STATE OF VERMONT
STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATI ON
DVISION OF SPECI AL & COWPENSATORY EDUCATI ON
MONTPELI ER, VERMONT 05602

TO St eve Kaagan
FROM Ted R ggen '
DATE: June 8, 1987

RE: A Plan to Restructure Vernont's Regional Speci al
Educati on d asses

Steve, the enclosed report, The Restructuring of Vernont's

Regi onal Special Education Qasses is the product of extensive
study by the special education community. The topic of regiona
speci al education classes has been di scussed b% the State Board
of Education at three of its neetings during the 1986-1987 schoo
year. At those neetings we discussed issues and reports which
were prelimnary to all that is part of the current report.

You are al so aware that the special education comunity has

di vergent views on the place and use of regional prograns in a
best practices special education service delivery system Prior
to the State Board neeting on June 16, | amcommtted to
circulate the Regional Special Oass Wrk Goup's part of this
report to work group nenbers. On the 16th I wll report to the
Board the work group's approval or nonapproval of their part of
t he st udy.

The intent of the total report is to describe our study of the

regional class topic, the findings therefrom and to offer

Efconnendatlons for change in the Learning |npaired Regi ona
asses.
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| NTRCDUCTI ON

For nore than 30 years, children and youth with |earning
i npairnents (nentally retarded children) have been served by a
network of regional special classes. These special class
prograns have served Vernont children well. 1In recent years,
however, there have been increasing signals that the specia
cl ass network needs revanping. The level of usage now varies
markedly fromdistrict to district. The placenent criteria
differ significantly fromregion to region. Staffing ratios
anong the prograns are widely variant. There are "regional"
prograns which serve only single districts. There are students
enrol l ed who do not neet the eligibility standards for |earning
I mpai rnment. Sensing a need for changes in the system the
Comm ssi oner of Education requested an in-depth study of the
state's special class network to be conpleted during the
1986- 1987 school year. This paper addresses the findings of the
year-1ong study and includes recomendati ons designed to inprove

services for learning inpaired students.

BACKGROUND

By tradition, large nunbers of learning inpaired students
have been placed in special classes or special schools. The
reason for these children being placed in special classes is not

that they necessarily learn better when grouped w th other



learning inpaired children. Rather, it is because the only
educational opportunities available to these children for nany

years were those avail able outside the public schools.

Speci al classes exi st because historically we have chosen to
put our noney into the special class alternative. W have not
put our noney into helping learning inpaired children succeed in
regul ar prograns along wth their peers. W have not trained
special educators to work with learning inpaired students in
regul ar classes. Nor have we systematically trained regul ar
educators to work with learning inpaired children in regular

cl asses.

It is of paranount inportance that educators, parents, and
the public understand that the reason why nearly 1,300 |earning
I mpai red children are being educated in special classes with
other learning inpaired students is NOI that these speci al
cl asses work best or that they put out young nen and wonen who
are better equipped to function independently in society and to
t ake on the demands of adulthood. There is a considerabl e anount
of research data which shows that |earning inpaired students who
are educated in regular classroons wi th appropriate support
services attain as nmany academc skills as do those | earning
I mpai red students of simlar abilities who are educated in

speci al classes. Mreover, those who attend nai nstream prograns



often attain nore social skills and general coping skills than
equi val ent students who have had limted access to appropriate

mai nst r eam experi ences.

W have cone to an inportant crossroad. W nust decide
whet her or not to continue supporting basically one program
option for learning inpaired students, an option which is not
used equally by all districts, does not line up especially well
with contenporary best practices in the education of retarded
children, and results in fewer than 55 percent of its students
having full or part-tinme conpetitive jobs upon |eaving school.
This is not to say that the Departnent is advocating for the
abandonnent of all regional special classes. W are not. W
bel i eve that a conti nuum of program options should be avail abl e
I n each region of the state. Even so, we know that there are
many good reasons for educating a |arger proportion of students
with learning inpairnments in their hone schools. Several things
point us inthis direction, including contenporary research, new
federal directives, the findings of our year-long study, and,
finally, the homecom ng successes of several Vernont school

districts.

APPROACH

At the request of the Comm ssioner of Education, the Specia

Education Unit focused a considerabl e amount of attention on



regi onal special classes during the 1986-1987 school vyear.

Specifically, we carried out five activities:

1. The unit staff devel oped and distributed to all prograns
a witten questionnaire to obtain information on the
nunber and types of students served, the student to
adult ratios, related services provided, the percent of
time that students spend in nai nstream prograns, the
I nstructional focus of the prograns, and nore.

2. The unit staff visited nore than 50 special classes
where they interviewed teachers, observed students,
di scussed nai nstream ng opportunities, and gathered
information on the need for special classes.

3. The unit Chief convened a special class study group to
di scuss the role of regional special classes in the
conti nuum of services and to nake recommendati ons for
the future of these prograns.

4. The unit staff conPIeted an in-depth anal ysis of the
funding of regional special classes to determne per
pupil costs, uniformty of funding practices, and equity
In the distribution of funding.

5. The unit staff conducted a survey of school districts
whi ch had expressed an interest 1n bringing students
back fromregi onal special classes. The purpose of the

survey was to determne projected costs, staff needs,
I n-service training needs, and other anticipated needs.

Based on our year-long objective |ook at regional special
cl asses, we have 13 recommendations for the State Board of
Education to consider, each of which can be linked to information
or specific recommendati ons comng fromparents, teachers, and

admni strators of special education.



FI NAL RECOMVENDATI ONS

It was evident fromour programvisits and our study-group
di scussions that special class restructuring will take
considerable tinme and planning. Mreover, we l|learned that the
Departnent cannot |limt itself to the placenent issue al one.
The larger issue of securing appropriate services for all
| earni ng inpaired students nust be addressed together with the

restructuring of special classes.

After reading our prelimnary report (Novenber, 1987), nany
speci al educators becane concerned that the Departnent's interest
I n addressing the issue of special class restructuring was one of
cost-savings or cost-shifting, not educational best practices.

It appeared to many that we were about to forge ahead with
sweepi ng changes based on inconplete and incorrect data. By
conducting nunerous programvisits and by listening intently to
t he di scussions of the Study G oup, we feel that we now have
sufficient information on which to base sone substantive
recommendations. W will continue to gather data, to neet with
ad hoc study groups, and to nake visits to regional special

cl asses so that we can pursue prograns and services for |earning
| npai red students which are based on current best educationa

practi ces.



1. V& recommend that the Departnment show a strong commtnent to
serving learning inpaired students in integrated

settings by supPortlng ei
0

1987- 1988 school year.

t hree regional sPeC|aI

two prograns as toll ows:
d asses or Qurrent Amount Needed
Posi ti ons Budget for Remai ni ng

St udent s

Cast | et on
MH d ass $ 85,000 $ 37,000
Qter Valley
MH d ass $ 78,000 $ 15, 000
Barre Autistic
d ass $ 72,000 $ 30, 000
Manchest er
LI d ass
( Teacher
Reduct i on) $ 91,024 $ 61,024
Lanoill e North
D versified
Cccupat i ons
( Teacher
Reduct i on) $185, 872 $130, 872

ht homecom ng proposals for the
Thi s can be acconplished b

cl osi ng

classes and by reducing staff in

Anount Avai | -
able for _
Reconfi gurati on

$ 48, 000
$ 63, 000

$ 42,000

$ 30, 000

$ 55.000
$238, 000

Maki ng the proposed reductions woul d gi ve the Departnent
$238,000 wth which to assist eight districts who want to begin

or expand homecom ng proj ects.

foll ows:

D strict

Rut | and Nort heast
W ndham Sout hwest
Oleans Central
Cal edoni a North
Lanoille North

Anount
Request ed

$ 60, 980
$ 61,338
$ 10, 000
$ 54,505
$ 30, 000

V@ propose to assist districts' as

Pr oposed
Ass| st ance

$ 55, 000
20, 000
10, 000
39, 925
30, 000

@ B B &



D strict

Anmount Pr oposed
Request ed Assi st ance

W ndham Centr al $ 18, 000 $ 18, 000
Frankl i n Nort hwest $ 37,500 $ 25, 000
Washi ngt on \West $ 30,000 $ 30. 000

2.

$227, 925

The Departnent should fund one full-tine consultant to
assist districts which are maintaining |earning inpaired
students in their honme schools or are returning them
The cost of doing this is estimated at $35, 000.

The Division Director should issue an information
circular which clarifies the educational placenent

requi rements of P.L. 93-112, Section 504. The gui dance
should focus on 84.34 (a): "Arecipient shall place a
handi capped person in the regul ar education environmnent
OEerated by the recipient unless it is denonstrated by
the recipient that the education of the person in the
regul ar environment with the use of supplenentary aids
and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily."

The Departnent shoul d conduct on-site reviews of al
districts in which enrollnents of |earning inpaired
students in special class prograns exceed three percent.
Appropriate justifications for the enrollnent |evels at
or above three percent nust exist.

Two of the six TAE service regions should be invited to
submt plans for the restructuring of regional special

cl asses. Departnent staff should assist the regiona
planning teans in their efforts to consolidate classes
and to redistribute any cost savings. Entrance and exit
criteria for the reconfigured prograns should be spelled
out.

The certification requirements for Teacher of the
thdicaﬁped shoul d be changed to include conpetencies
for working with learning Inpaired students 1 n regular
education cl asses.

The Departnent's program approval standards for college
and university preservice prograns should be changed to
require teachers to attain conpetencies in working with
| earni ng inpaired students in nainstream prograns.



A honecomng |line item should be added to the special
education budget and all present and future homecom ng
grants should be included in the new line item

A funding statute should be witten which will enable
hosts of regional special class prograns to bill sending
districts for special class costs which are not covered
by state and federal grants.

Regi onal pl ans shoul d be deveIoPed wthin two years for
the restructuring of all special classes. Only those

speci al classes needed to nmaintain a regional continuum
of services should be included in the plans. The plans
al so shoul d include provisions for strengthening the
capacity of local districts to serve their |earning

| npai red students.

D stricts which host regional special classes should
take steps to ensure that all learning inpaired students
are mai nstreaned to the maxi num extent appropriate.
Children from sending districts should have the sane
opportunities for mainstreamng as students fromthe
host districts.

The Departnent shoul d prepare guidelines by which
funding can follow learning inpaired students when their
pl acenents change fromnore restrictive to |ess
restrictive settings.

The Departnment of Education should increase its special
education state training dollars by $50,000 in order to
assi st colleges and universities in upgradi ng courses
and to assist school districts in providing In-service
training in the instruction and accommodation of

| earning inpaired students.



REPORT OF THE SPECI AL CLASS STUWDY GROUP

A study group was forned in January to discuss the status of
regi onal special classes and to make recommendations for the
future of such prograns. The group was conposed of the
representatives of both host and sending districts, high and |ow
users of regional classes, and persons actively involved in
returning learning inpaired students to their honme schools. The
nmenbers of the group were selected so as to represent the five

service regions of the Vernont Superintendents Associ ation.

Menbers of the study group included:

1. Susan Abdo, Training Coordinator, Special Education
nit .

2. David Col achi co, Consultant for Secondary Prograns,
Speci al Education Unit.

3. Judy Eklund, Coordinator of School D strict Services,
Speci al Education Unit.

4. eryl Evans, Drector of Special Education, Rutland
Gty School District.

5. Laurie CGossens, Consultant for El enentary Learning
| npai rment/ Mul ti handi capped, Special Education Unit.

6. Marc Hull, Chief, Special Education Unit.

7. Terry Hurlbert, Special Education Drector, Essex North
Super vi sory Uni on.

8. Dennis Kane, D rector of Special Education, Barre Town
School District.

9. Jan Keffer, D rector of Special Education, WAshington
West Supervisory Uni on.

10. Dan Kuclj, Assistant Superintendent, Franklin Central
SuEerV|sory Uni on.

11. John Chaus, Director of Special Education, Hartford
School D strict.

12. R chard Reid, Homecom ng Project, University of Vernont.

13. R chard Schattman, Special Education Director, Franklin
Nor t hwest supervi sory Uni on.

14. Jacque Thousand, Honmecom ng Project, University of
Ver nont .

15. Rch Villa, Drector of Special Education, Wnooski,

School District; President, Vernont Association of
Speci al Educati on Adm ni strators.



One of the Study Goup's first activities was to seek
consensus concerning the scope of its deliberations. The group
did not want to restrict its discussions to the homecom ng issue
alone. It decided instead to have as its focus, the education of
all learning inpaired students including those who are served in
residential schools, regional special classes, and regular
classroons with support services. At one of its first neetings,
the group devel oped six principles to be applied in the education

of learning inpaired students.

1. The services ﬁrovided for students with |earning
| npai rments shoul d be determned by the students'
i ndi vidual needs and not by the availability of
particul ar services.

2. Individual Education Prograns (IEPs) for |earning
i mpai red students shoul d be devel oped and eval uat ed
annuallﬁ a%alnst best practices criteria. Included
anong the best practices criteria (but not limted to
these) are the follow ng:

a. Age-appropriate placenents in local public schools.

b. Delivery of services in natural environnents.

c. Community-based training.

d. Hone-School partnerships.

e. Transition planning between educational |evels and
nore restrictive to less restrictive environnents.

f. Systematic evaluation of education and rel ated
servi ces.

g. Social integration in school and connunitY settings.

h. Skill sequences that progress fromno skills to
adul t functi oni ng. 1

. Systenatic data-based instruction.

1. These best practices are discussed in depth in the
Proposed State Quidelines For the Education of Students with
Mbder at e/ Sever e Handi caps, available fromthe Center for
Dggglopnental DsabiTities, University of Vernont, Novenber 24,
1986.

-10-



3. The state will pronote and supﬁort best practices in the
education of children and youth who are |earning
I npai red through the provision of sufficient fisca
support, a conprehensive training plan, and on-goi ng
techni cal assistance to local school districts.

4. |EPs for learning inpaired students should include
opportunities for interaction with non-disabled, age
appropri ate peers.

5. Learning inpaired children should be renoved from
regul ar educational settings and services only when
conpel | i ng evidence denonstrates that acconplishnment of
| EP goal s and objectives cannot otherw se be achieved
satisfactorily.

6. These principles should be reviewed and revised every
three years 1 n accordance with current best practices.

The nenbers of the Study G oup conmtted thensel ves to
achi eving as much consensus as possible with respect to their
final recommendations. In nmaking this commtnent, the group
acknowl edged the need for parents, teachers, teacher trainers,
and admnistrators to work toward consensus even though w de
di fferences exist anong groups and individuals as to the nost
appropriate curricula, support services, educational placenents,

and instructional strategies for learning inpaired students.

Fromthe Study G oup's discussions, there energed three
areas in which sufficient consensus was reached to enable the
group to make recommendations to the State Board of Educati on,
the Departnent, and the field. These areas included (1) prograns

and services, (2) personnel training, and (3) funding.

-11-



Prograns and Services: Altogether, 2,163 |learning inpaired

students are served in Vernont. Inpairnments range frommld
devel opnental delays to severe and profound retardation. To
appropriately serve the wide gamut of abilities within the

| earning inpaired category, a variety of educational placenents
nmust be avail able. These pl acenent options can be categorized
according to degrees of restrictiveness, with the nost
restrictive being institutional placenents and the |east
restrictive being placenents in age appropriate regul ar classes
within a child s home school. Two federal laws (P.L. 94-142 and
P.L. 93-112, Section 504) require that all handi capped students
(including learning inpaired children) be placed in |east
restrictive settings. More specifically, these |aws state that
handi capped children shall not be renoved from regul ar cl asses
unless it has been denonstrated that appropriate instructiona
goal s cannot be achieved for them even with supplenentary aids
and services. The interpretation of this |aw has been a topic of
consi derabl e debate and has been the focus of nunerous |awsuits,
due process hearings, and fornmal conplaints for the past ten
years. Distinct differences can be found in how these |aws are
I npl erented in the 59 superintendencies within Vernont. Sone
school districts strive to serve all learning inpaired students,
I ncl udi ng mul ti handi capped students, in regular class settings;
other districts serve only snall percentages of their |earning

I npai red students in regular classes because they feel that the
speci al services which these students require are best nade

avai l abl e in special classes.

-12-



Wthin the tine frane in which the Study G oup operated, it
was inpossible to resolve the differences which the nenbers had
concerning how to inplenent the concept of least restrictive
environment. The group did reach consensus, however, on six

reconmendat i ons:

1. Regional teans should be established and given the task
of determ ning which state-supported services wll be
offered in designated regions. The plans shoul d address
al progran1opt|ons to be nade available for |earning
i mpal red students. The regional plans shoul d address
such issues as: admnistration of regional prograns,
per sonnel needs, funding, training needs, entrance and
exit criteria, individual case managenent, and
eval uation of outcones.

2. The regional planning teans should recei ve nbdest
amounts of funding wth which to sponsor training,
eval uate prograns, and obtain expert consultation
related to the placenent of |earning inpaired students
I n appropriate settings.

3. The State Departnent of Education should issue clear
gui dance as to how to achi eve conpliance wth the |east
restrictive environnent provisions of federal |aws. The
ui del i nes shoul d state the conditions under which
earning inpaired students may be placed in nore
restrictive settings.

4. The state should annually nonitor the placenent of
| earning inpaired students through the normative
I ndi cators project. An on-site review should be
conduct ed whenever a district's special class enroll nent
exceeds three percent of the total school enroll nent.

5. Existing state and |ocal resources should be explored to
determ ne how they can assist schools in supporting
| earning inpaired students in |least restrictive
educational environnents. These include such resources
as the State |-Team the regional hearing inpaired
consultants, and the |ow vision consultants of the
Vernont Association of the Blind and Visually | npaired.

6. Transition plans should be devel oped for all |earning
| npai red students when they are noved from one
educational level to another or are noved from nore
restrictive to less restrictive environments.

-13-



Training: Over the past 15 years, a considerabl e amount of
I nformati on has been generated by research and nodel
denonstration projects on how to successfully teach |earning
| npai red students. Many of the teaching strategies that have
proven effective for these students did not originate with
speci al education. Consider, for exanple, Mdeleine Hunter's
Ef fective Teaching Strategies or Benjamn Blooms Mstery
Learning Principles. Unfortunately, we have not been highly
successful in getting this useful information to teachers,
particularly to regular class teachers in whose classes nore than
one-half of Vernont's 2,163 learning inpaired students are

enrol | ed.

If we are to nake major strides in inproving the education
of learning inpaired students and in successfully accomuodati ng
themin regular prograns, then we nust nount a significant
traini ng canpai gn which targets both regular and specia

educat i on personnel .

The Study G oup nade several recomrendations having to do

with training

1. Everyone involved with the mainstreamng of |earning
| npai red students nust be trained in the specific role
that he or she is to performin integrating them or
preparing them for integration. Everyone Involved nust
possess a certain |level of know edge and under st andi ng
about learning inpaired students and be able to carry
out certain instructional strategies. Those who require
training include: regular class teachers, nainstream

-14-



speci al educators, special class teachers, school

admni strators, mainstreamsupport teachers,

par apr of essional s (aides), and parents. A subgroup of

the Special Education Training Council should be forned

to identify the know edges and skills that various

?roups shoul d possess in order to successfully instruct
earning inpaired students in integrated settings.

Col | eges should nodify courses to ensure that al
education majors have the necessary conpetencies to
support learning inpaired students in nmainstream
settings. The state's certification requirenents al so
shoul d be changed to require all teachers to have course
work in accommodating children with |[earning inpairnents
i n regul ar education prograns.

The six colleges which train Teachers of the Handi capped
shoul d nodi fy courses so that special class teachers are
trained to work with learning inpaired students in
nguIar cl asses and resource roons as well as in specia
cl asses.

The Departnent of Education shoul d nmake provisions for
all school districts to receive ongoing technica
assistance and in-service training in the current best
practices for educating learning Inpaired students in
settln?s that afford maxi numintegration. The

equi val ent of one full-tine professional should be
avai l abl e through the Departnent or an appropriate
subcont ract or .

The Departnment of Education should reconsider the work
carried out by its various subcontractors who provide

t echni cal assistance around |earning inpaired students.
Such ?roups as the state Interdisciplinary Team oper at ed
out of the Center for Devel opnental D sabilities at the
University of Vernmont should be appropriately used in
provi di ng best practices consultation. The sane can be
said for the regional hearing inpaired consultants and
the regional teachers of the visually inpaired
contracted through the Vernont Association of the Bind
and Vi sual ly | npaired.

Speci al cl ass teachers who have denonstrated conpetence
in working with learning inpaired students shoul d be
used extensively as trainers and consultants to support
regul ar cl ass teachers and nai nstream speci al educators
who work with learning inpaired students.

The Departnent of Education should increase its special

education state training dollars by $50,000 in order to
(1) assist colleges and universities in upgrading
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courses in which future preschool, elenentary, and
secondary teachers are trained to effectively instruct
and accommodate learning inpaired students and (2) to
assi st school districts in providing in-service training
In the education of |earning inpaired students.

Fundi ng; The Study G oup acknow edged that the current
system for funding prograns and services for students with
| earning inpairments has sone serious flaws which nust be
corrected. However, any effort to serve greater nunbers of
| earning inpaired students in regular or less restrictive
settings will not represent a cost savings neasure. The support
servi ces needed by learning inpaired students renain the same

i rrespective of the nature of their primary placenent.

A major effort to increase the access of learning inpaired
students to nai nstream experi ences cannot be acconplished wthin
present funding |evels for special education. A nodest anmount of
t he needed funds can be obtained fromthe restructuring of
current special classes. D stricts may have to bear a portion of
the increased costs associated with achi eving nmaxi num integration
of learning inpaired students. The state too will have to share

In any overall cost increases.

The Study G oup nade seven reconmmendati ons having to do with

f undi ng:

1. Al learning inpaired students whether taught in
mai nstream or special class prograns should generate
sufficient state and local dollars to neet their
i nstructional and rel ated services needs.

-16-



2. State statutes and Folicies shoul d be changed so that
dollars may follow |l earning inpaired students when they
are returned to hone schoo Prograns whi ch have a
mai nstream ng enphasis. Included in this would be a
statutory change which allows host districts to bil
sending districts for a portion of the costs to operate
speci al cl asses.

3. The costs of related services such as speech and
| anguage pat hol ogy or occupational and physical therapy
must be consi dered when projecting the costs of
returning students to regular classes. Prior to
returning learning inpaired students to integrated
settings, procedures should be in place to ensure
continuation of necessary rel ated services.

4. The effort to return learning inpaired students to
their home schools should be identified as a line item
within the special education budget, and the Departnent
shoul d project the cost of such projects for the next 5
to 10 years. The Departnent shoul d seek the necessary
funding to support these Erojects. It is inperative
that appropriate funding be in place to support
nainstreanln% efforts. To bring learning I npaired
students back fromregional prograns W thout the
necessary support services being in place is to invite
failure for the students and failure for the nainstream
teachers and special educators who take on
responsibility for the returning students.

5. As special classes are phased out or reconfigured, care
must be taken not to elimnate the continuum of services
needed throughout the state to appropriately educate
| earni ng inpaired students.

6. The state should pursue new funding in addition to

pursui ng funding through the restructuring of current
speci al cl ass prograns.

The Study G oup, though conprised of persons with different
backgrounds and different phil osophies about educating |earning
| npai red students, acknow edges the need for inprovenents in the
education of learning inpaired students in Vernont. The group

feels that a fulfillment of the recomrendations given in this
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report will nove the state significantly forward in its effort to
provide quality services for handi capped students. The group,

t hough ad hoc in nature, is willing and able to continue
assisting the Departnent in any way whi ch benefits Vernont's

2,163 learning inpaired children and yout h.

REVI EW OF SPECI AL CLASS FUNDI NG AND ENRCLLMENT LEVELS

As part of the special class study, an in-depth review was
made of all special class enrollnments and all regional program
budgets. The |ocation of mnultihandi capped, |earning inpaired, and
di versified occupations cl asses are depicted on the acconpanyi ng

maps (Figures 1, 2, and 3).

There are 22 classes for multihandi capped students, those
children and yout h whose nental devel opnent is |less than 24
nont hs of age. As shown in Figure 1, classes for
mul ti handi capped children are located throughout the state with a
concentration of classes in Rutland County. There are four
classes for students who reside at Brandon Trai ning School .
There are no mul ti handi capped cl asses in the northwest region.
Here, these students are integrated into the learning inpaired
classes or, in the case of Franklin Northwest, are integrated
into regul ar classes. The per pupil cost of multihandi capped

programs in the 1986-1987 school year ranged from $7,836 to
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Figure 1
Location of Miltihandi capped Prog
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TABLE 1

MULTI HANDI CAPPED PROGRAMS
FUNDI NG & STAFFI NG ANALYSI S

FY 1987
Student Rati os
Program Number Dol l'ars St udent s St udent s
per Student per Teacher per Adult
MH 361-87 15, 648 5.0 1.6
MH 281-87 14, 328 3.0 1.0
IVH 151-87 13,532 4.0 1.3
IVH 372-87 12, 387 6.0 1.2
VH 401- 87 12, 302 7.0 1.0
VH 441-87 12, 037 6.0 1.2
VH 032-87 11, 585 5.0 1.6
MH 111-87 11, 334 5.5 0.9
VH 371-87 11, 233 6.0 1.5
MH 562-87 9, 987 5.0 1.2
MH 031-87 9, 349 6.0 1.5
MH 311-87 9,231 6.0 1.5
MH 561-87 9, 083 6.0 1.0
MH 581- 87 8, 454 6.0 2.0
IVH 051-87 8,402 4.5 .5
IVH 481-87 7,863 6.0 1.5
5/ 87



$15, 648 per student, a range of $7,785. (See Table |). The

medi an cost per pupil was about $11,000. The student to teacher
ratio ranged from 7.0 students per teacher to 3.0 students.
Addi ng in the nunber of teacher aides gives an average student to
adult ratio of 1.3 students per adult. {asses for the 1986-1987
school year ranged fromtwo students per adult to |ess than one
student per adult. Sonme of the staff reductions shown in
Recommendati on #1 grew out of these anal yses of student to

t eacher rati os.

Sone 445 learning inpaired students of high school age are
served through a network of 17 diversified occupations prograns.
(See Figure 2). Al but two of the diversified occupations
prograns are located in area vocational centers, thus assuring a
good neasure of geographical accessibility. Dversified
occupations classes typically consist of four conponents (each
havi ng one or nore teachers): academcs, heavy |ab, light |ab,

and comuni ty-based job training.

The FY 1987 per pupil cost for diversified occupations
prograns ranged froma high of $9,785 per student to $2,848, a
range of $6,937. (See Table 2). The nedi an cost was around
$6,000. The ratio of students to teachers ranged froma high of
13 students to a lowof 3.7, a range of 9.3 students. The nunber
of students per adult ranged from 8.0 students to 2.7. There was
a positive correlation between per pupil costs and student-to-

t eacher rati os.
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Location of Diversified Occupations Prograns
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TABLE 2

D VERSI FI ED OCCUPATI ONS PROGRAVG
FUNDI NG & STAFFI NG ANALYSI S

Fy 1987
Student Rati os
Progr am Nunber Dol I'ars Students Students
per Student per Teacher per Adul t
DO 251-87 9, 785 3.7 2.7
DO 031-87 8, 588 4.8 2.9
DO 441-87 8, 150 4.4 3.2
DO 701-87 7,992 5.0 4.2
DO 281-87 7,490 4.8 3.8
DO 481-87 7,072 4.8 4.1
DO 271-87 6, 874 8.0 4.0
DO 051-87 6, 506 5.8 4.1
DO 201-87 6, 412 5.0 5.0
DO 131-87 5,761 . 6.7 5.0
DO 541-87 5,414 8.0 8.0
DO 151-87 5, 052 1.7 5.8
DO 561-87 5,001 6.8 4.4
DO 401-87 3, 956 11.0 7.3
DO 711-87 3,725 9.5 6.3
DO 311-87 2, 848 13.0 6.5
5/ 87
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Learning inpaired children between the ages of 6 and 14 are
served by a network of 74 special classes |ocated throughout
Vernmont (See Figure 3). The children served in these cl asses
have mld to noderate del ays in devel opnment and achi evenent. The
per pupil costs for these prograns ranged from $3,014 to $15, 171
a range of $12,157 (See Table 3). The nedi an cost of classes for
| earni ng inpaired students is about $5,500. Student to teacher
ratios in these vary quite markedly from 12.5 students per
teacher to three students per teacher, a range of 11.5. The

average ratio for these prograns is six students per teacher.

Fromthese data, one can see the significant disparities
whi ch exi st anong prograns wth respect to both costs and student
to staff ratios. |In giving budget guidance for FY 1988, we began
a process for reducing the variance reported in the three tables.
These analyses illustrate the need for continued study of specia
cl asses by the Departnent and by regi onal planning teans

(Recommendat i on #10) .
REG ONAL SPECI AL CLASS REVI EWS
As part of their reviewof regional special class prograns,
the consultants in the Special Education Unit visited nore than

50 special classes in 17 of the state's 34 host districts. Wile

on site, the consultants interviewed special education
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FI GURE 2

Location of Learning Impaired Programs
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Program Nunber
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LI
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LI

LI

L

LI

LI

L

LI

L

LI

LI

LI

LI

LI

LI

061-87

161- 87

231- 87

351- 87

031-87

011- 87

151-87

241- 87

191-87

341- 87

271-87

581-87

111-87

251- 87

481- 87

261-87

561- 87

311-87

441- 87

041-87

TABLE 3

LEARNI NG | MPAI RED PROGRAMS
FUNDI NG & STAFFI NG ANALYSI S

FY 1987
Student Rati os
Dol I ars St udent s St udent s
per Student per Teacher per Adult
15,171 3.0 .0
13, 732 3.9 . 8
12,518 4.0 .0
10, 394 4.0 .0
10, 183 6.0 .0
8,675 6.0 .5
8,139 5.7 .1
8,121 3.0 .0
7,503 5.0 .5
7, 256 4.5 .3
6, 999 6.3 LT
6, 546 7.3 .1
5,720 6.2 .1
5,704 3.5 .0
5, 690 8.3 .5
5,481 4.9 .8
5, 437 8.3 .0
5, 344 6.9 .0
5, 127 7.5 .7
4,941 8.7 T
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Table 3 -

LI
L

L

LI
LI
LI
LI
LI

5/ 87

471- 87
051-87
401- 87
361- 87
281- 87
101- 87
541-87
201-87

4, 814
4,751
4, 496
4,379
4, 056
3, 733
3,123
3,014
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admni strators, special class teachers, and regul ar education
teachers. Each interview followed a particular format which the
consul tants had devel oped as a group. Mre than 100 teachers and
admni strators were interviewed. Through these visits, the
consul tants becane well informed on the field s perceptions of
regi onal special classes. They al so obtained nmany hel pful

recomendat i ons concerning the restructuring of regional classes.

In all regions of the state, great concern was expressed
over the educational welfare of students who are affected by the
closing of regional classes. S mlar concern was expressed on
behal f of special class teachers whose jobs are elimnated.

Li kewi se, many of the individuals who were interviewed had
concerns for howwell prepared regular class teachers are at this
stage to work successfully with learning inpaired children.

There were many deeply concerned teachers and adm ni strators who
wanted to have assurances fromthe Departnent consultants that
the reconfiguration has as its primary aimthe inprovenent of
educati onal opportunities for learning inpaired students, not
cost savings, or cost shifting. The interview conducted by the

consultants are sumari zed here according to type of position.

Special (dass Admnistrators: For the sake of this report,

only the maj or concerns and nmaj or reconmendati ons given by

speci al education admnistrators will be discussed. Persons

-28-



interested in the full responses recorded by the consultants may
obtain themby contacting Laurie Gossens, Consultant for the
Learning Inpaired and Mul ti handi capped (828-3141). Certain
concerns and certain recomendati ons were repeatedly raised by

the admni strators. Anong the concerns were these:

1. The Departnent aPpears to be favoring the honmecom ng
model to the exclusion of other legitimte service
del i very nodel s.

2. The honecomng effort [ooks nore |ike a cost shifting
measure than a genuine attenpt to inprove services for
| earning inpaired students.

3. The present special education budget is insufficient to
fund the full spectrumof services needed for |earning
| mpai red students. Wy pronote the devel opnent of
services which the state cannot adequately fund?

4. W% need a continuumof services. The restructuring
effort must not | eave us w thout adequate nunbers of
speci al class prograns.

5. Wiy is the state thinking of returning a |arge nunber of
| earning inpaired students to their honme school s
within a short tinme span when we are |acking nmany of the
necessary homecom ng ingredients: appropriate funding,
parental support, appropriately trained regular class
t eachers, special education support services, and
positive teacher attitudes?

6. Placing learning inpaired students in their honme school s
does not ensure that they will formthe friendships or
have the positive interpersonal relationships which they
devel op in special classes.

Several recomrendations were nade by the adm ni strators:

1. Gve schools anple lead tine to adjust to changes. Do
aﬁpropriate plannin? and keep the field well informed on
the restructuring effort. Support the six principles
whi ch the Regional Special dass Study G oup devel oped.
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2. Gve general guidelines but allowthe regions to
determne for thensel ves how to proceed with specia
class restructuring.

3. Equal funding should be available for |earning inpaired
students whether they are served in regular classes or
regi onal prograns.

4. Funding should follow | earning inpaired students and the
amount of funding should be determ ned by the actua
needs of the students: OTI, PT, Speech, etc.

5. A mgjor enphasis should be placed on training. Everyone
I nvol ved wth |earning inpalred students nust be
appropriately trained to carry out their roles,
both in mainstream and regional class settings.

6. There nust be a variety of program options avail abl e,
not just regional classes or full-tinme mainstream ng.

7. Follow the best practices identified through UWM s
statew de systens change grant. Build on their
findi ngs.

8. Use experienced and respected special class teachers in
providing the training and technical assistance needed
to support the homecom ng concept.

9. The present billback system should be phased out if the

enphasis is going to be on educating |earning inpaired
students in their hone schools.

Regul ar Education Teachers; The regul ar educators who were

I nterviewed had very positive things to say about working with
| earning inpaired students. They were quick to add, however,
that the nmainstreamng of |earning inpaired students does not

succeed W t hout appropriate support services. These include:

1. Unwavering support fromthe building principal.

2. Individual aides for students with noderate to severe
| earni ng inpairnents.

3. Regularly scheduled in-service training for both aides
and t eachers.
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4. Supplenmentary instructional materials.

5. an to day consultation around specific children with a
wel | -i nforned special education teacher.

6. Assistance with curriculumnodification, behavior
probl ens, discipline, grading, expectations, peer
tutoring, and nore.

7. Teacher assistance teans where problens and speci al
concerns can be discussed on a regul ar basis.

8. (Ongoing consultation from specialists such as physica

and occupational therapists, speech and | anguage
pat hol ogi sts, nedical specialists, and others.

Several of the teachers who were interviewed said that they
could give nore attention to the learning inpaired students in
their classroons if the nunber of classroom ai des were increased
or if class sizes were lowered. Fromthe information gathered by
the unit consultants, it does not appear that regul ar class
teachers participate actively in nmaking placenent decisions or in
recomrendi ng | EP goal s and objectives. Sone teachers voi ced
concerns over the fact that the best teachers, those who put the
greatest tine and effort into teaching, are the first to be asked
to take on learning inpaired students who in many cases require
extra instruction, special materials, frequent behavior

managenent, and consultation with specialists.

Special O ass Teachers: As one woul d expect, special class

teachers had nmuch to say about the restructuring of regiona
speci al classes. Anong the concerns expressed by the specia

cl ass teachers were these:
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1. Learning inpaired students learn to "tune out" in
mai nstream cl asses because the work there is too hard
for themor is irrelevant to their needs and abilities.

2. Many learning inpaired students are not truly
| nt egrat ed—they are just sitting in regular classes.
Their self inmage becones | owered because they cannot
performlike other children. Nhng | earning 1 npaired
students are socially segregated because they can't keep
up with their peers.

3. Mainstream special educators (resource roomteachers,
consul ting teachers, and |earning specialists) are not
trained in howto work with learning inpaired students.

4. Many regular class teachers say that they resent having
to spend extra time on teaching and accommodati ng
| earning i1npaired students.

5. Sone | earning inPaired students are being returned to
their honme schools with teacher aides as their only
substanti ve special education support.

6. Paraprofessionals frequently are not appropriately
trained or supervised. Sone aides see the |earning

SEepiaIist only a fewmnutes per week. They are on
their own nmuch of the tine.

The special class teachers also raised many of the sane
concerns as the admnistrators. Wen asked what services need to
be in place in order for learning inpaired students to be
returned successfully to their hone schools, the special class

t eachers had many recommendati ons:

1. Trained regul ar class teachers who understand the
academ c, social, enotional, and behavioral needs of
| earni ng i npaired students.

2. Ongoing in-service training and technical assistance
for nmai nstreamteachers.

3. A functional skills curriculum not just academc
skills.

4. Related services: OI, PT, Speech, etc.
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5. Positive teacher attitudes, teamwork between regul ar and
speci al educati on.

6. Strong behavi or nmanagenent prograns.

7. Skilled teachers who can work with severe
comuni cation disabilities and wi th non-verba
st udent s.

8. kLgPISChools that focus on nore than academc
skills.

9. Strong admnistrative support at the building |evel.

10. ApproEriate transition services between |evels such as
preschool and el enentary grades, junior and senior high
school, etc.

11. Training and consultation for support personnel:
art, physical education, and nusic teachers.

12. Regul ar education personnel need training in howto
acconmodat e | earning inpaired students, particularly
at the junior and senior high school |evels.

In addition to interview ng teachers and adm nistrators, the
unit consultants al so observed the regional classes and, as tine
permtted, talked with students and teacher aides. Anong the

observations reported by the unit staff are these:

1. Not all students served in regional special classes neet
the learning inpairnment criteria. However, both
teachers and admnistrators defended the use of special
class prograns for sonme |ow functioning students who
do not neet the learning inpaired eligibility standards.

2. Some special classes serve no out-of-district students.
I n essence, they function as state-supported resource
rooms, a service that other districts are denied.

3. Entrance and exit criteria are not uniformacross the
state. It can be nore difficult to get students out of
special class prograns than to get themin.

4. A few host districts will provide nai nstream ng

OEportunities for local students but not for outsiders,
that is, students fromthe sending districts.
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5. Sone prograns have as many teachers and ai des as they
have students.

6. The Chittenden County admni strators have established
uniformentrance and exit criteria for regional specia
classes. They al so have contracted with experts to

assi st themin maki ng decisions around particularly
t roubl esone students.

The responses that are summarized in this segnment of the
report were used in formulating several of the fina

recomendat i ons which are given at the beginning of the paper.

D STRI CTS WANTI NG TO RETURN LEARNI NG | MPAI RED STUDENTS

In March, 1987, the special education unit contacted 14
superi nt endenci es whi ch had expressed interest in having |earning
I npai red students return to their honme schools. W invited these
districts to describe the procedures they would follow if funding

were nmade avail able to support their plans.

Sonme districts called to say that they were not in a
position to return students in the 1987-1988 school year. E ght
districts, however, sent in proposals. |If funding were avail able
to support these projects, 43 students would be able to return to
their home schools and 94 |earning inpaired students woul d be
able to remain in their hone districts. By closing three
prograns and reducing the staff in two other prograns, we wll be
able to partially fund the proposals for the 1987-1988 school

year.
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Fromthe eight proposals, we |earned several things:

1. These districts are willing to contribute |ocal dollars

In support of learning inpaired students. |n sone
cases, the districts were willing to allocate new
dollars. In others, transportation and billback savi ngs
mouhddbe used to cover part of the cost of the services
needed.

2. Districts which want to bring learning inpaired students
back fromregional special classes already have stopped
sendi ng nost students to regional progranms, hence they
need support services for |earning inpaired students
already I1n their districts as well as those who w il be
r et ur ned.

3. Most learning inpaired students who have been served in
Essential Early Education prograns are being
transitioned into kindergarten or regular first grade
cl asses.

4. W learned that returning the 43 students was
insufficient to iustify the closing of existing regi ona
prograns. Usually only one or two students per re?iona
class would be returned to their honme schools. (I
t hese school s continue to educate students in their hone
school s, the nunber of regional classes can be reduced).

5. In these eight districts, obtaining related services
(for exanpl e, occupational and physical therapy) was not
an obstacle in returning learning inpaired students.
Such services were already being provided to students in
these districts.

6. The eight districts require an additional specialist in
order to bring students back from regional prograns.
Each district requested a teacher who was specifically
trained to work with learning inpaired students in
mai nst ream setti ngs.

7. On the average, a programdesigned to return |earning
i npai red students is expected to cost about $60, 000,
I ncl uding both state and local costs. This anount woul d
cover (1) the costs and benefits of an educati ona
specialist, (2) one or nore teacher aides, (3) specia
instructional nmaterials, (4) related
services, and (5 ml eage.
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Under the final recomrendati ons section of this report is a
plan for hel ping these districts inplenent part or all of their

pr oposal s.
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