 55 11 28 40

U.S. AND TERRITORIES 8.243 7.469 9.232 6.85T 7.251 10.831 5.881 7,451 8.175
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TABLE D - 3.6 (Continued)

SCHOOL STAFF OTHER THAN SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS
AVAILABLE AND NEEDED. SCHOOL YEARS 1976-77 TO 1178-79

PHYSICAL EDUCATORS

AVAILABLE AVAILABLE NEEDED

OCCUPATIONAL/
--RECREATIONAL THERAPISTS

AVAILABLE AVAILABLE NEEDED
STATE 1976-77 1977-78 147: "9 1.678-77 1977-78 19711-79

ALABAMA 0 - 300 2 2 33
ALASKA 0 2 31 0 2 29
ARIZONA 14 91 121 32 29 74
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA

25
880

25
11.103 1.10:

44
81

45
83

74
110

COLORADO 38 61 39 3' 61 44
CONNECTICUT% I 168 217 24 29 57
DELAWARE 34 77 89 15 18 31
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 21 14 200 25 41 41
FLORIDA 54 11 70 97 110 158
GEORGIA 17 17 17 41 41 55
HAWAII 0 - 7 36 14
IDAHO 10 1 1 16 - 5
ILLINOIS 200 257 336 34 41 48
INDIANA - - 360 59 84 245
IOWA 16 25 27 27 41 00
KANSAS 3 3 - 3 8 6 10
_KENTUCKY 1.409 1.409 1.831 4$ 50 66
LOUISIANA 00 326 377 74 15 42
MAINE 511 749 550 0 4 76
MARYLAND 66 100 110 21 2A 62
MASSACHUSETTS" 138 149 351 91 168 271
MICHIGAN. 0 - - 177 177 232
MINNESOTA - 65 121 85 27 7$ 47
MISSISSIPPI - 5 40 e 5 6
MISSOURI 58 5 12 96 123 100
MONTANA 2 - 9 1 1 4
NEBRASKA - - - -

NEVADA 1 - 20 24 1 2 4
NEW HAMPSHIRE 84 84 105 127 127 161
NEW JERSEY 150- 170 20 29 31 104
NEW MEXICO - - - - -

NEW YORK 619 819 632 0 0 - 2
NORTH CAROLINA 126 140 200 66 154 135
NORTH DAKOTA 1 1 4 1 5 11
OHIO 4 123 123 31 379 379
OKLAHOMA 9 10 25 17 32 69
OREGON 46 137 151 18 36 54
PENNSYLVANIA - - 20
PUERTO RICO 9 10 15 6 3 10
RHODE ISLAND: - 104 104 5 21 51
SOUTH CAROLINA 18 139 148 72 70 80
SOUTH DAKOTA 6 20 30 9 23 28
TENNESSEE 15 126 137 30 39 48
TEXAS 56 60 110 200 100 175
UTAH 35 31 Al 2 18 17
VERMONT 4 260 "AO 5 9 12
VIRGINIA 38 62 79 59 49 85
WASHINGTON 0 17 77 0 78 185
WEST VIRGINIA 21 31 31 1 3 23
WISCONSIN 106 205 265 115 148 195
WYOMING. 16 io 20 13 19 36
AMERICAN SAMOA 0 0 1 1 1 2
GUAM 1 3 3 0 0 3
NORTHERN MARIANAS - 2 2 0 0
TRUST TERRITORIES 0 3 3 3 9
VIRGIN ISLANDS 0 0 0 0 0 1

BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIR. 11 22 47 23 28

U.S. AND TERRITORIES 5,014 7,233 9.332 1,905 2.878 3.880
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Notes to Table D - 3.6

SOURCE: Table 2A for FY 1978 and 2A, 2C for FY 1979
from the State Annual Program-Plans for
FY 1979. A dash generally indicates that
the data were not available to the States.

1. Connecticut reported a combined count for
supervisors, psychologists, school social
workers, and occupational therapists available
during 1976-77. The count is shown in the
supervisors column. The psychologists/diagnostic
staff column reflects only diagnostic staff;the
occupational therapists/recreational therapists
column reflects only recreational therapists; a
dash is placed in the school social workers
column.

2. Rhode Island reported diagnostic staff under
other personnel categories.

3. Sixteen States reported only combinedrEounts of
speech pathologists and teachers for the speech
impaired. In Illinois, Indiana, Minnesota,
Mississippi, Montana and Vest Virginia, the
combined counts were reported under teachers for
the speech impaired and are displayed in Table
D..3.5. Florida, Georgia, Ranges, Missouri and
Tennessee similarly reported a combined count
only for teachers available for 1976-77. The

speech pathologists /audiol6'ists Column for these

States reflect. only audiologists. Ohio and
Vermont reported the combined counts under speech
pathologists, which are shown in this table.
Connecticut, Louisiana and Pennsylvania similarly
reported a-combined count only for teachers

available for 1976-77.

4. Georgia reported home-hospital teachers and
speech pathologists with teachers for the health
impaired. The combined count is reported under
teachers serving health impaired children in
Table D-3.5. .71orida similarly reported a
combined count of home-hospital teachers and
teacners available to serve the health impaired

during 1976-77.
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5. Illinois reported work-study coordinators with

other non-instructional staff; the work-study
coordinators/vocational educators column only
reflects vocational educators.

6. Michigan reported a combined count for
audiologists, vocational educators, physical
education teachers, recreational therapists,
diagnostic staff and ether non-instructional
staff. The combined count is shown in the other
non-instructional staff column; dashes are placed
in the other columns. Speech pathologists and
work-study coordinators are included with speaal
education teachers in Table D-3.5.

7. West Virginia reported other non-instructional
staff available during 1977-78 with supervisors.
The combined count is reported under supervisors;
a dash is placed in the non-instructional staff
column. Home hospital teachers were reported
with timeliers for the health impaired. The
combined count is shown in Table D-3.5 under
teachers for the health impaired; a dash is

/ placed in the home-hospital teachers column.

8. Minnesota included home-hospital teachers
available during 1977-78 with teachers available
to serve the health impaired during 1977-78. The
combined count is shown in Table D-3.5.

9. Missouri reported work-study coordinators
available for 1977-78 with teachers for the
mentally retarded. The combined count is shown
in Table D-3.5; the work-study coordinators/

vocational educators column only reflects
vocational educators.

10. Pennsylvania and Texas reported combined counts
for special education teachers and home-hot.pita1
teachers. Dashes appear in the home hospital
teachers column. The combined counts are shown
in Table D-3.5.

11. Puerto Rico reported a combined count for
vocational education teachers and special
education teachers. The combined count is
reported under special education teachers in
Table D-3.5. The work-study

coordinators/vocational educators column only
reflects work-study coordinators.

12. Wisconsin reported a combined count for special
education teachers and work-study coordinators.
The count is shown in Table D-3.5; the work-study
coordinators/vocational educators column reflects
only vocational educators.
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)

13. Massachusetts reported a combined count of
t

physical educators available for 1976-77 and
recreational therapists. The occupational
therapists/recreational therapists column
reflects only occupational therapists available
for 1976-77.
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TABUS q - 3.7

TRAINING AND DISSEMINATION ACTIVITIES.
THAT WERE PROJECTED BY STATES.

FOR SCHOOL YEAR 11176-711

STATE

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORA00
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
GUAM
HAWAII
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
IOWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
MAINE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNILSOTA
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
MEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO RICO
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
VIRGIN ISLANDS
WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
AMERICAN SAMOA
BUN. OP INDIAN AFFAIRS
TRUST TERRITORIES
NORTHERN MARIANAS

U.S. AND TERRITORIES

PARENTS OF HANDICAPPED
CHILDREN/SURROGATES-

INDIVIDUM. LEAST
EDUCATION PROCEDURAL RESTRICTIVE
PROGRAMS SAFEGUARDS ENVIRONMENT

700 700. 400
Si
335 336 335
330 70 00

123.612 101.665 122.745
ISO 150

120 SO SO
25

839 15 134
8.050 3.550 2.550

-

207 207 237
100 100 100

2.000 2.000 2.000
350 350 350
160
181 181

20.597 25.545 17.777
100

7.576 7.576 7.576

675 875 675
1.000 1.350 1.310

11.271 7.027 5.215
50 50 50

200 10

400 400 SOO

1.090 600 37
2.000 2.000 2.000
SSG 518 S26
423 423 423

80.020 60.020 60.020
25$ 266

170.400 170.400 400
GOO

110 90 90
02.010 62.010 62.010

110 110 110
4.619 2.136 3.454
10.100 100 100
6.626 6.631 8.626
5.066 5.066 6.044
3.417 6.116 3.141

63 63 63
:$.371 3.123 3.289

700 700 700
250 260 250
394 277 394

0,
532.697 492.214 334.974

REGULAR CLASS TEACHERS

INDIVIDUAL LEAST
EDUCATION RESTRICTIVE INSTRUZTIONAL
PROGRAMS ENVIRONMENT PROCEDURES

1.000 1.000 250
104
509 509 509

1.150 910 947
55.651 55.1138 45.355

120 00
50 45

220 110 238
1.000 1.000 1.000
4.122 2.811 2.854 4
15.500 13.000 10.000

802
300

687 827 , 637
3.000 100
3.000 3.000 3.000
3.000 3.000 3.000

$00
1.500 500 1.500

15.723 14.580 12.425
SOO 400 200

8.894 11.148 11.721
820

3.145 3.145
5.827 -4.827 8.827

15 200 200
9.724 8.663 7.607

800 500 500

3.000 3.000

SOO 1.000 500

4.1100 1.000
4.100 4.300 4.300
1.430 1.661 1.184

180 0
10.000 10.000 10.000
2.008 2.060 2.230
3.000 3.000 1.000

225
1.723 1.723 1.723

30.000 36.000
150 150 75

12.500 11.876 11.430
26.000 16.000
4.783 4.623 4.843
1.500 1.500 1.500
8.865 6.786 8.461
1.260 1.260 100
8.142 6.251 2,828

-

SOO 150
120 120 500
200 200 200

1.666 1.472 1.194
1,300

263.870 222.988 183.260
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TABLE D- 3.7 (Continued)
TRAINING AND DISSEMINATION ACTIVITIES.

= THAT WERE PROJECTED BY STATES.

FOR SCHOOL YELR 1974-79

SPECIAL CLASS TEACHERS
4*TEACHERS AIDES

INDIVIDUAL LEAST,
EDUCATION RESTRICTIVE IN RUCTIONAL
PROGRAMS ENVIRONMENT P OCEDURES

ALABAMA
ALASKA

1.250 1:000

ARIZONA 292 292

ARKANSAS 88 31

CALIFORNIA 14.957 '10.264
COLORADO 500 sod
CONNECTICUT -

DELAWARE . 362 44

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 700 '

FLORIDA 2.696 1.333

GReIGIA 1.450 1.400

GUAM - _____

HAWAII 20 100

IDAHO 254 249
ILLINOIS 2.000 100

INDIANA - -

IOWA 300 300°

* KANSAS 50 -

ENTUCKY 550-. 550
LOUISIANA 26.097 32.366
MAINE 75 25
MARYLAND 1.954 1.606

MASSACHUSETTS -
.

MICHIGAN 575 575

MINNESOTA , 594 578

MISSISSIPPI . 55 ... 30
MISSOURI 4.882 3.614

MOW ANA1 .? 600 600

NEBRASKA - -

NEVADA 150 v

NEW HAMPSHIRE - -

NEW JERSEY 1.234 1.550

NEW MEXICO -

NEW YORK 5.800 500
NORTH CAROLINA 2.520 2.020
NORTH DAKOTA 224 172

OHIO 869
OKLAHOMA 1.019 1.019

OREGON 477 71

PENNSYLVANIA . 12.000 12.000
PUEPTO RICO 400
RHODE ISLAND 883 526
SOUTH CAROLINA 3.600 3.600
SCUTH DAKOTA 120 120

TENNESSEE 1.596 1.281
TEXAS 7.550,

UTAH 204 148'

VERMONT 655 855

VIRGINIAS 3.546 2.470
VIRGIN ISLANDS 210 210
WASHINGTON 1.678 1.356

WEST VIRGINIA 275
WISCONSIN
WYOMING 100 100

AMERICAN SAMOA 18 16

BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 637 1.156

TRUST TERRITORIES -

NORTHERN MARIANAS

U.S. AND TERRITORIES 108.876 64.729

Air

ADMINISTRATORS

INDIVIDUAL LEAST
PROCEDURAL EDUCATION RESTRICTIVE
SAFEGUARDS PROGRAMS ENVIRONMENT

1.250 -

299 - 51
292 46 46

70 59 72
16.926 6.887 6.104

395 275 275
iS 10 -

252 165 157

700 . 350 350
3.351

1/4

111' 507
, 1.750 1.250 1.300

120 -

95 220 -

254 0 361 361
350 100 100
500 -

/ -

385 2.600 2.600
250 50 50

K 550 - -

23.003 1.453 -1,350

50
2.028 979 868

150 600
- 450 450

374 600 600
180 100 40

4.295 569 654
600 300 300

- -

100 120, -

- - -

300 2-.500 2.500
. - - -

2.500 -302_ 1.000
1.120 300 300

113 27$ 224
869 617 617

1.019 1.000 1.000
96 , C50 140

- 534 534

40 105 -

124 68 88
3.000 250 200

60 100 '00
1.640 CSR 704
7.500 7.501 5.000

552 120 120
724 200 200

3.222 -. -

, 210 60 60
1.512 885 773

55 - :
330 - 10
120 375 375
4 0 0

497 91 101

90 - '

o

64.447 34.236 30,567

21

46
60

6.457
275
10

165
350
478
425

-

POO
381
100

2.800

I.

1.405
50

956'

450
' 600

200
525
300

-

2.500

300
300
236
647

1,000
146
378

-

88
:00

-

615
7.500

119
200

60
796
100

375
0

172

24.929
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tJELE D - 3.7 (Continued)

TRAINING AND DISSEMINATION ACTIVITIES.
THAT WIRE PROJECTED BY STATES.

FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1978-79

215

STATE

RESOURCE ROOM TEACHERS

INDIVIDUAL ";

EDUCATION INSTRICTIONAL IMPLEMENTATION
PROGRAMS PROC OURES OF P.L. 94-142

VOLUNTEERS

PROCEDURAL INSTRUCTIONAL
SAFEGUARDS PROCEDURES

INDIVIDUAL
EDUCATION
PROGRAMS

ALABAMA 1.000 500 1.000 0 0 0
ALASKA 12S 96
ARIZONA 407 407 407
ARKANSAS 92 171 132
CALIFORNIA 2.555 2.261 11,831 3.051 2.715
COLORADO 200 150 200 35
CONNECTICUT 15
DELAWARE 280 303 170
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA .Z4 24 24
FLORIDA 2.147 2,531 1.697 58 65
GEORGIA 1.500 1,700 1.300 100 200 300
GUAM
HAWAII 20
IDAHO 124 124 124 13 13
ILLINOIS 50
INDIANA 150 150
IOWA 1.100 1.100 1.100
KANSAS
KENTUCKY 650 650 650
LOUISIANA 1.204 1.025 1,362 306 314 Sell
MAINE
MARYLAND 1,121 1.107 839 1-rt 222 177
MASSACHUSETTS 500
MICHIGAN 220 220 25 25
MINNESOTA 65 65
MISSISSIPPI 100 100
MISSOURI 118 f209 179
MONTANA'
NEBRASKA 125
NEVADA 250 50
NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY 1.140 721 1,140
NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK 500 750 0
NORTH CAROLINA 150 150 150 10°- 100
NORTH DAKOTA 9 33
OHIO 0 93 0
OKLAHOMA 1.115 1.116 1,115 3.000 3.000
OREGON 12
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO RICO 130 130 - 35
RHOOt ISLAND 47 47 47
SOUTH CAROLINA -. - 100
SOUTH DAKOTA 75 10 50 -

TENNESSEE 1,665 1,565 1.392 60 86 123
.TEXAS -

-

UTAH 541 542 570 29 119 29
VERMONT 61 si 61 -

VIRGINIA 1.437 892 1,349 223 550 253
-VIRGIN ISLANDS 18 18 18 10 10 10
WASHINGTON, 298 279 279 97 134 152
WEST VIRGINIA - 826 -

WISCONSIN
VYOMING 25 79 25 25
AMERICAN SAMOA 5 9 5 , 0 0 0
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 98 92 228 26 24 24
TRUST TERRITORIES - 30 -

NORTHERN MARIANAS

U.S. AND TERRITORIES 21.103. 18,451 14,553 12,502 9,299 8,440
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TIONUI 3.7 :CM11115195100

TRAINING AND DISSEMINATION ACTIVITIES.
me MISS P2846010 SY STATES.

OS ALHOOL VIA* 1171-79

STAYS

ALAMO* i

ALASKA
AG I IONA

*MANIAS
CAL:PORN:A

_

COL9400
CSNNICTICUT
PILAW**,
DI1T0ICT Of COLUMSIA
LOSIDA
SIMI*
FAN
HadAII
10411 0

ILLINOIS
INDIANA
IOWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUtSiANA
MAINI
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSITTS
miconeam
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI°
MISSOUNf
MON1A%Av
NISSAINK
N EVADA
NIM NAMPSHIRI
MIN ASHY
NEW MIMICS
NIM YORK
H ORTH.CANOLINA
NITN DAKOTA
OHO
MOLOCH*
001,00N
PENNSYLVANIA
PUERTO RICO
ON001 ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TINNISSII
TIMS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIMOINIO
VIMOtN ISLANDS
WASHIOOTON
MST VI:4INIA

- WISCONSIN

41

SPIV% PITNOLOSISTA
. AUDIOLOSISTS

INDIVIDUAL
DIAGNOSTIC IMUCATION INSTRUCTIONAL
POOCIOUSIS PSOOSAMS PSOCIOUSIS

100 100 100
- 24 -

4 1 1

IS 84 28
1.842 1.675 1.278

TR SS 58
. .

28 $2 03
87 81 81

SSC 800 III

11$ 2 20001
. - -

85 5 10

40 40 40
300 - -

20 - 00
207 207 360

12$ 100
SI 85 SO

UM)
$5 1 VIII

00
482

.

1

422 244 , 166
.

-
. 125

. 165
. .

- - -
. . -

.

Sos

. -

310 117 731

-

100 100 SO
10 10 10

SO 84 41

250 25$
20

1.21 ) 1.221 1.221

- 47 -

- -

SO 76 20
317 371 211

SO $10
84 14 Ii

45 123 46
265 464 366

5 5 6
297 178 106

- 65 66
-

-

0 1 0
18 21 17

1

-

8,006 1.442 7.117

INDIVIDUAL
EDUCATION
PROGRAMS

SOO
27
15

° 12
947-

.

.

SS
200
OS
100

29

110
1,00$

IS
217

260
ISO

387
-

150

150
-

800
100
67
0

1,480
130
634

-

41

500
50
271
100

1

25
573
20
to
-

-

36
0
54

9.318

PHYSICAL SOUCATOGS

INSTRUCTIONAL IMP'IMINTATION
PROCIOUSIS OP ..4. 24-142e

SOO 0
26
15 15

29 12

821 .

45
. .

71 71

800 200
188 .

117
200 126

.

-
.

II OS
-

.. 400

20

,

120 120

443 261

284 213
.

260
820 250

.

808 322
100 100

.

150 150
-

60 150

100 100
13

0 0
1,450 1.450

- 160 '

100
- -

41 41

$00 500
20 50

187 230
-

3 1

25 25
751 996
40 20
44 26
-

-

0 0
64 64

-

7,718 7.434

f36WYOMING

CAN IAMOARI
OP INDIAN APPATIS

'V IT 71241TOGIIS
NOM MARIANAS

U.S. ANO T/581705111
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TAWAS D - 3.7 O(bntinUed)

TRAINING ALJ DISSEMINATION ACTIVITIES.
THAT WERE PROJECTED BY STATE %.

FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1278-78

ob

/
STATE

+--- PSYCHOLOGISTS /DIAGNOSTIC STAFF.

INDIVIDUAL
* OIAGNOSTIC EDUCATION NONOISC010-
ACCEDURIS PROGRAMS INATORY TESTING

IOAST
RESTRICTIVE
ENVIRONMENT

SUPERVISORS

INDIVIDUAL
EDUCATION IMPLEMENTATION
PROGRAMS OP P.L. 94-142

ALABAMA 230 200 200 0 0 100
ALASKA - - 21 911
ARIZONA IS IS if - -
ARKANSAS II . 6 5 17 15 17
CALIFORNIA 1.684 1.571 - 474 465 -

tOORADO / 45 45 50 50 50
CONECTICUT 20 0 - - - -

DELAWARE SO 58 56 . 77 33 55
DISTRICT rIF COLUMBIA 153 153 46 46 46
FLO8ID0 240 ' 175 194 389 468 507
610001A SO, 80 60 1.200 125 125
GUAM -111 - - - -
HAWAII 40 10 90 10 10
IDAHO 39 ' 30 35 95 55 55
ILLINOIS 100 ISO - 100
INDIANA 75C -. 100 - -

IOWA 261 210 210 351 351 351
KANSAS 20 90 80 10 -
KENTUCKY 611 is 65 - - 181
LOUISIANA ISO 142 144 426 435 454
MAINE 30 - 20 50
MARYLAND 160 114 148 464 410 477
MASSACHUSETTS - - 440
MICHIGAN , 129 129 300 300 300
-MINNESOTA 90 60 50 290 250 250
MISSISSIPPI - - -

MISSOURI 325 307 311 119 136 135
MONTANA 80 SO 80 40 40 40
NEBRASKA 121 - - - - so
NEVADA SO
NEW HAMPSHIRE -

NEW JERSEY 712 611 752 200 200 200
NEW MEXICO .

- - -

14EW'Y - 60 275 - - -

NORTH CAROLINA 200 200 200 149 145 145
NORTH DAKOTA 15 16 13 - -

OHIO. 920 120 120 295 255 295
OKLAHOMA 400 400 400 41 41 41
OREGON 110 4 100 117 116 110
PENNSYLVANTA 100 100 100 407 407 407
PUERTO RICO 38 - 38 - -

MOH ISLAND 60 60 51 - - 23
SOUTH CAROLINA 442 442 442 100 100 100
SOUTH DAKOTA S S 5 S 5
TENNESSEE 141 97 95 171 198 202
TEXAS SOO 000 600 750 750
UTAH 118 44 63 21 32 32
VERMONT - 67 67 67
VIRGINIA' 221 272 211 I . 001P 2.058 2.704
VIRGIN ISLANDS 16 IS 18 7 7 7
WASHINGTON 182 180 168 26 24 '26
WEST VIRGINIA 55 - 20

,..a
- -

WISCONSIN - - -

WYOMING 20 32 32 24 24 24
AMERICAN SAMOA 3 3 3 2 3 3
SUR. OF MINN OFAMS
TRUST TERRITORIES

32
-

20
-

/tm

-

204
-

66 82

NORTHERN MARIANAS -

U.S. AND TERRITORIES 6.675 7.715 7.115 8.427 8.369 7.726
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STATE

TMLE D 3.7 (DontimmA01)

TRAINING AND DISSEMINATION ACTIVITIES.
THAT WERE PROJECTED eV STATES.

FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1978-79

+-OTHER NON - INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF-. VOCATIONAL EDUCATORS

INDIVIDUAL LEAST INDIVIDUAL LEAST

EDUCATION PROCEDURAL RESTRICTIVE EDUCATION INSTRUCTIONAL RESTRICTIVE.

PROGRAMS SAFEGUARDS ENVIRONMENT PROGRAMS PROCEDURES ENVIRONMENT

ALABAMA - SO SO 0

ALASKA If

ARIZONA - - - -
-

ARKANSAS 8 15 4 7 11
-

CALIFORNIA 3.434 3.829 2.898 828 fie 497

COLORADO -
. - - -

CONNECTICUT
- 35

DELAWARE 55, 28 28

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
102 - -

FLORIDA 45 25 146 180 III

GEORGIA 525 300 275 MO 225

JAN
- -

HAWAII
-

IDAHO
31 111 31

ILLINOIS 150 190 40

INDIANA
25

IOWA - 100 26 26 26

KANSAS 50 25

KENTUCKY - - - - -

LOUISIANA 679 772 304 390 320 362

MAINE - - - -

MARYLAND 54 57 22 708 738 678

MASSACHUSETTS - - - -

MICHIGAN 130 130 130 SO SO

MINNESOTA - - - 90 90

MISSISSIPPI
-

MISSOURI
478 539 449

MONTANA
-

NEBRASKA
-

NEVADA
150 150 150

NEW HAMPSHIRE
-

NEW JERSEY 70 70 82 50 62

NEW MEXICO .

NEW YORK
500 - -

NORTH CAROLINA - 40 40 40

NORTH DAKOTA - 6 17 6

OHIO - 0 0 -

OKLAHOMA 264 91 Si 91

OREGON 62 - 88 30 - 30

PENNSYLVANIA 59 59 30 000 600 600

PUERTO RICO - -
- -

RHODE ISLAND -
- 50 50

SOUTH CAROLINA 70 70 70 . 53 53 53

SOUTH DAKOTA
5 5

TENNESSEE 20 29 21 206 357 322

TEXAS 446 300 - -

UTAH 231 231 231 7 7 7

VERMONT
44 44 44

VIRGINIA 205 182 152 799 981 718

VIRGIN ISLANDS 20 20 20 20 20 20

WASHINGTON 67 SO 46 116 34 110

WEST VIRGINIA
-

WISCONSIN 40 -
10

WYOMING -

AMERICAN SAMOA 1 1 1 3 3 3

SUM. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 106 '148 148 9 4 8

TRUST TERRITORIES -
-

NORTHERN MARIANAS -

U.S. AND TERRITORIES 6.755 6.048 4.424 6.138 5.512 4.833
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Notta to Table D - 3.7

Source: Table 5, State Annual Program Plans for
FY 79. A dash generally indicates that the
data mere not available to the States.

1. Montana reported a combined count for special
class teachers, resource room teachers, itinerant/
consulting teachers, recreational therapists,
speech pathologists, audiologists, school social
workers and volunteers. The combined count is
reported under special class teachers. Dashes
appear in the other columns.

2. Virginia reported a combined count for
administrators and supervisors. The combined
count is reported under supervisors; a dash is
placed in the administrators column.
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