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Funding	
  Special	
  Educa-on	
  
Concerns	
  with	
  the	
  current	
  reimbursement-­‐based	
  
model	
  of	
  funding	
  special	
  educa-on:	
  
•  unnecessarily	
  burdensome	
  &	
  -me	
  consuming	
  
•  interferes	
  with	
  innova-on	
  	
  
•  incen-vizes	
  iden-fying	
  students	
  as	
  “disabled”	
  
•  escala-ng	
  "gamesmanship”	
  
•  drives	
  prac-ces	
  in	
  unhelpful	
  ways	
  
•  hidden	
  costs	
  in	
  personnel	
  -me	
  

Equitable	
  Access	
  to	
  Inclusive	
  
Schooling	
  Opportuni-es	
  

•  Regular	
  Class	
  Placement	
  Range	
  for	
  Students	
  with	
  
Disabili-es	
  =	
  48%	
  -­‐	
  >90%	
  (for	
  VT	
  Supervisory	
  
Unions;	
  wider	
  by	
  school)	
  

•  Misunderstanding	
  or	
  misapplica-on	
  of	
  LRE	
  (Least	
  
Restric-ve	
  Environment)	
  provisions	
  of	
  IDEA	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
(see	
  text,	
  p.	
  8)	
  

•  Inclusion	
  varies	
  by	
  disability	
  category	
  and	
  age	
  
•  Even	
  in	
  regular	
  class	
  “micro-­‐exclusion”	
  occurs	
  

Equitable	
  Access	
  to	
  
Educa-onal	
  Supports	
  from	
  
Highly	
  Qualified	
  Personnel	
  	
  

•  Inverse	
  rela-onship	
  between	
  intensity	
  of	
  special	
  
educa-on	
  need	
  and	
  access	
  to	
  highly	
  qualified	
  
personnel	
  

•  	
  Students	
  with	
  more	
  intensive	
  needs	
  tend	
  to	
  get	
  
an	
  increasing	
  percentage	
  of	
  instruc-on	
  from	
  
paraprofessionals	
  

•  Would	
  this	
  be	
  acceptable	
  for	
  students	
  without	
  
disabili-es?	
  	
  

	
  Average	
  Instruc-onal	
  Time	
  for	
  Students	
  with	
  
Disabili-es	
  Receiving	
  1:1	
  Supports	
  in	
  Regular	
  Class	
  

(n	
  =	
  365	
  students)	
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We	
  have	
  created	
  a	
  
system	
  that	
  has	
  

increasingly	
  relied	
  on	
  
paraprofessionals	
  to	
  

func-on.	
  
	
  
	
  

Interrelated	
  
Points	
  &	
  Data…	
  

	
   1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

VT Para FTE 1186 1318 1467 1667 1891 2210 2331 2403 2646 2838 2998 3175 3262 3316 3212 3462 3104 31253,1183032 2927 2883

VT Inclusion 87% 87% 89% 87% 87% 85% 84% 83% 82% 75% 79% 77% 76% 77% 77% 78% 71% 70% 70% 72% 73% 74%

US Inclusion 33% 35% 40% 44% 45% 46% 46% 47% 46% 46% 46% 48% 48% 50% 52% 54% 54% 57% 58% 59% 61% 61%
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VT	
  FTE	
  of	
  Paraprofessionals	
  Employed	
  for	
  K-­‐12	
  Special	
  Educa-on	
  &	
  	
  
Percentage	
  of	
  Students	
  with	
  Disabili-es	
  in	
  General	
  Educa-on	
  

(US	
  DOE,	
  1990-­‐2011)	
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Adjusted	
  for	
  Child	
  Count,	
  the	
  ra-o	
  of	
  special	
  educa-on	
  
paraprofessionals	
  has	
  increased	
  from	
  approximately	
  1:9	
  to	
  1:4	
  

students	
  on	
  IEPs	
  

Paraprofessionals	
  
are	
  valued	
  in	
  

schools,	
  but	
  are	
  
not	
  always	
  used	
  
wisely	
  (e.g.,	
  
ques-onable	
  

roles,	
  insufficient	
  
training,	
  

insufficient	
  
supervision).	
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Special Education Services Concentration

Special	
  Educator	
  IEP	
  Caseload	
  by	
  Special	
  Educa-on	
  Services	
  
Concentra-on	
  (Ra-o	
  SPED	
  Paraprofessional:	
  SPED	
  Teacher)	
  	
  

(US	
  DOE,	
  2011)	
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VT	
  has	
  approximately	
  
2.5	
  to	
  3.5	
  as	
  many	
  special	
  
educa-on	
  
paraprofessionals	
  as	
  
special	
  educa-on	
  teachers	
  	
  

SPED 
Paraprofessionals

76% 49%
Assigned to SPED One-to-One

Assigned to GenEd

Non One-to-One

All Paraprofessionals

Distribu-on	
  of	
  Paraprofessional	
  FTE	
  
n	
  =	
  74	
  Schools	
  

(17% to 100%)

24%
(0% to 83%)

(0% to 100%)

Research	
  
documents	
  
unintended	
  
detrimental	
  
effects	
  of	
  1:1	
  
paraprofessional	
  
supports.	
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Ra-o	
  of	
  Special	
  Educator	
  FTE	
  to	
  Total	
  Enrollment	
  	
  
Special	
  Educator	
  School	
  Density	
  

Mean Ratio = 1:88

1:37 1:166
n	
  =	
  74	
  Schools	
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Special Education Services Concentration

Special	
  Educator	
  IEP	
  Caseload	
  by	
  	
  
Special	
  Educa-on	
  Services	
  Concentra-on	
  	
  

n	
  =	
  74	
  Schools	
  
VT (n = 74) Special Education 
Services Concentration (3.3)

More 
SPED 

Para FTE

More 
SPED 
FTE

Instruc-onal	
  Time	
  Provided	
  to	
  Students	
  on	
  IEPs	
  by	
  
Special	
  Educators	
  and	
  	
  

Special	
  Educa-on	
  Paraprofessionals	
  	
  
(n	
  =	
  377	
  Special	
  Educators)	
  

Because so many 
more Parapros than 
SPEDs and more 

Parapro % of time in 
instruction

25%

75%

Special Educators

Special Education 
Paraprofessionals

Schools	
  find	
  
themselves	
  
precariously	
  
perched	
  and	
  
too	
  onen	
  in	
  a	
  

reac-ve	
  
mode;	
  this	
  
delays	
  

aGen-on	
  to	
  
core	
  issues.	
  

Pr
oa
c-
ve
	
  E
xe
m
pl
ar
	
  M

od
el
	
  

(C
os
t-­‐
N
eu

tr
al
	
  B
as
ed

	
  o
n	
  
VT

	
  S
am

pl
e	
  
Av

er
ag
es
	
  	
  

Pr
oa
c-
ve
	
  E
xe
m
pl
ar
	
  M

od
el
	
  

(C
os
t-­‐
N
eu

tr
al
	
  B
as
ed

	
  o
n	
  
VT

	
  S
am

pl
e	
  
Av

er
ag
es
	
  	
  



4	
  

Cau-ons	
  
(see	
  text)	
  

Poten-al	
  
Ac-ons	
  
(see	
  text)	
  


