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Introduction 
 
 The Inclusive Concurrent Enrollment (ICE) program is a special education program that 

allows students with intellectual and developmental disabilities to enroll in college courses 

without having to pass the Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System exam. This serves 

students by giving them the training and education necessary to succeed even if their disabilities 

prevent them from completing some parts of the high school system that would otherwise prevent 

them from attending college.  

 Since the costs associated with ICE often exceed the costs of other special education 

programs, the state facilitates ICE by directly paying 75% of the program’s cost if it exceeds 

$40,000 for a particular student. The funding is designated to support costs associated with 

consultants, textbooks, training supplies, and in-state travel, and it is a significant determinant of 

a district’s ability to enroll its students in ICE programs. 

 This study seeks to examine the overall enrollment in ICE among participating schools in 

Massachusetts. Not all special education (SPED) students are enrolled in ICE programs.  

Participation depends on the needs of the particular student and is decided upon in consultation 

with the high school’s special education coordinator. In addition to examining how many SPED 

students were enrolled in ICE, this study sought to investigate the factors involved in decisions 

regarding enrollment, and which incentives would be most effective in encouraging greater ICE 

participation. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Methods 
 
 Data was collected for this project through questionnaires and phone interviews 

conducted with relevant officials in every high school district (see Appendix 1 for generic 

questionnaire). In some cases, the questionnaires were filled out by the principal or the 

superintendent; however, in most cases, they were sent to a particular high school’s special 

education coordinator.  

 This process focused primarily on quantitative data: the precise number of students 

enrolled in any special education program, as well as the number of students enrolled in ICE 

programs specifically. In addition to these basic numbers, the school officials were asked to 

provide the relevant funding breakdown associated with each student. 

 The final set of data collected was qualitative. The authors were interested in identifying 

the incentives associated with adoption of ICE programs and also in determining to what extent 

costs associated with ICE were a determinant of its adoption. These qualitative questions were 

answered in varying degrees of depth. This report focuses on identifying common concerns 

voiced across many participating schools. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Results 

Qualitative	Findings	Summary	

We asked three questions on the questionnaire specifically focused on evaluating the 

effectiveness of various incentives in the expansion of ICE. 

We first asked whether districts wanted to expand ICE for their students. Figure 1 below 

graphically shows the districts’ responses. Later in this report, we delve into the most common 

reasons that schools responded negatively: lack of coordination between school districts and 

participating colleges, transportation costs, and lack of student preference. 

Figure 1: 

 
  

Our next two questions focused on specific financial incentives to expand ICE. First, we 

asked whether a reimbursement of circuit-breaking costs (an individual student’s costs exceeding 

$40,000) at a 80% or 85% rate rather than the current rate of 75% would be an incentive to 

expand ICE. Figure 2 shows the districts’ responses, which were almost 50-50 positive-negative. 

Many also supplied written reasons to support their answer. The districts that responded yes often 

cited cost as a “major factor,” such as Quincy Public Schools, which stated, “if the state were to 



absorb the greater percentage of the cost, it would make the program more accessible to our 

special needs population.” The districts that responded no either were unaware of the 

reimbursement system (Hanover Public Schools) or stated that the circuit-breaker level of 

$40,000 was too high for any of their students to individually reach, and therefore, the district 

was forced to pay the student’s costs in full even though the costs are still “typically above and 

beyond what the district has appropriated” (Marshfield Public Schools). 

Figure 2: 

 
 

 The final question we asked districts was whether districts would be incentivized to 

participate in ICE if the New England Association of Schools and Colleges (NEASC) 

incorporated “mainstream higher education courses for students 18 to 22” as a requirement for 

accreditation. Figure 3 shows the districts’ responses, overwhelmingly no. The one district that 

responded yes, Boston Public Schools, stated that students currently take “random classes of 

interest that may or may not increase their vocational proficiencies,” so a structured certificate 

program would be valuable. Districts that responded no stated broadly that “not all students 

would benefit from ICE” (Bridgewater-Raynham Regional School District), that it would not 



affect their district’s participation in ICE and is unnecessary (Ludlow Public Schools, Marshfield 

Public Schools), and that there is no funding or staffing to support such a program (Ware High 

School, Whitman Hanson Regional School District). 

Figure 3: 

 
  



Strengths of ICE 
 

According to a 2013 Report to the Massachusetts Legislature, the Inclusive Concurrent 

Enrollment program has led to significant advancements in the quality of special education in the 

Commonwealth. Due to the implementation of ICE, students with intellectual disabilities have 

seen advancements in both academic and social development (2013 Report). The report cites 

significant outcomes, including improved self-advocacy, self-determination, and vocational skills 

(2013 Report). A 2014 Report to the Legislature issued by the Task Force on Higher Education 

for Students with Intellectual Disability and Autism Spectrum Disorder further demonstrates the 

success of the program. Based on national research, public hearings, and testimonials, the Task 

Force found that the ICE initiative has mitigated barriers limiting access to higher education and 

employment for students with intellectual disabilities (2014 Report). ICE better prepared special 

education students to meet MCAS requirements, complete high school, pass college entrance 

examinations, and enroll and participate fully in an institution of higher education (2014 Report).  

 A testimonial offered by Theresa Skinner, Director of Special Education for the Easton 

Public Schools, corroborates the conclusions espoused in the aforementioned reports. According 

to Ms. Skinner, ICE has served as a way to provide equal access to opportunity for special 

education students. She praised the social benefits the program offered students with intellectual 

disabilities, stating that ICE participants left the program with goals and increased self-confidence 

that carried throughout their lives. Ms. Skinner said that ICE is the only program that affords 

special education students access to a college campus, and for this reason alone, it has proved 

valuable. She said that ICE has been beneficial for both students and colleges, not only by 

promoting academic and social growth for students, but also by helping professors better 

understand special education policies and how to address the needs of their IEP students.      

Apart from these accounts, there is little data to demonstrate the tangible impact of ICE. 

Due to a lack of resources, a comprehensive assessment of the quantitative outcomes of the 

program has yet to be carried out. While there is little quantitative evidence at this point, recent 

qualitative research and personal testimonies indicate that the ICE initiative has immense 

implications for special education in Massachusetts and merits expansion. 

  



Challenges 
 

Coordination 
 

Coordination between universities and participating school districts is inherently 

challenging. Most universities serve a large number of districts, which each send a small number 

of participating students. Designing programming that is accessible by all districts and fits into 

the schedule of the students is an important challenge faced by universities. A unique component 

of this challenge is balancing a traditional college course schedule with schedules typically used 

in secondary schools. While ICE courses meet at a variety of times and days of the week, they 

typically follow a college schedule. This provides special education coordinators with difficult 

decisions as they consider their participation in the program. While most coordinators believe that 

ICE provides invaluable social and educational opportunities not available in other settings, they 

feel that scheduling can sometimes be prohibitive. In some cases, this is because the times 

courses are scheduled conflict with other components of a student’s individualized educational 

program. These conflicts are difficult to avoid. In other cases, districts struggle to provide 

adequate staff support or transportation resources to students participating in the ICE program. 

This is especially common when ICE courses meet after the end of the traditional school day 

when staff members are not working or if buses shuttle a student to their high school, university, 

and home multiple times in a day. 

Many special education coordinators expressed that they would like to see improvement 

in communication between districts and universities on a range of components of the ICE 

program, but specifically on scheduling courses. They believe increasing communication will 

result in a more convenient and less costly program for school districts that will allow more 

students to participate in the future. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Transportation 
 

During the data collection process, various districts brought up very similar complaints 

concerning transportation. Complaints varied: While some schools thought it essential that 

funding for transportation specifically be adjusted, others mentioned that funding presented a 

hurdle for districts that would otherwise be interested in the program. “Transportation costs rule 

out a great deal of rural communities, such as Warren/West Brookfield or the Quaboag Regional 

School District,” said a SPED representative from the Ware School District. A Marshfield SPED 

representative had a similar complaint. 

 While a representative from the Quincy School District said he would like to see the ICE 

program expand, transportation costs serve as a deterrent in his district’s decision to “provide the 

most appropriate services for our students.” These conflicting statements provide insight into the 

trade-offs many districts have to face between providing the best service and including the most 

students.  Although many districts mention that they would like to see an expansion of the ICE 

program, financial constraints play a central role in determining district participation and the 

feasibility of the ICE program.   

 Figure 4 provides a list of all the districts that explicitly mentioned transportation costs as 

a weakness of the ICE program, the major complaint being that local programs are more cost 

efficient whereas ICE is a financial burden.  Transportation costs place a larger burden on rural 

districts and could deter intradistrict and intrastate expansion.  

 
Figure 4: 
 
Districts That Explicitly Mentioned Transportation Costs as a Disincentive 
Amherst-Pelham Regional School District 
Chicopee School District 
Ludlow Public Schools 
Marshfield Public Schools 
Quincy Public Schools 
Ware Public Schools 
 
 

 
 Some school districts, specifically Bridgewater-Raynham, Amherst-Pelham, and Boston, 

are within short proximity of their partner colleges or have ready access to public transportation. 

However, other districts, such as Cohasset, Palmer, and Ware, face significant distance-related 

disincentives.  The majority of school districts do fall within a travel time range of 10 to 29 

minutes.   

 While time and distance constraints are relevant factors to consider, financial constraints 



trump both.  Special education coordinators consistently mentioned the cost of transportation as a 

deterrent in their districts’ participation in ICE.  Participating districts, such as Palmer, Ludlow, 

and Carver, due to their small populations, reported the large cost of transporting small numbers 

of ICE students to the partner college.  The special education director at Gateway-Regional 

School District in Huntington, MA reported the excessive cost of transporting one child to ICE, 

which was not reimbursed.  She reported the cost as $28,800 per year.   

 The cost of transportation associated with ICE can be diminished through (1) greater 

participation in the individual school district, (2) partnering with other school districts, or (3) 

discontinuing the program if not financially feasible.  Through greater participation in the ICE 

program, the cost of transporting students will decrease dramatically since transportation costs are 

fixed costs.  Partnering with a local school district (see associated documents) is a feasible option 

and would significantly decrease the cost of the program.  If the program proves too expensive, it 

could be discontinued from districts and state resources could be reallocated to other districts to 

maximize utilization of state resources to cover a greater range of intellectual and developmental 

disabilities students.   

 Given that transportation costs contribute such a large portion of the cost of the ICE 

program, the feasibility of the program varies dramatically between urban districts like Boston 

and rural districts like Palmer.  To make ICE equally feasible in smaller, more rural districts, 

funding must be provided for transportation costs. 

  



		Lack	of	Student	Preference	
 

While the ICE program offers significant benefits for participants, nearly all high school 

districts surveyed had a low rate of participation from enrolled SPED students, ranging from a 0% 

to a 43% participation rate. At one extreme, Quincy Public Schools, while having 35 SPED 

students enrolled, had no ICE program participants. Similarly, Bridgewater-Raynham Regional 

School District and Palmer School District have 21 and 18 SPED students respectively, but no 

ICE participants.   

According to our surveys, many school districts cited adding more options to appeal to 

students with other vocational interests as a way to increase ICE participation.  Currently, ICE 

allows SPED students to take college courses at a regular community college, amongst non-SPED 

students.  What many schools proposed instead was adding options for students uninterested in 

more college classes, such as community service or vocational training opportunities that would 

develop their vocational abilities, Boston Public Schools was a strong proponent of that idea in 

particular.  Many other school districts, specifically Amherst-Pelham, Ludlow, Palmer, Quincy, 

Ware, and Whitman-Hanson, currently have a vocational-skills focused program, but suggested 

increasing funding through ICE or adding a component of ICE that would either supplement or 

replace those programs.    

 
  



Appendix 

Appendix 1: School Questionnaire 
 
1) How many students with intellectual or developmental disabilities are currently 

enrolled at your high school? 
2) How many students from your high school are currently enrolled in the ICE program? 
3) How much funding does each student receive? 
4) How exactly do the costs for each student break down? 

a) Food, transportation, ICE program, hired teachers? 
5) How many of these students exceeded the $40,000 threshold that qualifies them for 

direct state funding? 
6) Do you maintain any other programs for those with intellectual and developmental 

disabilities? 
7) Why do you prefer one program over the other? 
8) Would you like to see an expansion of the ICE program in your school/district? Why 

or why not? 
9) Are there any changes (financial incentives) that could be made to the structure of 

ICE that would make expansion easier/more desirable?  
a) Currently, if a special education student’s costs exceed ~$40,000, the state 

reimburses the additional costs at a 75 percent rate. Would a school district be 
more inclined to participate in ICE, if a student who is doing ICE’s costs would 
be reimbursed at a higher—say 80 or 85 percent—rate? 

b) NEASC does accreditation for both colleges and high schools. Would a high 
school be more inclined to participate in ICE if NEASC incorporated 
“mainstream higher education courses for students 18 to 22” as a criterion? 

 
  



Appendix 2: ICE Enrollment Data 
 

 

SPED 
Students 

SPED 
Students in 
ICE  

Percentage of SPED 
Students in ICE 

Students who 
exceed 40,000 
threshold  

Amherst-Pelham 
Regional School 
District 17 4 0.235 9 

Boston Public Schools  N/A * 31 N/A * N/A * 
Bridgewater-Raynham 
Regional School 
District 21 0 0 0 
Hanover Public 
Schools 7 1 0.143 0 

Ludlow Public Schools 18 5 0.277 0 
Marshfield Public 
Schools 23 5 0.217 0 

Palmer School District 18 0 0 2 

Quincy Public Schools 35 0 0 0 

Ware High School 9 3 0 0 
OId Rochester 
Regional School 
District  1 1 1 1 
Whitman Hanson 
Regional School 
District 16 7 0.438 0 
* Total without Boston 
Public Schools 165 26 0.1575757576 12 
** Total with Boston 
Public Schools 196 57 0.2908163265 12 
* Boston Public Schools did not provide information on the total number of special 
education students in the district or the number of students whose costs exceeded the 
$40,000 threshold, so we were unable to calculate its percentage of special education 
students participating in ICE. In the row labeled “Total without Boston Public Schools,” 
we excluded all BPS data given that we did not receive all of the numbers we needed. 
 
** We also calculated totals incorporating the Boston Public Schools data with the 
assumption that 100% of their special education students participated in ICE. For the total 
calculation of students who exceeded the $40,000 threshold, we assumed Boston Public 
Schools had zero given the lack of data. 
 
This spreadsheet is based on data from ten districts, as listed above. We did not receive 
questionnaires or data from the other participating districts. A few districts agreed to 
provide data and did not, as follows: Agawam Public Schools, Chelsea Public Schools, 
LABB Collaborative, and Mansfield Public Schools. All other unmentioned districts gave 
no response after multiple voicemails and e-mails.  



Appendix 3: Average Travel Times 
 
Table 2: Average travel times between colleges and associated ICE-participating schools 

College High School 
Travel 
Time 

Holyoke Community College 

Agawam Public Schools 20min 
Hampshire Regional School District 28min 
Belchertown Public Schools 29min 
South Hadley Public Schools 13min 
East Longmeadow Public Schools 23min 
Ware Public Schools 39min 
Westfield Public Schools 19min 

Bunker Hill Community College 
Boston Public Schools N/A 
Chelsea Public Schools 8min 
Quincy Public Schools N/A 

MassBay Community College 
Boston Public Schools N/A 
Cambridge Public Schools N/A 
Newton Public Schools N/A 

UMass Boston 
Boston Public Schools N/A 
Braintree Public Schools 16min 

Roxbury Community College 

Boston Public Schools N/A 
Everett Public School 21min 
Chelsea Public Schools 18min 
Revere Public Schools 21min 
Saugus Public Schools 22min 

Westfield State University 

Amherst-Pelham Regional School District 47min 
Ludlow Public Schools 29min 
Chicopee Public Schools 27min 

Southwick-Tolland-Granville Regional School District 15min 
Gateway Regional School District 19min 
Palmer Public Schools 39min 

Bridgewater State University 

Bridgewater-Raynham Regional School District 0min 
Marshfield Public Schools 34min 
Brockton Public Schools 16min 
North Attleboro Public Schools 31min 
Carver Public Schools 27min 
Old Rochester Regional School District 35min 
Cohasset Public Schools 43min 
Pembroke Public Schools 22min 
Dighton-Rehoboth Regional School District 32min 
Silver Lake Regional School District 20min 

   



Bridgewater State University 

Easton Public Schools 22min 
Southeastern Regional School District 15min 
Weymouth Public Schools 25min 
Whitman-Hanson Regional School District 16min 
Mansfield Public Schools 27min 
Hanover Public Schools 28min 

Middlesex Community College 
Bedford Public Schools 14min 
LABBB Collaborative * *14min 

Cape Cod Community College 

Barnstable Public Schools 8min 
Dennis-Yarmouth Public Schools 11min 
Bourne Public Schools 21min 
Mashpee Public Schools 22min 
Cape Cod Collaborative N/A 
Monomoy Public Schools 19min 

Umass Amherst 
Amherst-Pelham Regional High School 3min 
Frontier Regional and Union #38 15min 
Hadley Public Schools 24min 

Average Time   21.7min 
 
Districts denoted N/A are comprised of multiple high schools or a “collaborative” for whom data 
was not available. 
*The LABBB Collaborative is made up of five regional high schools: Lexington, Arlington, 
Burlington, Bedford, and Belmont. The time presented is an average and is weighed five times as 
heavily when calculating the average time for all school districts. 
**High schools were used in the compilation of this data. For example, 14 minutes near Bedford 
Public Schools represents the time it takes to travel from Bedford High School to Middlesex 
Community College according to Google Maps.  
 
  



Appendix 4: Travel-Associated Incentive Alternatives 
 
This is a cost-effective program that could be made possible through resource-sharing incentives 
like extra funding if districts participate or direct sharing in decreased cost benefits. High schools 
that currently do not participate in ICE, we found that many do not, would be incentivized by 
reduced transportation costs to participate.  Districts where the cost of transportation is excessive 
or districts where it would not be feasible to “car-pool” could be incentivized with more funding 
or could reevaluate the feasibility of the program.  
 
Example 1: Cape Cod Community College  
Significant savings could be realized in the cost of transportation through a car-pooling type 
program between Monomoy Regional High School and Dennis-Yarmouth Regional High School.  
Mashpee High School and Barnstable High School could also implement this.  If ICE proved too 
expensive for Bourne High School, the school could discontinue the program and funds could be 
reallocated more cost effectively.   
 

 
 
Example 2: Middlesex Community College 
 

 



 
Example 3: Bridgewater State University 
 
Bridgewater State provides a unique example.  Three high schools within close proximity provide 
an opportunity for significant transportation savings.  
 

 
 
 
Example 4: Westfield State University  
Similar opportunity for cost sharing exists between Palmer High School and Chicopee High 
School. 

 

 
 
 
 



 
Example 5: Holyoke Community College 
Holyoke Community College provides perhaps the most dramatic example of the benefits of the 
implementation of this resource-sharing program. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
	


