ACCOUNTABILITY IN POLICY IMPLEMENTATION:
" ASSESSMENT OF PARENT PARTICIPATION
FEATURES IN MASSACHUSETTS CHAPTER
766

by
Patricia Lynnette Weems

B.A., Wellesley College
(1976)

Submitted in partial fulfillment
of the requirements for the
degree of

Master in City Planning

at the

Massachusetts Institute of Technology

May, 1978
© Patricia Lynnette Weems 1978

Signature of Authog’
Department of Urban Studies and Planning May, 1978

Certified by ..

RoMk | Thesis Supervisor
MASSACHUSETTS TITUT ,
oLoeY e ACCEPLEd DY veereierrareeraneereneacanacncsaasncasanans
JUL 201978 Cha1rman, Department Committee

LIBRARIES



ACCOUNTABILITY IN POLICY IMPLEMENTATION:
ASSESSMENT OF PARENT PARTICIPATION
FEATURES IN MASSACHUSETTS CHAPTER
766

by
Patricia Lynnette Weems
Submitted to the Department of Urban Studies and Planning
on May 17, 1978 in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the

Degree of Master in City Planning

ABSTRACT

What follows is a testimony to the statement that parents are a child's
best advocate. Through interviews, newspaper reports and documentation of
lawsuits I have constructed the travail of one group of parents in the western
part of Massachusetts in the town of Chicopee. Like all parents they are con-
cerned with getting the best educational services for their children. But,
unlike the majority of parents in the Commonwealth, their children have some
sort of disability that would make learning difficult in a regular classroom
setting.

However, as of 1972 the law in Massachusetts, by virtue of Chapter 766,
and supported by the U.S. Constitution's Fourteenth Amendment, says that re-
gardless of a child's disability he/she has the right to equal educational
opportunity, and that it is the responsibility of the child's school to find
and implement an educational program that will specifically meet the needs of
that particular child. _

It was the intention of legislative framers that parent involvement in
the educational process be deliberate in order to ensure special education
providers are accountable for the education of their disabled children. The
thrust of the thesis is an examination of the effectiveness of these parent
participation features from the perspective of parents of disabled children.
Chicopee parents three year struggle points to many inadequacies in parental
involvement mechanisms; a number of critical issues to be resolved in the
implementation of 766; and the need for continued struggle by parents in order
that special education providers meet their responsibilities, as outlined in
Chapter 766.

Thus, on the one hand we can praise Chicopee parents for being tenacious
in their attempt to obtain educational services for their children. Yet, on
the other hand it should be realized that they are doing "what they have to"
in order to ensure that their children will achieve their maximum potential as
individuals in today's American society. They do not view themselves as having
any options. And although it isn't a game, their strategy sugests they mean
to win! :

Melvin King, Professor of Department of Urban‘Studies and Planning.
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Introduction and Statement of Problem

For many years physically, mentally, and emotionally handicapped
children have been denied equal educational opportunity in this country.
Disabled children have literally been blocked from entering schools with
a variety of strategies. Some of those used by schools have been post-
ponement, exclusion, suspension and outright denial. Massachusetts citizen's
were shocked when the Task Force On Children Out of School published its
report in 1970 sﬁowing thousands of children had been barred from access
to Boston Public Schools because they were non-English speaking, had a
physical or mental handicap, were a pregnant teen, or had problems with
speech, hearing or vision.

Despite the stun of the Commonwealth's citizenry, parents of these
children knew this as a way of life. And these same parents have waged
struggles against school systems and administrators in a concerted unified
effort to negotiate responsiveness on the part of educators. And when such
efforts failed parents have taken their cases to the court system in order

to force accountability. For example, in the 1968 casé of Arreola v. Board

| of Education in the Superior Court of Orange County, California. Eleven

Mexican-American public school children ages 5-18 years were seeking an
injunction to prohibit the continuation of special classes for the educable
mentally retarded until certain reforms were made. Such reforms included;
that a hearing is held before placement as required under the due process
clause of the Fourteenth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution; that the IQ
test used to determine placement must recognize cultural differences among
students, particularly the Mexican-American students before the court; and
fhat‘c1asses for the mentally retarded provided an educationally meaningful

curriculum and periodic retesting.
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The p1éintiff's demand for more appropri&te testing had become moot
due to a previous court ruling. But, the real thrust of the Arreola case,
according to legal observers, was its demand for parental participation.
Participation that would not only notify parents of pending action, but
would also give them the opportunity to reject such a decision if they so
wished. Plaintiffs also argued successfully that in educational placement
'litigatioh the labelling "mentally retarded" is a stigma", an official
branding of a person" and therefore the imposition of such requires a notice
and a prior hearing, in keeping with due process rights.

Thus, when Massachusetts Chapter 766, the Comprehensive Special Education
Act, became Taw in 1972, to take effect in September 1974, another victory
appeared imminent for parent and child advocacy groups seeking to change the
plight of disabled young people. Very likely parents of special needs children
welcomed with open arms the passage of what they perceived to be reform
legislation for the benefit of their children. Help from a society which only
very recently in the last two decades, had begun to accept children who are
"different", and to some extent stop blaming barents for those differences
has been an unrealized goal for many parents for many years.

Chapter 766 represents a fundamental improvement for these neg1écted
children. And it also serves to reconfirm in the form of stated policy the
Commonwealth's commitment/responsibility to all of its children and specifically
its special needs children. This law differs from prior laws:regarding
special education, in that old laws regarding special edqcation designated
categories into which children had to fit, while 766 recognizes an enormous
range of needs which might require specia] education. Instead of placing
children in pre-determined programs which often do not fully meet their needs,

the Taw now requires special programs to be designed for each particular child.
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The law also differs on another significant point. And that is 766
seeks to deal airectly with provider to consumer accounfabi]ity through its
policy's design. Framers of the legislation (undoubtedly with the aid of
parents and other concerned community members) recognized that present
inadequacies and inequities in the provision of special education services
to children with special needs have resulted largely from the lack of parenf
and lay involvement in overseeing, evaluating, and operating special education
programs. And it was their intention that this special education act be
. designed to incorporate such involvement through the creation of regional
and state advisory committees, with significant powers, and by specifying
an accountable procedure for the evaluation of each child's special needs
before placement.

The assumption legislators are making here is a critical one underlying
this new law. And it is that parent involvement in the decision-making process
can enhance the delivery and quality of educational services for their children.
True, there are several significant features of 766 that aim to change the
plight of these young people, such as mainstreaming. But given the way in
which the law is constructed, such features are critically dependent on
parental involvement. Parents represent a theoretical variable whose input
is felt to ensure quality education to those children systematically excluded
in the past. For example, a‘chi1d's educational plan is not considered to
be complete or operational until it has been thoroughly examined, criticized,
and accepted in writing by his/her parent.

Considering that such a law seeks to change the ducational policy from
a state level and by doing so change the actual decision-making process and
béhavior patterns of local providers to meet the individual needs of the
disabled child, the issue of accountability is again of significant importance.

For this issue encompasses not only the quality of the services delivered but
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the concommitant provision of resources (financial, technical and skill)
in order to ensure that this special education program be effectively
implemented. Therefore, it can be readily realized that parental involve-
ment must be madatory if we are to follow our assumption and allow them,
as parents, to be part of the decision-making process on all levels. Later
this will be dealt with in the discussion of the laws mandated regional
and state advisory committees.
By those knewledgeable in the field, Chapter 766 is considered to be

a reform piece of legislation developed for and targeted at special needs
children and their parents. However, despite the passing of four years of
implementation, few étudies have focused on the extent to which the state
and local governments have been able to translate theory and intention into
reality for special needs children and their parents. Or the extent to which
parenfs have been able to force responsiveness dn the part of providers,
given their rights and procedure outlined within Chapter 766. According to
the original premise the greater the parental involvement the better the
quality of services special needs children receive. However, little has
been done to delineate how a parent actually grapples with a new policy such
as '766, and makes it work for his/her child. Therefore, it is the major
thrust of this thesis to evaluate the parent participation features of Chapter
766 by asking the following:

"Can parent involvement as mandated in the Chapter 766 process

force accountability on the part of special education providers

in such a way as to enhance the delivery and quality of educational

services to their disabled children?”

To seek an understanding of this issue is in actuality to assess the

success of this program from the point of view of the consumer. Assessing
‘not only the program's strengths, but‘its weaknesses and the resultant strategies

parents utilize when 766 process fails, will give insight into how an account-
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ability procedure can or cannot be effective for special needs children
and their parents in a community setting. It will also serve to point out
what policy makers still must do in order to implement positive change

on behalf of the ducation of these disabled children.
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The Issue of Accountability and Massachusetts Chapter 766

Notions of what constitutes accountability in education are themselves

under much discussion. In some literature it is described as a concept

emerging into its own definition-reflective of new experiences and theories

that develop as a result of the various approaches toward the usage of

acccountability strategies in educational planning. Simplistic and intangible

definitions of responsibility have given way to ideas about power relation-

ships, consurer expectations, and provider results, as they relate to the

- educational process.

Stephen Barro in his article An Approach To Developing Accountability

Measures For Public Schools suggests that despite its relative newness to

the educational vocabulary ...

"There is Tittle doubt about its general
meaning and import for the schools. The

basic idea it conveys is that the school
system and schools, or more precisely the
professional educators who operate them,
should be held responsible for educational
outcomes-what children learn. If this can

be done, it is maintained, favorable changes
in professional performance will occur and
these will be reflected in higher academic
achievement improvement in pupil attitudes

and generally better educational results.

This proposition that higher quality education
can be obtained by making the professional
responsible for their product is what makes
accountability an attractive idea and provides
the starting point for all discussions of
specified accountability systems and their
uses in schoo]s,"1

And still more pertinent to our present discussion writer Leon Lessinger

says that ... "... in principle American educational philosophy has been
that every child should have access to an education.
This is the familiar, but still unattained principle
of equal education opportunity. This has been translated
into dollar allocations for the people and the things of

education.

When a child has failed to learn school

personnel often assigned him a label "slow", "unmotivated"
or "retared". Accountability triggers a revised commitment
that every child shall learn. Such a revision demands

a "Can Do" spirit of enterprise, a willingness to change

a system which does not work and find one that does; a
seeking of causes of failure as often in systems, its
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personnel, its organization, its technology, and its
knowledge, as is now spent seeking it solely in students."?2

Given these definitions of accountability, how then does Chapter 766
intend to force school systems and school personnel to be responsible for
what the special needs child learns?

Chapter 766, is perceived to be reformational inthat it moves, in the
form of stated policy, from the "Can't Learn" to the "Shall Learn" philosophy.
And programs that follow from this perspective are intended to have both control
and flexibility; allowing parents, teachers, administrators as well as a
variety of professionals to aid in the development of an educational plan
that will maximize a child's learning potential regardless of his/her disability.
The law itself mandates numerous responsibilities for each of the various actors
and agencies at both state and local levels of the 766 implementation process.
A11 of these actors/agencies must interact in an effort to service the special
needs child and his/her parents. However, before we undertake a detailed
discussion of child and parents rights vis-a-vis accountable procedure it
would be helpful to understand who are the children considered to be eligible
- for special needs services.

Chapter 766 is intended to deal with children as young as three years
of age, if it presumed that child will have some difficulties entering into
a regular school program. And to deal with young people as old as 21 years
of age, provided he or she has not received a high school diploma. A child
who would be considered a child with special needs and therefore requiring
some specified form of special education is é chj1d that the Taw defines as:

.. a school age child who has been determined by a Core Evaluation

Team (CET) to be a child with special needs or has been referred to

a program as outlined in the law. Such determination or referral

must be based upon a finding that such child, because of temporary

or more permanent adjustment difficulties or attributes arising

from intellectual, sensory, emotional, or physical factors, cerebral
dysfunctions, perceptual factors, or other specific learning dis-
abilities, or any combination thereof, is unable to progress effectively
in a regular education program and requires special education."3
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As mehtioned previously Chapter 766's goal is to provide equal
education opportunity for all Massachusetts children, and particularly
its disabled children and youth. The law seeks to achieve this with the
development of an educational program "tailormade" to fit the special
needs of the individual. However, in order to realize this commitment a
number of key actors are involved in this process. Primary among them
" are parents, teachers, and school a&ministrators. As legislatively intended
parents are involved at every stage of the 766 process. And their in-
volvement is mandatory in order for the process to run its course. If
we examine this process more closely we will see that framers made parental
involvement deliberate and purposeful. As we look at the 766 implementation
procedure special note will be taken for future analysis of parents/child's
rights and points where parents can force accountability on the part of
special education providers. What follows is an outline of how 766 is

supposed to function, in theory, on behalf of special needs children:

Child's Need/Right Actor Responsibility
I. Identification and A number of persons To refer child
Referral can make such referrals for an evaluation
-parent(s) to determine if he
-if a child appears to -school official, or she has a dis-
be unable to learn in including a teacher ability requiring
a regular classroom -judicial worker a special education
setting, given that all -social worker program, in writing.
efforts have been made ~-family worker
to meet child's needs -person having custody
within context of ser- of the child
vices in regular educa- -child himself if 16

tion program, a referrral years and older
for evaluation can be
made

Parents must receive written notification of such a referral within
five days, containing specific information on the nature of the
evaluation process including a description of the specific assessments
of the child that will be conducted.
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Child Need/Right Actor

II. Pre-Core Meeting Parents

Responsibility

Parents of each child
referred for an evaluation
must have the opportunity
to meet with the CET
chairperson or designee,
prior to the evaluation
to discuss the referral,
evaluation process,
parents rights, or any
other questions parents
might have

*Core Evaluation Team (CET) writes the educational plan of the child who has
been evaluated. 1It's comprised of nurse, or social worker, a psychologist,
" a physician, a teacher, and a chairperson all of whom are certified.

III. Core Evaluation School Officials

-an evaluation must CET
be done to the full

extent necessary to

determine the special

needs of a child

Parents

-in light of child's CET
special need there

must be an educational

plan developed suited
specifically for that

child

That appropriate persons
are in place to do
evaluation

Decisions be based on

the best interests of

the child as to whether
or not he/she will re-
ceive an intermediate core

Parents can request

that any professional
outside school who has
been working with their
child be included in

the CET ie family pedia-
trician

"Parent has the right to

be involved in core re-
lated meetings about
their child

CET educational plan
must contain a statement
of child's capabilities
and limitations; the
best way in which he/she
can learn specific goals
to be accomplished; method
by which the success or
failure of special needs
program will be measured;
and a detailed plan by
which child can achieve
such goals.
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III. Core Evaluation-
continued
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Actor

Parents

Responsiblity

Parents can involve
an advocate of their
choice at "766"
meetings

Before placing sign-
ature on forms parents
should be able to

answer for themselves,
satisfactorily various
questions about the ed
plan and its appropriate-
ness for their child

Parent can accept or
reject findings of CET
that child has no special
need, or the educational
plan that has been devel-
oped

The Core evaluation process must be completed within thirty days of the

referral

- IV. Implementation/
Service

-once educational
plan has been
developed and approved
in writing by parents
all phases of that
plan should be imple-
mented without delay

Teacher

School

Community In-

stitution

Liason
(can be a
teacher)

In-class instruction of
special needs child in

accordance with child's
educational plan

provide special ed. pro-
gram within context of
10 protypes described

in law

provide supportive
services as required
in child's ed plan

responsible for quarterly
reports to be entered
into child's record and
to keep up-to-date in-
formation on child's
progress



Child's Need/Right

IV. Implementation/
Service
continued

V. Review

-once educational

plan has been imple-
mented there must be
periodic assessment
of child's progress
in order to determine
the positive or
negative impact the
ed plan has one the
educational develop-
ment of child and

to make modifications
in the ed plan if
necessary

- 14 -

Actor

Parents

CET
(which originally
evaluated child)

Parents

Responsibility

on basis of quarterly
reports or any other
information parent
can request child's
ed plan be modified

monitor ed plans
implementation in
full

Must determine if the
program has been success-
ful. And if there is a
problem the child must
be re-evaluated, and

the CET can re-examine
the educational plan

and make recommendations
to improve it.

Should review and assess
quarterly reports on
their child's progress
for modification if
necessary

Outline of Appeal Procedure

Should parent decide to reject the educational plan or a finding of no special
needs proposed by the CET, that parent can file appropriate form sent by school
and return it within thirty day period allotted for informal discussion. At
this point:

-parent can appeal the educational plan or findirng of no special
needs to State Bureau of Special Education

-school committee will send a copy of parent rejection of CET's
proposal to the Bureau's Regional Office Representative

-Bureau representative receives the notice of rejection and may
request a meeting with parents to discuss and try to alleviate
differences .

-Representative, meanwhile, sends rejection on to Bureau central
office :
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Outline of Appeal Procedure
-Bureau sends parents notification of hearing location; their
right to bring an advocate; their right to review all records;
and their right to reject Bureau's decision and require place-
ment in public school
Parent then has:

1. the right to reject Bureau's educational plan and request
that their child be placed in regular education program

2. accept the educational plan

3. reject educational plan and appeal to State Advisory Committee
(however no new ebidence can be introduced at this time)

State Advisory Committee (SAC) makes its own tentative decision based on a
review of evidence

Should the parents then think the SAC decision is not in the best interest of

their child, parents can appeal to Massachusetts Superior Court whose decision
is final.

In order to ensure that the afore mentioned process is actually imple-
mented for special needs children and their parents, Chapter 766 has arti-
culated specific responsibilities for the var%ous levels of state and local
government agencies, administrators, and personnel. As pointed out earlier
766 is an educational policy that form a state level éeeks to change the de-
cision-making and behavior pattern of local providers to meet the special
needs of a disabled child. The bureaucratic structure which this program must

find its way through is outlined on the following page.
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An Overview of Massachusetts'

Educational System

Executive Office of Educational
Affairs

Secretary of Education

Department of Education

Commissioner of Education

(6) Regional Offices : Division of Special Education
of
Education
Bureau of Child Advocacy
Southeast-Cape DIvision of Special Ed.
Greater Boston
Springfield
Worcester
North Andover
Pittsfield
City/Town
School Committees
Local Local Local

Schools Schools Schools
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According to the 766 mandate the State Department of Education is
primarily respbnsib]e for providing financial support and professional
guidance to local schools, in order to help them meet their responsibilities
set forth in the law. The Division of Special Education 1océted within the
Department of Education (DOE) must be accountable for several functions.
Among them are: to prepare standard forms for official notices to parents;

_ to investigate situations where parents fail or refuse to participate in

those parts of the special education is required by law; to guidelines and
directives to further define, clarify, interpret, and explain these regqulations;
finally, but most importantly, to recommend to the Board of Education that it
withold funds for special education programs from cities, towns, school dis-
tricts, private schools or agencies which do not comply with regulations or
statutes or do not carry out plans for compliance within a reasonable period

of time.

The greatest burden for the actual implementation of 766 falls on the
individual local communities throughout Massachusetts who are not only respon-
sible for providing substantial financial resources, but have close to fifty
specific duties articulated in the body of the law. Some of the functions to
be carried out by local school systems are:

- to appoint an Administrator of Special Education

- to satisfy all the requirements of Chapter 766 for all children

(of school-age) living within the city town or school district
over which that school system has jurisdiction ‘

- to be responsible for communication to parents and school age

children, even where primary language of the home is other than

English and/or parents are unable to read

- to make a continuous and systematic effect to identify potential
cases of school age children with special needs

- to submit a plan May 1 of each year, describing the manner in
which it will conduct its evaluation during the 12 month period
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- to insure that the following categories of children are referred
for a determination of whether a referral for an evaluation should
be made:

a child at substantial risk of non-promotion
at mid-year
- a child who fails to be promoted at years end
- a child who has been suspended for more than 5
schools days or permanently excluded
- a child who has been absent without a medical
excuse for more than 15 days
- a child who has been committed to referred to
or detained by Department of Youth Services
- a child who exhibits a substantial negative
change in alertness, learning or behavioral
capacity after an illness
- to hire a group of professional persons including a chairperson to
comprise the CET which is to conduct evaluations of special needs
children and to develop educational plans for them

The Administrator of Special Education is primarily responsible for
the general supervision of identification, referral, evaluation, and program
planning for all school age children with special needs under his jurisdiction.
The Administrators other significant functions relate to the activities of the
CET, where he assists CET's in finding best combinations of educational and
other services for each special needs child, as well as assisting them in any
other duties they might have.

Because of the teacher's day-to-day re]ationship‘with students, his/her
responsibility not only includes identification of children with special needs,
but to recommend a child for an evaluation in order to determine the extent of
his/her problems. The teacher is an active participant in the Core Evaluation
Team, and can be the principal developer of a child's educational plan. Ul-
timately the teacher is responsible for in-class instruction of the special needs
child, in compliance with the child's educational plan.

Within the design of Chapter 766 there is a point where parents of special
needs children and special education providers come together. It is the overall

purpose of the Regional Advisory Council, or RAC, to access parents to the
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decision-making process and to give special education administrators
feedback on the effectiveness of 766 implementation on behalf of con-
sumers in local communities. The specific purpose of each of the six
RAC's is to receive complaints and suggestions regarding special education
in their region and submit a report to the State Advisory Council (SAC)
by April 1st of each year. This reports includes:
- specific assessment of qualitative and quantitative
adequacy of all aspects of provision of special education
within the region
- a statement of recommended changes in any aspect of
provision of special education and detailed description
of process by which such changes be accomplished
- a detailed summary of complaints and suggestions received
during the year, emphasizing where a discernible pattern
of complaints or suggestions are found
The RAC is to hold periodic meetings to hear complaints and suggestions
about implementation of special education in the region. The RAC is comprised

of the following people:

a parent with a pre-school child with a substantial disability
- one parent of a child in prototypes 502.1 (regular education

~ program with modifications) to prototype 502.4 (substantially
separate program) (total of six parents)

- a parent with a child in prototype 502.5 (day school program)
or 502.6 (residential school program)

- public school teacher teaching children in regular education
program

- public school teacher teaching in a special education program

- public school adminstrator in either fegu]ar or special education
- a representative from Department of Education

- an approved vocational technical administrator or teacher

- a professional from an institution of higher education who
prepares persons for professional employment in education

- another person who has demonstrated commitment to school age
children with special needs
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- a member of local Council for Children

- a desigﬁee ex-officio from the Commissioners of the
Departments of Mental and Public Health, Public Welfare,
Youth Services and Office for Children

The SAC has two specific duties. First, consolidating fnformation
gained from RAC reports, the SAC will devise a specific statement of
recommended changes in any aspect of the provision of special education
_in the Commonwealth, with a detailed description of the process by which
such changes should be accomplished. The Department of Education will
then implement these changes or state in a written reply to the SAC why
such recommendations cannot or should not be implemented. Second the SAC
is responsible for deciding individual parent appeals regarding inequities
in the 766 process. The SAC is comprised of two representatives from the
RAC's one of whom must be parent of a special needs child, and representatives,
ex officio, from the Departments of Mental Health, Public Health, Public
Welfare, Youth Services and the Office for Children.

If we look at the various agencies, administrators, officials, and
personnel, and then delineate their responsibilities, on both the state and
local levels a picture begins to take form. What follows is a schematic
representation of how Chapter 766 intends for the total educational system
in Massachusetts to be accountable in meeting the specific needs and rights

of the disabled child and his parents.
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Footnotes

Browder, Lesley, Emerging Patterns of Adminstrative Accountability
p. 361. '

Ibid p. 62.
Chapter 766 of the Acts of 1972, The Commonwealth of Massachusetts.
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Current Dialogue on 766 Implementation in Massachusetts

Since its implementation Chapter 766 has made both positive and
negative achievements. Given the magnitude of the original problem and
the complexity of the program, state and local education departments have
received positive feedback, for the most part. And several reports have
eminated assessing the efforts of those engaged in the laws implementation.
" Most important of these is the Second Interim Report of the Special Com-
mission studying the effectiveness of Chapter 766. The report said that
approximately 26,000 children in the Commonwealth were identified as handi-
capped and were receiving special services before. Now 766,147.000 young
people are being services. Also according to this July 1977 report "a
majority of parents, teachers, students, and administrators surveyed were
highly supportive of Chapter 766."4

However, the same study was also able to uncover several problem areas
such as: the need to set up a mechanism allowing school systems to be
licensed providers in order that they receive more state and federal en-
titlements; the need to determine how federa1‘entit1ements can be obtained
without violating privacy rights; and the need to clarify problems among
various state agencies in order to eliminate gaps and duplication of ser-
vices. The Commission report was indeed extensive. It not only provided
insight into how local communities are presently confronting implementation
problems, but also posed recommendations for their resolution.

Although the Commission study highlighted numerous areas where 766 is
lacking, their subsequent third report/legislation and present research
suggest their efforts are concentrated on the economic problems hindering
the effectiveness of 766 programs in cities and towns. The lack of financial

resources has been one of the major "thorns" in special education programming
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from the perspective of school and city officials, as w¢11 as administrators.
And it has frequently been cited as being the main reason for lack of pro-
grams, services, qualified personnel and teachers,'denia1 of medical tests
for core evaluations, etc ...

The third legislative piece of the Commission's came out in March of
this year. Their study showed that Chapter 70 had failed to realize its leg-
islative intent to prcmote the equalization of educational opportunity through
equal financial aid to communities throughout the state. The reason is clear,
" as some communities could spend almost four times as much on students as some
others. Because school financing is directly dependent on local property
wealth. The wealthier a town is in property the better able that town will
be to pass on such advantages to its students. Where just the opposite is true
for a community poor in taxable property wealth. Compounding this, systematic
state funding of special, bilingual, and vocational education programs does
not take into consideration local ability to pay. Rather, all these programs
except vocational education come "off the top" of the same pot of money
appropriated for Chapter 70. And, given the system of prioritized funding,
funds for regular education programming were distributed last, thus making pro-
grams sucha s special education the target of local resentments.

The Special Commission bills seeks to combine the four current aid for-
mulas (special, bilingual, Chapter 70 or regular, and vocational education)
into one aid formula, using a "weighted pupil concept" to account for numbers
and cost differences of students. The following is an outline of that formula:

"1. (School Aid Percentage) Times

2. (Statewide average current expenditure
per pupil the previous fiscal year) Times

3. (Total weighted fu%]-time equivalent pupils
in the district)"
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Recent discussions with staff members of the Commission revealed that
on April 26 of this year another piece of legislation was filed that would
influence the financial picture of school financing of 766 programs. The
Commission's legislation would require third party payment for medical
expenses of special needs children covered by private and insurance, with
Medicaid being the payee of last resort in cases were children were not so
covered. This was done because Massachusetts insurance companies, according
to Commission sohrces, have not asﬁumed their responsibilities-using as an
excuse that such services should be paid by local school committees. As a
result many children have been hindered in either receiving a complete and
accurate evaluation of the magnitude of their special needs or have received
limited or no services because of a lack of funds.

Another approach toward assessing the implementation of 766 was initiated
by Richard Weatherly and Michael Lipsky in their 1977 paper entitled Street

Level Bureaucrats and Institutional Innovation ... Their focus was on the

implementation of 766 and how it was effecting education personnel, who they
refer to as street level beureaucrats.

In their studies of three school systems with total enrollment of 27,000
children, they found that with the passing of this new legislation special
education personnel experienced pressures from a variety of outside sources
(including school committees and parents) to accomplish an enormous task in
a short period of time without any real guarantees that they would have any
more resources at their disposal than before 766. And that meant coping with
new job requirements (especially for the regular teacher whose training did
not prepare him/her for teaching disabled children she/he was mandated by law
to do so) in ways "which would permit an acceptable solution to what theorec-

tically appeared to be impossible demands."6
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"That the systems we studied" says Lipsky and Weatherly
succeeded in processing hundreds of children while maintaining
the levels of service they did provide is a tribute to the
dedication of school_personnel, and the coercive, if diffuse,
effects of the law."’/

From their investigations, however, Lipsky and Weatherly found that
school systems and individual schools varied in the policies they devised
by balancing between the new demands and resources available. And at the
individual level, special education personnel also varied in their respcuses.
Among the many ways they coped with the demands made on them, Lipsky and
Weatherly cited a number of patterns seen. Among them were that special
education personnel:

- rationed the number of assessments performed

- rationed services by reducing hours of assignments
to specialists and by diluting individual treatment
in favor of group treatment and instruction by
students-in-training

- short-circuited bureaucratic requirements in completing
forms (some designed to protect the interests of parents)

- minimized potentially time-consuming problems of client
compliance through prior agreements on recommendations
and by gaining deference through the manipulation of
the symbols of professional authority

- sought to secure their work environoment: individually,
by referring (dumping) students who posed greatest threat
to classroom control or by recruiting children with whom
they were trained to work; collectively, by seeking con-
tractual agreements that the workload burden of the new
law would not increase the amount of their overall res-
ponsibilities.8
Writers did not feel these responses were unique to special education
personnel, but rather are typical of coping behaviors of those who deliver
policy to the public in jobs which call upon them to exercise discretion in
the decision-making process dealing with the public. It was their contention
that "Chapter 766 placed additional burdens of discretionary judgement on

roles which were already highly discretionary." Given the range of possible
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solutions to. the demand/resource dilemma faced by Massachusetts educators;
the solution derived by any single school system was not predictable...
But although the patterns of response varied to some extent, there was a con-
stant need to routinize, ration resources, control uncertainties, and define
the tasks to dervie satisfactory solutions to new demands . "9

However for the parent of a special needs child the question still
remains: "How dp I as a parent obtain the educational services necessary for
my individual child?" This is of particular concern given the fact that
financial resources for program implementation are strained and that personnel

may or may not be responsive depending on their individual interest.
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Statement On Case Study Methodology

In order to understand the extent to which parents can force provider
accountability, given the 766 legal mandate, I have elected to document the
experience of a group of parents in the town of Chicopee, located in the
western part of Massachusetts. The parents call themselves the Chicopee
Parents Advisory Council (CPAC), and their group efforts as advocates for special
needs children in their area have been on-zoing for almost three years.

Gathering information from and about parents' experience required interviews
with not only parents themselves, but other key actors who have played a

role in special education in Chicopee. In the documentation of this evidence
I was careful to note where and when the system, as theorized, breaks down

and what resultant strategies CPAC used to affect change.

I reviewed appropriate literature for the development of the case
including a collection of two and a ha]f‘years worth of media reports on
Chicopee school affairs; audits of Chicopee school system done by Regional
Office of the Department of Educationﬁ and finally lawsuits claiming Chicopee's
non-comp]iance with the 766 law filed by both CPAC and the Attorney General

of Massachusetts.

Case Study: Chicopee Parents Advisory Council

Chicopee, a small town in western Massachusetts like all communities
in the state was responsible for complying with Chapter 766, and the im-
plementation of special education programs for its public school children.
However, for individual Chicopee parents the maﬁner in which the school system
met their responsibilities was far from sufficient for the specific needs of

their disabled children.
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Carolyn was eight years old when her parents learned of the nerve
damage at birth that had caused her irrepairable injury to both her
bision and hearing. True, she had passed all the Chicopee public school
hearing and visions tests up to that time, but still she wasn't able to
perform at her present grade level. Rounds of doctors and tests revealed her
problems and offered remedies to aid the child's development - the wearing
" of both eyeglasses and a hearing aid. Not having fully come to grips with
the guilt many parents of disabled children have, Mrs. Wojick was still very
determined that Carolyn's future would be a brighter one. So she sought to
go about getting the special help in school she knew Carolyn had to have in

order to secure her future as functioning adult in today's society.

It was one of Carolyn's teachers who first introduced Mrs. Wojick to
Chapter 766 law, and the programs and services children with learning pro-
blems were entitled to. Eager to help her child she read through all the
available literature on the law and was able to attend a series of 766
workshops given by the Western Massachusetts Association for Children with

Learning Disabilities.

Carolyn and her mother's actual attempt to get 766 services in Chicopee

traced the following steps:

- Mrs. Wojick had no pre-core meeting with CET chairperson or designee
in September 1975

- The Core process was delayed three months becaused Mrs; Wojick
exercised her right to have a second medical opinion performed

- Mrs. Wojick hired an attorney

- It took another month before the various reports/evaluations done
on Carolyn came from the State Department of Education office in Boston

- Core meeting was set up within the week, and Mrs. Wojick's lawyer went
with her as a case advocate
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- At this time she asked for copies of her child's educational
plan, test reports and other evaluations made, before she would
agree to sign forms

- Another thirty days went by before Mrs. Wojick received this
information

- Mrs. Wojick could not accept the educational plan as written
because it proposed that Carolyn be placed in a self-contained
classroom (there was no other special needs program in Chicopee
at the time) Carolyn's problems were of the nature where she
would need out of the regular classroom teaching for a period
of time, but not of the extent proposed in ed plan. The Wojick's
were requesting a resource room with a teacher's aide setting.
Neither of which was available to special needs children in
Chicopee. Parents rejected ed plan.

- The CET wrote up another educational plan which proposed the same
program and services for Carolyn as had been in previous plan.

- Again parents rejected plan, and started appeal procedures to
State Advisory Committee

- Thirty more days went by
- On May 10, 1976, the day before SAC hearing, Mrs. Wojick received
a phone call from local school officials saying that there were

able to provide Carolyn with an educational plan that included
parent's request for programs, resource room and teacher.

This outline barely illuminates the tremendous advocacy campaign
“Carolyn's mother had to wage in order to get these services, even though

she was entitled to them through the 766 legal mandate.

It was very early when Mrs. Wojick became frustrated in her attempts
to obtain services for her child and she realized (with the help of her
attorney) that she would gain little success on her own and that she would
need the clout of other Chicopee parents in order to acquire such services
as a resource room. So, on September 23, 1975, Mrs. Wojick decided to put
a notice in her local newspaper inviting parents with similar negative ex-
periences with 766 programs and services in Chicopee‘to meet in her home.
At that time, she figured that other parents in the town must have been
experiencing similar obstacles and frustrations, considering the degree of

difficulty she was having. She had 1ittle idea of what exactly would come
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of this action, but she felt it was worth a try.

So, despite threats she received from Superintendent Luke, that no
teachers in Chicopee would be willing to teach her children if "she made
trouble”, Mrs. Wojick met with five parents who responded to the newspaper
notice. They discussed their individual experiences and questioned what
it was their tax dollars were being spent on, if in fact their special

needs children were not receiving an equal educational opportunity.

This period marked the beginnings of a formally ofganized advocacy
group to be called the Chicopee Parents Advisory Council (CPAC). This also
served to move parents from dealing with 766 in Chicopee from their individual
case specific perspectives toward concentrating their efforts at a systematic
approach for resolving théir problems. In the months between January and
April 1976, the CPAC would direct its energies towards increasing the size of
its action group, doing its "homework" on the law and relevant issues, for-

mulating goals and strategies for meeting those objectives.

Regarding their efforts to garner parent involvement and interest in
the community, Mrs. Tetrault, one of the parents, recalls that in February
of '76 ..We wrote aletter to thelocal paper asking some questions about special
education (in Chicopee). The letters were published at intervals, so that the
interest would be there. When people started to call, Marge (Mrs. Wojick)
took names, telephone numbers and addresses, and said that she could get
enough interested parents she would be willing to hold a meeting in her home
within the following month. The questions that appeared'in the newspaper were:
1. Why is it taking so long for referrals to be made?
2. Why aren't there enough programs in our schools?

3. If we are spending so much money on spec1a1 education, where is
all the money going?

4. Why aren't there any resource rooms for those children that need
- 60% time spent outside the classroom?
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CPAC not only received responses from concerned pareﬁts but from
teachers and school personnel who felt impotent in'their efforts to
implement change within the Chicopee school system. Every parent that
contacted CPAC had their individual case of non-compliance examples. Thus
out of a feeling of being overwhelmed CPAC decided to take advantage of the
resource of community institutions to help them in their efforts to set
priorities. The group contacted the Western Massachusetts Association for
Children with Learning Disabilities who offered information on specific
points of the law and to put them in touch with an advocacy training program
with the Federation of Children with Special Needs.

Eventually CPAC became organized around 10 core persons of those 5
parents hold positons of chairperson, vice-chairperson, recording secretary,
correspondence secretary and treasurer. Once leadership was established it
took CPAC two months to document specific instances of non-compliance, with
Chapter 766 in Chicopee schools. While at the same time establishing that
the overall goal of CPAC was, and still is, to obtain the delivery of service
to special needs children in Chicopee and actual compliance with program
development for individual children, as specified in Chapter 766 mandate.

From parent group members personal experience and investigation they
were able to document the following services to be lacking in Chcopee, in
the early part of 1976:

- no speech therapist

- no vocational training program

- no self-contained classrooms were available

- no pre-kindergarten program

- no resource room

- core evaluations were incomplete

- school facilities were inappropriate for special needs children
- individual education plans were incomplete

- transportation services were problematic
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One of CPAC's initial strategies was to put together_a 10-point
letter citing instances where Chicopee school system was in non-compliance
with Chapter 766 among them were issues dealing with: parents rights, process
of core evaluations, unqualified personnel, lack of programs, unacceptable
education plans, and an illegal review board created by the school committee
that would review and usually overrule CET recommendations, particularly when
such recommendations involved programs or services for a child that would be

costly.

Once CPAC leaders were in place and documentation of the non-compliance
issues was complete CPAC took the following steps to force action on. their
complaints, again in Mrs. Tetrault's words:

Step 1. CPAC talked with the Special Education Director

Response: "Got nowhere"

Step 2. CPAC talked to Superintendent of Chicopee Schools

Response: "Got threatened"

Step 3. CPAC asked to talk with Chicopeé School Committee

Response: "They refused" |

Step 4. CPAC went to Springfield Regiona1'0ffice to talk with

766 Project Director, gave him documentation on non-

compliance in Chicopee and told him they had more evidence

Response: "Got nowhere"

On April 7, 1976 CPAC presented their 10-point letter in a meeting to
the Springfield Regional Advisory Council (RAC). The letter itself was
addressed to the chairperson, charging Chicopee School Committee with non-
compliance with Chapter 766. Again parents explained that they had documentation
to back their charges and that they would be willing to testify if necessary.
The thrust of this move was to demand that the RAC investigate Chicopee, as

it is the RAC's responsibility to do so.
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At this time the RAC instructed Paul Caouette, 766 Project Director
to take action and investigate the non-compliance issue. .They also decided
to éppoint a committee of RAC members to also investigate parent allegations.
The RAC audit was to take place in May.

In the interim CPAC canvassed for a city-wide meeting to bring both
parents and special education administrators together. This effort produced
a "fair turn out" of parents along with Paul Caouette, and representatives
from the Regional Office, the Western Massachusetts Association of Children
with Learning Disabilities and the local council of the Office For Children.
The gains made from this talk were few but it was quite beneficial in drawing
attention to CPAC issues and it did serve to add to the ranks of the parent

group's membership.

On May 11, 1976 the RAC audit team actually went into Chicopee schools
to investigate. However, they did announce to the School Commmittee ahead
of time when they were coming. Despite their warning RAC findings supported
the allegations of the Chicopee parents. Parts of RAC investigation were
~ incomplete because of the resistance on the part of Chicopee School Committee
to supply information. Nonethe]ess, RAC along with CPAC members brought
results of their investigation before Chicopee School Committee to be reckoned
with. School committee members admitted they were in non-compliance with
Chapter 766, but could do nothing to change the situation due to their lack of
funding, staffing and qualified personnel. At this point in time the School
Committee was reported to be facing a $1.2 mf]]ion deficit. The RAC made a
recommendation that the Special Director in the Department of Education take

action against Chicopee, including the witholding of state funds if necessary.

From a July 12th special meeting at Regional Office with parents and RAC
representatives two significant actions were undertaken: 1) an immediate

investigation was to take place by Paul Caouette in all areas of CPAC 10-point
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letter and that 2) because RAC found Chicopee to be in non-compliance on
those 10-point§ that Chicopee should be cited for those violations. Four

days later the Regional Office issued a citation against Chicopee on 33 cases
where special needs children services were not being provided, as required

in their educational plan, because the School Committee had refused to fund
them. However, these citations proved to be the extent of departmental action
on the Chicopee issue. No meaningful action was taken on the part of the

Regional Offfice and parents were beginning to feel defeated.

After following the RAC around for the three summer months CPAC parents
disappointment turned to outrage as Chicopee continued to ignore its 766
responsibility. Realizing the RAC, though sympathetic, was impotent CPAC
made several attempts to contact the Commissioner of Education Robert Audette,
by phone and several letters. Howevek, they never received any response from
him and so CPAC decided to take time to martial new forces and new strategies

for dealing with their problems.

Around the 17th of September the -CPAC joined the Western Mass. Association
for Children with Learning Disabilities, and the Holyoke-Chicopee Area Council
for Children, as a coa]itfon around the 33 caseé cited to be in non-compliance.
This group put together a packet of information which included, news clippings,
regarding school committee inaction, and documentation of their non-compliance.
They sent this packet to the following people:

- The Commissioner of Education

- The Executive Deputy Commissioner of Education
- The Associate Commissioner of Education

- The Regional Office

- The Board of Education

- The Springfield RAC

- The Attorney General's Office
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The Cba]ition also asked that state funds be witheld from Chicopee

until action on the following points was completed:

1. A committee from the Department of Education along
with representatives from the Coalition to insure
that issues in their 10-point letter be addressed
and not allowed to reoccur
2. The immediate provision of programs for the 33 children
that Department of Education had the School Committee
to 1llegally refuse them program funding
3. An audit be done on the past five years of the school
budget, including state and federal reimbursements to
determine just how money was being spent
In the meantime Special Education Director Caouette was making his own
demands of the Chicopee School Committee. He told the Committee that the
citation would be 1ifted if they approved and carried out the recommendations
made on the "33" cases. Otherwise he would have no choice but to ask the
state to withold its November 20th reimbursement check of $829,000 until his

five points were resolved (not very different from COalition demands):

1. Immediate provision of services for "33" cases
. Establishment of a committee to ensure time frames are met

2

3. Immediate audit by regional office

4, In depth training of all school personnel on 766
5

. Agreement that education department and School Committee
work closely with a parent advisory council, meeting
monthly for the purpose of monitoring 766

September 24th came and the parent's coalition continued to push for
state to take legal action against Chicopee if they did not come into comp-
Tiance. That same evening the School Committee finally approved funding for
the 33 special education cases and voted to establish a line of communication

with the mayor and board of aldermen. In real terms, however, this seeming
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concession only meant the sending of 1ists of expenditure; and minutes

of school committee action on special education issues. It should also be
mentioned that the shool committee had tabled the decision concerning these
children four times in five weeks of committee meetings before making their

final approval.

At this point, parents within CPAC did not feel that School Committee
concessions were sufficient in resolving the major questions of quality
‘ programming and service delivery. Therefore, between September 1976 and
November 1976 CPAC members deliverated on whether or not to take legal action,
as parents, against the Chicopee School System. They had several meetings
with attorney Donald Graham about the short and long run ramifications of legal
action, such as long length of time, possibility of harassment, possibility
of still having to wait for services for their children. The only one concern
CPAC didn't have to worry about was th cost, because this Tawyer only charged
a nominal fee. From here on, CPAC separated jtse1f from the Coalition, and

carried out their strategies independent of other action group's interests.

After several months of deliveration(discussion, and in light of the
continued lack of services and programs for special needs children in the
Chicopee school system, CPAC in the name of their now 60 member parent group
filed a lawsuit formally charging the Chicopee‘School Committee with non-
compliance regarding the implementation of Chapter 766. In actuality there
were two suits joined in the formal complaint. The first was a class action
suit that complains about abridgement of child and parent rights as well as a
range of programmatic, service and proceedural violations. The second was a
ten-taxpayer's suit covering budgetary expenditures and a lack of financial
support of the 766 program. (It seems that the city had undercut the budget

so drastically that there was no money left to fund the special education program.
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One example, is how the Special Education Director requested $217,000 for
private-unit or residential programs was given $69,000. When it was clear
for those working in the program that the $217,000 probably wouldn't have
been enough.) The lawsuit was perceived by CPAC parents to be the ultimate
yet unavoidable strategy that their group was willing to risk in order to
force Chicopee to provide services for their children. They felt they had

no other alternative.

CPAC continued its battle outside the court as well. In an effort to
have the state investigate the school system CPAC was able to force the
Regional Office's upcoming audit to be done six months earlier. The Regional
Office did an audit in December and in their January 1977 report cited 19 areas
of non-compliance. Because Chicopee officials and administrators response
to the Regional Office's finding was Tate and insufficient the Department of
Education decided to institute a lawsuit against Chicopee for being in non-
compliance with Chapter 766. The Department says that parent complaints in

the spring were also instrumental in their decision to sue.

In February 1977, the Attorney General's office, representing the
interests of the state ana the Department of Education filed its lawsuit
against the town ofChicopee for being in non-compliance with Chapter 766. And
by doing so they became co-plaintiffs with CPAC. However, it is worth noting
here that CPAC parents contend that it would have been publicly embarrassing
for state officials and administrators to continue to ignore the situation of

Chicopee's blatant denial of its 766 responsibilities.

Problems continued within the town of Chicopee. Nine young people were
sent home from the Osborne Day School, because the School Committee refused
to pay their tuition. The Osborne School offered day programs for special

needs children whose educational plan could not be fulfilled within a regular
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classroom Settjng. CPAC requested a court restraining order that would
prevent the School Committee denying sufficient funds for the 766 services
required in these children's placement. The parents wanted the Hampden
County Superior Court "to stop the city from having kids thrown out of
school". As a result of their actions, during the week of March 7, 1977,

the School Committee transferred $73,000 to special education tuition account
- in order -to cover Osborne payments. (However, the recently appointed Special
Education Director, Ralph Hicks, was quick to add that this money would only
cover outstanding bills with Osborne and that additional funds would be

needed in 30 days to finance obligations for the remaining school fiscal year.)

Superintendent Luke's ability to function in his position came under
fire from another source outside the CPAC. The Chicopee Taxpayers Association
(CTA) issued a written statement March 14, 1977 supporting a motion to allow
immediate advertising for a replacement for a superintendent when Luke's con-
tract expired in July. They also favored a screening body of parents, community
members and school officials to do the hiring. Lastly they threatened that
school committee members elected positions wdu]d be at stake around this issue,
come fall elections. The School Committee inturn responded by voting 6-5 not
to post the advertisement for Luke's position. And finally on March.31, the
Committee, despite community opposition and the bitter battled waged by Mayor

Redfern, voted to rehire Luke to his position of Superintendent of Chicopee Schools.

In the spring of 1977 both CPAC 1awyef and the Attorney General's office
went through a process of discovery. Parents' attorney Graham's approach was
to submit written questions to be answered by the School Committee; to document
case histories of parents in the community specifying their problems with 766;

and finally to detail summaries pointing to specific issues of non-compliance.
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Attorney Graham stated that undertaking a class action suit is
tedious case ﬁb prove for a lawyer working along. Because issue is so
broad documenting evidence is very difficult. Howéver, the goal to force
Chicopee to provide programs and services to special needs students was the

thrust of their legal efforts.

The goal of the Attorney General's office is to get the town of Chicopee
either through the courtts or outside the courts to agree to comply with 766
in both general and specific ways. Alan Posner, attorney for the case, says
~ that legally the case was simple. And the process he followed was to take
depositions, or testimony, from approximately ten persons, including the former
special education director, the superientendent of schools, and informal meetings
with school personnel. On the basis of this testimony 207 admissions of liability

were recorded in these informal examinations.

Because of the monumental collection of evidence by both the Attorney
General's office and CPAC attorney the court issued a summary judgment in
June 1977 that Chicopee was indeed in non-compliance with Chapter 766 of the
Acts of 1972. From that time until now both lawyers, for the parents and for
the state have been in tﬁe process of trying to reach a settlement through
the development of a consent decree. (There was no conéeivab1e way for the

Chicopee School System to build a defense against the plaintiffs' evidence.)

In simplest of terms a éonsent decree tells a school system to do what
the law says it's supposed to, and then details an agreement as to how that
school system should go about coming into compliance. Therefore, if a school
system does not meet those agreements within the specified time they can be
found to be in contempt of court. And in this instance the real power of
the court to enforce»the 766 order lies in its power to hold Chicopee-its
administrators and public officials-in contempt of court, subject to fines

or imprisonment.
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The actual formulation of a consent decree is a negotiated process,
and although the Attorney General's suit and the CPAC suit were joined
early on in order to expedite resolution of the problem; they were technically
two separate suits, and therefore would reach separate agreements for the
consent decree. Both groups though co-plaintiffs perceived themselves as
having different interests at stake and resultantly would be working toward
different conclusions. Although the Attorney Generai's Office and the State
Department of Edﬁcation‘s O0ffice promised vo work with parents on the resolution

of the issues, their contact has been minimal.

The type of settlement the Attorney General is trying to reach is based

on a consent decree that says parties have entered into a contractual agreement
whereby the Chicopee School Commmittee will agree to come into compliance under
the 766 law meeting specific criteria'in a specific timetable. In addition

to immediate provision of services and rights denied Chicopee special needs
children and their parents, the Attorney General's Office is very concerned
with the monitoring technique used to .bring on compliance. Therefore, they
~are asking the School Committee to file regular monthly reports documenting
educational plans, core evaluations, and the status of other procedural informa-

tion to the Regional Office for inspection.

The parent's group on the other hand has been primarily concerned with
monitoring compliance. Therefore, they are pushing towards the creation of
an independent monitoring committee separate yet pursuant to the consent de-
cree to perform three functions: |

1. To investigate complaints of non-compliance
(individual cases)

2. To determine instances of non-compliance
(refers to problems occuring with frequency)

3. To recommend remedial action to the court system.
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The Monitgring Committee would be comprised of:
1 Parent
1 Administrator-specifically the Special Education Director
1 Other person the aforementioned parties would select to

be used in instances where agreements could not be reached
between the two

Although the consent decree has been settled as far as the Attorney

" General's Office is concerned, there are still outstanding questions for

the parents group. For example: What power does the parent on the Monitoring
Committee have to investigate complaints? Can he or she make (what parents feel

are necessary) on-site unannounced visits to do so?

Another positive step is that all 766 notices sent to parents will include
a list of the Monitoring Committee members, how parents can make contact with
them, and that any information they give will be confidential. Teachers and
school personnel will be encouraged to make use of the Monitoring Committee

also.

Technically while the court case is in progress 1little is done on behalf
of individual special needs children, usually because problems are so widespread
and systematic. It is true though that in instances where specific cases can
be documented as being in non-compliance a court ordered injunction can be
instituted to rectify the éituation. However, CPAC parents have not curtailed
their advocacy efforts in Chicopee, with the exception of limiting their media

campaign until the court proceedings have ended.

CPAC now has 60 members and offers to special needs children and their
parents general 766 information, referrals and assistance if needed. For
example, individual CPAC members function as case advocates for parents in
core evaluation proceedings. Some have averaged 18-20 cases in the past academic

year. Even though CPAC is still operating out ofparents homes, primarily
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Mrs. wojick's,“the parent's group has devised a number Qf’welldefined
techniques for parents to deal with the 766 process. Such as:
- helping parents set up record keeping system
on their individual child so that they can
monitor that child's progress for themselves
over a period of time
- parents are also caut-oned to file every educational
plan, medical record, psychological evaluation,
school notification...on their child
- tape recording and transcribing all important

conversations with special educations administrators
and officials in order to document their response

»

One of the indirect effects of CPAC instituting a lawsuit was that
Chicopee hired a new Special Education Director, Ralph Hicks, to replace
an interim director who had admitted he wasn't qualified for the position.
Working with the new Director has improved parent rappoire with the Chicopee
School System and facilitated the expansion of programs and services to
special needs children in that town. As of June 1977, 12% of the 4,000
children in Chicopee schools, some 900, are receiving special education
services, as mandated under Chapter 766. And 766 services and programs now
include: a pre-kindergarted program; resource rooms in most every school;
more teacher's aides have been added to the staff; core evaluations are more
complete; and school teachers and administrators have been more cooperative
and as a result more referrals have been made for special needs children.
CPAC is now faced with trying to determine how to assess the quality of these

programs now that quantity is no longer the issue.

CPAC works relatively little with the Springfield RAC as they are viewed
to be powerless. And their relationship with the Regional Office, can at
best be described as strained. Parents feel they get no cooperation from that
office. If they call in for answers to specific questions they are either told

that there is no one in the special education section that can help them or
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that they must submit their questions in writing. And even when they do

submit letters they either are unanswered or "lost".

CPAC also has very little confidence in the Regional Office's ability
to monitor the Chicopee School Committee's compliance with the consent decree.
This 1is because the Regional Office has yet to do on-site follow-up for the
audit they did in December 1976 and re-did in September 1977, where in both
- instances non-compliance was found and specified recommendations with specific
timetables were posed for resolution of the problems. Parents report that
violations in the areas of transportation, progress reports and quarterly

reviews remain outstanding.

Other parents in Chicopee have become increasingly supportive of CPAC
efforts, even though, they do not have special needs children of their own.
However, parents of disabled children themselves vascillate between feeling
a sense of accomplishment and an overwhelming frustration of "beating their
heads up against a brick wall". CPAC members still receive calls from parents
whose children are being shuttled back and forth from program to service,
because that parent didn't know his/her right§ or how to effectively advocate
for them. Parents are still unable to fully comprehend the Department of

Education's literature on 766, even though they have recently been revised.

CPAC work, thus far, has revealed that it is much easier to obtain services
for the child whose disability is highly visible, for example, the child who
has cerebral palsy or is confined to a wheei chair. It is the parent with the
learning disabled child who has the greatest problem. Unless properly diagnosed
and evaluated their problem such as vision and hearing impairments, remains
hidden. And Mrs. Wojick finds that many times parents of these children won't
refer them to 766 evaluation and programming because they perceive this law
to be primarily for physically handicapped children and don't want their children

stigmatized accordingly.
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CPAC has yet to reach a number of parents of special needs children
in Chicopee. Some parents still don't know CPAC exists. Cthers are
afraid of getting involved with the parents group because they feel school
officials and personnel will retaliate against their children because of
their activities. Nonetheless, in addition to strengthening parent advocacy
efforts for special needs children in Chicopee, the CPAC is now trying to
join forces with Parent Advisory Councils in surrounding western Massachusetts

communities.

Other Instances of Accountability Problems in 766 Implementation

Chicopee parenté are not alone in their struggles to obtain rights and
services for their special needs children, as outlined in Chapter 766. What
follows are examples of problems other parents, parent groups, and child
advocates have experienced in this state. Problems and the resultant strategies
they have undertaken when special education providers have failed to be responsive

in meeting the educational needs of disabled children.

1 The Boston Case

In the case of Allen v. McDonough six Boston school age children and

their parents filed suit charging the Boston School Committee and Superintendent
of Schools as being in non-compliance with Chapter 766, of Massachusetts Special
Education Laws. This complaint states that the plaintiffs, 1ike others of the
class they represented were being denied special education services required to
be provided under Chapter 766 and the regulations implementing that Act. The

original complaint was filed on June 10, 1976.

According to a report prepared by Thomas Mela plaintiff's attorney for this
case, the Massachusetts Supreme Court after ruling in favor of the plaintiff
moved to develop a consent decree on June 23rd. At that time the Department of

Education and Boston's Teacher's Union entered motions to intervene. The date
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of June 10th marked the beginning of a series of negotiations to determine
how the Boston School Committee would comply with the Chapter 766 mandate.

A supplemental consent decree was submitted on September 14, 1976.

On November 24, 1976 the Court tried to further expedite the situation
by ordering theplacement of children into programs for their particular needs,
within 7 to 15 days, depending on the "prototype" in which the child had been
" classified. However this action was not meant to preclude the evaluation pro-

cess that is required before such a placement.

Despite implementing orders by the court, on three occassions plaintiffs
cited the Boston School committee as being in contempt of the court ordered
consent decree. The reasons were: failing to meet the deadlines for educational
plans, review of those plans, and placements. On October 27, 1976, for example,
plaintiffs filed a motion for contempt, which was argued but the Court decided
not to take action. Instead the Court decided to continue meetings with all
parties to secure compliance. Another motion of contempt was filed by de-
fendants on February 15, 1977, and the result was that the Court issued citations
against Boston on February 28th. To support that complaint Attorney Mela
submitted the following information to describe the situation in Boston for

special needs children as of January 1, 1977:

- 239 children referred for core evaluations since
September 1976 have been waiting more than 30
school days for an educational plan

- 421 children have not received required review '

- 166 children have been waiting more than seven days
for prescribed special education anxillary services

- 128 children recommended for prototypes 502.4 to
502.6 had not been referred to an assignment unit
within 10 days or to the Associated Director for
Contracted Services within 15 days
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- the statistics above do not include children within
the responsibility of four Boston Public School
(4,000 children) and it is probable that additional
children were not receiving their court ordered
entitlements

The Superior Court Justice in his discussion of his decision regarding

this case said:

®...Chapter 766 demands that special educational services
be furnished within fixed time Timits (however) ... an
observer cannot help but wonder whether machine-1ike pre-
cision is necessarily consistent with sound educational
policy, fiscal responsibility and the best interests of
the children entitled to those services, yet it is the
duty of the Court to accept a legislation as enacted...

This proceeding raises significant questions as to the
appropriate role of the Court in making affirmative orders
concerning the carrying out of remedial legislation. It is
unlikely that the legislature contemplated that the Court
should assume the role of the department of education in
supervising the administration of Chapter 766.

A finding of civil contempt may imply defiance or
obstructionism notwithstanding good faith efforts on the
part of the alleged contemptors. Such an implication is
wholly unwarvanted here. The administration of the.-Boston
School Committee has made good faith efforts to comply with
766 ... However, this does not in and of itself constitute
a defense of civil contempt. )

..Because this is a remedial proceeding there should be
money paid to compensate the plaintiffs in part for services
they provided in trying to obtain compliance in Boston School
System ... In the right light of hindsight, much of the cause
of failure can be seen as honest mistakes of jugment and only
a little of it due to inefficiency and inadequate planning or
staffing. The prospects are excellent for elimination of the
relatively small problem areas remain."11

A finding of civil contempt on the part of the defendants had been
established and the COurt made a judgment in favor of the plaintiffs. The
court subsequently ordered the Boston School Committee and Superintendent
of Schools pay a fine of $15/day to each child who on or after March 1, 1977
has been or may be denied an educational plan, service, or placement. They
were also ordered to pay plaintiffs' attorneys $170 for cost and fees $10,575
Attorney Clurman, $10,750, Attorney Davidson, and $15,970 for Attorney Mela.
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To date Chapter 766 implementation remains problematic in the City

of Boston.

IT Mass Advocacy Center

Mass Advocacy Center through its ongoing research and study of policy
that effects young people in Massachusetts, have identified Cambridge, Somerville
and Boston, as being target areas for parent training in the implementation
and monitoring of Chapter 766. Their goal is to set up an advocacy network of
parents within the state for the specific purpose of confronting non-compliance

issues regarding the implementation of 766.

The State Deparfment of Education is supposed to monitor 766 programs,
however, they have not collected the data that they were mandated to collect.
A MAC staff member, who is preparing to publish an extensive assessment of
state monitoring procedures of 766 programs, literally had to wade through dusty
file cabinets in various offices in order to make her final assessment that

monitoring data is either incomplete or inaccurate.

Mass Advocacy Center asserts thaf mandates are not being met and that
the State Department of Education has abdicated its responsibility to the
education of special needs children. And further that they have exhibited a
lack of commitment because:

- DOE has no system of data analysis, as well as no specific program
measures or criteria to monitor 766

- special education reports due every year on October 1, and end of
year financial and pupil reports are collected in two different
ways (correlation is minimal and difficult)

- none of the aforementioned data is available in the form of computer
printouts

- Mass Advocacy Center's preliminary work has shown that of 438
school systems in the Commonwealth, only 90 have been audited and
40% of those have been done in the Springfield area because parents
have pressed for them



- 50 -

- lack of audit follow-up, no on-site revaluation, as well as
no consistent criteria used to do audit, make the use of
audits as a monitoring technique for 766 questionable

- Mass Advocacy fears that state is going to do a number of
audits on 766 programs in schools (without addressing the
inherent weaknesses in the audit approach) for the purpose
of taking advantage of federal monies soon to come into
the state for the education of disabled children

II1 Committee To Get Our Children To School (CGOCS)

In March Boston parents of special needs preschoolers rallyed aroun:
the issue of transportation. They charged the Boston School Committee
with failure to effectively monitor the transportation services being pro-

vided 766 children. And then cited numerous examples such as:

- cabs being unsafe-no working seat belts, a particular problem
for children who are in wheelchairs, have crutches or other
physically restricting disabilities; no emergency equipment
such as flares

- unpredictability of when children will be pciked up for school
and when they will be returned

- children having to ride in cabs for up to two hours while cab
route is run (last child has to ride entire route)

- nine children in a cab

- no radio communication means children are "lost tract of" while
riding in cabs ‘

- evidence that cab drivers are not screened before being hired;
one driver reported being handed a 1ist of children to pick up
and sent on her way, she was never asked to show her driver's
license, give previous work experience, or even if she had
knowledge of the Boston area

A11 of these factors culminate into a very stressful, anxiety ridden

experience for the disabled children who must go to school by cab.
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IV Springfield Regional Advisory Council (RAC)

The parent acting as the pre-school representative to the Springfield

RAC says that "RAC" isn't doing its job.

although the RAC does hear complaints and refers them to
Regional Office, there is no follow-up on individual's complaints

communication to parents in local communities about RAC activities
is poor

parenis of special needs children feel that the RAC is very political
and weighted in favor of the Department of Education and school
administrators; this is due in part to the fact that the same DOE
administrators have served on RAC since the beginning whereas parent
representatives drop out, there continues to be high parent turnover
and vacancies despite three year commitment required in 766 mandate

parents leave RAC because of feelings of being "along" and "unsupported"
(by other RAC members), and that their opinions are discounted

it is also difficult for parents to commit the time necessary to be
involved with RAC

V West Springfield Parent Advisory Council (PAC)

In West Springfield a small group of concerned parents have begun organizing

a Parent Advisory COuncil, or PAC as they call it, to support parents of special

needs children in their local schools. Already they have received complaints

that

West Springfield schools:

still are not communicating to parents their rights that are
available under Chapter 766

parents are not aware that they have just as much "weight" in
the development of their child's education plan other professional
on the core evaluation teams

the "CET" process is being done in such a way that parents feel
"alone against the system" (CET members are manipulative due to
symbols of authority)

in an effort to improve school/parent communication and ease
anxiety in CET meetings, the PAC is asking West Springfield's
special education director to meet 766 responsibility and in-

sure that parents have pre-core meetings with CET chairperson

or designee, in order that the parent will know beforehand

what he/she can expect in the CET process and what his/her rights
are-up until now core meetings were held only upon parental request
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VI Holyoke Parents Advisory Council (PAC)

Out of growing sense of frustration Holyoke parents recently organized
a support group to deal with issues of 766 non-compliance in their local
schools. Parents have reached a point where the only way to obtain the
appropriate level of services for their children is to totally reject the
educational plan developed by the CET, and then negotiate. Other parent

problems and strategies include:

- one parent related a story of how it took two weeks to have
her child transferred from one school to another, when family
had moved to a new location-everytime she called the neighborhood
school, she would be given a different excuse as to why there was
such a delay, such as lock of transportation, lack of a program
for "her child's needs", or that the school was too busy to
administer the test her child needed before placement

- one parent has resorted to taping telephone conversations with
school officials because many times answers they have given her
over the phone have resulted in a non-compliance issue-for example
school official stated that her child would be in a class with no
more than twelve children, one teacher, and one aide (as required
under the law}, however, in reality the classroom had one teacher
with more than twelve children and no aide

- parents stress theneed for continuity of services-they feel that
it is important for the teacher who will be teaching the child to
handle the development of that child's educational plan f possible)
this is not always the case in Holyoke
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Footnotes
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Conclusion and Recommendation

If parents assumed that armed with new laws and expaneded rights for
themselves and their specia]vneeds children they could force accountability
on the part of special education providers, they were premature in that assum-
ption. For given the individual and collective experience of parents in the
~ Chicopee Parents Advisory Council, there are still many unresolved issues re-
garding the effectiveness of the implementation of Chapter 766 for disabled
children and their parents. It is true that Carolyn eventually got the special
education programs and services she required. But it is also true that in the
process Carolyn's mother had to suffer through delay after delay; withstand
harassment by school officials; hire an attorney; and eventually organize
community parents with special needs children to fight "the system". As an
organization, CPAC soon realized that it would take the combined pressures of
tactics exerted both outside and inside the 766 process in order to force
responsiveness on the partof providers, and to force mechanisms outlined in

the law's accountable procedure to function on behalf of disabled young people.

CPAC strategies of utilizing the media, documenting non-compliance in-
stances, and instituting lawsuits, have improved greatly the status of 766
implementation in Chicopee, Numerous services such as resource rooms, pre-
kindergarten programs and speech therapy have been provided. And more than
900 children are now receiving special educational services. Nonetheless
CPAC's past experience and on-going struggle have pointed to several con-
tinuing problems for parents in 766's accountability process. In reference
to the Chicopee parent groups experience, specifically and the experiences of

parents in other parts of the state, six problem areas will be discussed here.
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Problem Area I: Parents/Children's Rights

— m— v e— At e S m— — — o o— o— - o—— — o—

One of the primary assumptions underlying the implementation of Chapter
766 is that parents are aware of their rights and their children's rights to
obtain theprograms and services provided under the law. More importantly the
law further assumes that such parents are capable of effectively advocating
for their rights. Thisis still not the case for many parents of special needs
children todeyr. Mrs. Wojick was fortunate in that her initial contact with
~ the 766 law was through one of her daughter's teachers who already had a very
good understanding of the special education law and procedures and could there-
fore give her some guidance. However, there are reoccuring complaints of parents
still not being able to amass a working understanding of the 766 process, de-
spite Despite Department of Education issuing revised copies. The lack of pre-
core evaluation meetings only further perpetuates parents insecurity about 766
processing and further heightens anxiety parents feel in actual core meetings-

an "alone against many" situation.

The Department of Education has been shown on several occassions to be
unresponsive in communicating with parents in general and specifically in
answering parents verbal or written questions about 766. In fact it can be
extremely difficult for individual parents to access to any information about
the law. There seems 'to be no one parents can turn to for such information,
particularly in those communities that haven't as yet established parent ad-
visory groups of any kind. Very often the first person a parent turns to is
their child's teacher. Teachers are themselves still learning about the law
so they may or may not be helpful to the parent in terms of enlightening him

about his rights and the rights of his child under Chapter 766.
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Compounding this problem further are the parents own misperceptions
of who the law is supposed to service and fears of retaliation that pre-
vent them from seeking the help and information resources many parents groups

willing offer.
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Parents become introduced to 766 when their child has some sort of
disabling problem that makes learning in a regular school program difficult.
Or in the case of pre-schoolers, it is thought that the child will have a
problem. Identification of a problem is the first critical step in a child's
educational deve]opmént. However, as was the case of Carolyn; disabilities
are not always readily appareﬁt. It is very likely that other school systems
in addition to Chicopee have screening programs that are not sophisticated
enough to detect the wide range of disabling problems children might have.

And teachers who are not trained to recognize symptoms of what could be future
learning problems in children only contribute to kinderance of a child's

educational progress.

The whole process of.developing an educational program for a special
needs child is in actuality a very discretionary one. A process where a
group of people from a variety of disciplines come together to discuss all of
strengths, weakness, and future educational goal possibilities of that child.
(And most of these people have never even seen the child before.) This can
be a very emotional experience for a parent.. Especially if he or she is
going through the core evaluation meeting for the first time and/or without

the support or advice of a case advocate.

Nonetheless, that parent must be'ab1e to use his powers to ask for a
second medical opinion; to review all documents, reports, and evaluations;

to petition for appeal hearings; and finally to accept or reject the educational
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plan in order to negotiate the optimal educational experience for their
child. This negotiation process requires a great deal of conviction and
politcal savvy. For not only must the parent seek out information from a
variety of sources, but then act on what it is he or she has learned. This
might even mean, as some Chicopee parents did, writing their child's

educational plan themselves in order to ensure their child's needs were met.

The continuing problem of delays in the processing of a child, from
jdentification to placement, not only goes against 766 legal mandate, but
greatly hinders the educational development of a child who is waiting for

special help. Carolyn's year long delay was inexcusable.

Problem Area III: Provision of Services and Programs

Assuming that the parent and child get through the process of identi-
fication, referral, and evaluation, the next step is to actually obtain
services for that child. Mrs. Wojick found this to be one of the major pro-
blems she confronted and the actual catalyst for organizing community parents.
Although the law requires school committees to fund programs required in
educationalplans, even if only one child needed the service, this was not the
case for a number of Chicopee, West Springfield, and Holyoke parents. The
more costly the program the more likely the special needs children wouldn't
receive it. Many towns and cities do indeed have difficulty in funding their
school finances. But Chicopee refused to fund program tuition expenses for a
group of disabled children and deliverately undercut the special education
budget. It took CPAC obtaining a court injunction to reétify the one specific
instance, and filing of a ten-taxpayer suit to move towards resolution of the

greater problem.

A11 to often cities and towns use lack of finances for a variety of

reasons why special needs children can't have the services and programs they
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are entitled to. It is possible that 1ittle can be done io ease the
financial burden on local cities and towns short of restructuring municipal
finance so that it is less dependent on revenue raised from property tax.
However, the new school finance reform legislation submitted by the Special
Commission on Unequal Educational Opportunity, is a major step toward the
equilizational of school financial resources in communities throughout the
Commonwealth. And it is also a signficant step toward curtailing the usage

of lack of funds as an excuse for non-compliance.

Problem Area IV: Parent Grievance Mechanism
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The main target of CPAC strategy was and still is the Chicopee School
Committee. Despite the various number of agencies and actors CPAC has dealt
with, it was always for the purpose of putting pressure on the School Com-
mittee to force them to comply with Chapter 766, as it was legally mandated
to do so. And even though CPAC had done its "homework" on the law and docu-
mented instances of non-compliance, they and their 10-point letter were con-
tinually ignored by the school comittee, special education director, and
regional office. Instead they received threats, unanswered phone calls and
letters, and out refusals to discuss the issues. Almost six months went by

before they got through to the Springfield RAC.

The RAC is the body that is supposed to investigate complaints and make
recommendations regarding their remediation to the Department of Education.
Therefore the RAC took appropriate action when they decided not only to look
into complaints themselves but ordered special education administrator who
at that time was Paul Couette, to investigate situation in Chicopee. The RAC
did an audit which verified problems existed. But beyond that step the RAC was
of no meaningful help to the parents group. For example, in a direct con-

frontation situation, the Chicopee School Committee agreed they were in non-

compliance, but told RAC they could do nothing to change the situation due to
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lack of funds, and personnel. Despite RAC sympathy with parents they were

impotent to force change.

Considering parents coT]ective experiences with RAC's around the state,
it is doubtful that parents will use it, in the future, as a mechanism for
forcing provider accountability. As-a general rule, the RAC has been un-
successful at intervening on behalf of individual parents and their special
needs chiidren. And the law itself is not clear on RAC's responsibility to
thie individual parent beyond the hearing of complaints and recommending of
remediation to the Department of Education. Added to this are parents per-
ceptions that the RACs are powerless, political and weighted heavily in favor

of the Department of Education, and school officials.

A11 in all Chicopee parents found no one agency, office, or administrator
to whom they could relay legitimate problems parents were experiencing under

the implementation of 766, who could affect positive action on their behalf.

Problem Area V: Monitoring the Implementation of 766
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CPAC, pressed for an audit of their sch061 system thinking that it would
be an effective mechanism for drawing attention to non-compliance areas in
Chicopee. (This was indeed one option open to them under the law.) Although
the audit was done showing many areas of non-compliance with Chapter 766, no
significant improvements resulted for special needs children as a whole in
the town, the exception being the "33 cases" for which citations were given
to Chicopee. For parents the critical element missing from present Department
of Education methods of special education assessment is the lack of on-site
follow-up investigation to determine whether or not department recommendations
are being carried out. It is also the contention of parents that such follow-
ups would reveal information and problems not alluded to in the city or towns

annual educational reports.
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As Mass Advocacy Center studies have pointed out, no meaningful feedback
can be gained én how the system is or is not functioning for special needs
children and their parents, given the current manner in which information is
gathered - through a series of yearly written reports and audits done once
every 3-5 years. The Department of Education has cited the problem of a lack
of personnel for the reason audits are delayed, and no on-site follow-ups can
be done. There are four to six persons staffing audit teams in the regional
offices, to do the job for a theorética] ore-sixth of the 438 school systems
in the state. However, without defineable goals and criteria for their eva-
luation, the effectiveness of audits used as a monitoring technique is quest-
jonable. Especially if we take into consideration the lack of personnel and
Mass Advocacy studies showing inconsistencies in data collection methods and

correlation of that data throughout thestate.

It is not surprising then that CPAC would push for a Monitoring Committee
to be established pursuant to consent decree, considering the outcomes of both
RAC and DOE audits. Parents have a good point when they ask (about the ex-
tensive amounts of paperwork being forwarded to the Regional Office) who is
going to check to see if Chicopee's 938 core evaluations have been done, that
938 educational plans were written correctly, and that 938 reviews are made?
The Monitoring Committee will undoubtedly help parents in argumenting the 766
process, and seeking remediation for problems they might have. The next pro-
blem for parents to face is what happens to monitoring in Chicopee when the
consent decree has ended, for the Monitoring Committee will also come to an

end.
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Chapter 766 specifically states that the Department of Education can
withold funds from any city or town that refuses to comply with the law. How-

ever this is a course of action that is never carried out. The town of Chicopee
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was threatened several times with the witholding of state reimbursement
monies. Such threats only forced the Committee into taking action on
specific cases, while their overall non-compliance continued. Sources
inside the Department of Education say that the reason for not using such

an action is that witholding state monies would cripple the entire school

- system and therefore would effect all educational programs and not just
special education programming and service delivery. Which is a point well
taken. Nonetheless, without ever actually carrying out this punitive action
the witholding of funds remains an empty threat to school officials and

administrators in the Commonwealth.

The vote is still out on whether or not parents' strategy to file
a formal lawsuit charging Chcipee with non-compliance was effective or not.
As mentioned earlier the real power of the court to enforce the 766 order
lies in its power to hold Chicopee - its administrators and public officials
in contempt of court subject to fines or imprisonment. Lawsuits waged by
both parents and the Attorney General's Offiée were long and costly, just to
bring Chicopee to the point where it will negotiate to comply with 766 legal

mandate that went into effect four years ago.

Without any expeditious form of punitive action by the state local
school systems know that the chances of them being forced to comply will be
minimal; especially given the long and cosf]y Chicopee experiénce, present
state monitoring techniques, and the fragmentation of parent advocacy efforts

in the state.
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One of the only regrets parents in CPAC have regarding strategies
they've utilized in the past two and half years was that they did not file
suit against both the Chcicopee School System and the Department of Education.
It is their contention that had the Regional Office been doing "its job" effec-
tively, as mandated in Chapter 766, Chicopee parents would not have had to
go to the court system in order to force accountability on the part of special
education providers in their town. The Regional Office's mandated responsi-
bilities include administratingynd supervising, as well as monitoring and
. remediating problems that occur under the implementation of special education
laws in towns in their region. Parents felt that had the Regional Office done
what it was supposed to it would have identified instances of non-compliance long
before CPAC presented its 10-point letter, and would have worked towards remediation
of problem areas long before CPAC filed its class action and ten-taxpayer's suits.
Thus, the Attorney General's Office would have been in the position of arguing a
case as co-defendants with Chicopee School official instead of sharing a co-

plaintiffs position with Chicopee parents.

Nevertheless we come away from the Chicopee parents groups" experience
with mixed emotions. On the one hand we can be overwhelmed with emotions of
frustration and anger due to the fierceness and intensity with which parents had
to struggle for the attainment of rights their children were entitlied to by
law. And on the other, a sense of hopefulness that comes with the individual
and collective victories parents have achieved in obtaining programs and services
their disabled children needed. Given school systems resistance to change and
the weaknesses in the accountability process the successfulness of parents efforts
was and still is critically dependent on several key variables. In order for
an individual parent to force accountabi]ify on the part of providers in their
'community that parent must:

- be fully knowledgeable of both parent and child rights
under the law
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- have a clear understanding of their child's disability

-and a good sense of what that child needs educationally

- can afford to expend both the time and money necessary
to work through 766 process

- has an assertive personality, such that he or she can
move on his or her ideas

- does not succumb to htreats or harassment

- has the continued support of other parents of special
needs children attending public school

The afore mentioned variables mean the amassing of all of that parent's
skills, resources, and various aspects of his personality in order to effec-
tively confront the 766 process. The burden is great for the individual parent
And it is very likely that the disabled child whose parent is weak in one
or more of these areas will continue to suffer educationally. We cannot assume

that that child's school system will fespond in his/her best interest.

Therefore it becomes apparent that after being fully knowledgeable about
their rights under 766 law, the most critical variable of the ones listed
above is that parents have access to and support from other parents of special
needs children in their community. A group of parents that through its col-
lective knowledge, experience, and strength can provide that parent with the
emotional support, information, guidance, and technical assistance to engender
provider responsiveness for the education of their disabled child. This is a
primary yet significant step toward forcing special education provider account-
ability on the individual case advocacy level. Mrs. Wojick's experience attest
to this. Nonetheless, to date, organized pafent_efforts are fragmented and at

various stages of development throughout the Commonwealth.

On still another level the experience of parent groups in Chicopee, West
Springfield and Boston point to and underscore the need for a network of com-

munity based parent groups organized around and for parents of special needs



- 64 -

children. The”overa11 purpose of such would be to advocate for their
children's right to an equal education opportunity under Chapter 766.

As Mrs. Wojick realized when struggling to obtain special education
services for her daughter Carolyn, that as an individual parent she did
not command enough clout to force the local school system to respond.
CPAC now realizes, despite their many victories, that it as an individual

parent group, cannot effectuate systemic compliance.

Despite the evidence that parents in various parts of Massachusetts are
facing similar difficulties with regard to the implementation of 766 (such
as delayed core evaluations, problematic transportation, and the lack of
Department of Education investigation and follow through on parental com-
plaints) parents are only beginning to perceive the commonality in their
struggles. Given this, and the preseﬁt intensity of local provider resis-
tance, the educational plight of many disabled children is tenuous. Parent
groups again face few alternatives, but to develop a process that will allow

them to organize, strategize and then mobilize to affect change.

What is now needed is for parents to conceptualize a model to force
accountability on the part of 766 providers for disabled children. It is
important that such a model be based on a belief that parents can effectively
organize, strategize and mobilize on behalf of their special need children in a
concerted and unified effort. Such advocacy was necessary to obtain Chapter 766's
enactment, and such advocacy remains necessary to insure its implementation.

In response to that need, I would like to propose the following conceptual

model of how I envision a network of parent groups, once organized, able to

force accountability on the part of local special education providers. (A1though
I am stressing the development of a network of parents group the model will be

explained from the perspective of one community.)
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Within the context of this model (PAC) the local paﬁent advocacy
committee, as I've named it, is to be the focal point of all decision-
making, strategizing, and action implementation. it's overall purpose
is to force local responsibility for complying with Chapter 766 as legally,
mandated. And although the core of the groups membership should be parents
and special needs children themselves, in order to maximize effectiveness
and minimize obstacles it is essential that PAC seeks to garner community
support i.e. key community leaders, representatives of family and child
~ service agencies, established advocacy groups and other concerned parents

and community members.

Utilizing, the parent groups combined information, resources skills,
and support they can then strategize on action that will apply pressure
in both direct and indirect ways to secure provider responsiveness. Here
it is sudgested, that it requires combined efforts of applying individual
pressure on stat level policy implementors to put local providers in such
an untenuable position that to not comply witﬁ the 766 mandate would be
politically unsound, and practically infeasible. Critical to the functioning
of this model is that parents recognize that different levels of advoacy require
different kinds of action and different intensity of resburces. It also
implies that the parent group have a clear understanding of the policy im-
plementation process in order to manipulate it for their benefit. CPAC found
that it took a highly visible, serious and intense series of events before
the state department of education acted on Chicopee's non-compliance with
766 law. Their instituting a lawsuit was more effective than their original
lo-point letter. This is not to say that lawsuits are the only way to negotiate
a position of powerfulness but to show the need for organized, well thought-out

action strategies, by parents before they carry out.
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In as much as there are more special education services and programs
in Chicopee, and more children to take advantage of them; that parents have
developed coping strategies to get them through the 766 that they know will
work; and that parents have found mechanisms to circumvent systematic re-
sistance to change, CPAC has been successful. But it is a tenuous success.
(Especially in light ofproposed new federal legislation that threatens to
render powerless parents right to an appeal and to weaken other parental rights
in special education process.) It is necessary that parents are eternally
vigilant in order to maintain the commitments and services they have acquired
thus far and to ensure that providers are continued to be held accountable
for problem areas in the implementation of 766 that remain to be resolved. And

this endeavor is something CPAC can not do alone.

For not only do parents need the support of other parents in order to force
local compliance with 766 law, they need the continued and intensified support
of state level public officials and special education administrators. What is
now needed is their reaffirmation to the original legislative intent that parent
involvement in 766 be deliberate and meaningful in order to insure that disabled
children obtain their rights to equal educational opportunity in the Common-
wealth. For it is still true that consumers - parents and special needs children -
are themselves the most effective "monitoring tool" at the states disposal. Their
day-to-day and serious long term commitment to the betterment of the educational
process for their children makes their insight and assistance invaluable. How-
ever as it stands now there is no meaningfullchannel of communication between
parents individually or in groups, and the state department of education. There
are conceptual, informational and physical barriers between policy makers and
consumers. Even the 766 devised Regional Advisory Committees have been seriously
accused of being impotent, insensitive, and inefficient, in serving as a mechanism

for parent grievances. Such barriers must be eliminated immediately in order to
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garner parent confidence and participation. Once done it is conceivable
that present Department of Education efforts to force Tocal compliance through
the court system or by witholding state reimbursement monies would have more

clout given their strengthened relationship with local parent groups.

Legislators can play a valuable role in facilitating the development
of a process that would seek to minimize those conceptual, informational
and physical barriers between the state department of education and parents
of special needs children in their districts. And as a result of that process
maximize the development of a cooperative working relationship between the
two. One well used but still effective strategy of direct confrontation would
be for legislators to hold a series of public hearings in their constituent
communities around the issue of accountability and Chapter 766 pulling to-
gether both department of education administrators, concerned parents and
community members. If well planned (and well publicized such a meeting could
be a mutual Tearning experience for all parties involved and a significant step

toward the resolution of implementation problems with 766.

Given the nature of a state reformational policy, such as Chapter 766,

that seeks to make a radical movement away from the status quo for the better-
ment of its citizenry resistance to that change seems to be an inevitable con-
sequence. Nonetheless, if the state - its officials and administrators - is
serious in its commitment to disabled children, it will join forces with parents
to overcome any obstacle that precludes their children acquiring an equal edu-
cational opportunity. For one thing is certéin,‘parents must and will remain
ever vigilant in their struggle. The education development and future potential
of the lives of their disabled children are at stake. To do otherwise would

result in the greatestof personal tragedies!
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BARENTS cnd VEAELERS
Asks — WHY?

nation? . . . . B IR
Yhy at the expense of our chlldren s educahon have some of our most quchﬁed
teachers in the system been issued dismissal and demotion notices?

Why is the discipline in our schools being further hcmpered by the removal of the
disciplinarians, the Vice Principals? ‘
Why is the morale of the entire school system at ‘the lowest ebb it has ever been?
“ Why is our educational process rapidly regressing due to the lack of leadership?
Why are curriculum studies, home economic and industrial arts equipment, gyms
and gym equipment lying stagnant when tax money has paid for them.
Why have our transportation programs become so chaotic?

Why has the School Deporfmem budget Operqfed af such a def:cuf for the Iasf few
- years?: et

Why can't the teachers’ escrow fund be accounted for"

school activities including use of the schools for PTO functions?
Why is there a lack of support for school personnel in enforcing school policies?

‘Why are important money and other educational decisions formulated socially and
not at the School Administration Building? '

Why wasn't school administration represented at the recent investigation of a
proposed prison site adjacent to three of oug city schools? | -

Why is Chapter 766 used as the constant “scapegoat” for all financial woes?

Why did a School Commn‘teemon at his own expense, find it necessary to
procure information regarding the credibility ‘of the Superintendent?

) _Why havenf some members of our School Bocrd been convmced”

L W ¥v?
We Know Why . . . b 'E@@NEE E"’EZEI'

A BB SUPERITENDENT OF eﬁiawiﬁ

ACT NOW... CALL YOUR SCHOOL COR“%&‘EITTEEE&AN 10
INITIATE PROCEEDINGS TO HIRE A NEW SUPERINTERDENT
CLECCRIE COURCIL of PARENYS and TEACHERS. -

Why has our once proud educahonal system become the “qughmg stock” of the'

Why did we have to appeal to the Board of Aldermen to “bail us ouf" for after |’

) ‘——-.,——nw—n--—-—-—-"""
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On Special Education Services

CHICOPEE — The citation against the school com-

mittee for non-compliance with the state special education

law can be removed as soon as services denied to children
during the recent school financial crisis are provided, Paul
Caouette, special_education director for the regional office

of the State Dept. of Education, told the board Thursday .

night. Caouctte also said that if services were not provided
the state board_of_education could eventually withhold ail
state funds until the law is met.

Cﬂaou,ett.e issued the citation July 12 after he was inform-
ed that services werc_not _provided to 33 students as
recornmended by the school department’s CORE evaluation
team, which conducts assessments of students throughout

the school system.

School committee members pointed out that the reason

the services were not.provided was the lack of funds in the,
fiscal 1976_school budget. The school department as of June
30, 1976, faced a $1.2 million deficit.
; When the special education recommendations were sub-
mitted to_the committee last March 31 by the school
departments acting ‘special_ education_director Barbara
Gregory..the committee_voted to_carry out the recommen-
dations to the extent monies were available. However, none
of the 33 students in question. received. sefYICes _Caouetie”
said.

He said the regional office made an investigation into
the matter before the committee was cited for non-

compliance with section 71B of the special education law’
Caouette explained that following a citation i issuance, he

notifies Dr. Robert Audette, associate commlssioner of

_ special education for the state Dept. of Education, with the

recommendation that legal action be lmtlated agamst the
school committee. -

According to Caouette, the case can either be settled in
or out of court between the committee’s legal counsel and

the state attomey general's_office, which handles such °

cases,
In addition the state board of education is notified of the

citation and it can withhold all state funds until_the com-
mitice complies_with the_law, Cacuette said.

However, Caouctte said the citation can be removed if
the_committee. provides the previousiy-denied services by
the start of the 1976-77 school year. '

According to school officials_some of the cases have
already been resolved as of July 1 when the 1977 fiscal scl school
budget beeame available.

The comrittee nafed that the cases would be reviewed
again and_that a_motion_to provide ths services would
probably be made at tlns \Vednesday s regular meeting.

Caouette, when questioned aboul__the_school
department’s proposal to_form a_special education
collaborative at Westover Air Force Base, said the plan
would be in violation of {he stale special education Iaw if the
committee intended to simply place the students at the pase

[facilities_and_not_atiempt mainstream_(he_pupils in {he_

regular school system’s classes.

"He added that the collaborative would be in compliance
with the law if the school department made it Jart of the
overall day school program._

_17&..
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CHICOPEE — A prehmmary
Chapter 766 Program Audit
report shows there are 19 areas
of non-compliance with the state
special education law which ex-
ist in the school system here.

The report lists the
%tebmmary findings of a 766

ogram Audit conducted in the
school system during the week of
Dec. 13 by the Bureau of
Program Audit and Assistance
in the Division of Special Educa-
tion of the state Dept. of
Education.

Wednesday night the school
committee received the
preliminary report and referred
it to a special meeting. A final
report, which is to serve as a
planning document for further
program development for
special needs children, is ex-
pected to be available by
February, according to school
superintendent John M. Luke.

The school department is re-
quired to submit a written
follow-up on non-compiiance

evaluation process: students”
who potentially exhibit the need
for services at the High schools
are not, by administrative
decree, recommended for a core
evaluvation.

Also. specific services and
materials indicated in
educational plans are not being
provided; no assessments,
including medical evaluation,
and lack of full-core evaluation
for certain special education
cases; delays between parental
acceptance of educational plans
and the provisions of services
because of school committee
policy requiring approval; and
no in-service program for school
transportation drivers held this
year to address general training

and the needs of specific
" education staff, review of in-

children.
Commended

«~The school department was
commerded for the work of its
speech clinicians in developing
assessment instruments for
detacting speech and hearing
probl and in. providing

issues and r dations to
the Program Audit chairman
one month from the date of the
final Program Audit report.
Problem Areas
The preliminary report shows
there are problems in the areas
of finance, transportation,
physical facilities, kindergarten
screening, public com-
ion, staff develop
core evaluation (where 27
problems were listed) and
program development.
Included in the 19 non-
compliance issues are the
following: no screening of three
and four-year olds for the

current school year; failure to.

complete a kindergarten assess-
ment on or before Oct. 31, 1976;
absence of on-going assessment

for late arriving kindergarten- .

4er. students inclucing the non-
English speaking student; cer-
tain special education staff are
without appropriate state Dept.
of Education approval in their
area of specilization. not ail
receiving teachers. especially
regular class teachers. par-
ticipate in the development of
educational plans in the core

follow-up services to four-year-

olds; staff development
programs initiated this fall for

selected special education per-
sonnel; improvement of
educational plans from earlier

models, especially in the areas -
of speech, language and hearing °

services: educational plans with
suggestions for regular educa-
tion teachers; statements of
priorities relating to quarterly
edycational objectives and
detailed quarterly reports, par-
ticularly for children with ser-
vices in speech, adaptive
physical education and special
education reading.

“Also, prov'smn of special”
education pregrams and ser-
| vices to children with various
{ special needs prior to Chapter
786 initiation of a ‘‘buddv
system” at the secondary level
and the subsequent poor
assistance to a student with
severe physical limitations:
~ooperation between officials at
the Litwin School and Sunshine
Village in providing physical
education facilities after school
hours for the clients of Sunshine
Village and initiative of the
telecommunications prcgram
_persornel in designing flexible
program options which include
special needs students.
Results of the report were bas-
ed on on-site visits for inter-
. views and observation of special

dividual case records of 50
children randomiy selected from
the students receiving ‘special
education services and self-
evaluation questionaires on
program and procedures by ad-
¢ mmstrative staff, professional
t and supportive personnel, and
i parents of special education

children.

Dr. Inez E. Hegarty,
educational specialist from the
regional cffice of the state Dept.
of Education, served as audit
program chairman. Twenty-one
area educational specialists also
served on the review committee.

The school system's special
education program has been
beset with proolems during the
past year. It was cited in July for
ron-compliance with Chapter 766
by the regional office of the state
Dept. of Education for failure to
provide service3 to children in 33

cases. The services were not
provided last spring when the
school committee faced a $1
million deficit in the fiscal 1976
school budget. A class-action
suit filed by a local parents
group is pending " against the
school committee in Hampden
county superior court for non-
compliance.
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SpeczalgEzd/ucatwn
Cases Tabled Agam

CHICOPEE — A lack of back-

not available for the committee.

up material resulted in the

school committee’s once again-

- tabling the approval of
special education cases.
Tuesday night the: ad hoc
special education committee
referred the matter to a special
adjourned regular meeting
scheduled for Thursday at 7:30
p.m,

The administration was
directed fo have a definitive:

count of the number of cases

ndin;

_ba,

Although the committee last
week tabled approval of the
cases because of a legal question -
as to whether it could examine
the children’s files without the
parents’ permission, the matter
was not discussed Tuesday.

According to an opinion issued
by the committee’s legal
counsel, Atty, Edward J. Ziam-
‘‘the school committee
responsible for funding a day or
residential placement under

pending as well as a complete,

Chapter 766 may have access to

updated listing of the cases.
Barbara Gregory, who is sery-
ing as acting special education
director, came under_fj
several committee _members,

_particularly _chairman Robert
Richards, for failing to. provide

the committee with answers to
their_questions on the_cases. .

- T am quite disturbed and
alarmed that you (Gregory)
don’t have the number of cases
and cannot spell them out. We
talked about them since last
February,” Richards said.

Other members said that
while they did not oppose
approval of the special education
cases, they did not favor giving
out a blank check.

The major question centered
on the number of cases pending
funding. While the committee
was under the assumption there

were 33 cases, e

provided alreadg.*Thg exact
nding plus the
overall cost of the package was

7.4.6 of the Student

the educational plan of the stu-
dént without consent of the eligi-
ble student or parent; provided
that such access is authorized by
a_majority vote of_the school
committee and provided that all |
personally identifiable data are
delefed prior to access.
“Ziemba, Who attended.
Tuesgay's meeting, said his opi-
nioh_was_based on_regulation
ecord

Regulations established by the

state Dept. oi m §ﬁn=n .
The commitiee’s_ inaction -

Tuesday night marked the fourth

time in five weeks that it has

failed to approve the cases. The
committee had approved the’
cases this past March subject to
available funds. Few services
were provided, however, as the
committee faced a $1.2 million
deficit in its fiscal 1976 budget.

On July 12 the regional office
e state Dept. of Education.

‘cTTi the commniittee Tor. 1

comphéﬁEEEmEp,t_er_lﬁﬁm
its failure to provide services for

.. Thé special “gﬁqga_f}on cases. The

caused a coalition of area child

advocate %oug 10 ask the state ,
Dept._of_Educafion to withhold
all educational funds to the city
until the cases are resolved.
Commitiee members. present
at Tuesday’s meeting were
Richards, ad hoc committee
chairman Alvin Gosselin, Aldea
Paul, Helen O’Connell, Rose
Lesik, Russell Campbell and

Henry Midura. . /
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33 Specml Education Cases
Approved By School Board

CHICOPEE — The school committee Thursday night

“fi ]. ial education cases for which it

3 ompliance with Chapter 766 and voted to
establish a line of communication with the mayor and. the
board of aldermen concerning new cases.

While the committee apparently resolved the 33 cases

j which have been in question since last winter, it was inform-
~ed that there are an additional 25 cases, which have been

pending since last April and May_However, acting special
education director Barbara Gregory said the committee has
t been cited for non-com hance with Chapter 766 on these

' cases,.

e 25 cases were tabled to next Wednesday’s regular

: meeting and the school administration was directed to
-provide back-up material for the session,

Thursday night ‘the commiittee was ‘told that services

“have been provided already for 18 of the 33 cited cases and
f -

A move was then made to advise the regional office of
.the state Dept._of Education and the Chicopee Parent Ad-
visorv (‘mmml of the nnmmattep < action The reelonal nfhoe

‘Accept Cases
The committee voted to accept those cases and to have

{he sc] burse ents. There was no
‘cost estimate available on the cases. » :

On a motion by Kenneth Lemanski, the committee also
approved implementation of the remaining I special educa-
tion cases and authorized the school department to prov1de

fupds for the expenditures. The board was informed that

these 15 cases would cost $4,940.

,,,,, e s .

had cited the committee for non-comphance with Chapter
766 on July 12

In August former regional special educatxon dlrector
Paul Caouette told the committee that the citation would be -
lifted once the services called for in the 33 cases™were
provided. Failure to take such action, could force the
regional office to recommend to the state board of education
that legal action be taken against the committee, which
could lead to the state withholding educatxonal funds to the
city, he said. ‘

Besides resolving the cases, the committee voted ona
motion by Alvin Gosselin that all special education cases be
forwarded to the mayor, the president of the board of

al Jermen and the aldermanic representative 0 the school
) a2l 3 f

Gosselin said that the commxttee was not. giving up.its
responsibilities for Chapter 766 and its authorify for approv-

“T"We're simply establishing a line of communication
with the mayor and board of aldermen of what has happened
with Chapter 766.: We can send them lists of Chapter 766 ex-
penditures and minutes of school committee action,” added -

- Ward 8 committeeman Robert Berger.

. ‘The committee also moved that a joint meeting be held.
with the board of aldermen on Chapter 766 and that the
aldermen be asked to attend a series of workshops which the
regional education office is to hold for the school committee

here.
.
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¢ Dec. 13 to 16, according to acting special -
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"CHICOPEE — The Div. of Special Educa-
tion of the state Dept. of Education will con-
duct an evaluation -of the school system's
overall special education operations -from *

education director Barbara Gregory.
She noted that-the state began evaluations

© in communities actoss-the state last year and
. that it is Chicopee’s turn to be reviewed.

According to Gregory, nine areas of special

- educatior will be reviewed. They are: staff
‘. development, public communication, service
© for children ages three and four,

kindergarten screening, "core evaluations, .
program ¢ ~velopment, physical facxlmes

. transportation and finances.

Following the evaluation, a final report will
be submitted to school supermtendent John -

- M. Luke and the school ‘committee.” The

report will list the areas of non—complxance
with Chapter 766, if any, and recommen-
dations for corrective action, added Gregory.

The  school system’s special education
program has been faced with ‘several

R

l.et Chlcopee School Bd
Sef a ‘Realistic Budget'

Inﬂaepastyearandahal}ourSchool
Committee has gone from a chaotic mess to

_ a disastrous state of mind. We haie heard

that the blame has been on a poor sAiinis-

. trator, unqualified teachers, and if the eaf. -

eteria workers and custodians don’t watch
.out they will be blamed, too.
Mr. Gosselin has said that Supt Luke

_ cannot breathe without School Committee

" approval, so it must be said that nobody

[

- within the system can either. :

The function of the School Committee is
to set policy for everyone to follow, if that
- policy is wrong who is to blame? The only -
place the blame can be placed is the School
Committee They are the ones who are re-

2//,//(

SO

Specml Educatwn
To Be Evaluated Vi

problems since Chapter 766 was _ enacted
three years ago. The program ran in the red
,more than $400,000 during the past school."
year and Gregory, in a report submitted to
the committee Sept. 20, indicated a nearly
$200,000 deficit may be mcurred in the out-of- -
district placements and transportation ac~
counts by next July 30. :

The school department also was cited by

- the regional office of the state Dept. of
Education in July for non-comphance with
Chapter 766 as it failed to provide services for

at least 33 special education cases. The com-
mittee’s failure to implement the cases was a-
result primarily of its fiscal 1976 deficit.

- The school department is currently faced
with a class-action suit filed by the Chicopee
Parents Advisory Council. In the suit, filed on
behalf of all special needs chnld_ren in" the
school system, the Council is seeking to have
the court order the school department to
comply completely with Chapter 766. Nodate
has been set for a hearing on the suit which

-was filed Nov. 2 in Hampden Supenor Cour},
in Sprmgfleld

e ‘.,,,,.M} 1w e ey e .; e \,4 et

sponsnble and they are the only ones who
can breathe without anyone’s approval. -

1 understand we are'in a deficit budget '
in special education for the ‘77 school year.
Has our School Committee said why? Did
they let the public know that the budget was
dead before it even started? Did they say
that the acting special education director -

‘projected that she needed $275,000 for out-
_side placement and that the School Commit-

tee cut the account down to $67,350.
It is the duty of the committee to set- a

' realistic budget and to live within that budg-

et. This is one area that shows how rea]lstic
they are. . :
: MARGE .WOJCIK
" Chairman
Parents Advisory Council



Mayor Explains

By HENRY FILAR
Union Bureau Chief

CHICOPEE — The School Department
got the lion's share of the blame for the $65
increase in the tax rate as Mayor Howard
W. Redfern Jr. Thursday night offered his
explanation for the record-high jump and re-
vealed his aims to stem the tax tide, in a
public hearing at Aldenville American Le-
gion Post 337. !

He was ot alone in focusing on the

. school system.

Many of the questions from the audience
of some 200 persons were school-oriented
and ranged over such topics as where cuts
can be made in the department and why
teachers were retained after Westover Air
Force Base was transferred to Air Force Re-
serve status. .

The altentive audience obviously was
interested in the maycr's first public hear-
ing on the tax rale issue as they appeared
despite adverse winter driving conditions.

In his opening statement, Redfern point-
ed out that the School Department's 42 per
cent share of the increase is due to addition-
al expenditures of 31.7 million for the budget
increase, $990,000 to cover the school deficit

and $27,000 for interest on the teachers’ es-

crow account.

He also blamed a 22.3 per cent decrease
in state aid or $1,452,000 as another major
contributing factor.

He also cited: 2357,000 for the Fire De-
partment arbitration award, 5.5 per cent;
§$667,000 for an increase in contributory re-
tirement, 0.5; $170,000, increase in health

. insurance, 2.6; $772,000 increase in debt and

interest, 11.2 per cent; $364,000 in free cash
deficit, 5.6, and $49.000 increase in depart-
ment expenses, .49 per cent.

Pointing out these raw figures, the

. mayor said the city needs help from citizens

!
|

as well as elsewhere if taxes are to be
controlled. ’
‘“We need citizen input now, just as the

| budget task for next year is about to begin,”
oy _

]declaredRedf
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“ MAYOR REDFERN
+ + « asks citizen input

As a starter, he said he mailed letters
Thursday to 36 businessmen, bankers, indus-
trialists and accountants and asked them
“to volunteer their expertise in budget
preparation.”

. He also invited those in the audience
with expertise to join in the effort.

He anncunced his intentions of institutit-
ing zero based budgeting for the next fiscal
year, a move which would require every de-
partment to explain every request for budg-
etfunds. ~

In his budget plan, the mayor said he
will “call for a reduction in personnel while
attempting to ﬁk:; the services provided by
the tity at the highest possible level, through
increase in productivity and efficiency.

return , of div e
prove 3 erted,_lottery

Tax Hike

42376

“The city now pays salaries and bene-
fits comparable to those in the private
sector, and taxpayers have a right to expect
quality work from city employes.”

But aid also must come from other sec-
tors, he continued. He emphasized goals he
is striving to achieve. He listed them as
follows: T
b+ Increase in local aid by the state and
money to

2. Fiscal automomy for - school
committees.

3. Repeal of compulsory binding
arbitration.

4. Prohibit state from imposing costs
caused by legislation without state funding.

5. Tax incentives for business and indus-
trial construction.

6. Exclude management personnel from
collective bargaining.

1. Prepayment of auto excise taxes.

He mentioned a wide variety of pro-
grams he is working on that could save
money as well as make Chicopee a better
place. He said he is considering transferring
ambulance service from the Fire Depart-
ment to a private firm.

A study is being made, according to
Redfern, into reduction of the Sanitation De-
partment force and instituting biweekly
pickups or by having a private firm handle
collections,

Another study is being made into the
elimination of privately-owned trucks in the
snow removal operation.

The mayor’s hour-long preseatation was
followed by questions from the audience
which included among the spectators former |
Mayors Edward J. Ziemba and Edward -
Lysek and members of the Board of Alder-
men. Roy A. Scott, president of the Chicopee
Savings Bank, served as moderator. ]

Under questioning, the mayor said cuts
could be made in school books and supplies
and in transportation. He also saw a savings
in a return to the neighborhood school con-
cepl. He backed tightening of Chapter 766 |
legislation governing special education.




Problems Fail To Turn Off Special Ed. Director

By NANCY PRAJZNER .

CHICOPEE — To anyone who
has Kept abreast of the school
department during the past
year, it may seem that Ralph E.
Hicks has stepped into a lion’s
den by taking the position of
spegial education director.

icks, who began the job Mon<

day, has taken.control over a
special education program
which has been, and still is,
beset with numerous problems.

Topping the list is the financial
situation. Last year the special
education account ran in the red
nearly $400,000 and school
superintendent John M. Luke
already has predicted a fund
shortage of approximately the
same amount by the end of the
current fiscal year.

This past July the regional of-

‘ fice of the state Dept. of Educa-|

tion cited the school committee
for non-compliance with
Champter 766 — the state special,
education law implemented in
September 1974 which requires
local school committees to

provide for the education of all-
. persons with special needs

between the ages of three and 21,
Suit Pending

In addition to the citation, a
class-action suit filed last month
‘by the Chicopee Parents’ Ad-
visory Council is pending against
the school committee in
Hampden County Superior Court
in Sprmgneld

‘Hicks, in an interview Mon
day, said he is not turned - off by -

the problems. Rather, he said he

Ralph E. Hicks

_views them énd the entire job as
"a challenge. The chance to head

a special education program
nearly triple the size of Athol
and the Athol-Royalston district

where he formerly was special’

education director, is one of the
major - attractions here, ac-
cording to Hicks.

By becoming special education
director here, Hicks has taken
control over a program with 65
staff members and approximate-
ly 700 special education pupils.
There were 24 staff members
and just under 300 special educa-
tion children in Athol, Hicks
said.

Although he has been on the °

jOb for just one day — and he
spent most of the time meeting
school personnel — Hicks said he
believes he may have the

answers to some of the school

% department’s woes.

One answer is a special educa-
tion collaborative — Hicks said
having Chicopee either join an
existing collaborative or es-
tablishing a new one is his
number one priority.

Another answer is 94-142, a
federal law enacted this year by
Congress which calls for federal
special education funds to be dis-

d tributed to all 50 states starting

in fiscal 1978.

A third answer is the establish-
ment of a formal Parents Ad-
visory Council for Chapter 766
consisting of parents who have
special needs children.

The fourth answer is the crea-
tion of - additional programs in
the school system with an aim at
establishing a program for
preschool children between the
ages of three and five by
September 1977.

Big Answer
Based on his experience with

the Athol-Royalston area

collaborative, Hicks said he
believes such a format "is one of
the biggest answers in terms of
saving cities and towns money.”

Between establishment of a
collaborative and programs in
the school system, Hicks said
there should only be a small
percentage 'of out-of district
placements.

“You're always going to bave

a small percentage of instances
where a person needs such
special care and treatment that
they’ll need placement in either
a private school or residential
home,”,'Hicks said.;

But his aim. is to weed-out
those cases and have the city’s
other special needs persons
receive an education in the local
school system or through an
area collaborative.

Hicks stressed that while
reducing costs is the major plus
for local and collaborative
programs, there also are
educational advantages tosucha
system. Hicks referred to a
number of cases where there are
“fat-cats” who sérve as direc-
tors of private or residential
schools. Hicks said in some
cases the headmasters serve as
‘‘absentee’’ directors.

*‘By having communities shar-
ing common problems and shar-
ing the costs, you know special
education personnel in the school
system or in a collaborative will
be concerned with education,”
Hicks said.

Hicks also envisioned that
within eight to 10 years,
collaboratives will also set-up;
residential centers for persons’
who need intensive, 24 hourj
care.

While Hicks said ‘‘the statJ
legislature missed the boat’ on
+e financial end of special

education, he feels help is on: the
way in the form of a law enacted
by the 94th Congress this year.

Beginning July 1, 1977, the
state will receive federal special
education funds under 94-142.
For each special education pupil
Xhe state: will receive $85 with
$60 going directly to local cities
and towns for each one of its
speciae education children. In
fiscal 11979 the allovation will

" jump to approximately $120 and

in fiscal 1980 to $180, according
to Hicks.
Innovative Progrnms
“For the first three years
cities and towns will be required

to spend the funds on new, in-

novative. programs such as a
preschool program here. But
many educators and state of-
ficials feel that starting in fiscal
1981 the federal government will
provide funds which can be spent
for any speclal education
program,” Hicks said.

He called the new law the first
“‘positive” change in special
education since the state’
measure was enacted three
years ago. !

“1do not know any person ‘who
says Chapter 766 is a bad law.
But everyone says it is an expen-
sive law and cities and towns
need some funding help,” Hicks
said.

Hicks said he feels the law can

become workable in the school-

system here despite its costs.
More than $800,000 was allocated
for special education last year
and nearly $1.1 million is
appropriated this year. While
the Athol - Royalston special
education program is approx-
imately one-third of Chicopee’s,
Hicks said the budget for Athol
and the regional collaborative is
$235,000 for this year.

Hicks said it will take him at

least a week during which time |

he will review each special
education case here, before he
can determine if the school
system is using its funds ef-

ficiently and to the maximum, -

Hicks said he was not dodging
the question. "I want to answer
that question. I think it must be.
answered. But I need at least a
week to see what programs and

Please turn tn nna~ 22

08 -
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School department audit uncovers

CHICOPEE — Eighteen Chapter 766 non-compliance issues
exist in the school Cepartment, according to a program audit
conduéted by the Division of Special Education of the state
Dept. of Education.

The final audit repert issued this week is based on a Chapter
766 program audit conducted in the school system Dec. 13 to 16.
The audit was made by a 21-member team of education officials
from the state and area communities.

Purposes of the program audit, according to the report,
were to verify the annual Chapter 766 implementation plan re-
quired by the Division of Special Education and to monitor the
school district’s compliance with Chapter 766 regulations.

Ralph E. Hicks, who was named special education director
here in December, deciined to comment on the report until he
meets with the school committee. The state requires the school
committee to submit a written response to the audit report
within one month of the receipt of the final program audit
report.-

The final audit report contains 18 of the 19 non-compliance
aregs listed in the preliminary report issued Dec. 28. The non-
compliance issue dropped was a citation for failure to perform
screening of children, ages three and four, for the 1976-77 school
year, including the non-English speaking student.

Non-compliance issues listed in both the preliminary and
final audit reports are as follows: no substantiation that an in-
service program for school bus drivers was held this school
year to address general training and the needs of specific
children; no record was found of unannounced vehicle inspec-
tions carried out on at least a monthly basis; failure to

complete the kindergarten assessment on or before Oct. 31,.

1976; absence of on-going assessment for late arriving
kindergarten students, including the non-English speaking
student; certain special education staff are without appropriate
state Dept. of Education approval in their area of
specialization; and not all receiving teachers, especially
regular class teachers, participate in the development of
education plans in the core evaluation process.

Also, administrative instructions were given to specific
staff not to sign educational plans that may cost money which
resulted from an obvious lack of support from the school com-
mittee in the professional judgement of the Core Evaluation

) :\ ° ‘ PR ' ° - .
v eighteen non-compliance issues

E

Team members during the educational planning process:
students who potentially exhibit the need for substantial ser-
vices at the high schools are not. by administrative decree,
recommended for a core evaluation; and specific services and
materials indicated in educational plans are not being provided.
- Also, the time elapsed from date of referral to development
of an education plan is beyond the 30-day period mandated by ,
766 regulations: no reference made’ to pre-evaluation
conferences being held; no assessments, including medical
evaluation of certain special need cases; a lack of full-core
evaluation required for children in some special education
programs; lack of appropriate participants in the core
evaluation process; no quarterly reports or annual review in

* some instances; educational plans are without appropriate

signatures; delays between parental acceptance of educational
plans and the provision of services to children because of school
committee policy requiring approval; and the age range of
students in substantially separate rooms exceed the 36-month
limit mandated by Chapter 766.



School Board Set to Correct \
Chap 766 Non-Compllances

CHICOPEE — A recent Chapter
"766 state audit report, listing 18 non-

“compliances of the state’s special '

“education law by the School Depart-
- ment will be the main topic -at the
i School Committee meeting next week,
" Chairman Russell E. Campbell sald
 today.

. the preliminary audit imdmgs were

- reieased last month. 3
*““If his report is completed a spe- -

‘ According to Campbell, Speclal

: - Education Director Ralph Hicks is cur-
f rently preparing a report on the correc--"
. tions made within the departmedit since ..

‘cial meeting will be called,” Campbell
_said. “If not, the audit findings will be
up for discussion and corrective actions

at the March 2 regular comm:ttee

. meeting.”

“The final report on the audit was

- Teleased last week, citing the non-com-
L phances as’ well as numerous ‘‘prob- -
*lems areas” and called for immediate.

‘corrective ~ action by the School -

‘Committee. »

. Reportedly several non-comphance

‘,issues have already been corrected
" since the release of the preliminary

i

¥

d
+

Lo

The audlt was conducted by ateam.
of evaluators by the state Department-
of Education’s Bureau of. Program
Audit and Assistance which is conduct--
ing audits in all commumtxes 1hrough-
.out the state.

implementation of Chapter 766 pro—
~grams and monitor school district's:
comphance withits regulations. *
" The School Department is required -
to report back to the state within 30
days on the progress being made to cor- -
rect non-comphances : '

i o e, e NG

!
i
4
I

-~ The purpose of the audit is to verify‘:{

28 -
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THE EDITOR

- Editor, Herald: -

‘The Chxcopee Pubhc
School System is slowly but
surely s‘mkmg, at a rate so
fast that it is hard to keep up
with the everday current

- events. 1 sincerely hope that

parents of Chicopee realize
that -the situation is very
critical and as days go by
things get worse and worse. I
would hope before it is too
late that we start questioning
why year after year we are
faced with deficits.

The goal of the School

B mittee.

1977. Visiting

IN MEMORIAM .

On Death of Education
"~ in Chicopee Public Schools
2 - On Feb. 17, 1977, 100 school 3
= personnel were notified by Dr. =~
i John Luke that they were fired

® by the Chicopee School Com- :

8 A1t is to the chnldren and

2 taxpayers of Chicopee that we

il express our sincerest regrets.
Those interested may pay

“their respects by stopping by

- at 180 Broadway St., Chicopee

Falls on Wednesday, March 2, -

from 7:30 p.m. until ?
"C.F.T. Local 2416

Committee should be quality
education, but they are
defeating that purpose by
wildly laying off teachers.
Instead of examing their
educational programs to see
what - beneficial changes

could be made that could
save money, they are fran- -
tically making senseless -~ .l

moves to save face before the
public.
Some 100 teachers receiv-

ed their notices that they

may be laid off this
September. If 47 of those 100

hours will be B

AFIL -CL0.

-~ are laid off, classroom size

will increase so that the child -

_ getting that bit of extra help.

will no longer get that atten-
tion. The goal in past years
was to reduce the size of the ;
classroom, and here in
Chicopee we are domg just
the opposite.” .~
Mrs Mar)orle Wo,)cik
: Chairman
Chlcopee Parents-
v Advxsoty Counc:l

i o,



CHICOPEE — The school
committee is back on offense to-
day in what has become a
volleyball game among city of-
ficials over special education,

As the school committee, the
board of aldermen .and the
mayor plan their strategies, nine
special education children are
sitting on the sidelines — having
been banned from attending
school until a tuition bill is paid
— and the state Dept.‘of Educa-
tion is threatening to withhold $5
million/ in state aid.

They Lost

The school committee went
back to the drawing board today,
having lost Tuesday’s night
match with the aldermen and

Mayor Howard W. Redfern Jr.
Redfern rejected the school
committee’'s request for a $217,-
000 appropriation of municipal
funds to cover a projected deficit
in the fiscal 1977 special educa-
tion account and he pointed to

areas in the regular school . !
‘ mittee would have the school ad-

budget where the needed funds
could be taken.
- Advice

School committee chairman
Russell Campbell said this
morning he planned to contact

the state Board of Education to

seek advice on what the com-
mittee should do to resolve its
dilemma over special education.

The committee has two op-
tions, both apparently illegal, ac-

[

coraing to Camipbell. He said the
committee can either continue
to provide special education ser-
vices and knowingly incur a
deficit which would violate
Chapter 44, Section 31 of the
Mass. General Laws, or it can
refuse to provide special educa-
tion services which would

violate Chapter 766 — the state:. .

law which mandates school com-
mittees to provide for the educa-
tion of all persons with special

‘needs between the ages of three

and 21.
Services .
Besides seeking advice on this
issue, Campbell said he would
meet today with special educa-
tion director Ralph E. Hicks tb
determine what can be done to
provide services for the nine
special education students taken
from the Osborn School in West
Springfield this week. The direc-
tor of the school has refused to

i allow the children to attend the
* school until an $11,490 tuition bill

is paid.
Campbell also said the com-

ministration review its regular
fiscal 1977 budget accounts to

" determine if there are funds that

may be transferred to cover the
special education bills.
Surplus Funds

The latter item was the major

reason cited by the mayor Tues-

day night for his refusal to

provide additional funds to the.

school committee. Redfern said
the committee has balances in
its regular budget accounts,
which could be used to cover the
fund shortage in special
education.

in special educat

Citing & Feb. 25 schoof depart-
ment monthly statement of ac-
counts, Redfern said funds could ,
be taken from surpluses in such
regular accounts as repairs, )
furniture and equipment, special !
maintenance and outside travel
plus special education accounts
for day camp and the Area Men-
tal Health Center. .

While Campbell said the com-

mittee would review the

mayor’s suggestion, he was not

optimistic that the areas cited

by Redfern contain balances.
Skinaing It

“We're skinning the goat to
stay within our budget. We know
we're operating with a deficit
budget and we’re trying our
darndest to live within it,”
Carnpbell said.

Mrs. Marge Wojcik, head of
the Chicopee Chapter 766
Parents Council, today urged the
committee to study whether or

not funds are available in

regular budget accounts.

In the meantime, Mrs. Wojcik
said the Council is urging its
lawyer, Atty. Donald Graham of
Springfield, to push for a court
session on a pending suit against
the school committee. In the
class action suit, filed in
Hampden County Superior Court
last November, the Council is
seeking to have the court rule
that the school committee is not
complying with Chapter 766.

i

Strategies being formulated
tion battle %

—Pussy Fooung e B

Mrs. Wojcik also attacked th d i
state Dept. of Education for Session, Hicks, upset over cons-
what she called “Pussyfooting tant bickering, said, “If this is
around"" over forcing the school i.the way Chicopee wants to treat
committee to comply with'itskids, I feelllkellx,ion t want to
Chapter 766. work or live here. But Hicks,

“Parl of the fault for this Who was named special educa-
drastic situation which has tion director in December and is
reached the point of forcing kids Working with a budget formed
out of school is the state Dept. of before he assumed the post, said
Education’s failure to enforce this morning he did not plan to

Chapter 766. Its been more than resign and would “stick it out”

At one point during the '

a year since the committee was to the end of the fiscal year when |

first cited for non-compliance his own budget becomes effec- |
: in _part, *‘The penalties for. a

and still the state has not taken tive. .
any action,” she said. . According to Hicks, the state

Added fuel to the Council’y Dept. of Education has been kept
case is a recently-release¢ informed pf the sitl.xatiun here
Chapter 766 State audit, whict over special education and he
showed the school departmeni has been asked to provide a
was in non-compliance with 1f Status report to the state by
special education regulations, Friday. -
said Mrs. Wojcik '

Bitter

The mayor's public statement

that he would deny ‘q:g com-

mittee’s request for funds issued
before he met with the school
committee and a decision by
aldermanic president Thaddeus
Drewniak to end Tuesday night's
special meeting in the middle of
the session, left several school
officials, especially. Hicks,
bitter.

» Hicks Tuesday night pleaded
for the mayor and aldermen to
provide Iunds so the special
education children could remain
in school. ’

t

a7

7" Penalties

Hicks said he interpreted a re-
cent letter from Rhoda E.
Schneider, Esq. of the legal of-
fice of the state Dept. of Educa-
tion to mean that the state At-
torney General’s office may
either seek an injunction or a
court order to force the city to
comply with Chapter 766. It also
said the state would withhold all
Chapter 70 and Chapter 766,
funds for fiscal 1978, estimated’
to be $5 million.

In her letter, Schneider stated,

school committee’s. non-
compliance with statutes and
regulations governing special
education include referral of

such cases to the attorney"

general for appropriate legal ac-
tion.”

_ Both the mayor and some.

. aldermen and school committee

members have said they favor
forcing a court showdown with
the state over Chapter 766. Ward

3 aldermen Raymond Sawyer

Tuesday night said. ‘I feel the
city should fight this in court.
Since the state transferred the

* burden to us, it should fund it.”

Otlher aldermen said they op-
posed the committee’s request
on the grounds that the city
again would bail the committee

+ out of financial trouble. Last

year 990,000 in municipal funds
were used to erase a school

¢ deficit while this year the city

was forced to finance the school
rental program.
. .

- 48
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Chapter 766 Backlogsz No Longer Exist

|

" people.

By RAY CORMIER

ystems, with only a
cauple of exceptions, are not fac-
ing_backlogs in coring special
needs.youngsters as the 1976-77

man_resource rooms in the
schools or give speech and héar-
ing therapy of teach severly hian-
dicapped children the basic
skills of civilization.

school year opens.

.As Chapter 766, the controver-
Sl-‘:l spetctalh education law,
enters its third year of im-
plementation, the area special
ed}xcatmn directors are un-
animous in proclaiming the law
aas brought special services to
more children than ever before.

The controversial part of
Chapter 766 from the _start has
heen money and another univer-
sal point about this thir year o
the law’s life is that each com-!
munity, except the smallest,
have had to.make hefty
increases in their special educa-
tion budgets.

In_Holyoke the increase is 41
Jper cent a $350,000 jump to $1.1
million, according to special ser-
vices director James C.
McDonnell Jr. The increase in
Holyoke's spécial education
budget is second in the area only
to_the City of Chicopee’s, where
an_additional $396,098 increases
the budget to just about the same
size as Holyoke’s, 31,092,945

" The Suburbs

But the story is basically the
same in the suburbs with
increases of about 15 per cent in
most communities. Only the lit-
tle town of Southampton, part of
the. Hampshire Regional School
district, had an increase of Tess '

thn_10 per cent in their special ]
education budget. There én ad-
ditional $2,814 pushed the budget
to over $41,500, a seven per cent

Ho\:vever, the area directors
speak most eloquently of the law
in terms. of people working with

Most_of the money goes into.
staffing, hiring professionals to

One of the most important
tasks the law mandates is that of
coring or identifying youngsters
with special needs and creating
appropriate special programs

Only two local communities
have i cklag in cor-
ing the students and the direc-
tors_in those systems_said this

eek the backlog is ‘“‘not large.

' )

In Chicopee, Barbara Gregory
said there were some cases that
had been_started and not yet
complete, She said she an-
ticipated their completion soon
into the school year. -

Easthampton’s director of
special edcuation, Donald
Welch, said the problem hadim-

proved greatly over a year ago
with less than 10 students re-

main to be cored for the coming
school year.

All'the other communities con-
tacted by the T-T — South
Hadley, Granby, Belchertown,
and the Hampshire regional dis-
trict, reported no coring
backlogs.

Many of the communities
reported they had slightly
enlarged their special education
staffs.

Chicopee, faced with massive
f_inancia; roblems, is adding a
resource room teacher in Litwin
School, Gregory said. There, 62
full-time staffers handle special
education, which suffers Irom
he renovations being done af the being done at the
two h;gl_x]' schools.

) olyoke’s Staff
In Holyoke, more than_7Q

professionals work full- and
part-time on special education
for 12,000 students — 2000 or so

more than in Chicopee.
Holyoke is adding five full-
time professionals to its stalf
and undertaking a “major ex-
pansion_of af the secondary
level.” McDonnell said a full-
time career program, a doubling

of special edcation programs at
the junior high level, and a
sheltered workshop to teach
practical skills for handicapped
students are programs being
initiated this year.

The suburbs also will see an
expansion of staffs, albeit not
drastic. South Hadley is adding
the equivalent of 1-% full-time
persons, Dr. Julia Leonard said.
They include a half-time speech
therapist and a resource room
teacher at the Intermediate
School, the latter of whom it is
expected ‘‘will meet a veryim-
portant need.”

Granby school superintendent
Arthur Chace said his system
wasappointing a balf-time social
worker to treat a ‘‘lack in areas
of severe emotional, behavioral
problems.”

- Easthampton’s Staff

In Easthampton, however,
Welch said the school depart-
ment might hire one or two new
personnel during the year. The
system already is adding a

special consultant in the high

school.

In neighboring Southampton,
the Hampshire Regional District
special Education director is
Robert Johnson, newly ap-
pointed and admittediy
somewhat unfamiliar with the
district.

“My impression is that there
are no needs in need of atten-
tion,” in any of the six towns in
the region, he said. He said
Southampton special education
needs were being served by six
professionals in the town’s
elementary school.

Out in Belchertown, ‘ Mary!

Avery said some of the town’s
potential problems with Chapter
766 had been eased through
enrollment of some town
residents in Pathfinder Regional
High School. Pathfinder offers
programs that compliment the
home-grown ones Avery
oversees. -

She said one new staff
member was being added this
year for a total of 12 full-time

and eight
professionals,

In discussing the success of
Chapter 766 in reaching its goal
of expanding special edcuation
to all who desire it, only one of-
ficial had less than enthusiastic
words for the law.

Welch in Easthmapton said -
while the law brought about
“‘better services for the kids”
and “it is working, no question
about it,” he also said he felt.
paperwork and meetings were
decreasing the amount of time
professionals had to spend with’
the children.

The general concensus of the
area directors though is that the
area schools have grown with
Chapter 766 ‘‘gracefully’’ and
that the concentration in the
various areas of special educa-

part-time

tion is bearing fruit.



" Cites City’s F manczal Situation

CHICOPEE — Mayor Howard restoring fiscal responsibility to
w Redfern :)'!9 “today the school department is the

st_:permtendent Johq _M._Luke superlmendem "

when_his _contract expires in “-“No Hope”

July, 1977 According to Redfern, “there
‘overments in

The fexmination of Luke’s jsno hope’ for impr

contract as superintendent is the
first_step towards restoring Luke remains superintendent,

fiscal responsibility to the school  ‘‘He (Luke rm

_ department, fern_said this 8 school department financially
morning. and, in turn, is ruining. : the city -

- It has been rumored that the financially. The morale of school
committee will vote at its personnel is at
/' regular meeting Wednesday while the school budget is at an
* night_whether or not to_renew igh,” added Redfern.
Luke’s cor comract " "I don't see any hope for im-
_ The mayor said the basis of hjs Proving the situation. Apparent-
-remarks was the ‘‘financial ly the superintendent has no
chaos the city went through from grasp of the matter. There are
last”January {0 _June_on_the already reports that the school

school financial crisis.”’

“I found {hat during those en- 000 this year. I
tire six months, Dj don’t see how the taxpayers can

i . absorb another $8 to $10 hike in

Most of the time | found that he the tax rate next year just to

was not even knowledgeable of cover another school deficit,”
the school debt or how it was in- the mayor said.

curred,” Redfern said. The mayor, however, pointed

He added, ‘“The first step in out that he-is “powerless” to

make any ghagges in the school

department, rather, that respop-
sibility rests with the school

ittee. '

1 can only make a recommen-
dation, it is up to the school com-
mittee to make the final decision
as to whether or not they want to
retain or remove Luke,”
Redfern said.

_Redfern, who has criticized

"both Luke and school business

ncially manager John Caulfield since he

assumed office last January,
noted that Caulfield is to submit

his letter of resignatiop at-

Wednesday’s meeting.

Caulfield last month told the
commiftee he would retire,
effective this Dec. 31,

Attributes Tax Hike

In announcing the record $65
increase in the tax rate last
week, Redfern attributed nearly
50 percent of the hike to the
school department. Part of the

increase was a result of the
city's use of $1 million in surplus
fiscal 1976 funds to -cover last
year’s school deficit, he said.
The fiscal 1977 tax rate which
was set last Friday at $220 per
$1,000 d valuation does

not include $131,184 in raises to
municipal laborers which the
board of aldermen approved at a
special meeting Saturday mor-
ning.

The mayor said the orders are
“nuil and void” since they call
for funds to be raised in the
fiscal 1977 tax levy. The mayor
noted that they were not valid
since they were approved after
the tax rate was established.

Redfern had submitted the
orders covering a $12 across-the-
board raise for laborers at the’
Oct. 25 aldermanic meeting. At
that time the orders were tabled.
In addition, the aldermen
defeated a $120,000 order to
cover raises for municipal
clerks and administrators.

. Kill Raises .

At its Saturday meeting, the
aldermen unanimously defeated
appropriations totaling $409 to
cover salary hikes for the
building commissioner and city
messenger. |

The aldermen were to hold a,
special meeting Thursday night!
to vote on the orders but Redfern
ruled that only the mayor could

call a special meetmg and that,
according to the
eeting law, notice of the

Mayor Opposes Rehiring School Supt

Aldermen-at-large Lucille G.
Ouimette and Paul J. Demears
were absent.

eeting must
in_advance of the session, mak-
ing Saturday the earliest day a
meeting could be held.

Ward 6 alderman Mary Anne:
Minor opposed all orders.

Casting favorable votes were
aldermanic president Thaddeus!
Drewniak, Ward 1 alderman
John Pappas, aldermen-at-large *
John Joseph Urdzela, Vera!
Lafluer, Ward 2 alderman John
Moylan, Ward 3 alderman Ray-

mond Sawyer, Ward 5 alderman
Alfred Allen, Ward 7 alderman 1
Karl Gawron, Ward 8 alderman | !
Joseph Muscaro and Ward 9 |
alderman William Miles. '
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Ré’dfernah Luke Swap

/-2-7¢

Accusations, Retorts

CHICOPEE — Mayor Howard W. Redfern Jr. and school
superintendent John M. Luke today exchanged accusations
following the mayor's statement Monday that the school com-
mittee should not rehire Luke when his cantract expires.

Luke, in a prepared statement released this morning, called
the mayor’s remarks ‘‘cheap political shots” and accused
Redfern of making him (Luke) a “‘scapecoat” for the record $65
increase in the tax rate.

Redfern, meanwhile, said “‘Observation of the school depart-
ment two years ago before Luke was hired and the operation of
the school department now, speaks for the superintendent’s in-
competence." . .

According to Luke, the mayor ‘“‘is barking up the wrong tree”
by attempting to put the blame for rising expenditures in the
school department ‘‘on my shoulder.”

“I can appreciate the concern of the mayor and of the local
taxpayer when the tax rate increases $65 per §1,000 of valuation.
I do not appreciate and I will not remain silent while Mayor
- Redfern is trying to-use me as a scapecoat for rising municipal
expenditures,” Luke said.

Carry Out Policy

He added, *‘I would like to remind Mayor Redfern that my job
is to carry out policy, not make it. I do not establish or approve
the budget, nor can I authorize expenditures. I must work with
the funds that are available and if mayor Redfern wants to take
the matter up with the school committee, it's his perogative.”

Redfern, on the other hand, said ‘““Luke’s comments show that
he does not understand the mechanics or operation of the school
department.”

“‘The superintendent is being paid to give professional input to

the school committee. He was supposedly hired for his exper-
tise. If he is simply going to carry notes and messages, then the
school committee could just hire a mailboy,” added Redfern.

The mayor ‘continued to point to the school department’s
financial crisis during the past year as the basis for his
recommendation that Luke not be rehired when his contract ex-
pires next July. The school committee is expected to vote on the
matter Wednesday night.

“The $2.2 million school deficit in fiscal 1976 which was a
result of the teachers’ escrow account and excessive school
spending was a first in the city's history and came while Luke
was superintendent,”” Redfern said.

Attended Meetings -

“During the time of the crisis, I attended school committee
meetings and Luke did not know what was going on within the
school department and was far off his estimate of the projected
deficit,” the mayor added.

Luke, however, maintained that the mayor was using himas a
scapegoat. “I do not appreciate the mayor’s scapecoat
approach and I would suggest he take his cheap political shots
and use them on his political peers who may be deserving, or
those who are threatening his political.”

He added, ‘‘The superintendent has no authority to vote

,approval of a budget, to authorize the city purchasing depart-
ment to go for bids, nor to approve the purchase of any item.

““Furthermore, he cannot vote pay adjustments, has no
authority in contract negotiations with school department
employes, is solely the chief administrator officer of the school
department, obligated to carry out the mandate of the school
committee.”
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Chicopee Qusts

Head Of Schools |

By NANCY PRAJZNER
CHICOPEE — The_school
i day ni

committee Wednesday night
7 voted not to rehjre school

. suiperintendent John M

* when his contract expiresinJuly .

and accepted the retirement of

school business_manager John
Caulfield, effective this .31

Rose Lesik, Hele'n 0'Connell and

L&manski. 0 ed were
RUTSER , George
Fredeile, Henry Midura and
Al%eajpag_l.“'z‘—"‘

ednesday night’s action

. marked the fgurth time since

ke was_hi that the_ com-
mittee had attempted to gust the

' —two moves chairman Robert

-

J._Richards called ‘‘primary
steps for_improving the school
system.”

On a motion by at-large

" member Kenneth Lemanski, the

committee voted:7 to 4 not to

_rehire Luke, whose three-year

- contra ires July 7.

The action marks the first
time in the city’s history that a
school_superintendent has left
not of his own voli ire-

ment or resignation). :
: e committee unanimously

voted to accept a statement of

- intent to retire from Caulfield.

The retirement is effective this
Dec. 31
Vote :
Voting in favor of the motion

not to rehire Luke.were
Richards, Robert Berger,
Walter Giera, Alvin (gselin,
TR

supegiptendent. The most recent
effort was this past May when
Lemanski moved that Luke’s
contract not be renewed. The
motion lost on a 7 to 4 vote with

. only Lemanski, Giera, 0'Connell

and Richards voting in favor, .-
Luke this morning said he
would remain on the job and

* serve the remainder of his term

as superintendent.
“I intend to fulfill my respon-

sibilities until the last day [ am

here,” Luke said.
He added that he does not

_foresee having any problems in

running the school system over

the next eight months in spite of

the ouster vote, - 4
Shouting Match

Unlike previous meetings at

"which debates on.Luke’s

removal developed into Shouting
Please Turn To Page 12

x Luke

Continued From Page Om

“matches among members,
Wednesday’s meeting was mark-
ed by a subdued, but tense at-
mosphere. Only Luke’s
defenders — Midira, Campbell
and Fredette — talked at any
length on the motion.

Midura questioned Lemanski
as to whether the move was
made becai se of Mayor Howard
W. Redfery Jr.’s accusations
that the school department is
responsible fsr $27 of the record
$65 hike in the tax rate.

“We read in the newspapers
that the school committee is
responsible for $27 of the
increase. Nowhere do we read
that the mayor is responsible for
the other $38,” Midura said.

He also criticized Redfern for
his fallure to attend Wednesday
night’s meeting in light of his

earlier in the week that Luke not
be rehired. “‘I would think the
accuser would at least have the
guts to face the accused,” added
Midura. ) S
Campbell said Luke has *‘gone

through hell” since he became
. superintendent. “Dr. Luke did
. not have a chance. Right from
i the start he was fighting the
: school committee as a political
machine,” he said.

According to Campbell, Luke

- inherited problems caused by

the school committee and the .

; financial reports from tie
business manager. ‘‘The
problems were not his (Luke’s)
doing.”

Fredette echoed Campbell's
remarks, saying the blame for
the school problems is not the
superintendent’s. ‘“The blame is
on the school committee for not

" doing its job. When members say

. they have six votes to oust the

Juperintendent when I think it is
collusion with the mayor’s office

J—.

Opposition

| Lemanski, who noted that he |

‘has been opposed to Luke since
he was hired two years ago, said
‘that the move was made at this

time to allow the superintendent . .

‘»time to obtain gainful employ-
‘/ment_elsewhere before  his
contract expires,

Richards said, “I think this is
_The school department’s the primary step for improving
financial crisis which resulted in- the-system.” He added that he

{Redfern’s) recommendation-

a $1 million deficit during the felt the committee would be able
past year was one of the primary to accomplish one major task —
reasons for the move not to. preparing a fiscal 1978 school

rehire Luke, according to com-
mittee members who supported
the motion. R
Berger, who continuously op-
posed previous atternpts to oust
Luke said this morning he chang-
ed his position because *
recognize the fact that the
superintendent has never -been
completely accepted by the com-
munity. It is unfortunate for him
(Luke) and the school system.”
Both Berger and Richards said
they do not expect any major
problems over the next eight
months while Luke serves as a
“lame duck’® superintendent.

—

to appoint one of their own .

stooges to the position,’”’
Fredette said.

budget — over the next few
months despite the situation.

- - Another move to clean house

in the school administration was
made  when the committee

accepted Caulfield's ' letter of ,

retirement. Caulfield also came
under fire during the past two
years by committee members
who blamed him for many of the
school financial problems.

The committee voted in July

to eliminate the post of business

manager but later postponed the

action indefinitely when it was

informed that Caulfield had
cancer of the mouth.
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Lukef hargesMayor
Wltheld Some Facts

: CHICOPEE Saymg he would no longer “re-

" main a low profile administrator,” school
superintendent John M. Luke today said Mayor
Howard W. Redfern Jr.’s administration has
‘“‘seemingly withheld” all the facts concerning
the 1976-77 tax rate. .

" Luke’s comments follow a vote by the school
committee Wednesday night not to rehire the

supermtendent when his three-year contract ex-

Qllres July 7. On Monday Redfern recommended
the committee not rehire Luke, while rapp-

* ing the superintendent’s handling of school

finances. Last year the school department in-

curred a $1 million deficit. ,

In his prepared statement, Luke questioned
whether there is a “‘cover -up”’ by the mayor in
regards to the fiscal 1977 tax rate which was es-

_tablished last week at a record $220 per $1000
assessed valuation. '

*“No longer can I remain silent, especially in

' the face of wrongful accusations,” Luke-said.

Luke, who said he chose to adopt a low profile

position when he became superintendent two
years ago, said “I realize now that this approach
was a mqnumental error.’

“Now I am faced with a new reahty and I want )

to insure that the public, too, is aware of these
realities,” added Luke who noted that “an
abrasive political atmosphere prevailed here
almost continuously.”’

Luke said, “The mayor's administration has

seemmgly wnthheld from you all the facts the
truth, concerning the 1976-77 tax rate. We are be-
ing denied. IS this in fact a cover-up?,

“‘Since they have created a $220 tax rate, they
have frantically accused almost everyone for

this astronimical increase including the.state

and the school department Yet, he (Redfern)

fails to menntion the budget is his creation.
“Only the mayor can appropriate monies.

" Only he is the'yes or no man in the formulation
of the budget before submission to the board of ,
- aldermen, and the board of aldermen can only

cut the mayor’s budget, but never add to it.-

““The school committee, with its autonomous
powers, also has budgetary control like that of
the mayor. Hence, it is inconceivable that the
superintendent of schools whio is the secretary
to the school committee, can be responsible for
the passage of the school department’s portion
of the municipal budget. '

“Where then does the truth behind the crea-

_ tion of this $220 tax rate really Jie? Is thns in

‘fact, a cover-up?
“Not only am 1 entltled to some honest

answers, instead of accusations, but the tax- ..

payers of Chicopee, who are being asked to foot

" the bill for this mismanagement are also entitl-

ed to the truth. As—long as I serve as
superintendent, I will not remain silent until the
public is given an honest, forthright justification
instead of just smokescreens.”

-— N -
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Special Education Director leed

CHICOPEE — Ralph E.

" Hicks, a native of this city who is *
presently serving ‘as special.

5needs administrator in ‘Athol,

! has been appointed specnal‘
i education director for the public

i

school system here.
‘The school committee at a
-special meeting Wednesday

" ‘night unanimously appointed

Hicks as special education direc-

tor on the recommendation of
school superintendent John M.

Lyke, Hicks replaces . Barbara

" Gregory who served as acting

“director for the past year and
was not a candidate for the per-

- manent post.

Hicks was one of seven

g .apphcants for the job which will
- pay $19,995 annually — which is
the same pay scale for all direc--

tors in the school system, ac-
cording to school .committee

“‘chairman Robert Rlchards

needs administrator for .Athol
public schools and <the Athol-
Royglston Regional School
Dpstrict,” Hicks oversees a.
special needs. program con-i
stating of 325 chtildren and 24 full-
time and partxtxme special needs
staff_membe* ¥ a school dis-
trict with 2,50 pepils. In his new
position, - Hicks will oversee a’
$1.2 million spvcial education
program congisting of 700
special needs’ children and 62
staff ' members ‘in a school
system with approximately 10,-
000 puplls ‘

The 30—year-old Hicks, who
resides in Spencer where he is
chairman of that town’s school
committee, “is a graduate of
David Prouty High School in
Speticer He recelved a

v

bachelor’s degree from North

a master’s degree from
Worcester State College in 1973.

Hicks also completed several
advanced graduate study
courses at- Assumption College
in Worcester and UMass. He
received state certification as
administrator of special educa-
tion on Sept. 1, 1974

From 1968 to 1972, Hicks serv-
ed as an elementary teacher at
‘St. Joseph’s School in Webster.
Hicks also was. employed as a
teacher, guidance counselor and
school psychologist in the Athol
public school system from 1972
to 1974 before he was named
special needs administrator for
that school system in 1974 — a
post he curiently holds. ’

He also served as chairman of
Athol s Core Evaluation Team
whierh hand!oe Phapter 766

evaluations. -

In his current post as special Adams State College in 1968 and  Hicks will be taking over a
program which ran in the red’
more than $400,000 in fiscal 1976.
and a preliminary report on pro-:
jected fiscal 1977 expenses in-’

dicates a $200,000 deficit may be

incurred in out-of-district
placements and transportation’,

by June 30, 1977,

In addition to the program s‘
financial problems, the school
department was cited by the:
regional office of the state Dept.
of Education this past July for:"
non-compliance with Chaptet 766
while a class-action suit by the
Chicopee Parents Advisory-
Council is pending against the -

school department. The suit,

seeking to have school officials
ordered to comply with Chapter '
766, was filed in Hampden Coun- *.

ty Superior Court.Nov. 2.

T
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'For special educatwn bills
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CHICOPEE — The school
commxttee Wednesday night

4 approved $73,000 in transfers to
- cover January and February

L O e B vy

special education bills which will

allow nine special education-

children to return to a private

- scheol in West Springfield.

Tuesday, Mayor Howard W.
Redfern Jr. had rejected the
-committee’s request to have
$217,000 in municipal funds
appropriated to cover a pro-
jected deficit in the fiscal 1977

- special education budget.

The action Wednesday night
temporarlly delayed the pro-

\'I",_,

- 91

jected fund shortage. Accordmg
to special education director
Ralph E. Hicks, the out-of-
district placement account will
“be broke” in March and the
school department will need at
least $200,000 to cover bills from
March to June.

 Transfers approved ‘were as
follows: $60,000, teachers’
salaries; $6,000, supplies; $6,000,
psychiatric services; and $1,000,
home tutoring. All the funds
were taken from projected sur-

plus accounts in. the specxal -

education budget. -~ -
Hicks said he recommended

>

R e N

Fes

e

the transfers after reviewing the
special education accounts with
Mrs. Anne Marie Whitley, acting
assistant school business
manager. .

Also okayed by the committee
were the January and February

special education bills which
included a tuition bill from the .

Osborn School in West

Springfield. Nine special educa- -

tion students have not been
allowed to attend that school this
week, -according to Hicks. Last

Nbag N
Py

e

Yoard Okays Erans%fers

week the dxrector of the school
informed the committee local
pupils would not be allowed to
attend the Osborn School unless
an outstandmg $11,490 bﬂl was
paid. ;
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CampbellWins Third Term

1% Holyoke (Mass.) Transcript-Telegram, Thursday, Jan. §, 1977 )

As School Board Chairman

CHICOPEE — The school
committee, in a surprise move
Wednesday night, elected
veteran committeeman Russell
Campbell as chairman.

Campbell outpolled Ward 3
committeeman Walter Giera by
a 6 to 4 vote. Ward 4 com-
mitteeman Alvin Gosselin was
elected vice-chairman over at-
large member Rose Lesik while
Ward 5 committeeman Henry
Midura was selected as the com-
mittee’s representative to city
‘government and as business
representutive.

Ward 9 committeeman
Campbell succeeds Robert
Richards who previously an-
nounced he would not be a can-
didate for the chairmanship.

Supporting Campbell were
George Fredette, Aldea Paul,
Gosselin, Midura, Lesik and
‘Campbell. Voting for Giera were
Richards, Robert Berger, Helen
0'Cdnnell and Giera. In favor of
Lesik’s nomination as vice-

From 7 To 6

chairman were Midura, whole meetings.
Richards and Lesik while in sup-  Luke Supporter
port of Gosselin were Campbell, Unlike Giera, who emerged
Berger, Fredette, Giera, 'late last week as a compromise
Gosselin, O’Connell and Paul candidate for chairman,
Midura was a unanimous choice ' Campbell is a staunch supporter
for both positions he obtained. lof school superintendent John M.
It marks the third time Luke. Campbell supported
Campbell has served as chair- | Luke’s selection three years ago
man. He held the post in both |and has repeatedly backed the
1961 and 1971. Campbell present- |superintendent on all school

ly is in the second year of his
ninth term as committeeman.
Campbell, saying after the
meeting the election ‘‘came as a
complete surprise,” said he
would need time to develop a list

of goals he hopes the committee.

will obtain during the year.

He has been an advocate for a
return to the former subcom-
mittee structure which called
for several three-member to
five-member subcommittees ap-
pointed by the chairman. The
committee two years ago
adopted a new subcommittee
policy which calls for three
monthly committee - as - a -
Switch Votes

A T-T poll conducted last Fri-
day indicated that Giera would
receive the support of at least '
six members — the required ma-
jority for election. However, two

.matters. He was one of only four
‘members who voted against a

motion passed in November call-
ing for Luke not to he rehired
when his contract expires in
July.

Campbell caused a mild
controversy last month when he
asked the commitiee to endorse
an investigation into the “Rising
Sun,” a group of individuals, who
Campbell said are forming plans
to have certain persons named to
key positions in the school ad-
ministration.

According to Campbell,
members of the secret organiza-
tion include some members of
the school committee and school
administration. After Campbell
declined to reveal the names of

“Rising Sun” members, the .

committee defeated his request
for an investigation.

VIS

Reduction In Votes
For Supt_; Considered |

CHICOPEE — The school committee Wednesday night gave a
first reading to a proposal which would reduce from seven to six
the number of votes needed to appoint a school superintendent,
which, if adopted, would mark the second time in three years
the required number of votes would be decreased.

Ward 5 Committeeman Henry Midura submitted the proposal
for a change to Chapter 1, Section 7 of the committee’s rules
and regulations. In accordance with committee rules, no discus-
sion is allowed under a first reading. A second reading will be
held at the next regular monthly meeting at which time debate
will be permitted.

The proposal follows a Nov. 3 committee vote not to rehire

* school superintendent John M. Luke when his contract expires
: inJuly. The motion was approved by a 7 t 4 vote. According to

several sources, a move is underway by some committee

. members to have Luke reappointed.

A rule change, reducing from eight to seven the number of -

* votes needed to elect a superintendent was passed by the com-
" mittee in 1974 to open the door for Luke’s appointment. At that
; tirgle the change was sought after none of the four candidates
. vying for the post could obtain the required two-thirds vote.

. Following the rule change, Luke was hired

as he received the

minimum seven votes.

_26_

members contacted Friday

switched positions Wednesday
night and voted for Campbell,

reversing the predicted out- -
come.

Giera supporters had said they
favored Giera’s ability to re-’
main clear of ties to any political
faction. But several members
said they would not support
Giera because of his absentee
record over the last two years.
During that time Giera has

’éﬁ...x,.%‘/k ,ma,.a.a;\ B 5

SCHOOL BOARD OFFICERS ~ Veteran Ward 9 committeeman Russell Campbell was
elected chairman of the Chicopee School Committee during the annual reorganization Wednes- !
day night. Campbell was a surprise choice over Ward 3 committeeman Walter Gigraona 6 to ¢
vote. From left are Ward 4 committeeman Alvin Gosselin, elected vice chairman; Campbell; =
attended regular monthly and Ward 5 committeeman Henry Midura, reappointed the committee’s business represcn-
meelings but missed a number tative and representative to city government. (T-T Photo: Suchocki)

of subcqmmittee sessions. : -
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CEA starts staff reduction fight .

CHICOPEE — The Chicopee
- Education Association (CEA)
has started its fight to block
proposed staff reductions for the
1977-78 school year.

Local teachers met Tuesday
afternoon at the Knights of
Columbus Hall to review what
legal options are available and
what procedures must be follow-
ed to thwart the pending dis-
missal of 47 teachers for the next
school year.

The school committee has
scheduled a special meeting
March 29 at which time it will

vote on the teacher dismissals.

Last week either demotion or
dismissal notices were sent to
102 teachers, supervisors and
elementary vice principals.
School Supt. John M. Luke said

missed so the school department
could protect itself in the
teacher-bumping process. - Ac-
cording to state law, non-tenured
teachers, who do not receive a
dismissal notice by April 15, are
automatically rehired for the
following school year, Luke said.
Hearings

The CEA leadership, which
met Tuesday with officials from
the Mass. Teachers Association
(MTA) to review the proposed
staff reductions, Wednesday
afternoon urged teachers, who
received either demotion or dis-
missal notices, to forward
letters to the school superinten-
dent and school committee
chairman Russell Campbell ask-
ing that each staff member have
a hearing before the school com-

the notices were sent to more mittee as to the reasons for the
than twice the number of staff demotion or job termination.

' members scheduled to be dis-

Teachers were urged to in-

form the school committee that
they plan to take advantage of
all their rights under Chapter 71
of the Mass. General Laws,
which covers the dismissal -and
demotion of teachers.

The letters also would inform
the committee that the teachers
plan to retain legal counsel and
to have witnesses and documen-
tary evidence presented at a dis-
missal or demotion hearing.

Be Specific

The sample letters presented
to the teachers, read in part, ‘I
find the statements that you
provide in your letter not to be in
compliance with the statutory
requirement that you supply me
with a written statement of
charges of the cause for which
this action is proposed. Conse-
quently, I would request that you
provide me with this information
as soon as possible. I would re-

quest that this information be
specific.” .

Teachers also were expecfed
to cite the committee for its
failure to provide figures that it .
intends to use in its adjustment
of staff to actual and anticipated
reductions in student enroliment
and the committee’s failure to
specify how the staff reductions
will reduce the ‘‘departments’
budgetary requirements and
promote the efficient utilization
of the professional staff within
the framework of existing and
future educational service.”

Non-tenured teachers were re-
quested to seek a hearing before
the school committee as to the
reasons for their non-
reappointment and all teachers
were told of their right to review
their personnel files and to make
copies of such contents and
records before a hearing is held
on the job termmatxons

'School dept receives $18 157 grant

CHICOPEE — The school
department kas received an $18,-
157 Title IV-B grant but it has
returned a $16,500 occupational
competency grant to the state.

School Supt. John M. Luke an-

nounced this morning that the
Title IV-B funds were received
under a recently-established new
program. -Luke said the school
department received $6,600 last
year when the program was par-
hallv funded.

Now that the program is fund-
ed at the 100 per cent level, the
city's allocation has increased to
$18,157, he said. The funds can be
used to purchase books, equip-
ment and mateTials. The school

School board a[;f)roves monies

CHICOPEE - The school
committee Wednesday night
approved bills and orders total-
ing nearly $650,000. -

A breakdown of the -items
approved is as follows: orgiers

$294,715; bills, $363,489; athleuc
bills for Chicopee High School,
$1,966; athletic bills for
Comprehensive High School,
$2,605; Title I bills, $776; Title II
library bills, $109; and
vocational pettv cash $47.

The committee also approved
the transfer of $736 from the
games receipts from the

~Chicopee-Comp football game to

Comprehensive High School’s
athletic account.

Also approved were re-
quisitions for the high schools’
participation in the New
England swim meet at Dart-
mouth College March 4 and 5. A
total of five swimmers and two
coaches will attend the meet at a
combined cost of $182.50. The
cost was reduced from $237.50
when the committee voted that
the participants adhere to the
policy of allowing $2 for each
meal.

committee, on the recommenda-
tion of the school
superintendent, Wednesday
night voted to return an oc-
cupational competency project
grant to the state.

Luke said the school depart-
ment would be required to use
the funds only for the salary of a
new employe’s post to handle the
project. Luke said he could not
récommend that a new job be
created in view of the proposed
teacher dismissals for the 1977- «
78 school year.
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CHICOPEE — Dlstmct Atty.

"Matthew J. Ryan was to.be ask-

ed today whether or not there is
sufficient information to submit
evidence to the grand jury
charging that the city reimburse
School Supt. John M. Luke for
trips in 1974 and 1975 to fulfill his
military reserve duty.

Ward 3 school committeeman

" Walter Giera said this morning

he plans to meet with Ryan to-

~ day and ask whether the district -
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"Gl ;’fra to ask D A to submlt
N Y Luke case io grand jury

remtroduce a motion at next did not meet with HEW officials
‘Wednesday’s school committee on the dates listed. According to
meeting calling for the com- Giera, Luke went to Washington
mittee to dismiss the superinten- to fulfxll hxs Axr Force reserve
dent on the basis of the informa- duty." ) ;
tion concerning Luke’s alleged Luke last week confirmed that
misuse of funds to finance trips he made the trips but he said he
to Washington, D. C: The com- did not request the city for reim-
mittee reviewed Giera’s motion bursement for expenses incurred
in executive segsion last for his military reserve duty.
Wednesday but no action was Giera, believing that Wednes-
taken on the matter. . day mght’s meeting would be a
Last Wednesday Giera called regular adjourned meeting,

attorney’s office will prosecute for Luke’s ouster charging that planned to bring the matter up
the case. Giera said he will bring the superintendent was reim- again. But chairman Russell
the matter to the attention of the bursed by the city for at least Campbell held just an instruc-
state Atty. General's office if five trips to the federal Dept. of tion subcommittee meeting and
Ryan says there is not sufficient Health, Education and Welfare said an adjourned' regular

- case.

But Giera said “I don’t want to

. goover the DA’s head; I'd prefer

that he handle the case.”
G:era saxd he would

evidence to proceed with the (HEW) between October 1974 meeting would be held next'

and January 1975. The reim- week

bursement totaled approximate-
ly $4,500.. Giera, said the trips
were made on weekends and he

has documented proof that Luke -

otions to be heard

CHICOPEE — Motions calling

{‘} for a.temporary restraining

gt f 8

order ordering the city to
provide sufficient funds for
Chapter 766 services and
placements for local special
education pupils are scheduled

- to be heard Monday in Hampden

County Superior Court in

~ Springfield.

. According to Mrs. Marjorie
Wojcik, president of the

"~ Chicopee Parents Advisory

Council, which filed the pending
class-action suit against the city
for non-compliance with Chapter
766, the session is scheduled to

* ‘begin at 9 a.m. The parents
" group is represented by Atty.
‘Donald L. Graham of Springfield *

and Atty. Edward J. Ziemba is
the legal counsel for the school
committee. The school com-
mittee Wednesday night voted to
ask city solicitor Michael J.
Murphy to become involved in
the case.

The request is being made to
“‘stop the city from having any
kids thrown out of school,”’ st
Wojcik said.

‘Nine local specxal education

students, enrolled in the Osborn

Qm Chapter 766 case

School in West Springfield since
last fall, ‘have not attended
‘school since Feb. 28. According
to Ralph. Hicks, school special
education director, Osborn .of-
ficials prohibited the children
from attending the school until
the school department paid an
outstanding $11,000 tuition bill.

The committee last Wednes-
day transferred $73,000 to cover
special education bills, including
the Osborn School tuition bill,
but the children are still not back
in school. Warrants for payment
of the bill were sent from city
hall to schodl dommittee
chairman Russell Campbell . on

Wednesday, according to schoot :

officials.

Besides payment of the tuition
bill, the Osborn School has re-
uested that Campbell sign a
contract guaranteeing that the

school department will provide -
funds for costs incurred to the -

end of the school year, Hicks told
the committee Wednesday night.

Mrs. Wojcik said this morning
the temporary restraining order,

if -issued, would "assure local

parents that the Osborn School

situation would not occur again.

" Correction

CHICOPEE — It was inf\
correctly reported in the ™
T March 4 that school com- {
mitteemen RichardQ
Daviau and George
Fredette March 2 votedQn
against a motion to recon-V |
sider the dismissal of four
non-teaching and one

_teaching vice-principal in

the elementary level- for

- the 1977-78 school year. -

Daviau moved for the

-reconsideration and both

he and Egedette voted in ’ '
favor o motion, '
It w&§ incorrectly’

>reported in the T-T Tues-

day that Ward 5 school
committeeman Henry
Midura was one of the

- committee members, who

inspected a- .copying -
machine purchased by the
school department. '
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CTA favors advertlsm o

for Luke’s replacement

CHICOPEE — The Chicopee
Taxpayers Association (CTA), in
a written statement today,
favored a recent motion which
would allow immediate advertis-
ing for a replacement for school

superintendent John M. Luke

when his contract expires in
July. B
Ward 3 school commiteeman
Walter Giera, made the motion
and another that the school
board meet to take a rollcall
vote on Luke’s dismissal. .

The taxpayers’ statement
follows.

“After attending all of the
school committee budget hear-
ing and all of the regular school
committee meetings, the CTA

Editor, Herald:

A 1975 study found that
Americans

23  million

-has taken the posntlon of being in

favor of the motion made by
school committeeman Walter
Giera to immediately begin
posting for a replacement for
Mr. John Luke when his contract
expires in July. We also favor a
screening board composed - of
members of the community, of
CTA, Parents—Teacher
Organization, Chicopee Educa-
tion Association and Chicopee
Federation of Teachers. We feel
that the defeat of the motion to
start posting proceedings is a
sure indication that the school
commitee, despite their earlier
decision not to rehire Mr. Luke,
still intends to rehire him as
school superintendent.

//9’7.

It also-shows that the school
committee has failed once again
in its responsibilities to the tax-
payers of Chicopee and to the
Chicopee School system. We
urge all CTA members and
residents of Chicopee to contact.
their school committeemen to
let them know that the credibili-
ty of the school committee is at
stake. Unless an experienced
and responsible manager is
hired as superintendent, con-
fusion, mismanagement, deficit
spending and indiscriminate
layoffs will continue to be part of
the school department policy
and this will cause irrevocable
damage to our children and to
our school system.”

Better educatton

detor, Safety Valve:
‘Where were you, when the

aged 16 and over are

~ functionally

fill  out ~ the.
application forms,
How many -

4"_/«‘?

illiterate.
They are .ynable to read
help wanted adsandcan’t
simplest

children

from the Chicopee School

System

off teachers?

2774,«2/ |

S

is . the . School
Committee going to add
to .this total by laymg

Taxpayers and parents,
when are you going to
move to help our children
in Chicopee, the school

committee seems to be
having a difficult .time.
They need your help too!

Mrs. Ibis Tetreault
89 Royal Street
Chicopee, Mass. 01020

fadi

~ school committee discussed the

teacher layoffs in our school

" system?

Where were you .when the

+ school committee voted to renta
- Zerox sorter copier for the ad-
. ministration building but voted

" to curtail any spending of monies

for school supplies?

Does your child have «
classroom teacher for-physical -
education rather than a person
trained especially for this

. position?

Does your child attend a
school with an after-school

- sports and activities program?

Is your child getting good.

_ grades now? Well, celebrate.-

This fall with fewer teachers and
overcrowding, good grades will
be replaced with poor grades and

- more special help referral
" notices. -

Get up and help fight for a
better education for your
children. - .
Lois C. Tetreault

89 Royal Street -

Chicopee
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Luke Comes Bac

THE OPPOSITION — Ward 1 School Committeeman Robert J.
Richards asks for rulings on the hiring of Schoo! Supt. John M.
Luke for a thrée-year term. The motion passed unammously
_(Daily News p_l;p_o by ‘Warren Messglgr)

'Surprzse in Chlcopee \:\

Editor, Safety Valve: -

T am writing this letter at 1:00

a.m. (March 3). I have just

. returned from a Chicopee school
commfttee meeting. The
meeting was still going on when
I left, ,

I fail to see how voters can
return certain people to their
seats year after.year. Several
meetings ago, the committee
voted not to rehire Dr. Luke
when his contract expired. At
tonight’s meeting a proposal was

made to start lookmg for a new™

superintendent. This is a logical
step and could insure a smooth

transition for Septembers

opening.
© True to form, however by a
vote of 6 to 5, the proposal was
. defeated. Don’t be surprised
folks when you see Dr. John
Luke rehired by an-under-the-
table-executive session. Don't be
surprised when our children get
less and less quality in their
education. Dont be surprised
when we get hit with another
major tax increase because, at
this meeting the committee saw

fit to create a new supervisory
posmon

They also decided to keep
other supervisors who were to be
eliminated. They did it neatly,

you see. They said the super-

visors in art, music, phys ed and
foreign language would ‘teach
four days and supervise dne,

Guess what happens on the

fifth day? Well, we’lli just pay

substitutes for their regularA

classes.
Again they are creating too

‘many chiefs at the expense of

not enough Indians, thus
creating overcrowded
classrooms.

The meetings are now well
attended. I wish more people

would get out and see their -
. elected representatives at work.

The taxpayers are paying the
freight and I hope people will
make sure good quality and
intelligence gets. elected ‘this
year.

Mrs. Jean Watson
148 LaBelle Dr.
Chicopee

STARTS OFF — Alvin A. Gossehn Wednesday mtroduces a mo-
tion to rehire Dr. John M. Luke as school superintendent, a mo-
-tion which passed 6 to 5. (See story on Page 1)

R

e

I ; -
! RULES OKAY — School Committee Chairman Russell Camp-
" bell, foreground, rules the committee was filling the vacancy
effective July 8 when it voted 8 to 5 to hire Supt. John M. Luke,
rear, for three years.




\\aSchool Budget

{
'

“Deficit Feared

13
L
Q ‘CHICOPEE — School Supt. John M. Luke said
that despite newly discovered surpluses in several
acedunts totaling $232,805, the 1976-77 school budget
could still be a deficitone. .

Dr. Luke said the surplus results from various
measures taken by the School Committee since the
start of the new fiscal year.

‘The furniture and equipment account now has a
surplus of $92,931.

$57 .iﬁmt gMcheg salary a munt
© The surplus alsp ircludes accounts that have
. been frozen: driver educatlon $3,540; P.M. vocation,.
$33,09, purchase of library books, $23,000: - ’

education overall account is $160,000.
The budget does not include funding of any set-

tlements of contract negotiations with school admin-
istrators, custodians and cafeteria workers.
oL N IR



Emergency
Funds Plea
Under Fire

By TED LaBORDE

CHICOPEE — The real pinch of

the financial crises in the School De-

partment’s special education account.
will be felt Monday if as expected at :
least nine special education youngsters :

“are sent home from school.:

The School Committee has been in-
formed that the youths, enrolled at the
Osborn School in West Springfield, will-
not be .allowed to attend school unless
$11,490 tuition bill is paid..

Special Education Director Ralph
Hicks has already projected a $217,000
deficit in the Chapter 766 account and
school officials have scheduled a meet-
ing with Mayor Howard W. Redfern Jr.

and the Board of Aldermen to request .

an additional = emergency
appropriation. -

The joint session is scheduled for
Tuesday at 7 p.m. in the aldermanic
chambers in City Hall,

Redfern was unavailable for com-
ment today. However he has said he
would not provide municipal funds to

erase a School Department deficit this

: year. The city provided more than $1

y million last year to erase a deficit with
* approximately $400,000 of that going to-
" wards special education. ..~

*~" 'The Board of Aldermer is also ex-

" pected to be reluctant to provide .addi-
tional funds because of last year s
crises.

; Earlier this month Redfern com-
mented, “I think it is time for a

showdown between the state and the.

“Ch. 766 Hits . :
“School Budget -

(Continued from Page 1) .
‘School Department on Chapter.766
funds.”

At least two members of School
Committee, George Fredette and Alvin
Gosseiin, share the mayor’s belief. Fre-
" dette and Gosselin have criticized. the
mandatory Chapter 766 program and
the state’s lack of proper funding.

The committee allocated $1.09 gml
~lion for special education this year,
with approximately $70,000 earmarked
- for tuitions. Chicopee is scheduled to
receive  $802,000 ‘in Chapter ?66

- reimbursements.

- Hicks said the projected deficit.in-
volves the out-of-district placements
and transportation.

Committee -~ Chairman - Russell
Campbell, noting that at least 10 per
cent of the department’s budget is
spent on special education, said the
school budget ““is not overexpended as
‘yet but if we continue to spend at the
current pace it will be.” - . -+
. The committee has already im-
posed a freeze on any new programs to
avoid a deficit, and Campbell said “we
- may be forced to stop existing pro-
- grams as we reach the funding limit.”

Campbell said “We are not denying
anyone but the penalty under state law
. is more serious for exceeding our hudg-
et than for not complymg with Chagter

‘ 7%11%

© The chaxrman sald he will cﬁbck
thh Hicks to determine if the $13;490
can be ‘transferred from another grea
"in the special education budget,-but -
“warned that the entire school budget is
nearing its limit.
According to Redfern, Chncopee is

’expected to receive between $300,000

and $500,000 in additional state edica-
tlon relmbursements from fiscal 1975

" Campbell said he will point out the
unexpected funds during Tuesday S
meeting and request that those fuhds
be used to offset the School Depart
ment’s special educational deficit, = . -

“If they {the mayor and aldermen)., K /
fail to provxde the necessary fund;ng,,
they can jeopardize the nearly $5'mil-
lion in state educational relmbui'.se-
ments anticipated for next year,"
‘ Campbell sald :

LYY

e
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l{edfern says
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- State and School Dept

‘may have showdown

CHICOPEE — Repeating a

statement that he would not

provide funds to erase a pro-
jected special education deficit
in the current school budget,
Mayor Howard W. Rédfern Jr.

said today ‘‘it’s time for a show- -

down between the state and the
school department” on Chapter
766.

Redfern this morning said he
would meet with the school com-
mittee and board of aldermen to
review a projected $217,000
special education deficit, but the
mayor said he would not provide
municipal funds to wipe out the

- shortage.

““The city has given the school
department all the special
education money it requested
and if it has spent more money
than the funds in its budget, it's a

schopl, committee problem and-

not a c1ty problem,”’ Redfern
said.

The mayor’s comments follow
a school committee meeting
Wednesday night at which
several committee members,
School Supt. John M. Luke and
special education director Ralph
E. Hicks all said that the mayor
has a legal and moral obligation
to pay the special education bills
and that Chapter 766 was a com-
mumty problem.

Redfern said. the committee
has two options — either modify
its regular programs and
transfer funds to special educay
tion or withdraw the special
education students from private
schools and force a showdown
with the state Dept. of
Education. .

“It’s time to ask the Dept of'
Education and its commissioner

who gave it the authorlty to have
a school committee violate state
law by spendmg money it does |
not have in its hudget " Redfem
said.

He added, ‘I don’t think any
piece -of legislation can demand -
that a school committee go
beyond its budget and incur
liabilities in excess of its budget
in violation of Chapter 44, Sec--
tion 31 of the state laws. The
school committee should be will-
ing to challenge this issue in
court o
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. CHILOPEE — ‘The first effect of ‘the school
department’s spec1al education financial crisis will oc-
cur Monday when nine special education pupils will be

+ forced to stay home from school.

" According to special education director Ralph E.

" Hicks, the school department has been notified that

: the local pupils enrolled at the Osborn School in West

_'special education program’s financial status. The,

I Springfield will not be allowed to attend the school un-
:til an outstanding $11,490 tuition bill is paid.

{ School committee chairman Russell Campbell,
;citing the projected $217,000 deficit in the fiscal 1977
; special education budget, said the school department
: will be unable to provide the funds by Monday. He said
" the earliest the children could return to school would
;be Wednesday.” Mayor Howard W. Redfern Jr.
;. appropriates mumcxpal funds for the bill. -

. The committee is scheduled to meet with the mayor
~ and board of aldermen at 7 p.m. Tuesday to review the

school commlttee earlier this month asked the mayor

someé money,

remain home from school N

torequest the aldermen to approve an appropriation of .

municipal funds to cover special -education out-of-
district tuitions for the rest of the school year.

" All special “education tuition bills reviewed at.

Wednesday " night’s finance subcommittee meeting
were approved contingent upon fundmg from the

“mayor and aldermen.

Hicks said he feared the-situation with the Osborn
School children was * just the tip of the iceberg’ and

" the school . department may encounter more dif-
-ficulties in the future unless tuition bills are paid. Sixty _

local special needs children currently are enrolled in
private schools, according to Hicks. .~ .
“I"'m taking what Mr. Osborn (William Osborn, head

of the Osborn School) stated literally. I don’t think the-
‘kids will be allowed to attend the school Monday. They

will be forced to stay home unless we come up with
' Hicks said. -
In a Feb. 22 letter to Campbell Osborn said the

school has not received tpition payments since Nov. 4,

1976 ‘and the school department owes the school

L e

Spemal education students

N
RN

$11,490. Osborn also sald he wrote the chaxrman a
letter Feb. 4 but no action has been taken:

Wednesday night committee members again said.

the school department has funded the special educa-
tion. program to-the best of its ability and now the

mayor and aldermen must provide funds to maintain

the program.,

Redfern has mdlcated that he will not provide any
municipal funds to wipe out the special education
deficit. He has said the school committee should
challenge the state on the funding of the state-
mandated program. &

- “I'd like to be the first test case to brmg the matter
to court,” said Ward 2. committeeman George
Fredette, who said area communities should band

together to challenge Chapter 756 special education

law.

Ward 8 committeeman Robert Berger said he agreed
it was time for a *‘showdown” w1th the state over

Chapter 766

Repeating a statement made by the mayor last week

00T



Could mean $16 impact’oﬁ tax
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CHICOPEE — The school According to assistant school
committee Thursday night iuperintendent Miss' Sophie J.| O’Conm_ell.

rec
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Dismissals

approved a record $14.5 million Chmura; the budget- eould -be!
fiscal 1978 school budget, which reduced by approximately szs5,~j‘

¢ould have a $16 impact on next oo

year’s tax rate.

if the committee approves!
ing teacher dismissals. On'

The gross $14,552,790 budget is the recommendation of the com-

up $1.3 million

from this year's mittee’s legal counsel and’

$13252,638 mark and the net negotiator, the $285,000 was;

budget jumped $1.6 million from
$12,452,638 to $14,068,290. A total
of $500,000 in anticipated federal

Public Law 874 funds is deducted later to decrea
from the gross budget to reach

the net figure. .
Based on the formula that

each $100,000 increase :igxmura said.
represents a $1 impact on the tax

rate, the $1.6 million hike in . $1,344,637 to $1,456,739.
funds to. be raised by local taxa-

tion would lead to a $16 jump in
the fiscal 1978 tax rate.

) es
{ Increases in salaries and

_; 000 from the original $14.9

. budget requests during 12 budget®
hearings held over the past four

included in the budget sent to
Mayor Howard W. Redfern Jr,
today. The mayor can be notified
se the budget by
that amount if teachers are
‘dropped at a special meeting
ischeduled March 29, Miss

.

General expenses are up from
i

$400,000 Trimmed :
* The committee trimmed $400,-!

special education represent $1.2 .weeks.

of the $1.3 million hike in the

It took the committee two

ord $1

x

rate

were Berger, Giera and Mrs.

Travel

Berger opposed all six motions,
made to accept the various
salary accounts and Mrs:
0'Connell voted against each
budget account. Lot

Mrs. O'Connell said she felt
more study of the budget was’
needed and said she is opposed to
cutting teachers while adding
funds for outside travel.

“l can't see the sense in
getting rid of five elementary
non-teaching vice-principais and
teachers while increasing out-
side travel. It just doesn’t add up
to sound educational practices,™
she said. - -

A breakdown of the budget ac-

3

Reimbursement 4

School committee approves

45 million bud

_Besides the $500,000 in an- ,
ticipated P.L. 874 funds (the '

school department is reim-

bursed, in part, for providing for
the education of military
dependents. at Westover Air
Force  Base), school officials

predict the city will receive |
$4,819,272 in state reimburse- |
“ment in fiscal 1978, Included in

this amount is nearly $3 million '

in general aid under Chapter 70
and $802,329.

The school committee, '
however, does not receive these
funds since they are sent direct-
Iy to the city’s treasury and must
?e rtaised through local taxation
irst..

{ countsis as follows: administra-

i tion salaries, $332,798; teachers’
1 salaries, $8,752,185; custodians’

" salaries, $890,259; salaries for

gross budget. Salaries are up votes Thursday to adopt a mo- - Supervisor of attendance, traffic

$711,374 from. $9,903,374 to tion to forward the budget to the

$10,615,109 and special education

nayor and the board o

: officers; supervisor of food ser-
1 vice, school lunch and school

£} lunch clerks, $357,438; clerical
)" salaries, $282,429; administra--
S-. tion expenses, $85,101; books and

jumped $495,259, from $1,092,9
to $1,588,204. -
. The jump in the salaries ac-

; aldermen, designating $14,068
20 as the sum needed to be rai
ed through local taxation.

count was the result of raises the
committee granted to various
school employe groups. Under
current contracts between the

committee and Chicopee Educa- |
tion Association, teachers and -

school’ administrators will
receive a seven and one-half per
cent pay hike in fiscal 1978.

Voting in favor -on the first
attempt were chairman Russell
:Campbell, Richard Daviau,
i\George Fredette, Alvin Gosselin .
and Rose Lesik. Opposed were
Robert Berger, Walter Giera,
-Henry Midura, Helen O'Connell
and Aldea Paul. Robert

¢ ».!Richards was absent. The 5-5 tie

vote defeated the motjon.”  *
Following a successful. vote
for reconsideration, the move to
forward the budget to the mayor
was approved by a 7 to 3 vote, In.
favor were Campbell, Daviau,’
Fredette, Gosselin, Mrs. Lesik,
Midura and Mrs. Paul. Opposed:

{ supplies, $512,592; transpor-
tation, $540,300; tuition, $29,000. :
Also, telephone, gas, electrici-
ty and water, $652,593; mis-:
cellaneous, $128,785; travel and;
repairs, $39,304; furniture and’
equipment, $66,756; ordinary
maintenance, $247,113; special ,
.maintenance, $48,430; outside ;
travel, $10,000; Comprehensive }

" High School relocation costs, i

N ———
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ksFund

To Cover Deflcﬂ $$%

CHICOPEE — The School Commit-

tee has called for a special meeting

with Mayor Howard W. Redfern Jr. and
the Board of Aldermen to obtain addi-
tional funding to cover an estimated
$217,000 deficit in the school special
education account.

The committee took the action
Wednesday night after Special Educa-
tion Director Ralph Hicks outlined the
financial problems in special education
funding.

According to Hicks' review of ac-
counts, he has pro;ected an overall
deficit of $271,000, howéver, some ac-
counts will experience small surpluses
amounting to approximately $55,000
providing a freeze is imposed on exist-
. ing programs.

* The special education transporta'
tion aceount will run short by approxi-
mately $63,000 and out-of-district
tuitions will run about $208,000 in the

Hicks’ report is $200,000 less than
original deficit estimates released by
school officials in December. Hicks as-
sumed his duties as special education
director Dec. 20.

School Committee Chairman Rus-

‘'sell E. Campbell said he will schedule

the special joint meeting ‘‘as soon as
possible.”” Campbell said the commit-
tee will provide a detailed account of
the special education financial problem
as well'as the seriousness of obtaining
the necessary funds to carry out the
program mandated by the state’s Chap-
ter 766 law.

If we drop any of our programs
we can be cited and all state education-

al reimbursements can be withheld,” .

he said.

The committee failed to reassign’

the anticipated fiscal 1978 Chapter 766
state reimbursement in next year’s
school budget, as was expeqted

The committee had intended to list
the $800,000 reimbursement as a reduc-
tion, thereby ensuring allocation of the
funds directly to the School Depart-
ment and not city coffers.

However, Campbell was informed
this week by Redfern and City Auditor
Norman J. Ritchott that Chapter 766
reimbursements and handled in the
same mannor as Chapter 70, general
education reimbursements.

The reimbursements are based on -
previous year's expenditures and funds
earmarked for various programs must
first be raised through tax levy before
the state reimbursements are made

3%
77

Safety Valve -

Editor, Safety Valve:

One of the regulations of
Chapter 766 is parent involve-
ment and interest in their child's
education program in school. Do
parents know what services are
available for their child? Is that
child receiving the best that the

*_school has to offer for his needs?

~ Parental involvement

Or are the children receiving
an alternate program because of
lack of funding?

Call Lois Tetreault, 538-9853
betweent 8 p.m. and 10:30 p.m.
daily. We have a lot in common.

Lois C. Tetreault
20 Myrtle Ave.
Holyoke -

)
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SchoolBd., Aldermen

g CHICOPEE - The School Cornttit-
. tee will keep an appointment wit!athe
? Board of Aldermen tonight to reiew
school special education accounts and
its projected $230,000 deficit despite a
warning by Mayor Howard W. Redfern
Jr. that the city will not provide addi-
tional aid to the School Department.

Committee Chairman Russell E.
Campbell said the 7 p.m. meeting has
not been cancelled and that he will be
present to explain the problems with
special education and the difficulty in
estimating a budget for the state man-
dated Chapter 766 program.

Redfern informed the committee,
in a letter Monday night, that addition-
al city funds would not be appropriated
to cover the projected deficit.

The abrasive letter, hand delivered
to Campbell, strongly attacks the
School Committee’s spending policies
and charges that members accept their
responsibility to the city or ‘‘step
down.”

Campbell said he was not able to
respond to Redfern's attack at this
time, but did charge that the School
Committee is *‘not receiving full credit
tor the money we're bringing in to the
city.”” Campbell referred to state
educational reimbursements and addi-
tional Chapter 766 funds being used by
the mayor and “not given to the School
Department to pay special education
expenses.” ,

Campbell also noted that Redfern
and the Board of Aldermen were in-
formed last year when the fiscal 1977
school budget was finalized that if a
deficit did occur during the year it
would be in the area of special educa-
tion. .

*This deficit does not come as a
shock to the mayor. It is very difficult
to predict the cost of special education
services,” Campbell said.

The mayor is the only authority
which can make spending appropria-

tions and Campbell said “the mayor’s

iected "

@ﬁc‘i%l Chao pter. 766

reluctance to provide the emergency
appropriation will jeopardize nearly $5
million in state reimbursements antici-
patec for fiscal 1978.

“We (School Committee) will live -
within our budget,” Campbell said,
“but v won't be able to provide the
mandated services and therefore will
be cited by the state for non-compli-’
ance with Chapter 766.” .

In his letter to the committee, Red--
fern said ‘‘Homeowners and businesses *
must not be expected by your commit--
tee to continually bail you out of your"
financially inept proceedings.

“You are charged with- the
financial care of the schools. Accept it -
or step down,” Redfern wrote.




- 104

P —

Holyoke (Mass. )'l‘unscrlpt-’l‘elegnm Friday, Sept. 17, 1976 9

A Section of the Holyoke Daily Transcﬁpt-’l‘elegran; s \

School Committee ‘Ignor'esCh’apt‘e\r 7665

CHICOPEE — For the_third

time in the_past four weeks the:
school committee has failed to

that failure to provide the ser-

.vices would force him to notify
: _associate

ove 33 special_education D Robert Audette,
casgs and has continued its ap-/ mmwsw

parent_non-compliance wng
Chapter 765.
Thursday’s _inaction, which

was the result of a legal question
by_some commme‘egﬁzm?s,
came despite a calling from the
lition of local child advocate
Q‘a‘———h—uMT
ation funds from the city un-
€Sl 1

The coalmon compnsed of

Parent Adviso!

uncil, _the Western Mass.’
Assoclatlon t‘or Children " with

e Holyoke-Chicopee Area Courct
- for_Children, maintaims | maintainis that te
™ school_system is “in_flagrant

violation of state law because it
has not abided by time frames

and has.not funded more than 33
Chagter 766 cases for at least

The Sepunal alfceofthe siate
Dept. of Education_cited the’ .

commlttee Juoly 12 for non-
th_the specjal

educatiop law while last Thurs.
day the Regional Advisory Coun-

cil voted to pursue the citation.

. The committee Thursday night

to review the 33 pending
cases but the meeting was ad-l
journed
was_informed that state and

federal laws_prohibit any in-
dividual for examining a child’s
school file without the garen !

nmssxon

unsel, At
_ELQWard J. Ziemba. The com-

! Education, with the recommen-

dation that legal action be

The

ﬂamm_nt_esilcalm
could withhold from the city all
state funds yntil the committee
complies with the law, Caoue tte

warned.

Caouette since that time has
‘heen_transferred to_a_new
position. Officials at the regional
education_office in Springfield _
were unavailable this morning to
comment on the status of the
citation.

Meanwhile the local child ad-
vocate groups are pushing for
; the state to withhold all of the
' city’s anucxpated educanona\

“funds. The city city is cheduied to

committee and the ‘special
education office. We have no
choice but to ask the state to
withhold the November 20 reim-
bursement check until five
P"m_t-'*;_aie_"ﬂ‘led s

These _are: the immediate
provision of programs for the 33
pending special education cases;
establishiment of_a_comumittee
comprised of department of
education personnel, represen-
tatives of each of the coalition’s
groups and_the school depart-
] Sl m-
sures that'time frames are met
and _educational plans are -
carried ouf, - :

Also, an immediate audit by
the regional office of the depart-
ment of education of the sc sciiool
budget over the past five years, -
including state and federal reim-
bursement; an indepth, training
of all school personnel,” who

maEe Cﬁapfer 7T66-related

receive an estimated $829,000 in
-state special education funds and
a total of $3.6 million in overall .
state educatmnal funds for fiscal -
1977,

Ina prepared statement issued
Thursday -afternoon, the coali-
lion said, ‘‘Children, particular-
Iy_special education children,
have suffered long enough from

the illegal inaction of the school
week and ‘hold another meefing
Tuesday.

Appearing before the com-
mittee last month, Payl
Caouette, who was servmg as

Jg_e_cnal educatmn regmnal direc.

lifted if Umpmved
and caftie € recomme-

dations in m specxal E(]uc -

that the local specxaT education
department and school com-
itteework  closely with 766 |
parents through a Parent Ad-
visory Council with a meeting
held monthly Tor the purpose of

momfﬁrmg the 766 program.
e Coalition sent letters to

both the regional and state
department of education, urging
that they consider the Chicopee
situation so vital that new
resources be deployed to finalize
legal action against the school

* system. The coalition has also
- asked that a meeting be held

with state officials within a week ~
to finalize plans and work out -
methods to xmplement the
citation.

< 'The committee had approved

the 33 cases in question last
March but they were not carried

mittee was scheduled to receive
a legal opinion by the end of the

hon cases. ;

"

i

i

out b of the lack of funds
during the_ fiscal 1976 school
‘financial crisjs. =

Child-Advocate Coalition Marshals Forces
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State Aud:f Fmds Fault o
With Chap. 766 Program

CHICOPEE — A stateeonducted
audit of the School Department’s Chap-
ter 766, special education program for
the handicapped, has cited 18 areas of

non-compliance with the state law. ~

The audit was conducted in Decem-
ber and the final report listing problem
areas, non-compliances and calling for

_immediate corrective actions, was
released this week.

The School Committee is expected
to receive its copy of the results during
tonight’s special committee meeting,
and according to Schools Supt. John M.
Luke, corrective actions will be taken
as soon as possibie.

Several non—comphances have al-
ready been con'ected since the prelimi-

nary results were released in late
De=ember and Special Education
. Direct ; Ralph Hicks is preparing a
. Progriss report for submission to the
Schooi Committee, Luke said.

The audit cited non-compliances of
in-service training program for
drivers; no record of unannounced
vehicle inspections on at least a month-
ly basis; failure to complete kindergar-
ten- assessment on or before Oct. 31,
1976; absence of on-going assessment

Audﬂ Faults
Chap. 766 Plan

(Continued from Page 1)

for late arriving kindergarten students,
including non-English speaking stu-
dents; certain special education staff
without appropriate Department of
Education approval in their areas of
specialization and teachers not partici-
pating in the development of education-
al plans in core evaluations.

Also, lack of support from the
School Committee in the professional
judgment of Core Evaluation Team
members; students at the senior high
level in need of substantial services are
not recommended for core evaluation;
specific services and materials indicat-
ed in educational plans are not pro-

_vided; failure to comply with time limit

from date of referrals to development

: of appropriate’ educational plan; no

reference to pre-evaluation conference;
no_assessments, including medical
evaluation, in some cases; lack of full-
core evaluation for children in some
cases; and lack of appropriate partici-
pants in the core evaulation process.
Also, no quarterly reports or annu-
al review in some cases; educational
plans are without appropriate signa-
tures; delays between parental accept-

. ance of education plans and the provi-

sion of services; and the age range of
students in substantiaily separate
classrooms exceeds the mandated 36
months.

Other non-comphances were noted

during the Dec. 13-16 audit, but not list-
ed on the final report.
" The state education department’s
Bureau of Program Audit and Assist-
ance is conducting audits in all com-
munities throughout the state.
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chool committeeman to initiate

probe into Supt. Lule’s use of funds

By NANCY PRAJZNER

CHICOPEE — Ward 3 school committeeman Walter Giera
has called for an investigation into the alleged misuse of city
funds by school Supt. John M. Luke in an attempt to block a
possible move by the school committee to rehire the
superintendent.

Giera this morning said he would move at next Wednesday's
committee meeting that a special session be called within seven
days, at which time evidence would be presented to formulate
specific charges for dismissal of the superintendent. Giera
made a similar attempt Wednesday night but the matter was
referred to executive session where no action was taken.

If the committee fails to act on the proposal, Giera said he
would present his evidence to either the district attorney or to
the U.S.'Atty. General's office. But Giera said he would rather
have the school committee act on the issue than go to outside
authorities.

Perjury

Giera said he would attempt to have Luke dismissed ‘on
charges of perjury ‘‘for misleading city officials and the
public” that he (Luke) used city funds to finance trips to the
federal Dept. of Health, Education and Welfare (HEW) **when
he was actually going to Washington to fulfill his military
reserve duty.” According to Giera, Luke's statements of ex-

penses filed with the municipal auditing department “are mis-""

leading because you assume he (Luke) went to HEW.” -

Admitting that he had information on the trips since 1975,
Giera said he was bringing up the matter at this time because
‘‘there is a serious attempt to rehire the superintendent.

“All other avenues to either dismiss or not to rehire the
superintendent have been exhausted. I did not want to bring up
the matter because it looked like the superintendent would be
leaving in July, but now there is a serious attempt under way to
bring back the superintendent,”” Giera said.

Rejection

Adding fuel to Giera’s statement was the committee’s rejec-

tion of a proposal to begin the process for selecting a new

- superintendent. The motion was’ defeated by the committee

Wednesday night despite a vote by the committee last Nov. 3
not to rehire Luke when his contract expires this July 7.

Voting against the start of a selection process were chairman
Russell Campbell, Richard Daviau, George Fredette, Alvin
Gosselin, Henry Midura and Aldea Paul. Opposed were Giera,
Robert Berger, Rose Lesik and Helén O'Connell.

Giera also cited the committee's vote last month to reduce
from seven to six the number of votes needed to appoint a
school superintendent as another indication the committee
plans to move that Luke be rehired.

Mayor Howard W. Redfern Jr. today said he would not take
any action on the possible investigation into Luke’s use of city
funds unless information is presented to him and a request is
made to his office. He said he would challenge any attempt by

the committee to rehire the superintendent without it

rescinding the previous motion not to rehire Luke.
8 Votes
“I don’t think Luke can be rehired legally until the previous

* order is rescinded and it takes two-thirds or eight votes to res-

cind a motion,” Redfern said.
He further stated, “I'll challenge the chairman of the school
committee if he rules that the order must not be rescinded. I

also will refuse to sign the payroll for Luke's salary if he is kept-

on after his termination date if the previous order is not
rescinded.”” .

According to Giera, Luke made at least four trips to,

Washington, D.C. from the time he was h:red in July 1974 to the
winter of 1975. Giera said the superintendent left this city on a
Friday and returned here on a Sunday on each occasion.

Luke this morning denied all charges feveled by Gicra, but
said he went to Washington on the dates in question and that he
met with HEW officials on Fridays and fulfilled his Air Force
Reserve commitments on those weekends.

Letters

Giera Wednesday night also presented letters from officials
at HEW and the office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense in
which they stated they met with Luke in June and October 1974
and February 1975 but that the meetings did not occur on either
Saturday or Sundays.

In his motion to have the chairman call a special meeting at
which time charges for Luke's dismissal may be formed, Giera
also asked that Luke be notified that a meeting would be calied
April 7 at which time a vote on Luke's dismissal would be taken.
The mayor, the committee’s legal counsel, Atty. Edward J.
Ziemba, and city solicitor Michael J. Murphy would be asked to
attend the session, according to Giera's motion.

Second Time

The move to investigate Luke’s alleged misuse of qlty funds
marks the second time such a proposal has been sought. In 1975°
atderman-at-large Lucille Ouimette, who then was Ward 4
school committeewoman, sought an investigation into Luke’s
use of funds from a school department Internal Revenue Ac-
count, which the Bureau of Accounts of the state Dept. of Cor-
porations and Taxation subsequently ruled was illegal and
which was disbanded by the school committee.

At that time, Mrs. Ouimette questioned both Luke's expen-
diture of city funds for the above-mentioned trips to Washington
and for numerous dinner meetings.

Luke has come under fire almost constantly since he was
hired in July 1974. Besides the prevmus controversy over Luke's
use of city funds, Giera challenged the superintendent’s doc-
torate from Philathea College in Canada. Criticism of the
superintendent's performance also has come from the Chicopee
Fducation Association, the Chicopee Parent-Teachers
Organization, the Chicopee Taxpayers Association and
Redfern.

Thursday, March3, 1971 | 5
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Specual NendsﬁzFunds
Sought by 2 Schools

: By TED LaBORDE .

: CHICOPEE — School officials here
" and at Osborn Day School, West Spring-
" field, are trying to clear financial mat-

_ters which would allow the return of
nine special needs students to the West
Springfield facility next week.

Nine youths were sent home Feb.
28 for non-payment of tuition (Novem-
ber through mid-February) and two

. special needs teachers were also
released because of lack of avaxlable,
funds. -

School Supt John M Luke said

* today $11,490 to cover the three-month

-“tuition is expected to be received from

‘City Auditor Norman thchott on
Monday. -

According to Luke, Mrs. Sally Os-

" born, director of the day school, is
.scheduling the return of the two teach-
ers _required to provide the requxred
educatxonal program ' for the -

youngsters ) ‘

; Mrs. Osborn also wants a contract

. with the School Department for serv-

* ices to be signed and an assurance that

“tuition for the remainder of this year

- will be paid. She said the two teachers
would not return unless they are guar-

- anteed a salry for the rest of the year.

: Luke said these matters are ex-
pected to be cleared up Tuesday durmg
a special meeting of the School Com-

_mittee. The contract is now under

- review by committee counsel Atty.
Edward J. Ziemba, and although some
language changes afe necessary, the

_pact will be ready for School Commit-

- tee approval Tuesday.’

. The School Department is suffering
~ financial problems in its special educa-
- tion accounts. However, Luke said the
. services at Osborn have been contract-

ed and payment will be made. .

avmi e T G i

-

GUSIR SR T SR SR

Osborn receives approxxmately
.$5,000 per year for each of the nine
youngsters S

Special Educatlon Dlrector Balph
Hicks has projected a $217,000 deficit in
his budget and efforts are underway to-

. locate necessary funding from other:

areas of the school budget. The School
Committee has already been denied
additional city funds by Mayor Howard

, W. Redfern Jr. and the Board of

Aldermen.

R

The School Commxttee, last week ’

tre.asferred $73,000 to the special educa- |

tion tuition account to cover tuition bills
for Osborn and other special schools
utilized by the city. The transfer, how--
ever, only covers outstandmg bills
through Feb. 23 and the committee was

informed by Hicks that additional funds

. will be needed within 30 days to finance
“obligations for the remamder of thxs

school year.
The Osborn pr‘ob]em has resulted

_in a request for a court restralmng

order binding the School Committee to
provide sufficient funds for Chapter 766
services and placements. -

A hearing of the request, filed Uy
the Chicopee Parents Advisory Council,

is scheduled for Monday in Hampden

County Superior Court in Springfield.

Marjorie Wojcik, council president, .

said the request was made to “‘stop the

hO(h 1 .

The council last November filed a
class-action suit against the School
Commit ee, citing non-compliance of
the state’s special education law. The
suit is now pendmg in Superior Court. ’

Also pending is an accompanying
suit demanding that the city provide an
additional $750,000 for spec1al educatlon
for the current year ' ‘

B et

 city from hat!mg any kids thrown out of
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Campbell Urges Oppas}ﬁon
To Planned Chap. 70 Cuts

CHICOPEE -- School Committee
Chairman Russell E. Campbell called
today for a concerted effort in lobbying
against Gov. Michael Dukakis’ plan to
cut chapter 70, state educatmnal reim-
bursements to Io al-ce

bell said.

Campbell plea for support was di-
rected at Mayor Howard W. Redfern
Jr.; the Board of Aldermen and the re-
cently formed coalition of civic and
teacher organizations.

A joint effort by various govern-
ment bodies along with a letter writing
campaign to the governor, state repre-
sentatives and senators could prove an
important step in blocking the intended

action, Campbell said. )

The Committee chairman said sur-
rounding communities should also join
in the campaign because they will also
feel the affects of the governor’s action.

“Surrounding communities read
the papers and realize Chicopee is
caught up in numerous battles between
various political bodies at present. If
we can join forces, it would certainly
show the importance of the issue,”
Campbell said.

“The cities and towns cannot be
asked to finance more and more state
initiated programs while receiving less
and less state aid and reimbursement.”

Campbell said if Chicopee loses
$500,000 it will mean a $5 increase on
the property tax rate.

- Campbell called o all factions of
the city to “bury the ax” and join in a
common effort “to bring rightful tax
money to this community and others.”

Campbell said that if “only some of
the effort given by various groups on
the Luke (Schools Supt. John M. Luke’s
rehiring) issue can be directed at the
governor’s planned Chapter 70 cuts, we
can be successful.”

The possible loss of $500,000 is
“certainly a good enough reason for
everyone to join hands and let the state
know how we stan: ampbell said.

Education committee hearing .

;’{{M;L 77

Money problems threaten 766 programs

BOSTON (UPI)— A legislator  Bills aimed at ironing. out
says if financial problems with problems with the two-year-old
educational programs for han- law were heard Monday by the

. dicapped children are not solved Education. Committee. N
“special education will go down Rep. Ann Gannett, R-Wayland,
the drain.” a member of the committee and

Chapter 766 of state law, the legislative Commission on
enacted in 1974, requires local Unequal Education Oppor-
schools to provide programs for tunities, said in its method of
handicapped students. funding the special education

Last year, local communities chapter the state” lowered
had to fund special education out funding for
of their regular school budgets programs.
and then were reimbursed by the  *‘Local communities -are tak-
state. R )

other school-

ing ‘a lot of grief because it Rep. Nils Nordberg R-
means less money for regular Reading, filed a bill calling for .
education,” she said. state-run facilities for students
Rep. Gannett said the commis- thh special needs.
sion hopes to draw up legisla- ‘‘We must recognize there will
tion this year to equalize funding always be some youngsters who
to each city and town and to br- cannot be assimilated into the
ing state funding for all educa- publlc school system,” said
tion programs to at least 50 per Nord|
cent. “Although I think the private
“I'm afraid if we don’t do sector can do the best job — of
somethmg special education. is operating schools for special
going to go down the drain,” she students —T think the state can
said. do a good job too " he said.
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Redfern Firm on $200,000 Refusal ¢

:,f CHICOPEE Mdyor Haward W
. Redfern Jr. today retained his position
“that the financial problems with the
.’ School Department’s special education
f account are a “School; Department”
P matter and the department will not pro-

acton.

- Luke,

924%-77‘ |

5/4

In effect, the pemion demanded the School
Board reconsider its March 30 vote rehiring Dr.

The school board must by law act on the petition
lmmedmely and If it fails to reconsider the issue and
. reverse its decision to rehire Luke, or refuses to take
any action, the City Clerk's office must petition the
Boani of Aldermen for a city-wide referendum.

' City Clerk John S. Whalen Tuesday said the
refermdmn cost would be approximately $10.000 nnd

vide an- additional $200,000 as
requested. '
Redfern said he has not reviewed

~ the second such request from Schosl

Committee Chairman Russell Carp-
bell, but that “I can say there will be. no

$200,000.”

’l‘he mayor continued to criticize
the competence of : he School Commit-
tee and administration charging there
is no “responsible leadership and
changes are needed.” Redfern has been
a strong critic of the School Depart—
‘ment and School Committee for in-

" creased operating costs and other prob-

lems within the department.

As for Campbell's request for the
additional $200,000, Redfern said
“‘apparently Campbell {eels the taxpay-
ers have too much money in their

pockets and it is time to blow it. I don’t-

feel the taxpayers have money to
blow.” )

The first request for the ditional
funds was rejected by Redfern and the
Board of Aldermen last month.

However, this time Campbell cited

* ANTI-LUKE PETITION OKAYED

V- has CHIOD;EE — The Board of Reglstrars of Voters
i certifi a7,0m-namepctitionneeklngthe

;" of School Supt. John M. Luke. fiing
Of the 7,000 names, ,osomdeclared“good”,
I~ andwlllnowbepresmtedtoﬂwSchoolCommltteeto ‘

five to six weeks would be needed to prepare it for
the vote.
- Dr. Luke’s present contract expires July 7 and
Whalen said he will ask aldermen to set the date of
the referendum before that date, -
Dr. Luke was rehired on a 6-to-5 vote despite the
board’s  declsion last fall, by a 7-to-4 vote, not to Te-
“hire him,

a Superior Court order that the com-
mittee continue to provide state man-
dated special education programs.

"In a hand-delivered letter to Red-
fern Tuesday, Campbell said the

appropriation was needed because the -

special educa tion account had been
exhausted.

The court order was handed down
as a result of a class-action suit against
the committee for alleged non-compli-
ance with the state’s Chapter 766 law.

A hearing on the suit has been
delayed until next month in Hampden
County Superior Court.

The suit was filed by four parents,
who have also filed suit against the city
requesting that an additional $735,000
be appropriated to the fiscal 1977 spe-
cial education account.

Those opposed to his rehlrlng have declared that

a two-third vote was needed to rescind the 7-to4 vote
and said they will pursue legal channels to demand
this.

Meanwhile, Mayor Howard W. Redfern Jr. said '

he will not sign pay orders for Dr. Luke after his
present contract expires.

The petitions were circulated by teachlng. tax-

payer, parent and other civic groups,

- 601



Mayor won’t budge on 766 funds

despite state suit against city

CHICOPEE — Mayor Howard W. Redfern Jr. this
morning stuck by his long-standing refusal to have the
city provide more than $200,000 in additional special
education funding after he and other city officials were
notified of a lawsuit on the issue filed against them by
the state Monday.

Redfern said Assistant

day in Hampden County Shp
which charges the city failed to comply with Chapter
766, the special education law. If necessary, the mayor
added, the case will be appealed all the way to the

‘state Supreme Court.

mmonsg from the office of State
Bellotti alleging “a
refusal to correct
special education
programs on tHe part of the Schpol Committee’” were

Copies of a 20-pa

defendants the\ committee, fern, the Board of
Aldermen, Schoy! Superintepdent John M. Luke, Ad-
ministrator of Special Edu€ation Ralph E. Hicks and
the City of Chicope?:

Plaintiffs in the case wéTe\listed as Bellotti, state
Commissioner of Educhtigh Gregory Anrig and
members of the state Board of Education.

‘“The city gave the school committee all the special
education funds it asked for. I do not feel the city is
liable to provide any additional funds,” Redfern said
at a brief press confcrence this morning.

School committee Chairman Russell Campbell,
interviewed in Luke’s office this morning, said he felt
the city could comply by providing approximately

$218,000\needed by the local program this year out of
$300.000 it received in state aid to education funds.
he yrit states that as a result of the defendants’
faili¥é to comply with Chaplér 786)"'school children
with special needs in the Chicopee school district have
suffered and will continue t¢ suffeq immediate and
irreparable injury, in that tffey havefnot and will not
receive the special educatign to wptich they are en-
titled.”
The law requires that s age  children with
special needs have those needs diagnosed and
evaluated, and that a special education program be
proposed to meet each child's individual special needs.

The suit apparently stems from class action litiga-
tion which has been {iled against the school committee
on behalf of local parents with youngsters who require
special education.

included””
&(:coura § the referral of stude r more

evallations, along with their performance and the use
of indlgpendent specialists, by refusal to pay for jhem;
ﬂireﬂly or indirectly influencing the ppecial
education staff to write plans “‘which-meet the com-

,nittee‘s perceived limitations on financial resoukces

“-discouraging in particular the staff
ecommending private educational placeme
students whose special needs require suel
and delaying or refusing tuition payments for any such

1 placements which have been recommended.

The suit also charges that the “pattern of non-

compliance” has’@fte sified by the school com-
mittee’s practice, since Sepfember, 1974, of meeting in
private on mat}ers pertainjng to special education ser-
vices in violatjon of the Open Meeting Law.

Campbell said the school department *‘wants to go
along with the 1aW™ but doesn’t have the finances to do
so while operating under a deficit budget.

*‘We’'ll be compelled to do it anyway if the city
loses.” he declared. “‘We'll have no choice at all.” .

On the other hand, he noted, should the state lose,
“we'll have to cut back on (special education) ser-
vices,”

By taking money from other general acc:
chairman noted, an original estimated defici
half a million dollars had already been cut to

The deficit, according to Luke, resulted whe
school committee voted~\to keep spending inthe
program to last year§ leveljof $630,000 when $1,800,000
had been requested Ry thg’administration.

The initial allocation; fie explained, was then reduc-
ed by another $60,000 and then, when “they didn’t have
enough money to cover auto district placement,” add-
ed a supplementary budget of half a million dollars
which *‘should have been a million.”.

Both Campbell and Luke contended that the un-
predictable nature of the program poses a major com-
plication in advance budgeting.

“It's impossible to determine new expenditures,”

said Luke. “We're getting brand-new cases all the

time, and some can cost from $5-$10,000.""

Campbell said one individual case had cost in the

vicinity of $22,000. *‘They need therapy, treatment and
specialists — not just education,” he said.

01T
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Campbell Blames Berger, =

Richards For Deficit

-School Commjttee
Chairman Russell , E.
Campbell claimed this
week that a comprehen-
sive audit and study of -
school records “proves"
beyond a doubt” that

- deficit budgets the past “mayoral -

two years are the result of
_ School Board chairmen
going -along with the
"threats and promises of a
mayor whose only in-
terest is presentxng a
favorable tax picture.”
Campbell said there is
no doubt that past school
leadership "deliberately
underfunded many school
operations” and as a
_result books have had to
be changed for 49 trans-
.fers of funds between
January 26 and July 19
of this year alone, with
more than a half-million
dollars taken from various

accounts  during this
period.
Campbell *~ said  his ~

; audit of school -accounts .

© going-back the 18 years

‘ he has been on the

. board, plus the reading of
board meeting minutes,
proves that the past two
" board- chairmen, Robert
Richards and Robert
. Berger, worked hand in
glove in assisting the
mayor to cut back on
school costs,. and. “"the
result has been devastat-

ing to our education”
our children,

- program,
. teacher moral -and ‘the
* entire city.

;"I sat in several
" sessions, attended’ by
- the press; in which
the mayor made his

~ pitch, slyly indicating the
funds that ‘the School .

Committee. cut ‘would- bej

restored by him after the
tax rate was set,’ " Camp-
bell said.

"Now it has proved
~ doubly interesting . that

both the mayor and a
“candidate,
School - Committeeman
Walter Giera, blame me
for deficit spending.

"A check of the records
for this year show that
the budget was passed by
six to three vote, with
myself, Rose Lesik -and
George Fredette against

the deficit _ budget,”
Campbell said.
Further investigation

and audit turned up the
fact that he, Campbell,

- was the only board mem=

ber to vote down the line
against deficit salary
- accounts, he claimed.

' "And these transfers,
mind you, were just to

meet Dbills for prior
years, and to satisfy
state mandates for special
“education,” Campbell
“said. .
He said . his  audit

proves that $208,000 had
to be put into other
regular accounts in order
to fund them adequately.
He said an examination

of one of these transfers.
shows that  either the

School Committee had
not been -bargaining~in

good faith with teachers

during salary negotia-
tions or that- they could
not anticipate the likely
raise that would be
agreed upon.

"At any rate,” he sald

"barely 19_days into \the ~

new_budget in July, 1976,
the ‘committee - ‘had to

transfer 8173 500 to the
teacher salary account.

I categorically = voted,
" against deficit _ salary
- accounts. -

"A result, a valuable
reading program for. the
children was eliminated, "
furniture needs were not
met and the recreation
activities account
devastated.” ~ .

Campbell said nothmg
was too small to overlook”
either by oversight " or
to intentionally leaving -
out -the amount so it
would not appear on tax
bills. -

- "Thls included in early
1976 a transfer of $34,000
to the insurance account,

a perfectly predictable
account which was not -

funded,” he said.
”As a result, once again
the children suffered as

87600 was taken from

their comprehensive

~ library account, $9000 in ~
_books were not purchased
“and music,

elementary
French, home economics:
and. art books were not

purchased.” -

He said the chain
reaction of this deliberate
underfunding is  still
going on’. “In the first
six months of 1977, more
than $93,000 from the
76-77 fiscal budget had -
to be used to pay 1975

‘and older bills. ’

"We have - been cri-
ticized - because of the

$14 million school budget.
- Strangely  enough, it
really isn't- even an

increase. It is a catch-up .

‘budget geared to putting
our house back in order,

he added

~
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