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ABSTRACT

Michael W (rasky
The Special Education New Jersey Administrative Code Policy Proposal Survey
1997
Dr. 5. Jay Kuder
Master of Arts in Special Education

This study examined the reaction of teachers to five proposals for reforming,
special education. These proposals inchide the achievement of the Core Curricuhum
Content Standards, inclusion of exceptional students in state and distriztwide assessments,
child study team revisions, classification chanpes, notice reduction, and the redefining of
consent. A {ifteen closed-ended question survey with five Likert-type rating scale optional
answers was devetoped. Seventy three graduate students in education participated in this
study. The categorical data was illustrated through charts, graphs, and crossbreak tables.
Survey analysis revealed that 52% supported the policy proposals, 33.9% were in
opposition, 11.2% ipdicated no opinion, and 0.9% did not respond. The study further
revealed that concern for the exceptional child was a priority, and that whether in support
ot opposition to the policy proposals, educational personnel are to continue to render

quality service (o the exceptional child in a professional and dignified manner.



MINI-ABSTRACT

Michael W. Gasley
The Spectal Education New Jersey Administrative Code Policy Proposal Survey
1997
Dr. 8. Jay Kuder
Master of Axts in Special Education

Seventy three graduate students attending Rowan University were surveved to
determine their reactions and concems to proposals for reforming special education. The
analysis of the surveys indicated support for the policy proposals, afthough a number of

conceins were expressed by the respondents,
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Chapter One
Hypothesis and Research Question

Introduction

Recently Dr. Leo Klagholz, the New Jersey Commissioner of Education, presented
# series of policy proposals to the Special Education New Jersey Administrative Code
0:28. Taken together, these proposals represent a revolitionary approsch to the way
special education is currently divected in New Jersey. The policy prapasals are designed
to provide school districts with increased flexibility in the provision of special education
services. Currently, apecial education services are foensed ot regulations and procedural
issues which have proven to be burdensome to the educational comiunity. Dr. Klagholz
proposes an approach that i3 student centered, will result in high academe achievement,
and will enable, to the fullest extent possible, students with disabilities to foHill the Core
Curriculum Content Standards.

These policy proposals are currently being considered by the New Jersey
Department of Education. The major elements of the policy proposals provide options in
regard to the use of child study teamns, the revision of the current medical model disability
labeling system, the redistribution of class size and type, the mandating of the Core
Curricubym Content Standards, and the inchision of students with disabilities in state and
districtwide assessments.

These policy proposals, il initiated by the New Jersey Department of Education,
will impact special education services on three levels. The first is the school distrier. The
policy proposals will allow districts to solve problems based on their own specific
circumstances rather than requiring them to implement a single prescribed solution. The
second ix cconomically. Since districts will be provided with a greater l=vel of flexibility
of preseribitg special education services to its' pupils, opportunitics to implement quality

programs at a reduced cost will benefit the local cormanities, Districts will bave the



opportunity to redirect resonrees to clloctive instruction. Finally, the student with
dizsabilities will be impacted. Student achicvement and programs will become the focus
rather than procedural issues. Tocal, individualized planming, based or the unigue needs
of ¢ach individual student, will be provided through these policy proposals.

Although there are many positive aspects to these policy proposals, problems may
exist that will need to be addressed. What are some of these potential problems that
parents, child stucy team (CST) members, and teachers, both repular and special
education, may face should these policy proposals be approved? Parerrs may disagree
with the policy proposal of allowing ot CST member to be present ot meetings for the
purpose of identification, evaluation, and clagsification. They may insist that the present
miahclate recuiring the entire CST (a school peychologist, a learning disabilities teacher-
consultant, and a school social worker) to participate in the referral process continue to
ensure a vatiety of profiessional disciplines and viewpoints. Due process hearings may
resull to settle disagresments between parents and schoal districts.

Child study team members way disagree with these policy proposals also.
Adithough the option of allowing one (58T member be present at meetings throughout the
referral process and reducing the mumber of required evaluations to two may be expedient
and cost effective, a "divided" team approach rmay prove to be inefioctive and a disservice
to the pupit with disabilities,

Regular and special education teachers may view the policy praposal of inchuding
studerts with disabilitics in statewide and district assessments as unrealistic. Pressure to
mest the Core Currienlum Content Standards and to suceesd in assessments such as the
High School Proficiency Test may prove to be burdensome to both students with
disabilities and the regular and special education teacher. Teachers may be held to a
greater degree of aecountability for student performance on such assessments if these

policy proposals are mandated.



Problem Statement

Given the potential impact of the proposed changes it special education, I propose
0 exanine the following question: What are the reactions and concerns of educational
personpe] in regard to the recent policy proposals to the Special Education New Jersey
Admimigtrative Code 6:28 by New Jersey Cominissioner of Education Teo Klapholz?
Specific policy proposals to be considered for this investigation inclnde curricubim

standards and assessment, child study team revisions, classification, notice and consent.

Hypothesis Statement

My hypothesis is that the reactions and concerns of educatiopal personnel and
parepts i relation to the recent policy proposals to the Special Eduertion New Jersay
Administrative Code 6:28 by New Jersey Commissioner of Education Leo Klapholz will
be a compasite of skepticism and optimism.  Educational personnel may respond with
optimism due 1o pending flexibility in the educational process vet, thev also may view the
changes with skepticism due Lo inclusionary and funding issues that may lead to teacher
cutbacks in many distriets. Parents may fear a loss in quality education for students, both
nondisabled and with disabilities, due to the policy proposal ramifications. Howaver,
aptimism may prevail for parents who favor inclusion and hail the policy proposals as an

improvement to New Jersey's educational system.

Definition of Terms
1, Educational Personnel
This term will be used to define child study team members, teachers, both
regular and gpecial education, and administrators.
1. Special Education New Jersey Administrative Code 6:28
This term defmes a hapdbook of legal guidefines and procedures for directing

spetial education programs i the state of New Jersey.



Purpose

These proposed policy changes if initiated, will redirect New Jersey special
education programs and administration. This redirection may have ~amifications on both
state and local level. Many of these ramifications may be seen immediately. Others may
develop as these policy proposals are implemented and as time progresses. Soms
inmediate ramifications may be seen in the area of personnel reduction and the need for
in-setvice training. If student's with disabilities are to be prepared for district and
statewide assessments, it may be beneficial to include these pupils into a regular classroom
where the Core Curriculum Content Standards has already been implemented. Also, if the
classification policy proposal is approved, it may increase mainstreaming and inclusion
¢fforts for such pupils. These two policy proposal aspects may leac: to the necessity of
team teaching composed of regular and special education teachers, or it may require that
teachers be dual certified to educate both nondisabled students and students with
disabilities. In either case, the number of required teachers may also be reduced and
replaced by teacher assistants. Cuts in funding may result in numercus employment losses
and the reduction of quality education for both student populations.

Educational personnel may have to attend several in service traiting seminars if
such propesals ate approved. These in services may be designed to assist educational
personnel in understanding the policy proposals and what new responsibilities are required
of them in the process.

Child study team members imay find it difficult to communicate eifectively if the
option of allowing one member to be present at meetings throughout the referral process
is approved. They may also decide that three evaluations is most beneficial to the papil
with disabilities instead of the proposed two. Certain members may view their discipline
to be vital in the evaluation of a potential pupil with disabilities. Othsr members may
disagree and decide that their discipline and professional judgement is sufficient for the

proposed two evaluations.



Parents may view two evaluations as msufficlkent and detrimental to their child,
They may think that three is necessary to ensure a proper diagnose. A third evaluation
may b the parents financial responsibility if these policy proposals are approved. Parents
of nondisabled students and students with disabilities may decide that i is not in their
child's best acadernic interest to be in an inclusion classroom. They nay determine that the
duality of education is Jisrupted due to the diversity of needs represerted i such a class.

As these variables are considered, edueational personnel will reed to be prepared.
Therefore, this study will serve as an nstrument of preparation. As educational personnel
are surveyed and interviewed, they will have the opportunity to refleci on the impengding
policy proposals and begin preparing for these changes i special education should they be
approved by the New Jersey Departinent of Education.

Ureorview

This thesis will consist of four remaining chapiers. Chapter two will focus on
literature review. What are the "experts” saying about changes in special education?
What are the reactions and ¢oncerns of educational personnel and parents to such
changes? What are or have been the ramifications of proposed special education changes
in recent years? {hLapter three will emphasize research desicn and the procedure used to
collect data. The results and analysis of this study will be examined in chapier fovr. The
afth and final chapter will diseuss the survey. The results of the survey will be examined.
Survey implications and the limitations of this study will also be digcnssed. Finally,
suggestions for a follow up study will be presented with options for firtupe rescarch.



Chapter Two
Literature Heview

Introduction

I the mid-1980s, various states began to experiment with ths concept of
deresulation in education. Influenced by national reports which cited derepulation as an
opportupity 10 improve ieacher performance and increase professional faovation at the
tocal level, states pernutied schools to solicit waivers from regulation (Camepie Form on
Education and the Econoiny, 1986; Holmes Group, 1986). Purkey & Smith (1983)
maintzined that this move toward Sexibility developed Fom the evolving philosophy that
autonomy fram averburdening state regulations was a catalyst toward school
improvement. Schools that are freed fiom impositions that stem fom state regulations
which mandated the specifications, organization and delivery of education, could devise
services that best meet specific needs of their students, Teachers, administrators and other
professionals who frequent contact with students would make expert decisions at the
local level. To encourage efforts in deregulation, educators agreed o be held accountablc
for their performance (National Governors Association [NCA], 1985).

Fuhrman & Elmore (1995} examined the development of deregulation from limited
Waiver programs to charter programs and new performarnce-based accountabiiity systems
that inchuded broad-scake derepulation. They indicated that early derepulation efforts were
3¢ limited in scope that expected results weie few, Broader deregulstion efforts also
proved diffienlt it producing desired results. Hahits of pracrice and political forces were
barriers to both the early devegulation cfforts and the Jatter, broader deregulation
cndeavors. A continuing state role uaecrtainty regardmg waiver implementation,
deregulation and bow states should delgpate to school districts of verving types
compotnded the difficulty of implementing deregularion.



Watvers

Waivers ate ¢xemptions from state codes and regolations. They have been used to
provide districts facing unusmal emerpeney situations additional time to comply with state
regulaiions. Waivers typically dealt with the length of the school vear, temoving mmmrmum
Iequiremenis in crises, bad weather or other unavoidable circumatancag, teaching our of
field, and permitting districts to staff classes when properly certified teachers were
unavailable (Furhman & Elmor, 1995). Due to the move towards autonamy, states hepan
to offer watvers specifically to encourage school tmovation in the late 1980s.

Fuarbman & Elmors (1995} surveved principals in 125 schools eligible for
deregulation, 4 elementary schoals, an intermediate school and a high school (all
dercgulated), in two Scuth Carolina districts hetween 1990 and 1992 Interviews were
eonducted with central office and building administrators and three to saven teachers In
each school, Interviews with teachers and administrators from three schanl distvicts in
Washington State were also conducted over the same period of time. A telephone survey
of project coordinators in all eligible sites was completed in 1993, In Texas, teachers and
admmistrators in 7 schools eligible for waivers were alse nterviewed between 1992 and
1893, Finally, state policymakers, association leaders, analyats, and agency pergonnel
were interviewed i each state concerning deregulation and its implersentation.

South Carolina, Washington, and Texas were states thai promoted innovation and
therclore received waivers. Purhman & Elmor (1993) discovered that programs
developed from waivers in these states were Hmited in design and had little effizct on
school practice after 4 few years of operation.

In 1992, Puhrman & Elmore (1992) reported that South Carolina and Washington
cirts began to reflect broader thinking abowut school practice and operation.  This
hroader rhinking apptoach was encouraged by local politics and associated manztary
awards. Even with this vaviable stivulating broader efforts at deregulation and school
reform. Furhman & Elmore (1995) conclided that deregulation produced modest effects



and that there is little indication that deregulation is more of a stimulus for change in

individual schools over a period of time than traditional methods.

Criteria and Eligibility

In the programs studied by Furhman & Elmore (1995), only certain schools were
eligible for exemptions from state regulations. Three criteria were used to measure
cligibility: (1) high achieving schools were accepted and were rewarde< through
dercgulation, (2) schools were selected to participate through a comperitive process,
and/or (3} were part of a detailed change plan/application process. To qualify, each
school had to meet at least ane or more of the three criteria. In South Carolina, all three
eriteria were used to deregulate schools, South Carolina's Flexibility Through
Deregulation (¥TD) Program allowed automatic exemption from rules instituted in the
state's Defined Minimuin Program (DMP) to schools that achieved School Incentive Grant
rewards twice over a four year period. These recipient schools performed high on
standardized tests comparable to schools with similar socioeconomic stetus. 245 schools
received deregulated status between 1989 and 1994. The FTD Program also provided
school innovation and dropout grants. Individual waivers and rule by rule waivers could
also be requested by these schools which were selected under these programs. Few
schools did request these specific waivers (Furhman, Fry, & Elmore, 1992). The South
Carolina state boatd eventually developed a restructuring program after schools whe
wished to receive waivers but were not qualified to do so complained that the programs
were not designed to serve their particular needs. After reviewing specific waiver
requests, 106 other schools received restructuring waivers through 1993.

In Washington State, Furtmnan & Elmore (1995) studied the Schools for the
Twenty-First Century Program, which provided grants to competitive schools and
encouraged school restructuring. This program offered funding for additiopal contracts

ta school employees for a ten extra day maximum beyond the school year for the purpose



of plarming and preparing for the following school vear. Tt also provided waivers for
impeding rules that restricted the implementation of proposed programs. Districts were
required to cooperate with the program which was six vears in duration. By 1994, 7
districts and 26 schools had participated in the program.

Texas had various approaches to waivers as well Furhman & Elmore (1995)
discovered that in 1992, the Partnership School Initiative (PSI) provided waivers for 83
schools which wers chosen through a proposal process. Half of the schools were
elemesnrary, one quarter were middle schools and the final quarter was composed of high
schaols. 2,580 schools responded to the PSL. The selections were based on the desire to
innovate atd were made by twenty regional setvice centers. Other eriteria inclnded:
instructional leaders, a committed faculty and staff, a visionary principal, a central
administration and board that favored deregulation, and a supportive community. These
Partnership Schools who were selected for the waivers received the assistance of a
regional center coordinator and top state officials who visited and offerad services to the
PSI sites,

Waivers in Texas were also applied to the Innovative Grant Program which was
delegated through legislation to the Educational Economic Policy Center at the University
of Texas at Austin. Low performing schools with at-risk populations applied to the center
for participation. Twenty seven grants were delegated for innovation and thirty-one sites
were provided with waivers in 1993-1994. To broaden eligibility for waivers, schoals
could send an appiication to the Texas Education Agency, which inciuded documented
information on board, superintendent-principal support, and faculty invalvement (Furlman
& Elmore, 1993).

Waiver Effects
The breadest approach to deregulation was South Carolina's Flexibility Through

Deregulation (FTD) Program. Autoratic exemption from many regnlations in the state's
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Defined Mitam, Program (DMP) was given to eligible schools. Regulations that were
reroved were codes that were primarily concerned class scheduling, class structure and
staffing. Mandated was the minimum six hour elementary day, however, maximum hinch
time requirements and the variables under which activity periods reflect mstructional time
were eliminated. Mandated subject time allocations were removed, although each subgect
wasg still required to be taught. Certified teachers were still required, but not necessarily
certified in the subjects to which they were assigned. High School graduation and
standardized testing requirements were still mandated as well as some special needs
pragrams. A class size cap was instifuted for the gified and talented clzss while general
class size ldts were varestricted (Furhman & Elmore, 1995).

Watvers m Washington's Schools for the Twenty-First Century Program, affected
the school yeer length, teacher contract requirements, teacher/student ratios, compliance
requirements for salary caps and program offerings. Funds appropriated by the state
legislature for programs such as bilingual instruction and learning assistance could be
cambined for provisional assistance (Washington State Senate, 1987). Waivers did not
apply 1o graduation or testing requirements. Several sites applied for waivers and were
denied approval by the state. Some denials were implemented out of concern by the state
over potential ramifications that may affect special needs students also sarved by fadesal
programs. Several sites desiring waivers perceived the application process as 2 headache,
fearing bureancratic red tape, specific codes and regulations that may tangle efforts for
school reform and deregulation (Furhman & Elmore, 1993).

Restrictions in Texas affected the waiver program as well. The waiver authority
for Partnership Schools and for general applications was not extended to curriculum-
essential elements, elementary class skze, minimum graduation requirements, resirictions
on extracurricular activities, at risk proprams, special education or hilingual programs.
Schools supported by the Innovative Grant Program were waived to same extent from
these specific regulations (Furhman & Elmore, 1995).
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By creating rules of ellpibility for waivers, states have taleen a cautious approach
towizd dercpulation, In their conceri for bealth, safety, and civil rights, states have
mzintained fndamental regulations such as mandated curriculum essentials. While
allowing for class size flextbility, some type of restraint remains in place for class size
popiiation. Harablishing limits, mles, and requirements revealed states cautior i regard
to deregulating special education programs. This hesitant approach may be atiributed to
federal laws, regulations and mandates or constituencies and pressure Som special mterest
groups (General Accounting Office [GAQ], 1993; Heirick, 1994; Fwimnan & Elmore,
1995).

Waiver Innovations

Schools operating with waivers initisted several nreresting approaches to
acadermic achievemenr and motivation. In South Carofina, subjects were integrated. Math
and Science were combined to create an inmovative and time effective approach to
learning. Programs such as art, music and foreign language were also added to the
elementary grades (Fuhrman & Elmore, 1992). In Washington, outcome-based
approaches, ofl campus learning, and interdisciplinary approaches for course enhancement
were experonented with, A restructuring and site-based management propram was
designed by a network of schools for the benefit of developing innovative classroom
techniques and teaching approaches. The Texas Partnership Schools investigated several
reform options which lnchuded: Accelerated Schools, Glasser's Guality Schools,
cammunity instrietion, eritical thinking, authentic assessment, and portfolio assessment

(Furhman & Elmore, 1995).

Responuse ta Deregulation

Pressure to develop new approaches to teaching, cwrricuium adaptations, academnic

challenges and opportumities were reported by several waiver recipien: sites. Deregulatory
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schools were viewed with optimism and expectation by state and local officials, other
school dlstricts, parents, and the general public. Schools in Texas, South Carolina, and
Washington imtiated programs for the purpose of innovation but also due to the pressure
that stemmed from the optimism and expectation of change and success. A South
Caroling adodmstrator asserted that deregulatory status continued to create an atmosphere
of expectation three years Into the waiver program. A coordinator for & Texas Parinership
Schaal compared the Partnership Schaols to a fish bowl that was on display for all to sce.
In Washington, educators felt that o meaningful change waa not being accomplished in
their schools due to high expectations to achieve (Furhman & Elmare, 1993}

Furbman & Elmore (1992) asserted that regulations were not necessarily
responsible [or many of the barriers to educational innovation as they appeared to be. In
each state, schools mitiated programs that could have received state approval hefore
deregulation, but did not due to unfamiliarity with state codes and regulations. The
Flesibiiity Through Deregulation (FITD) schools in South Carolina reported that several of
the activities that they were Implementing or had maplemented could have been initiated
hefore deregulation had they desipned the programs o a way that would bave been
conduecive to the DMP. A Washington State official stated that what the deregulatary
schools thoughi were once barriers to change were actually not.  After receiving waivers
frora repulations, they realized that what they wanted to do could have -een achieved
through the established state codes and regulations,

Other Factors

State regulations are affected by other factors and appear to be more restrictive
than what they really are. Some of these factors include: local school board policies,
union contracis and noneducaiional mandaies such as environmental codes. city and
coumy laws, and requitements. Edvcators and administrators may blame regulstions when

confronted with barriers to innovation and peneral attempts to experimenting with new
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approaches to teaching and eurricnlum adaptations. Furbman & Elmere (1995) argued
that state regulations are vsually viewed thraugh a fens of tradition and therefore are
interprered ag such, when actually, codes and regulations have always heen opened to
interpretation by school districts and boards.

Removing the rules through waivers did not necessarily enable teachers and
administeators 10 ¢tivision new and dynamic educational approaches, rather it was a
sterting paint towsard movation and strategy. Usually, the effort in obtaining a waivey
will motivate a district t0 begin experimenting with change, and once o waiver is ohtrined,
the risk of stepping out of hahitual approaches to (eaching and administration will be
cocouraged and expected. Teachers and adminjstrators percerved codes and regulations in
Washington {o be resirictive and limiting, however, Furhman and Elmore (1992}
entamed that the state regulations were rather weak. South Carolina traditionally
developed regulations that were strong and defined. Texas historically has allowed local
tepulations 1o control schools and districts until the 19805 when mandates were reviewad,
rewritten, and redireeted through staie intervention (Picus, Hertert, & Van Kirk, 1993).

In conclusion, despite atate regulations and codes, the mandates are actually less
restrictive than they are actually perceived or imagined ta be.

New Jersey Deregulation Efforts

Public Law 24-142, the Educarion for all Hemdicapped Children Aot of 19735,
provided an educational "civil rights” charter for all children with disabilitizs. Prior to this
enactment, millions of children with disabilities were denied equal acoess and oppottunity

to a free and an appropriate education, In 1990, the United Statcs Federal Government

rezuthorized PL 94-142 into TDEA, the fndividuals with Disabilities Educarion A¢t (PL
H1-476) This reauthorization emphasized the individual rather than the handicapping
condition and enhanced gervice availability and related services to students with
disabilities. TDEA stipulated that each child with a dicability was to be guaranteed an
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education that met ihdividual need, a free and appropriate education. was to be provided in
the least restrictive environment, and the rights of cach child and farnily were to be
protecied and ensured through procedural safepnards (U3, Depariment of Education,
1985; 1DEA Index, 1995).

Whitle IDEA hae assisted miltions of students with disahilities eomplete hich
school, atiend coliepe, procure employment and fimetion in society; academic
achievement, emplovinent and graduation rates of students with disabilities were still
significantly lower when eompared {o nondisabled students. As a result of this
discrepancy, the United States Federal Government proposed several amendments to
INEA in 1895 to ensure success and ncrease edneational competencics among the special
needs population. The New Jersey Department of Education alao fecognized that [DEA
and the Special Education New Jersey Administrative Code 6:28 have not achieved the
intended measure of Mecess for students with disabilities. Therefore, New Jersey
Commissioner of Education Leo Klagholz has propased several special edueation policy
proposals to amend the Special Education New Jersey Administrative Code 6:28, These
pokicy proposals, if approved by the New Jersey Department of Education, are imtended 1o
increase creativity, flexibility and innovation in apecial education through local schoal
districts in the State of New Jersey (U.S. Department of Education, 1993: New Jersev

State Department of Education Public Information Office, 1996;).

Mew Jdersey Task Force

In 1995, a New Jersey Task Force on Special Fducation was formed to sxaming
issues regarding the funding and inplersentation of special education services. The Task
Foree efforts were focused on developing options for a cost ellective provision of special
education to children whe needed such services. The Task Foree also made numerous
recommendations regarding curgiculin standards and assessment, child study team

adjustments, classification, notice and consent. Based oo these recormmendations, policy
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preposals to the Special Education New Jersey Administrative Code 6:28 were developed
by Commisgiongr of Education Leo Klagholz .

On Augngt 7, 1996, the New Jersey State Department of Edneation issued a news
release concerning Commissioner of Education Leo Klagholz's policy proposals. Tn the
release, Dr. Klagholz asserted the nesessity of adjusting the special education system for
the purpose of deragulation, loeal flexibility in initiating codes and regulations, educational
¢xcellence and student centered results rather than focusing on resulstions that Hmit
indtiative and mnovation. The news release concluded with & statement recarding the
State Bomd secking public input to the proposed policies. speculation resarding the
revision of the policies, and then a possible informing of the Commissionar to put into
effect the regulations based on the proposed policies (Mew Jersey Stare Department of
Education Public Information Offics, 1996).

Hearings

Hearings were scheduled throughout 1996, These hearings were desiened fo elicit
public concern and coruments regarding the proposed chanpes ta Mew Jersey special
education. The New Jersey State Board of Education then issued a reflective summary of
public concerns regarding child siudy team adjustments, classification, curriculum
standards and starewide asscssments, consent, notice and other special edusation sues.
Comments were stated by concernad pareats, teachers, child study team members, social
worliers, lawyers, doctors and members of specia) education special interest groups such
as United Cerchral Palsy Association of New Jersey and The Age of New Jersey (State
Board of Education: Conunent Response Form, 1996).

Child Study Teams
One corypent wag made in regard to the proposed child smdy tesn approach

toward evaluations. The concern was if this aspect of the proposal is aprroved will
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districts be required o staff complete child study teams when only one member is required
for identification, evaluation, and classification? The State Board asserted that each
district will still be required to staff a complete child study team in sufficient nurmbers to
secure the availability of necessary programs and services. However, the proposal will stifl
allow child stidy team flexibility to ensure time opportunities for consultations and

interventions.

Reactions to Child Study Teaw Proposal

Reactions to the child study team policy proposals included support for the
proposals, the need for legislative intervention, the necessity for all members to be present
at eligibility and YEP meetings, the perceptions that changes in the child study team
regulation will result i poor conrmunication between parents and members, and that the
proposals are designed {0 eliminate the social worker from team membership (State
Board of Education: Copumnent Response Form, 1996).

The New Jersey Education Association disagreed with the ckild study team palicy
proposals, According to the NJEA Review (1996), the aszociation belisved that each
member needs to be present at meetings to determine a student's eligibility for special
education services. The expertise of each member is needed to determing if a disability
exists and in what area. The NJEA firther believed that firture amendments could be
made to reduce the number of evaluations that child study team members are required to
make should the proposals be approved. This belief is based on a report (MGT study)
that was recently released by the state which suggested the subcontracting of child study
team members in school distriets. The NJEA stated that this implied that the child stdy
team will provide restricted direct services to students except for evaluations. Finally, the
NIEA. viewed the proposals as an instrument to restrict finding rather than a tool that will

serve the special needs poputation,
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According to School Psyehology Review (1991), Public Taw 94-142 mandaied
that child study teams are responsible for decisions regarding eligibility and programiming
for special education students, not individual members. The law limits the influence of any
aingie member from making such decisions by requiring consultation from parenis and a
multiplicity of professionals.

In conclusion, child study teams are viewed as providing mumerons benefits to
stidents, teachers, and schools in peneral. Some of these benefits mehided: aceuracy in
assessment, clagsification, and special education decisions, a panel for diverse professional
input and judgerent, provision of consultative serviees to schools, students. parents gad
agencies, and a team resotrce for producing innovating programs and methods for the

educational commumity (Pfeffer, 1981).

Classification

Another comment was made regarding the proposed single classification system.
How would this difter from current medical mode] disability labeling system and what are
1§ future implementations? Under the current model, funding was distributed for students
with disabifitics based on the students placement. Schools who had stidents with
disabilities placed in the regular classroom did ot receive special educstion fapding to
¢over services. As a result of this discrepancy, this cuprent system crearad a pereeption
that funditg designated pupil placement. The proposed model will desiznate a single
classification: "Eligible for Special Education,” This label will be based on federal
cligibility category definitions. Funding will be disttibuted on student eligibility rather than
placement. Districts may apply to the state for the assumption of reimbursement of
extraordinary costs. Some ofthese extraordinary costs include residentla] placements and
intensive needs programs (Report of the New Jerscy Legislative Task Toree on Special
Educaton, 1995).
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Reactions to the Classification Proposal

Responses 1o this proposal varied. Four individuals voiced suppert for the
classification policy proposal. Others stated that legislative change was recessary and that
beforve the proposal was approved, specific criteria needed to be developed. Coneetn for
current students already labeled and classified was asserted as well (State Board of
Education Comnment Response Form, 1996).

Carol Speneer, a mother of a student who has been dinpnosed with ADD, was
apprehensive toward the change from the medical mode] disability labeling system to the
one "Eligible for Special Education” label. This label change could restrct special
services for ber son wha hag been diagnosed with ADD. According to Spencer, who i
zlso the mayor of Denville, New Jersey, the staie policy will not categorize ADT) as
cligibility for special education services hecause it is not technically 3 learning disability.
$lhe maintained that if this one classifioation syster is approved. ADD glldren will not be
protected in the state of New Jorsey (Bridgeton Evening News, 1996).

Core Curriculum Content Standards and Statewlde Assessment

The thitd jssue that was discngsed was Core Curricubim Content Standards and
sratewide assessments. This aspect of the proposal included to the faliesr exient possible,
students with disabilities to maet the Core Curricukim Content Standards and participation
in statewide agsessments. Tn an interview with the Trenton Record (1996), Commissioner
Klagholz emphasized the need and purpose for the Core Curricthimn Content Standards
atw} assessments. The standards were needed to present a clear foundation for New
Tersey's education system apd to identify the results ¢xpected of students praduating from
high school. Agsessment is desipnated for all students both, tegular and special educarion
Currently, large numbers of students with disabilitics are not participating In statewide

assessments due to instruction in educational programs that are not derived frotn regular
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education curriculum standards (New Jersey Department of Education News Release,
1996; Education Week, 1994).

According to the Comprefiensive Plan For Educational Impravemenr and
Financing (1996), the Core Curriculim Content Standards 1aid a foundation for student
achievement. These standards constinrted what every student should achieve in every
grade level and also established expectations which composed a thorough education. The
progess of developing these Core Curricuhmm Content Standards beganin 1993. In 1995,
Govemor Christine Todd Whitman directed the Department of Education to inchide
parents, college professionals, business representatives and educators in the developmental
process. Drafts of competitive standards were written and refined in the following core
areas: mathematics, science, language arts and teracy, social studies, world Isnguages,

comprehensive health/physical education, the visual and perforining arts, and careers.

Assembly Task Foree On Core Curriculum
In 1996, a tagk force was created to review and recommend changes in the drafts

of the Core Curricuhm) Content Standards, Afier recommending modifications to the
drafis for the sake of articulating the educational vision clearly, the task force issued a
concern. Before assessment can be completed in each content area, adequaie time for
professional development and familiarity with the standards, local adaptation of a
curriculum based on the new standards, and a state development of a curricuhum,
framework must be implemented for student and teacher success. The task foree also
disagreed with the mandated world language requirement as a content arez in the core

curriculnm (Final Report of the Assembly Task Force on Core Curriculum, 1996},

Core Curriculum Content Standarvds Approval
In May 1996, the Core Curriculum Content Standards were approved by the New

Jersey State Board of Education. Commissioner of Education, Leo Klagholz, asserted
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that the adoption of the standards represcnted a completed componen: to the New Jersey
Constitution which stared over 120 years ago that a thorough and efficient education is a
state responsibility (New Jersey Department of Education News Releage, 1996).

The Core Curricylam Content Standards are not designed 1o serve as a currienlum
guide for {he schools of New Jersey. Tts' purpose, rather, is to define the resulis expected
ol every student upon the completion of each grade lovel. It does not inatruct which
teaching methods or strategies should be implemented in the process of attaming those
reguits. It can, however, serve as a framework in selecting or developing curricuia for
iocal sclool districts (New Jersey State Depaytinent of Bducation: Core Curseulum
Content Stagdards, 1995).

Caore Curriculum Content Standards and Assessment Reactions

‘Responses at the New Jersey State Board Hearing Meetings varied. Support for
the inclusion of studemts with disabilities in statewide assessment wag scticalaied. Others
stated that modifications and adaptations will be necossary for students with disabilities to
compete fairly with nondisabled students in statewide agsessments. Students with
digabilities who fail assessments with modifications should not be excused due 04
disability. Another stated that including students with disabilitics in staiewide BISESSIMents
based on the Core Curriculum Content Standardg will set students with disabilites up for
failure. Finally, support for linking [EPs and instruction according to the Core Curdculum
Content Standards was asserted (State Board of Bducation: Comment Response Form,
1996).

Another resource shawed support for the inchision of students with disabilities in
stalewide assessments, According to Education Week (Olson, 1394), 2 repart by the
Natiotial Center on Educational Qutcomes stated that students with disabilities shouid be
inchided in national, state, and local assessment programs to the greatest extent possible,

The report acdvises federal officials 1o adapt guidelines for the National Assessment of
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Educational Progress to include students with disabilities. This federal progratn tests
national samples of students in core academic areas. Currently, IEP team members can
decide whether or not a student should participate in state or local asssssments. It js
assumed, according to this report, that any student with an IEP is automatically excluded
from such assessments. This report further advocates that modifications be made so that
students with varying degrees of disabilities could complete assessment measuras,
However, adaptations that could affect test results should be carefully studied. The
National Center on Educational Outcomes poal is to develop an assessment system to
monitor the performance of students with disabilities.

The American Federation of Teachers viewed subject mattar standards and a core
curriculum 3s a new concept in American education. Skepticisma is to be expected when
new ideas are presented as the key o innovation and student motivation. However, the
Federation agreed that tigorous and realistic standards set for each grade level can be an
apportunity for teacher, parent, administration, and student motivation if thorough
preparation is mandated and allowed for. The need for clear and specific standards that
are based in academic disciplines that lead to a core curriculum for all students was
emphasized alse (Educational 1.¢adership, 1995).

The National Council on Educational Standards insisted that students be provided
with ample opportunity to learn in order to succeed in statewide assessment. They further
maintained that if core curriculum resulis were to be expected, then properly developed
curricula is to be adapted in America's schools (Education Digest, 1992),

Commissioner Klagholz asserted that the development of these standards were 2
collaboration of many parties. Other states and even nations were mvestigated in order to
research and compile innovative and challenging expectations for all New Jersey students.
Standards were developed for each grade so that a time framework would bring closure
and the next grade would present 4 new series of challenges (Bergen Reporter, 1996).
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Conelusion

Tt is Ingical to conclude that parents, teachers, admmistigtors, and legislators want
10 improve the quality of edueation and provide extensive opportuities through
deregulation for both the nondisabled student and the student with disabilities. An
optimistic and cooperative spirit may characterize dialo pue and preliminary meetings.
opecific changes m the sehool system and the acknowledpement that contigued
discussions and compromise are necessary for the coo perative advancement of cducational
improvement may be agreed upon without hesfiztion. Dart as thioe progresses, such
optimiam and cooperation fades into factions, power struggles, and svspicion. The
origmal intent of Iproving education through deregnlation is now eolored with these
variables and when decisions are made and the results published, the general public may
atdl be divided over the outeorme (Farkas, 1993; Fubrman, 1995; Schnaibers, 1995;
Nens 1996; Tacet, 1996).

Ibe above seenario illustrates what has necurred in the State of New Jersey,
Divided concerns and responses over ehild study teary, classification, the Core Curricylum
Content Standards, statewide assessment and other special education: policy proposals hy
Cominissioner of Fducation Leo Klagholz, have Joft many with ¢ither an optimistic or a
pessimistic outlook regarding future special education programs and scrvices. Another
spocial education proposal may further divide parents, teachers, admitdstrators and the
public in general. New Jersey Governor Chrlgtine Todd Whitiran has propoged to Fmit
special education flanding to ten percent of al! students in each school district, The
Whitmay Administration and the Elagholz poticy proposals could be adopted by the State
Board of Fdneation by August of 1997 (Caourier-Post, 1996),



Chapter Three
Research Design

fntroduction

The purpose of this study was to assess the viewpoints and opinicns of educational
personnel in both repular and special education, and to serve as an instnument of
awareness and preparation for educational personnel should these policy proposals be

approved by the New Jersey Departroent of Education.

Subjects/Setting

73 praduate students, 62 females and 11 males, {with & mean age of 35.8 and 33.6
years respectively), attending Rowan University of New Jarsey, were participants in this
Special Education New Jersey Administrative Code Policy Proposal Survey (fipure 3.1),
Educational foundation classes were selected for this survey since a variety of educational
disciplines would be present in the enrolled student population. These graduate level
foundation classes included The Foundations of Education, The Foundations of Learwing
Disabilifies, The Educorional Psychology of the Exceptional Student, wnd The

Foundations of Educaticnal Policy Making.

Survey Participants

70

&0

30
24
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Survey Implementation

Permission had to be granted from the professor of each class before the survey
could be implemented. After permission had been granted, a date ard time was arranged
for the completion of the survey. Each professor had a preference as to how the survey
was 16 be dispersed and collected. In two of the foundation classes, permission to deliver
a brief presentation was given regarding the purpose of the survey before it was dispersed
to the students. In the remaining classes, the professors dispersed the surveys with

mstructions of their own.

Survey Completion

Two professors allotted time at the beginuing of their class for the completion of
the survey. In another class, the profiessor opted to wait until the end of the class before .
the survey could be compieted and collected. In the final class, the students were given
one week by the professor to complete the survey and refurn it.

The survey was completed within three to fifteen minutes. Participants whao did
not comment on questions finished quickly, while those who chose to explain their

responses generally required additional time to complete the survey.

Instrament Description

The instrument that was used in this survey consisted of an overview which briefly
explained the policy proposals, an mstructional paragraph, an age ard gender indicator, a
policy proposal familiarity level question, an educational employment setting question, and
ffteen closed-ended questions regarding the policy proposals to the Special Education,
New Jersey Administrative Code 6:28 in classification, curriculim, standards and

assessmept, child study team, notice and ¢consent. Each question provided five Likert-type
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rating scale optional answers. Lines were also provided below each question for an

optional explanation of the answer chosen.

Sarvey Question Development

The fifteen closed-ended survey questions were developed from researching and
reviewing several New Jersey Department of Education documents and news releases.
The tone and specifies of each question were based on the research, comments, opinions
and responses from and 10 each document and news release. Such documents incladed:
The Strategic Plan for Systematic Improvement of Education in New Jersey; The Core
Curricalum Content Standards; The Report of the New Jersey Legistative Task Force on
Special Education; The Final Report of the Assembly Task Force on Core Curriculum;
The Comprehensive Plun for Educational Improvement and Fi nancing, and The Stare
Board of Education (Special Education) Comment/Response Form. New Jersey
Department of Education News releases included: "State Board of Education Adopts Core
Curviculum Content Standards™ (May 1, 1996), and "Commissioner af Education
Praposes More Flexibility in Provision of Special Education Services” { August 7, 1996).

News releases from other sources also influenced the development of the fifteen
survey questions. Such sources included the Bridgeton Evening News: "State Blasted for
Less Commitment to Disabled Students” (October 17, 1996); The Courier Post: "Special
kd Parents Fear State Changes" (November 10, 1996), and a "Transcrint of Interview
with Gov. Whitmarn and Commissioner Klaghelz" from The Record (September 3, 1996).

Survey Resulis

The survey results will be diagnosed in chapter four. The categerical data will be
ilustrated through the use of charts, graphs and crossbreak tables. Such data will include
the number of male and female survey participants, the average age of both genders, the
famitiarity level percentage, and the educational emplovment setting of the 73 survey
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participants. Tach survey question will be examined and the regponses reported in
percentages and averages. Questions that jneurred a high percentape of mositive or
negative reactions will be poted with explanations provided by the Srvey participants.
Written comments regarding the remaining survey guestions will also be examined and
developed. Interviewed responses regarding the surveyed policy proposals will be
meluded as well. Finally, the overall reaction to the Special Education New J ersey
Administrative Code Policy Proposal Survey, whether in SUpPpOTE of opposition, will be
revesled.



Chapter Four
Analysis of Data

latroduction

In this smdy, 1 hypothesized that the reactions and concerns of educational
personnel in regard to the recent policy proposals to the Special Education New Jorsey
Administrative Code 0:28 by New Jersey Commissioner of Education Lo Klaphoiz would
be & compasite of skepticism and optimism. This chapter will examine this hypothesis and
reveal the resnits of the policy proposal supvey.

Sample Description

The survey patticipants included 11 (15.1%) maks and 62 (84.9%) ferales
(figurc 4.1). The age range of the male partioipants was 23 - 50 with a mean age of 33.6
years. The age range of the feinale participants was 22 - 50 with a mean age of 35.8

years.

Survey Participants

Femabes (84,9%) I

figure 4.1

Familiarity Level
10 (13.7%) survey participants indicated that they were very fumifior with the
palicy proposals. 37 (50.7%3) indicated that they were somewhat familiar and 26 (35.6%)
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indicated that they were not at adl familiar with the proposed changes to the Special
Education New Jersey Administrative Code 6:28 (figure 4.2).

Famillarity Level

Employment

21 {28.8%) of the survey participants were employed as repiulsr education
teachers and 26 (35.0%) as special educators. 3 {2.7%) were administrators (which
included a related services coordinator), 2 (5.5%) were employed as members of child
study teams (which included & learning disabilities teacher/consnltant aud a school
psychologist intern), and 17 (27.4%) of the survey parlicipants were empioved otherwise
(this includec employment az basic skills teachers, collepe personnel, a college soceer
eoach, 4 drug and alcohol rehabllitation counselor, librarians, miedia specialists, 2 mental
health worker, a regular teacher/administrative assistant, a remedinl reading specialist, a
special educatinn teacher's aid/preschool, a special education art teacher, 2 substitute
i¢acher, and a teacher's aid for the perceptually impaired). 2 of the survey participants
were fult tine graduate students enrolled in an educational program and 2 SUCVEY

participants were educators who were curreqtly unemployed (figure 4.3).
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Sarvey (Questions

The fifteen survey questions regarding the policy proposals to the Special
Education New Jersey Administrative Code: 6:28 by New Jersey Cornissioner of
Edveation Leo Klagholz will be reiterated and the number of specific selected Likert-type
rating scale optional answers (0 each question will be noted. Explanations provided by

survey parlicipants regarding response selection will be described following each Gusstion.

Charts

A chart indicating the percentages of those strongly supparting, suppartine,
epposed, strongly opposed, no opinjon or no response will follow cach policy proposai
question.  In charting each question's respongss, strongly suppart will be charted as "R/4
(rcspomse "A"), support will be charted as “R/B” (response "B"), opnased will be charted
as "RAC” (response "C"), strongly oppesed will be charted ag "R/ {response "D}, no
opinion will be: charted as "R/E" (response "E"), and if a survey participant opted not o
respond ta a question, "N/R" (no response) will be used to indicate this, A three
dimznsionpal line chart will be used to plot the survey fesponses to each policy proposal

guestion.
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Survey Question #1

What is your opinion of the Commissioner's proposal in regard to the
recomimendation that "the current medical model disability labeling system should be
changed to aveid overburdening children with disability labels?”

Respoise

8 (11.0%) survey participants strongly supported this policy prososal, 40
(34.8%) supported this proposal, 16 (21.9%) were opposed, 4 (5.5%) were strongly
oppoesed, and 5 (6.8%) survey participants had no opinion, in regard to this question
(Ggure 4.4).

feure 4.4
Comments
Those who supported this proposal indicated that labels overburden hoth parents
and students and are stigmarizing in that they may generate low self esteem, provoke
negaiive reactions from educators, and create self fulfilling prophecies. (ther supporting
cormments emphiasized label necessity which enables the teacher to meat 1he classified

student's needs, and the proposal is needed to avoid improper labeling,
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Those who opposed this proposal ndicated that a change in the labeling system
would not accurately/apprepriately address classified student needs, would not make 2
difference how the student is viewed or treated, would confirse professionals whao work
with the exceptional child, and would impede student priority when budget restraints are
implemented.

Thoge who had no opinion regarding this proposal, indicated that more

mformation was needed to accurately respond to the question.

Survey Question #2
What is vour opinion of the Commissionet's proposal in regard 1o the establishing
of one label, "Eligible for Special Education” for the purpose of classification?

Response

12 {16.4%) survey participants strongly supported this policy proposal, 33
{43.2%} supported this proposal, 21 (28.8%) were opposed, 4 {5.5%) were strongly
apposed, and 3 {4.1%) survey participants had no opinion In regard to this question
(Agure 4.5},

Survey Question Two | 7
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Comments

Thase who supported this proposal indicated that such a change would not be as
stigmatizing to the classified student, would allow for more collaboration, would improve
social peer aceeptance, would increase teacher expectations regarding student
petrformance, and would reduce the misuse of labels. While supporting this proposat,
others {ndicated that specifics regarding each child's disability wounld bz necessary to
properly provide remedial services.

Those who disagreed with the proposal indicated that the lzhel was too broad and
may eventually include students who need remedial services but are nat classified, does
not adequately explain the exceptional student's problem, was concerned that atl
disabilities would be grouped together in an educational setting, thought that the policy
propasal would erroneously hump together mild and major disahilities, was being changed
for the sake of fiscal reasoning, would make it easy for students to hecome classified who
would otherwise not fall into the classified categories, and thought that this proposed
change should be tested and studied before policy adaptation.

Comments were not written for those who indicated "no opimion."

Survey Question #3
What is your opinion of the Commissioner's proposal in regard to the designating
and establishing "Eligible for Special Education” as a new classification system with

spectiic criteria for eligibility?

Response

? (12.3%) survey participants strongly supported this policy praposai, 42 (57.5%)
supported this proposal, 13 (17.8%) were opposed, 2 (2.7%) were strongly opposed and
7 (9.6%) survey participants had no opimion in regard to this question {fguzre 4.6).
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Survey Question Three |
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Comments

Those who agreed with this proposal agreed conditionally. Support was indicated
for this proposal as Jong as it wasn't used to exclude needy students from special services,
mchaded strict criteria, and was specific enoygh to serve students who truly necessitated
services. Other supporters thought that it was an excellent idea and would simplify the
classification process.

Those who apposed this proposal indicated that the new classification system was
just a different label that would not solve classification problems, wouid like to vead and
study the specific eriteria before supporting the proposal, and susgested that this proposal
be tezted and siudied for a munber of years before policy implementation.

Conmements were not written for those who had indicated "no opinion.”

Survey Quoestion #4

What is your opinion of the Commissioner's proposal in repard 1 the deleting the
categorical detnitions of pereepinally impaired and neurelogically impaired and replacing
them: with definitions for specific learning disability and traumatic brair. injury?
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Response

9 (12.3%) survey purticipants strongly supported this policy proposal, 38
(52.1%) supported this proposal, 14 {19.2%) were opposed, 3 (4.1%) were strongly
oppased, and @ (12.3%) survey participants had no opinion in regard to this question
(Fgure 4.7).

Survey Question Four

Comments

Those who supported this proposal indicated that specific definitions would be
beneficial to both regular and special education teachers, would assist in developing
leaming activities for a specifie disability, would improve referrals and related sepvice
treatment, indicated that the categorical definitions of perceptually and neurologically
impaired were antiquated terms that needed to be replaced, once replaced the new terms
would inclade definitions that increase classification requirements, and stated that
classified children need a specific definition because each exceptional student is urique:

Those who opposed this proposal indicated that traumatic brain injury was too

harsh of a label, would rngke parents uneasy and would be difficult to gat parental consent,
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would produce a discriminatory effect, was just a euphemism far the same dizabilitics,
would be a waste of taxpayers money when the teal issue is the specic? education
program itself, and such a change would be cumbersome overall.

Those who had no opinion regarding this policy proposal either indicated that
more information was necessary or wrote that it was still 2 label and all should be chigible

regardless of disability.

Swrvey Guestion #5
What iz your opinion of the Commissioner's proposal in regard to mandating ta the
fullest passible extent stadents with disabilitics 1o participate in state and districtwide

proficiency tesis?

Response

7 (9.6%) survey participants strongly supported this policy praposal, 26
{39.7%) supported this proposal, 20 (27.4%) were opposed, 9 (12.29%) were strongly
opposed, and 8 (11.0%) participants iad 00 opinien in regard to this question (figure
1.38).

Survey Question Five
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Comments

Those who supported this proposal indicated that it would provide feedback
reparding student progress, would increase teacher accovntability, would encourage
student accountability for what is taught, would put exceptional students m the
"rainstrean” instead of getting them apart from regular students, and would contoibarte to
diapnosing individual student programs, needs, curriculum evaluation, and teaching
strategies.

Others supported this proposal with caution, Several made it clear thai
exceptional students should participate with allowances or modifications. Txceptional
students should not be Torced mto pacticipating int should be given the opportunity if it is
academicatly and emotionally appropriate. Test results of the excepticnal student should
107 he pooled into the entire school population, but rather scored separately 3¢ as to not
influence the overall scores of a school district, and schoeol districts should establish a
cotnmon crileria mandating to what extent the student with disabilities should participate
in the state and districtwide assessment process.

Those who disagreed with this policy proposal indicated that it would put
unnecessary pressure on the special needs student, the teachers, and school districts m
general. Tt would also contrilute to stigmatization when test resulis indicate that the
student performed vuder grade apdfor ape ievel. Another survey participant indicated that
if the scores of the exceptional student population are pooled in with the regular stadents,
overall norm averages may plummet thus resulting in lowered expectations and standards
fior both special needs and regular stadents. Others indicated that it would raise teacher
acconntahility, maling them responsible for variables beyond their conirol.

Thase who had no opmion regarding this policy proposal indicated that it
depended on the disability of the student, assessment should be unique for each. and

wanted more specilic Wformation as to how the proposal was to implemented.
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Survey Question #6
What is your opinion of the Commissioner's proposal in regard o the requunng
that TEPs be linked to the local district's regular education curriculurn with wharever

madifications or adaptations are necessary!

Response

14 (19.29%) survey patticipants sirongly sunported this policy proposal, 44
(60.3%4) supported this proposal, 10 (13.7%) were opposed, 1 (1.4%) was strongly
oppased. and 4 (5.5%) survey participants bad no opinion in vepard to this question

figure 4.9).

Survey Question Six

figure 4.9
Coemments
Those who supported this policy proposal indicated that develcping IEP goals
based on the regular curriculum was necessary for inclusiopary purposss, this proposal
would clearly show the special needs gtudents capabilities, and their education needs to be
related as miuch g3 poasible to the repular cmriculum.
Drthers supported this policy proposal with reservations indicating that the regular

cwrmiculum may not be apprapriate for mentally retarded and handicapned students.
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Those wha opposed this policy proposal indicated that this proposal would lead o
inclusirmary settings where the regular teacher would be responsible for the exceptional
student, thought it would be best to focus on functional skills, indicated a link to the
repular curriculum wonld magaify student failore, and suggested the proposal be tested
and studied before implementation.

Thase who had no opinion regarding this policy proposal indicated that more

mformation was needed to accurately respond io ihe question.

Survey Question #7
What ia your opinion of the Commissioner's proposal in regard to the development
af special education programs that will lead to the achievement of the Core Curriculum,

Content Standards?

Response
12 (16.4%) survey participants strongly supported this policy proposal. 41
{56.2%) supported this proposal, 10 (13.7%) were opposed, 4 {3.5%) were strongly

opposed and 6 (8.2%} had no opinion in regard to this question (Hgure 4.10).

Survey Question sever,
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Comments

Those who supported this policy proposal indicated that the solicy proposal would
establish certain educational standards, would help special education students feel ag if
they ware an intepral part of the school, special education students should have to strive as
othera do, would please parents who favored inclusion, exceptional students need to he
accountable to the same standards as others, would increase proficiency in special needs
students and enable them to meet standards that they wouldn't bave met belore, and would
assist in preparing special education students for the real warld.

Those who agreed with reservations indicated that allowances must be made for
tearning disabled smdents and their achicvement standards, and this policy proposal would
be appropriate for some apecial needs stadents but not all.

Those who disagreed with this policy proposal indicated that this policy proposal
would place ioo much performance pressure on students, shonld not e a requirement of
arudents who need a more functional curriculumn, and a partion of the modified regular
curriculum may be beneficial to the exeeptional student (modifications are necessary).

Those who had no opinion regarding this question had several feclings both ways,

end/or wagted more information to accurately respond to the question.

Survey Question #8

What is your opmion in regard to the present method of ¢xempting studenis fom
the Core Corriculom Content Standards due to instructional programs that are not

refiective of regular education eurriculiun #tandards?

Response
4 (5.5%) survey participants strongly supported this present method, 33
(43.2%) supported this method, 21 (28.8%) were opposed, 1 (1.4%) was strongly
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opposed, 12 (16.4%) survey participants bad no opinion regarding this question, and 2
(2.7%) did not respond to the question (figure 4,11).

Suwey Question Eight

Comments

Those who supported this present method of exempring students from the Core
Currienhitn Content Standards indicated it was necessary to view each gtudent on an
individual bagis, it depended on the classificd situation of each special needs student, is
appropriate if each student is receiving a suitable education, is necessary to exempt 4
severely disabled child who learns in a different way and bas certain soals and objectives
beyond the Core Curriculum Content Standards, and needs to remain as 2n option for
special education students who may not eompletely benefit from a Core Curriculum
Content Standard mandate.

Thage who opposed this current method of exemption indicated that it would
deprive exceptional students from achieving profiviency in the Care Currienhing Content
Standards, exemption would only be necessary in extrame cases, and many who shonld be
exempted rom these programs are currently enrolled and expected to achicve the Core

Curricultm Content Standards.
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Those who had ne opinion indicated that it dependzd on individual student eed,
was contingent on the disahility, and needed more information to accurately respond 1o

the question.

Survey Question #9
What 15 your opinion of the Commissioner's proposal in regard to the reducing the

jwenber of required initial evaluation assessients fom four evaluations to rwo?

Response

3 (4.1%) survey participants strongly supperted this policy proposal, 10
{13.7%) supported this proposal, 35 (47.9%) were opposed, 13 (20.3%) were strongly
opposed, 8 (11.0%) survey participants had no opimion in regard to this question, and 2
(2.7%a} did not respond (Ggure 4.12).

$un;éy Question Nine

Comments
Culy two comments were wrilten in support of this policy proposal. One survey

participant indicated that it wonld prove to be cost effective in the long run, and the other
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indicated that two people assessing the studemt would increase farailiarity with the student
situation as apposed to four.

Those who opposed this policy proposal indieated that thus proposal was not in the
studemt’s best interest and was developed primarily as a cost cutting mgasure. Several
indicated that reducing mandated evaluations added to student detrirsert, would not
provide a complere apalysis of the student's abilities and deficits, and may lead to
Impulsive classification and remediation. Others indicated that the multidisciplinary
approaci is most thorough and efficieny, different professional viewpofnts ensure a proper
diagnose, thought it was ludicrous to develop a child's IEP and school setting based o
two evaluztions, test results may increase in error if thig policy propesal is implementad,
and (wo evaluations may not be suflicient enough to control viriables that four evaluations
would be able to. Other comments indicated that classifieations showld not be made
without a thovough assessment, and teachers need as much information as possible to
provide optimal serviee to the exceptional child.

Those who had no opinion in regard to this question indicated that more

mformarion was necessary to acenrately respond to the question.

Survey Question #10
What 15 your opinlon of the Commissioner's proposal in regar? to allowing the
Child Study Team to determine which assessments are needed for punils on an individual

basis?

Response

13 (17.8%) survey participants stroggly supporied this policy proposad, 32
(43.8%) supported this proposal, 16 (21.9%) were apposed, 2 (2.7%) strongly Opposed,
9 (12.3%) had no opinion in regard to this question, and 1 (1.4%) did not respond (figure
4.13).
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éuwey Question Ten

Comments

These who supported this policy proposal indicated that it wes a good idea and
time effective, would truly benefir the child, child study teams are professionals and
experts In their fields and should have the authority to decide assessment issues,
assessments should be on an individual basis since children learn differently and at varying
rates, and mplementation of this policy proposal would avoid repstitive testing and
information gathering.

Others who supported this policy proposal indicated that it was va$id if it provided
for teacher and parental input, and was justified and accepted by the student's teacher.

Those who opposed this proposal indicated that if implemented, districts may
enferce agsessment limits due to financial restraints, child study teams may cut corners in
the process, feared that cost would determine assessment provisions, eleinents In the
assessment process may be missed, and it shouldn't be limited to child study team
decisions alone.

Those whao did not have an opinion regarding this question indicated that more

mformation was necessary 10 accurately respond to the question.
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Survey Question #11
What is your opinion of the Commissioner's proposal in regard to the elmination

of the required medical evatluation when ascertaining a potential special needs student?

Response

3 (4.1%%) survey participants strongly supported this policy proposal, 6 (8.2%)
suppotted this proposal, 43 (61.6%) were opposed, 11 (15.1%) were strongly opposed,
7 (9.6%} had no opimion in regard to this question, and 1 (1.4%} did not respond {fipure
4.14).

Survey Question Eleven

]
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figure 4.14

Comments

Those who supported this policy proposal indicated that the medical evaleation
may be omirted if there are no contributing factors, could be used primarily for the
physically and mentally handicapped, and believed that the medical evaluation could result
in Impuistve labeling.
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Those who opposed this policy proposal indicated that medizal information was
necessary for a complete and accurate diagnose, medical evaluations showld continue in
tase there is a medical problem refated to learning, and doctors provide eritical
information about the student.

Comuments were not written for those who had indicated "o apinion.”

Survey Question #12
What is your opinion of the Commissioner's proposal in regard to the eliraination
of requiring each child study team member to observe the pupil cutside of the test setting

atd now requiring that only one member conduct such an observaricn?

Response

2 (2.7%) survey participants strongly supported this pokicy proposal, 12
{16.4%) supported this proposal, 31 (42,5%) were opposed, 20 (27.4%) were stronply
opposed, 7 (9.6%) survey participants had no opinion in regard to this question, and 1
(1.4%) did not respond (figure 4.15).

Survey Question Twelve
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Comments

Those who supported this policy proposal mdicated that an ohservation by one
Child Study Team member would be sufficient, observations of referred pupils should be
on an "as needed” basis, didn't feel that observations by each child study team member was
necessary but the child shonld be observed by at least two members and this policy
proposal was already mandated by most states.

Those who opposed this proposal indicated that one child study team member
would produce observational bias, and at least two observations should be required to
produce greater reliability, different observational settings produce different results thus
the muitidisciplinary approach is the most effective, observing the child in more than one
testing situation is of most importance, contributions from other disciplines will add to the
objectivity of student diagnose, this measure is being proposed to reduce the work load of
the child study team, there are too many students to observe and it is not in the best
terest of the referred student.

Comments were not written for those who indicated "no opinicn.”

Survey Question #13

What is your opinion of the Commissioner's proposal in regard to the development
of multidisciplinary teams which are to be composed of one child study team member and
cther professionals for the purpose of identification, evaluation, classification, IEP

development and placement?

Response
10 (13.7%) survey participants strongly supported this policy proposal, 36
(49.3%) supported this proposal, 13 (17.8%) were opposed, 4 {5.5%) were strongly
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opposed, 9 (12.3%) survey participants had no opinion in regard to this question, and 1
(1.4%) did not respond (figure 4.16).

“5urvey Question Thirteeg

Comments

‘Those who supported this policy proposal indicated that chiléren should be
evajuated in as many ways as possible to get a clear understanding, thought it was a great
ulea, would provide for a wider area of expertise, would give different perspectives, and
the implementation of the policy proposal would effectively meet each individual child's
unique needs.

Those who opposed this proposal indicated that the present make up of the child
study team was sufficient, thought that more than one child smdy team member should be
on the proposed multidisciplinary team, the proposed team may not be cost effective, the
developmeat of the propesed multidisciplinary team should result from the input of many
professionals, would depend on what professions would cotupose the proposed teams, and
is currently a trend that is developing in the mental health setting.

Those who had no opinion in regard to thiz question needed more information to

accurately respond to the question.
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Sarvey (uestiou #14
What is your opinion of the Commissioner's proposal I regard to the reduction of
parental notice from 15 to 10 days for the purposes of identification classification,

evaluation, cducational placement or the provision of a free, approprizre public education?

Response

3 {6.8%) survey participants strongly supported this policy proposal, 28
(38.4%) supparted thia proposal, 20 (27.4%) were opposed, 4 (5.5%) were strongly
opposed, 13 (20.5%) survey participants had no opinion n regard to this question, and 1
(1.4%) did not respond (foure 4.17).

Survey Qﬁestion Fourtesn
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Comments

Those who supported this policy proposal indicated that it would speed up the
identification, evaluation, classification, and placement process, desired quick
implementation of the proposal for faster results, and falr that & 5 day reduction wouldn't
make a difference either way,
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Those who opposed this proposal lndicated that this reduction in notification
would place time restraints on the child study team, would hurt communication and
cooperation with parents, would restrict time that parents need to make a reflective
deciston, seek a second opinion, and prepare their children for the evaluation process, and
was primarily a mongy making proposal designed to eliminate think time for parents.

Thase who had no opinion regarding this proposal emphasized that parents must

agree with this proposal before it is implemented.

Survey Question #15
What 15 your opinion of the Comspissioner's proposal in regard to redefining

consent to mean that a proposed action may take effiet immediately?

Response

5 (6.8%) survey participants strongly supported this policy proposal, 29
{3%.7%) supported this proposal, 22 (30.1%) were opposed, 2 (2.7%) were strongly
opposed, 14 (19.2%) survey participants had no opinion regarding this question, and 1
{1.5%%) did not respond (figure 4,18).

Survey Quéstion Fifteen
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Comments

Those who supported this policy proposal indicated that the nronosal should be
tmplamented as soon as possible so the exceptional child will not lose learning
opporiuniiies and erow frustrated in the process. Others indicated tsat they agree as long
as parents most first agree before implementation, and that it will benefit those students
whao are neplected due to "ted tape.”

Those who disagreed with the policy proposal indicated that this was a fscally
focused proposal, parental notification and approval is top priorily, parent’s rights need to
be preserved and respected, parents need time to provide input and evaduate the process
teiore a decision is hastily made reparding their child, aod parental aneer could be stirred
and cause them (o become defensive in the process.

Mo eomyunents were written for those who indicated "no opinion.”

Supportive Vs Opposed

In describing the specific results, "supportive Vs opposed”, to the Special
Education New Jersey Administrative Code Policy Proposal Survey, the percentage of
reapaise option "a" {strongly support) and response option "h" (support) will be combined
and desipnated "supportive.” The percentage of response option "c" (apposed) and
response option "d" (strongly oppased), will be cornbined and designated "opposed.
Taken together these combined responses will be indicated as "specifle response” below

gach poiicy proposal survey question.

taterviewed Response
Each survey question will have an interviewed response. These miterviewed
comments were hased on written cxplanations from the survey and fraom speaking with

various graduate stvdents in the Foundarions of Learning Disabilities class.
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SURVEY QUESTION #1

What i vour opinion of the Commissioner's proposal in regard to the
recommendation that “the current medical model disability labeling system should be
changed to avoid overburdening children with disability labels?

Specific Response
65.8% of survey participants supported this policy proposal versus 27.4% who

were opposed. This left a discrepancy of 38.4% between supportive and opposed.

Ioterviewed Response
The general response from surveyed participants when questicned regarding the
Ligh percentage of support was that labels are necessary for diagnosing and application

but must be adjusted so as not to serve to the detriment of the studerz.

SURVEY QUESTION #2
What is your opinion of the Commissioner's proposal in regard to the establishing

of one label, "Eligible for Special Education” for the purpose of classification?

Specific Response
61.6% of surveyed participants supported this policy proposal versus 34.3% who

were opposed. This left a discrepancy of 27.3% between supportive and opposed.

Interviewed Response
The general response for surveyed participants when questioned regarding the high
percentage of support for this policy proposal was that it would reduce stigmatization and

serve to the student's advantage (i.c. social acceptance within peer group).
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SURVEY QUESTION #3

What is your opinion of the Comnissioner's proposal in regard to the designating
and establishing "Eligible for Special Education" as a new classification systern with
specific criteria for clighility?

Spectfiec Response
69.8% of survey participants supported this policy proposal versus 20.5% who

were opposed. This left a discrepancy of 49.3% between supportive and opposed.

Interviewed Response

The general response from surveyed participants when questioned regarding the
high percentage of support for this policy proposal was that the classification system needs
to be changed and specific criteria added to climinate students from special education who
should not be classified (or were inadvertently classified), and to benefit classified students
through the specific criteria additions which would assist In redefining individual

educational plans, learning strategies, placement issues, and curriculum selection,

SURVEY QUESTION #4
What is your opinton of the Commissioner's proposal in regard to the deleting the
categorical definitions of perceptually impaired and neurologically impaired and replacing

them with definitions for specific learning disability and traumatic brain injury?

Specitic Response
64.4% of survey participants supported this policy proposal versus 23.3% who
were opposed. This left a discrepancy of 41.1% between supportive and opposad.
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Interviewed Response

The general response from surveyed participants when questionad reparding the
high percentage of support was that classifieation labels need to be as specific as passible
In: order to ensure an optimal ntervention plan for the exceptional studont. New
delinitions will provide puidelings (hat will enable educators to gelect ¢urriculum and plan

specilic strategies to the exceptional student’s benefit.

SURVEY QUESTION #5
What ig your opinion of the Commissionet's proposal in regard {o the mandating 1o
the fullest possible extent students with disabilities to participate in state and districiwide

proficiency tesis?

Specific Response
49.3% of survey participants supported thig policy proposal versus 39.7% who

were opposed, This left a discrepancy of 9.6% between supportive and opposed.

interviewed Response

The general response from surveyed participants when questionsd regarding the
low discrepancy between the two responses was that the poliey proposal was too
controversial in that #t depended on the classification level of each student and their ability

to patticipate.

SURVEY QUESTION #6
What is your opinion of the Commissioner's proposal i regard to the requiring
that TEPs he linked to the local district's repular edvcation curriculum with whatever

modifications or adaptations arc necessary?
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Specific Respopse
79.5% of sirvey participants supported this policy propesal versus 15.1% who

were gpposed. This left a diserepaney of 64.4% between supportive and opposed.

Interviewed Response

The general response from surveyed participants when questioned regarding the
high pereentage of suppert was that it was inportant to inchude the exceptional student in
the regular curriculim 50 that a eore curriculum would be established for this population,
the medification aspect of the proposal makes It appealing, and adapiations will be

necessary (0 serve the varous levels of classified smdents.

SURVEY QUESTION &7
What i5 your apinion of the Comepiagioner's proposal in regard to the development
of special education programs that will lead to the achievement of the Care Curiculum

Content Standards?

3pecific Response
72.6% of survey participants supported this policy proposal varsus 19.2% who

wers opposed. Lhis lell a discrepancy of 33.4% between supportive and opposed.

Interviewed Response

The gemeral response from survey participants when questioned reparding the high
percentiage of support was that a core curriculum is necessary for the special needs
popularion, yet special programs need w be developed to cnsure as much success as
possible to achisve the Core Curricuhun Content Standards and give each exceptional

child the opportunity to participate in the Core Curriculum.
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SURVEY QUESTION #3
What i3 your opimion in regard to the present method of exempting students from
the Core Currieutum Standards due to instruetional programs thar are pot reflective of

regular education cumicnlum standards?

Speeific Response
50.7% of gurvey participants supported this policy proposal versus 30.2% who

were opposed. This leff a discrepancy of 20.5% between supportive and opposed.

Tnterviewed Response

The general response from surveyed participants when questioned regarding the
high percentage of support was that students who are not receiving instruction based o,
the regular education eurriculumn standards should be exempt from the Core Curriculum

Content Standards because the Core Curriculum reflects resular education standards.

SURVEY QURESTION #9
What i5 your opition of the Comenissioner's propogal in regard (o the reducing the

minber of required initial 2valuation assessments from four evaluations to two?

Specific Response
17.8% of surveyed participants supported this policy proposst versus 68.8% who
were oppoged. This lell a discrepancy of 50.6% between supportive and opposed.

Interviewed Response
1he peneral response from sugpveved participants when questioned reganding the

high perceitage of opposition was that four ¢valuations ensure a complete and accurate
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dingmose of the student's strenpths, deficits, and abilities, To reduce the required

evaluations to two is detrimental 1o the student and serves anly 1o restrict fiscal spending.

SURYEY QUESTION #14
What i your opinion of the Commissioner's proposal in rzgard 1o allowing the

Child Study Team to determine which asscssments are needed for pupils on 2n individunl
basis?

Specific Response
61.6% of survey participants supported this policy proposal versus 24.6% who

were appoged. This lefl a discrepancy of 37% between supportive and opposed.

Interviewed Responge

The general response from surveyed participasts when questioned regarding the
high percentage of support was that the child study tean (composing of a Schaol
Psychologist, a Social Worker, and a Learning Disabilities TeacherConsultant) are
protessionals who are able to ascertain the best assessment for each referred ¢hild based

on each members proficient viewpoint.

SURVEY QUESTION #11
What s your opimion of the Commissioner's proposal In regard to the elimination

of the required medical evaluation when ascertaining a potential special needs student?

Specific Response
12.3% of survey participants supported this policy proposal versys 76.7% who
were opposed. This leff a discrepancy of 64.4% between supportive and opposed.
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Interviewed Response

The general response from survey participants when questioned regarding the high
percentage of opposition was that the medical evaluation needs to be part of the process
10 ensure that nothing is overlooked and to provide an accurate and complete diagnose.

The medical evaluation may find something that the other evaluations overlooked,

SURVEY QUESTION #12
What is your opinion of the Commissioner's proposal in regard to the elimination
of requiring each child study team member to observe the pupil outside of the test setting

and now requiring that only one member conduct such an observation?

Specific Response
15.1% of survey participants supported this policy proposal versus 69.9% who
were opposed. This left a discrepancy of 50.8% between supporting and opposed.

Interviewed Response

The general response from survey participants when questioned regarding the high
percentage of opposition was that one observation by one member is not sufficient in that
it may be biased and overlook variables that contribute to the students behavior and/or

disability.

SURVEY QUESTION #13

What 33 your opinion of the Commissioner's proposal in regard to the development
of multidisciplinary teams which are to be composed of one child study team member and
other professionals for the purpose of identification, evaluation, classification, IEP

developiment and placement?
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Specific Response
3% of survey participants supported this policy proposal versus 23.3% who were
opposed. This left a discrepancy of 39.7% between supportive and epposed,

Interviewed Response

The general response from survey participants when questionsd regarding the high
percentage of support was that multidisciplinary teams eomposed of one child study team
member and other professionals will contribute various adept viewpoints that will benefit
each child in the referral process, and such teams can be tailored to meat specific needs

that a regular child study tearn composite may not be able to.

SURVEY QUESTION #14
What is your opinion of the Commissioner's proposal in regard o the reduction of
parental netice from 15 to 10 days for the purposes of identification, classification,

evaluation, educational placement or the provision of 4 free, appropriste public education?

Specific Response
43.2% of surveyed participants supported this policy proposal versus 32.9% who

were opposed. This leR a discrepancy of 12.3% between supporiive and apposed.

Interviewed Response

The general response from surveyed participants when questicned regarding the
low discrepancy between the two responises was that depending on each referred
students/family situation, 15 days is more than enough time to give notice and consent
whereas in ather situations to reduce notice and consent to 10 days would serve as sm

injustice.
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SURVEY QUESTION 15
What is your opinion of the Commissioner's proposal in regatrd 10 redefining

consent t0 mean that a proposed action may take effect immediately?

Specific Response
46.5% of survey participants supported this policy proposal versus 32.8% who

were opposed. This left a discrepancy of 13.7% beiween supportive and opposed.

Interviewed Response

The general response from survey participants when (uestioned regarding the law
discrepancy between the two responses was that in some cases this may be conducive
whereas in other situations it may serve as an unintentional injustice to the referral Process

and the student/student's parents.

Survey Supportive Response Chart
The chart below signifies the support level of each survey question/policy
proposal, It ranks ffom the greatest support to the least supportive. The chart can then

be read i reverse to rank opposition level from greatest to least (figure 4. 193.

Policy Proposal Support Level
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figure 4.19
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Palicy Proposal Overail Response: Support or Opposition?
The crossbreak table below indicates the number of responses to each question and

the specific answer options selected for each (figure 4.20).

. R/A R/B R/C RD RE NR
Q1 8. 40 16 4 5
Q2 12 33 21 4 3
Q3 ) 42 13 2 7L

Q4 8 aB 14 3 g
Q5 ' 7 29 20 9 8
Q8 14 44 10 1 4 !
Q7 12 41 10 4 6 !
Q8 4 33 21 1 12 2
Q9 ] 3 10 35 15 8| 2
Q10 13 32 16 2 g 1!
Q11 .3 B 45 11 7! 1
Q12 2 12 31 20 7 1
@13 10 36 13 4 g 1
Q14 51 28, 20 4 15, 1
Q15 5 29| 22 2 14 1
Responses: 116 453 307 &6 123 10

figure 4.20

Total Number of Responses: 10953



Chapter 5
Discussion

Introduciion
In this thesis, it was hypothesized that the reactions and concerns of

educational personnel in regard to the recent policy proposals to the Special Education
New Jersey Admunistrative Code 6:28 by New Jersev Cornmissioner of Bducation Lea
Klagholz would be a composite of skepticism and optimism, This hypothesis was based
on the research question; What are the reactions and concems of educational personnel in
regard to the recent proposed amendments to the Special Education New Jersey
Admimgtrative Code 6:287

The results of the research indicated support for the policy proposals. Many
participants mdicated concern for the exceptional student, and presented challenging
statements regarding special education, the teachers, parents and the child study team. It
also revealed that real change in special education does niot come without some sort of
opposition, opposition which is not necessarily negative, but which rather serves as a
safety net forcing the exanmnation of opinions, facts, and viewpoints from all who are

concerned for special education and the exceptional student.

Discussion

Fuhrman & Elmore (1995) indicated that in the beginning of programs that
encouraged educational innovation and deregulation of codes and guidelines, enthusiasm,
expectation, and a high percentage of support is widespread among educators,
admminmistrators, parents, and the school district in general. The survey participants verified
the findings of Fuhrman & Elmore. The largest percent of responses (52%) indicated
support for the policy proposals. Optimistic comments included an eagerness to

implement the proposals, the need for flexibility, the necessity of student and teacher
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accountability, the need to raise educational standards, and the desire to modify
educational programs for special needs students.

A considerable mumber (35.9%) of survey participants opposad the policy
proposals. As stated in Chapter four, opposition can serve as a safety net forcing the
examination of opinions, facts, and viewpoinis from all whe are concemned for special
education and the exceptional child. Fuhrman & Elmore {1995) verified the necessity of
opposition to such programs whose purpose is to establish a variable of caution. Restraint
and the development of rules towards deregulation forces states to take a cautious
approach to such programs. In their concern for health, safety, and ¢ivil rights, states have
maintained fimdamental regulations such as mandated curriculum essentials to ensure a
level of restraint as deregulation options are implemented.

Comments regarding opposition to the palicy proposals indigsted primary concern
for the exceptional student. Various survey participants asserted tha: the palicy proposals
may be detrimental to the exceptional ¢hild's individual educational program. They also
may reduce effective service delivery, may loosen the safeguards that currently guide
assessment, observation, and evaluation procedures, may threaten parental dghts and
reduce the effectiveness of child study teams.

A sense of gkepticisin was noted in various forms throughout the survey. Funding
was noted as the fimdamental reason for proposinge these policies. The need to reduce
funding was velled in the guise of "flexdbility." Reducing child study ream assessments and
allowing one member to be part of a multidisciplinary team was indicated as stretching rthe
tax dollar thus cheapening the quality of services, The elimination of the medical and
evaluation assessments was also an indicator of a cut in funding,

Includmg the special needs student in the state and districtwids proficiency tests
also received some skeptical remarks. It was indicated that this proposal was unrealistic
and would encourage failure. The achievement of the Core Curriculum Content Standards

also received similar crticism,
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Despite optimusm and skepticism, the overall flavor of the survey participants
response to the Speciat Education New Jersey Administrative Code 6:28 was concern for
the student. How will these changes effect the quality of education and service delivery
for the exceptional student? How will the proposed changes in the refermal PIOCESS SETve
to benefit a potential special needs student or screening in general? s the proposal of
mandating statewide and district testing for exceptional students feasible and realistic?
Would it serve to motivate them to academic excellence, or will it serve to remind them of
their limitations? Wil the mandating of the achievement of the Core Curriculum Content
Standards serve to motivate or serve to eliminate exceptional students fom the
mainstream? ‘Wil the propesal to reduce assessments and evaluations lead to classifying
students who may only need curricular adjustments and assistance, or will it serve to
increase the rate of classification? Concems such as these warrant serious consideration
of what each policy is proposing, how it will affect special education in general, and

whether it will serve to the detriment or the benefit of the exceptional student.

Implications

The 73 survey participants response to the Special Education New Jersey
Admimstrative Code Policy Proposal Survey revealed genuine interest, a professional
concern, and several thought provoking comments, statements, and answer selections
regarding special education programs and how these policy proposals will serve to the
benefit or detriment the special education student. It also revealed the necessity of
providing opportunities to share professional concerns and viewpoints regarding issues
such as these policy proposals for the purpose of developing options and facilitating
dislogue. It further revealed the nature of change and its' implications. Changing or
amending policies leads to controversies, heated debate, dissension's, and politicat division
(State Board of Education: Comment Response Form, 1996; Bridgeton Evening News,

1996; Courier Post, 1996). Nevertheless, change serves as a reminder that when decisions
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are considered, not everyone will be in agreement, and when changes or amendments are
implemented, not everyone will be pleased with the implementation.

Numerous comments revealed optimistic and cautious support. Other cormments
were skeptical, laced with concern, and peppered with opposition. Therefore, it can be
suggested that impending change also serves as a motivator. In this case, it may motivate
the special educator and the numerous other professionals who are involved with special
education ta reevaluate there own performance, the academic progress of the exceptions]
child, parental involvement, professional competencies, assessiment issues, and
accounrability factors. For example, it is speculated that if special needs students are
required to achigve the Core Currieulum Content Standards and partizipare i state and
districtwide proficiency tests, then teacher and school districts will be held accoumable for
the resuits. If this is to be, then it suggests thar educators accurately reevaluate how they
docunent Leaching, learning strategies, modifications, assesgments, curtcular adaptationg
and achievements of each student as a safepuard against suspected s:ate, district, and
legal ramifications.

Cluld study teams will have the option of determining which assessments are most
benefigial for each student on an individual basis should these proposal become
amendmens. This may provide flexibility in assessing deficits, however, it may also prove
to lead to indirect negligence. Time fhctors may provoke child stu dy ream members
toward incomplete assessment procedures, Ifthis policy proposal is to be amended 1o the
Special Education New Jersey Administrative Code 6:2& than an accountability factor
must be implemenred as a safeguard against such provocations.

Classification revisions such as Commissioner Klagholz's propasal to establish
"Eligible for Special Education” as a new classification system with specific criteria for
eligibility may ease label burdens, yet it also may neglect the nead 1o specify particular

disabilities, deficits, and disorders. Teachers will need to know specifics of each child's
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cesability so that special education programs may be developed and tailored to remediate
each child's needs.

Tre reduction of notice from 15 days to 10 days may not give parents enough time
to weigh and consider options regarding evaluarion and classification procedures. For
sorme parents, this length of time may be sufficient, yet for others, i may increase anxiety
and overwhelm. Child study ream members may, however, appreciate this policy
preposal. Reduction of natice may serve to their benefit in regard to the scheduling of
mumerous meetings, observations, assessments, and evaluations.

The policy proposal redefining consent also may serve to the benefit of the child
study team.  Immediate implementation of a proposed action may aliow them to render
services quickly. Immediate implementation of a proposed action may also allow the child
study team to invest quality time in coordinating services and in cese magagement.
Parents who desire immediate action regarding their children may agres with this palicy
proposal. However, parents who prefer to have time on their side for consideration of
proposed amendments, may, like the reduction of notice, feel compeided to render
immediate consent,

Another area of concern is state implementation. If these policy proposals are
approved they may not be readily accepted by school districts and educations! personnel.
For example, these revisions may lead to frequent mainstreaming and inclusion for the
purpose of adapting the Core Curriculum Content Standards to the ex¢eptional child. If
the Core Curriculum is already taught in the regular classroom setting, it then may be
considered logical to place special needs students in the regular classroom with support
staff. This however, may not be accepted by a1l teachers. If a teacher is forced to instrzct
or include students' with disabilities in the regular classroom, an attitude of resistance may
emerge which may hinder quality service to both nondisabled and exceptional students.
Forcing teachers to adapt to a new policy may not enhance the quality of education, and

may even be detrimental to staff moral. Before such policy can be implemented, several
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In-service seminars may need to be scheduled to educate and train teachers 10 meet ihe
challenge of such revisions, Even so, educational personnel may still be divided over the
policy proposals. This division may cause nnchie stress upon the school district in general,
affecr student achievement, and prevent the birth of a common vision. School districts
may also find it necessary to discuss such palicy implementations with concerned parents.
This may be in the form of school board meetings or in a town hall armosphere. Literature
reflecting the policy proposais and their effects on the school districis may have to be
prepared and published for the benefit of the local community. Concemed citizens may
take notice, and demand that with the pelicy proposal implementation, accountability
factors be established to safeguard optimal academic opportunity for both nondisabled and
exceptional students. It is hoped that the compelling reason for thess poticy
proposals is the special needs student. Despite the controversies, the disputes,
disagreements, the support and the opposition to these proposed changes to the Special
Education New Jersey Administrative Code 6:28 by Commissioner of Education Leo
Klagholz, there 15 an expectancy that in the end educational personnel, whether they agree
or disagree, will continue to render quality service to the exceptional srudent in a

professional and dignified manner.

Limitations

Although, the representation of the survey participants (61 female and 11 malg)
reflected a common ratio of graduate students enrolled in educational programs at Rowan
University, thig sample may or may not have accurately represented the opinions of
ecucational personnel in New Jersey. Educational personnel who are pursuing eraduate
degrees and certifications tend to be motivated individuals who have chosen to retumn to
college to achigve excellence in their particular discipline. There are, however, numerous
teachers serving in New Jersey who are well qualified based on undersraduate credentials

and have not yet enrolled in an educational master's program. These teachers were not
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represented in the survey. To control for this vaziable, perhaps the survey coudd have been
implemented in a different fashion Letters and surveys could have been sent to school
districts throughout the state of New Jersey where a mare accurate representation of
edycationsl personnel, in this regard, may have been present in the mumber of survey
pariicipants. However, it wag decided from the beginning of this study not to access this
option. This decision was made due to time congtraints and the cost of paper and postage.
"The time factor would have been strained while gathering and waiting for the responses
from each distnict. This decision regarded surveying school districts in only one caunty,
such as Burlington County, as well due to the same factors as indicated in the speculated
statewide distribition of surveys. It was therefore decided to survey master students
enrolled in foundational education courses 4t Rowan College. This decision not only
would control time factors, but would aiso serve to reduce cost and prasent accessibility
to the researcher

The timing of survey inplementation could have been strategically planned to
correlate with the news media. In the fall of 1996 (based on my own cbservations), the
issue of revising special education in the state of New Jersey was reported more
frequently in the news media as opposed to the winter of 1997 when the surveys were
implemented, The survey participants familiarity level (13.7%) may have been higher if
the survey was implemented in the fall of 1996 due to media exposure. This also applied
10 the survey participants who indicated somewhat familiar (50.7%) on the survey itself.
The completion of the survey n the fall of 1996 would have also provided quality time to
produce thorough imerviews regarding the policy proposals. Thorough interviews may
have provided some more detailed insight into the support and opposition of specific
policy propasals,

It would have been interesting to survey and interview parents of exceptional
children and report their specific needs and concerns. Perhaps, they could have added

some ingight into the support/opposition level regarding specific policy proposals as wel,
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Another interesting and key individual to have interviewed for this study would
have been Commissioner Klagholz who developed the policy proposals to the Special
Education New Jersey Administrative Code 6:28. Speaking with Dr. Klagholz would
have revealed the perspective from a commissioners viewpeint as to why specific policy
propesals were suggested and how they benefit the exceptional child, the pazents, the
teachers, and tie educational commumity in general. Perhaps, Dr. Klagholz would have
provided some profissional insight into the support/opposition level regarding specific
policy proposals,

Other individuals that may have been surveved and interviewed are numerous child
study team members, board of education members, admutiistrators, superintendents, and
parents wko do not have special needs students but who may be concerned with how these
policy proposals may effect their children and their children's education. Obvionsly, these
aptions would have also required much time, funding, and research,

In regard to presenting the survey to the master students, the best response was
when the survey was explained to them, its' purpose, and how it may benefit and bold
unplications for their own professions. Qpportunity was given for this to ocenr in two
foundational classes. In these two classes, each student completed the survey. In the two
remeining foundational classes, opportunity to explain the survey was not presented and
thus the student response lacked enthusiasm which resulted in several incomplete surveys.
Time needed to be allotted to explain the survey, its' purpose, and how it may benefit and
hold implications for the student's professional future to control for ihe mortality of survey
completion. Perhaps, arranging a meeting and presenting the study to the professors in
advance wouki have granted time to explain the survey before it was distributed,

Nevertheless, based on time constraints and other variables bevond contral, the
Special Education New Jersey Administrative Code Policy Proposal Survey was overall
satisfactory and provided insight into support and opposition factors regarding the policy

proposais by Commissioner of Education Leo Klagholz.
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Foilow {Ip

In replicating this study, perhaps the focus could be adjusted to rescarching,
interviewing and surveying one or more specific policy proposal. For example, z proposal
seeks to establish one lahe] "Eligible for Special Education® for the purpose of ¢lassifying
students. A study could he conducted reparding labeling and ¢lassification i the staie of
New Jersey. A survey could then be developed based on Tesearch and this specific
proposal. Ingight could be provided through surveying and intetrviewing special edveation
teachers, child stdy teams, and special interest support groups such ag the Council for
Exceptioml Children and the Leaming Isabilities Association. This focused approach
could be adapted (o any of the specific policy proposals such, as the mandating {he
achievement of the Core Curriculum Comtent Standards, the participation in state and
districiwide proficicncy tests, reduction of evahiation assessments, the clmination of the
required medical model, child smdy {cam adjustmests regarding abservation, testing, gl
the development of multidisciplinary teams, parental notice and consent.

This vptions for several follow 1p studies, such a3 these suggested, arc numerous

and available through the foundation established by (s pelicy proposal survey.

Conelusion

What were the reactions and concerns of educational persomnel in regard to the
recent proposed amendments to the Special Bducation New Jersey Administrative Code
6:287 The resulls of this research question and study indicated a primary concern for the
exceptional student and support for the policy proposals. Concerning the exceptionsl
child, survey participants indicated that the policy proposals needed to benefit the student
and if implemented, palicy makers need to keep in mind that the needs and concerns of
children are a priority. General support for these policy proposals (52% supportive vs

35.9% opposed vs 11.2% no opinion vs 0.9% no response) was indicated with and
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without reservarion. Supportive survey participants were ¢ager for #ts implementation and
other participants were supportive with eaution,

The overall response from the 73 survey participants to the Special Education New
lersey Administrative Code Policy Proposal Survey serves to remind the educational
eotununity to render quality professional services to all gtydents, both regular and

exceptional, despite differences of opinion,



The Special Education
New Jersey
Administrative Code
Policy Proposal Survey
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Camirssioner of Bducation Leo Klagholz has proposed a new set of policies 1o
the State Doard of Edueation that would provide schaol districts with mereased Hexdbility
in the provision of special education services. This new proposed polioy would provids
for a shift in the provision of special education services fom a svstem that is focused on
procedural issues 1o one that will result in high academic achievemen: and challenging
programs for students.

Among the policy récommendations is the elimination of the aurrent medical madel
<hsability labeling system and, an establishing of a new classification system with the single
designation "Eligible for Special Educarion " Under this one classification, specifie crizeria
will be established, based on current and revised categorical definitions. The definitions of
perceptually impaired and peurologically impaired are being deleted aud will be replaced
with definitions for specifie learung disability and traumatic brain injury which are the
fideral categories.

The department's proposal will also provide school districts with flexibility in the
use of child study teams. While child study teams will still congsigt of the same
professionals, the proposed mles are designed (o permit greater flexibifity in the
eomposition and functioning of team personnel. School districts will have the option of
utilizing the curvent child study team model or convening & variety of multidisciplinary
teams which include at least one child study team member and ather specialists m the area
ol d:zability. The multidisciplinary teams would be responsible for identification,
evaliation and Individualized Tducation Program (IEP) development.

A primary poal of the proposed changes is ta assure, to the sreatest extent
postible, that special education pupils will be provided programs leading to the
achisvement of the Core Curriculum Content Standards. Toward that end, the
Department of Education will develop rules requiring that TEPs be linked to the local

district's reguiar education curriculurm with whatever modifications or adaptations are
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necessary. In addition, pupils with disabilities will be included in statewide or districtwide

assessments to the fuliest extent appropriate,
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Directions

Please answer each question as honestly as possible. Completely cirele the letrer and
answer representing your viewpoint. If you would like to briefly expiain vour angwer, feel
free t0 write your comments on the lines provided below each set of guestions.

Male Age

Female Age

How familiar are you with the proposals?
a. very familiar
b. somewhat

c. not gt all

Are you employed in an educational setting as a
a. regular teacher?
b. special education teacher?
. administrator?

d. member of a ¢hild study team? (Please Hst title )

e. other? (Please hst )
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1. What is your opinion of the commissioner's proposal in regard to the recommendation
that “the current medical model disability labeling system should ke changed to avoid
averburdening children with disability labels?"

a. strongly support
b. support

¢. oppased

d. sirongly opposed
. o opinion

Please explain your answer

2. What is your opinion of the commissioner's proposal in regard to the establishing of
one label, "Eligible for Special Education” for the purpose of classification?

a. strongly support
b. support

c. opposed

d. strongly opposed
£ no opinion

PMease explain your answer

3. What is your opimion of the commissioner's proposal in regard to the designating and
establishing "Eligible for Special Education” as a new classification system with
specific criteria for eligibility?

a. strongly support
b. support

e. oppased

d. strongly opposed
€. ne opinion

Please explain vour answer
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4. What is your opinion of the commissioner's proposal in regard 1o the deleting the
categorical defivitions of perceptually impaired and neurologically impaired and
replacing them with definitions for specific learning disability and traumatic brain
imjury?

a. strongly support
b. support

¢. opposed

d. strongly opposed
& NG opinion

Please explain your answer

5. What is your opinien of the commissioner's proposal in resard to mandating to the
fullest possible extent students with disabilities to participate in state and districtwide
proficiency tests?

a. strongly support
b. support

c. opposed

d. strongly opposed
& NG opinion

Please explain vour answer

6. What is your opsmon of the commissioner's proposal in regard 1o the requiring that
IEPs be linked to the local district’s regular education curriculum with whatever
modifications or adaptations are necessary?

a. strongly support
b. support

¢. opposed

d. strongly opposed
& T opinion

Please explain your answer




7

7. What i your opinian of rhe commissioner's proposal in regard 1o the development of

special edycation programs that will lead to the achievement of the Core Curfieulum
Content Standards?

. strongly support
. SuUpport

. opposed

. sirongly opposed
. N0 opinion

L T Sl

Pleage explam your answer

8. What is your opiiuon in regard to the present method of cxempting students fom the
Core Curriculum Standards due to instuctional programs that are not reflactive of
regular education curriculum standardg?

4. strongly support
L. support

¢, opposed

d strongly oppaosed
€ G0 apinion

Please explain your answer

Y What is your opinion of the commissiones proposal in regard 1o the reducing the
unber of required initial evaluation assessiments from four evaluaions o rwo?

i irongly support
b support

o oppased

d. strongly apposed
8. TI0 opinio:

Please explain your answer
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10. What is your opimion of the commissiener's proposal in regard to allowing the Child
Study Team to determine which assessments are needed for pupils on an mdividual
basis?

a. strongly support
b. support

;. opposed

d. strongly opposed
& ho opinion

Please explain your answer

11, What is your opinion of the commissionet's proposal in regard to the elimination of
the required medical evaluation when ascertaining a potential speial needs student?

a. strongly support
b. support

¢ opposed

d. strongly opposed
€. na opinipn

Please explain vour answer

12. Whar is your opinion of the commissioner's proposaf in regard to the elimination of
requiring each Child Study Team member to observe the pupil oitside of the test
setting and now requiring that only one memtber conduct such an observation?

a. strongly support
b, support

¢ opposed

d. strongly opposed
€. N0 opinicn

Please explain your answer
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13. What is your opinion of the commissiouer's proposal in repard (o the development of
muitidisciplinary teams which are to be composed of one child study team member
angd other professionals for the purpose of identification, evaluation, ¢lassification,
IEP development and placement?

a. strongly support
b. support

c. opposed

d. strongly apposed
E. N3 opinioi

Please explain your answer

14, What is your opinion of the commissioner's proposal in repard to the reduction of
parental notice from 13 to 10 days for the purposes of identiication, classification,
¢valuation, edueational placement or the provision of a free, appropriate public
education?

a. Sirongly support
b mipport

¢ opposed

d. strangly opposed
. N0 opinion

Please explain yvour answer

15, What is your opinion of the commissioner's proposal in resard to radefining consent
1o mean that a proposed action may take effect immediately?

&. stromgly suppoit
b. suppoit

C. opposed

d. strongly opposed
€. 110 Opinion

Please explain your angwer
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