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RATIONALE FOR CHANGES IN SPECIAL EDUCATION FOUNDATION FORMULA
(March 24, 1981)

The purpose of th is correspondence is  to delineate a rationa le  for 
increased funding for special education and tie  deletion of "level of 
service" concept from the Special Education Foundation Formula.

1. This recommendation was developed and unanimously supported by
i  task force appointed by the State School Board. Tie recommendation 
is  supported by the State School Boards Association, Alaska 
Education Association, Alaska Parent/Teacher Association,
Alaska Superintendent's Associat ., Alaska Administrators of 
Special Education, and Alaska State Board of Education (see 
attach,nent A).

2. The "level of service" concept is  a deterent to provid ing a 
successful educational experience to a ce rt if ied  special 
education student for the fo llow ing reasons:

a. The foundation formula acts as a regressive influence on 
special education students by encouraging educators to 
provide more special education services rather than more 
time with their peers in the regular classroom (main- 
streaming). One of our goals in special education is  to 
mainstream a student as much as possible (no rm a lization ), 
but the foundation formula encourages ju s t the opposite 
by providing a larger reimbursement for a greater time in 
special education.

b. "Level of service" requires members of the Child Study 
Team (no less than 3) to denote the exact amount of time 
in special education. I f  these "levels" were e lim inated , 
a lo t of unnecessary paperwork co"ld be e lim inated . In 
Anchorage alone approximately 1,000 hours per year of 
paperwork could be devoted to another endeavor.

3. The present special education foundation formula does not 
provide adequate revenue to cover tl.e minimum costs that are 
necessary to provide an adequate special education prooram, 
especially in the larger d is tr ic ts . As an example, Anchoraoe 
School D is tric t w il l spend approximately SIS .3 m illio n  in 
1981/82 to assist special education students. These same 
students w il l gene-ate only $11.2 m il’(on of revenue. This 
indicates that the Anchorage taxpayers w il l have to provide 
over S7.5 m illio n  of local S u p p o r t  to assist the ir ch ildren 
(see attachment B). I f  the Special Education Foundation 
rormu!a were changeo fcr Fv 22, <‘ncnoraqe special education 
costs would approximate $20.2 m illio n  and total revenue would 
approximate S19.4 m illio n  (see attachment C). This is  equivalent 
to a local contribution of £42£ per FT£ special education 
student. These monies are needed m order to orov.ce for the 
fo llow ing services (see attachment D):



a. Diagnosis and assessment.

b. Low pupil/teacher ratios for restricted handicapped.

c. Related services.

d. More restricted h a n d i c a p D e d .

These costs do not take into consideration an estimated $2.5 
m illio n  of recommended special education add itions . These 
additions are necessary to improve the Anchorage orogram to an 
established standard (see attachment E).

S im ilar costs and rationale can be delineated for the la rger d is tr ic ts  
such as Fairbanks, Kenai, Mat-Su, Kodiak, Juneau and Ketchikan. These 
large d is tr ic ts  bear the brunt of the excess soecial education costs due 
to the reasons delineated above. These funds .vould j I so provide taxpayer 
r e l ie f .

I f  these additional funds are provided, suimer school programs for 
special education students can be adequately provided and a l l  students 
in need o. special education assistance w il l be provided an adequate 
education.

One of the greatest special education needs in the Alaska d is tr ic ts  with 
low pupil enrollments is educating a low incidence student (severely 
handicapped students such as deaf, b lin d , severe/profound, e tc .) . A 
task force appointed by the Council for the Handicapped and Gifted has 
developed a recommendation to deal with this high area of need (see 
attachment F), I f  these additional foundation monies are provided, 
adequate funds car be rechanneled to support the low incidence population 
throughout the state.
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TO: Special Education Task_Force Members

FROM: Oim E ll io t t
Acting Deputy ton 
Department of Educati

DATE: February 23, 1981

RE: Minutes and Final Report - Juneau Meeting

Please find attached the minutes and the f in a l report from the Juneau 
meetiig . Terry Coon and Tom Brown did an excellent job of presenting the 
Special Education Task Force Report to the State Board of Education. 
Following the ir presentation, the Board voted 7-C to accept the recommenda­
tions made.

The fisca l note, using the FY 81 student count, resulted in a s lig h t ly  
higher increase than that estimated from FY 80 enrollment used in making 
the f in a l report. Steve Hole's estimated cost (increase) under the new' 
formula is SI9.1 m illio n .

I want to thank each of you for your contribution to the wr-k of the Task 
Force.

Enclosures



% SPECIAL EDUCATION TASK FORCE REPORT

Background

The Special Education Task Force wa' established by the State Board at 
its  October meeting in  Glennallen, with the actual members of the group 
being named by the State Board at its  December meeting in  Anchorage.

Members of the Special Education Task Force included:

A lai re Stanton, State Board 
Barbara Block, PTA
Tom Brown, Superintendents' Association 
Sue Glocke, Health and Social Services 

Jo PafMtfr, NEA/Alaska 
Robert Greene, Alaska Association of School Boards 
Marsha Buck, Governor's Council 
Terry Coon, Special Education D irect'rs 
Steve Daeschner, Anchorage 
Senator Bettye Fahrenkamp

Two general Task Force meetings were held, one in Anchorage on December 3-4, 
1980, and the second in Juneau, February 5-6, 1981. Moreover, two sub­
committee meetings were held, one on fisca l matters and the other on grants 
for extraordinary circumstances related to special education for low incidence 
and for geographically hard-to-serve students.

Findings

The Task Force iden tif ied  the follow ing problems re lative to special education 
funding under the present system:

1. Least restric tive  environment versus present funding system 
based on percentage of d irect services;

2. Requirements of Child Find re: no funding for diagnosis and
assessment;

3. Special education funds not fo llow ing p ogram (accountability 
of special education funds);

4 . Low incidence students not adequately fundee under present 
system, which fa i ls  to recognize need for services beyond Level IV and
for lower PTR;

5. Geographically hard-to-serve not adequately funded under present 
system;

6. Related service requirements not ’•ecognizec by present system;

7. Inappropriateness of f ir s t  quarter f loor for special education
funding;



8. Need for twelve morth services for some students not recognized 
* by present funding system; anc.

9. Staff development/in-service not funded, although required .

Two proposals were put forward by the Task Force for dealing with the 
aforementioned problems. One was a proposal by Tom Brown, representing 
the superintendents, which called for:

1. E lim ination of the present 1evel/-of-service concept;

2. Counting each special education student as one FTE;

3. Use of an adjustment d iv isor for calculating the amount of 
d is t r ic t  state aid for special education pursuant to the formula:

Special Education X Instructional State Aid
Enrollment (ADM)________________________  Unit Value = fo r Special Education

Adjustment Divisor

The second proposal consisted of a grant program to deal with the low incidence 
handicapping condition. Subcommittees were established to study each of 
these two proposals.

After reviewing the reports from the two subcommittees and a fte r de liberating 
during its  two day meeting in February, the Tas^ Force made three recommendations 
to the State Board.

Recommendations.

The Task Force, in evaluating the two aforementioned proposals, arrived at the 
fo llow ing recommendations:

1. t t AS 14.17.041(f) be amended, deleting ADM/FTE (Levels-of-Service 
Concept) and replacing i t  with a straight count. Moreover, amend the state 
aid schedule for special education to reflect a funding rat io  of 15 - 1 for a l l  
d is t r ic ts , except Anchorage, Fairbanks, Kenai, Mat-Su and Juneau, whun
shall use a funding ra t io  of 11 - 1.

2. That recommendation one be a l l  inc lus ive , tha* is , cover al_l_ 
d is t r ic t  costs for special education, including !ow-incMr :e , geographically 
hard-to-serve, and simmer school programs.

3. That the State Board request a fina l report from the Governor's 
Council on Handicappeo and G ifted's Task Force on Lcw-Incidence Handicapping 
Conditions, which is  presently addressing state-wide programs for special 
education.



DI ST RICT
SP. ED. 

ADM BILL COST

FY 82 
INITIAL 
SP. ED.

DOLLAR
INCREASE

PERCENTAGE
INCREASE

N.W. Arctic
Chugach
Adak
Annette
Chatham
Idltarod
Lower Yukon
Yukon-Koyuk
Lake & Peninsula
S.E. Island
Rail belt
h".ac\a Gateway
Co1 per River
S.W. Region
LKSD
Aleutian 
8ering Stra it 
Delta 
Kuspuk 
P r ib ilo f 
Yukon Flat

PAGE TOTAL

247
5

93
65
42
33.6

193
98
46
50
56
50 
85 
89

306
22
45

145
29
28
51

1,016.9 478.5 538.4 113
46.3 -0- 46.3 100

378.2 216.1 162.5 75
200.7 120.4 80.3 66
125.0 83.4 41.6 50
179.4 119.6 59.8 50
777.6 538.3 239.3 44
418.7 299.1 119.6 40
239.3 179.4 59.8 33
166.7 125.0 41.7 33
185.2 138.9 46.3 33
277.8 231.5 46.3 20
266.3 221.9 44.4 20
358.9 299.1 59.8 20

1,256.1 1,076.7 179.4 16
115.8 115.8 -0- 0
179.4 299.1 -0- 0
463.1 509.4 -0- 0
119.6 119.6 -0- 0
115.8 173.7 -0- 0
239.3 239.3 -0- 0

1,765.5 31



%
SP. ED.

DISTRICT ADM BILL COST

Fairbanks 1,556 6,137.4
Kenai 863 3,292.5
Mat-Su 612 2,247.5
Juneau 680 2,392.6
Galena 17 119.5
King Cove 22 115.8
Pelican 2 43.2
Haines 122 399.4
Anchorage 4,000 14,046.8
Kodiak 513 1,566.7
Sitka 281 762.5
Cordova 76 266.3
Ketchikan 393 1,041.9
Petersburg 134 361.2
Wrangell 90 240.8
Yakutat . V. 138.9
Hoonah 49 172.9
Nenana 46 185.2
D il l Ingham 65 299.1
North Slope 182 777.6
Bristol Bay 19.5 119.6
Craig 28.5 83.4
Hydaburg 9 41.7
Kake 42 123.0
Klawock 17 83.4
Nome 123 538.3
Sand Point 14 5 7 . 9
Skagway 28.5 83.4
St. Mary's 42 179.5
Unalaska 27 ' 115.8
Valdez 187 576.9

TOTAL

On Base Fairbanks 475
On Base Anchorage 385
DOE Student Transfers (Tuition Stud.) 600.0
DOE Contract Schools 666.8
REAAs

FY 82
•*

INITIAL DOLLAR PERCENTAGE
SP. ED. INCREASE INCREASE

2,204.3 3,933.1 178
1,417.0 1,875.5 132
1,043.5 1,204.0 115
1,119.1 1,273.5 114

59.8 59.8 100
57.9 57.9 100
-0- 43.2 100

221.9 . 177.5 80
7,833.8 6,213.0 79

940.0 626.7 66
481.6 280.9 58
177.5 88.8 50
694.6 347.3 50
240.8 120.4 50
160.5 80.3 50
92.6 46.3 50

129.6 43.3 33
138.9 46.3 33
239.3 59.8 25
717.8 59.8 8
119.6 -0- 0 •
125.0 -0- 0 *
41.7 -0- 0

125.0 -0- 0
83.4 -0- 0

538.3 -0- 0
57.9 -0- O'.
83.4 -0- 0

179.5 -0- 0
173.6 -0- 0
665.7 -0- 0

16,637.4 82

1,200.7
733.2

(6C0.0)
(666. 8 )

1,765.5

BILL TOTAL (Increase) 19,070.0
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SPECIAL EDUCATION TASK FORCE

Alaska Department of Education 
February 5-6 Meeting 

Juneau, Alaska

Minutes

Task Force Meetinc was called to order at 1:15 p.m. by 
Chairman Terry Coir.

Agenda was amended and adopted per appendix item one.

Reports o f the subcommittees established by the Task Force 
at its  December meeting were presented. F irs t , the report 
of the Subcommittee on Grants for Extraordinary Circum­
stances was presented by Marsha Buck. Second, Tom Brown 
and Steve Daeschner presented the report of the Subconmittee 
on Funding. Both of these subconmittee reports are located 
in the apperdix. In add ition , reports were presented to the 
group by Myra Howe, Program Standards Task Force, and by 
Marsha Buck, Governor's Council for Handicapped and G ifted. 
This la tte r report f ■ om the Governor's Council was a re­
sponse to the subcommittee proposals for funding and for 
extraordinary grant programs, which were reviewed by the 
Council.

Steve Daeschner moved and Barbara Block seconded a motion 
to recess meeting.% Motion passed and meeting was recessed 
at 4:10 p.m.

Meeting was reconvened at 9:12 a.m. by Chairman Terry 
Coon. ;

After lis ten ing  to the presenters of the aforementioned 
reports, the Task Force discussed, at length, the pros 
and the cons of the changes in special education funding 
proposed by the group., Questions were raised and ad­
dressed re lative  to (1) c r ite r ia  for grant program 
covering extraordinary circumstances (2) 252 local 
contribution feature of extraordinary grant program 
(3) legitimacy of d is tr ic t  budget submittals re the 
chairman’s le tte r requesting amount of do llars needed 
to comply with P.L. G4-142 (4) appropriateness of 
various divisors used in formula (5) fisca l impact of 
sta ffi ng proposals frcm Program Standards Task Force 
(6) accountability of specia' education funGS (7) low 
inc ,'cence handicapping conditions and geographically 
haro-to-serve issue re statewide programs and (8) 
p o lit ic a l rea lities/strategies regarding implementation 
of proposed increase in  special education funding.

*

CALL TO ORDER

AGENDA

REPORTS

RECESS

MEETING RECONVENED 

DELIBERATIONS



Following these de liberations , the Task Force turned its 
attention to actions (motions) designed to f u l f i l l  its  
mission from the State Board of Education.

Steve Daeschner moved and Tom Brown seconded that the 
Task Force recormend to the State Board of Education 
that AS 14.17.041(f) be amended, deleting ADM/FTE 
(Levels-of-Service Concept) and replacing i t  with a 
stra ight count. Moreover, amend the state aid 
schedule for special education to reflect a funding 
ratio  of 15 - 1 for a ll d is tr ic ts , except Anchorage, 
Fairbanks, Kenai, Mat-Su and Juneau, which shall 
use a funding ratio  of 11 - 1. Motion carried.

Mov.d by Barbara BUck and seconded by Steve Daeschner 
that recommendation one be a ll inc lus ive , that is , 
cover aj_l_ d is tr ic t  costs for special education, in- 
cluding low-lncidence, geographically hard-to-serve, 
and summer school programs. Motion carried.

Moved by Marsha Buck and seconded (for purpose of 
discussion) by Barbara Block that the Task Force 
recommend to the State Board of Education that 
contract funding for statewide programs for low 
incidence handicapping conditions be consolidated 
under a s ing le administrative system and be adequately 
funded. Motion fa ile d .

Steve Daeschner moved and Barbara Block seconded a 
recommendation that the State Board request a f in a l 
report from the Governor's Council on Handicapped and 
G ifted's Task Force on Low-lncidence Handicapping 
Conditions, which is presently addressing state-wide 
programs for special education. Motion carried .

Moved bv Marsha Buck and seconded (for p"rpose of d is­
cussion) by Barbara Block that the Tasi orce request 
the State Board of Education to recommend an accounta­
b i l i t y  system be established by the Department of 
Eduction ensuring that special education do llars are 
<r*nr on special education programs where the identified  
needs * special education students are not being met. 
Motion fa ile d .

Moved by Tom Prown and seconded by Steve Daeschner 
that Chairman Terry Coon and Tom Brown present a 
f in a l report for the Special Education Task Force 
to the State Board of Education on Tuesday,
February 10, 1981. Mcticn carried.

Moved by Steve Daeschner and seconded by Carolyn Docgett 
that the meeting adjourn. Motion passed. Meeting 
adjourned at 4:15 p.m.

RECOMMENDATION*

ACTION

ACTION

ACTION

ACTION

ACTION

ACTION

ADJOURNMENT



SPECIAL EDUCATION TASK FORCE MEETING 
February 5-6 

Juneau, Alaska

AGENDA

I .  Call to Order

I I .  Approval of Minutes for Anchorage Meeting 

I I I .  Adoption of Agenda

IV. Reports

A. Subcommittee on Block Grants

B. Subconmittee on Funding

C. Program Standards Task Force Report

D. Governor's Council Report

V. Statewide Programs (Funding)

VI. Deliberations and Rpcorrmendations 

V II. Final Report re : Legislation 

V I I I . Adjournment



SPECIAL EDUCATION FUNDING TASK FORCE

Sub-Committee Report
. e: Extraordi lary Circuits ranees Grants

Grant Parameters:

• • •

1. A grant can be made available to an LEA only after the -EA establishes or 
shows proof that foundation funding received is inadequate to meet the extra­
ordinary circumstance or is exhausted, and that the LEA has a child or 
children in need of extraordinary service.

2. An LEA must contribute at least 251 of the cost of providing for the extra­
ordinary circumstance out of its foundation or local ..unds.

3. A Child Study Team at the LEA level must establish a definite unmet need 
for a specific child or specific children and assume all responsibility
for the provision of service psior to applying for an extraordinary circum­
stance grant. >’ II .*•

4. Extraordinary Circumstances Grants need to be available throughout the year.

Extraordinary Cl: -umsccr.ces for Which Grants May Se Applied: . •

1. Severely/profoundly multi-handicapped students.

2. Low-incidence handicapped or extraordinarily gifted/talented students 
needing highly specialised programs. (Example: An emotionally handicapped, 
blind studenr who is mainstreamed but in need of such things as counseling, 
orien-.ation 1 nobility training and a summer program in independent living 
skills.) . . • •

3. Students who are so exceptional as to need 1-to-l educational resources or 
services throughout the day in order to benefit from appropriate placement.

4. Summer school programs.

5. Students novi.ig into a district mid-year for whom no appropriate program 

exists.

6. Out-of-district placements.

7. Development of local residential programs for lev incidence handicapping 
conditions.

•  *

8. Geographically hard to s e r v e  students who are in need of costly itinerant 
services.



DATE: January 21, 1981

TO: Special Education Task F

FROM: James W. E l l io t t .  Ph.D.
Commissioner's Representative 

RE: Funding Subcommittee Report

On Wednesday, January 13, Tom Brown's proposal, which was presented t 
the Task Force at the Anchorage meeting, was analyzed by the referenceo 
subconmittee. You w i l l  re c a ll that Tom's proposal c a lle  fo r :

1 . E lim ina tion  o f the present leve l-of-service concept;

2 . Counting each specia l education student as one FTE;

3 . Use of an adjustment d iv is o r  fo r ca lcu la t in g  the amount 
of d is t r ic t  state a id  fo r spec ia l education pursuant to 
the formula :

Using the above formula, the subcommittee arrived at projected FY82 
funding estimates fo r specia l education by d is t r ic t . Therefore, please 
f in d  enclosed, fo r your review , the resu lts of the subcommittee's work 
in  the form o f a comparison chart showing funding unoer the present 
system and funding under Tom's proposal using a series o f d iffe re n t 
adjustment d iv is o rs , plus two combinations fo r d is t r ic ts  w it h >  and <  
1500 AOM.

Also, please f in d  add it iona l cha rt : jreoared by Steve Daeschner, using 
an adjustment d iv is o r  of 11, and B i l l  M u ln lx 's  ana lys is  of d iffe re n t 
d iv iso rs  using average in s tru c t io n a l un it values and a ♦ 1500 AOM 
enrellment factor.

At our February 5-6 meetln in  Juneau, the group as a whole w i l l  be 
reguested, o f course, to t. ••e action on a recormended proposal fo r 
increas ng special education fund ing .

Soecial Education 
Enrollment____________

Ins tructiona l 
Unit Value

State Aid 
fo r Special 
EducationAdjustment D iv iso r

JWE/sf
Enclosures



spwm rrxmioN task ponni

D is tr ic t •  o f Students 
79-80

• f .It . 
w/Present Formula 

♦ $

Projected * I .U .
w/Ncw Formula 

)lslug D iv iso r of
11 •  i

Projected I I .U .
w/Ncw Formula 

Using D iv iso r o f 
1) • I

Projected * l . l l .
w/New lot null a 

Using D iv iso r of 
15 ♦ J

Projected • I.U .
m/Ni 'W Formula 

w/* 1500 SIndent 
Factor 11/15 • J

Anclwrago* 4121 180 375 317 275 375

6,946,200 14,471,250 12,233,030 10,612,250 14,471,250

lir ls t o l liny 26 2 3 2 2 2

119,630 179,445 119,630 119,6.10 119,630

Cordova 66 4 6 6 5 5

177,516 266,274 266,274 221,895 221,805_______

Crnlr. 31 2 3 * 3 3 .1

83,354 125.031 125,011 125,011 I." .,O il

1)111 1 opium 56 4 5 5 4 4

239,260 299.07S 799,075 239,71.0 230,260

Fa 1 r tanks 1506 SS 137 IK . lot 1)7

2.377.155 5,921,277 5,013,636 4^65 ,321 5.971,277

(U 1 CII.1 23 2 2 2 2 1

• 119,630 119,610 119,6.10 119,630 110,610

lla hies 133 S 12 II •i 9

s 221,195 532,548 4H8,169 309,411 199,411

lloonah 49 3 5 4 4 4

•
129,66) 216,105 172,884 172,884 1/7,881
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s i ’ i m i .  n n u c A T i o M  task r o n a :

D is tr ic t I o f Students 
79-80

1 I .U . 
w/Prcscnt T om iln

♦ i

Projected l I .U .
w/Ncw I'oitmiln 

Using D iv isor of 
U  * \

Projected l  I .U .
w/New forinttla 

Using D iv isor o f 
13 * $

Projected i I.U .
w/New fonm iln 

Using D iv isor of 
IS • I

Projected •  1.11.
w/Ncw lot mi In 

w/t 150(1 Sindt-nt 
Inctor 11/15 • 1

llydnlmrj! 11 -0- 1 1 r 1

-0 41,677 41,677 41,677 41 ,677

Jnncmi* 761 27 70 S9 51 70

1,041,930 2,701,300 l >,810 1,168,090 2,701,300

Knlo 47 3 5 4 4 4

1,25,011 200,38$ 166,708 160 708 166,708

Kam i* 738 32 68 >7 50 68

1,333,664 2,8.14.016 2,375,589 2,081,850
I

7 ,8 I I ,016

k'ctclilkati 179 17 15 .10 76 15

656,010 ‘j '50,650 1,157,700 1,003,140 1,150,650

Kilt): Cnvc 14 2 3 2 7 7

1
115,770 171,655 115,770 115,7 0 115,770

•

KInwok 19 2 2 2 2 7

t 81,154

•e-
r

*

81,154 83,151 81, 151

KotlluV $ 9 6 .V 54 46 40 54

084.808 7,417,256 7,059,144 1,790,560 7,417,756

1 •
M il - ! m i 6 '0 29 56 47 41 56

1 • •  '
•

1,161,866 2,747,504 1,880,798 1,645,494 7,717,501



snnciAL ibication ta.sk itoch

D i s l i  K  ( 1 O f  S t u d e n t s  

7 9 - 8 0

1 I . U .  

w / P rc s e v .t  r e i m U '  

♦ $

P r o je c t e d  1 I . l l .

w /Ncw  l o im o l n  

l l s l n c  D i v i s o r  o f

11 •  S

P r o je c t e d  * I . U .

w/Ncw  l o i m i l n  

t i s in c  D i v i s o r  o f  

13  » f

P r o j e c t e d  i  i  11.

w/New  l o i i m i l a  

( Is  1 n f : D i v i s o r  o f  

IS  ♦ 3

P i u j e c i e d  * I . l l .

w /N cw  1 U | W i l l  ,1 
w / t 15(111 S l i i ' 1< n t 

l . i r t o  U / I S  ♦ f

N c iu u .t 4 8 3 5 4 4 4

1 3 8 ,9 2 4 2 3 1 ^ 1  1 1 8 5 ,2 1 2 1 8 5 , ’ ’2 1 8 5 ,7 3 2

N<wie I 6 S 10 IS I I 11 I t

5 9 8 ,5  SO 8 9 7 ,2 2 5 7 7 7 ,5 9 5 6 5 7 ,9 6 5 1. 5 7 , ' 9 .5

N o r  l i t  S lo p e 1 7 6 10 10 14 12 •  7

5 9 8 ,1 5 0

I

9 5 7 ,0 4 0 1 3 7 ,4 1 0 717 ,7 8 11 7 1 | , 7 S in

I V 1 le a n 3 *0 - 1 1 1 1

• 0 4 3 ,2 2 1 4 3 ,7 2 1 4 271 4 1 ,2 2 1

P r t c r M u i , 172 5 12 10 9 9

7 0 0 , 6 / 0 4 8 I , 6 0 B t o j j l l o 1 6 1 , 701! H i 1 , 7111.

S i t k a * 2 5 3 11 21 70 17 73

4 4 1 ,4 7 4 9 7 3 ,0 8 2 8 0 2 ,6 8 0 6 8 7 ,7 7 8 9 / 3 ,0 8 7

;ifc it |> < iy 39 2 4 3 3 3

»
8 3 ,1 5 4 1 6 6 ,7 0 8 1 7 5 ,0 1 1 1 1 6 , 0 M 1 7 5 ,0 1 1

S t .  I l t i y ' s 41 3 4 4 3 1

1 7 9 ,4 1 5 2 3 9 ,  fi-rt 2 3 9 ,2 6 0 1 /9 .4 4 5 1 7 9 .1 1 5

t tn e l u > k a 79 2 3 2 2 7

9

I I S ,  7  M l 1 7 3 ,6 5 5 1 1 5 ,7 0 0 1 1 5 ,7 7 0 1 1 5 ,7 7 0



smciAi. wucation task rona:

D is tr ic t

i

1 o f Students 
7!) «0

4 I .U . 
w/l'rostnt l o turn hi

♦ I

Project<hl 4 I .U .
w/Ncw r-oimtii 

Using D iv iso r of

M •  J

Projected » I .U .
w/Ncw I 'm mu hi 

Us I iir D iv iso r of 
13 •  $

Projected 4 I . l l .
w/Nc'l* lo llllt lh l

|ls Inn D iv isor of 
13 * $

I’lOjeClcd 4 | , | | ,  
w/Ncw hitiiiiihi 

it/1 1300 Student 
1 .n i hi 11/13*1

Vnldct 101 12 18 13 13 13

S32.S48 798,882 663,683 376,927 370,927

K ru ie c ll 103 S 10 9 7 7

200,670 401,340 361,206 280,938 280,<138

Yitk.it at 4S 3 4 4 3 3

138,924 183,232 183,232 138,924 138,924

Saul IS ilnt 19 I 2 2 * 7 2

....... . . H J M .... .......m . z w .... ...... M . I M ,..... ...... m ^ p ............... 113,770

C lty/llorw icli Suh- 10,425 438 939 It 13 709 '120

To tn l
19,204,770 39.803,013 33 .83S»?7l_ 29,434,1.42 18,16*1,911

A.I.iV 50 2 3 4 4 4

108,032 770,13(1 216,104 716,104 716,101

iM .o ln  tut etc ijr 69 4 7 6 3 3

183,712 324,136 277,843 731,340 ,11 . in

A li i i l  I ni 23 7 3 2 7 2

•
113,7/0 171,633 _ 113,770 113,770 H 3 ,77 li

Aiincl I v* it 4 7 r< 3 3

• 160,3V! 780,938 240.804 200,6/0 •00.6/11



srrrm rnc/iTiON t/sk lonrr.

D is tr ic t

i

* of Students 
79*80

• I .U . 
w/Present lo n n ila  

• 1

Projected 1 I .U .
w/Ncw l-oimiln 

IK ing  D iv isor o f 
U • 1

Pro ject* ! * I .D .
w/Ncw lo nm ln  

Using D iv iso r of 
13 • $

Projected l I . l l .
w/Ncw I'u tm il.l 

Using D ivisor of 
15 • 5

I 't u jr f lo d  r I . l l .
w/Kew liMtmil.i 

W/• 1 MID Student 
1 1 tor 11/13 • 5

Poring S tra it 6S * 4 6 S
4

3 3

239..’ ' 358,890 799,075 299,073 299,|»73

d ia l liar* 46 3 3 4 4 4

I23j031 208,383 166,708 166,708 166,708

t ling a il i 7 -0 1 1 1 1

*0
t

46 , 308 46,300 46,308 41., 111.1

fn|i|M.»r Itivcr I I ) 6 11 9 8 8

266.274 488,169 399,411 333,1112 133,0)7

Delta Creely 2)4 11 22 IB 16 It.

309,311 1.018,776 8)1,344 740,928 740.9/8

IJIt.innJ 52 2 3 3 3 3

119,6)0 179,443 179.4.3 179,443 179.143

1II* | N ll 26 2 3 I 2 »*
•

119,6)0 179,443 119,610 119,630 I I 9,610

I . l l  0 6 IV lllllM lI J 46 3 3 4 4 4

•
179,443 299,073 7)9 , 2" i 219,260 210, 7m

lower lu .s lo lw la* i l l 17 21 18 16 71
-ft

••
1,016,133 1,236,113 1,076,670 937,010 1,73ft,115



SP H CIM . m iC A T IO N  TASK IORCP.

D is tr ic t

I

1 o f Students 
79-80

» I .U .
w/PreS.-llt In  i m i In 

•  1

Projected •  I .U .
w/New P-otmild 

Using D iv iso r of 
U  ♦ 1

Project oil 1 I . l l .
w/New lor m i la  

Using D iv iso r of 
13 •  \

Projected * I . l l .
w/Ncw PuriMila 

Using Divisor o f 
15 ’ I

Projected 1 I . l l .  
W/NL'W 1 > >111,(1.1

w/{ I5IMI Stiklent 
lac 1 ><r 11/15 • S

li>wer Yukon 190 11 18 13
•

13 I I

657,963 1,076,670 897,725 777,595 777,593

N n r lk r t l  Arctic 161 ■ IS 13 I I I I

4/8,520 897.223 777,395 657,065 657,91.3

P r l l i l lo f 31 3 4 3 1 1

173,655
i

231,540 173,655 173,653 1/1,655

S n it la .is t  Is land 36 3 6 S * 4 4

125,011 230,062 708,385 166,708 166,708

So, it l». Tit 118 4 I I 10 8 8

219,7m 657,965 398,150 478,3/0 478,370

R a llb e lt 57 3 6 s 4 1

7)1,540 277,848 711,540 .  . 1183,2’ 2) 1143,/t.M

Yukon I I . i t ' 36 3 6 5 4 1

•
299,1173 158,8‘KI 799,075 1 ' 19,620) ' VI,/r.ii |

Yiltiai tnp iluk 107 3 in 9 8 8

0
_________ /W .o/5 __ . . . ___________. . . . . _________ H ' . f M ________ 178,5 »lr

WAA SufcTolal 1.703 104 173 147 1 30 115

#
4 3 ,649 ,2 4 9 .4 )1 .137 2,944,337 7.075,3/5 7.171,010



SPiriAI, lil*JCATinN TASK POHOl

D is tr ic t '  Of SllklcUtS 
79*10

1 I . l l .
w/Prcscnt I'o im iln  

• 1

Projected 1 I . l l .
w/Ncw formula 

Using D iv iso r o f 
II  • I

Projected 1 I .U .
w/New formula 

Using D iv iso r of 
1) ♦ 1

Projected * I .U .
w/Ncw formula 

Using D ivisor of 
15 * $

Total 12.218 ___56 2 1,134 962 839

24,133,941 49,234,132

1.981

1

41,790,3(18

1.681

36,479,*16; 

1.468

•

•

■

•



( Scliool O ' i t r lc i

Instruct lima 1 
Unit Coil  
1901-1907

Current 
for all I a 

Instructional
Unlit

1979*1980

NiiaJ»*r of
Sltnlcnlt 

Set veil 
19/') 10110

Projected 
flimlier of 

Instructional 
l l nl l t  

SlU'lentt ♦ I I  
19/9-1900

( itflMtOd 
Cott of 
Direct 
Service 

190!-1907

1 i t  lhl.lt i'll
Toiv1 Cost
till Cl Pll lt

In* tree t 
1901-1902

f t l  fni.tled 
Cult l lslmi 

lli n I in nat l<i ( t I I )  
Unit ( n i t  ( f i l l .  7 ) I 
Ptii jeclml Ifcn.hoi nf 

lliltiin.tliMi.il Units ( I n i

1. Anchor Jijc jn .S 'io 100 4,171 375 11,6 /0,3111 III, J4/ .  9/4 14 ,471 , 7V!

? . n r i t io l  0«jr s o .n is 7 76 3 1110, 9/7 776 . 7UO 1/9 .446

) .  ( in 44.319 4 66 6 769 . in? 336 . m 766 .7/4

4 . Cr« l«| 41 .67/ 7 11 1 I 76 .UII

S.  D i l l  InqliM S9 . 0 IS 4 66 4 799 . 0/6

6 . l i l i l n n h 43,771 54 1.406
• f

137 6 ,000,000 7 ,600 ,000 4 ,971 , ?//

/. r . j l n u 51 .014 7 71
•

7 • 119,610

0 . IUIlH'1 4 4 . J /1 4 111 1? 417,440

9 . Ilnoo ih 41,771 1 4') 4 140,737 104. 7*10 716,104

10. Ily ildhttii 41 .6 // 0 I I 1 41 . 6//

11. .Imw.io 311.590 7/ 761 10 7 ,7 )9 .046 7 . / 99 .RI9 7 ,/ n l. JHO

1?.  M i r 41 .6 // 1 4/ 4 7191.104

1 ). r m i l 41 , 6 // J7 /Ml 60 7 ,006,647 1,607,067 7 , 014,016

M . I r l i h t t l i in .v»o 17 1/9 36 1. 661,666 7 ,0 /9.*417 1, 140,640

IS 1 In i  (o*» S/. B0S 7 74 3 1/ 1,644

III 1 1 #M«I« 1 41 .6 // 7 19 7 0/ ,640 109. 64(1 01 . 141



Current
fn rt iu l.i Number of 

In s t ruc t  Ion* I In s t ru c t io n* !  Stud i l l

,5c lion 1 D is t r ic t
Un it Cost 
19111-l‘JOI

Units
1979-1900

Served
1979-1900

I f . Cod 1*1 44,764 I I sue

in . Itjt-Su 40,134 19 CIO

19. Men* n* 46, 11)11 3 40

in . Home so .n is in 16S

i i . north Slope 59.015 10 1/6

i i . Pel It Ait 43.121 n 3

u . Petersburg 40,134 s I I I

14. S i l l* 40,134 i i 753

IV Sk«fMjr 41,677 i 19

16. S t. K i i j f ' l S9.01S 3 44

77. Un*last* 57,885 1 29

in . V*lde l 44,379 I I 191

14. W» ii« |f 11 40,114 S t05

JO. U l v l l t 46,30n 3 41

31. S*n<t Point 57.IMI5 1 19

Projected 
NtiMilier o f 

Ins t inc t lnn*l 
On Its

Students • I I  
I979-I9HO

f St Incited 
Cost of 
n irec t 
Service 

1'Jtll-1902

Estimated 
In te l Cost 
D irect Plus 

Ind irec t
1901-1902

f s i Int.it I'd 
Lost Its Inn 

Hew 1 m Ml 1.» ( •  111 
. Un it Cost ( r«»|. /) X 

Pro Jet led M'iw7ie» uf 
Ins l i  net Inn* 1 Units ( In i

54 1,770,369 2.222^1,1 7.417.156

56 7 , tun, 027 2 ,547 .6 ,’n 7,717.6111

5 711.6411

15 560,365 110,466 097,775

16
*

1

1,442.596 1.003,741 957,040

41,771

11 795,360 369,.’00 4111 .f.lHI

73 1.497.426 1 ,071 ,702 973,0117

4 107,010 134.777 If  6 ,7ll't

« 719,760

) 173.656

in 1,415,613 1,769.641 7911,117/

in 174,716 4f.n, 191 401,1411

4 106.7 1/

7 116,7/n



Current
f om u l a Number of

1 Sell lltlrlct

In s truc tiona l 
Un it Cost 
1901-1902

Ins true IInna 1 
Units 

. 1979-1900

Students 
SPrvt’d 

1979-1900

3?. Ailak 54,026 2 50

33. Alaska Gateway 46.300 4 4 69

31. A leutian Chain 57.1105 7 21

35. Anne l ie  Is land 40,134 4 72

16. Oerlm j S tra its 4 65

3/. Chatlian 11,677 3 46

30. 1 lm<|uh 46,300 0 7

39. Copper HI vet 44,179 6 113

10. Della/Gteely 46,300 I I 231

11. Id lla ro d 69,015 7 37

42. kuspuk 59.015 7 76

43. la tp  anil I'rn ln '.u la 59.1115 3 4b

41. lower ruskutwlm 69,815 1/ 771

46. lower Yukon 59,015 I I no

46. llorlhw rst A r l lr 69,1116 0 if* I

42*. Pr 11*1 In f 67,005 3 38

111. Suu.hra lt Is land 41,677 3 66

P r o j e c t e d  

N u M i l i e r  of 
I n s t r u c t i o n a l  

U n i t s  

S t u d e n t s  t  I I  

1979-1900

e s t i m a t e d  

L o s t  of 

D i r e c t  

S e r v i c e  

1 9 0 ' - 1 9 0 2

list | m , i l c d  

l u l . i l  Cost 
D i r e c t  I'lus 

1 nd 1 m e  t 
1901-190/

1 Sl limited 
' . i r . l  O S  l u l l  

lew ffiriHMla ( i 11} 
Unit Cost ( I n i . 7) I 
Projected dumber ol 

In s tru c t lu e .il Units ( t i l l

5
4

270,130

7 2 0 9 , 5 1 / 361,913 324,166

3 171.655

7 2 U 0 . 9 I I I

6
l

1 , 9 0 6 , 4 6 6 2,301 ,00? 3511,1190

6

0
200,105

1 40. l(l!|

I I 5 1 6 . 0 0 0 6 4 5 , 0 0 0 400,169

2 7 1 ,010,776

3 173,1 (XI 716,750 179,416

3 1/9,115

6 709,076

2 1 1,629,000 7.f)J6.260 1,766,116

in 1.0/0.6/0

1 6 097,776

4 2 31,6411



'School OjJjijct

<10. Sontlwcsl

50 . l lA l lb c I i

51, Yutnn r i a l '

5? . Yukon-Koyukuk

Instruct Iona I 
Ur 11 Cos I
loni-ioo?

59.015 

IG.lOO

59.015 

_59 ,Q I5

?.5ou.no

Current
I 01 lull 1,1

In s truc tiona l 
Uni Is 

1979-1900

<1

5

5

5

Nuniher of 
Students 
Served

1980

l in

57

55

10/

Projected 
NonJtrr of 

Instruct Ion.i 1 
Units 

Students f I I  
19/9-1900

I stlflM lril

ts llm a t i’d Estimated Cost lls lru i
Cost of Total Cost flew fn im u la ( •  I I )
D irect D irect Plus Unit Cost ( f n l .  ?) i
Service Ind irec t Projected Mindter uf

I 'Jill - |9 il? 19111 190? In s truc tio na l Units ( I t t l ,

I I G19 , 119 //l.ri'lO f.'./ .'165

G 242,500 301.125 7//,II4II

6 531,COI GGG.351 l't ii.r  n

10 613,029 /91 ,?llf. 590.1 Ml

41,013.9(11



SOCIAL ISXATIOH TASK rô CI
(sm Huim*)

12.215

“tUl ’.-.Ii. lAitz an u - l  «nc 15-1

1,055

iv e - ic e  87-52 A !lc :? * ^ r  - S t ite - ie e

S i£ . i3 i

" c - li I'.jztrzt
3-*:io
Stirtem  -Units •»irct- ‘Jmts Ccst

12.21£ 
12.212
12.218

12-1
15-1 
14-1
16-1

1.018
E U
7£2
673

Si5.305.312 
35 .i25 .276  
35.555.*.<2 
32,286,586

s*:‘; "ttS

12-1
IS-’
IS-*
15-*

1,018
s u
753
673

S22.332.1C0
22.032.100 
2 2 ,0 3 2 .ICO
22.032.100

S27.273.712
17.253,175
l i .3 2 3 , :c 2
10.25i.5es

.-  - -it . ■ —  iVrr- :

- ; r ~

. _ ‘

2=55

7 ^ 3 1 '

-— -
:~  ' - -v-'-*' ii-  -

 =. _

—  - *- x.r^r~ -~-^-
_• -  ■ " ■>«>» ■ ■ f.‘̂.« Z 1



REVENUES
(3/11/81)

State

Foundation Support (185 Units X 38,590) S 7,139,150 
600 Level IV/18 X 38,590 1,286,333
State Tuition 49,842
Pupil Transportation 1,167,137
Reimbursement for Indirect 29,000
Debt Service - Aid for School Construction 1,553,346
Cost Recoveries - F ac ilit ie s  Rentals  7,300

Total State $11,232,608

Local Contribution 7,566,724

Average Daily Membership (FTE) 2,035



i

1981-82 WITH ANTICIPATED FUNDING CHANGES 
(3/11/81)

Direct Costs

Direct S13.312.938
Deaf 800,000
Severe/Profound 761 ,931

Subtotal 14,874,369

Program Needs (See Chart) (2,500,000)

Indirect 3,907,346

3ond Costs 1,579,048

Total 20,361,263 
(22,861,263)

Revenues •

4,385 ADM/11 X 38,590 15,383,377
Other 4,093,458

Total Revenues 19,476,835

Local Contribution (3,384,428)
884,428

ocal Revenue/PER FTE $435 
($1 ,663)

t



AREAS OF CONCERN 
WITH SPECIAL EDUCATION FOUNDATION PROGRAM 

IN THE ANCHORAGE SCHOOL DISTRICT

The State Department of Education provides a foundation formula (AS 14 .17 .010 , 
.021, .031) for special education funding. At the present time the statutes 
provide foundation units to the D istrict at the m e  of 11 fu l l time 
equivalent special education students to one u n it , taking into account the 
number of days in  service and disregarding the nature of the handicap. The 
local taxpayers in  Anchorage have provided funds to supplement the special 
education student, almost three times a normal student's a llo c a t io n .
The reason for these excess costs is the inadequate funding base supplied 
by the Department of Education. The fo llow ing areas summarize these fvnding 
dilemmas.

1) No costs are allowed for the diagnosis and assessment o f student.-. !n 
Anchorage these costs are in excess of a m illio n  d o lla rs , inc lud ing 
c m s  for psychologists and other testing spec ia lis ts , substitute 
teachers so that teachers can s it  on Child Study Teams, and addendum 
days for teachers.

2) No costs are provided for related services when students are a lready 
Level IV ( f u l l  time special education). Many of our spec ia lis ts  
(occupational therapists, prysical therapists, speecn/language the rap is ts , 
ortnoped ita lly  handicapped, hard of hearing) provide required services 
yet generate no foundation support. Our costs for these services w ith
no reimbursement approximate $300,000.

3) The Anchorage School D istric t also has numerous special education programs 
that require low pupil/teacher ra t io s . These inclqde prrschool special 
education ch ild ren , v ij io n  Impaired, severely profound, orthoped ica lly  
handicapped, emotionally disturbed and multiple-hand-*capped. Anchorage 
provides the above services for many students wno ccme to Anchorage from 
outside the d is t r ic t . The ex isting number of FTE students receiv ing 
services that require a pupil/teacher ratio  of a : least 5 to 1 is 150.
The State formula allocates an 11 to 1 ratio  which translates into a 
losr to Anchorage of approximately 12 un its .

A. The f lo o r , as established by AS.14.17.170, 'n estimating ACM for the
f ir s t  9 weeks of school is providing a great hardship for the D is t r ic t .
The nultitude of new referred students makes 1t phys ica lly  impossiple tP 
get them tested, diagnosed and reviewec py the enc of the f ir s t  5 weeks.
By the end of the f ir s t  9 weeks we w il l  generate approximately 140 u n its , 
wnereas sy the end of the scr.ool year the total units are 130 or a loss 
of 40 un its .

The present foundation formulas generally oppose tne pnilcsopny o f our State 
regulations regarding the concept of more interaction with the •‘etula- students 
"he formula provides us a larger incentive to place students as Level IV than 
mainstream the students. Also, the State fcuncavcn formula orpvices nc monev 
for cr.e education of special ecucation students curing the Summer. The laws 
in ctner states are requiring summer scncol attendance for selected groups of 
students. What are some of the solutions to the aocve dilemmas? Several 
posoipili*1es might include the fo llow ing :



Eliminate level of service and provide foundation formula at 11 ADM 
to 1.

Local special education funding be provided by Block Grants on a 
bi-annual plan of service. We presently have to develop budgets and 
related program plans supporting these budgets for passage through 
our local School Board and approval by the State. With a l l th is  
documentation, another scrutiny by the State would not affect us.

Change the foundation floo r for special education from October to A p r il.

Provide instructional un itr to cover diagnostic services.

Have the State provide fu l l  funding on a contractual basis fo r a l l  
high r is k  or low incident students, emotionally disturbed, preschool, 
b lin d , deaf, etc.

Allow each school to be counted as a separate attendance area.



ANCHORAGE SCHOOL DISTRICT 
SPECIAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

PROGRAM STANDARDS JUSTIFICATION

The fo llow ing sources of information were used in e s tab lish in g  our 
proposed program standards for special services:

1 . Washington State Funding C rite r ia

2. State o f Iowa Rules fo r Special Education

3 . Portland Public Schools Placement A lternatives 
Procedures Document

A. Sacramento U n ified  School D is tr ic t

5. H igh line  Public School D is t r ic t , Seattle , Washington

6. Alaska Department of Education Program Standard 
Task Force Reconmendations * rough d ra ft

7 . Anchorage School D is t r ic t  Resource Teachers 
Association Reccrnnerdations

8 . American Occupational Therapy Association 
Recommendations

9. Fundamentals fo r Speech/Lancuage and Hearing 
Programs Alaska Department of Education

10. National Association of School Nurses

11. State o f Missouri Program Standards

12. Alaska State Vocational Educational Work Study Standards

13. National Association of School Psychologists

1 A. Oklahoma Speech & Hearing Assn. State Standards

15. F lorida Speech a Hearing Assn. State Star.garcs

16. Iowa Speech 1 Hearing Assn. State Stancards

17. Heartland Education Agency Iowa

18. D ist. of Columoia Speec.n & '-earing Assn. Standards

19. Maryland State Program Stancarcs for Sceecn & Hearing

t



20. D irector of G ift i  fo r I l l i n o is ,  Matteson, I l l i n o is

21. O ffice o f Gifted and Talented, Rose Tree School 
D is t r ic t  Media

22. O ffice of Gifted and Talenzed, Garden Grove School 
D is t r ic t , C a lifo rn ia

23. O ffice o f G i^'ad and Talented, College Park School 
O is t r ic t , Maryland

24. O ffice o f Gifted and Talented, 3altimore C ity Schools, 
Maryland



f

K%

* OT/PT

•

Speech/Language
Resource Room 
Elementary

Resource Room 
Secondary

S p e c ia li i 
Self-conta1i

Hours Of 
In s truc t io n

______X _______ /* k
Time bays

X /wk 
T ime Days

1 hr - 5 hrs/day 
leve l 1 - leve l 4

1 hr - 5 hrs/day Up to to ta l d;

Exceptions' 1t>
A ll e x c e p t io n a lit ie s  
(MR, OH. DW  or 
h igh inc idence)

A ll E xcep t iona lit ie s A ll E xcep t io na lit ie s A ll E xceptiona lit ie s
Preschool
MHt
Severe ’.earn ir 
Severe Languac 
Severe Behavic 
Severe Academl

Student/Teacher
Ratio
Standard

OT
15-30
students/
therap ist
-severe
•m ild

P7
15-30
students/
the rap is t
-severe
♦w ild

M ild
speech

40-50
students/
therao lst

Severe
speech/
language
15-20
students/
therao lst

12-18 students/ 
resource teacher 
as per le ve ls  of 
service provided .

15-20 students/ 
k;*che r. Kaxinum 
40 student contact 
hrs/day or 8 student! 
per class period .

8-10 students/ 
teacher

80-81 ASD
Student/teache*

Ratio

(As o f 
12/19/80)

•6  1 
190 S 
31.6 S/T 

(224 St;

• 6  ;
166 S 
2 7 .6  S/T 

idents)

23 T 
1.340 S 
58.5 S/T

•4  T
137 S 
34.3 S/T

•53 RT
1,013 S 
19.1 S/RT

52 T/90CS 
17.3 S/T
Ave. 10 S’s/class 
•  50 contact hrs.

Preschool 6T/5
9 .5  S/T

MR 11T/106S •
9 .6  S/T 

Other 18T/211S
11.7 S/T

81-82 ASO 
student/teacher 
Ratio (p ro je c ­
tions h ighest 
po in t) (In c lu de s  
A ll rv d lln e s )

6T/190S 

31.6 S/T 

(225 st

6T/1B0S 

30 S/T 

udents)

23T 
1,456S 
63 S/T

4T
1405
15 S/1

57 RT 
1,150 S 
20.1 S/RT

61T/1.000S

16.4 S/T 
Ave 9.5/Class 
46 Contact Hours

Preschool 6T/6 
10 S/T 

MR 11T/110S •  
10 S/T 

Other 18T/1905 
10.5 S/T

Propram
Needs

♦ 1 ♦1 ♦3-4
SIS w ild

♦2-3
SIS severe

♦7-10
Resource Teachers

♦7-10
Resource Teachers

♦2
Self-contained
Teachers

7eacher/Aldes
Stai.Jards

I Teach**- Aid*/ 
OT/PT Site - 
5 Teacher Aides

M ild 
T.A. as 
Needed 
fo r
Overloads

Severe
1 T .A ./ 
SIS fo r 
Severe 
Students

1 Teacher Aide/ 
Resource Teacher

I Teacher Aide/ 
Resource Teacher

1 Teacher Aide 
Teacher

80-81 ASD 
Teacher/Aides 
(As of

12/19/80)

2 T .A .’l  at Whaley 
and R1g*1

• • 3  therapy aides (9) 4 hour T .A .’s 
(2) 6 hour T .A .’s

1 T .A ./un it •  10
Preschool 1 T.J 
ff.R 1 T.A./T 
Other (4) 6 hr

(3 ) 4 hr

81-82 ASD 
Teec*v*r/A1d*» 
(Inc ludes A ll 
re d lln e s )

3 T .A .’s at Whaley, 
R lg e l ,  Denals?

5 therapy aides M ?) 4 T .A .’s 
(3) f  Cur T .A .’s

Sa-e Same

Program Mercs ♦2 T .A .’s ♦2 I . A . * s •52 T .A .’s •6G T .A .’s ♦12-15 T .A .’s

Cofrer-tt
•Counts VI-0 

Includes 2 
therap ists

Counts Vt-B 
•1 SIS 
•*1 T.A.

•Counts VI-e 
2 Resource Teachers
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Attachment E

. '

4 Severely 
Handicapped

Work-Study
Coordinator Gifted/Talented

It in e ra  t 
Class Sup r t Psychologist

Nurses
(Elementary)

Up to tota l day 2 h r s M /  
student

1 hr/wk/ 
student

1-13 hr/week X________ /week
T T S rU iy

5-t hours assessment 
Per day

Up to to ta l lay

dea f, a u t is t ic , 
SKI, ED, B lin d

severe 
a u t is t ic , 
SHH, OH. 
HMR, deaf. 
B lind
Severe

m ild 
EMR, LD

-11C

academ ically , 
in t e l le c t u a l ly , 
c re a t iv e ly , 
g ifted/ta lented

v is u a lly  impaired 
v is it in g  teacher 
hard of hearing 
adaptive PE

A l l  e>ceptiona11t1es Regular and a l l  
e x c e p t io n a lit ie s

5 students/ 
teacher

10-15
students/
work-
study
coord.

25-30
students^
work-
ttudy
coord.

Clem: 55 leve l 1 
students/teocher 
Sec: 20-26 
students/class/ 
teacher

10-20 students/ 
teacher
A .P .E . (110 5/T)

1 school psycholo­
g ist/1  ,500 students 
In  school d is t r ic t

1 school nurse/ 
750 Students

a u t is t ic  - 
3T/21S ■ 6 .3  S/T 
deaf 6T/42S •  7 S/T 
S *  111/595 •

5 .3 S/T 
ED 6T/56S •  6 .75 S/T

21/AOS 
20 S/T

2T/93S
46.5
S/T

E lea : 55 leve l  ̂
students/teacher 
Sec: 22 S/Class/T 
w ith 3 .5  HE PACT 
a llo c a t io n  plus 
sec. s ta f f in g

V . l .  1T/17S •  17 S/T 
V.T. 3T/35S •  12 S/T 
H.H. 1T/25S - 25 5/T 
APE 1T/1S7S •  157 S/T

2.750S/14P 
196.4 S/Psych.

22 nurses 
1 a lte rn a t iv e  

school 
910 S/Nurse

a u t is t ic  •
3T/21S •  6 .3  S/T 
deaf 7T/54S •  7 S/T 
S>W - 12T/65S •

5 .4 S/T 
ED BT/56S •  7 S/T

Jf/40i 
20 S/T

JT/iooS
33 S/T

E l: 275 le v e l I ,  300 
le ve l 2 . 40 le ve l 3/ 
19 .5T ■ 57.2 S '!
Sec: 20 S/Clas /T 
w/3.5 FTC PAT 
a llo c a t io n  plus 
le t .  s ta ff in g

V . l .  1T/20S •  20 5/T 
V .T . 3T/35S •  12 S/T 
H.H . 1T/25S •  25 5/T 
APE 2T/274S •  137 S/T

Seme 24 l u r , ! )
1 a )- e m a ilv e

srnool 
633 i/hurse

•<  se lf-  
contained 
teachers

♦1 work*
Study
coord.

♦ 1 worl-
stud/
coord.

Bussing Heeds 
Art Program 
Kasic Program 
9-12 Program

•

♦ .5 *1 .5  school
psycho log ists

•2 .5  nurses

a u t is t ic
1.5 T.A./T 

deaf 1 T.A./T 
S»i 1 .5  T.A./T 
E.D. 1 T.A./T

2 T .A ./  
work- 
study 
coord.

-0- -0- V . l .  *2 T.A./Teacher 
V .T . -0-
H.H, 1 T.A . /Teacher 
APE -0-

1 T.A./Secondary 
U n it

1 T .A ./4 H u r irt

a u t is t ic
•2  T.A./T 

deaf 1 T.A./T 
S** 1 T.A./T 
E.D. 1 T A./T

4 T .A .‘I  
2 T .A .'s /
work*
Study
COOrd.

-0- •0* V . l .  2 T .A .'s  
V.T.  -0- 
H.H. 1 T .A . 
API -0-

Ho Aloes 5 T .A .'s

a u t is t ic  
2 T.A./T 

deaf 1 T.A./T 
S *  1 .2 ! T.A./T 
E.O. 1 T.A /T

•4  T .A .'s
2 T .A .'S/ 
work- 
Study 
coord.

-0- -0- Sane 3 T .A .'s t T .a . ' s

•A T .A .'* •2  T .A .'s .0 . -0- -0- 3 T .A .'s -0-

•CCuntS
a u t is t ic  7 'a n t ,  
C«a*. -s iU l*

• •  V

•Counts V l- I
J T . A ' S

•c e . '  ts v i- l •Cmur’.S V l- |
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March 5, 1981

Steve Daeschner
Director of Pupil Personnel Services 
Anchorage School District 
Whaley Center 
2220 Nichols Sc.
Anchorage, Alaska 99504

Dear Mr. Daeschner:

Enclosed is our F'nal Report. Please review i c ani call Marsha Buck, Chair­

person of the Council's Education Cosit t e e ,  a- 225-2118 by Monday March 16th if

there are any substantive errors.

Steve Daeschner is to neec with Cocssissioner Lied on Thursday or Friday (March 
5-6) in Anchorage to present the report. Steve indicated on the phone yesterd-’y 
that rhero is interest in conbinlng our consorciun proposal vith the special 

education funeirg legislation.

There is najor statevide support for tne funding increase. If that legislation 
is uet forthcoaing fron the Governor's Office in the next week or so, there will 
be contact with legislators regarding introduction. Steve and the Anchorage 
Special Education Advisory Committee are pursuing that course of action.

The Governor's Council for the Handicapped end Gifted will neet in Juneau on 
Fridav »!areh 20th end will be working on follov-up ectivities through the 
Council’s Educaticn end Legislative Corraictees. We are waiting to hear Coa- 
sissioner Lind's response and plans for State Board of Education action prior to 

or during their March 31st nesting in Anchorege). (Kris, Roy, Steve, and Marsha 
ere reedy to present the report to the State Board.)

A special thanks to each of you for your productive work on the Low-lncidence

Cor^ittee.

•/VfcVWi*/ We * •  **»**

H e a l t h  Planner !!

Enclosure

cc: Education Cccsirtee ne^oere

Legislative Ccaesltcee aaabers

C o u n c i l  s e n b e r s

D J T / l s l
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INTRODUCTIONm m u u u i i  i u i i  . - „ ./>v f.t . >-V»

This report addresses current problems in the statewide delivery of special education 
and education-related services to children whose handicaps require very specialized
services. The nine hundred identified students with low-incidence handicaps____
(deafness, blindness, multiple-handicaps, orthopedic handicaps, s e v e r e  health 
impairments, emotional disturbance) represent approximately W Z o f  the special *'•
education population (o^)lZ of the total school population i ^ t n e  state (see
Appendix A ) .  *,-■ 7 T . .- ---  — . *■./-.• . . f t - -

1  ^  *—  ,  - * * » •  •
• •  * •  * .... 4 -  . m

•* A
The recommendations were prepared by the Low Incidence Committee of the Governor's 
Council for the Handicapped and Gifted. Members of the Committee included:

•

Kris Rogers, Director of Special Education, Kenai (Chairperson)
Sam Bushon, North. Slope Borough Schools
Joe Calderara, Lower Kuskokvim Schools

Bill Hawkins, Kodiak Island Borough Schools
Ted Eastwood, Lake & Peninsula Schools
Chuck Christian, Bureau of Indian Affairs
Marsha Buck, Ketchikan Borough Schools * •
Bill Mulnix, Office for Exceptional Children, DOE
Steve Daeschner, Anchorage School District ;
Dave Canterbury, Communicative Disorders Program, DH&SS
Jan Schultz, Child Development Services, DH&SS ’r
Karen Lamb, Infant Learning Program, DH&SS
Helen Virgin, Bristol Bay Regional Resource Center
Bob Thomas, State Program for the Deaf, Anchorage School District

Jane Brodie, Blind/Visually Impaired Program
Roy Anderson, Alaska Resources for the Moderately & Severely Impaired 
Jim Welch, Sensory Impairment Center
Dean Konopasek, Alaska Psychiatric Institute Education Program

Committee and sub-committee meetings were held November 18-19, 1980 and February 

25-26, 1981 in Anchorage- . _ . **■

.'’V *  ^  RECOMMENDATIONS :*

The Low Incidence Committee of the Governor's Council for the Handicapped and 
Gifted identified current Issues in the areas of Service Delivery Models, 
Manpower/Pers nnel Requirements, Organization. ar.d Administration, and Funding 
(see Appendix C-G)

• *•• r •* . • <
P.eccmcndations resulting from an; lysis of these issues ar.d alternative solutions 

are:

1, Increase sp e c i a l e du c at i o n local s c h o o l dis t ri c t s

A N D  REAAs A S  P R O P O S E D  B Y  J f ? c $ > E C I A L S v U C A 7 i 0 N  F U N D I N G  T A S K

Fo r c e . In cr e as e d Co s t :/ $19.7 million

Discussion: By deleting the XJM/FTZ (leve2k>'''cf ser\lcc concept) and replacing
it wi "i a straight count of speclrl edggTtisn students on a 15:1 ratio for 
all districts except Anchorage, Fairbanks, Kcnai, Mat-Su, and Juneau which



- . * « v .
; i*

* *' * Z '  ' - \ '

would receive funding on an\^l:l ratio/ fuudirg to local districts would "be 
increased by 632. This fundinfc'-iacrease is ccnsistenc with the cost data 
provided by school districts (Appendix _B_) and will p r o v i d e  full funding 

for local special education programs. It will not, however, provide for 
statewide coordination of specialty services which cannot be provided 
solely by local special education programs and personnel.

,2. Establish a statewide Special Education Cooperative Service 

Unit to;provide'special education program support services to 

- L O C A L  S C H O O L  D I S T R I C T S  A N D  REAAs S E R V I N G  C H I L D R E N  W I T H  L 0 W -

incidence handicaps,• Increased cost: $0 if Recommendation 

if.1 is implemented; $1.4 million if Recommendation #1 is not 

implemented. • . . .....
- V  • •

• » • %
A. Include existing special education statewide out— r e a c h  programs in the
• • Cooperative Service Unit

. deaf/hearing impaired (outreach components o f  the State Program 

for the Deaf)

. blind/visually impaired (Blind/Visually Impaired Program)

. multiple handicapped (Alaska Resources for t h e  Moderately and 
Severely Impaired)

\ • '* 1
. 0-3 (infant learning outreach components fox deaf and blind)

B. Add two new statewide outreach program components

► orthopeuically handicapped/severely health impaired (no existing 
/program)

emotionally distrubed (no existing program)
• * ■ ‘h\ . . ; r • . *• % «• •* •

C -  Re-allocate existing funds for these services to the Cooperative

Service Unit on a contract basis for :82 and annually thereafter (see 
attached cost information). - . *- •» /r*:Y

-i -

D. Assign responsibility and funding to the Cooperative Service Unit for
coordination and purchase of all education-related residential place­
ments for F83 anc annually thereafter.

E. Assign responsibility to the Cooperative Service Unit and have it

relate directly to the State Professional Development Steering Com­

mittee for statewide in-service training and technical assistance to 
ccnool district personnel serving children with lov-incider.ce handi­
caps (See App snix 0 ) .

Discussion: The existing lov-ir.cidcr.ce programs, two additional program

components, residential support activities, ar.d personnel training services 
for low-incider.ee populations can be combined into cne statewide organiza­
tion utilizing existing funds if the special education foundation formula 
is changed as r e c c m e n d e d  by the Special Education Funding Task Force. If 
those reccnaendacions are not implemented ia F82, on additional SI 4 million 
will be required.



The Special Education Cooperative Service Unit will have a clear statutory 

authority and structure, specific responsibilities, contract funding from 

the Department of Education identified for each program component, and 
authority to sub-contract for services within the specific areas of respon­
sibility. It will result in increased services to school districts and 
PvEAAs, consolidation and improved effectiveness of service delivery, qual­
ity out-reach services, development of education-related residential ser­
vices, filling gaps in services to students with low-incidence handicaps, 
and coordination of educational services with allied health and social 

services programs.
• J • ' • — •  .4

Primary tasks of the Cooperative Service Unit will be:

a. Provision of intinerant out-reach services to local school di s -  
. tricts and REAAs; . •

b- Development of programs for blind/visually impaired students,
.; ' particularly for periodic and summer-time training programs in 

orientation and mobility;

c. Provision of out-reach services and development (but not oper­
ation of) community living arrangements for emotionally disturbed 
students, particularly one "secure" setting for evaluation and 
treatment; • - . • • •  • . • i

d. Provision of itinerant and development of (but not operation of) 
community residential services for orthopedically handicapped and 
severely health impaired students;

e- Provision of in-scate services for all low-incidence students 
through development of a continuum of service models and coor­
dination of allied health and social services;

f. Arrangement and purchase of all education-related residential

*. placements (inter-district transfers and in-state placements for 
v  low-incidence students placed out-of-state) after F82;
*.#•». • ' * *

g. Training of local school district personnel serving students with 
•; low-incidence handicaps.
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SPECIAL EDUCATION COOPERATIVE SERVICE UNIT

Program Component

F81 Actuol 

(State Contruct Programs (S) 
and Federal Crants (F))

F02 Budgeted 

(Governor's Budget 
and Federal Sources

(S)

< F »

F82 Actual Need

Since Program for Deaf and 

De/if Out-Reach

1,000,000 S 1,000,000 S
•

9

400,000 *

BJ.Ind/Viuually Impaired

Outreach

150,000 S

4

162,000 S
r
1 * 
i

300,000

Alaska Renmircea 
Hultiple-llnndicap OuLrcach

177,000 F 180,000 F • •

.* • . •
t* .

4
'0

300,000
•

•

Anchorage School District 

Severe-Profound Contract

670,000 g 670,000 F t
•

f
4
i
i

-0-

ft

Orthopedic Handicap Outreach -0- -0-
1

30ft, 000

Kinot Iona 11 y Disturbed Outreach -0- -0- to • 300,000

State Dupai Intent of Education 
Out-ol-District Transfers

1,000,000 1,000,000*
. • 11 1,162,000*

Tr tin lug/In-Service -0- -0- 0 ■ 100,000

Admin 1 str I toil -0- -0-
•

150,000

TOTALS 2.197,000 3,012,000 3 ,  o r . ’ ,  u o o

*U)E continues to administer in F02; Consortium ndmlnliitera In F83 and thereafter

FISCAL NOTE FOR FY82:
$-0- If Rer.onuncndntion D l In implemented and nn oddltlonal $19.7 million Is appropriated for npccinl education 

found.it inn support l.o local diutrlcto.

$1 ,470,000 if Recornin • 'da l Ion §1 ia not implemented In Ffl2 oo contract funding to Anchorage School District 

f.ii i in* State Program or the Deaf and fot Sevure-Ptofound services would he unavailable for re-nllocat ion 

to tin- Special Itducnt i Cooperative Service Unit.



PEOPOSEIT ENABLING LEGISLATION * ■ . » •• .

A.S. 14.12 •••;—  —  • ARTICLE H.
•SPECIAL EDUCATION COOPERATIVE SERVICE UNIT

om r rv. • u u w  . In Is declared Co be a policy cf the state to make special 

education services available to all exceptional children, 

included under A.S. 1 » .30.350(1) A, B, C, D, F. In striving 
toward this equalizirg of educational opportunity, the policy 

of the state shall be to encourage cooperation in making 
available to these exceptional children special educational 

programs and services which nay cost efficiently and eco­
nomically be provided by a statewide consortium.

PURPOSE: It is Che purpose of sections of this chapter to

CREATION:

provide appropriate special education out-reach and education- 
related residential services for exceptional children in 
the state for whom local school special education programs 

are Inadequate.

There is established in the state a Special Education 
Cooperative Service Unit.

GOVERNING BOARD: T*1® Special Education Cooperative Service Unit shall be
governed by a seven-member board consisting of an REAA 
special education director, a city/borough school district 
special education director, an EEAA superintendent, a city/ 
borough school district superintendent, a higher education 

respresentative, a representative of the Department of 
Health and Social Lervices, and a representative of the 
Governor's Cou..cil for the Handicapped and Gifted.

The members of the board shall be appointed by the Commis­

sioner of Education.

TERM OF OFFICE:

The members of the board are entitled to the expenses, 

travel, and per diem provided by the law.

The term of office of a board member is ^hree years. However 
the initial members hold office as follows: three fcr a
term of three years, two for a term of two years, and two 
for a term of one year, the terms being assigned to the 

members by lot.

A  vacancy occuring during a term of clfice is fillef in the 
sane manner as the original appointment. A  member appointed 
to fill a vacancy serves for the onexpired term of the 

member he succeeds.

The board shall meet -t least quarterly.

QUORUM: Four members constitute a quorum.



BYLAWS:

EMPLOYEES:

SERVICES:

The board shall adopt bylaws for the operation of the 
Special Education Cooperative Service Unit.

Employees of the Special Education Cooperative Service Unit 
are not state employees and are not subject to the State 
Personnel Act (A.S. 39.25). However, all Special Education 

Cooperative Service Unit employees shall be members of 
either the teachers' retirement system (A.S. 14.25) or the 

public employees retirement system (A-S. 39.35).

' • . **

The. Special Education ooperative Service Unit shalx provide 
the following special education support services to local 

school districts arid 1 EAAs for special education services 
required above and bey m d  those reasonably able to be pro­
vided in the local school district or REAA, including but 
not limited to:

(1) itinerant out-reach services to deaf and hearing 
impaired, blind and visually impaired, orthopedically 
handicapped, severely health impaired, emotionally 
disturbed, and multi-handicappeJ students;

(2) arrangement and purchase of education-related asiden- 
tial placements for special education students;

(3) special education instructional support, and training 
of local school district special education personnel.

DUTIES: In addition to other duties, the Special Education Cooper­
ative Service Unit shall:

(1) employ a superintendent (Executive Director) subject to 
the approval of the Commissioner of Education and 

approve the employment of personnel necessary to o p e r­
ate the Special Education Cooperative Service Unit;

(2) provide for an annual audit la accordance with A.S. 
14.14.050;

(3) establish an advisory board consisting of at least one 
specialist In each of thu following program areas: 

deaf/'nearing impaired, blind/vision impaired, multiple- 
handicapped, emotionally disturbed, orthcpedicaily 
handicapped/severely health impaired and prescribe the 
advisor:/ board's powers and duties;

(4) provide the Department of Education with an annual plan 
of operation which includes a description of the servic 
to be offered, a description of the method by which 
services will be evaluated, information on the number 
of students and school district personnel to be served, 
a schedule of funds available from all sources, and 
other information that may be required by the depart­
ment by regulation.



l * mf m« , • ■ % .»*• • • • ’* ̂  m  . ’I • ' 1 V * ' • ,«**# . “ U  * •( w * • v , • • *#**

POWERS £he Special Education Cooperative. Service Unit board nay
- •- -• - receive an(j expend both public and private funds to operate

the Special Education. Cooperative Service Unit.
• * * * . % ••to* .

* »... 1

The Special Education Cooperative Service Unit board nay 
contract with the department, the Bureau of Indiar Affairs, 
or any school district, regional educational attendance 

• area, regional resource center, or agency, for the provision

o F  special education or special education-related services.
V * T“m t* “' '  , r * j, *f, -  •.,* > • • * * • » * •

FUNDING! Th& legislature shall fund the operational costs of the
Special Education Cooperative Service Unit. Funds for the 
operation of the Special Education Cooperative Service Unit 
shall be appropriated annually to the Department c r Education 
for distribution to the Special Education Cooperative b*rvice 
Unit based on an approved annual plan of service for each 
service program to be provided by the Special Education 
Cooperative Service Unit.

. .  V " a n  * * *
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APPENDIX A 

POPULATION

For the purposes of designing and providing special education services in all 
school districts of the state, children with "low-incidence handicaps" are 

defined (a) by category, as those with handicapping conditions which occur 
infrequently and who require specialised services net ordinarily available in 
nost school districts, and (b) by difficulty of providing service in a rural 
area, as chose children in need of special education who nay be the only child 
or one of a few children in an area who need service.

The "exceptionality" categories included as low incidence are:

DEAF AND HEARING IMPAIRED

BLIND/VISUALLY IMPAIRED

ORTHOPEPICiLLY HANDICAPPED (Non-ambulatory)

SERIOUSLY EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED (and Autistic)

N E U R O L X I C A L L Y  IMPAIRED 

SEVERELY HEALTH IMPAIRED 

MULTI-HANDICAPPED

SEVERELY AND PROFOUNDLY MENTALLY RETARDED

MODERATELY MENTALLY RETARDED (in bush schools)

Of the eleven special education disability categories included under A.S. 14.30 

all of the children identified in five of the categories (Deaf, Visually Handi­

capped, Seriously Emotionally Disturbed, Deaf-Blind, and Mulci-Handicapped) are 
included as low-incidence. Of the remaining six categories, a portion of the 
children included in each say he included as low-incidence.

Table I provides the best estimate to date as to the number of these students 
who are currently in need of service in Alas Xu. Of th«s«, 45 students are 
currently served outside their own district, while an additional 25 are served 
out of the state, at state expense.

350,



APPENDIX TABLE I

Number of Low-incidence students by regional areas as reported by Alaska 
Department of Education as of February 11, 1981

"HH 0 VH ’ SEC- 01 — Ohl 03" MH-

Southeast 20 2 11 22 12 3 0 21

Southcentral 47 9 18 207 89 45 1 7

Central 6 3 7 19 20 4 0 6

Southwest 15 1 0 10 4 3 0 2

West 16 5 2 23 4 . 6 0 3

Northwest 19 2 2 0 4 1 0 0

North 6 2 0 28 0 2 0 0

Contracts 6 45 8 22 17 1 11 20

BIA 8 1 0
•

7 0 4 0 c*

TOTAL 894) 141 ~70” 43 “ ISO" 69 12 64

HH - Hard of Hearing 
D - Deaf
VH - V isua lly  Handicapped
SED- Seriously Emotionally Disturbed
01 - Orthopedically Handicapped
OHI- Other Health Impaired
C3 - Deaf/BHnd
MH - M ultip le  Handicapped



s ft

th is  tabic shows the number of specie! education students 
by d is a b i l i t y  re la t iv e  to tota l school enrollment. Other 
reported represents enrollment reported by school d is t r ic ts
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APPENDIX B 

SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA:

NUMBERS OF LOW-INCIDENCE STUDENTS S ASSOCIATED SERVICE COSTS



• I

• .

FY' 81

OUT-OF-DISTRICT TRANSFERS PAID FOR BY DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

District Ho. of Students Grant Award

Alaska Gateway 1 $21,253.06

Aleutian 1 12.25o.CC

Ancr.orace 4 *25,2*20.00 

-27.ICO.00 

*10.745.00 

31,223.55

Chatham 2 17.235.00

*32,430.20

Oil 1 ingham 1 16,643.00

Fairbanks 5 37,257.00

• *30,450.00

*25,725.00

*27,952.00

• 17,455.00

Haines 0

Kydaburg 0

Juneau 6 *21,504.00

*28,245.00

23.245.00

9,681.52

• 1,002.00

5,074.00

■era *.
1I 20,022.00

ten: o n 1 *1,113.69

" •  ir. 3 *3,235.00

♦

•5.725.CC

*4 ,c85.55 

612.75



OUT-OF-DISTRICT TRANSFERS PAID FOR BY DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

D is tr ic t No. of Stjdents Grant Award

Lake & Peninsula 0

Mat - Su 0
0

Northwest Arctic 1 $25,254.C&

Pelican 1 6,955.00

P r ib ilo f 0

Si tka 7 *23,825.00

* 5,230.00 

*22,725.00
v > ®

* 8,220.00 

*32,230.00 

*32,230.00 

*16,721.00

Southeast Island 0

Unalaska 1 1,635.26

Yukon-Koyukuk 1

•

9,917.05

* put-of-state placement



KETCHIKAN - LOW INCIDENCE FIGURES

Emotionally Disturbed 14

Autistic 2 (not included in 14 above)
Visually Impaired 2 (1 blind, 1 partially sighted)
Deaf 1
Hearing Impaired 11
OH 1 (just moved to Seattle)

Out of district by Social Services or Corrections 

Emotionally Disturbed 2 (API and 3ooth)

2. Cost

VI-B - EH staff, Visually Impaired staff 
EH aide

Autism grant-staff ci consultants 
HI aide
Deaf note taker 
Physical therapy 
Preschool aides 
Equipment & materials

$ 55,000 
10,000
15.000
10.000 
2,160

Coop, agreement
4.000
5.000 

$101,160

Needed but not yet provided:

EH teacher (a second one) 30,000

Deaf tutor 10,000



ANCHORAGE

SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS IN LEVEL IV 

BY TYPE OF EXCEPTIONALITY

Mentally Retarded 225

Learning Disabled 410

Emotionally Disturbed 70

Orthop'.dically Handicapped 37

Speech Impaired 20

Visual Impaired 2

Health Impaired 11

Hard of Hearing 17

Deaf 45

TOTAL 837



1) Deaf - 45 students - funding (State)

Components - 0-3, outreach, Anchorage program 

Budget - $984,678

2) Severe/Profound - M u lt ip le  Handicapped - 55 students 

Budget - $666,755

3) M enta lly Retarded - 170 students - PTR * 3 to 1 

Teachers 21 X 33,900 - $711,900

Aides 21 X 15,950 » $355,950

4) Learning Olsabled - 410 students - PTR 3 9 to 1 

Teachers 46 X 33,900 > $1,559,400

5) Emotionally d isturbed - 70 students - PTR » 8 to 1 

Teachers 9 X 33,900 « $305,100

Aides 9 X 16,950 - $1 52 ,550

5) O rthoped ica lly  Handicapped - 37 students - PTR 10 to 1 

Teachers 3 X 33,900 ■ *$101,70U
•Y

Aides $ X ',6,950 - $ 84, 50
i  •‘I;

7) Speech Impaired - 20 stucents - PTR •  10 to 1 

Teachers 2 X 33,300 •  $ 57,300

8) Health Impaired - 17 stucents - PTR * 3 to I 

Teachers 2 X 23,3CC * $ 57,300

Aides 1 X 15,950 - $ 16,550

COST ASSOCIATED WITH EDUCATING
LEVEL IV STUDENTS IN THE ANCHORAGE SCHOOL DISTRICT

1980 - 1981



PAGE 2

COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH EDUCATING
LEVEL IV STUDENTS IN THE ANCHORAGE SCHOOL DISTRICT

1980 - 1981

Related, Services

a) OT/PT - 11 therapists

Teachers *11 X 33,900 * $372,900

Aides 3 X 16,950 - $ 50,850

b) Psychologists - 6

Teachers vv 6 X 33,900 * 52D3t400

• •* -
c) Speech/Language - 7 therapists

Teachers 7 X 33,900 * S237.300

d) Nurses - '6

Teachers 6 X 33,900 ■ $203,400

e) Medical

Psych iatrists - $23,000
• • «»

Medical - $10,000

’ $33,300-.

f) A cn in is tra tlon  - 3 adm in istrators . 5 secretaries

' ' * l’
Administrators 3 X 43,000 ■ $129,000

». •

Secretaries 5 X 16,000 •  $ 30,300



PAGE 3

COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH EDUCATING
LEVEL IV STUDENTS IN THE ANCHORAGE SCHOOL DISTRICT

1980 - 1981

io ta l Personnel (Excluding Deaf & Severe/Profound)

Total Supplies and Equipment 45

TOTAL

Overhead (225 o f total - excludes transportation)

$4,733,750 

$ 139.350 

$4,923,100 

SI ,083,082

O is tr lc t Costs •♦-Title VI3
t. ►*-

State Contracts

TOTAL Costs for 837 Students

S6,006,182 

$1 ,651 ,444 

$7 ,657 ,525

Total cost per student

D is tr ic t cost per student

Total aooroximate State Special Education 
Revenue - 737 students level IV •  68 units

63 X 34,935 X 97.94535

$9,149

S8.U9

$2,325,759

or

$2,157 per studen:



cy \ £ y rJA / «y ^ e / u
P.O.Box 1 6 0 *  B a a h o w . A l a s k a  99723 • 652-5311

RETORT TO TIIE GOVERNOR'S COUNCIL FOR TIE HANDICAPPED AND CIFTED ON FACTORS
PREMINTING TIE DELIVERY OF SERVICES TO LOW INCIDENCE HANDICAPPED 

CHILDREN ON TIE NORTH SLOPE OF ALASKA

On the North Slope we face many difficult and unique problems in the 

delivery of special education services. Unlike urban arcus with both u 

financial and student population ba„e, rural Alaska is forced to deal with 

spnrcity and logistical factors which make compliance with P.L. 94-142 vir­

tually impossible. Little success has been achieved in adapting existing 

urban approaches to special education programs in rural Alaska, especially 

in the delivery of services to low incidence handicapped children. Few 

factors which underlie successful deliver/ of services to this population 

have been identified.

We are attempting to serve approximately twenty-five children in the 

c o m o n  low incidence categories. This is about eight per cent of our 

special education population. The count is actually higher in that ar.y 

child for which you cannot provide services snould be classed as low in­

cidence.

We are spercFng an estimated average $9,114. per low incidence child.

This amount does not induce the regular instructional program costs. .Ad­

ditional personnel needed to provide support services which arc presently 

not being provided, or are being inadequately provided via itinerant and 

outreach services include: Speech/Language Specialist, ED Itinerant Psy­

chologist* Physical Therapist, Deaf Educator, Deaf Interpreter, and a Par­

ent Counselor/Trainer. The estimated cost of this additional personnel in­

cluding salary, benefits, and travel to the villages would be $334,000.

This cculd r a  the cest of providing services tc these children tc uporcx-
i «

ira te ly  S I- ,464. per c h ild . C osting  the regular instructiona l costs, th is  

figure cculd well be in  excess of $33,130. per c h ild .

As it stands new, we have special education personnel :r. each village.

.'5cst arc serving ch ildren with a van  o r  * cf handicaps. I: i.s d i f f ic u l t ,  i f  

not impossible, for these pcwrde to deal with such u diverse case ead. ‘..e 

have it ine ran t services in seme areas .md u t i l i t e  outreach services in others, 

bur both have proven inadequate due to w n irhe r : :  factors (a v a i la b il it y



of planes, weather, housing space, itinerant burn-out, expense, etc.)*

Our low incidence children need more than outreach or itinerant services. 

We are spread out over 88,000 square miles with seven villages ar.d Barrow to 

serve. The maximun number of visits you can possibly expect dr. itinerant tc 

make to each village would be three, and that would be pushing it. We pres­

ently have a speech clinician who gees to each village. She manages to con­

duct same evaluations, screening, and creates a lot of paperwork, but not 

much therapy. The time and red tape involved in utilizing outreach services 

or attempting an out-of-district placement make these less than desirable 

alternatives.

We are spending about twice as much money in special education as we 

are generating under the present foundation system. We are still not com­

ing close to adequately delivering services. We have very nice IZP's, but 

there is a big gap between what those IHP's say and what we are actually 

able to deliver.

If we are expected ‘o adequately implement 94-142, a reasonable fi­

nancial commitment must be made. Changing the state law so that each school 

could be counted as 3 separate attendance area for special education would 

be a step in the right direction. That way, one deaf child would not have 

to wait for another dozen or so mildly handicapped children to materialize 

in order for a unit to be generated.

We wCTild also like to propose that a diagnostic/residential facility be 

established on the North Slope to serve native students from this and other 

,pDush’r areas. We envision a facility similiar to the Jesse Lee Heme, or 

possibly one based on the original Whaley Center concept. We are in need 

of a place to bring students, parents, and teachers for training and follow- 

up services. For those that need long term treatment, the cultural shock 

of existing in an urban area would be minimized here in 3arrcw. As costly

as this seems, :t would still be less expensive than sending those needing

treatment cut cf the district cr out of the star?.

As it stands now, there is little hope for us to provide services for

the low incidence child in cur village schools, or for that ratter, here

in 3arrcw. There are simply too many ractors working against us. We can 

no longer expect a generalist to meet the needs cf each child. We can only 

meet the paperwork guidelines. The intent of 94-14 2 is good, but it is not 

working on the North Slope cf Alaska.

Respectfully submitted,
Sam Sushcn, Coordinator 
N*.S.3.S.D. Special Services
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S UB J : L E VE L  4 S TUDENT S

14:12 F O R : K O O . I K  I S L A N D
KSG I :  20/4 ,
D A T E : .  22- O c t - a O  
TINE: 11:22

UE SERVE TWENTY-FIVE ( 2 3 )  LEVEL 4 STUDENTS U I TH  I HE FOLLOWING 
BINARY DISABILI . I E S :

K E N T A L L Y  RET AR D ED  \ 1?
E M O T I O N A L L Y  D I S T U R B E D  . ' 1 
f t U L T l - H A N D  I  CAP P E D  3
CQMMUt t l  CAT  I C:i D I S O R D E R E D  2

T H E S E  N U M B E R S  h a y  C H A N C E  WHEN OUR F I R S T  QUAR TE R  
itEPORT I S  S U B M I T T E D .

BASED UPON THESE NUMBERS UE ARE SPENDING AN A V E R A G E  

Of 5 1 0 . 9 4 3 . VO PER L E V E L  4 S T l ’D M T .  OUR BAS IC 
INS TRUCT IONAL  UNIT ALLOTMENT REIMBURSES US AT  THE 
RATE OF 43,636.00 PER L E VE L  4 STUDENT.

•

B I L L  HA'.'KINS. CHI LD  S TUDY  TEAfl LEADER 
KODIAK I S LAND BOROUGH SCHOOL D I S T R I C T

\

CC: KODIAK I S L AND -



DlSTRlC-: , M v e l  1 L e v e l  2 L e v e l  3 • L e v e l  4 AOM/FTE L.pondltures Special Fd. foundation 
• •

Reported L e v e l  4 Costs '7$?/  
y v 'w« »

i;
Adak 41) 2 * 0 13

•

09,70-> J()9,320.00

MasVa Gateway 73 32 12 2 32 ____________ lj 3.P01 }  153.120.00

i • ,<
A\ rf.

* • •
. /Aleutian Chain 7 16 0 . _ - Vvi t J I  „  . 95.7oo.001---------------

i *
•

V
Annette Is land ! 47 11 9 5 27 119.397 n :\ M i  . . .n jw Q  _____ - . -

* Bering S tra its  , 10 41 4 2 20 155.036 197.7110. ______- > ■ - - "
•

i
Chatham J) 10 2 1 16 50.790 IOJ.J'jC

•

. Chugach

. . . .

3 4 0 25,819 0
.

.
J. Copper River 59 27 16 11

99

50 134,467 220,110 ________n.046 . ________

1,

•

>• ■
•

9
1. Oelta Creely 87 92 40 16 112 302,05/ 471,000

%
4.

•

•

I
6

t





IISTRICT .•

ItCIIOriAGC OSO

HISTOL BAY BSO

onuovA cso

:raic cso

•ILL IHGiIAM CSD

A1W1AIIKS NORTH STAR I

ALIIIA CDS

IAINCS DSD

IOOMAJI CSD

ITOA0URG CSO

IUNCAU BSD

Att CSD

vINAI HWMSULA ISP 

(TCHIKAN CAIIHAT BSO

<IHC COVt CSD 

1AMOCA (SO

 Sr

*001 AC I St AMD BSD_______

•ATAJIUSrAStftllHA £50 

IlNAfU CSO_____________

U (  cso

HQRTH SlOCt ISP

r t i cR s iu i c  cso

u m r o iN f  c so

I

I-

le v e l 1 Level 2 le ve l 3 _ leve l 4 AWVTIL expend 1 lures Spec. i u . lu u m u u u ii

2421 £61 282 B57 1971
l i s t . 6 ,447,028 

865.545

l»Jsl. S.6377400 
Spec. Rev,

16 in

•

n n n 60.561 . -

74 in ? l . _ 76 . . .  . H I.LJ '.i . . .  . .. M S .M il . .

•
74 4 • 7 n 64,394. _ _ fi/ i.wn .

1

29 1? 1? _ 1 25 173.461 196 .IC9

0

•

1045. ? n 11? 138
1.912,300

>prc, ki'V .
1 ■'

•
.U B ? . .  .2 in 75.093 90,674

1

90 . 20 1 .0 . W l < M rj 1D1,1M

• 19 14 10 6 24 110,776 142,460

10 1 0 0 3 48.933 0

SC) 76 62 6? 206 890.217

30 1) 3 1 16 101,106

-----
16/ 223 65 81 3)4 1,069,390

IB) 109 41 46 175 542,417 534,100

; IS 1 0 10 34,779 95,119

6 6 ; 0 9 30,775 60,700

364 143 43 36 219 662,150 BOS.727

1 2/0 157 0) 100 * 307 !,08S ,955 943,959

M 9 9 0 19 117,052 114,520

41 6 ) 40 21 91 406,4/7 491,540

1
S4 69 26 27 93 S l C . o o l 479,616

B9 1) 16 4 44 ISC.187 196,204
• "

14 5 0 0 5 33,354 47,850

i •  t »/ 1 A » • u* ’V |« At*

lu  |*W I St-M

.._ll.fiO£L

22,000 

_ l?i?R

IS .120 

.13.220.

4.1/6

6 ,7 0 0

I O . O M

S.SS6



KAGt/AV CSO

tlALASKA CSD

■ALDCZ CSD

RANCH! CSO

_  n

11.700

•.197

1.0)5





APPENDIX C 

SERVING THE LOW INCIDENCE STUDENT IN ALASKA: CURRENT PROBLEMS

As a rcsulc of existing state and federal lavs and regulations, school districts 
are now required to provide a free appropriate public education to all children 

regardless of handicapping conditions. The cost of providing these 'trvices has 
far exceeded the acquisition of funds to pay for these services. This is espe­
cially true vith regard to the "low-incidence" population. Many of the educa­
tional services needed by these student i are extra-ordinary in that they are not 
the typas of services generally available to average school districts. This is 
especially true in the rural areas of the state. A vide variety of specialised 
services oust be oade available to these speclal-needs students in each school 
district of the state.

At the present tine there are several agencies providing a variety of services 
to the ease or similar children in local schools under several different admin­
istrative and funding sechanisns. For soae specialised services, local districts 
art required to obtain the needed services froa resource centers, state or 
private agencies. For other services local districts sre encouraged, because of 
funding acchanisss and disincentives, to send their children to special resi­
dential prograas provided under State contract by the Anchorage School District 
or to schools in other ststes. Still other services are provided for sone 

exceptionality categories by state agencies at no cost to districts but because 
of funding restrictions cannot serve other children with si-all r conditions.

It la asaiaed that, as a first option, all districts ard REAAs seek co serve all 
children in the local district prograa. Such an assumption is embodied in 
Public Law 94-142. and Alaska education statutes ar.d regulations.

It is also assumed that each child can be provided an adecuate program of services 
in state. While local districts will provide cost of the services tnrough local 
personnel there will need to*be special resources and personnel cade available 
to local districts froa statewide support prograas and in "centralised** or 
regicnaliaed programs.

Only through adequate funding of a variety of resources and careful attention to 
personnel development, program standards and prograa adoinlstratlon will Che 
full service goal for this population be achieved efficiently and eosprehensively.

The recommendations presented result :.-cm the consideration of alternative 
solutions to the problems Li*„.tra:ed by the following examp «s:

\a e The Sorth Slope School District serves 23 lov-incidence children at a 
current cost of $9,114 per child; spends sbcut tvicc as r.rh ao-ey in 
spec.si education as is generated under the foundation system end would 
increase costs to S12.SG0 per child if itinerant end outreacn services for 

a Speech/Language Specialist. ID Psychologist, Fhysieel Therapist, X a f  
tducator. Deaf Interpreter, and e Ferenc C^.r.sellcr/Trainer vers fully 

- r .d e  U .

The "orth Slope fortug; 
districts, envisions development ?f a

5c ? : c i  r u s t i c : ,  l i k e  m :  
ctagr.es:.:

•rd urban
reside* isl facility to



which to bring students, parents, and teachers for training and follow-up 

services as a less costly alternative to sending students out of the 
district and out of the state.

3. Sevei -y deaf students are presently being serviced in the state. Forcy- 

fivt A  these students are served in a centralized residential/educational 
state contract program through the Anchorage School District. The contract 
program receives $984,000 in state funds. Once their students are accepted 
into the program, sending districts are no longer responsible for funding 
the child's service cost. Deaf students served in other districts come 
under special education foundation ADM/FTE funding. Kenai serves several 
deaf students at a cost of $12,300 per child per year yet receives only 
$3,000 par child per year from foundation funds.

4. A child with a combination of physical and mental handicaps who lives at

home and attends school in his local southeastern community nay receive the
following services from the agencies ;oited during the year:

. medical treatment: private physician

. evaluation: Child Development Services r .rough the Division of Public
Health

. education support services: Alaska Resources administered through the
Employment and Training Canter of Alaska 

. special educational natei lals for vision handicaps: Blind/Visually
lm,ai:ed Prograa through Bristol Bay Regional Resource Center 

. speech therapy services: Southeast Regional Resource Center

. physical therapy services: private provider funded by the Handicapped
Children's Program of the Division of Public Health

Except for the medical care which is provided by a local resident physician 
and the local school district which implements the daily educational pro­
gram, all of the services are provided by itinerant professionals froa 
J- nsau or Anchorage. Some of the services are provided at no cost to the 
district. Others say cost in excess of $300 a day.

All of the specialized services are iaportanc to the child's success in the 
local education program. The child's parents say not even be aware chat 
such programs are serving their child. The local school district special 
education personnel mute contact each of these agencies, request services, 
negotiate service agreeaer.es, trrange travel schedules, implement prograc 
reccn-endationa, sake .ure that reports are completed and that vendors are 
paid for services rendered.

3. The Department of Education pays the total cost of out-of-state transfers

P r e s e n t l y  23 students at en average cost cf f_______  per J t u d m t ) .  T>e
>• .:rmer.t pays the residential placement and ncn-tuition coats cf late'* 

district transfers, charging sending district* ihe tuition costa. The 
Tepa.tsent of Education does not pay residential placement costs for lntra- 

district transfers. A Department of Health and Social Services review o: 
.%*-.-iCstt i e r n e ? . *  s to><r.d that in car./ cases .ccs. c c r cun

provide the necessary education eervicrv but n**d h.using for cl ildren vno 
m ' t  stsy at V s e .  “Housing ss creating :*• r.. d fer tr*nsf-rH . v# 

cere to accept the Justification that student transfers to larger schcol



districts and out-of-state are cade for educational reasons even though 

there is clear evidence to the contrary. The lack of funding for local 
residencial/facily support sen/ices by the Departcent of Education and the 

Departaent of Health and Social Services results in high-cost placeaents 
away frca hoce communities. There are no financial incentives for school
districts to work to keep children in the local community.

6. Anchorage School District estimates that 100 of their 837 Level IV students
are transfers froa other districts of the state.

7. At present the State Departaent of Education must negotiate separate con­

tracts with cany different agencies and residential service providers to 
obtain essential services for children with low-incidence handicaps.



NEEDS ASSOCIATED WITH THE DELIVERY OF SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES 
TO LOW-INCIDENCE POPULATION STATEWIDE
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NEEDS ASSOCIATED WITH THE DELIVERY OF SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES 
TO LOW-INCIDENCE POPULATION STATEWIDE

1. PROGRAM MODELS AMD STANDARDS

A. Urban and rural service delivery models.

3. Program standards which take into account a combination of delivery

models.

C. Curricula and models for vocational education programs.

D. Methodologies for serving low-incidence students in correspondence 

programs.

E. Standards for consultants.

F. Sunaner and Tear-Round programs.

C. Allocation of educational facility *pace for local prograas.

H. Improved local education resources plus allied health and social 

services in order to reduce out-of-district transfers.

I. Adapt standard testing instruments for use with the low-incidence 

population.

J. Centralised or regionalized prograas with housing components.

. in-state residential and education programs and facilities for 
that portion of emotionally disturbed and orthopedically handi­
capped populations, and for a few "ocher health impaired" students 
who need special medical and health care, for whoa services are 
unable to be provided locally.

. programs for special short-term intensive services tc low-incidence 

populations.

. continuum of alternative c o m m i t ?  housing resource!.

APPROPRIATE PERSONNEL AND TRAINING FOR PERSC’.INEL

A. In son* disciplines, there ar« posif.cr vacancies which c.strict* 
cannot fill.

2. Bilingual personnel are needed particular!* *.n outlying districts.

C. Lack of adequate housing in sore villages results in htph t - m - o v e r .
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. corrections

. social services 

. Alaska Psychiatric Institute 

. State Program for the Deaf

H. Need to combine similar programs and reduce fragmentation and pos­
sibility of duplication.

I. Need for life-long continuity of service between agencies:

. infant learning programs and transition to school district pro­
grams at age three (3).

. continuum of vocational services in school after graduation.

J. Si arzng and use of diagnostic information among program personnel.

K. A u ifled, representative statewide constituency group for special
tdu ation.

4. FUNDING

A. The present foundation formula generally funds approximately one-third
to one-half of the actual cost of service.

E. The present foundation system encourages the placement of students at
Level IV in order to generate needed funds, yet such placement is not
in keeping with the intent of P.L. 94-142 or necessarily in the best 
interest of the individual student. The more a district integrates a 
handicapped child into regular education programs, the less money the 
district generates for service.

D. Smaller districts do not have a sufficient number of students to 
generate funding needed for adequate provision of programs.

E. Funding is not provided for diagnosis and assessment. Therefore, 
costs associated with assessment of students who are found not to be 
eligible for special education are not recoverable.

F. There is no way, under the present system, to insure that funds 
received for special education are utilized far spucial education.

C. There is a great disparity of funding levels for contract prograas.
Some receive basic funding for personnel end must charge local dis­
tricts for travel end associated costs, while others receive funding 
for non-?ercsr.n«l costs.

H. There is e lack of funding for specialized equipment and materials.

I. There is e lack of funding for transportation for regular service to
itinerant staff and to bring students to larger cc'ools for diagnosis 

and assesrment, short-term intensive services.

J. There Is presently r.c funding for s o = e r  azd ). ear-round ;rcgr:ns.



K. Funding for lntra-district transfers is not the sane as for inter­
district transfers, thus creating a disincentive for districts to keep 
students as close to hone as possible since it is less costly to 
transfer the student to another district.
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SERVICE DELIVERY MODELS

Urban, rural, and centralized prograas are essential eleaents of a comprehensive 

statewide system of special education for children with low-incidence handicaps. 
The three service delivery codels, their similarities and differences, must be 
recognized and supported in Che development of regulations, prograa standards, 
and administrative policies. The aodels, their components, and basic require­
ments are as follows:

Specialized prograas for groups of children with similar handicapping 
conditions and service needs

Personnel employed by the local district:

. specialists in educating specific disability groups 

. diagnosis/assessment staff 

. related service personnel:
. occupational therapy 
. physical therapy 
. speech therapy 
. audiology 
. psychology 

. recreational therapy 

. orientation/mobility

Medical consultants are locally available

Specialized equipment, materials, and facilities provided by the district 
as part of the prograa

Rl’PAL (3 or less students)

Specialized prograas for individual children with dissimilar handicapping 
conditions and different service needs

Teachers sad aides employed by the local district:
. generalists in special education

Itinerant personnel provide specialized services, anJ aster Lais ar.d train 
Icrai teachers and aides :o implement prescriptive programs

Medical consultants available on itinerant basis

Specialized equipment and materials purchased :■ district or used or. lean 
from centralized programs or itinerant ter.-ice sgrnci«a

URBAN

?.ejular (!-i tinea a year) en-iite viii: i



. evaluation/assessment 

♦ participation in CST & IEP development 
. development of prescriptive programs and data systecs 
. training of teacher and aide who implement programs 
. training of other personnel 
. assistance in training oarents

Mechanism for appropriate diagnosis/assessment either in local village or 
at other location

Trained local personnel who work with the child daily

Parent training program

Library of materials and equipment

Extensive in-service training program for local personnel

Availability of 12-nonth program including access to centralized program 
for periodic ard/or summer intensive specialised training and education 
services

CgrrSALIZED

Coaaunity with capability for serving children from o t her areas and with 

local daily availability of specialized and related support services and 
foster home or group home plr.concnt options sith pa «nt of parents or 
staff for service provision

Training services to parents, facility staff, allied medical, health and 
social services personnel

Outreach and follow-up services to natural families 

Veekly professional assistance to families and groups home 

Social/P-creational options

Develop/approve new materials, methods, and equipment 

Provide diagnosis, assessment, evaluation services 

Capability for providing long-c^rn (30 day) itinerant services
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URBAN AND RURAL SERVICE DELIVERY FOR LOW INCIDENCE HANDICAPPED

Currently, two board categories of ser. ice delivery systems are recognized: 
urban and rural. The urban models of service delivery are characterized ty 
relatively large numbers of students with varying types of low-incidence handicaps. 
In many cases it is possible to develop a self-contained classroom of 10-12 
students who have similar handicapping conditions. Under such a system, one will 
find specially designed programs for the auditorially impaired, visually impaired, 
orthopedically handicapped, emotionally handicapped, retarded, deaf-blind, and 

multiply handicapped. In addition to highly trained teaching staffs, supportive 
professionals such as speech therapists, audiologists, physical and occupational 

therapists, psychologists, recreational therapists, orientation/mobility 
specialists and medical consultants are also readily available.

Since a relatively large number of low-incidence handicapped students are 
gathered together, the funding mechanisms currently allow urban school districts 
to afford these services. This availability of services also provides an 
avenue for rural school districts to transfer students to these urban areas
thereby requiring that residential services also be provided.

A need to continue the centralized residential orograms as currently provided 
by uroan districts in Alaska is recognized. These programs provide many children 
with the necessary educational environment to move towards more independence 
within society.

Piese urban models also serve the rural areas of the state by providing exemplary 
educational service delivery systems which rural areas can look to for replica­
tion of specific educational techniques. These urban models car. provide 
temporary services to rural students who need diagnostic and evaluative services 
which cannot necessarily be provided in a rural school district.

Rural schools, conversely -ind the development of comprehensive services extremely 
difficult. Few schools serving small numbers of low-incidence children can 
afford the multitude of teaching and «upportive professionals required. While 
one severe mentally retarded and/or multiple handicapped student may require 
specially designed instruction in several areas and the supportive services of 

numerous professionals, the funding generated by this student Is insufficient 
to hire the qualified teaching staff.

While schools receive funding based primarily upon the numbers of students 
served, the lov-i: cidence student may require a disproporrir.ate number p£ services. 

For example, a rura. school district attempting to serve three severely/pro­
foundly handicapped student finds that these students require specially designed 
instruction is the treat. of education for the severely retarded. In addition, 
these students require t te supportive a e n v c e s  cf a speech pathologist, an 
audiolcgist, physical ari occupational therapists, a psychologist, a recreational 
therapist, and medical, consultants. OftvS special education staff consists of 
teachers with no specific training with the severely nandicapped. Likewise, 
the supportive perscnr.el are not available in the rural district to provide the 
legally mandated ralated services. While the rural schools have every desire 
to meet the needs cf all their students, the p m v i s i o n  of the mar.v services required 
is ir.petsibie given cirrent staffing levels.



APPENDIX G 

PERSONNEL DEVELOPMENT SYSTEM



APPENDIX G 

PERSONNEL DEVELOPMENT SYSTEM

To effectively solve the problems district* face regarding recruitaent, selection, 

trailing and retention of qualified special education personnel, a conprehensive 
systea needs to be developed. Consistent with the current Departaent of Education 
re-organization plan, responsibility for developing such a syste-a rests vith 
the new State Professional Development Steering C c = l t t e e .

Recotaaendations regarding special education which will need to be considered 
by the State Professional Development Steering C o m i t r e e  are:

. Establishing and staffing a central recruiting agency for special education 
personnel to undertake active recruitaent of personnel, conduct personnel 
screening, arrange local on-site lnterviewi orior to hiring. Costs of such 

an agency should be shared by «-hool districts and the Departaent of Education.

. Developing a statewide incentive prograa for special education personnel 
including:

. centralized pre-service training for new rural personnel;

. student teaching and intern opportunities in rural schools;

. t»acher exchange prograas;

. teacher training and paraprofesslonal trairtng prograas for local people
through grants, fellowships, internships;

. programs to encourage training and employment of natives;

. developnent of career ladders;

. laproved opportunities for sabbatical leaves, leave of absence and 
professional training.

. Providing special education training prograas for principals, superinten­
dents, and school board meabors.

. lap roving housint for teacher^ and prc idir.g temporary housing for itinerant 
personnel.
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