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INTRODUCTION

The cornerstone of the Pennsyl\vania public education system is local
confrol of schools. The system is” based on the premise that commupities

. know what 'is best for their schools and that the responsibility for
‘»educating. children involves a partnership between: state and local

" governments. )
. . «
The state does, .in fact, have important constitutional ob\ligations for
N the education of cl)ilaren. But too often the authority of local o6fficials
has beewr eroded by a delugJ of regulations, mandates and other brders from
the state and federal governments. And categorical funding has left school
e ?officials without the flexibtlity they need to carry out their community's
pr'ior-itikes. N\

. h Y
fﬁe aim éf this administration.is to move as quickly as possible from a
stance of, regulating and monitoring to one of providing technical assistance
and guidance to locdal school districts faced with increasing policy making
|\ responsibilities. . W s ) "

- Any effective and responsible program whith has‘ as .its afm returning
decision making* authofitj to the loeal level must have two components:;

flexible funding and a‘g?duction in strings attached to dollars.

J . A .

- This administration. proposes to begin working toward ‘both components
this . year by putting most new state dollars for basic. education into a
Local Education BIock, Grant and -undertaking specific initiatives to alter

j, or eliminate the most burdex?‘me mandates 'identificta_d by school officials

across, Pennsylvania.

e

.
~

N * The program outlini here 'is a beginnihg, a transition' to a "more

e . comprehensive and flexible“program. The concept of returning dollars and
‘ decision making authority to-the local level is a right concept. 'And we

> - must move in. that direction with the resources.we do have. ) g

e =

. . ) . ‘- - .
] _ Our program has two parfst one is kudgetary and the other sets out
changes we will seek in law, regulation, arnd administrative practice which
. will begin to 1loosen the' mandate constraints which now hamper decision
- making at, the local level. . ' .-
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I. LGCAL EDUCATION BLOCK GRANT

-
s

. - t oo
. We propose to put $127 million into a single new line ‘item called the
Local ‘E‘ducation Block Grant. ‘
- . The creation of this line item*is intended to be a transition to a
: more comprehensive system of flexible' school funding in the yedrs ahead.

P

N, This proposal would create a base of increased financial suppott for
every .gchool district in the-Comfionwealth. These new dollars would be dis-
tributed using tHe basic instruction subsidy formula, the most eqatable

last.year;. every district would get more.

s A school district would be able .to use its consolidated money to pay
for increasés in ‘the cost of any of 12 basic education programs. including
basic instruction, special education, vocational education, transportation,
school efiployes' social security and 'retirement, authority rentals, home-
bound instruction, payments in lieu of taxes and apﬁroved private schools
and programs for migrant, dhildren and the disadvantaged ¢

In addition, we propose to put funding of vocational technical schools
on a current year basis. The state will no longer ‘make advance payments_ for

quent year, as is currently the practice. School districts wilh\ pay voca-

: tional technical schools directly for their students. T

- 3 * ]
’ By ‘this' change, we ‘pare away anothe?: level of -bureaucracy from the

_ administration of vocational ‘educat: on “in the Commonwealth, and give dis~

- tE¥icts direc,‘t\/ontrol over the. pro ams Jin which they ‘.participate’.

Lo ’ ) “ » i 3 ‘Y

II. THE REDUCTION oF MANDATES _ v ST
° ‘ The reduction of mandates and regulations is being. discussed at all
levels of "government. Thq‘Thornburgh administration, in fact, began talking

concept rose to “the top of the Federal goVernment 8 agenda. Based on the
belief that the level of government closest to‘ the people 'is best equipped
to make decigions ‘ofi matters that affect the daily livés of citizens, ‘the
» administration has worked hard to contain the 'growth of state: government and

Y

< " enhance .the flexibility and the responsibility of. local government. -

L i Problems Identified by School Administrators ©r

A
~

%

-

To ' shed more ,light on the spécific problens educators have, ‘apd .to
help redefine the role of the state in the administration ‘of education, the
Pennsylvania Department of Education and the Governor's Office of Policy
and Planning embarked ont two major projécts to pinp%in-t\ ways to returm. -
decision making" authority to local 5chool districts. . 4.

system available to us. No school district would get less money than it got.

Vo-tech Schools in one year and then Tecover those payments in the\ysnbse-'

\vabout providing more flexibility to local governments long befor® this.

I
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1 In 1979, the PDE conducted the State Board Regulati\ons €ost Stpdy in -
~ which a sample of 275 school superin\teﬁdents ratéd ‘the cost and restric—

tiveness of regulations. The chief school aduiinistrators of Pennsylvania
told us whicéh regulations’ they felt were too expensive and unnecessary for

. the\,effective operation of their schools. . :
- /
Ins 198].,, the PDE surveyed school board presidents asking them to
describ€ the state mandates that most limited their boards' discretion in ~
. © ‘managing their schools. .
' '/ \ L] ° 'Q.

That same year a group of school s\perintendents from the northeastern
) section of the -Commonwealth prepared " a’ report called 'Public ScRpol )
. Concerns.” . It reviewed burdensome state mandates which circumscribed the ¥
decision making power of school administrators. This list Was added to the
- \‘\ .areas of concern identified in the surveys. .
) A detailed analysis revealed a dramatic consensus. From more than 50
state mandates, 21 emerged as potential areas for change--cfange that would,
reduce administrative burdens. and increase flexibility without adversely -
affectmg school programming for students. The administrators and board_
presidents told us these mandates conflicted with the decision making rights
and -responsibilities” of local * échool officials, and interfered , with their’
, . . aBility to best manage 'their financial resources. . } N -

\ . The»task is clearly, at hand. We must stop the erosion of local
authority in our  schools. We' must ﬁulfill our ‘commitment and meet our

& obl1gation to return respons ibility “to * the grass roots of Pennsy lvania. ,

% . . (‘
. N . . . .
Proposed Action - o~ o

e

C Theé Thornbulsgh Administra'tion will Pr"esent the General Assembly and .
State Board of Education with specific and immediate plans of actidn to '
o 2 . increase control and flexibility of school districts. 1In addition, the
Department of Education will take action to modify administrativp mandates
. in a nuq;ber &)f areas.. = - ) -
. c / » . . ' v . L.
'Changes are\alre.!?'t undervay. The Department of Education has repealeds’ |
- the certification requirement for part-time coaches. We have given admin- .
istrators more leeway 'in the furloughing of professional ‘staff. ~We have -
addreSsed the concerns about long-range planning requirements. To agcom-.
.plish other c.hé.nges, state mandates will have to be modified. - T, -

4 A R -~

¢ Here is a review of the. 21 mandates ‘we seek to. modify, along with
proposals for action that include legislative, regulatory and. administrative -
/ changes. : . , . .

0 3
- ) ' - ? . . . N RS
Legislative . . . . - ) Lo
1. The Procedures.for Suspension of Students . . : . -
- . .
. Mandate: = The Public School .Code * authorizes local school disfricts 6
¢ adopt policigs .on student conduct, but current 'state regulations
. ] ‘'specify detailed “ptocedures’ for ,formal due process hearings for - .
i . +. ' Stidents accused of misconddct. ' ’




Problem: It is becoming harder and harder for school administrators to

B '4disc"ip1ine students. Required, procedures, have become "legalistic" and
. > complicated. Many, school officials feel the costs of formal hearings
' r: are exhorbitant and unnecessary. S
'Recomm;ndation: Local school distficts' should be allowed t6 establish
. their own procedures to handle school discipline. The length of
a i * suspensions, the types of penalties appropriate 'for various offenses,
' and the formality or inforg;ality of hearings should be a matter of
local® policy, not state law. School districts have an obligation to-

o provide students with due process but the state ‘does not have to spell
~ out deta}led\ prpcedures. For instance, a district should have the
option of using a hearing officer, such as a school administrator,
instead of a nine member school ‘board for ra student hearing. The
School Code should ohly require that school districts adopt a policy on
discipline ‘procedures:; The PDE should issue guidelines to help local

- officials develop poljcies. that are consistent with the U.S. Supreme
’ Court's rulings on, student rights. v r
. - . ) .
2. Furlough of Professiqnal Employes for Economic'Reasons ‘ ..
14 - - 3 * » ] . -
. - Mandate:, The School Code prevents school” boards from furloughing
’ professional employes for economic reasons. .
" .. Problem: *»Taxpayers are becoming 1ncreasing1y vocal about* governinent
. spending cuts.’ Citizeds want local school boards to "trim the
.. . - budget...do ‘moré With leés." Current law permits staff reductions for
— . several reasons, but lack of funds~'is not one of them. .School® "
officials have too little f,lexibility to reduce staff to achieve needed
. .economies. . . .- . ”/ <

~ . -

,. school- officials to .furlough professional employes to achieve needed
economies. We believe local school officials’ will responsibly review
program consequences as well as ‘.ﬁiscal advantages wvhen making furlough
,  decisions. Sghool managers must be free to manage their staffs if they
".are to be able. to manage their budgets. .

S & 50 .
0"

3. School Census. and Related.EnI\Jllment Reports
1 ) o . ) - Tb . .
Mandate:: . - Currgnt s'tate 182 contains specific requirements for
“districts to issue ‘reports on residency, attendance, enrollment.s and

withdrawa ls . .. . . .

- . » [ o®

~

. +

‘ Problem. School officials have complained that compiling demographic

information about children from birth to 18 §ears at least once every e
< three years is a cos\tly ‘and time consunfing 'process that results in

information of quest:ton\able utility. . 7 . -

LN ]

.Recommendation: The School Code should require districts to. develop T,
theig own procedures for collecting the information they. need to.,
enforce attendance laws in” their area, withqut mandates from the> étate.

S o R -

Recopmendation: * The School Code should be” changed to enable local ..

-

“

.

.




3

Special Instruction for,Students'Whose°Dominant

Language is not English

—

t . —
Mandate: State requirements for special instruction for students who

are not proficiert in English extend beyond federal requirements. Each
child must be offered a bilingual/bicultural program and/or an Engl;sh
as a Second Language program.

Problem: These programs are costly, éspecially when'school districts

have wvery few studénts who share a single ﬁ‘tive language, other than
English. .

_ _ ¢ .

Recommendation: Language in the proposed: new School Code should be

amended to specify that children whose dominant language 1s not English
should be provided assistance. by the school distfict. This aid should
insure that the .students benefit from the instruction they receive and
progtress effectively through the school system. This is their right:
under the federal civil rights law. The Code should leave the nature
of the program to the best judgment of district officials, as long as
they can demonstrate that the children are not being left to "sink or
swim" in the classroom. The PDE 5hould provide technical assistance to

'help districts "find cost effective ways to provide these programs. N

@
.

Duplication of Employe Hearing Rights -

Mandate: Current law allows school district empleyes Who are demoted

dismissed or furloughed to appeal the action through.several routes of

possible redress at the same time. »

-

Problem: Employes have both collective bargaining rights and protec;

tion ‘'under the School Code. Therefore, they have duplication'of rights
to appeal job loss or demotion. They may under the School Code appeal

. a school board decision. of demotion ar dismissal to .the Secretary and

then to the Commonwealth Court and °at" ‘the same time’ initiate a
grievéhce procedure winding up in arbitration with the right to appeal

~ avenue. It should ;li minate duplication of rights.

in Commonwealth Court. - . . e,

- ¢ — _
Recommendation: The School Code should be . amgnded to require the
aggrieved teacher to- chodse ‘one course of appeal, ndt both avenues

simultaneously. The legislation should not’ remove the right to’ eit?er

v,

Transportation of Nomublic School Students s

Mandate: Current law requires sc¢hGol *boards to make "identical pro-
vision for the free transportation" of nonpublic school students when
trangportation for public school students is provided. Transportatibn
must be provided to nonpublic schoolirwithin the distriet boundaries ,ar

.outside’ district” boyndaries at a distance not excee€ding ten miles by

the ‘nearest public highway. .

. Lot - .
P . N * .
* . o . 2
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The obligation to transport nonpublic students, even'when the

" distance from a child's home to his school means an unreasonably long

cross-district bus trip for a single student, requires a disprépor-

tionate expenditure of transportation budgets on a small percentage of
residents. 0 a .

Recommendation:~ The School®Code should be appropriately amended to

- + reduce the costs of transporting nonpublic school students under some

circumstances. For example, out-of-state busing should be eliminated

altogether.  School districts should work with nonpublic schools to

develop a common calendar. The PDE will invite representatives of

nonpublic schools to discuss thé most appropriate ways to establish

mileage and boundary requirements for nonpublic school transportation.,
These actions are pecessary to reduce excessive costs of this mandate,

while still providing an-important and necessary service to the tax-

paying parentsaand guardians of\ponpublic school students. .

. . Problem:

«

/

7. Certification¢of School Nurses and Dental Hygienists ,
N ° 1)

Mandate: Current law requires that licensed nurses and dental

hygienists obtain additional certification as educational specialists

before they can provide health services im schools.

Problem: The.required certification creates fimancial difficulties for

schools. Since certified nurses and hygieni;j; are included * *in” the
- same category as professional employes, they must be paid on’ the same’
salary scale as &eachers even ‘though they often do not have formal
teaching responsibilities. . o

Recommendation. ‘The School Code should be, amended to eliminate ‘the
requirement that school nurses and dental hygienists be certified as
educational specialists.

. -

8. Duplication of Sick Leave ,and Workmed™s Compensation )
~

injured on -the job to
s

~

Mandate: Current. la¥ entitles a teacher
workmen's compensation.as well as sick leawe.

. <

Problem: School administrators view this entitlement as a duplication
of benefits. | ) - . A
Recommendation' New’ 'legislation should . eliminate duplication of

benefits when a teacher is injured on the, job A joint ‘analysis of fhe
severad laws that are causing the conflict is planned by the PDE and

the Department of Labor and Industry -to propose the appropriate 1egis— -

lative remedy.

N

N




Regulatory

9.

10.

Ay

Intramural Physic¢al Education Pr%rams

-

o

Mandate: State Board of ‘Education - regulations require each school
district td develop and conduct an intramural activities program for
all gtudents in fourth through sixth grade and’ all secondary school
students. s
Problem: Some school officials find intramural programs a costly and
unnecessary additionr to regular rs#juired physical education programs.,

Recommendation_._ A school district should be able to decide whether or
not to 'conduct a* program of intramural physical education activities.
Districts should have the flexibility to put together any combination
of--formal, instruction, intramurals and - interscholastic athletis as
part of a planned program of physical education. They shcxula not be
" # required to offer physicil education classes to students who partigi-
pate in interscholastic sports or intramurals to students enrolled.”in
“-physical education courses. °

Masters Degree Equivalet:cy Certificate

Mandate: State board regulations Iimit.the number of in-service course
credits that a teacher ([Lcan apply toward a Master's Degree Equivalency

certificate. A certain proportion of credits applied toward that
certificate must be earned at a college or university in the content
*area of the applicant's primary teaching assignment.

¢ p

This certificate is used by a district to award salary increases for
advanced training, but it does not qualify a teacher for jobs requiring
a Master's Degree. . '

’

Problem: Local school officials 'want more control over the types of
.advanced training for teachérs that require- salary increments. -

Recommeridation: The maximum in-se‘rvice credit requirement should be
eliminated in order to recognize the .value of PDE-approved in-service
training. The: name of the certificate earned ‘through in-sekvice
training 'should be changed from .the Master's Degree Equivalency
Certificate to the Certificate of .Advanced In-service Training to
distinguish it from ‘a Master's Degree- earned at an ' institution of
higher _education. Separate systems ‘of financial incentives for
teachers who enroll in graduate training in their academic disciplines
at instiitutions of higher education and for those who *earn advanced
in-servicg .credits should be- maintained .

-
L2
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11. Required Plan for Coordination of Individual.
Pupil Personnel,Services e

Mandate: Each school district operating a pupil personnel services
prograin uired ' to develop- and submit to’ the state a plan which’
insures tB®®7guidance, health, psychological and ,social work services
are’ coordinated in order to make maximum use of" ‘the contributiens of
‘each service. . . . .

Co- L ‘ A ®
Problem: v School ,supe_rintendents\ find this ‘requirement "costly and
unnecessary., : ’ ’

®
- ) ~ ~
,
N

Recommendation: . The _regulagion requiring this plan should be
elim_inated. . ; ' . .

.
-‘ '.

12, Required Plan for Maintenance and Dissemination -.
-of Student Retcords: '

.

» A}

Mandate: Every dfstrict must have a plan for .the collection, mainte-

nance amd dissemination of student records. It must be submitted to

PDE for approval and updated‘ every three years.,” Similar federal
* legislation algo exists, but it does not require updates.

) R .

g Problem: The update requirement is unnecessary. , *
Rec'ommendation. The regulation should be changed to eliminate' the
required three year update unless Federal laws "are changed ) ‘u\‘ .

Administrative

-

"13. Classification of Gifted Children as Exceptional

‘ Mandate: School- «districts- are required " by Iaw to provide
Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) and’ hold due process hearings
when planning programs for'gifted students. A Department of Education
x - standard defines a- mentally gifted child as ope who possesses out-

’ " standing” intellectual and creative ability, the development of which

‘ requires special activities or services not ordinarily provided‘in the
» regular program. This standard also mandates that students must be

~ assigned. to a program for the gifted when they have ap IQ of 130 or

‘. . higher.

. 3
-~ < «

v .

Problem: The standard suggests that every child who has exceptil.qnal
ability should ‘receive a spectal education program. JIn fact, the needsg
« of many, highly able students can be met_through advanced courses which
are offered .as part of a district's regular instruction program. A

Recommendation: ManY highly able students' needs \\s\an be met.' withw
regular educational programming. The senflence referring to an IQ cut
off score should be made to clearly emphasize thilt special education. is
, required only when a child's outstanding-abil 's ‘cannot be developed
, in the regular program. A student who is gifted and whose needs are
adequately met by/ a diverse regulart school program does not ,necessarily

- .

R f . -7-1.0'
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15.

i °

L

5 .

. ; .
require an IEP. This change will allow parents or guardians who feel

their children's needs are not being met to have a right to due process
hearings. - . . ,

Mandated Long Range Planning,
S [ .
Mandate: School districts must submit a variety of planning documents
.to. PDE for approval. These include a long range plan and a variety of
reports for building construction and maintenance
t

’ Problem School officials 'have complained over the years that state -

requirements for "long range planning dre too complex and extensive and
that the plans are only useful to the PDE for monitoring compliance
rather than to local officials for- district management. Complaints
have focusfd on the voluminous paperwork, the’ specificity of informa-
tion requi ed, ahd PDE's authority to approve=the content of the .plans.

' Recommendation:"Virtually all of the specific-complaints have already
been addressed by PDE during the course of this‘ administration. The

. PDE has reduced 90 -pages of long range plan guidelines and instructions

to 27 .pages and 60 pages of forms to five pages.' 'The department used
to approve ‘content, but it_now only reviews plans for completeness.
While PDE used to require written programs for _all goals, it now
requires action plans only for prioritiEs establishedcat the district
evel. . .. .

~Several further modifications aimed at asing the paperwork burden are
being examined, }he PDE is considering the feasibility of‘generating
enrollment projections as d service 'to districts to further minimize
background work: for planning. The administration is recommending a
change in law so that districts would no longer be required to submit’
theit plans for building maintenance work unless structural changes' are
made. Currently ‘they must submit plans for PDE approval for project
costs that exceed $15 000. v - )
Requirements for Itinerant Special Edupation Programs and Resource W,

* Rooms * N

Mandate: Itinerant special,gducation programs must be designed for -
children expected tq spend 25; percent or less of their instructional
.time receiving special . education. Resource room programs must be

" designed for ‘children who are expected to spend 50 percent .or less of
their instructional time receiving special education. ‘

»Problem:’ s These POE standards are confusing. Both appear to apply, to
children who spend 25-'percent or less of. their instruction time
receiving special education. ,

- .

Recommendation: . The standards should specify that children who spend_
25 o 50 percent of their instruction time in special education should
be /assigned¢ to a resource rdom, and thoge who spend less than 25

' percent of instruction time in special education,shbuld be assigned ET N
itinerant programs. . ‘ "

vr-.l . 0.. 11
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16.

school library program while noncertiffed <librarians staff the\ .
elementary. school library. ' ) . ' ;
17: Certification and PDE Approval for Part Time Coaches -
Mandate: The requirement that called for certificationgﬁor part time
coaches and PDE approval for 'their hiring has been. eliminated,.
s . AN R
) -Problem. ‘School officials felt these requirements were'unnecessary.
- Recommendation: The PDE. recommended that State Board repeal these
-requirements and it did. .. .
184 Requirements For'Planned Course of Study v N
% Mandate: State:Poard regulations require school districts to organize‘
their curricula into "planped courses" that consist of .(1) statemept of -
objectives, (2). content, (3) expected levels of achievement and ~(4)
- ﬂiprocedures for the evaluation of studhnt achievement
Problem: Guidelines for preparing planned courses refer to such things
as needs assessmepts and supervisory procedures. Somie school officials
feel the guidelines-restrict curriculum ‘planning. . - °
’ - . - N ! . » " v
. Recommendation: Theé PDE will make it clear its uidelines“for needs
assegsmefit and other' procedures used to develop planhed courses " are
solely advisory. This admimistration agrees with the State Board that-
" “says- "8chool directors should hhve the greatest possible flexibility in .
curriculum planning which is consistent with quality education for
every pupil in the Commoanhlth " . , -’
. - L
19: Flexibility in Assignment, of Certified Teachers s _ .
Mandate: : The Public.School Code prohibits the assﬁgnment of teachers
to areas for which they are not properly certiﬁied . )
Wl P . S
. i ’) ) )
12
'\‘. . . ~ -~ - 4

Certification of Elementary Librarians ; ‘ ) T '

¢ »

Mandate: Regulat}ons require évery district to employ a fulls timé

certified elementary school librarian to provide ‘leadership _in the

Problem:
. certified elementary librarian.

] Recommendation

development of ‘an effective elementary library program. - . <

The regulation.applies to' even the'smallest of districts
which could conduct effective library programs without a ;fgll time

»

»

- 3

The 'PDE will waive‘the full time elementary-librarian ‘

. requirement Yor many- small districts that demonstrate " a commitment to ,

elementary - library- programs. This would give these “districts stwo
options: *'an elementary teacher who holdsgthe additIonil certification
in library $cience could supervise the liRrary program on ‘a part time
basis, or the librarian holding a _comprehensive (K-12) certificate and
working, in’ a secondary school building could supervise‘the elementary




Problem:

.

find this requirement

School ‘administrators restrictive.

20,

.They would 1ike the flexibility to assign teachers to program areas

outside their certification for at least part of the school day, 1f the
subject area is related to the area of certification.

Recommendation: Although proper certification must remain a require-

ment in order to maintain high teaching standards school administrators
should .be made aware of the existing School Code provision for
temporary waiver of certification requirements. Waivers can_ be
approved’ when an-employe has 12 semester credit hours of training in a
program area. The: PDE staff responsible for waiver approval should
recognize the need to provide flexibility to administrators at ‘a time
when scarce resources make it difficult to meet program demands, and
will use the waiver as a mechanism for providing that flexibility.

‘Problem:

Adapted Physical Educationﬁg . ) S
e 3 -
Mandate: A State Board regulation'requires each school district W

prepare a plan for adapted physical education for boys and girls who
for “physical, psychological or other reasons are unable to participate
in the regular physical education.@rogram.

E
a

School administrators find it unnecessary to prepare a full
planned program of adapted physical education in advance of any
individual student's neeéd for it. They also resist the. implication

. that they must provide physical therapy and other services.

Recommendation: The PDE should make itvtlear to school officials that

adapted activities need to be developéd only as needed for individual
children. Programs do not have to be prepared in advance.
lation should require a sensible substitute for the regular physi
education program, not a program of specializeg therapy.

Ed

Redundancy of Data Collection

Mandate:

fag o

School administrators ate asked to provide a great deal of
data to PDE on a large number of forms. ~

-~

Problem: The forms require reporting the same data numerous times.
Recommendation. -PDE4rhéas already begun ‘a three pronged effort to

eliminate redundaﬂt data collection.

]

The regu- *




