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‘The Summer Work Group on Spccxal Educatxon Fundmg is pIcascd to prcscnt this r:port
_ ﬁndmg,s of issues, ralat::d to the special cducanon componcnts of the CEE"A. Our group

met thrbughout Iuly “and August. ‘On August 2. we met with members‘of the LEE group, | ‘the,
ovxdcrs and advccatcs. We

P ‘éastaig(i'oahtmn, and a coalmon of spécial € cducaucm pro "
“fai'o' ided by the

ttr:n ngnm&x;té from many i ‘individuals and gmups 28 well as data

e

mbc

o the existing su'ucturc of CEIFA. In

' and :ecommcndat:ons are confined t
‘ bchcvc these recommendations; if accepted, will resultin 2 more effective means of
implementing state policy through funding, Ifyouhaveany qucsnons, or msh to dmcuss any of

- thcsc ﬁndmgs or recommendatlons plcasc do not hes;tatc to contact me.

i Each of us apprecxate your comnutmant to the mprovcment of the speczal educanon '
dcthry systom and your askmg us to assist in this unportant cndcavor :
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ons of the Commlsswner S
Specral Educatlon |

' Report and Recommendan

‘Summer, Work Group
L ber 10,:1999
Act (CEIFA) was enacted .

e Educational Improvement'and Frnancrng
n in New Jersey. During the past |

method of ﬁ.mdmg public educatio -
rns have been raised about specrﬁc provrsrons of the h

“Act and, the implementation procedures In the spring of 1999 Commissioner David Hespe . =

: ppomted a summer work group 10 examme CEIFA from the perspectwe ofthefield - =

practttioner The summer work group ‘was divided into four sub-committees t0 study specific. T

areas of concem pupri transportatlon spec:al educatlon the abthty to pay provrszons and o

stabilization axd ;. SR >
The Specral Educataon subﬁcommrttee has prepared the followmg report and
mittee met six times at the Department of Education, which

... recommendations. This sub-com

>, also included one public hearmg Members of the sub commrttee appomted by the
Commrssroner include; - _
' -";Mark Stanwco
At!armc County

J

prehensty

6 to estabhsh a new
three years ‘of rmpiementatlon  several conce

n 199

d, (Charrman) Supenntendent

Speczal Services Schoot District

i, Supermtendent

Pubhc School DlStrlCt'
‘ntende

: Brrck Townstup

o R )

d smkle;f lep ehool & v
R dPuhIlc SchOOl D e

: Department of Education staﬁ’ to the sub-committee included: "+
T e . Jim Hager, Gloucester County School Busmess Admxmstrator .

*' NJ Department of Education ’ _
- Yut'se Thomas, Division of Flnaﬁce o w . |
,,_NI Department of Education . AL N RN et

Barbara Gantwerk, Office of Specral Educatxon ‘ g UCEINE
NI Department of Education” - :

: ec1al educatron programs has been plagued with difficulties from its
'mceptxon in thé 1960 s The clear intent of the New J ersey Legislature over the years has been
‘for the state o pay the addrt:onal costs of education of a disabled pupil, beyond that which is -

_ spent for a regular education program. . Thls policy has been predicated up%mhtyoﬁﬁe e

state to determine both the actual costs of re gular education and the excess COsts of special "

; _ducatron ~The historical record of the funding of special education has been theoretically fyand :
tngc:turally desxgned to provide local school districts with state aid to account for the educatron
costs above and beyond regul rities and fiscal =

ar education. The realities of state budget prio
: pohmes have left a percewe

The funding of sp

d gap between the actual costs and the aid prov:ded by the state.”

-






ed by numerous court

ired school districts to provide programs and services to the disabled,
funding was available. Anecdotal reports have suggested _‘-; L
districts either limiting or reducing S

es resultmg in “school
ease local tax levxes to raise ﬁmds that were

ate and federal govemment

New Iorsey Pansh, Chambers and Guarino (f99§) teport
ited States have either made, or are senously cons1dermg

Nonetheless state and federal special education regulations, back

detemunatxons have requi
_whether or not adequate state or federal

tenision on the education dollar sometime
“fesources for regular “‘school programs or to incr
”phxloso;ahxcally an xpressed obhgatzon of the st

his dﬂemma is not umque to

.: T
rnore : than half of the states in the Uni
changes to thexr fundmg mechamsms for spec1a1 educatxon semces (p 89) L |
its ﬁsca.l support for speclal educataon w;th the same T
s that are boyond the '-

SCWICB

The current CEIFA Iaw has def ned
of specta | education programs and

nl e omm:tment fo fund those costs
" costs of reguiar education. The law estabhshes ‘four levels or tiers of service delwery to the -
disabled and differentially funds those four tiers. Legislative hearings as well as the sub-
:nforced with local district data, the widely held behef that the

committee's owWn hearing rel

_ CEIFA taers one, th:eo and four were underﬁmdcd
omrmttee on spectal educat:on met and dxscussed

ommendatlons RO

-] It is from thss perspectwe that the sub~c
The following fi ndings and rec
Thesub-"7 /.~ = '

1ssueshre1ated to CEIFA and special education.
sub committee {0 the Comm:ssmner of Educatzon. .Thes
s

constitute the r report of the
S the wﬂhngness of the Comm:ssmner to exammc the
) nd

mimttee groatny appreua 1!
the, eyes ‘of ﬁold practttxoners and to recewe theu’ &

‘throgh
;&fn"\- e, R B e
recommendauons "for.improvement
iy
. R, uw*
e 16 fund thea additlonai cost:

!--. J. P e
L5

essentlal thata systernatzc analysss of th&se costs be conducted 5
d that the Bzenmai Report ‘would bea mechamsrn 10 prov:de them E
body of data ‘which would thon inform appropriate adjustments to
s no evidence that the first Btenmal Report included such 2
¢ Biennial Report

ly held opmxon “of this committee that th
tual costs associated with -

analysxs of the ac
This study wouid be used to determine cost -
expendstures for 'I‘lers I throuoh IV This *
idered by thls sub~ ommxttee to be an ;
cation fundmg issue.: The data and
ipletely tc t0°

pectal educauon, xt 15
'Ihe Leg:slature intende
and the public with this
the tiers. Unfor‘tunately there i
T study. Therefore, it is the strong
_.; for the year 2000 must include a systemauc

.- the provts:on of speciai education services.
. factors which represent the actual addxtlonal

7 analysis hasnot prevrously been done and is const

'bsoluteiy essentlal step in addressmg the spemal edu
| Report studies ‘must be dxsc!osed prornptly and com
ure the integrity of the process

* findings of these Biennia
media and the public in order to assu
tee would also like to pomt out

" the Legislature, news m
the conclusions. The sub-commxt
siudy in order to o

:-"*:and instill confidence in
that the Department “of Education must 1 _m_m_g____chatdy initiate this cost
2000 (due ] March 15, 2000).

> timeline requxrements of the Bxenma! Report

mediate adjus’ tment to'sele

a more im :
d by a

however is convmced that

tier cost allocations must be taken. Local school district expend:ture data “collecte

" coalition of educational assaciations and presented to the legislature. and this sub- .
commxttee as well as specuﬁc school district data prcpared by members of the sub-"

Toé sub-committee,






- comm:ttee present compelling evidence that the funding of Tier I and Tier III have been
s;gmﬁcantly understated. The underfunding of these two tiers cannot await the results of 3

“the Bienmal Repor‘t study and need to be addressed in this fiscal year to ensure . P
hese pupils. Specifically, t the sub-committee " R

Fappropriate programs and setvices for t B
récommends ‘that Tier I be increased from $300 to $500 to more closely approximate the - :
actual costs for these services.’ Further the sub-commxttee recommends that Tier III be g
ised by the Consumer Price Index -~ ~

réturied to 'the 1998-1999 level of §6,104 and increa Gl
(CPI) :These mmlmal steps should be undertaken 1mmed1ately by the Commxsszoner and RS
IegiSIsture The almost $2, 000 reduction of Tier III was 1mp1emented without any

- research, analysis or data to support such a 'dramatic turnaround in the state's commitment .
'to these disabled pupils. There have been numerous times when the state has "frozen" its
support, of the disabled but this is the first time’ such a severe reduction was made, and -
done so without any presentmg rationale. At 2 time when state and federal recrulatlons
coupleti with the accelerating costs of court determinations, are significantly increasing

" the costs of disabled programs and semces the sub-committee has concluded that

jate remedy as descnbed above, 1s warranted and necessary.

el

1mmed

ublic hearmg and the unanimous opinion and expenence of the sub-

A 37'- Testnmony atthe’ P

R committee members confirm that child study teams perform a vast majority of their time

- ~+7 inthe area of spec:al education. The sub- coinmittee recommends that the Department of
centage ‘of time allocated by ¢ child study teamsto.

Edueatton conduct a study of the per
: versus spex:ia‘ EdPE%E and estabhsh m Bienmal Report 2000 N

The CEIFA provides : additionat aid o local school distric
osts/excesswe numbers" essomated ‘with special education (sectlon 19b). In order 16
2 quahfy for this additional aid focal districts must apply to the Commlssnonei‘ and present AT
supportma information regardmg costs in excess of $40, 000 per - pupil and/or an excessxve v
. and unanticipated growth in disabled pupil ‘enroliments. The sub- committee believes that
the Department | of Educatxon s lmplementauon of this provision has frustrated the '
' legislative ! intent by being overly 1 restnctwe The Department ¢ of Education data ipdicates -
““ that most applications were re}ected as shovn by the low ratio of awards to applicants  ~ W

(about 1:5). The major redson why so many apphcanons were rejected was due to the
. Department's use of fiscal impact critéria.’; This sub- commxttee recommends that fiscal
need, ab:hty to pay or estimated surplus not be used asa critéria ‘when, 1mp1ementmg this
rovision. “The criteria that the Depaﬂment does use for awardmg these extraordmary

P .
costs should be clearly articulated in State Board rules. Further, since the system cannot
simply fund all extraordinary cost requests ‘the C%Mgmzes the need fort zhe

Department of Educataon to deveiop “{egulatnons and policies that seek | to restram the
i ghef’leveT“co's‘ts of out-of-dz, t, private sector placements Sgegxﬁcaliy, pnvate

schools serving disabled. chxld N, funded with public tax dollars should be subject tot he

same. accouutabzhty structures as pubhc schools Examples include 1mpIementat:on of

- Department 'Educati GAAP accounting software, tuition calculahons and
: ad;ustments school report cards cornparatwe spendmg gu:des and the Quahty







a4

ort. Thls isa necessary corollary to the Cornmrttee 5

Assurance Annual Rep
Iude ﬁsoal :mpact data ﬁom ‘this provision..

X recommendatlon to exc

About 15 000 dlsabled chridren are currentiy placed out-of-district.. These puplls often

"reqotre spec:altzed programs and services not available in the home district.. However
many districts report that there is  insufficient spacelareas for such puptls due to 2 fack of
The sub-committee urges the Comrmssroner

‘appropriate. facilities in the Home district. :
'and Legislature to mclude a provision in the proposed school faczhties legislation, whreh
‘gives’ spec;al atfention to the needs of disabled pupils. Durinig the course of our hearing *.

- and discussions about the high cost of special education, it became quite clear that local
districts often place. disabled pupils out of district because there is not adequate space for
" them in the home school. - In the long run adequate local facilities will save a great deal of
-- local and state tax dollars now going for these out- of district placements The Commrttee

recommends that the new facxhties proposal mclude the f'oliowmg provrszons

/

e That IocaI drstrlcts can app!y to a spec:al educat:on facrhtres ﬁJnd for
" supplemental debt service aid to support the expansion of school buildings
T which would allow districts with large em‘ollments to "brmg home“ pupxls
heson Dsil L who are currently in out of district placements. ' =
".".That special debt service aid be ‘made available to "partnershlps" of local

districts and Educatronal Service Commissions, County Special Service
sohool fac:htte ocated on local district sites.”

Sohool Dlstncts for addruonal
nly 2 few such pfacernents to

L SN

ed by coonty/regaonal

stimo; 1y T g'ardtng ‘the inadequacy of the spema

educatlon Tiér ‘definitions and the cniteria used o determme Tier IV state support ‘We ',
stroncr!y recommend that thé Department of Edueatlon  and/or Legslature engage in the” .
. public development ‘f revised criteria and definitions either ‘through legislation or State / S
S Board of Education regulatlons The final adoption of revised definitions and cnterla '
RPN shouid coincide with the cost studies for the Blenmal Report for the year 2000 and

therefore work should begm 1mmed1ately R

Pubhc test:mony frequently cited fiscal tension for local school d:smcts to adequately

1 fund the needs of general educatron and those of spec1al ‘education; often pitting one -, '
obhgatxon agamst the other The Comrmttee Tecognizes that school districts must
aepommodate spec:a! educatron regulatrons "and policies, both state and federat wh:oh ¥
“ serve to make potent:ally infinité demands on 2 finite budget. Further, this finite budget is ¢
hrr_uted by 2 annual, state imposed spending growth | limitations (budget caps) which serve B
'r'o'exacerbate the stréss between general and special education fisca} decisions.” o
Therefore the sub-committee | reoommends ‘that mandated special education expendrtures -

be removed from the budget’ growth lrmltat:ons (caps). The schiool district can neither.” "~
control reduce not eliminate these expendltures specifi 1cally requ:red by state and federal 7.
pohcies and must, therefore, meet the budget caps at the expense of regular education S

programs. .The state pohcy of budget containment would stdl be enforced onthe "
: remarnmg budget mmus mandatory specxal education costs. |







“. . The sub-committee recommends that the Department of Education remove the current

. cdp on the perceptually impaired (PI). Cognizant of the state's policy to reduce what it -
Considers to be extraordinary numbers of these pupils, the sub-committee recommends
that the Department monitor all local school districts for PI counts that exceed normal . -
sanges and work with those districts 10 assure that the identification, programs and o

~vices for these pupils are appropriate. —* -

servi
.;.-.Tﬁév_sff;b-k:ommittée'facbgnizes that even if all of its fecdmiﬁéndqtioﬁs'ar'e"adopied; rising’
" costs 'of special education can likely continue. Therefore, as many other agencies and
. .~ groups have done, we recommend that special education cost containment can and must -
- be stabilized through district sharing and consolidation of programs and services. Several BT
o . - regional delivery systems (Educational Service Commissions, County Special Services
7" chool Districts) have been established in statuté to foster such sharing and, at the request. .
"'of local districts, to provide programs and services on a voluntary basis. The sub- S
" committee recommends that the Commissioner, State Board of Education and the
Legislature take affirmative steps to adopt state policies, which encourage sharing, and
- provide ongoing i ncentives to accomplish this end. These policies should support the
concept of a continuum of program options and encourage placement of pupils with
¢ environment, Itis particularly important that regional - .o
to assist the development of programs within the regular Vo

Départments of Education
T n e b M T T L 5 LY -
less restr . and regular education environments, Both
St S TS DR Tl R T T T i e e T ;'"1';'?2‘?3‘3:“-"'1'”‘{-':-‘?.‘.',..-';.’ LS i

have structired their funding policies, 1n part; toward this

Sl HoWever: it is the belief of this sub-committee that many school districts are gautiou
“ill prepared to extend programs ‘and services to pupils with sevére and complex’

- disabilities. Thefefore, the Department should engage in an extensive and positive’

program of training and te '

chnical assistance to local districts in order to build sucha’

capacity. It is essential that this program is not guided by threat and enforcement . " 7
" procedures but, rather, viewed as a collaborative effort to meet the desired objectives.
- The subcommittee recommends that the Depariment of Education convene an ongoing . .7

~ advisory committée made up of public school district practitioners t6 advise the- " 7 |
. Department on training and technical assistance strategies for this purpose. The'.
“ Depatment should also collect and make public data, which identifies desired "

" eheational outcormes, actual costs and placement options

P

_educatio r  Costs and placement options fof Sevefely disabled pupis:
" Using standard measures of success, programs representing the full continuum of ~ 77 =7 T
- placement options could be identified and incentives for replication made available.’ " S

] a'ss'andra M Guan no. (‘l_?9-8_) .‘ F undmg Specral Educatwn .
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