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CRAFTER I
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEY
INTRODUCTION

In recent years, educators have become increasingly aware of the
necds snd prodlems aencountered in educating the mentally retarded in
public school facilities. The primary force bghind this awareness has
been en increasingly enligihtened public.

In the Unitad States, and ip Illinois specifically, it ic law and
the comronly held belief that every person hes a right to the hest
possible education. This fundementel opinion has not alvays spplied to
the mentally retarded resident im Illiwois. The fzct 18, that only
within the last few years héve school districts even attempted te edu-
cate the wentally handicapped.

Fducational program development for educable nentallv handicapped
students in Illinoils has progressed through three rather diatinct
stages. This progress in services offered by public schools to educable
mentally handicapped students seems to have some relationmship to legis-
Jative action taken by the 1llinois Ceneral Aszembly. Special educatioun
for mentally retarded astudents hae existed in Illinois during three
legislative periods first, initial legislation ir the fleld of Special
Education; gecond, permissive lepislation in the ffeld of Special Edu-
cation; and, third, mandatory legislation in the fleld of Special Edu-
cation.

During the period of tnitial legislation rezarding srecial educa-
tion, the Office of Superintemdent of Puklic Imatructios did not play

an effective role in the implewentation of special programs.



The year 1938-1939 was the beginniang of the effective permisaive
legislation period in the field of Specfal Rduecation. During thia
period the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction tegen to take
a leadership role in the developmeant of prograsms to serve the educationel
needs of educable nentally handicapped students.

In 1965 the State Department of Special Education developad a leg-
isiative package which was passed dy the Genara) Asssmbly as House Bill
1407. This b1ll was the beginning of mandatory legislatiom in the field
of Special Education. This lszw forces every school distriet in the statz
of Illinofis to educate all handicapped students residing in 1its district
Several of the provisions in House B4ll 1407 were fmplemented immediately;
but, the tontal coamitment was set for July 1, 1969.

Many achool districts in Illinois were unsgble to deveiop programs
for educable mentally handicapped students singularly. There are
various reasons why ons district could not develop and maintain a pro-
gram for retarded atudents. Among the more impoxtant ressons are:
aparsity of population, inaderuate financia! resources, and & lack of
profeseional staff.

These conditions led to the foruwation of what might be described a¢
"intermediate districts” called joint agreeszents. Legislation was
pasaed vhich allowed school districts to combine their roscurces for
the purpose of educating handicapped students. Xaztern illincis Ar=a
of Special Education ig such a joint agreanent diszrict whizh was Tagrmed
by forty-two school districta in eight counties in East Central I1llinols,

This special education district was developed for the reason statad

above,



lLegislation has defined, structured, and imposed the foundation and
f ramework for special educatijon of the educable mentally handicapped
student in Illinois. The Geuneral Assembly has e23atablished by legisla-
tive action those goals, standardsg, tules, and regulations to be imple-
mented and followad by local school districts. The Legislature has
algo provided financial assistance in this program development,

It {s important tc understand the lagal basis for speciml education
generally and, sore specifically, the legal requirzments specified hy
the Office of Superintendent of Public iInstruction in the arca of the
educable mentally bandicapped. It 13 also worthwhiie to note the
description and developmeat of what may very well become another legally
recognized lavel of public educaetion iz Illinoia along with the local
s chool district, the County Superintendent of Schools, and the O0ffice of

the Superintendent of Public lamstruction.

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The purposes of thiz study were: (1) to reszarch and describe the
legal baaes for special education in Illinois; {2) to favestigate and
relate the legal and de facto rules aand regulations governing special
education programs for the mentally baudicapped in Illineis; {(3) te
asacertain a thorough deacription of the Rastern Illinois Area of Special
Education Joint Agreement district; (4) to trace and recount the forms-
tion aad development of Bastern Illinois Area of Special Educatiom fnd
the developmental pattern it followed in providing services; (5) to
d eterninae and analyse the relaticuship betweeu aducable mentally handi-

capped students in Illinois being served and those not dbeing served



under initial legislation, permissive legislation, and mandatory legisla-
tion; (6) to determine and analyze the relationship between educable
mantally handicapped students in Illinois being served and those not being
served under initial legielation in Chicago, Cook County and Dowp State;
(7) to determine and analyze the relationship between educable mentally
handicapped students in Illinois being served and those not being served
under permissive legislation in Chicago, Cook County and Down State;

(8) to determine and analyze the relationship between educable mentally
handicapped students in Illinois being served and not being served under
wandatory legislation in Chicago, Cook County and Down State, (9) to
determine and analyze the relationship between educable mentally handi-
capped students being served and not being served by comparing statewide
enrollment end Fastern Illinois Area of Special Fducation enrollment under

initial legielation, permissive legislation, and mandatory legislation.

HYPOTHESES OF THE STUDY
The hypotheses were: (1) aducable mentally handicapped students

being served and those not Leing served in Illinois is essentially unre-
lated to the periods of initial legislation, permissive legislation, and
mandatory legislation; (2) the percentage of cducable mentally handi-
capped students served and those not served in Illinois under initial
legislation is no different in Chicago, Coeok County, and Down State;

(3) the percentage of educable mentally handicapped students served and
those not served in Illinois under permissive legislation is no different
in Chicago, Cook County, and Down State; (4) the percentage of educable

mentally handicspped students served snd those not served in Illinois



under mandatory legislation 1s no different in Chicago, Ccok Ccunty,

and Dovn State (S) educable mentally handicapped students served and

not served in Chicago, Cook County, and Dcwn State is essentially unre-
lated to the three defined legislative periods: (6) the percentage of
educable mentally handicapped atudents served on the statewide basis is
no different from the percentage being served in Fastern Illinois Area of
Special Education under initial legialation; (7) the percentage of edu-
cable mentaily handicapped students served on the statewide basis is no
different from the percentage served in Easterm Tllinois Area of Special
Education under permissive legislation; (8) the percentage of educable
wentally handicapped students served on the statewide basis undqf agnda—
tory legislation 1a no different from the percentage served in En.t‘rn
Illinoia Area of Special Education; (9) educable mentally handicapped
studenta served in Illinois and in Eastern 1llinois Area of Special
Education is essentially unrelated to the three defined periods of

legislation.

SCOPE OF TRHE PROBLEM

This was a two part study. The first part waa one of investigating
and deacribing the foundation and framework of special education, ss it
applies to the formation and development of special educational programs
for the educable mentally handicapped in the State of Illinoia and im
Eastern 11linois Area of Special Education. The inforwation and data
ascertained for this part of the study waa gleaned frcm varioua legal
documents; personal interviews, examination of public records, raaponses

to queationnaires; class notss taken at the University of Illinois; and



general knowledge acquired through working in special education prograns.

The second part of the study was one of researching, accumulating,
compiling, and analyzing data obtained from the Cffice of the Superin-
tendent of Public Instruction: Department of Special Education files.

This information was acquired by examining tha astatistical files
and the amnual reports submitted each year by school districts providing
special programs.

Most of the data collected has been tsbulated and appears in Appen-
dix 3. 1In the effort to delimit this study. only thc data directly
related to the number of educable mentally handicapped studenta being
served or not being served per county was analyzed. The purpose for
using these figures was to discover the actual prozgrese being made in
devaloping programe to searve aducable students in Illinois public
schools. Table IV., Appendix B presents the number of special teachera
employed, the number of educable pupils enrolled. and the reimbursement
received by each county in Illinois in the yaars: 1959; 1962; 1964;
1965, and 1968. Table III., Appendix B presents a tabulation of the
total school population per county. total educable mentally handicapped
enrollment per county; numher of educable mentally handicapped pupila
not served per county; number of special education teacliers per county:
and, the number of needed special education teachers per county. These
fizures ware compiled and tabulated for the defined bench marl: yeare
representing initfal legislation, rermissive legislatiorn, and nandetory

legislation.



MRED POR TR STUDY

The state of Illinvia thxough legielative aciion Las set many 3Zoals
to be attained by sehool distiricts 10 Che tield of aducating the aducsble
seatally bhasdicapped studeat. sany prciescional workers 1in the aree of
special educaifon are beglaning io &3k quesiiciia aud kavae secetd thoughts
about mendatory leglalation as ii sifects tha iwplsuentiag of special
progress O s«rv: the sducaticual uveads af odurebiz meuntally Landicappuad
stadente. The difficuliies of prograsm lapleseatation that specisl educa-
tion administratore and 3chool superintendeuvs ars wow facing seean te be
ronuwmental,

There i® very definitely a shovtage of traived teacihars oi the
tetarded. ireccors of epecial educativn are bdAVisg reri proviems 1o
simply replacing tasciars who leave, aot to meaticn racreiting new
teacbhovrs for edditicnal programs. Finencial support of spacizl prograue
seemd to be ¢raating probleas for many achoal districts. Teachers of
the educable vetarded are more expessive to hire. The physical plaat
facilitiss nscessary to gpetate itlese: programs acve far wmore costly on a
per capila basis than that of regular clagses. ITrausportation costs are
high, end dietsacs beamas & mejor problax whan sparaity of pouplaiion is
a factor.

The Office of the Superiniendent of Public Iuatruction; Departaent
of Special Bducation is often succresful in genting leginletion passed
by the Genetral Assembly to provide financial assistance. This, howevar,
does nuot x=ean the legislaturs will comiinue Lo appropriste tiae necewssary

funds to pay the approved reixbursewsuts.



Thera is a real need at this time for the (ffice of the Superin-
tandeat of Publio lustruction; Department of Spacial Education to step
back sud make & closse exanination of all the factors inmvolved in forcing
ths implemesataticn of specia. programs.

It is trues, that avery educable meuntally handicepped child ehould
ba given the opportunity, through education, to develop to the fullest
extent. Thii is the rdealism bshind wmandatory legislation, and this
belief is definitely worth every effort that can be brought to bear.
The difficulty, bowever, seens to be that no one really knows what i=
needed; how asony teachsrs of tha educable msntzlly handicapped are
newkded; how many handicapped studente are receiving educational eecvvicaes:
nT how many 6eed to be served. There is little information available
concerning the actual progresa beiang made toward increasing the number
vf educable mantally retarded pupils beiag served in Illfnois or ic acy
sactior thereof.

This study and ones like it are needed o that state officiels and
#chool adajoistrators will, et lesst, iknow where they stand in their
d evelopmmit compared with other districts and sectiona of the state.
This type of investigation should identify those districto end counties
that have made rapid progress aid are succe3sfyl {n program iaplementa-
tion and vice versa. If such situations exist. then certainly those
successful districts must have somc answers.

The big question that this stucy should perrially angwer, cr at
least shed some light on, 1s whather or not st the present rate of

d evalopment every educahle mentally handicappesd student residing in



I1linois can be earved @s of July 1, 1969.
It wvill certaialy indicate the progress that has beaan madz2 in
sarvicas rondeared by public schoole durimg the last ten years. Thie

should be true on the state level and at the local level.

BEFIRITICGH GF TERMS
Variocus terms amployad througheut th2§ thesfs will have the follow-
{op avanings:
Chicago - thw scnool district of the Clty of Chicage.

——

Class level ~ refers ro @ither tlic a2lerentary level (K-8} or the

sccoandary lecvel (9-12)%., The dncondary level may be axtended three or
four yeazs for au educable siudent watil he reachas the age of twmty-
onsg.,

Cock County - $te achool districie witnin Cook Cpunty, Sut axcluding
the achool district of the City of Chicago.

Down_State -~ all the counties, 2nd schoel diastricta therein, fn the
state of Illinois with the excepiion of Cook Couoty.

Bastern Yliinois Ares of Special Education - an eight coeunty joint

a greemzut digtrict composed of the forty~two school districts in (oles
County, Cuaberland Cownty, Clark County, Douglae County, Edgsx CTounty,
% ffingham County, Moultrie Coumty, aad Shalby Counrty.

Educable -~ a student who is educaeble sontally handicapped.

Educable mentally handicapped - for educational purposes, is a

child betwsen the ages of five and twenty-one who scores between 55 awnd
80 ovn an individual iatelligence test, such as the Stanford-Binet or
Wechsler Intelligence Scale. adainistered dy a qualifiec achool psycho-~

logist.
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Educable mentally handicapped students not served - those individ-

uals who were eligible but not enrolled in a special education progras.
The mumber of theee individuals not enrolled is arrived at by determin-
ing the enrollment of a echool district and mmltiplying that number by
the .02 expectancy rate. Prom the total expected figura, was subtracted
the total number being served, which gives those not served.

Educable mentally handicapped students served -~ those individuals

who ware evaluated and d{agnosed as being educahble and were enrolled in

a apecial educatien program.

House Bill 1407 - the bill passed by the Illinois Genaral Aasembly
July 21, 1965, which forces every school district {n Illinois to provide
special education for each handicapped pupil reeiding in its districe.

Joint agreement - an organisatioan of local school districts mutually

co-operating to conduct a prograwm of special education for their com-
bined student enrollment.

Mandatory legislation - the period since .July, 1965, and represented

by the 1967-1968 school year: eince the passage of House Bill 1407 on
July 21, 1965, nearly every county in the State of Illfnois hama made a
concerted attempt to provide some tvpe of educatfonmal program for edu-
cable studemts. These efforts have heen made in anticipation of the
full implementation date of July 1., 1969, saet by House Bill 1407,
Initial lepislation - the years prior to 1958--1959 and represented
by the school year 1958-1959; during which time very lictle legislation
vas implemented which effectively influenced the education of educable

mentally handicapped students.
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Pearmissive legislation -~ the years from 1958 to 1965 aaud represented

by ths echool year 1964-1963 during which time several important and
effactive permissive or enabling bills were implemanted speacifically
designad to increase special edlucation services.

Professional worker ~ a trained specialist, vho meets the require-
mente established in Article 14 of the Sebeol Code of Illinois. Within
the confines of this paper, the reference would ba to one or more of the
followiog qualified and approved individuales: echool social worksr;
school peychologist; psychologist intern; special administrator or asuper-
vigor; ragistexed therapiat; ani, teacher of the educable mentally haadi-
cappad.

Reimbursement - the monsy which a aclwol diatrict receives from the
state of 1llinois for operating an approved special education progrsm.

Resident - an individual who lives within the doundary of a polit-
ical unit; in this case a local achool district, county, counties, or
the state of Illinois.

Retrained special teacher - one who holds a degree, and is certi-

fied to tesch in Illinois, but vhc returns to school for training in
mental retardation and Department of Spacial Educatioan approval.

Special education - a type of adepted instruction, or an educatiomal

program adapted to the individual neede and capacities of the atudent.

Special education student - an educable mentally handicapped stu-

dent.

Special education teacher - a teachar of the aducable mentally

handicapped.
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Special preograms - an educational program serving educable meatally

handicepped students.

Special teacher - a teschsr of ths educable mentally haaodicapped.

1938-1959 - the year salected to represenc the period in Illineis during
which very little effective legislatiorn was implemsnted iwm regard to
the edocation of apecial education studente.

1964-1963 - the ysar chogan 80 represect the period betwean 1958
and 1965; during which effective permissive legislation was implemented
regarding epecial educatica in Illinoie.

1967-1968 ~ the year selected to represent the last four years of
special education im Illineis which has developad under the demands to

be met due to the passage of meandatory legislatiem.

MBETHOD AND 'IREAm OF DATA

The information for the descriptive part of this study was gathered
from personal ianterviews with individurls having first hand lknowledge of
why and how developrment in special education occurred st both the state
and local levels.

Much information was gleaned frem legal documeats and pullic recorda.
The Sclhiool Board minutes of Oakiand Ceoemignity Unit No. 5 and the minutes
of Rastern Illigofs Ares of Special Bducation dboard meatinax wera
extremaly helpful in tracing the development of special educatiorn in
this area. The Administrative Assistant to the Spsaukar of the Housa of
Representatives provided the copies of legislation thst were needed in

Jetermining & legislative pattern.
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Questiounaires were sent to all county superintendants requesting
them to conrplete the forms from the informetion in their records. Oaly
8ix or about six per cent of tha total sample responded. Tha question-
ngire wvas ravised and mailed again to those who did not respond. One
superintendent returnsd the questionnaire. The data received from the
quastioonairecs was incomplste, and was therefore discarded as a source.

Opinious and informative coments were given by the director and
psychologiats employed by Eastern Illinois Area of Special Rducatios.

The results of this iaveatigation were presented in a narrative
foma with attempts made at dascridbing or tracing the developament in the
manoer in vhich it occurred.

The more statiutical second part of this study was primarily
researched and compiled in Springfield, Illinoia. The Director of the
Department of Special Education, Mr. David Donald, mude an office and a
statistical secretary available for one week so that the dats needed tu
complete this portion of the study could be accumuiated. At the time
this research was being done, a variety of iaformation was beiug eought.
It was thought that this theais would be concermed with both pupil aud
teacher statistices. Tue latter was dropped from consideration due to
the lack of substaantially valid data.

The first endesvor wvas to find the total pupil enrollmeant figures
per achool district in Illinois for the following years: 1959; 1962;
1964; 1965; and, 1968. This data was obtained from the Office of the
Division of Finance and Statistice along with ths number of teachers
employed per diatrict. The data concerning specisl education studeat

enrollasent vas oot eavailahle in this office.
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Educable mentally handicapped pupil enrollmeni figures were coa-
pifled aud tabulated only for 1%964. This was done to gather information
to support the passage of House Bill 1407. Therc<fore, the only source
for this information was the "Application for Conditional Approval of
Speclal Educatien Programs’ (form Special Education No. 10) whichk is
aubmitted each year by school districte operating special education pre-
grans. bWhen these applications are received, the consultant for the
region from which it came checks the fi{gures, validates, and apyroves
tha program and reimbursewent clsim. A tabulating sheet was used to
compile the epecial education teacher's nmme, the number of pupils he
taught, and the age range of his students. These figures vere compfled
by achool district. The same process was followed in collecting the
date for these years: 1959; 1962; 1964: 1965; and. 1968.

The next procesé was the accumulation of reimbursement figures paid
eachh echool district in 1959, 1962, 1964, 1965, and 1968 for their
approvad programs for the educable maentally handicappad. These figures
vere collectad on tabulating sheets and cowmpiled into total county fig-
ures.

The total data collected from the Department of Special Bducatiosn
files included: the spacial education teachers employed by each achool
district in Illinois; the n:mbar of educable mentally handicapped stu-
dents enrolled im esch school dietrict im Xllinois; the cless levels
being taught in each school district in Illinois; and the amount received
iu reiabursement for special programs by each district in Tllinois. This
Jata wee obtained for each of tha five years mentioned above. Along with

this tabulated informativa was the data celleuted from the Divisicean of
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Fipance and Statistics svhich included: the number of pupile enrolled in
each school district ia Illinois; and, the mimber of teacliers employed by
each school district in Illinois. Thesef fgures were also for 1959,
1962, 1964, 1765, and 1968.

The immense amount of data collected on the individusl district
basis proved to be impossible to manipulate. Each information tcategory
vas then compiled by county, and these figureas were totaled and reported
as county figures. This data {s reported in Appendix 3.

The dats from Tables IV., Appendix B, wag combined with the total
number of students enrolled in each county in Illinois. With these £ig-
ures together, it was possible to determine the number of eligible
educable students not served in each of the one-hutdred and two counties
in Illinois.

It is8 a generally accepted fact, that within any school district two
per cent of the total population will fall between 55 and 80 on an
individual intelligence test such as the Stanford-Binet Intelligence
Scale or the Wechsler Intelligence Scale. Given a large enough normal
population, one can nearly aiways anticipate that that group will con-
form to the normal probability curve.

Multiplying the total county student enrollament by .02 gives tke
anticipated eligible anumber of educable students in that county. By
subtracting the known number being served from the expected numher of
educable students, a determination can be made as to the number not
receiviug services.

Once the number of special education students not seyxved was cal-

culated and tabulated by county, these figures were added to give a
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statewide total of those students not served. The same procedure was
followed to get the total Down State envrollment for both categoriecs.
The Chicago and Cook County totals were also figured in the manner
described above.

The year 1958-1959 wes chosen ae the one that would best represent
program development for the defined period of imitial legislation.
There had been legislation pasaed prior to this year, however, the
implemented influence of thie legislation was felt during the defined
period of permissive legislation. The year 1964-1565 was chosen to
represent the period of effective permissive legislation bacause this

vas actually the year before mandatory legislstion was nassed. The

year 1967-1968 was choseén to represent the period of mandatory legisla-
tion for the reasons that no more current data was availablae. and this
wvas the year most likely to exemplify progress or developwent in special
education since the passage of llouse 3111 1407.

The next step was to transfer the raw totals into parcentages.
The data categories to he analvzed hegan at this point to have meaning.
The percentages were figured fer: the nugher of educable students served
under initial leglslation, permissive legislation, and wandatory legis-
lation: the number of educable students served and not served under
initial legislation in Chicago. Couok County. and jlowvn State. the nupber
of educahble students served and not served under permissive legislatiocn in
Chicago., Cook County, and Nown State: the number of educahle students served
and not served under mandatory legislation in Chicago. Cook County, and Down

State;: and, the number of educable students served and not served under
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inittal legislation. parmissive lepislation., and mandatory leciglation
in the Pasters Illinoils Area of Special Educatior Jeoirt Aprecnment.

These perceéntages were than analyzed to determine the percentace
dif ferences among the catagories to be compared. The absolute differences
vere aleo determined for the factors being considered.

There were uo statistical analyses of significance applied to the
various data categories being considered for relationships. This was
neither possidble nor nacessary because the data collected in this study
was not a random saspling of a populatiom, it was the total populatica
of the epecific group being studied. Therefore. the differences obtagined
baetween or among the categories invastigsted are the actual chenges
within the total populatien.

7he ralationahips among categeries discussed in this study are
descrided in terme of actual number of percentage differences. the sig-
nificance of which, cannot be described in degrees of freedom at cer-

tain levels as §e¢ customary {o studiee ueing random sampling techniques.



CHAPTER IX

DESCRIPTIOK OF SPECIAL EDUCATION IN ILLINOIS

THE LEGAL BASIS FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION IN ILLINOIS

The General Assembly of Illinois is constitutionally delegated the
powver and reaponsibility to establish and provide for a "thorough and
efficient system of free achoolsq..“l Special services for handicapped
children are to be estahlished and maintained by local achool districts

in compliance with the mandate of the Constitution of Illinoia to 'pro-

vide all ckildren of tiis State with a good commen school education.‘2

To achieve this educetional goal, Illinois has taken several rsather

major steps in what many people feel to be the right direction.
Section 14-8.01 of the School Code of Illinois delegates to the

Superintendent of Public Instruction the following powers and controls

over specfal education:

All special educational facilities shall be under the auper-
vision of andadubject to the approval of the Superintendent
of Public Instruction. The Superintendent of Public Instruc-
tion with the advice of the Advisory Council shall prescribs
the standards and make the necessary rulee and regulations
including but not limited to establighment of claases,
traininz requirements of teachers and other personnel, eligi-
bility and admisaion of pupils, the curriculum, clasa size
limitation, housing, transportation, special equipment and
instructional suppliee. and the application for claims for
reimbursement.

TR B s S i+ o i Pt . - - ey e - i e i iR i R R i U S A it i) B

1Illinois. Constitution, Art. VIII, Sec. I.
21btd.
3

Il1linois. The Office of the Superintendert of Public Instrue-
tion, The School Code of Illinois, Circular Series A. lo. 170 (Sprinmg-
fieXd, 1965). p. 147.
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The Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction eatablished a
Department of Special Education under the Asaistant Superintendent,
Division of Special Education Services. This department coseists of:

a Director; an Assistant Director; County Advisory Coamittee Coordina-
tors; Seven Regional Consultants; Spsech Correction Consultants: Deaf
and Hard of Nearing Consultants, Blind and Partially Seeing Consultants.
Physically and Multiply Randicapped Consultants; T.M.H. Program Eval-
uvator; and Building Project Ccordinator.

Specisl education rulaes, regulations, programs, and legislation
are four of the major responaibilities delagatad by the suthority vested
in the Office of Superintendent of Public Irstruction, under Section
14-4 of the School Code which fall within the donein of this depsrtment.
Another function delegated to this departwment is the asupervision of:
special education programs, special education teacher approvals, and
special education reimburasments. This function is normally carried out
by a regional consultant.

There are six epecial education regions in the State, which cor-
respond to the six regional suparvisory districts establiehed by the
Office of Superintendent of Public Inatruction. The Department of
Special Education has one consultant for each region with the exception
of Region 1, which has two.

Prior to 1965, the State of Illinois had permiseive legislation in
the area of Special Pducation. This legislation permitted school dia-
tricte to develop and implement programs to reet the needs of handicapped

children. During the period between 1959 and 1964, the state would



20

reimburse a district $3,000.00 for each approved professionel worlier in
special education. In 1965, the reimbursement was increased to $3,500.00
for each approved professional worker.a These funds were appropriated
specifically to enable local districts to provide service for handi-
capped students. liowever, many school districts in the state were not,
under permissive legislation, providing adequate educational opportun-
ities for these students.

It was the opinion of the then Director of the Department of
Special Education, Dr. Vernon F. Prazee, that the only way all handi-
capped children would ever receive the proper education was for the
General Aasembly to pass mandatory legislation in the area of special
education.s The I1llinois Department of Special Education developed and
introduced what 18 now known as House Bill 1407 or Article 14, Section
14-1 through 14-12 of the School Code.

This bill was the first mandatory legislation in the field of
Special Education to be passed by the Illinoias Legislature. What in
effect House Bill 1407 did was to force school districts into providing
the necessary educational opportunities for all handicapped children
resident in their districts by July 1, 1969. House Bill 1407 states
that:

School boards of any school districts that maintain a recog-
nired school whether opersting under the general law or
under a special charter, may until July 1, 1969, and shall

thereafter, subject to limitatious hereinafter specified,
establish and maintain such special educational facilities

“1b1d., p. 150.

5Interview with Former State Director, Department of Special
Fducation, Dr. Vermon P. Frazee, October 5, 1967.
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as may be needed for one or more of the types of handicapped
children defined in Sections 14-1.02 to 14-1.07 of this
Article who are residents of their school district, and such
children, residents of other school districts as may bhe
authorized by the Article. Thic Azticle applies to school
boards of all types and sizes of school Gistricts. including
but not limited to special charter districts. community con-
solidated school districts, high school districts, non-high
school dietricts, coemunity high -cbogl districts, and dis-
tricts exceeding 500,000 inhahitants.

Bouse Bill 1407 mandated the establishment of a State Advisory
Council of Education of Handicapped Children. Together with the estab-
lishment of a state body, this bill also provided that each county in
the state establish a Special Fducation Advisory Committee. These
committees were to consist of seven members appointed by the County
Superintendent of Schools. Their primary function was to determine the
need for special education programs in their county. From these f{ind-
ings, they were to develop a comprehensive plan whereby each handicapped
child resident in the county would receive a good common school educa-
tion. Each committee was to have completed and reported their county
plan to the Superintendent of Public Instruction c¢n or before July 1,
1967. Section 14-2.01 of the School Code also allowed Advisory Commit-

tees of tvo or more counties to cooperatively develop a regional plan

for the education of handicapped children.7 This provision permitted

several counties, due to sparsity of population or geographic factors,
to form cooperative special education agreements for the purpose of

providing a good common school education for all children.

6Tha School Code of Illinois, op. cit., p. 145.

7
1bid., p. 144.
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The State Advisory Council omn Pducation of Fandicapped Children
also consisted of seven members. Initially, these individuals were
appointed for from one to seven-year terms. Lach person wes considered
for appointment by the Superintendent of Public Instruction on the basis
of his knowledge and experience in the education of handicapped children.

The State Advisory Council was to funcﬁion as an advisory group to
the Superintendent of Public Instructfon 'regardingz all rules and reg-
ulations to be promulgated by him . . . .8 The Council was also charged
with the responsibility of approving or rejecting all comprehensive county
plans. If any county or group of counties failed to submit a compre-
hensive plan by July 1, 1967, it was then the responsibility of the
Council to develop and recoemend a comprehensive plan for those counties
which were to be implemented by July 1, 1969.9

There were other exceptions to the mandatory implementation dats.
Section 14-6.01 of the School Code states that:

Effective July 1, 1966, high school districts are financially

responsible for the education of all handicapped pupils res-

ident in their distriects when such pupils heave reached age 13

but may admit handicapped children into special education

facilities without regard to graduation from the eighth grade
after auch pupils have reached the age of 14310

In individual cases, however, the State Department of Special Edu-
cation will allow a child older then fourteen and a half to remain in
an elementary facility if it is believed desirable based upon the find-

ings of a case atudy.

Tbid., p. 145.

Tbid., p. 146.
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EDUCATIONAL PROVISIONS FOR TRE EDUCABLE MENTALLY HANDICAPPED

Attention is now being directed to those proviaions of House 311l
1407 that gpecifically deal with the education of educable mentally
handicapped children.

Legally, an educable mentally handicapped child is an individual . . .
between the ages of 5 and 21 years who, hecause of retarded
intellectual development as determined by individual psycho-
logical evaluation, are incapable of being educated profit-
ably and efficf{ently through ordinary classroom inatruction but
who zay le expected to benefit from special educational
facilities designed to make them aconomically useful and
socially adjusted.ll

This definition is somewhat enhanced by further explanation:

The rate of mental development of educable mentally handi-
capped children is approximately onre-half to four-fifths

that of children with average intelligence. This 1s gen-
erally interpreted to mean an I.Q. of 55 to 80 on an
individual test of intelligence such aa the Binet or

Wechsler, excegt that other relevant factors wust also
be considered.l?

There are also other important variables that should be added to
this definition and elaboration of definition. Fntering into the psy-
chological evaluation of a student 1s what is often deacribed by the
school psychologist as his clinical impressiona. These impressions can
be a result of many factors related to: the teating climate. the stu-
dent 's behavior; academic and cultural background; or, simply through
the empathic understanding of the psychologist. The effect. however, {is
a belief on the part of the examiner that the student possesses more or
lees ability than can be empirically demonstrated with the testing

toolg being used. Obsgervation and experirmentatfon should be included,

P e T T ——— B T e T e

Urb1a., p. 142.

llelinois. Department of Special Education, Special Bducation
Rules and Regulations, Specisl Education Publication 564 (Springfield,
1964), p. 42.
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along with testing tools, in arriving at a classification of any indiv-
idual. Therefore, a psychologist may recormend placement for a student
scoring etween 50 and 60 in a2 trainable or educable class. On the
other hand, he might recommend that a pupil scoring 80 be placed in a
regular class or an individual scoring 83 be placed in an educabdle
class. Also, 1f a student is being considered for high school place-
ment and has een in an elementary special cless program for a number
of years, he may bas placed if his I.Q. score does not exceed 90.

The Department of Special Education's Rules and Regulations states
that:

The psychological examination must be followed by a staff

conferance of profesaional personnel. The purpose of this

conference is to assist in determine eligibilit;. approp-
riate placement, and programming for the child. 3

Thie regulation must slways be adhered to; however, the outcome,
or the opinions stated, in the staffing are employed by the exariner
as additional information about the student. The staffing conference
itself has no direct authority in recommending placerxent or non-place-
ment of an educable mentally handicapped child. In Illinois, the
authority to recommend placement., by law, rests sgoley with a qualified
school psychologist.

Once a student has had a peychological evaluation and i» placed in
a special class program, he nuat be re-evaluated periodically and under

no circumstances may this be longer than threc years.14

V1bid., p. 43.
1é1p1d.
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I'rior to full implementation of Rousec Bill 1407, the discretion of
admission and dismissal of an educalle mentally handicapped student in
special class prograus rests with the aduinistrative head cf the school
district. 7The same situation wiil prebadly continue to be true after
full fuplementation. There will, however, be more coatrols placed upon
thie discretion aa legal opinions are given and judicial determinations
are wade.

The State Department of Special Education places a maximum enroll-
ment of fifteen students in classes at the elementary level. This max-
imym {8, or can be, under certaian conditions increased to twenty at the
secondary level. There is aleo a chronological age range limit which
cannot exceed a four year span.

To recieve full approval or certification to teach educahle ment-
ally handicapped students, an individual must first have a valid Illinois
Taacher's Certificate. He must sleo have a minimum of thirty-two se¢mes-
ter hours iv the following three course work areas:

I. Require«d Specialized Courses (Minimum of 16 semcster hours)

A. Survey of Education of Exceptional Children
B. Characteristics of the Mentally landicapped
.. Methods and Materiale for Fducable Mentally Randicapped
0. Practicum with Educabie Mentally llandicapped
E. Pupil Evaluation including Tests and Measurements

I1. Required Background Courses (Minimum of 8 semester hours)
A. Child Growth & Developmen: through Adoleacence
8. Principles of Mental Heslth
C. Speech Re-education
D. Methods of Teaching Reading or Remedial Reading

IIX. Elective Courses (Maximum of 8 semester hours)
A. llandvork and/or Art for Elementary School

B. Physical Education for Plementsry School
C. Music for Klementary School
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D. Guidance
.. Audiovisual Aids

F. Related Courses in Sociology. Psychology, Howe Economics
G. Health Education

H. Vocational Rehabilitation 15
I. Related Courses in other Fielde of Spectal Fducation

The Department of Special Education: Office of Superintendent of
Public Instruction will grant a person temporary approval to teach edu-
cable mentally handicapped studente at the grade level for which the
individual holds an Illinois Standard Teacher's Certificate. This will
be granted, however, only uponr the request of the school distriet hiring
the individual. At the time temporary approval is granted, there must
also be a statement of intent by the approved teacher that he will take,

within the first year, at least eight semester hours in the specialized

course area.

1311inois, Department of Special Education, Special Bducation
Teacher Approval Procedures, (Springfield, 1968), p. 7.




CEAPTER 111

EASTERN ILLINOIS AREA OF SPECIAL FDUCATION

DEBSCRIFTION OF EA‘TBRN ILLINOIS AREA OF SPLCIAL SDUCATION
JOINT AGREEMENT

Eastern Illinois Ares of Special Education {s s cooperativa special
education joint agreement among the achool districts in Clark, Coles,
Cumberland, Douglsa, Fdgar, Effingham, Moultrie and Sheldby counties.
Within these eight counties there ara forty-two schosl districte,
thirty-one of which are unit diatricte, five that are elamemtary dis-
stricts and five that are secondexy diatrictsa.

Thare are approximately 35,000 squaxe miles within the boundaries
of this joiant agreement district. The distante between the northermmost
school in the diatrict and aoutherunogt {a 158 wiles. The distsnce,
east to vest, is necarly 170 miles.

The eight countias served by Fastara Illinofe Area of Specisl Edu-
cafion are rathex spareely populated. The swallest county hes a popu-
latico of 13,635 gnd the largest has a population of 42,860, Msattoen
1s the lergest city in the district with 19,028 people, while Charles-
ton is second with 10,505 people. Paris and Effingham hold the third
and fourth pogitions with pepulations of 9,823 and 8,172 respectively
There are a numhar cf towna within the cooperative that have popula-
tions of S0 or below. The area, encompassing a total population of
roughly 171,281, {s essentially rural-farm and rural non-fara which
represents ssventy (70) per cent of the total preulation of the dis-

trict in contrast with the state average ¢of ten {10) and twenty (20)

27
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pe:y cent in thase two cacegories. 1lhe primary cccupacions for the
area ave agricultural and agricultural related with scattered lignt
industry. The population within this joint-agreement is relatively
homogeneous as relatea to the educatfonal level, origin, wealth and
types of employmeuc.16

An examination of such factors as, the perceantage of the popuia-
tion residing i{n homes with incoxe I{n excess of $3,000, and the wmedian
lavel of education, indicztes that the counties Zin the Special &duce-

tion District rank below the state median in each of tha previcusly

-

1
nentioned categories. !

In support of the above statement, it is emphasized that. the
wedian income for the area ie $2,000 less than the state avarage; that
the parcentage of families vith incomes of less than 510.700 {3 oas-
third of the state's average; that the unemployment in the srea is
slightly higher than the state average. and that the mediar. level of
education for the population of the area is slightly leas thawn that of

the state average.ls

The forty-two school dlatricts holding wembership in the special
educsation district have 163 sepsrate attendancz centers and range ir
snrollment from 130 to 5,000 students and have an approximate total

enrollment of 37,500. The median zize nf the wember schcol district

— ot v s (o o P - e

1bClsth. Coles. Cumberland, Douglas., Edgar, Effi{cpham, Moultrie,
Shelby County Advieory Cosmittcen, "Mamter Plan of “peclal Education
for the Rastern Illinoia Area of Special Fducation’” (Mattoon, Illincis,
1967). pp. 6-8.

M. & o

Y¥rvta.
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is approximately 1.000 pupile. There are thirty unit distxricte and

five elewentary and secoadary dusl diatrictu.19 There are two non-
public achcols located in the joint-agreezent thst are served by the
ongoing activities of tha epecial programs. The total non-public school

enrollment doces not exceed 1,000 gstudents.

The following table gives the school districte which are members
of Fustern Illinois Area of Special Fducation. The table aleo presents
the type of district; the elementary, sacnndary, and combined enroll-
meuts per district; the aumder of dietrigts per county, and, the total

county enrollment.

lglbid., p. 8.

zoxb‘-d-. pv 6.
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TABLE 1

1968 PUPIL ENROLIMENT BY DISTRICT AND COUNTY FOR MEMBER SCHOOLS
OF EASTRRN ILLINOIS AREA OF SPECIAL EDUCATIONZ

TYPE NUMBER ENROLIMENT
COUNTIES: oF OF _ TOTAL
DISTRICTS DISTRICT DISTRICTS TOTAL ELEMENTARY | SECONDARY COUNTY
PER COUNTY '
Clark 5 3,974
1C Unit 1,230 669 561
2C Unit 1,788 965 823
3c Unit 697 384 313
105 Flemsntary 180 180
201 S econdary 79 79
Coles 3 8,795
1 Uait 2,854 |1,423 1,426
2 Unit 5,329 |2,705 2,624
3 Unit 612 377 235
Cumberland|Unit 2 2,264
3 Unit 888 495 393
77 Unit 1,376 775 601
Douglas 6 5,417
301 Unit 1,666 |1,231 435
302 Unit 1,211 688 523
303 Unit h44 301 140
305 Unit 983 599 384
306 Unit 1,116 805 311
Edgar 7 | 5,023
2 Unit 587 391 196
3 Unit 413 286 127
4 Unit 1,175 634 541
b) Uanit 418 295 123
23 Elementary 154 154
95 Unit 2,229 | 1,249 480
162 Secondary &7 47
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TABLE I-—Continued

Effingham | b) 5.512
10 Unit 729 £49 280
20 Unit 560 314 246
30 Unit 520 422 168
50 Unit 2,478 1,745 733
50 Unit 1,155 620 535
Moultrie | 3 2,634
300 Unit 1,504 |1,048 456
301 Unit 522 296 226
303 Unit 608 333 275
Shelby 11 5,080
5A | Unit 456 273 135
6A Unit 712 578 234
10 Elementary 2932 292
11 Elementary 214 214
12 Elementary 245 245
184 Secondary 64 64
185 Secoundary 93 93
188 Secondary 92 92
1 | Unit 635 | 452 184
2 Unit 373 248 125
4 Unit 1,901 | 992 %09 |

®I11inota, Division of Finance and Statistics, Fall Pupil

Enrollment end Teacher Statistics, 1968-69 School Year, Circular Series
A, No. 219 (Springfield, 1969), pp. 1-40.

Eastern Illinois Area of Special Education, through its staff, has
developed and implenentead many types of programs for handicapped child-

ren. The district has in operation programs for: the speech defective;
the socially maladjusted; the hard of hearing; the physically handi-~

capped; the trainable mentally handicapped; the homebound; the partially
seeing; the emotionally disturbed; and the educablc mentally handicapped.
It also provides psychological services, consulting services, super-
visional services, and administrative scrvices for membar school dis-
tricts. The following table indicates the number of handicapped students

being served and those not being served in this joint agreement.



32

TABLE 2

1967-68 COUNTY STATISTICS OF RANDICAPPED CHILDREN
SERVED IN VARIOUS PROGRAMS

a BE " COUNTIES
'g B ]
« (-] —t (7))
HANDICAF | SERVICE - Sl = & B ] 5 3
[ ] —t 1] = — [-T) — &0
—~ o o :ﬁ @ ) 3| 3
(&) (& E Uy P = (2] [e]
o Ny 7] = [=]
[&] =
Served 2 3 o 1 1 20 0 6
Phy. liand.| Not Served | 24 16 81 23 F 7 25 3 | 8.
Total 26 19 8| 26 | &8 &5 | 3 | 14
Served 26 147 | 25| 99 | 67 130 |120 | 200
Speech | Not Served | 30 | _58 |109 |107 (143 | 28 | 10 | 79
Total 156 205 | 134 | 206 |210 158 (130 | 279
Served 0 0 ol 1] o o| o 0
Deaf Not Served | O 3 0 2 | 15 0 0 i 0
Total 0 3 o| 3 15 o| o | 0
Nard-of- | Served 2 2 2| 2| 2 gl s | o
Not Served | 16 | 22 | 16| 18 [ 11 sl2| 6
Hearing
Total 18 24 | 18| 20| 13 13| 7 6
Served 0 1 ol of o o| o 1
Blind Not Served | 1 | o | of of o o]l o | o
|
Total 1 1 ol o] o ol o | 1
Served 1 2 ol 5| o ol 1| o
Partially
Not Served | 11 Loy 21 641 3 B L2 | 3.
Seeing |
Total 12 6 2| 11| s 3 3] 3
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TABLE 2--Corntinued

Servad 2 2 0 2 1 0 0 Q
Sacially

Not Served | 38 61 13 | 4| 13 63 | 9. |187
Maladjusted

Total 40 63 13 46 14 63 9 167

e g T UM, N IRIT| e ASa— )

Sesvad 2 I & | o] ol 3 o| o | o
Leatning ! . '

Not Served |21 26 27 | 22| 33 57 | 28 55
Disorder | |

Total 23 30 27 | 27 | 36 57 | 28 55

Sexved 18 2 0 3 0 0 0 D
¥motionally

Not Served | 3 | 103 |24 | 16| 10 19 |5 |36
Disturbed

Total 21 | 105 26 | 19 | 10 19 S S&
.................... VS (DR WSON VETIN| | FUNIPRSITOS. [N (T

Served 1 2 D 3 3 8 6 9
T.M.A. Not Served | 5 | 16 | 0| 29]| 6 ola 1.2

Total 6 18 0| 32 9 10 6 11

Served 43 122 29 | 27 | 40 28 | 37 32
E.M.. Not Served |36 | 56 |16 | 83| 62 76 | 16 | 76

Total 79 176 45 |11C | 102 104 | 53 [108

Served 5 1 1l 0 0 6 | 0 0
Wiltiply l

Mot Served | 3 11 23] 2 4 | 30 5.
dandicapped

Total 8 12 k) 5 2 10 | 30 S

a
‘Mzster Plan of Special Educetion for the tastern Illinois Ares

of Special Edwcation, op. cit., p. 2-3.
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DEVELOPMENT OF PASTERN ILLINOIS AREA OF SPECIAL EDUCATION
JOIRT AGREEMENT

In 1962, school administrators in this area began to feel the
various pressures to provide educational prozrams for handicapped stu-
dents. The Gtate, at this time, also began to play a omere active lead-

erahip role in the development of special education aervicos.z1

Prior to this movement. some of the following conditions were
aevident. Many districts had school populations so small that they were
financially and administratively prohibited from cperating a program for
mentally handicapped students. A small district might have had four or
five educable mentally handicapped students with an age range of six to
eighteen years. A board of education might have heen willing to hire a
teacher for these few stidents, but even 1f so disposed. it was nearly
impossible due to financial and recognition problems which they would
have to face.

The Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction required, and
atill does, that both the teacher of the educalle mentally handicapped
and the program meet approval quelifications before reimbursement could
be authorized, or recognition given. The Special Fducatinn Rules and
Regulations for reimbursement purposes required: first, that the teacher
meet certain educational standards; second, that the program be recog-
nired; and third, that th¢ chronological age range not be wore than four
years. This regulation in effect required a district to operate at least
five different class levels. Frowm the practical admiunistrative view-
point., such a situation simply resulted in little or no beneficial ser-

vices rendered handicapped studeants.

21$tatcments by Gerald Caines. Superintendeut Villa Grove Cowmm,

Unit No. 302, Gerald Dunn, Coles County Superintendent of Schools, Vergil
Judge, former Superintendent Mattoon Comm. Urnit 'c. 2, personal intervieus.
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Fven the larger districts that had sufficient handicapped students
to develop programs did not. In most cases this was due to inadequate
financial resources. 1In the eyes of tii¢ administrator grounded in con-
servative school finance and who had te confromt a lay board of aduca-
tion each time an expenditure of funds was required, special education
for the mentally handicapped looked like & very expensive propasiton. A
special education program for educable mentally handicapped students
required an additional classroom facility in an already over crowded
physical plant. It necessitated the purchasing, either employing or
contracting, of a qualified echool psychologist's service. due to the
state requirement that no child could be nlaced 4in a special cducation
program for the educable mentally handicapped without first having a
psychological evaluation. The third major financial difficulty encount-
ered in the implementation of a program for the educatle wentally nandi-
capped was the hiring of a qualified teacher. This person was often
vieved as an unnecessary additional ataff memler and one that demanded
more salary than a regular teacher could normally expect to receive.

One should not suggest that school administrators were the only people
considering special education in this lieht. Thils att{tude exiated
anioag board of education members. teachers, and to a great extent among
individuals in the comwunity. It might be added that a few individuals
still maintain this attitude.

The 1962-63 school year saw many of the very real problems encount-
ered by school administrators in developing specizl education programs

beginning to be partially solved by legislative actioun.
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During the vears detween 1959 and 1963, there were several enabling
lxen anproved by the legislature which were extremely important in the
formation of the Tastorn Yllinois Area of Special f£ducation. In 1959,
the General Assembly passed a law which allowed a district to recaive a
$3,000.00 reimbursement from the Stata for approved special education
administrators and eupervieon.z2 In 1961, the State Legislature passed
a bill to increase the reimhursement rate for qualified psychological
examnfners from the previous $3,000.00 to $5.000.00.23 Alao in 1961, the
General Assembly passed Nouse Bill 1632. which allowed school iistricts

and County Superintendents of Schools to enter into joint agreementa to

provide educational opportunities for handicapped students.za Buring

the 73rd GCenersal Assecbly, a 111 was nassed to increase the reimburse-
ment rate to $5,000.00 for a qualified special education director of an

25
approved progranm.

Districts were beginning to receive the financial support which
they reeded. Most impertant for the school districts of the Eastern
I11inois Area of Special Fducation was Fouse B11l 1632, which allowed
them to combine their financial and physical resources. in a cooperative
effort to better and more efficiently educate educahle mentally handi-
capped students.

22
IXlinois, the Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruc-

tiomn, The School Code of Illinois, Clrcular Seriles A, No. 155 (Spring-
field, 1963), p. 151.

ZBIbid.

24
Ibid., p. 101.
251p4d., p. 152
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To exemplify how legislative action had, by 1963, made it financially
f casible for discricts within Hestern [ilfnois Area of Special Education
to implement special education, a description of the development that
took place in Douglas and northern Coles counties will be recounted.

This area 1s considered by the administrative staff of the Rasterm
I1llinois Area of Special Educazion as the ncrth central section and
includes the following school districts: Arcola; Newman; Oakland;
Tuscola; and, Villa Grove. Arthur is now a member district and is alsn
considered as a north central section district. lowever, this district
d id not participate in the organization and development of the Easterm
Illinois Area of Special Education. It joined the special education
district in 1968 because it was being forced Ly mandatory leglslation to
provide services for handicapped students, wihich the school district by
itself could aot do.

The following table will give the reader socae indication of studaut
body and staff size of the north central gection at tha time the Eastern
I11linois Area of Special Zducation joint agreement was formed. Table 3,
also presents, for comparative purposes, the eunrollment and staff size

for the 1963-1964 and 1967-1963 school yecars.



TARLE 3

STUBENT AVERAGE DAILY ATTENTANCH AND STAFF SIZT
TOR :ORTY CELTRAL SLCTION SCHOOLS '
IV 1963 AND 1967

G i e b [ - R o — s e | P b S o S e o0 mve- o =SS Seme T S PSSV

- s e — - s e i e < e R i | o et - A e et b $Pm o P BT ¢ SOt £ shse S8 S .

TOTAL 1TTERDAHCE 19€3-64 1067-68
DISTRICT WUMBER
STUDENTS | CENTERS GRADE A.DLA. TEACHERS | A.D.A, TEACUFRS
) 2963 e S i e
Arcola 1,192 condary 9-12 290 19 311 22
Unit #306 lementary -8 753 2@ 758 29
lementary 1-¢ 47 2 49 2
Newnan 456 [Secondary 0-12 141 - 14 142 16
ynit £303 Flementary | 1-8 315 16 315 16
Cakland 637 |Secomdary 912 159 - 15 154 17
Unit #5 Junior High | 5-8 167 8 186 14
Flementary K4 231 10 276 16
Tuscola 1,615 |Secondary g--12 415 26 437 30
Unit 301 tlementarv 1-8 644 25 665 a0
Elementary 1-6 556 17 566 21
Villse Grove 1,042 Secondary 9-12 270 19 342 2
tinit #302 Junior Eigh | 7-8 173 5 182 6
Flementary Bt 59 24 692 24
o e . e ™ . e W4 4 10 O T o = - i — i+ g " S -7 e e o oA — B ittt ieal e
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At the time of the formation of Eastern Illinoie Area of Special
Education, there were no educable meatally handi{capped classes operating
in thie section of the joint agreewent. There were, from the adminis-
trative standpoint, souud justifiable reasons why special classes did
not exiat.

There was no district in this section that had a school population
large enough to operats an adequate progran for educable mentally handi-
capped students. None of tha five districts had a sufficient number of
educable mentally handicapped students to start a class at any ef the
five class levels. Each distriet did, however, have some educable
regtally hendicapped atudents at all five levels who were receiving
veither a proper education nor even a hslf-way adeguate instructional
program.

OCauly two of the districts actually had the physical plant facfli-

2
ties unscesaary for an additional claas. ©

The supply of qualified teachers of the mentally retarded wae
extramely small, and those that were certified could expect to receive
substantislly wore money teaching ia other parts of the state. Another
important reasoun. for the void in program, was that the districts did
not have the personnel to do psychological evaluations. Ag a reault,
only a few satudents had actually heen identified as educable mentally

27
handicapped. and thia had been done Ly private or state psychologists.

e e A P i S e A et B P b . Pt et =B S S et g i o WY 5t 3 - i s i e e ————

2
6Statoaent by Leon 8ittsr, Superiatecdent Arcela Comm. Unit No.

306. pereonal interview.

7Informat10n gained through researching Coles and ouglas
County Superintendents’ files of psychological reporte. psycholegical
records stored in the special education administrative cffice, and
questionnaire given to district superintendents.
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The administrators in the rnorth central section were aware that
they had studeants who vere not receiviag the educatioral opportunities
that would afford them an optimum development. The same statement is
@lso truc¢ when applied to the other sections of what is now the Eastern
11linois Area of Special I’'ducation. It was rnot, liowever, until these
administrators began receiving pressures ffom both lay and professfonal
people to initiate programe to meet the needs of theilr handicapped pupils
that actual progress was made. Enabling laws had been passed dy the
legislature, and a notional publicity campaign was beginning to make
inroads. As never before, public awarenses and underatanding of mental
retardation was becoming widespread.

Just how and by whom the Plastern I3lfanois Area of Special Education
was orzarized is difficult to establish because no minutes were kept or
saved of the firet meetin;ys involved iv bringing this area together.,

It can te said, however, that the leadership came from interested edu
catioiizl and lay lcaders in the area. Foremost among these were the
county superintendentn of Clark, Coles, and Douglas Counties, variousg
local superintendents within these counties, and the firat director of

spaecial education, viio was a speech correctionist at the time. As

this group began to meet, other surrounding counties became interested,
and the county superintendents along with their local superintandents

attended the wectings. During one of tirese early weetings in the yoar

SRS N TP ORI s P —

28
Statement by Virgil Judge, Forwmer Superintendent Mattoon Comm.

Unit Mo. 2, and Aaron Cray, Former Director Lastern Illinois Ares of
Special Education, personal interview.
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1956, the State Nirector of Special Education was asked to help in

20
' e » - + " _
setting up taeir juint apreenant. the steps followed were almost

analogeous to those stat d by Ray Craham (1961) in orgamizing a joint
agreement.

1. Initiel Leader=hi --Generally furnished bty interested
administrators. Their actior grows from peraonal and
conmunity desire to provide for exceptional children.

2. Developiug Understanding-—-Usually a great deal of
coamunity and staff education £9 necessary in order
to develop an understending of the Special Education
program for exceptional clhildren.

3. Preparatior Meeting--Usual pattern has been to have
meetings for administrators and board of education.
Mwvision ef Specetal Education will send reprasantatives.

4. Follow-Up Organirstion--Selaction of a committee to
drew up a joint agreement,

5. Action dy Separste Diatricts--Action necesnaty3 y
board of education to enter joint apreement.

The actual orocess of carrying out the five steps enumerated by
¥r. Graham involved olmost two years of meetings. organization and
correapondence. In April, 1962, a joint agreement establishing the
Lagtern Illinois Area for Special Education was drawn up and later
vratified by the local bogrds of education wishing teo becowme memdbers.
This lagal document then provided for an Executive Council, an adminie-
trative district. and gave them legal authority to employ a directer of

special education and psychologists to estahlish the progrem. Mattoon

- - drnms s - . . o e m e s e iR A W X Ve 8 nan (S o i 1 ——" =

298t¢tcnont by Asron Gray, former Director Fsstern Illinois
Area of Specizl Education, personal interview.

30Ray Graham, 'Joint Agreements," Illinois Education Press

Bulletin, (March, 1961), p. 44.
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Community Unit District #2 was selected as the administrative district
for saveral reasons. Of those plvep, threce seem to he the most impor-
tant: first, Mattoon was nearest the geoographic and population centsr;
sacond. it had the wmoat political powar; aand, third, {t was one of the
tvo districts in the cooperative that had a large enough budget to with-

3 31
atand the yearly expenditures for specisl education sarvices.

During ths last yecar of this organizational period, there were
three claseas for the sducable wentally handicapped and four speach
correctionists working in what is nov the Eastern Illinois Aras of
Special Ed“¢¢t100-32 They had bsen establisched by the local superin-
tendents in the districts where they were in operation. One of the
motivating factors for establishing the joint agreemant wae to obtain
psychological services in order to develop additional approved classes
for the educable mentally handicapped. This was one of the major hand-
icape faced by the local administrators in trying to establizh classes
for childrem who, at that time, ware not teing provided adequsate educa-
tionsl sarvices.

Appandix A is & copy of the Joint Agreement document as it was
originally adopted fn 1962. As of this date, thers have deen very few

changes in the document. The changes that hsve been nmade are primarily

procedure.

Statemant by Aaron Gray, forwer Diractor Eastern Yllinois
Aras of Speciel Fducation, peraomal interview.

32Roaclrch aotes, State Department of Special Education approval
forms, Octobsr, 1968.
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The five school districte comprising the north central section, at
the time ticy signed this Joint Agreewent, had at least ninety-five
&«cliool age educable mentally handicappad student3.33 Once the struc-
ture, lagal document, and staff were agreed upon, program development
moved tather fast. The gpecjial education staff and the five superin-
tendenta in this section cooperatively developed the initial plan.
Arcola wvas to begin a primary Educable Mentally NMandicapped claes. and
Oaklaud wae to atart an intermediate class. Tuscola, Newman, Villa
Grove, and Oskland wure to trangport their educable mentally handicappad
students Letween ages 8ix and téen to Arcola; and, Oakland would provide
the inatructional progrem for the ten to fourteen year old handicapped
students.

in 19262, Oakland and Arcola liad the physical plant facilities to
accomnodate an additional class, while the other three districts dié
not. A financial arrangem.ent was reached wheredby each school operating
a class would be paié by the district's transportating studente. The
actual cost of operating the class was computed by using these expense
iteme: teacher's selary, substitute teacher's salary; educational
supplies; instructional equipmeunt, asd room rent. Rent was determined
by arbitrarily agreceing on an amount per day per pupil, which ianftially
amounted to thirty cents. Two years later the district superintendents
involved agreed to add into roowm rent a percentage of one custodian's

vages.3‘ ‘e formula uaed to compute rent was: 30¢ per day per student

= S e s e T e

33Figute arrived at through 2pplying .02 prevalence rzte employed

by the State De¢partment of Special Fducation.

34
Oskland Cosmmunity Unit £5, "April 1962, Board of Education
Minutes” (Oskland, Illinois, April 13, 1962). p. 2.
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times the sverage daily attendsnce. Trom the total cnst was deducted
the anount received from the Nefice of Superintendent eof Public Instrue-
tion for teacher reimbursement. The net cost was divided by the special
class sverage daily attendance wliich gave the per student toat per day
enrolled. TFach district transporting students would then receive a bill
at year end based on average daily attendanée.as Thia type of arrange-
ment was of course nuch less excensive than {f each district operated a
class of its owe serving only six or seven students.

Added to the tuition cost was the expense of transporting students;
whick, in the case of Newman sending students to Arcola amounted to
sixty-eight miles round trip each day. Thig mileage did not include
transporting the student from his hore to the local achool in Nevman
and vice versa., The transpcrtation syster required for thinm special
education program to function was in itself a major obstacle: the cost
of wvhich, 1if carried by the school district, would have been prohibi-
tive. The Ttate did, at this time, reimburse a district for transpert-
inz handicapped children at the rate of one-half total cost. To receive
these fynds there were, of course, very specific procedur~a that had to
be followed.

Reviewinp gomewhat, there were five Pouse Rills that nreceded the
formation of Faetern I1llinnis Area of Special Educatfon that, in fact,
wore rasponsihle for fts cxistence. First, House B1ill 1632 allowed

diatricts to form joint-agreecments: Fouse B111 422 provided funde for

PO D - P ———

35Oakland Comwunity Unit £#35, "Superintendent's Peport: Board

of Rducation Minutes" (Oakland, Illinois, May 14, 1962), p. 1.
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teacher reimbursements at the rate of $3,000.00 per teacher and reim-
burssment for one-lialf the cnst for tramsporting handicapped students;
Ntouse Bill 57 provided funds to reimbureed approved special aducation
administrators and supervisors: liouse Bill 1037 increased the reimburse-
ment rate to §$5,000.00 for qualified directors of special education;
HBouee Bill 447 fncreased, by $2,000.00, the reimbursement for qualiftied
psychologicsl examiners, creating a new rate of $5,000.00.

Actuglly, these five House Bills provide the resource foundation
upon which the districts rentioned above were able to build the begina-
ings of a specisl education progrem for educable mentally handicgpped
students in their section.

Tho discussion of hov the north central section developed is not
unique to this area. Generally. the asme developuental pattern emerged
in each of the six sections of the Eastern Illinois Area of Spectal
F.ducation.

e could easily have tsken the southeaat section, which includes
Yestfield, Cumberland, Casey, Martinsville, and Marshall, as an example
of initial developneat and the responses would have been much the same.
In all but ewo diatricte of the forty-two comprieing Eastern Illinois
Area of Special Fducation. nothing was baing done for educable mentally
handicapped students prior to the setusl formation of the cooperative.
Lepinlative action waa the catalytic agent, a provider of financial
assistance, which alloved districts to combine resourcea for the purposs

of evaluating and educating handicapped pupils.



CHAPTER IV

RELATIONSHIPS AMONG EDUCABLE STUDENTS SERVFD AND MOT SERVED

IM TLLINOIS AND THF VARIOUS EDUCATIONAL

~ STRVICF_UNITS STUDIFD

FDUCABLE STUDENTS SRPVED AMD NOT SERVED IN ILLINOTS
UNDER TRE THREE DEFINED LEGESLATIVE PERIODS

During the 1958-1959 school year, the bench mark year chosen to
represent the period of initial legislation, there were a total of
36,445 eligible educable mentally handicapped students residing in
T1linois. ©Of this total, there were 9,907 enrolled in special education
programs and 26,548 not enrolled.

In the 1964-1965 school year, the year chosen to represent the
period of permiszive lepislation, 13,736 educahle students were enrolled
in special programs, and 27,142 eligible educable students were not
enrolled in specjal education programs.

Therc were 464,814 eligible educable mentelly handicapred students
in Illinois during the 1967-1968 school year. Of those eligible for
special services, 19,352 were enrolled in programs and 25,462 were not.

Between 1959 and 1968, there was an sactual increase of 8,359 in
the number of educable mentally bhandicapped studente =21igihble for special
education services. This increase is proportional to the rate of
increase In total student population ir Illinois. The actual {ncrease
in number of educable students served or enrclled durirs this same
period was 9.445. This increase 1s not proportional to the jncrease
in total studént population. Table 4, gives the true increase In the

number of educable students served. This determination of true increase

46
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was sade by using the 1959 population as the base and maltiplying the
succeeding year populations by the parcentage of educable students
enrolled during 1959. The product of these two factors was then sub-
tracted from the number of students serwved during the year investigated.
The result of this procees took into account the growth in total school

population and gave the true increase in nucber of educable pupils

enrolled.

TABLE 4

ACTUAL A0 TRUE INCREASE IN NUMBER OF EDUCABLE STUDENTS ENROLLEDR
SINCE THRE PLRIOD OF INITIAL LEGISIATION IN ILLINOIS

e A e e S oD, DB AP
Legislative Mumber Actual increase True increace | Rumber

Period Served in number served in number served eligible

for

. —am— SREra, T VR “eEge—— service
Initial

Legislation 9,907 36,455
Permissive

lLegislation | 13,736 3,829 2,700 40,878
Mandatory

Legislation | 19,352 9,445 7,253 44,814

These differences are better expressed in terms of percentages.

Under the period of initial legislation, 272 of the eligible

special studenta were served and 732 were not served.

These figures

were increased and decreased dy 72 respectively for educable students

enrolled and not enrolled under permissive legislstion.

The year

chosen to represent mandatory legislatfon had 437 enrolled and 57Z not
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enrolled. The percentage figures for educa®le studzats served zad not

served ara presanted below in Tabdble 5.

TABLE 5

PERCENTAGE OF ELIGIBLE EDUGABLE MENTALLY HAMDICAPPED STUDENTS SERVID
AXD NOT SERVED DURING THE THREE DFFINED LEGISLATIVE PERIODS

Educahle Students
served

Educable Studcuts
not served

Initial
Legislation

L TP L Ee

277

Permigsive Mandatory
Legislation Legislation
4 437
667 57%

R T I

There was an increase of 7Z fn the number of special educetion

students sarved between the defined periods of initial legislation and

permissiva legislation.

There was also a 97 increase in the number

served between the defined periode of permissive legislation and manda-~

tory legislation.

educable students served since the period of initial

it is assumed from these findings that there is

aducable ment2lly hardicapped students served during

tive periods discussed above.

There waa & 167 total increase in the number of

legislaticn.

a difference between

tha thres lggisla-

These findings indicate an incrzasing

relationship between the percentage of educable students servad and

the legislative periode through which Illinois has progressed.

it was
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hypothesized that no relationship would be found among the three vari-

ables, but a relationship was determined and the hypothesis was

rejected.

EDUCABLE MENTALLY HARDICAPPED STUDENTS SERVER AND NOT SERVED

UNDER TRE THREE DEFINED LEGISLATIVE PERIODS

IN CHICAGO, COOK COUNTY., AND DOWN STATE

Table 6 indicates the total number of educable students served and

not served in Chicago, Cook County, and Dowvn State under the defined

periods of initial legislation, permissive legislation, and mandatory

legislation.

TABLE 6

FDUCABLE STUDENTS SERVED AND NOT SERVED IN
CEICAGO, COOK COUNTY, AND DOWN STATE

Initial Permissive
Legislation Legialation
Students Students Studente | Students
Served Not Served Served Kot Served
Chicago 6,105 6,253 6,862 4,017
Cook County 888 4,888 1,745 5,610
|
Down State | 2,914 17,407 5,149 17,515
|

Students
Served
7,768
2.640

8.947

Mandatory
Lagislation

Students
Not Served

3,301
5,820

16 341

The following table shows the percentage relationships among the

educable students served during the three defined legislative periods in

Chicago, Cook County, and Down State.
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TABLE 7

PERCENTAGE OF FEDUCABLE STUDENTS SERVED I CHICAGO.
COOK COUNTY, AND DOWN STATE

STUDENTS SFRVED UNDPR

Initial Permisesive

Legislation Legislation
CHICAGO 592 632
COOK COUNTY 15% 242
DOWN STATE 142 23%

Mandatory
Legislation

T

70%

31z

For the period being studied, each of the three defined educational

service units have had progressive increasesz in the number of educable

students served.

During the perfod of initial legislation, there was a marked dif--

ference between the percentage of educables being served in Chicago and

those being served im Down State and Cook County.

The relationghip

between services provided by Cook County and Lown State was very close.

Cook County had 12 more eligible special students enrolled than did

Down State; but, it had 447 fewer enrolled than Chicago.

During the period of permissive legislation, Chicago served 447

more of its eligible special students than did dowm State and 32T more

than Cook County.

Under the period of wandatory legislation, Chicago and Cook County

maintained the same percentage relationship as during the period of
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permissive legislation. At this point, Dowp State servaed 3571 fewer of
its special education students than did Chicago and 4% more than did

Cook County. PFigure one graphically presents the increases in number
of eligible special students served within the three educational units

discuseed above.

COOK
— COUNTY

DOWN

STATE

z 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

i Il 'l 1 r 1 1 1

Figure 1, -- Bar graph of percentage of educable students served during
periods of initial legislation, permissive legislation, and mandatory
legislation in Chicago, Cook County, and Down State.

" Period under initial legislation

Period under permissive legislstion

1010

Period of mandstory legislation

Table 8 shows the relationships in percentage terms, of the increase
in number of special students served between periods of initial legisla-
tion, permissive legislation, and mandatory legislation in Chicago, Cook

County, and Down State.
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TABLE 8

PERCENTAGE CEANGES IN SPECIAL STUDENTS SERVED AMONG DEVINED
LEGISLATLIVL PERIODS FCR CIICACO,
COOK COUNTY, AND DOWN STATE

L [ —

Percentage increase in
nunber served between
initial lezislation

and permissive legislation

Percentage increase in
nunmber served betveen
permissive legislation
and mandatory legislation

4%

7%

COOK COUNTY

92

77

DOWN STATE

9%

122

Under permissive legislation, Chicago implemented programs to serve

an additional 4% of its eligible special student population.

This

is compared to a 9% increase in number of eligible special atudents

served in beth Cook County and Dowu State.

Under the period of mandatory legislation studied, both Chicago

and Cook County increased their number of eligible special students

served by 7%.

is compared with 127 in Down

State.

This percentage increase in special students enrolled

Cook County and Down State each had a 5% greater increase in

the percentage of eligible special students served under permissive

legislation than did Chicago.

The figures for the mandatory period

studied, showed Down State as having served 5% more of its eligible

special students than did either Chicago or Cook County.
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Hypothestis (2), assumed no difference in percentage of eligible
special education students served under initial legislation in Chiecage,
Cook County, and Down State. The analysis of the three variables and
the various combinations thereof, resulted in: two very significant
differevcces; and. one slight difference. The percentage differences
were a8 follows: Chicago served 442 more than Cook County; Chicago
served 4527 more than Down State; and, Cook County served 17 more than
Down State, Therefore, the hypotheeis was rejected.

Hypothesis (3). assumed no difference in the percentage of eligible
educable students served under permissive legislation in Chicago, Cook
County, and Dowa State. The percentage relationships found were as
follows: Chicago served 392 more than Cool County; Chicago served 40X
more than Down State; and, Cook County served 1Y more than Down State.
The result of the analysis indicated two very siznificant di¢faerences
and one slight difference. Therefore, the hypothesis was rejected.

Bypothesis (4), assumed no difference in percentage of eligible
special students served under mandatory legislation in Chicago, Cook
County, and Cown State. The percentage relationships found were as
follows. Chicago served 392 more than Cook County; Chicago served 35%
awore than Down State; and, Down State served 4X more than Cook County.

Hypothesia (5), assumed the existence of no relationship among the
three educational service units investigated and the three defined leg-

islative periods. First, a general relationship pattern was found of
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increasing change in percentage of eligible special students being
served by the three educationazl units studied during the defined legis-
lative periods.

Secondly, a proportionel relationship between the rate of increased
change was found among the educational units for the defined legislative
periods, (See Table 8). The three described educational units, each
increased the percentage of eligible special students enrolled duriung
the periods studied. The following percentages {ndicate the total
increase since initial legislation; Chicago 11%; Cook County, 16Z: and,
Novm State, 217.

The results of this study indicate a: slight change between
educable students served in Chicago under permissive and mandatory
legislation; significant change between educable studeunts served in
Down State under permissive and mandatory legislation, and, significant
change between educable students served in Cook County under permissive
and mandatory legislation, (See Table 7). The hypothesis (5), was
re jected.

EDUCABLE STUDENTS SERVED IN ILLINOIS AND EASTERN
ILLINOYS ARBA OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

Table 9 shows the actual number of educable mentally handicapped

students enrolled and not enrolled in lllinois and FEastern Illinois Area

of Special Fducation for the three defined legislative periods.
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TABLE 9

EDUCABLE STUDENTS SERVED AND NOT SERVED IN ILLINOIS
AND FASTERN ILLINOIS ARF.A OF SPECTAL EDUCATIOM

ILLINOIS

E.1.A.S.E.

Initial
Legislation
Students| Students
Served Not Served
9,907 26,548
44 672

e

Permissive
Legislation

N ——

Studente

Served

Students
ot Served

Mandatory
Legislation

Students
Served

Students
Not Served

13,736

190

27,142

568

19,352

354

25,462

419

The following table presents the converted special student enroll-

nent figures in percentage terms.

TABLE 10

PERCENTAGE OF FDUCABLE STUDENTS SERVED IN ILLINOIS

AND BASTERN ILLINOIS ARRA OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

Initial Legislation Permissive Mandatory Legislation
Legislation
ILLINOIS 272 342 432
E.I.A.S.E. 62 25Z 462

Esch of the above educational unite has a general relationship of

increasing change in the number and per cent of eligible special students

served during the legislative periods studied.

The obvious difference
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within the general increasing service pattern. is the proportional rate
of change. Table 11 gives the percentage change in educable atudents
anrolled in Illinois and Eastern Illinois Area of Special Education,

among the three defined legislative periods.

TABLE 11

PERCENTAGE CRANGFS IN EDUCABILE STUDENTS SERVED' AMONG DEFINED
LEGISLATIVE PERIODS FOR ILLINOIS AND EASTERN
ILLINOIS AREA OF SPECIAY. FDHCATION

ILLINOIS EIASE

Percentage increase in number
served between initial legise- 7% 192
lation and permissive legis-
lation

Percentage increase in number
served between permissive 92 212
legislation and mandatory
legislation

Uader permissive legislation, Eastern Illinois Area of Special Edu-
cation increased the number of the eligible special students served by
19Z. This figure 18 127 greater than the total state increase. Under
mandatory legislation, XFastern Tllinois Area of Special Education
increased the number of eligil.le special educatior students served by
212, which wae again 127 greater than the total state increase.

Hypothesis (6), assumed no difference hetweer the percentage of

eligible special education students served in Eastern Illinois Area of
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Special Education and the statewide figure under initial legislation.
The findings indicate a difference of 21%. Therefore, hypothesis (6)
waa rejected.

Hypothesis (7), assumed no difference between the percentage of
eligible special students served in Lastern Illinois Area of Special
Education and the statewide figure under permissive legislation. The
findings indicate a difference of 97. Therefore, the hypothesis was
rejected.

Hypothesig (8). assumed no difference between percentage of eligible
special students served in Fastern Illinecis Area of Special Education
and the statewide figure under mandatory legislation. The findings
indicate a difference of 3Z. Therefore. the hypothesis was rejected.

Hypothesis (9)., assuzmed no relationship among special students
served in Illinois and in Eastern Illinois Area of Special Education
during the three defined legislative periods. This hypothesis implies
that the percentage of eligible special students served would remain
the seme for each legislative period. The percentage of eligible
special students increased under both permissive and mandatory legisla-
tion in each educational unit, discussed above, (See Table 10). The
findings indicate a percentage relationship between the proportional
rate of change in Illinois and in Lastern Illinoie Area of Specisl Fdu-
cation ugder both permfgsasive and mandatorr legislation. (See Table 11).

Therefore, hypothesis (9) was rejected.



CRAPTER V

SUMMARY , CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

SUMMARY

The two primary purposes of this study were. to determine and
describe the foundation and structure of specisl education in I1llinois
and in Eastern Illinoiz Area of Special Fducation: and, to determine
and analyse the number of educable mentally handicapped students served
during thrae defined legislative periods within various defined educa-
tional units in Illinois. The more specific purposes of the second
part of the study were: (1) to determine and analyze the relationship
between educable students served and those not served ir Illinois under
initial legislation, permissive legislation, and mandatory legislation,
(2) to determine and analyze the relationship between educatle students
served within Chicago, Cook County, and Down State during three laegisla-
tive periods; and, (3) to determine and analyze the relationship between
educable students served on a statewide basis and those gserved by
Eastern lllinoie Area of Special Educstion during three defined legis-
lative perioda.

The second part of the study was liwited to an investigation of
educable wantally handicapped students served and not served during
1959, 1962, 1964, 1965, and 1968. The data was further linited and
defined to best represent the periods of initial legislation, permissive

legislation, and mandatory legislation in the field of Special Education.
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The data collected in each category for each year was the total
information available for the entire population of the group being

studied. No sampling population or techniques were used in determining

the results.

COGCLUSIONS

There seems to be a relationship between the increase in percentage
of educable students served and the type of legislation existing.

With the exception of one educational unit, each of the units
investigated served 15Z or fewer of the eligible special students resid-
ing within their defined area during the period of initial legislation.
Chicago was the exception, and it was serving well over half of its
eligible special students.

During the period of permissive legislation, significant increases
were made in the number of educable students served. The educational
units investigated had the following increases in percentage of educable
students served. Chicago, 4Z. Cook County, 97%: Down State, 92; Eastern
Il1linois Area of Special Ekducation, 19%;, and, State of Illinois. 7Z.

During the years since the passage of mandatory legislation, the
following increases in percentage of educable students served resulted:
Chicago, 72: Cook County, 72; Down State, 127; Eastern Illinois Area of
Special Education, 212; and, State of Illinois, 9%.

One year prior to the defined period of permissive legislation, and
during the defined period, the Ceneral Assembly authorized the follow-

ing: (1) school boards "To enter iuto joint agreements with other
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school boards to establish programs for childrem of the type described
in Section 1l4-1 . . ,u36 of the Illinois School Code; (2) the change in
foruula of spacisl education reimbursement from the excess cost forwula
to a formula bssed on professional workers; (3) an increase in rate of
reimbursemant for transportation costs to 50%, but not more than $400
yearly for each child trnnoportnd;37 (4) a $3,000 reimbursement for
spacially trainead administrestors and aupervisors of special education;38
an increase in rate of reimburgement for each gualified psychological
examiner to $5,000 annually; (3) county superintendents to enter into a
Joint agreemant with school diatrictn;39 {6) an increase to §3,500 1in
the rate of reimbursement for qualified teachere of the educahle meutally

40 end: (7) an increase in reimhursement for qualified

4l

handicapped;
directors of spscial education to $5.000 snnually.
Fach of the authorfized legiglative changes were implemented during
or just prior to the defined perfod of permissive legislation. It wase
logically assumed that these legislative changes would have the effect
of increasing the services for educable satudents. Of course, the find-

ings of this study do not varrant the conclusion that lepislation caused

e " B At A o o o A - Ay e . = e e A aeiammart e ot AT VS Aotk A Atd dile e

e s S8 i o —

36!&9 School Code of Tllinoie, 1963, op. cit., p. 101.
1b1d.. p. 151.
% 1b1d.

391b1d., p. 101.

4Othe School Code of Illinois, 1965, op. cit., p. 150.

“11p1q.
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the change in percentage of educable students served within the defined
educational units investigated. However, changes did occur during this
period, and some relationship did exist between the eligible special
students served and the legislative period.

0f the five defined educational units investigated, Chicago was far
ahead in percentage of its eligible spacial students heinp served. This
was true for each of the three definad legislative periods. However,
Chicago had the smallest total percentage increase in number of special
students sarved between the defined periods of inftial legislation and
mandatory legislation.

The reasons why Chicago served a much larger percentage of its
eligible special students may be related to the fecllowing: 1t has a
very large student population; it has a large professicnal staff: the
need may have been more obvious; the problems related to clsss level
and age range requirements were not so pressing as was true in small
districts; and, it is a single district having di¢fferent powvers from
other districts in Illinois.

The relationship between the increase in special students served
during the defined periods of permissive legislation and mandatory leg-
islation is certainly not 30 eignificant as that found within the other
four defined educational units.

Cf the five defined educational umnits investigated. Eesstern Illinois
Area of Special Education made the greatest percentage increase in the
number of educable students served since the period of imitial legiela-

tion. If the assumption 1s accepted that the school diatricts within
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the Eastern Illinois Area of Special Education were too small and too
poor to provide approved special programs singularly, then it must also
be assumed that the legislation which provided financial support and
allowed districts to combine resources, had an effect on the resulting
increase in percentage of educable students served. This assumption
seems to apply to many of the school dietricts in the defined lovm State
area. During the year chosen to represent the period of initial legis-
lation, there were fifty-four counties in I1linois that had no progrems
to serve educable mentally handicapped students. Of these fifty-four
counties, nearly all were sparsely populated, (Sece Table IV., Appendix
B).

Cook County and Down Stsate were very close in both, the percentage
of eligible special students served during the defined legislative per-
iods, and in increased percentage of educable students served hetween
the defined legislative periods.

In 1965, the General Asaembtly passed House B1ll 1407, which began
what this paper defines as the mandatory legislation period. In esseace,
the legislation says that every school district in Illinois must provide
education for special education students. It elso provided for additicnal
financial assistance. The specific provisions were discussed in Chapter
ITI of this paper. It wvas assumed in this study that each district in
Illinois would begin to make provisions and implement programs to serve
each educable student residing in its district before 1969.

During the perlod since liouse B11ll 1407 was passed and the school
year 1967-1968, there has been 2 percentage increase in number of specizl

students served within each of the educational units defined in this
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study. Thase increases have certainly not been uniform. however. The
following tatle presents the summary cf the percentage of educable stu-
dents served within each educational unit gtudied and the percentage

differences among the defined educational units for the defined legis-

lative periods compared to the statewide figuresn.



TABLE 12

PERCENTAGE 0P ELIGIBLE SPECIAL STUDENTS SERVED ARD TBRE DIFFERENCE
IN PERCENTAGE SERVED AMORG DRFINPD EDUCATIONAL UNITS
COMPARED TO STATEWIDE FIGURES

Perceantage Served Under

—— i

Initial
Legislation

State Average
Chicago

Cook County
Dova State

E.I.A.S.E.

e —

272
592
152

142

Permissive
Legislation

TP

342
632
242
232

252

o — e o ——————

e - e g

Mandatory
Legislation

432
70
312

352

L L T e

Inictial
Legislation

F L ————

+322
-12%
-132

-212

Percentage Difference Awmong
Fducationsl Units and Statewide

Average

i e s s o i i o . e i SO 8 i
Permissive |Nendatory
Legislation | Legislation

+292 +292

-102 -12Z

-11Z - 8%

- 92 + 32

79
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The data in Table 12, indicates that, coumpared to the statewide
parcantage of aducable students served, Chicago serves more eiigibvle
special students, but at a decreasing rate. The data elso iamdicates
t hat both Cook County and Down State serve fewer of their eligible
special students compared to the state averaga. Cook County, compsred
to the state average, sarved fewezr of 1its eligible special students
during the period of @andstory legislation than it did during the
perxiod of permissive legislation. Kastarn Illinois Area of Spacial
Education has progresaed, in comparison to the state average, from the
point of serving significantly fewer of its eligible specisl studants
to the point of serving 32 more.

As of the 1967-1968 school year, the following percentage of the
eligible special students wera not eerved: 1in Illinois, 57%; in
Chicago, 30%; in Cook County, 69Z; in Down State, 65Z; and, in Eastern
Illinois Area of Special Education, 54Z.

Tha probability is very slight that, by 1969, all educabla mentally
handicapped students can be saexved in Illincis. Chicago may came close
to serving an additional 30Z, but the other defined educational uaits

will probably not.

RECOMMENDATIONS

A replication of this study should be conducted for the eame legia-

lative periods, but using tha 1969-1970 8chool year to represent the
period of mandstory legislation. By usincg the enrollment data for

1969-1970, it would give a more up-to-date picture of how mandatory
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legislazion has actually effected the percentage of eligible special
2 tudents being aarved.

Az interesting and valuable etudy could b= done concerning the
nunber of needed teachers of the educable mentally handicagped in
Illinoiz. Thils could be done by ascertaizing the supply of iandividuals
befing trained and those trained. This data coulé be comdined with the
number of speclal teachers working in the field. A compilation of
this data would give the supply and the anticipsgted supply. The
demand could ve determined from the number of eligible educable students
not served. A study of this type would be more beneficial in determiaing
whether or not the total mandeatory lagislation could possibly be imple-
mented by 1969.

The 0ffice of the Superinteadent of Public Instruction; Department
of Specisl Educstion, should formulata clear policies regarding what
happens to & district that does not serve each spaecial student residing
within its district. As it now stands, it seemo that any parent wanting
his educable child to receive gpeciml education couid legally force a
local discrict to provide that service, even though it did not have, or
have available, the staff, class facility, or financial resources.

The probability exists, that many echocl districts in Illinois will
f ind themselves in legal hot water during the 1969--1970 school year.

Mandatory legislation should be retained, dbut some sllowances will
naeead to be made for those districts that cannot possibly provide the

necessary programs by the 1969-1970 school year.
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ZASTERN ILLINOIS ARCA Or SPECIAL EDUCATION
JOINT AGREEMENT CONTRACT
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CLARR
URITS

Arcola
Bethany
Cagsay
Charleston
Pindlay
Lovington
Marshall
Martinsville
Mattoon

Neoza

N ewvaan
Cakland
Shelbyville
S tewardaon
S trasbuzg
Cullivan
Tuscola
Villa Groave
Windsor

JOINT AGEEENT

2

'3

EASTERN ILLINOIS AREA

FOR A

SPRCIAL EDUCATLON PR

2B A
Tiuws

COUNTICS OF

SUPERINTERDENTS

Lecn Sitter
Paul H. Spence
Fred A. Dale

C. J. Dintelman (SEC)

A. F. Baker
A. E. Best
C. A. Bush
Harry C. Walker
Virzil H. Judge
{Chairman)
L. ¥. Voris
Arthur Leeth
Johnn S. Barger
J. 8. Deaton
1.lové T. Elam

Marvin Rice
Lawrence H. Mann
Gerald G. Gaines
J. B. Curry

68

- COLLS - CUMPERLAND - DDUGLAS ~ MOULTRIE - SHYELBY

AREAS OF SERVICL

Blind

Partially Seeing

Deaf

Inpaired ifearing
Bducable Mentally Handicapped
Emotinnally Bisturbed

Gifted

Multiplvy Yandicapped
Physicelly Handicapped
Psyclhological Services
Speech Therapy
Socfalliy Maladjusted

Clark
Coles
Cunberland
Douglas
Moultrie
Shelby

M. R. Tedrick

G. W. Dunn

W. Hance

W. A. Bozarth (V. CH)
€. S. Davis

Ralph Cox
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AGREEMENT

It is hereby mutually agreed by and between the within asmed school
districts, through their respective School Boards, to conduct a co-opera-
tive unit program of Special Education for the combined student enrollment
enconpassed within the total respective districts, all in accordance with
resolutions, organization ard policies herein contained.

RESOQLUTION
WHEREAS, there is a need for a program of special education at thia
time directed to insure better educational advantages for the children
211izible under the State Special Education Program.

WHEREAS, an efficient and proper Special Fducation program caunnot be
conducted feasibly by one alone; aod,

WHEREAS, Sention 10-22:31 of the Illincis School Code (Sehool
authorizes joint agreements between several school diatricts, code

t hrough their school boards, to establish such programs. change
1962)

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RRSOLVED THAT School District #

S County, Illinois be authorized to enter 1nto
a Joint agresment with ethar school districts, and ba bound thereby; aad,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the President and the Secretary of this
Foard are hereby authorized end directed to execute said !oint agreement,
copy of which is attached hereto; and,

BZ IT FURTHER RRSCLVED that this Boexrd hereby approves of the Progrem

for Special Bducation as presentad, copy of which progran is attached
herato.

CERTIFICATION

I, » Secretary of the Board
of Education of Distvict # .
County, Illineis do hereby cettify that the above and foragoing is a true
and correct eopy of a ccrtain resolution which was duly passed by said
Board at its regular meeting held on the _ day of L
A.D., 196 .

Sacretary of the Board of Education of
ATTEST: District & .
County, Illinois.

President of the Board of Education of
District # .
County, Illinoise
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PROGRANM
FOR
SPECIAL EDUCATION

I. NAME

The within program shall be knpown as the Rastern Illinois Area of
Special Education, saild area comprising the counties of Clark, Coles,
Cumberland, Douglas, Moultrie and Shelby. {refer to

wminutes of
April 1962)

II. PURPOSE

The purpose shall bz to operate a apecsal education program to meet the
needs of children reaiding within the school district of any and all
menbers,

IIZI. ORGANIZATION
A. Membership

1. Menbership in this program shall be extended to &ll school
districta within the 6 county area who enter into this
agreement on or before June 7, 1962. (refer to April minutes

1962)

2. Additional membership may be granted to other school

distriets by a two~thirds vote of the exascutive council.

3. Mambership shall continue, and member districts shall o=
bound hereby, from year to year unless, on or before the
lst day of April of any year, any member district shail
agotify, in writiag, the Director and the Executive Council
of that district's i{ntention to withdraw ar the ead of that
year. Tha Council shall adviee a member district of the
Council’'s decision to exclude that a member district from
the program for the ensuing year by notice in writing on ox
before the lst day of April of any current year.

4. In the event of withdrawal or exclusion of any member
district from the program, raid diatrict shall be reimbursed

for aouey due, or make payment of outstanding obligations
to the program.

B. Administration

l, Onp mpember district shall be designated by the Executive
Council as the Administrative District.

2. Said Adminigtrative District shall be the parent district for
purpoeas of reimbursements, of teacher tenure and retirement
benafits, and wherever else positive legal eatity 1s
required to execute the progran.
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C. Executive Council

1. The Bxecutive Council shall be composed of one representative
fron each member district, one County Superintendent of
Schools as selectad by the County Superintendents in said
area, and the Suparintendent of Scheols of the administrative
district shall serve as an ex-officio mexber.

2. The Executive Council shall, fro- its membership, elect a
Chalirman and & Secretary, who shall serve for a term of
one yaar each,

a. The Chairuan shall perform all of the functions
customarily {inherent in & presiding officer.

b. The Sacrstary shall) perforz ali of the functions
customarily inherent in offices of a secretary.

3. The Executive Council shall establish all policies and shall
constitute the recognixed entity for the conducting of all
finamcial transsactions of the program.

4. The Executive Council shall hold regular meetings, and
special meetings at the call of the Chairman or any five
nsmbers, All acetings of the Exacutive Council shall be

conducted according to Robert's Rules of Parliamentary
Procedure.

5. The Executive Couacil shall dsfine the scape and lisits
of the director's duties, responsidilities, and authority
with respect to the cooperating discricts.

6. Two-thirds of all members shall constitute a quorum tut no
actien shall be taken unless approved by msjority vote of
total membership.

IV. Director

A. The director will be asployed by the administrative district, with
the approval of the Bxecutive Council, and will be directly
responsible to the Superintendent of that district and through
him to its Board of Education.

B. The Director, with the advice and consent of tha Executive
Council, shail recommend to the aduministrative district the
enployrent of such persons as he may deem advisable.

C. The Director, with the advice and coacent of the Bxecutive
Council, shsll recramend such matters a8s he may deem necessary
or degirable for the efficient and proper execcution of the program.
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D. The Diraector shall cause to keep complete and accurate records of
gll expenditures authorized by the Executive Council, of all
receipts of mondes by sald Council, and shall do all things
necessary £o procure reimbursement from any source for the program.

E. The Director shall make a complete wrTitten annual report to each
member district. Eight coples of szxid report shall be sant to
each member district and one copy shall 3: sent to eacn county
superintendent of said area.

V. PSYCHOLOGIST

A. An approved psychologist, to be approvad by the Executive Couacil,
ghall be enployed by the administrative district.

B. iidis dutles, responsibilities, and authnrity shali be definad by
the Executive Council.

VI. OPERATION

A. All persons employed, all means used and all schedules effected
under this program shall meet the requirements as shall be, from
time to time, astablished by the Division of Special Education
of the office of the Superintendeant of Public Instruction.

B. Tha program shall be operated to provide special education for
the children of all member districts as though one district,
having regard to those most needful of such special educazion,
age groupiags, availability of personnel and facilities for

classes, and the financial gtatus of the program.

VIil. TRANSPORTATICN

A, Bach member district shall assume the responsibility of providing
transportation for the students of that dietrict attending the

special classes organized and sponsored by the Executive
Couneil,

VIIL. FINANCING

A. This program shall be financed per capita by all member district&.

B. A budget of proposed expenditures shall be prepared by the
Director, and presented to the Executive Council on or before
Mey lst of each year for appraval.

C. The entire amount of the Approved bhudget shall be divided by
the total number of studeants {(grades 1 through 12) eanrolled as
reported to the Office of Public Instruction for use in state
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directory in all of the several member diztricts, and the
quotient thus obtained shall be multiplieé by the number of
students (grades 1 through 12) enrselled in any member district
to determine the proportion to be contributed by each member
district.

I3, Each member district shall pay to the administrative district
such sum of money as determined by Section C above as follows:
one-half thereof on or befora July lst, and one-half on or
beiore January lst of each year. (Refer tc October., '61 minutes).

E. All monies received bty the administrative district shall bhe
depcsited in an approved bank, and shall by voucher or check
be paid out as the Executive Council shall from time to time
authorize

IX. AMENDMENTS

This program may be altered or changed at any time by a two~
thirds vote of the Executive Council voring by districts.



APPENDIX B

TABULATIONS OF THF VARIOUS DATA CATEGORIES
ACCUMULATED AND COMPILED BY COUNTY

74



COUNTY

Clavi
'nlec
Unwberlnnd
Covplas
Fdgar
FFfiochamn

doul tyle

TABLE 1

STATISTICS CONCERBING B.M.H. TEACHERS IN EASTERN
ILLINGIS AREA OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

1967-1968

e i St 3 W i i e—

TEACHERS

CERTIFICATION

TDULE | TEMP.
3 1
5 4
2 )
2 1
2 2
2 1
2 1
1 1
EU A

H.

1
3

1§

3

AVERAGE | STATE

SALARY [REIMBURSEMENT
$6,621.95| $16,000.00
7,493.61 | 36,000.00
7.392.50 8,000.00
6,966.60 8,000.00
7,641.33 | 12,000.00
7,144 .50 8,000.00
8,357.50 8,000.00
8,880.05 | 12,000.00

7_ 110 60,298.04

TOTAL SALARY
PAID E.M.H.

TPACHERS

NO. WRO RE-

TEACHERS | TRAINED 1IN

$26,487.80

67.442.58

14,785.00

13,933.20
22,325.00
14,289.00
16,715.00

26,640.16

1$108,000.00 1$202,617.66__ |

€L



TABLE II

1967-1968 REGULAR AND SPECIAL STUDENT ENROLLMENT DATA USED TO COMPUTE NUMBER OF
SPE IAL TEACHERS NEEDED IN BASTERN ILLINOIS AREA OF SPECIAL EDUCATION
i e e e T S e e 1 MR e L
NUMBER OF STUDEHNTS NUMBER OF [NIMBER OF NUMRBER OF TEACHERS E.M.8. TEACHERS
COUNTY - PER ClASS LEVEL ELEH. E.M.H. |[SEC. E.M.IIL PER CLASS LEVEL __|NEEDED 1IN 1968
REG. |E.M.H.| REC., | E.M.H. STUDENTS | STUDENTS REG. | E.M.H. | REG. [E.M.Il. [ELEM. SEC.
_ RLEM. |ELEM. | SEC. | SEC. NOT SERVED |NOT SERVED .-,r,.féifi:..“___%i:}‘:?i.;ﬂ SEC, ) SEC. LEVEL LEVEL
Clark 2,198 | 32 1,776 16 12 20 109 3 104 1 1 1
Coles 4,510 | 94 4,285 30 A 56 196 7 212 2
Cumberland 1,270 | 28 994 -—_ ~3 20 61 2 42 4 1
Douglas 3,624 | 15 1,793 18 57 18 166 3 99 1 4 1
Edgar 3,009 | 25 2,014 S 35 35 164 2 117 1 3 2
E ffinghar 3,550 | 30 1,962 - 41 39 156 2 95 - 3 2
Moultrie 1,677 | 20 957 = 14 19 83 2 54 == 1 1
Shelby 3,140 26 1,940 17 37 ) 164 p) 126 1 3 2

9L
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TABLE III

1959, 1965, AND 1968 DATA PERTAINING TO COUNTY FIGURES OF
REGULAR -~ VERSUS - E.M.H. TEACHREPS AND STUDENTS

1} e e e A et B T R A ._;F-_-__ . e —— -..—'.‘_:',:,L:‘L" gl e
|
| 1959 1965 1968
COUNTY STUDENTS ENROLLED TEACEERS EMPLOYED STUDENTS FNROLLED TFACTTFRS FPLOYED STUDFNTS FNROLLED TEACI'ERS FMPLOYED
T DH P ) ET ENR Pl
REGULAP |PQ | NOT REGULAR | EMH [ITFDED | RFGUIAR [RMH | woT RFCUIAR | PG JNEEPED | REGULAR | Bni| noT REGU AR | EH [HEEDED
SERVED | _— SERVED | SERVED
1. Adams 11,591 |148 83 12 6 12,112 181 61 549 13] 4 13,051 | 209 52 639 15| 4
2. Alexander 3,264 | — 65 ] B 3,113 17 45 | 157 | 3 2,758 | 47 8 130 3l 1
3. Bond 2,833 | -- 57 - & 3,064 | 13| 47 | 137 i 3 3,121 29 33 150 2 2
4. Boone 4,608 | 12 80 1| 6 5,142 14 | 88 | 212 I 5.830 49 68 215 3] s
5. Brown 1,076 1 —m 23 =1 2 1.087 | - 22 47 s 2 10500 } == 21 55 -}
6. Bureau 8,083 | ——| 162 -1 11 8,168 | 13 150 452 1] 10 8,903 42 136 496 3l 9
7. Calhoun a8l ] == 19 - 2 Ty (R 19 | 47 s 2 1,034 = 20 55 a=l 3
8. Carroll 4,556 | — 91 A 4,693 | —- 94 244 =~ 7 4,901 | 42 56 282 3| o
9. Cass 190 | -= 64 wal 5 Buday Jlzs 66 143 = 5 3.322 30 36 173 2| 3
10. Champaign 23,400 258 210 20| 14 — | 28,503 |40n| 170 | 1,492 27| 12 31,885 | 573 65 | 1,682 37 5
11. Christian 8.105 -4 162 o 8,348 | 34 133 392 2 9 8,489 87 83 425 6| 6
12. Clark 3,765 -] 75 —| 5 3,915 28 50 175 2k & 3,974 43 36 213 3l 3
13. Clay 3,708 - 74 =] s 3,747 = 74 170 -] 5 3,728 30 A 185 2 3
14. Clinton 3,432 - 67 ) 3,879 | -- 78 162 e 6 4,764 1 84 201 1] 6
15. Coles 7,994 34 125 3l 9 8,508 72 98 184 4 8 8,795 | 122 54 408 8] 4
17. Crawford 4,972 - 99 =l 7 4,982 11 8a 217 1| 6 4,799 12 84 236 1 6
18. Cumberland 2,015 -y 40 P 2,073 - 41 92 = @ 2,264 29 16 103 21 I
19. DeKalb 11,342 2d 198 14 12,921 38 220 500 3| 15 14,176 | 91 183 738 8| 12
20. Dewitt 3, 845 = 77 - 6 3. 947 f=- 6S 162 =y 5 3,761 | 12 63 200 1| s
21. Douglas 4,708 - 94 sl (7 5,232 | 15 90 247 1 6 5,417 | 32 76 265 2] 6
22. DuPage 69,366 194 1,189 16| 80 90,244 |277| 1,527 | 3,874 J 20( 102 108.960 | 403| 2,179 | 4,918 32| 152
! | Y, U
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TABLE III--Continued

T

. Edgar

. Edwards

. Effingham
. Fayette

. Ford

. Franklin
. Fulton

. Gallatin

Greene

. Grundy

. Hamilton
. Hancock
. Hardin

Henderson

. Henry

. Iroquois

. Jackson

. Jasper

. Jefferson
. Jersey

. Jo Daviess
. Johnson

. Kane

. Kankakee

. Kendall

. Knox

. Lake

. LaSalle

. Lawrence

. Lee

. Livingston
. Logan

. Macon

. Macoupin

4,900
1,541
4,801
4,240
4,492
7,262
9,615
1,564
3,756
4,930
1,992
5,736
1,466
1,786
10,749
7,518
7,968
2,314
7,248
3,242
4,242
1,576
42,848
15,492
4,076
11,737
61,535
20,128
4,169
6,849
8,028
5,712
26,051
9,341

708
230
82
171
1,217
326

137
161
114
415
187

NNV WSNSRNMNLVLOTONDDO

e
LWoasOWOoOOW

HN HEHE N
WNOHROONWNO O ®

5,325
1,515
5,155
4,560
4,759
7,371
9,967
1,473
3,782
5,618
1,894
6,227
1,277
1,526
11,386
7,864
8,712
2,351
7,095
3,444
4,454
1,473
54,190
18,003
5,404
12,071
73,590
22,543
4,225
7,366
8,915
6,128
27,901
10,720

162

|

114

310
108
177

1,213

370

85
122
169
100
416
204

261

68
219
216
244
355
486

80
167
265

98
329

80
515
435
399
112
283
139
199

2,265
735
264
558

3,220

1,008
197
332
456
333

1,206
433

PEGEENRE\[FART B

o
NOSOSVHENNOWNLVLNNG OV N N

o b
0 =W

N 00
[, I N ]

) -
Soo~NNNUO

5,023
1,477
5,512
4,395
4,361
7,977
10,292
1,498
3,841
6,019
1,790
6,197
1,131
1,640
12,159
8,122
9,602
2,389
7,183
3,869
4,708
1,419
62,919
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TABLE III--Continued

57. Madison 50,020 | 137 | 863 P18 58 56,962 | 359 (780 2,271 24 52 60,553 | 479 | 732 2,536
58. Marion 9,173 -- 1183 -= (138 9,131 | -~ 1183 406 T, 9,383 - 1188 419
59. Marshall 2,498 --1 50 == 4 2,763 - 55 154 -— I 4 2,397 15 43 180
60. Mason 3,676 - | 74 —— 5 3,763 -- 175 196 - 5 3,928 7 72 217
61. Massac 3,111 9| 53 1 4 3,019 9 | 51 152 s 4 3,068 -1 61 170
62. McDonough 5,658 12 (101 1 7 5,642 —-— 113 290 - 8 5,927 | 51{ 68 318
63. Mcllenry 16,244 31 | 294 2 20 19,905 | 35 |363 875 2 |25 23,380 ! 108 ! 360 1,102
64. McLean 16,253 56 {269 | 4 118 18,475 ' 117 |253 910 8 I 17 21,663 ! 173 | 260 1,089
65. Menard 2,275 -- ¢ 46 | S | 3 2,387 | -- | 48 121 Eslog 2,557 | 42 9 152
66. Mercer 3,923 - 78 | - 6 4,141 -- 183 191 == M 6 4,673 | — 93 209
67. Monroe 2,518 -- 1 50 | - 4 3,047 O 61 133 | 4 3,526 8| 63 153
68. rontgomery 6,309 26 {100 2 7 7,104 42 1100 308 3 | 7 7,168 62 81 328
69. Morgan 6,657 111 22 | 8 2 6,878 95 | 43 312 8 3 7,258 121 24 364
70. Moultrie 2,722 - 54 ' - 4 2,660 12 |41 129 Is | 3 2,634 37 16 137
71. Ogle 9,137 15 [ 169 | 1 12 9,999 45 [155 475 3 11 11,014 | 63 | 157 573
72. Peoxria 34,437 224 | 665 | 13 47 37,624 249 503 1,574 15 | 36 40,437 462 | 347 1,818
73. Perry 3,457 24 | 45 2 3 3,501 27 43 143 2 3 3,538 44 27 156
74, Piatt 3,921 -— | 78 - 6 4,573 12 | 80 260 1 i 6 S ) 43 60 284
75. Pike 4,571 --{ 91 - 6 4,321 -- | 86 227 - 6 4,533 -— 1 90 254
76. Pope 815 ~--{ 16 - b3 794 -— |16 30 - 1 755 -1 15 34
77. Pulaski 2,540 -- | 51 -— 4 2,469 -- | 49 106 - 4 2,504 --1 50 118
78. Putnan 566 - 14 - 1 1,144 -~ | 23 74 - 2 1y, 213 -— | 24 73
79. Randolph 4,522 - 90 - 6 4,950 21 |78 218 2 6 5,274 38 67 254
30. Richland 3,560 -7 -— 5 3,758 12 63 165 1 5 3,988 15 65 173
81. Rock Island 30,550 | 132 |479 12 32 33,895 152 526 1,330 T8 135 36,450 | 178 | 551 1,498
82: Sts IClair 47,125 152 |791 11 53 55,469 365 W44 2,053 24 50 60,069 569 | 712 2,413
$3. Saline 5,720 18 96 2 7 5,313 3]: 75 235 2! 5 5,230 63 | 42 256
84. Sangamon 25,255 | 133 |373 0 1125 28,071 |173 P88 1,184 11 | 27 30,975 287 | 332 1,157
85. Schuyler 1,660 -] 33 - 3 1,741 -- 135 84 - 3 1,694 - 34 85
86. Scott 1,413 -- | 28 - 2 1,467 - |29 71 - 2 1,437 - 29 77
87. Shelby 5,000 -- 1100 - 7 5,040 26 |75 260 2 5 5,080 40 62 290
88. Stark 2,039 -— | 41 == 3 2,003 -~ 140 119 - 3 1,981 -- | 40 129
89. Stephenson 8,992 40 |140 3 10 9,992 53 [L47 483 4 110 11,028 60 | 161 534
90. Tazewell 22,989 25 |435 2 29 26,585 64 H68 1,083 5 |32 28,694 | 180 | 394 1,240
] ] |
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TABLE III--Continued

— —————— i — —

91. Union 3,993 --| 80 -1 6 3,925 48 31| 179 il & 3,834 94 17| 221 6

92. Vermilion 19,894 | 116 | 282 7120 20,503 155 245| 875 9| 19 21,332 220 | 206 | 1,000 14| 14

93. Wabash 3,109 - | 62 -1 s 2,980 16 4| 136 il 3 2,946 26 33| 145 2| 3

94. Warren 4,648 -1 93 - 7 4,868 30 67| 238 2| s 5,003 52 48| 251 4| 4

95. Washington 1,825 -~ 36 -—| 3 1,980 - | 10| —| 3 2,092 e 42| 120 -1 3

9. Wayne 4,181 8| 76 1| s 3,911 10 68| 180 1{ 5 3,787 7 69| 189 iF

97. White 5,032 14| 87 1| 6 4,744 - 95| 231 | --| 7 4,721 21 73| 247 2| 5

98. Whiteside 14,228 46 | 239 3|23 15,614 47 265| 733 3| 18 16,995 9 | 244| 790 7§

99. Will 31,810 92 | 544 11 |37 41,992 209 630| 1,863 | 15| 42 50,367 434 | 573 | 2,241 29 | 39
100. Williamson | 10,019 32 | 168 3|12 10,067 37 164| 406 ol 10,173 92 | 111| 480 7| 8
101. Winnebago 46,587 59 | 872 4|59 49,485 224 766| 2,080 | 15| 51 56,844 255 | 881 | 2,386 19| 59
102. Woodford 6,150 15 | 108 2| 8 6,871 28 109| 318 2| 8 7,302 29 | 17| 358 2| 8
Sub Total 2,914 227 1,131,717 | 5,149 50,004 | 354 1,238,988 | 8,947 57,505 | 625
Cook 6,993 421 910,747 | 7,586 |10,629 (36,086 | 571 | 709 | 976,340 | 10,405 (9,122 | 41,437 | 781 | 608]
Totals 648 2,042,464 | 12,735 86,090 | 925 2,215,328 | 19,352 1,406
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TABLE IV

COUNTY FIGURES OF EDUCABLE MENTALLY HANDICAPPED

TEACHERS, PUPILS, REIMBURSEMENT

1959 1962 1964 1965 1968
COUNTY NO. OF NO. OF NO. OF h7- NO. OF NO. OF }
TEACHERS |PUPILS| REIMBURSED |TEACHERS |PUPILS |REIMBURSED ;TEACHERS PUPILS| REIMBURSED| TEACHERS [PUPILS REIMBURSED| TEACHERS |PUPILS |{REIMBURSED
]
; —

Adams 12 148 35,967.00 12 177 35,985.00 ! 3 181 38.538.00 14 201 49,000.00 15 209 52,479.00
Alexander | 1 17 3,000.00 3 41 10,500.00 3 47 10,500.00
Bond 1 11 3,000.00 1 13 3,000.00 2 20 7,000.00 2 29 7,000.00
Boone 1 12 3,000.00 1 11 3,000.00 1 14 3,000.00 2 27 7,000.00 3 49 10,500.00
Brown
Bureau 1 13 1,395.00 1 15 3,500.00 3 42 7,612.50
Calhoun
Carroll 2 23 6,919.00 3 42 10,500.00
Cass 2 23 7,000.00 2 30 7,000.00
Champaign 20 258 51,000.00 22 290 65,922.00 27 400 79,467.00 36 544 120,263.50 37 573 129,300.50
Christian 2 32 6,000.00 2 34 6,000.00 4 56 14,000.00 6 87 21,000.00
Clark 1 10 3,000.00 2 28 ! 6.000.00 4 43 14,000.00 3 43 10,500.00
Clay 1 15 3,500.00 2 30 7,000.00
Clinton | 1 11 847.00
Coles 3 34 9,000.00 3 44 9,000.00 4 72 : 12,000.00 8 123 27,940.50 8 122 28,000.00
Crawford 1 11 3,000.00 1 8 3,500.00 1 12 3,500.00
Cumberland 2 27 7,000.00 2 29 7,000.00
DeKalb 2 29 6,000.00 2 31 6,000.00 3 38 9,000.00 6 64 19,229.00 8 91 28,000.00
DeWitt 2 32 7,000.00 1 12 3,500.00
Douglas 1 15 1,506.00 2 32 7,000.00
DuPage 16 198 147,190.00 16 191 |43,926.00 20 277 58,515.00 33 415 109,795.00 32 403 112,000.00
Edgar 1 10 3,000.00 1 13 3,000.00 1 12 3,000.00 1 12~ 3,500.00 2 24 7,000.00
Edwards
Effingham 1 14 3,000.00 2 25 5,400.00 2 26 7,000.00 2 27 7,000.00
Fayette 2 23 6,000.00 2 27 7,000.00 2 28 7,000.00
Ford 1 12 3,000.00 1 12 3,000.00 1 13 3,000.00 4 52 14,000.00 5 79 15,718.50
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TABLE IV--Continued

Franklin
Fulton
Gallatin
Greene
Grundy
Hamilton
Hancock
Hardin
Henderson
Renry
Iroquois
Jackson
Jasper
Jefferson
Jersey

Jo Daviess
Johnson
Kane
Kankakee
Kendall
Knox

Lake
LaSalle
Lawrence
Lee
Livingston
Logan
Macon
Macoupin
Madison
Marion
Marshall
Mason
Massac
McDonough

(=}

11

-

72
12

13

22
26
15
149
80
64

78

106

137

18,000.00
2,436.00

3,000.00

3,000.00
6,000.00

6,000.00
6,000.00
3,000.00
32,163.00
15,000.00
12,000.00

3,000.00
18,000.00

21,000.00

32,931.00

3,000.00
3,000.00

- o

w

16
11

13

NN o

o

71
14

10

25

31

118

243

10
14

15,000.00
3,000.00

1,464.00

1,209.00

6,000.00
9,000.00

6,000.00
3,000.00

43,998.00
20,946.00
3,000.00
9,000.00
36,285.00
18,000.00

1,692.00

1,740.00
21,000.00
3,000.00
51,000.00

3,000.00
3,000.00

78
28
12

18

26
43
28
19

298

64
259
81

25

23
162
10
359

15,000.00
6,000.00

3,000.00

5,214.00

6,000.00
9,000.00

6.,000.00
3,000.00

57,687.00
9,000.00

12,000.00
55,464.00
18,000.00

6,000.00
3,000.00
6,000.00
30,000.00
3.000.00
72,000.00

3,000.00
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93
42
14
11
12

62

37

109
11
45
29

21,000.00
10,262.00
3,500.00
3,500.00
3,500.00

17,000.00

10,440.50

24,458.00
3,500.00
10,500.00
7,000.00

105.00
24,500.00
7,000.00
14,000.00
98,000.00
24,500.00
7,000.00
10,500.00
12,169.50
7,000.00
42,000.00
3,500.00
83,902.00

3,500.00
3,500.00

=0 o

w
NS w

w
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21,000.00
16,845.00
3,500.00
3,500.00
3,500.00

18,952.50

10,339.00

38,500.00
3,500.00
12,593.00
7,000.00

125,583.50
31,500.00
10,500.00
17,500.00

122,174.50
29,708.00

7,000.00
10,500.00
24,500.00

7,000.00
42,000.00
10,500.00

121,376.50

3,500.00
3,500.00

14,000.00
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TABLE IV--Continued

b
| s
|

McHenry
McLean
Menard
Mercer
Monroe
Montgomery
Morgan
Moultrie
Ogle
Peoria
Perry
Piatt

Pike

Pope
Pulaski
Putnam
Randolph
Richland
Rock Island
St. Clair
Saline
Sangamon
Schuyler
Scott
Shelby
Stack
Stephenson
Tazewell
Union
Vermilion
Wabash
Warren
Washington
Wayne
White

s

12
11

10

nNow

-

S
56

26
111

15
224
24

132
152

18
133

40
25

116

6,000.00
11,991.00

6,000.00
24,000.00

3,000.00
39,000.00
6,000.00

27,000.00
28,160.50

6,000.00
24,000.00

9,000.00
6,000.00

21,000.00

3,000.00
3,000.00

Lol N

10
14

30
58

30
100

40

180
21

143
199

142

10

43
41

144
14

14

6,000.00
12,000.00

6,000.00
24,000.00

9,000.00

36,000.00
6,000.00

30,000.00
42,000.00
6,000.00
27,000.00
3,000.00

9,000.00
9,000.00

24,000.00
3,000.00

3,000.00

0 N

[
HOULWeEooWN

NHEFVWLL S

35
117

21

152
365

31
173

26

6,000.00
22,764.00

6,000.00
7,464.00
24,000.00
3,000.00
9,000.00
45,000.00
6,000.00
3,000.00

4,506.00
3,000.00
30,000.00
70,401.00
6,000.00
33,000.00

6,000.00

12,000.00
15,000.00
9,000.00
26,673.00
3,000.00
6,000.00

3,000.00

[
NoOowm

N
N LULWLANDOOOSW

11
19

15

32

153
475

56
226

40

16,103.50
35,000.00
7,000.00

9,870.00
12,495.00
28,000.00

7,000.00
10,500.00
82,474.00

7,000.00

7,000.00

10,500.00
3,500.00
38,136.00
119,864.50
14,000.00
50,613.50

10,500.00

13,979.00
34,979.00
21,000.00
38,062.50

3,500.00
10,500.00

3,500.00

[
[N

N
WWOUSNN S

12
43

19

178
589

287

=g

24,500.00
38,164.00
10,500.00

3,500.00
14,000.00
28,000.00

7,000.00
12,575.50
99,806.00

9,488.50
10,500.00

10,500.00
3,500.00
41,587.00
148,739.50
17,500.00
66,500.00

10,500.00

17,500.00
49,000.00
21,000.00
49,000.00

7,000.00
14,000.00

3,500.00
3,311.00
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TABLE 1V--~Continued

Whiteside
will
Williamson
Winnebago
Woodford

District
Totals

Cook
Total

City of
Chicago
Total

Grand
Totals

NEEWHW

221

69

352
352

46 8,958.00
92 18,000.00
32 9,000.00
59 12,000.00
15 4,095.00

2,914 | $ 620,891.50
888 | 191,505.00
888 | 191,505.00

6,105 | 1,056,366.00

6,105 | 1,056,366.00

9,907 [$1,868,762.50

283

97

373
373

~
wv
w

|

46 9,000.00 | 3| 47 9,000.00 6 88 21,000.00 7 96 24,500.00
85 18,000.00 | 15| 209 41,931.00 | 24 344 84,000.00 [ 29 | 434 101,500.00
28 6,000.00 | 3 37 9,000.00 4 55 14,000.00 7 92 20,870.50
9% 17,475.00 | 15| 224 43,917.00 | 20 278 70,000.00 | 19 255 66,500.00
22 6,000.00 | 2 28 6,000.00 2 29 7,000.00 2 29 7,000.00
3,558 | $ 852,117.00 [354| 5,149 | $1,039,842.00 | 517 | 7,510| $1,800,456.50 | 625 | 8,947 | $2,154,572.00
1,218 | 263,689.00 [123[ 1,745 361,025.00 | 178 | 2,485 620,063.50 | 193 | 2,640 670,316.50
1,218 | 263,689.00 [123|1,745(  361,025.00 | 178 | 2,485  620,063.50 | 193 | 2,640|  670,316.50
5,841 | 1,117,908.00 (448 | 6,842 | 1,343,442.00 ss6 | 7,032 1,762,575.50 | 588 | 7,765 1,905,018.50
5,841 | 1,117,908.00 |448 | 6,842 | 1,343,442.00 | 556 | 7,032| 1,762,575.50 | 588 | 7,765 | 1,905,018.50
10,617 [$2,233,714.00 |925 13,736 [$2,744,309.00 | 1,251 |17,027[$4,183,095.50 |1,406 |19,352 [$4,729,907.00
L

Bl §
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