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Introduction

The Two Rivers Supervisory Union (TRSU) is a multi-town, multi-district supervisory union serving
the communities of Andover, Baltimore, Cavendish, Chester, Ludlow, and Mount Holly. It
comprises the Green Mountain Unified School District and the Ludlow-Mount Holly Unified Union
School District. TRSU is responsible for ensuring the provision of special education services to all
eligible students in its member towns.

The special education system is a complex part of the public school organization that requires
simultaneous attention paid to educational best practices, legal and regulatory compliance, and
effective and efficient service provision. Having a deep understanding of how services are
delivered within the system, how resources are distributed across schools, and the extent to which
students’ needs are being met is critical to meet the legal requirement for students with
disabilities - and to ensure that the District can effectively carry out its mission for all learners.

The Two Rivers Supervisory Union (TRSU) contracted with the Consultant to conduct a
comprehensive review of its district special education programming. The review focused on the
strengths and challenges of the TRSU'’s current special education system and included the
following goals:

Program Review Goals

e Work with district leadership to understand the current district context, including
strengths, challenges and goals for the program review.

e Assess the current alignment of special education practices in the district with
evidence-based practices for students with disabilities, and the extent to which current
practices are meeting the academic, social and emotional needs of identified students.

e Evaluate the effectiveness of inclusion strategies and identify ways to promote an inclusive
learning environment for all students. This includes an examination of the continuum of
placements currently being utilized for students.

e Analyze the allocation of resources, including staffing and service delivery, to ensure the SU
can effectively support students and promote equity and access to high quality instruction

e Provide actionable recommendations and work with identified leaders to establish a
framework for ongoing refinement of special education practices
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Methodology

Special education services are an entitlement for eligible students with disabilities; school districts
are required by state and Federal laws to provide a Free Appropriate Public Education (FAPE).
These services are individualized to meet the unique needs of each eligible student’s disability and
must be grounded in research-based practices so they can thrive in their educational environment.
Thus, special education is resource-intensive, and districts must have a deep understanding of how
special education services are delivered and how they are impacting student outcomes as they
make budget decisions.

This analysis focuses on instructional practices, along with student demographics, resource
allocation and decision making structures within special education. It analyzes the alignment of
district  practices with evidence-based, high-leverage special education practices.
Recommendations are offered so that TRSU can move closer to full implementation of these
practices, resulting in more robust service delivery and increased compliance with special
education requirements.

Overview of Evidence-Based Practices

The following four categories represent a consistent and long-standing body of research about
practices that have been demonstrated to improve outcomes for students with disabilities. These
practices cross grade spans and disability categories, and therefore are useful in this kind of
analysis because they make clear what a district should be striving for in order to make a
difference for special education students across multiple schools and settings. Appendix B
includes a selection of the supporting research for these practices.

|.  Collaboration

Schools understand collaboration as an important practice, but within special education it is
especially critical. Students who have disabilities are general education students first, and in
order to access general education instruction as well as their specialized services they
require accommodations and modifications. All educators who serve these students must
have an awareness of their disability and specific needs, as well as an understanding of any
legally required accommodations and modifications in their Individual Education Plan (IEP).
Collaboration allows varied perspectives and areas of expertise to be part of instructional
decisions, ensures coherence across instructional settings, and allows for collective
monitoring of student progress so that instruction can be adjusted as needed. It also
enables effective communication and collaboration with families, caregivers and other
providers. Schools must have structures in place so that educators can team effectively.

[I.  Responsive, Data-Driven Instruction

Specialized instruction must be responsive to the student, during each instructional session
and over time. It requires a deep knowledge of the student’s performance data so that
teams can appropriately adjust instruction in the moment. Data driven planning allows for
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more targeted intervention, and allows all educators working with the student to react in
real time to how students are responding to their instruction. Educators must use multiple
kinds of data to inform their “next instructional move”, and collaborative structures must be
developed so that teams can review data collected across settings.

[ll.  Expert Instruction (Academic and Behavioral)

Students with disabilities must receive their instruction from the most qualified educator
for the given instructional area (academic or behavioral). Research supports a number of
effective universal practices that have demonstrated effectiveness across settings and
grades, such as explicit instruction, utilization of cognitive and meta-cognitive strategies, a
focus on accelerating growth, and coherence across instructional settings. In addition,
systems must have access to the individualized expertise to meet students’ specific needs
as well as the structures needed to determine who is most suited for instruction.

Expert instruction requires a system to know where its expertise is and deploy it
appropriately. In some cases, classroom teachers have the most expertise to provide some
kinds of intervention, freeing up interventionists and special educators for more targeted
and specialized instruction. Other expertise can be accessed through a consultative model
(related services, behavior services and others). Districts need to understand their system
capacity and organize themselves to be able to deploy it appropriately.

V. Intensification & Individualization

The term “specialized instruction” is important in special education - it is the legal definition
of what kind of instruction students with disabilities require. In practice, specialized
instruction looks like good instruction that increases in intensity (e.g., delivered more
frequently), is more individualized (tailored to the student based on data) and is delivered
by a professional with additional expertise. Special education services, generally speaking,
should be more intensive and individualized than the instruction available to students
without disabilities. These interventions must be provided in addition to core instruction,
and should supplement, not supplant the classroom instruction.

All four, taken together, must exist in a school and community culture that fosters belonging for
students with disabilities. Students with disabilities grow when their education systems remove
barriers to accessing instruction, foster participation in school life and extracurricular activities,
and facilitate positive relationships with peers and adults.

Staffing Metrics

This review relies on a body of research that has examined the staffing levels required to
implement the above practices. It is important to note that there is no single way to provide special
education services. Indeed, the way to design a service delivery model (that also allows for the
essential individualization required under the law), is to identify the instructional practices that are
to be implemented, understand the context in which services are delivered (school size,
demographics, etc) and design service delivery to ensure those practices are in place for all
students. There is, however, a body of research that identifies a range of staffing metrics that are
typically in place for districts implementing the above practices. This review utilizes special
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education density and other metrics in its analysis that are explained further in the Findings
section below.

It is important to note: Efficiency is not the primary goal for the delivery of special education.
Instead, the district’s job is to develop a service delivery model that meets the needs of its most
vulnerable learners. However, it is true that efficiencies can be gained within the system when it is
designed cohesively around these practices. In fact, a poorly designed service delivery model can
actually be more costly to the district, either through inefficient duplication of services or because
poor service delivery results in the need for high cost individualized programming resulting from a
lack of capacity within the system.

General Education Capacity & Unified Systems

Finally, it is well understood in the research that a system can’t improve practices in special
education without reflecting on the entire instructional system. Special education practices are
implemented within the context of a successful multi-tiered system of support (MTSS). A strong
MTSS requires that schools provide strong first instruction in the general education classroom,
identify students at the earliest sign of struggle and provide early, quality intervention to prevent
further challenges. MTSS structures are a requirement in Vermont under Act 173 of 2018 as well
as the Education Quality Standards. When a school district has limited or inconsistent MTSS
structures, special education becomes the only way for students to receive intervention. This can
put increased pressure on the special education system to serve students who otherwise would
have their needs met within the system of support for all students. It can result in fewer resources
being available to serve students who truly require special education - and it can be costly.

Overview of Methods

The approach for this review was to analyze the district against the above practices, using a variety
of both quantitative and qualitative data. It was conducted between March and June of 2026, with
the site visits and interview components occurring in May of 2026. The review was intended to be
iterative and responsive, and began with a meeting with the Superintendent and Director of
Student Support Services to review the proposed process and make necessary changes. The
Director of Student Support Services and Consultant met frequently throughout the process to
adjust the review in response to the work as it developed. The review included:

e An analysis of district special education data, including identification rates, demographics,
staffing and evaluation patterns

e Sitevisits in each school (including visits to TRSU’s in-house alternative classrooms)

e Interviews with district and building leaders, special educators, classroom teachers,
support staff and related service providers

A qualitative analysis was conducted on all of the above information to surface common themes.
This analysis resulted in the findings and recommendations below
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District Context

It is instructive in a review of special education to understand demographic patterns of the general
population as well as the special education population. This helps a district understand the
complexity of needs within its system and adjust resources appropriately. It also provides
information about whether the population justifies additional resources, human or otherwise. For
this review, however, it was difficult to access several key metrics. The data limitations are noted at
the bottom of this section and also referenced in the body of the report. In the future, it will be
important for the district leadership team to regularly collect and review special education
demographic data.

Eligibility Rates & Disability Severity

The following section illustrates special education eligibility rates and disability comparisons
between district schools as well as how TRSU compares with Vermont as a whole (this data is
more readily available right now, as the State recently issued a report on the State of Special
Education). An important contextual note to this comparison: Vermont itself is disproportionate in
several areas when compared to the rest of the country. This Consultant does not draw positive or
negative conclusions from this, and a deeper analysis of why this pattern exists is beyond the scope
of this report - but it is important to realize that the demographic realities TRSU is facing are also
being faced across Vermont. This means that the district may benefit from any actions taken at a
statewide level.

As illustrated in Table 1, the district has a higher percentage of students eligible for special
education than the rest of the state (26.1% vs. 19.6%). And, individual schools within TRSU have
much higher rates than in the rest of Vermont (Ludlow is the highest, with 41% of their student
body eligible for special education). Here again: Vermont itself has a disproportionately higher
percentage of students eligible for special education when compared to states across the country,
and so being “in line” or higher than Vermont is high.

There are factors in TRSU that may contribute to the relatively high rates of identification.
Nationally, there is a correlation between high rates of economically disadvantaged students and
high rates of special education disability (it is important to note that this does mean that poverty
causes disability; it is simply a correlation). Poverty data was not provided for this analysis (see data
limitations below), but this may be worth exploring.

Another factor that will be addressed further in this report relates to TRSU'’s systems of support
available to students before they become eligible for special education. TRSU lacks structures for
providing intervention services for students who need support through the school’s educational
support system. It is possible within this context that an |EP is the only way students can receive
intervention (a common occurrence in districts with limited education support structures). This

Meagan Roy Consulting, LLC



can increase special education rates as well, as teams resort to the special education process to
provide services.

When a district focuses on increasing non-categorical supports through their MTSS the result is
often a decrease in special education eligibility, because more students’ needs are being met prior
to identification. Thus, the focus should be on increasing those support structures (see below)
rather than “decreasing” eligibility.

Table 1: District and State Special Education Eligibility Rates

Cavendish Chester- Ludlow Mount GMUHS District Vermont
Andover Holly
0,
% fE"Pa" 26% 25% 41% 22% 25% 26.1% 19.6%

In addition, the analysis explored the extent to which TRSU serves a higher than typical rate of
students with more intensive disabilities, who often require highly specialized services. For
purposes of this illustration, “severity” is defined by comparing the “Mild” and “Intensive” disability
categories defined in the funding weights from Act /3 of 2025, which were developed based on
research about cost factors and instructional practices. This is an imperfect measure of disability
complexity, but is useful in this review simply to understand patterns of disability severity across
the system in comparison with the state.

TRSU serves a higher than typical rate of students with more intensive disabilities - Autism
Spectrum Disorder (ASD), orthopedic impairment, and Traumatic Brain Injury (TBI). As a district,
15.4% of students on an IEP are considered to have intensive disabilities compared with 10.5% in
the state as a whole. Cavendish and Ludlow have the highest percentage of intensive disabilities at
26.7% and 26.9%, respectively, significantly higher than the state.

Students in these categories often require a higher level of specialized services as well as
additional accommodations and modifications in the general education classroom. Further in this
review there will be recommendations about increasing the capacity of the general education
environment to meet the needs of these students, and a close examination of the continuum of
placements within districts.
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Table 2: Disability Severity (K-12)

% of studentson an | % of total IEP w/ Mild % of total IEP w/
IEP Disability Intensive Disability

State 19.6% 33.3% 10.5%

District 26.1% 42.0% 15.4%

Cavendish 25.9% 33.3% 26.7%

Chester- Andover 25.1% 43.4% 13.2%

Ludlow 40.6% 26.9% 26.9%
Mount Holly 22.5% 70.0% 5.6%
GMUHS 24.8% 37.8% 92.5%

Within State Levels; Outside of State Levels (more than 10%); Significantly outside of State Levels (more than 30%)

Data Limitations

Special Education Patterns

Overall, it was challenging for the district to provide important data about patterns and trends
within and across special education in TRSU. Information such as identification rates, disability
categories, alternative placements, inclusion data and more can be helpful to review frequently.
This information is available within the management system, but was not able to be gathered for
this report. The difficulty gathering this data suggests that the district is unlikely to be monitoring
it on aregular basis.

Disproportionality

From an equity standpoint, it is important to deeply understand patterns of special education
identification and placement compared to other student characteristics such as race, poverty, and
homelessness. This data is important not only to better understand the instructional needs of the
student body (e.g., students with identified characteristics such as poverty or multi-lingualism tend
to require additional instructional support & resources), but also to be aware of potential
disproportionality.
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Leveraging Strengths

Special education remains one of the most complex and demanding areas of education, particularly
in today’s climate of evolving student needs, staffing challenges, and increasing regulatory
requirements. In this context, it is critical for TRSU to understand their strengths and leverage
what is working in order to make changes - especially when those changes may be significant.
Throughout this analysis it was evident that TRSU has committed educators, service providers,
and support staff working with dedication and perseverance to meet the needs of its students and
families. Many staff have spent their careers in this system, and have good ideas about what might
help support improvement for students. This kind of commitment means that the district has a
strong foundation on which to begin their work of improving practices.

Proactive Desire for Change

TRSU sought out this review to inform the supervisory union leadership team about continuous
improvement in special education. Interviews and commentary align with this recognition of and
desire for change. Those interviewed expressed gratitude that special education was a focus and
indicated that they look forward to hearing the recommendations.

Notable Examples of Excellence & Expertise

There is significant expertise within the system, and in many places individual teams or classrooms
have an understanding of the high-leverage practices - they know what it should look like. While
those practices are not evident universally, it does give each school building a place to start.
Leaders can identify areas of strength and uplift those who make it happen, creating layers of
teacher leadership within the system.

Strong Building Leadership Collaboration

The collaboration between principals in TRSU is strong, particularly among the elementary school
leaders. During interviews and site visits, principals talked about their own formal and informal
collaborative structures, and gave several examples of their team sharing expertise and
troubleshooting challenges in their respective buildings. A critical component of whole-system
change is for a leadership team to make collective decisions, not just decisions based on the needs
of their own building - this team appears to have the collaborative mindset to make this happen.

First Instruction Focus

During interviews and visits, it became evident that leaders understand the need to focus on first
instruction to improve practices for students with disabilities. Within buildings, individual leaders
have facilitated a focus on early literacy instruction and whole-school SEL (the RULER approach is
being implemented in several schools). There is a clear expectation that students should not be
removed from first instruction in order to receive their intervention. Principals have worked to
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reinvigorate MTSS processes in the district, and several individuals noted improvement in the
special education referral process since focusing on MTSS. Even if these efforts are not yet
uniform across the system, they represent strong starting points for improvements that will be
critical for students with and without disabilities.
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Findings

Any organization seeking to review its practices generally has an idea of what challenges exist.
They have often identified areas in need of work, and seek additional information and perspective
to inform their decision making. Thus, these findings are unlikely to be a surprise for those in the
system - in fact, many of them emerged during conversations with district staff. This will be
important as TRSU turns its attention to further unpacking this review and deciding the best path
forward for the system.

The findings below were developed after a quantitative and qualitative analysis of the data
gathered as part of the review.

FINDING: Complex governance structures impact unity of decision making overall, and particularly
in special education

Like many supervisory unions in Vermont, TRSU is comprised of multiple school districts that, until
relatively recently, would have largely built and managed their special education systems
individually. While special education has been unified at the SU level for several years, there is still
significant variation in special education decision making and service delivery across the system. In
some cases, how special educators are assigned and services are delivered are driven by previous
models in each school. This variation is problematic in general but is acutely challenging within
special education because the result is that highly regulated decisions (about eligibility, service
delivery and more) are school-dependent.

The governance structure limits TRSU’s ability to creatively design service delivery and share
resources. For staff who work across the SU, many can identify potential areas for collaboration,
coordination or shared service delivery - but these ideas can't be enacted because they would
require crossing school district lines (for example: early childhood special education).

There is no apparent process for district-wide decision making, and little understanding of what decisions
are meant to be local and what decisions should be more consistent across the system.

Qualitative data from this review suggests that decision making authority in special education is
fragmented and unclear. Many decisions seem to originate locally, but are sometimes overruled or
changed at the district level. While this may be appropriate (in Vermont, special education is, by
law, provided by the Supervisory Union and the legal authority and responsibility for making final
decisions is appropriately held at that level), there is little internal clarity and transparency about
the nature and origin of those decisions.
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Whether decisions should be centralized or decentralized is not an either/or determination. When
centralization goes up, individualization (and therefore context-specific differences) goes down;
but when decisions are more decentralized, equity can decrease. When there is a clear vision for
special education services, it becomes easier to develop policies, procedures and decision making
processes that balance equity and local decision making.

FINDING: TRSU lacks a strong instructional vision for special education services, resulting in
inconsistent implementation of evidence-based instructional practices.

Districts that have developed a cohesive vision for special education services (grounded in
evidence-based practices) have increased clarity and understanding of what all students should
have access to relative to special education. They use those “guiding principles” as a foundation for
decisions about everything from resource allocation to procedures for determining student
placement. A vision for special education allows districts to be clear about instructional practices
while still adjusting services for individual building and student context. When this clarity is
missing, it can be difficult to ensure equity of access to services, difficult to make decisions that are
consistent and transparent across the system, and difficult to analyze and address variability in
practice. It can also lead to inefficiencies and impedes decisions about budget and resource
allocation.

In TRSU, this cohesive vision is lacking. There doesn’'t appear to be a universal understanding of or
focus on evidence-based instructional practices for special education at the district level. Decision
making about services is very distributed, and so without a shared vision there is significant
variability in the services provided to students. Special educators report that there are very few
opportunities for formal collaboration or shared professional learning across the district. When
coordination occurs at the district level, it is reported to be mainly focused on compliance. Despite
this, special educators also report that there are few organized ways to monitor compliance
practices across schools, and they describe great variability in evaluation practices, the writing of
|[EP goals, and other basic compliance issues.

As part of the review, instructional practices were examined through classroom walkthroughs and
interviews. There are several areas to highlight for specific, prioritized attention; these are
described below.

Lack of Collaboration for the Codesign of Instruction

TRSU lacks formal structures that would allow the basic collaboration required to meet the needs
of students with disabilities. Collaboration is a clear and critical component of effective practice for
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students with disabilities. It is not “extra” - it is a required component of special education service
delivery. When collaboration does not exist, classroom teachers and special educators do not have
the opportunity to work together to discuss instruction in the classroom and intervention setting.
Classroom teachers and special educators alike report that there is no expectation for co-planning
and co-design. Services therefore remain “siloed”, and teams do not have a shared understanding
of how the student is responding to instruction. In many cases, classroom teachers were unaware
of how their students were progressing towards |[EP goals.

Limited Ability to Implement Data-Driven Instructional Decisions

Another pillar practice for special education service delivery is the ability for educators to use a
variety of instructional data to develop, review and adjust instruction. This is what makes
specialized and grade level instruction effective for students with disabilities. Neither the schools
nor the district as a whole appear to review data in any cohesive manner to identify instructional
weakness and adjust professional development.

Overreliance on Support Staff for Delivery of Instruction & Intervention

When asked about how special education services are provided (or, sometimes, when asked what
prevents services from being provided), interviewees overwhelmingly reference support staff
(paraprofessionals) as the primary providers of special education instruction and accommodation.
Often those staff don't have the opportunity to meet regularly with licensed educators, and are
left on their own to develop accommodations and interventions. When services are largely
provided by support staff, students aren't experiencing the content area expertise needed to
accelerate their learning. Further, when classroom instruction is not designed to provide basic
accommodations and modifications required for students with disabilities, the system often relies
heavily on other adults to implement those practices.

Limited Understanding of Educational Practices for Students with Complex and Low-Incidence
Disabilities
There are particular misunderstandings about how (and where) students with complex learning

profiles should be educated. This will be addressed in more detail under the Alternative
Programming section of the report.
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FINDING: TRSU does not have a consistent and coherent methodology for special educator
assignment and role definition (e.g., service delivery model)

Without an articulated instructional vision and a deep understanding of the students served, it is
difficult for a system to have a cohesive and coherent method of determining how special
educators should be assigned across the system. In this context, it can feel as though staffing is
inadequate - and this was certainly expressed during interviews.

This analysis examined patterns of special education staffing across the district, and included a
look at the number of special education professional and paraprofessional staff in each building.
The analysis looked at the ratio of special education professionals to total student body (known as
special educator density), the ratio of special education professionals to students on [EPs, and the
ratio of special education paraprofessionals to students on IEPs. Ratios were then compared
between buildings.

As noted above, there are many models for special education service delivery and there is no single
‘right number” of staff. However, there is a consistent body of research that suggests staffing
ranges for meeting the needs of a school. A special education density of 1 special educator for
every 50-80 students is considered sufficient staffing to meet the needs of all students. In a system
like TRSU, with a higher percentage of students eligible for special education, it is also important to
look at the number of special education professionals compared to the number of students on IEPs
- this ensures sufficient staffing for the number of students needing service. And finally, the
number of special education paraprofessionals was compared to students on |EPs.

Table 3: K-12 special education staffing

Students on IEPs Special Education Special Education
Total Students (Childcount) Prof Paras?
Cavendish 58 15 3.5 5
Chester-
Andover 211 53 6 18
Ludlow 64 26 5.5 6.5
Mount 89 20 45 8.5
Holly
GMUHS 299 74 155 10
District 721 188 35 48

Yncludes special education funded licensed staff: Special Educators/504 Coordinators;, SLPs, BCBAs and Clinicians.
?Includes special education paraprofessionals and Behavior Interventionists
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Table 4: K-12 special education ratios

Special Educator Density

Special Education Prof to

Special Education Paras to

Target
Range

1:50 - 1:80 (+/- 10)

Childcount Childcount

Cavendish 1:17 1:4 1:3
Chester- . . )
Andover 1:35 1:9 1:3
Ludlow 1:12 1:5 1:4
Mount . . .
Holly 1:20 1:4 1:2
GMUHS 1:54 1:5 1:7

District 1:.21 i 1:4

1to 10 (+/-1)

1to 6 (+/-1)

Research

Research: Giangreco (2009);
DMG Report (2017) shows
national ratios of special education
teachers as 1 per 100.

DMG report (2017) references
1:15 in states with comparable
inclusive model; 1:5 is district
average. 1:10 selected as a
reasonable target - halfway
between national data and District
average

DMG Report 1 to 7 Childcount,
based on 15.6 for every 1000);
Giangreco's 2015 whole school
model would have 1:8. 1:4 is
district average. 1:6 selected as
target - halfway between national
and district.

Within District Range; Outside of District Range; Significantly outside of district range (more than 30%)

Professional Staff

Currently, TRSU has more than sufficient levels of professional staff by typical metrics to serve a
system of its size. Based on this Consultant’s judgement and comparison to like schools, TRSU is
not “understaffed”, even when considering the high percentage of eligible students and complexity
of disabilities.

Anecdotally, district and school-based staff report workforce shortages and vacancies as a
significant challenge, and this is certainly relevant from the standpoint of finding gualified
professionals. Many interviewees, in fact, expressed frustration at district hiring decisions, noting
that they would receive staff who had been removed from previous schools for performance
issues and/or did not have the specific expertise needed for a given assignment. However, from a
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sufficiency standpoint, the district has the human resources it needs to meet the needs of the
population it serves.

Paraprofessional Staff

Similarly, paraprofessional ratios in TRSU are consistently higher than evidence based ratios in
para use for inclusive settings. District-wide, on average, there is a paraprofessional for every 4
students on IEPs - and in the most highly staffed school, there is a paraprofessional for every two
students on |EPs. Interviewees, however, consistently identified a lack of support staff as a
challenge in the system, which suggests that the system as a whole relies heavily on
paraprofessionals for implementation of special education services. These perceptions may also be
exacerbated by the following:

- There is a significant amount of paraprofessional turnover and positions are often vacant.
This results in frequent, involuntary reassignment of paraprofessionals to cover other
students, often students with more significant needs. This can become a vicious cycle -
districts need to triage their remaining staff to their most acute needs, resulting in more
and more involuntary reassignments and more resignations.

- There is limited ability to provide comprehensive training to support staff when asked to
work with students who have highly specialized needs

During the review, it was evident that paraprofessionals were often providing basic
accommodations and modifications required for students with disabilities - they might be
modifying academic tasks on the fly, creating visual supports or graphic organizers, and prompting
students through tasks. These kinds of instructional adjustments should be part of a universally
designed, differentiated classroom. When classroom instruction is not designed to provide basic
accommodations and modifications required for students with disabilities, the system often relies
heavily on additional adults to implement those practices. Even when fully staffed this can siphon
resources away from students with complex learning profiles who may need significant
instructional support to access their education.

Important Note: | would strongly discourage readers to interpret the above as a recommendation
to reduce staff. Instead the district should be looking closely at how these human resources are
allocated and used, particularly right now as they support limited capacity in first instruction
practices.
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FINDING: Core Instruction Lacks the Capacity to Meet Most Needs of Most Learners

In a healthy educational system, the majority of students (~80%) should have most of their
instructional needs met in the general education environment. A small percentage of students
(~10-15%) may need additional, supplemental instruction in addition to quality first instruction,
and very few students (~5%) typically would require significant additional instruction. In TRSU, a
disproportionately high percentage of students is identified as “needing additional support”
through an |EP, 504 plan or an Educational Support Plan (EST). Currently, 40% of students are
identified as being on one of those three plans; in one school, 61% of the student body is on a plan.
This data is a clear indication that classroom instruction alone is not meeting the needs of a
sufficient number of TRSU students.

Table 5: Students identified in need of a support plan by school

Cavendish | SNt | | ydlow ":‘_&'{;t GMUHS | District
%onanESTPlan | 17.2% 3.3% 15.6% 0.0% 4.4% 5.6%
% on a 504 Plan 5.2% 5.7% 47% 5.6% 13.4% 8.7%
% on IEP 259% | 251% | 406% | 225% | 248% | 261%
Total | 483% | 341% | 609% | 281% | 425% | 404%

Interview themes suggest teachers lack an understanding of their responsibility for ensuring grade
level instruction is accessible to all learners. While some promising practices exist (for example: In
most schools, there is an understanding that students should not leave core instruction to receive
their intervention), the instruction itself is not modified in any observable manner, and many
teachers expressed their understanding that it is a special educator’s job, not theirs, to adjust
instruction. This lack of shared responsibility is further exacerbated by the lack of collaborative
structures that would allow special educators and classroom teachers to work together to
improve accessibility.

Further, teachers across the system expressed a belief that students who are more than one or
two grade levels below their peers should be educated elsewhere until they catch up, and many
believe that special education or intervention systems are responsible for that. In several
interviews, educators would share examples of instructional strategies and accommodations that
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they believe justified students being placed outside of the classroom for their core instruction - but
the examples given were what research would describe as basic accommodations that can and
should be provided in the classroom. This is notable, especially when considering the
disproportionately high number of students educated outside of the classroom in TRSU (see
below finding).

District and building leadership have acknowledged that TRSU does not have consistent
multi-tiered systems of support (MTSS) in place. Principals have recognized this, and have worked
together to solidify some common practices, but these are not universally implemented across the
system.

Put simply, an MTSS structure ensures that students are identified early when they are not
meeting academic and social emotional standards. Teams then convene to determine what
instructional adjustments or interventions should be made - many of which begin in the classroom
- and collect data to measure whether the student responds to the intervention. If not, the team
reconvenes to determine next steps. When there is no system of support outside of the special
education system, a disproportionate number of resources is taken up in the “intervention layer” of
the school. Rich professional development in high leverage intervention practices, when infused
into classroom instruction, can greatly expand the capacity of teachers to respond to students who
are struggling, thus allowing intervention resources (including special education staff) to be
reserved for the most tangled learners.

FINDING: TRSU has inconsistencies in how it designs, assigns students to, and runs alternative
educational programming

The district specifically requested that this review examine placement practices and
district-developed alternative classrooms, acknowledging that a high number of students
(especially at the high school) were referred for alternative programming. This section will include
an overview of inclusion rates in the system as well as a specific analysis of the three in-house
programs - Treehouse, Horizons and Bridges.

Note: An accurate analysis of inclusion rates was difficult to ascertain due to the data limitations
noted previously. There were inconsistencies in how students placed outside of the general
education environment were represented in the data from the district, and at times those counts
did not match the overall number of students identified for special education. This limits the ability
to make a statewide comparison. After follow-up conversations did not resolve the
inconsistencies, the Consultant chose to report only the percentage of students educated fully
inside and outside of the general education environment in the table below. It is important for the
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district to develop more regular data examination practices in order to have a strong, accurate
understanding of their placement patterns and to review that data regularly.

Table é: Placement Comparisons (access to general education)

State

District

Cavendish

Chester-
Andover

Ludlow

Mount Holly

GMUHS 67.6% 27.0%
: Outside of State Levels (more than 10%); Significantly outside of State Levels (more than 30%)

Within the district, GMUHS is the biggest outlier when it comes to overall least restrictive
environment (LRE) data: 68% of special education students are educated outside of the general
education classroom. When removed from the data set, the rest of the district actually has a more
inclusive service delivery model when compared with the state.

Importantly: It is commendable that the overall percentage of IEP students who access the general
education classroom for most of the day is high at the elementary schools. However, readers must
understand these numbers in the context noted above, wherein the report finds that first
instruction may not be meeting the grade-level instructional needs of these students - creating a
system where they are present, but not meaningfully accessing core instruction. These two findings
must be taken in tandem and the connection between the two will be addressed in the
recommendations.

Program Quality Analysis. In-district Programs

School districts are responsible for ensuring that there is a “continuum of educational placements”
for students with disabilities. This means that districts need a number of ways to serve students
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who, for reasons connected to their disability, cannot be educated fully in the general education
environment. Decisions governing alternative placement are highly regulated by special education
law. Thus, alternative classrooms can be an essential part of special education service delivery.
Developing programs in-house, as TRSU is attempting to do, can keep students closer to their
home schools and can facilitate transition back into the general education environment; they are
also more cost effective. Thoughtfully designed programs provide highly targeted instruction
tailored to a specific disability profile, ensure meaningful access to the general education
curriculum, and include clear and specific criteria to support decision making teams in determining
which students are most appropriately placed.

Critically: appropriate placement in an alternative educational setting relies on strong structures
within the broader educational system to ensure that all learners have access to a robust
educational experience with increasingly specialized support when needed. When the general
education environment does not have the capacity to meet the needs of a broad range of students,
schools often use highly specialized programming for a larger percentage of students. Given
TRSU’s high reliance on alternative programming, it is critical that steps be taken to better
understand overall instructional capacity in district schools in order to fully ascertain the need for
those programs. Some of the more detailed findings below illustrate this issue further.

TRSU in-house classrooms did not have sufficient time and resources dedicated to their design and
development, leading to haphazard programming and confusion about appropriate referrals.

The educators charged with developing all three in-house programs expressed that they were not
given sufficient time and resources to thoughtfully design and develop the programs. In some
cases, there was a “revolving door” of educators assigned to the classrooms. The district and
contracted staff who have been tasked with overseeing these programs do hold significant
expertise and have made laudable attempts at program design - but the development was rushed,
done in isolation and was not part of a broader instructional vision for all learners. Worse, these
programs were being developed while students were assigned there - “building the plane as it flies”
Rather than designing the programs around a specific student profile and targeting expertise
accordingly, the programs have been serving students largely by relying on the 1:1 and small group
paraprofessionals who work directly with the students in the programs.

While workforce challenges are significant, and it is understandable that the district attempted to
find creative solutions to vacancies, students who require alternative programs will not be
adequately served if there is not significant expertise dedicated to their development and
implementation.
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Programs attempt to serve a wide instructional profile of students and it is unclear what instructional and
therapeutic approaches are incorporated.

It is not clear what specific, targeted instructional approaches underpin TRSU programs. Although
Treehouse and Horizons are loosely understood to serve students with a complex Autism profile
and/or significant and complex learning profiles, there is no clear program design even for those
students. For the Bridges program it was difficult for staff within and outside of the program to
articulate the student profile the program was designed for. Staff acknowledge that the
instructional needs of students in the program at times conflict with one another, with some
students requiring an accommodation or design adjustment that runs contrary to an approach
needed by other students in the program.

When a program serves such a disparate population of students, it is likely that it is not designed
appropriately to serve any of them well. Further, when large numbers of students are referred to
the program regardless of profile, it is likely indicative of a lack of capacity in the general education
classroom. For example: When asked what instructional adjustments Bridges provided for
students that could not happen in the general education classroom, the answers were
instructional accommodations that can and should be easily accommodated in a universally
designed classroom - things like personalizing subject matter to promote engagement; multiple
access points for grade level text; and relationship-based, trauma informed instruction.

Referral criteria is unclear, and sending schools/placement teams do not have a clear understanding of
which students are appropriate for the programs

Without a clear program description or referral process, it can be difficult for decision makers in
the system to know what student might be best served in the three alternative programs.
Interview data from elementary schools indicated confusion about what students should be
referred to each classroom. Leaders noted that there had been so many staffing changes in each
program that they were unsure what the current program realities were.

Conversations with educators and leaders alike suggest a broader misunderstanding, both
substantively and procedurally, about how and when to contemplate an alternative placement.
When the process works as it should, [EP teams identify the “characteristics of placement” - the list
of program characteristics, instructional approaches and professional expertise needed to carry
out the program outlined in the IEP. They ask themselves whether those program characteristics
can be provided in the general education classroom; and if the answer is no, then the team
considers what other placement may be able to provide them. This was not the process described
during interviews; instead, participants report that the decision to place in an alternative setting is
often done by the district, and (from their vantage point) without the perspectives of the team.
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Several reported that a district outplacement coordinator will suddenly join an IEP team and name
which program is appropriate.

Programs have not consistently been staffed by licensed professionals

Both Treehouse and Horizons, which serve students with complex and low-incidence disabilities,
have not been consistently staffed since they were created. Although both have qualified
professionals providing some oversight and consultation, they are primarily functioning as
classroom spaces where students receive services by paraprofessionals. This calls into question
whether the classrooms can truly be called “programs” - they are instructional spaces for
non-licensed staff to provide individual services.

It is important to note that this Consultant noted many instances of strong individualized
programming happening in these settings. The paraprofessionals observed have clearly received
training, and in the case of both Treehouse and Horizons strong individualized programming was
occurring. Staff work hard with complex students. However, this cannot take the place of a
coherently designed program for this population.

There is a lack of grade level instruction provided in district alternative classrooms, and no apparent
understanding that this needs to be a component of programming

All three programs provide little comprehensive access to general education instruction. Given the
lack of coherent program design described above, it is difficult to know whether there was ever an
intention to include a general education teacher in the programs, and regardless of intent the
current staffing shortage means that no programs are consistently staffed by licensed educators.
Even if classroom teachers were assigned, the grade span of students served would make it
difficult to provide access to the general education curriculum for all students.

In the Bridges program, there has been an attempt to cycle in teachers who have a “free block” to
provide grade level instruction, but this is not thoughtfully or coherently designed. General
education teachers providing grade level content to students in an alternative setting need specific
training about the population they are serving, and a coherently designed curriculum. It is
important to recognize that even students focusing on therapeutic or functional goals can access
scaffolded academics, and the law requires access to general education even for students in
alternative settings.
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TRSU lacks capacity in the area of low-incidence or complex disabilities (Treehouse & Horizon)

The need for separate programs for students with intensive needs is often driven by a lack of
capacity in the general education environment and a lack of uniform expertise (in general and
special education) in the areas of curriculum overlap and multi-level instruction. The solution to
this challenge is not to create more separate programs, even though that feels both more efficient
(in the face of vacancies) and “better”, since there would be a licensed educator running those
programs.

Self-contained intensive needs programming, particularly at the elementary level, removes
students from the general education curriculum. Instruction is stripped down to a very basic
“functional” curriculum - even at an age when the difference between grade level and student
performance level is at its smallest - and crosses multiple grades, making it impossible to be
considered general education. Contrary to beliefs voiced during interviews, students with
intensive needs can access instruction with even the most basic of access skills (cause/effect;
communication) while still being exposed to the general education curriculum.

District staff describe a chaotic evolution of both programs since their inception, with both
plagued by significant staffing challenges and a lack of specific expertise - yet, the programs
continue to receive students and in fact tuition students from outside of the district.

TRSU is connected to professionals from the Vermont I-team, with strong content knowledge and
expertise in designing flexible instructional spaces and utilizing a “hub of expertise” model to meet
the needs of this unique population. Treehouse and Horizons, if designed as intended, could serve
as this hub of expertise and a space for targeted, individualized instruction. It would require,
though, the ability to thoughtful design and staff the program. A well-designed program for
students with significant disabilities is meant to be embedded in the general education classroom
and supplemented with outside of the classroom time. It needs to be built with the assumption that
each student has a “home base” with their grade level classroom. This model is impossible to
achieve for students whose home school is out of district.
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Recommendations

In generating recommendations for the district to consider, it feels important to acknowledge that
special education currently exists in a culture of stress. This makes long-term ideas for change feel
distant, and in some ways inadequate, to address the immediate concerns. While the
recommendations do attempt to include both short- and long-term action steps, deep change is
needed in order to shift special education practices - and deep change is not fast. It also requires
cohesion across the district, something that was acknowledged as a challenge. Yet, how a school
district meets the needs of its most vulnerable learners says alot about how it meets the needs of
all learners, and the system has already prioritized this work.

Further, enacting the deep changes required to turn around the special education system will
require sustained work in both general and special education - it is not work that can be solely
accomplished within the student services department. The recommendations in this report will
require that the full leadership team spend time analyzing the findings and prioritizing collective
work. It also requires that the district begin to more clearly articulate what decisions are collective
(district-level) and what level of variability is acceptable locally. It may require that the district
prioritize work other than current areas of focus. All of this requires a leadership team that is
well-normed, supportive of the goal and has structures for implementation planning.

These recommendations are offered as high impact, systems-level suggestions, allowing the
district to go deeper in each one to ensure targeted, specific action steps can be developed by local
educators. Systems change occurs when those within the system understand the direction and
have a part in developing the plan; these recommendations are offered to support that planning.

RECOMMENDATION: Develop and refine district-wide special education leadership
structures

There are many supervisory unions in Vermont who have been able to create more unified
decision making structures that help to overcome the governance challenges in their system. For
TRSU, this will involve establishing vertical collaboration between building and district leaders and
clarifying instructional decision making responsibilities .

Specific considerations:

1. Expand the formal and informal collaboration between the curriculum and special
education directors:
These two positions play a critical role in modeling the unified approach to instruction that is
required for improvement in special education. While each have specific areas of the
organization they are responsible for, their need to collaborate goes beyond the sharing of
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information. In addition to working together more specifically during district leadership
meetings, the two directors should consider developing a regular cadence of meeting,
together, with each building-based leadership team to streamline decision making and
vertical alignment.

2. Consider a redesign of special education leadership to create the capacity for a sustained
focus on instructional practices:

a. Co-director or assistant director model with one or the other focused
specifically on instruction (note: Given the relatively robust staffing across
the district, this could be managed by repurposing a vacant position)

b. Distributed building leadership: Create or repurpose teacher-leader
positions within each building to serve as a leadership team for the special
education director. For smaller schools, this could be a stipend position
rather thanafull FTE.

RECOMMENDATION: Further analyze the instructional capacity of the general education
system

Understanding how well the district as a whole implements evidence-based instructional practices
is foundational to understanding how special education services are layered on top of overall
instruction. This knowledge will give additional context to the placement patterns within the
system, and will support the development of a service delivery model for special education. The
district should contemplate a gap analysis of MTSS practices as well as an instructional assessment
of the evidence-based practices noted in this report, in each school. This work is best led by both
the Director of Curriculum and the Director of Student Services - this is important, because MTSS
is a shared responsibility and requires changes in both general and special education systems. A
logical starting point would be to utilize the existing leadership team structure to prioritize and
conduct the gap analysis. The Vermont Agency of Education’s MTSS Website has a number of
resources to support district self assessment and action planning and may be useful for this
process.

RECOMMENDATION: Develop a clear understanding of high leverage instructional practices
for students with disabilities, and design a comprehensive service delivery model around
those practices

Adherence to evidence-based instructional practices is foundational for improved outcomes for
students with disabilities. The findings in this report highlight several specific practices that aren’t
in place. TRSU would benefit from sustained professional development across both general and
special education about the high leverage practices discussed in this analysis. This learning begins
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with building and district leaders, so they can understand the system conditions necessary for
those practices to be put into place.

Then, the district leadership team should determine how best to align and distribute human
resources in order to support those high leverage practices. Districts who have a cohesive model
for services will better understand how to utilize the staff they have, and services will feel less
disjointed.

The following action steps are important to include as part of the service delivery development:

e Develop concrete guidelines for the appropriate role of paraprofessionals within the system, and
design decision making protocols around those guidelines

Research does indicate an important role for paraprofessionals in the system. They are
critical for providing supplemental reinforcement of skills, data collection, personal care, &
social skill facilitation - all as designed by qualified professionals. Paraprofessionals should
not be providing specialized instruction, nor should they be used to provide basic classroom
accommodations that are expected from classroom teachers. Guidelines for
paraprofessional decision making can be designed around the appropriate role of support
staff. These guidelines, when developed thoughtfully, should not be “hoops” for teams to
jump through - they should support team decision making about instruction and should be
developed as part of overall professional development for all staff.

e Provide system-wide professional development for classroom teachers on the basic components
of universal design as part of the district-wide “guiding principles” (see above)

It is worth highlighting again that systems who lack capacity in the general education
environment often expend resources by hiring people to make up for deficiencies in the
classroom. Increasing classroom capacity can help the district prioritize paraprofessional
staff for the most critical support needs, more efficiently targeting this resource where it is
most needed.

e [Ensure the conditions exist in each school for collaboration to occur

While there are many high leverage practices that are currently missing in TRSU, making
shifts in collaborative structures will have immediate and significant positive impacts on the
ability of the system to meet the needs of special education students. This can include
changes to the master schedule, to the workload and assignment of special educators, and
the use of planning time.
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RECOMMENDATION: Consider short- and longer-term redesign of TRSU alternative
programs

Recalling that any attention paid to the development or expansion of alternative programming
requires simultaneous work on first instruction (see above), it is critical that the district quickly
invest in the redesign of its existing programs. These programs are arguably not meeting student
needs right now. The chaotic way each has been developed is likely contributing to the high level of
staff turnover, creating a cycle of inconsistency.

It is recommended that the district convene a group of experts and provide dedicated time to a
redesign of all three programs, collaboratively, so that the programs can be connected as
appropriate. TRSU has the professional expertise in the system now (and through contracts with
the Vermont I-team); these educators should be part of the redesign, which should include:

e Adata-based determination of what the district requires for alternative programming

The design team should analyze the disability categories that are presumed not to be
served effectively in the general education environment. This requires a deeper analysis of
student demographics than was possible for this review; it will provide a clearer picture of
where the capacity gaps are in the system. Capacity building efforts must go alongside
any expansion of students served in an alternative setting.

e [dentification of clear disability categories and learning profiles served for each program

Alternative programs exist because they are intended to provide evidence-based
instruction tailored to a specific disability or profile. This allows professional development
to be tailored for all assigned staff and makes referral criteria clear for the rest of the
system.

e Adetermination as to how the programs will ensure access to grade-level instruction

Access to grade level instruction is not optional for students educated outside of the
general education setting - it is legally required, and it is an evidence-based instructional
practice. It is also critical because, for most student profiles, alternative programming is
meant to be temporary. If students cannot progress in the general education curriculum
while their individualized needs are being met, they will never be able to effectively
reintegrate, even when the achievement of other reintegration skills have been met.

As a starting point, here are two broadly-defined ways to address grade level curriculum
access that differ based on the design of the program and the population it serves. These
two descriptions are not exhaustive - they are here to illustrate how a team can think about
access to grade level instruction:

Meagan Roy Consulting, LLC

27



o Hub & Spoke Model: Students are primarily assigned to their grade level, general
education classroom, with ongoing meeting time provided so that the team can
carefully codesign appropriate access. The alternative placement serves as a space
that students access for some parts of the day (defined by the team) for specialized
instruction, highly individualized interventions/therapies, or for targeted breaks.

In this model, there does not need to be a “general education teacher, because the
room is not meant to supplant the students’ general education. It does, however,
need to be staffed by a licensed professional with specific expertise in designing
instruction for the profiles served (for example, ASD or low-incidence disabilities).
The Vermont I-team can support the development of such a model, and in fact
components of this have already been proposed by TRSU's |-team consultant.

o Therapeutic Milieu: In this model, the classroom becomes a general education
classroom, specifically designed around the therapeutic and academic needs of its
students. In this case, it would need to be staffed by an appropriately licensed (for all
content areas delivered) general education teacher, with specific training and
expertise in teaching students with challenging social emotional learning needs. In
this classroom, students would receive their academic instruction from the teacher
in the room, and the classroom would be universally designed around student
needs. Teams would identify key reintegration goals so that the students are
working toward potential movement back into the general education environment
when appropriate (see below)

Note: This model, in particular, requires that the classroom be designed around a
specific developmental grade span, and illustrates why a classroom cannot be a
‘catchall” for large grade spans if it is intended to provide general education first
instruction. For example, a classroom can be designed around middle school
curriculum and reasonably serve students in grades 6-8, but should not attempt to
serve K-8 or even K-6.

e Common expectations for the facilitation of appropriate reintegration (e.g., ‘exit criteria”)

All students can work toward independent demonstration of skills for success in a more
typical environment. Often, just identifying what is needed (and being required to report on
progress) can ensure that the team pays attention to the student’s readiness for a different
setting.

This consultant is aware that the alternative programs currently operating have students enrolled
in them, and therefore freeing up the time and space to thoughtfully redesign them is challenging.
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However, until there is significant investment in their design, these programs will fail to meet the
needs of the students they are intended to serve.

Conclusion

While this review highlights a number of areas for improvement within special education, it also
presents a roadmap for meaningful change. The recommendations offered reflect TRSU’s
commitment to equity and excellence. With sustained effort, collaboration, and a focus on
student-centered practices, the future of special education holds great promise. By acting on these
insights, TRSU educators and leaders can ensure that every learner is supported, valued, and
empowered to reach their full potential.

Meagan Roy Consulting, LLC
29



o€

J77 ‘Bunginsuo) Aoy ubEoajn

uoljeJdajulal o3eladoldde Jo UOIEY|1084 JOJ SUOIFRIDRAXS UOUIWO D)

UOI30NJIISUL [9A3] 9PEJ3 0F SS320B 3INSUS |[IM SUlel30.4d aU3 Moy 03 Se UoIjeulul93ap v
wel30.4d yoea 104 panias sojyoad Suiudes| pue salio3a3ed Ajl|Igesip Jea|d JO UOI1edy1jusap|
Buiwwel304d aAlzeUI) B JOJ S2UINDSI 10143SIP 3Y3 1BYM JO UOITRUILIISISP Paseq-el1ep v

SN

Bulpnjoul ‘slubi8o.d an13buIa1|b NSY L 4O UBISaPa. WIa3-1a8UO| pub -140YS JapIsUuo?)

Sujwwe.iSo.d Jeuolyednpa aAljeuId}|e
sunJ pue ‘o) syuapnjis susisse ‘susisap
}1 MOY Uj S312Ud)SISUodUl sey NSYL

WIR3SAS UOI13bINP3 |DI2UE Y3 JO A1100dD2 243 9ZA|bUD J2434N

SJ2U.JEe3] }SOW JO SPIJU JSOW }23W
03 Ajdeded ay3 $y2€| uoi3oNIIsul 940D

3U1p|INQ Yoes Ul JNd20 03 UOIIBJI0qR||0 JOJ ISIXS SUOIFIPUOI 3y aJnsuy ¢

U3ISap |eSJaAIUN JO
SjusUOdWOod 21Seq aY3 U0 S1ay2ea]} WOOISSE|D J0J JUSWAO|SASP [BUOISSS401d SPIM-WSISAS OPIAOId 7
Wa3SAS aU3 ulyim sjeuoissajolde.ded Jo ajoJd a1erddoddde ayy 104 sauljaping a3aJouod dojpasd T

$321300.d 25043 PUNOID [2POU AJBAI[P 2DIABS DAISUY2IALLIOD D USISap
puD ‘S2131]1gDSIP YIM SIUBPNIS 10J $22130D4d |DUOIIINIISUI 28DIaA3] YSIY JO BUlpuDpISIapun dpajd b dojana(

(]spow AJaAlap 921A4SS “8°9) uoijiuyap
9]0J pue juswusisse Jojeanpa

|e1dads 10j ASojopoylaw Jua.4ayod

pue Jud)SsISuod e dAeY J0uU S0P NSHL

sao13oe.d

paseq-22uapiAs Jo uoljejuswajdwl
Juajsisuodul ul Suiynsad

‘S9IIAI9S Uollednpa je1dads 104 TUOISIA
JEUOIIdNAFSUT SuoJls e $Hde| NSYL

sed132e.d [BUOIIONIISUI

U0 SND0J PaUIeIsns 104 Ajideded ay3 23242 03 diysIapes| Uoijednpa [e122ds Jo UdIsapal e Japisuo) g
$10302.1p

UoI3eINP2 [e122ds pue WN|N1IIND 343 USaMIaq UOIJeI0qe||0 [BWIO4Ul pUe |euioy) oy} puedxy T

:$24N30N.3S d1YySiapbaj UoIvINPa |pI2adS apIM-3013SIp auyal pub dojana(

SUOIjepusuwuiuoday

uoljeonpa |eldads ul Ajlejnaiyied
pue ‘|jedaA0 Supjew uoisidAp Jo Ajun
Joedw] $9.1n32n.3s 9dueutdA08 xajdwo)

Suipuiy

suoljepuswwoddy Atewwng 7 Xipuaddy




Le

oj _mtsawcoo Aoy uebesyy ©
2g woly pajdepy
‘pasiney

(5002) TAIVAO

QN\FM\m

"2T0¢ |14dy "uoizeonpg Alepuodag pue Adejuswalg Jo Juauwiieda( $1319SNYJeSSe | 24l AQ paUOISSILUILIOD

110day [ S13aSNYIESSeIAl JO UI[BSMUOWILIOD) a3 Ul uoliednpd |e1dads JO MIIASY, ‘SeWoy| ‘JIYsH ‘ppol ‘[epulls) ‘sepeH ‘uew|api]
966T -2lownjeg “ou|

‘AuedwoD) 3ulyslignd sax00.4g ‘H |ned SWOOISSe ) [EJI0AT Ul SSIHIGeSI(] SJOHNMN S 2J9A3S UM SFUSPNFS SUIpNUf “3 aun( ‘SUiumo(]

‘0¢T-88 133 01 yoeoudde suwa)sAsS  ;|9powl UOITUSAIDIUL SAISUSYSJdAWOD) WV (0T 0Z) 'S ‘UOSIopuUsH 9 7 ‘uioq
‘CY-1€ (P)¥T ‘UaipjiyD [puondadxg

BUnojA "uo11e}NSUOD 2AIRI0CE[|0D 3ulsn Uadp|iyd [ooydsald Joj uoisnpul 3uizijenpiAlpu) (TTOZ) [ “4opeH “© ‘ool “S ‘@JoA(d
(¢00¢) ¥£T-G9T (€) L 'IOA "S9NIIGRSIJ 9J9A9S UM SUOSISd J0J 921108.Id 3 [D1BISIy

,Swes3o.4d [euoilednpa pauleju0d-}3s pue SAISNDUL Ul P3||0JUS SIUSPNIS JOJ SIESA OM] U91e 20Ud3adulod |B1D0S R 1uawdojeAs(],

JUaLW2ID)S UONISO JUIOf "UOISN|DU| pooyp|iyD Alled (600¢) DAIVN ® D3d

"00C-E/T ‘6 QWaWaINsva|n "SISA[eUE pue 3JIOMIUIELS \/ 195N BIEP UO Y2Jeasay (TTOZ) '3 Uaudn] 9D ‘uingo))
'©1-€ (1)L 'S21jigpsiq |p3uawdojarag
J2y1o pup wisiny ul uiuipa] pup uonvanpd (TTOZ) SJoAIS X Se|dnod ‘ASumoT ‘sadaAy 01 Aldad v SSIYIgeSIp 919A3S YIIM

SJUSPNIS J0J UOIIDONIISUI PASe-SpIepuels 930wold 0} SUoseas UaAaS (ZT0g) 'g ‘Zauawlf pue ‘( 4apmosg “4 Jsauoodg “o) ‘9peiino))
'S9Y00.g 'H |ned

“('Pa puUZ) SWOO0ISSe|D dAISN|DUI Ul 110ddns 9A13094J9 U0J oogpuey s jeuoissajoidesed ay | (TZ0Z) M ‘POITeIN R “f ‘Slleyoay [-uojsne))
'CY-9¢ (C) 2t ua4piyD [puondaox3 suiyova| pajioddng ag

03 USIAA PINOAA NOA SE SJ1ay3( 110ddng :SWo01sse|D) aAISN|du| Ul Jaoddng SUIpIAOI- JO 9INy Usp|o9) 3y (600¢7) ‘N [ ‘Sileyoay [-uojsne))
(00¢) 8-C (T) 6 IO/ "SSIIGeSIJ 949AS YIIM SUOS.I1ad

JOFS0TI0RId S UoIeasay |, Siuapnis paddedipuey A|9JaA3S 104 JUSWUOIIAUT DAIID1IISDY 15897 9U3 JO UOIIeZI|ea) 33 PIEMO], |B 12 ‘UMOJg
$52180.d Ub2LIaWY 10] J123ua7) 2y | "uoi1a|dwo’) 939]10D)

121padd Ajduodig suoijeoadxy Jayoea| 30943 uoljewdAd 2y} JO JaMOd 3y (9 4390100 ‘L T0Z) ¥ ‘BUuUBH R “IA ‘WIBY|IAA “N 2509
(Y1V) Yo18asay 404 S9INISU| UBDIISUIY Salj|IgesI(]

UHAA SIUSPNIS Jo4 suoijeidadxd Sulwiodlading S|ooyds 8- dpel) wol4 3uiuded] sppO 2y 3uizeag (Sz0g) |e 19 uosiapuy
J93U9D) ¥Y(d3FD PuUe UaJp|iyD [UOIIdadXT J0)

|I2UN0D) WA ‘U0JSUIY UOIHIPS PUZ "S3131|IGeSIP Y3m S3USPNIS 104 sad130e.d 93e1aA9|-YSIH “(£202) (SP3) T A ‘Apauuay| pue D °| ‘Sonady

$924n0s3Y pa1Ia|as ‘FXIpuaddy

augny uondalfay

UoNnUIaNIILU| '@ UOIIINIISU| PasSbg-adUapIng a



4
oj _mtsawcoo Aoy uebesyy ©

2g woly pajdepy
‘pasiney

(5002) TAIVAO

QN\FM\m

'9G-€G (T) /¥ ‘Saijiqpsi [pauawidojarag pup [bn1oaj[a3u] "SOIIeY pue saduey :sal|Igesiq Yim
SIUSPNIS JO JUBWIBIE|H SSB|D) [eJauat) pue UoIlezi|i}N [2UU0SIad uoieanpd [e1oads (600Z) D ' 49INS 9 “IA S ‘ASlUnH “H "\ ‘0da43uel)
‘06-28 ‘()£ T dIysiapva uoRpoNp3 [012adS JO |puINof *s|ooydS
SAISN|OU| Ul S[euoissajoideled UO 2oUBI[RJISAQ) 0} SOAIIRUIRYY (1007) ‘IN 'S 42049 R “|A ©JA0 “| 'V ‘USSIOARH “H | ‘002J3UelD)
‘3uysl|qng sexjoo.g [ned ‘AN
‘auouliijeq (HOVOD) Uaip|iyd J0f SUOIDPOUILWOIID PUD SAWOIIN0 EUISO0YD) (TTOZ) UOIIPT 5,€ “A ‘UOSISA| 9 D) Ua8UIUO|D “|A ‘0da.3uelD)
(TO0Z) 98-S/ (2) 9Z oA SOIIGESI(] 9J9A3S UM SUOSIod JOJ 901I0BId S JoJBISdY ,'S|9POW AIDAIIDP 9DIAIDS
|euoIssajoldeled UMD SSOUDIDLIP :SI|IGESIP YHM SIUSPNIS UM JUSWLSZe3U Jaydea| , 'S ‘Usw|apg R 'S U20dg “|A ‘0dai3uelo)
CT1-T (L)€ ‘uaipjiyD [puondaox3 uo
SN204 "Sple-pueq pue ‘@ouejeq ‘syyauag :syioddns [euoissajoldeded pue sanijigesip Yim syuspnis (200z) ‘g I ‘9lhod 3 “|A ‘0dai3uel)
'90C-€6T (€)1 UORDLINPT pub JuswdojaAag ‘A3l|Iqusid JO [pulnor [pUoIIbUIRIU|
'91N3037 [BLIOWRJA [[2UOYDS 944T 243 JO AJBUIWNG :UOIFRINPD SAISN|DUL INOCE PaU.Bd| SU0SS| AY (£00Z) |2eYdIN ‘0daJ3uel)
/66T 2Jowiyjeg ‘3uiysiignd s»004g [ned S-T [OA UOISNDU| 0F SSPIN9) YDINY) “|2eYdl|A ‘0da43uelo)
'©T-T (0T)8% ‘Sajiqusiq [pyuawidoaAad pub [pn3daj[23uj ;SUOIM LIOPSIM
[BUOIJUDAUOD S| SWOOISSE|D SAISN|DULl Ul S3IH[IeSIP UM SJuapnis Jo4 sjeuoissajoldeled auo-03-auQ (OT0Z) [2BYDIN ‘0d2J3uels)
300034 22Ua12JU0") BUIpDay [bUOIIDN “ded JUSWIAIYDE AdeIa}|
3y} smoleu [ooyds AjiaAod-y3iy v :A3jIgeIunoooe JO 93e 3y Ul 9AI309449 10w 3Ullodag *(;) "H ‘UOJI[-aPISPOOAA 9 "M ‘UUBWSYI9)
(3dLosnubw paysiigndun) suaudes ||V 40 JUSWBA3IYDY AdelallT ay3 Suinoadw| 1o suolisadans OT (TTOZ) ™ ‘Uueusyan)
'/T-T (0)00 ‘s213111qpsig SuiuIpaT JO [DUINOf *S|OOYIS S BILIBWY Ul S313|IGesId YHAA SIUSPNIS 83edNP3 03 2U3YAA
SNSJISA MOH SJE3A OG Ul 91ega( AdIj0d uoiieonpd |e1dads jueliodw| 3SO|A 2y Sullelyay (SZOg) [ MOZUBAA 9 Y Unouwli9) d ‘syon4
"UosJead (‘po Yig) s|euoissajold |[ooyds U0y S||1¥S uoljelode||oD) :suoijoelaiu] (1 20g) N ‘pusiid
U ‘pUBLIH :DN ‘0JI0gSUID)
'S|ooYyds dAISnouUl Ul sdiysdauiied WOOJSSED 9A1309)49 3UlUlR}SNS pue 3ulleald 1o doogpuey Y jyoealod (8007) N ‘pusli4
0T0Z 8Ny Y2pvaT YHSY "WN|NDILIND PUE S13YJE3} YIM S4TS SUIFOBUUOT) S|9POW AJDAIIDP 9D1IAISS MAN (0T 07) Al1ad ‘UUAIH
Y/ T-G9T (£)/Z ‘Sa11[1qpsI( 24aA3S YIM SUOSIad 104 9213004 pub (24pasay 'suiea30.d [euOI}eINPa PaUIBIU0I-4|9S
pue SAISN|OUl Ul P3J|0JUD SJUSPNIS JO4 SIesA OM] Jaje 2ousladwod |e1d0s pue juswdoeAsd (200g) H 1 Y9ASIN 9 “IA U4aysi4
"/ TOZ J9QUWIBA0N 94N3e|SI33| JUOWIBA 3} AQ PaUOISSILILIOD
10day (DINQ) dnolo) Juswadeueln 10113sIJ 9I33NJIS OYM SJUIPNIS J0o4 spioddng ad1oedd 3sag duiusyiduauls pue Suipuedxd,

augny uondalfay
:UOIU3NIIIU| 'R UOIIINIISU| PISDG-IIUIPINT a



e
oj _mtsawcoo Aoy uebesyy ©

(G002) TAVTO g wol pejdepy
wN\FM\m ‘pasiney
JUOUIIaA ko \ﬁ SIoAIUN ,Uolleonps _m_umgm J0J mc_UCSH_ 211G JUOWIISA JO >_u3uﬂm Y, AhﬁONv > cmm___v_ 9L @Q_Ov_

(666T)
OTT-00T “(2) ¥ |oA Som 3 So13[IgesIp JuedyIudIS YIMm SJUSPNIS J04 JUSLUSSISSe

d1euJayje s Aonjusy 4o 88850 EEmm_ pue sJi03edipul mucmctotm@_ 3U3 JO ApN1S UOnEpIeA VY, [ ‘SUIedY-JaulieH 9 "H ‘1IBuUId]
‘ulysiiand

Sa)00.1g [Ned (A ‘@Jowileg "So13|Igesp SAIHUS0D JUBDYIUSIS YIIM SJUSPNIS JOJ JUSWISSISSE 91eUIR}Y (0T QL) [ ‘SUJedy 9 "H ‘JIauidpy
00 :sesuey| ‘S53UPUTg-Jead] 3 SOMNIAeSIq 919735

U3 SJUSPNFS SUIEONPH J0F S90110B1d 1599 J Sol01S JO ASO[OUIUY Uy -WOPSIAA SAIFIS[[0) UOI3edoNnps Jo juswilieda(] 21815 sesue

‘Bulysl|gnd sexjoo.g [ned :dIA ‘DJowijeg "9ping s, J03e|1284 UOISN|IU| YL (9002) ' IRGSIN 'S I ‘'YnydS “D ‘Uasua3uor

'BUlysl|gnd saxoo.g [ned :JIA ‘oJowizjeg 1ioddng J4aad 9 sdiysuolie|oy [e190S (900Z) ‘N ‘[12US 9 Y ‘Asuuer

‘BUlysl|gnd saxoo.g [ned :dIA ‘oJouwlidjeg Buiuled] dAI1eI0Ce|[0D) (S00Z) N |IPUS 9 Y “Asuuer

‘BUlyslignd sexoo.g [ned Al ‘@Jowi}jeg 10M|00ydS SUIAIPOIA “(002) IN ‘[ISUS 9 Y “Asuuer
(0002) TET-6CT “(€) ST IOA 'SSIINIeSIJ 919AS YIIM SUOSISd 10J 9311081 3 [DIeasay

,BUIABS 218 S3111|1gBSIP 949A3S 03 91BJ9POW Ul $349dX3 1eUM JO MIIA Adeuiwiaad 7 :UOIFEINPa SAISN|DUl Ul $32130eUd |NJas), ‘& 12 UOoSyoe(
'G9T-0ST ‘(€)8T ‘san!|igpsiq [p3uauIdojaAa( 1430 pub WsiNYy Uo Snoo4

"SI9PJOSIP WNJ30ads WSIINe YA SIUSPNIS 104 $30130e4d [BUOITEINPS 9A130244T (E00Z) ' ‘PIEDUIN 9 “H UagnH “©) ‘dejun “¥ ‘SUOUUBAO|
‘05E-5€€

‘(G)z € ‘uonuaniaiu] AlIpg Jo [pudnof "s3u133as pOoyp|IYd AjJea SAISN|dUl 104 Saijdolid jeuoissajoud pue Ajiue ((0T0Z) "3 ‘UIoH 9 [ ‘ASlunH

3| 40 sasiwoud ay3 pue saiji|igesip YHm uaJpjiyd jooydsald SN (T TOg ssaud ul) [ ‘ASlInH
'6Z-€ '(T)T € ‘uonponp3 [pads Jo [puinor ay |

"SAI|IGESIP 919A3S YIIM SJUSPNIS J0J SEUI0IIN0 pue ‘sad13oead ‘swelddoad [euoizeonpa SAISNDULUO YoJeasay (£ 66T) 71 21209 R “d ‘JunH
"T/-66 ‘(2)S¢ ‘diysiappa uoi3ponp3 [p192ds Jo [puinof

"uo13eoNPa eroads ul syuspnis 3UlAIDS $30143SIPp Sulwdojlad Y3y ul sao13oedd aA130a4T (ZT07) 'L ‘Usldied R |l ‘0AeBN “V'IA ‘UewdagnyH

'SS31d UIMIOD) D) ‘SYBO PUBSNOY | '[|B 1Y 3,USa0p 9ZIS SU() :S31393eJ3S [BUOIIONIISU| pateliualalid (£00g) D ‘uewdeyD) R o) ‘A10310)
‘B-S€ ‘O ‘Yo1pasay EulIbaH pub 25bNsUDT ‘Y222dS JO [bUINOS "UOIFUSAISIUI J93d ABP U3 SSOJoe

JO $3109}43 :Sa1M|IgesIp INOYHM PUB YIM SI9j00Ydsald Suoule UOIIeIRIU| (£ 64T) ] Molewzoey 9“3 Uajeys “M ‘ysdug “H ‘U1aisp|oo)
‘3ulysiignd sax00.g |ned A ‘@Jowiljeq

"HOVOD "SWOO0JSSE|D SAISN|DUL UT S313I[IGeSIP YA S1Uapnis Sullioddns Suaquis el JO S3|0Y (TTOZ) A 4819 [ Uaing “|A ‘0daJ3uelo)

augny uondalfay
:UOIU3NIIIU| 'R UOIIINIISU| PISDG-IIUIPINT a



ve
oj _mtsawcoo Aoy uebesyy ©

2g woly pajdepy
‘pasiney

(5002) TAIVAO

wm\:H\m
‘STOZ UJelN “(IdIAN) 23n33suU| anyeuo(] S33asnydesseln Jo 3_&m>_c3 33 ,S|00YIS JUOWIBA Ul
S9DIAJRS UOI3eONPT |e10adS JaAI|a(] 03 S|euoissajoldeled JO 9sM 3y} 40 ApniS v, (IJINN) 2IN1ISU| aNYBUO(T S1SNYIESSe | JO AJISIaAIUN
6661 -1l
play3ulids ‘7] SWOOISSE| ) SAISNOU[ UT SSIHIESI(] YHA S[ENPIAIPU| UOTIEONPT J0F SOIS93eI1S X S[OPOIA WNMOIN,) Y 934039 JojAe|
'©6-18 (2)E ‘Uonponp7 [p1oads Jo [buINor ay | “S|O0YIS Pa3UBII0-UoISN[oul
AJOAIPP 9DIAJDS |euoissajoldesed pue uoieonpa [enads Sullojdx3 Junod jeyl siaquinN (6007) N ‘0daJ3uele) 9 o UsIng
U0I3eI1D0SSY
3uIpeay |euoleulaju| (UOSXIA X uosdi] 'p3 (0T 07) Ad0ia31T ZT- Buiroidw 10) Sa013001d aAIIDIOGD|0D) [y 01 Sayovoiddy |njssaoonsg
'GT-€ (£)0E “Aa34pnd) UOIILINPT [DIDAAS [DINY *S|OOYIS [BJn.
933 JO SISAjeue ased2-SS0.D  :yoeoddde uoijusAlajul 03 asuodsal e y3nodyy sjooyds 3uiroidw| (TTOZ) ' Jaiquieles R -y ‘piaydays
89T-961
€)1z ‘uonponpd |p1oads pooypliyD) AT Ul $21AO] "WISIINE UM UIp[IYd SUNOA 3uijeonpa o3} yoeoudde paseq-|ooyds SAISNPUL Uy
;(wis1ane Jo4 Jusuwliesly ajeludoadde Ajjejuswdolanap) elep 109(odd (+00Z) 1-9 ‘@4eminog 9 “r g ‘opLgoin ¥ 'S ‘|lepues S | ‘z3lemyds
UOoI3DID0SSY
Buippay [puoiabuiaiul “(QTOZ) UOIIBID0SSY 3Ulpeay [euoijeulaiul syl Wodj s103eonpa J1oj sojdioulid uiping :UoIjuaAIaiul 0} asuodsay
"(900) U4pJIyd pub Sjo0oYds 104 $Sa00NSs SUIID.I7) {UOIJUAI2IU| 03 2SUOSIY Ul S3]0Y MAN
T8T-991 (¢)cr
‘Sa131|1gpsI(] [paUBWdo[PA(] Ul Suluipd| pub uoiiponpd siaad SuidojaAap Ajjed1dAl JIayl pue WsiIne YIm uaip|iyd SUNOA JO Suoi3delalul
[E1D0S 2U3 aseauoul 03 A3a1eas v :Aejd 01 SASY (£00Z) Y 'V ‘UOSIN R “V ‘Uoidwod)) “S 'S ‘UOISUyor “d v ‘[]RUUODIN “D ‘UOS|ION
'ST-0T (€)89 ‘sdpo Ayunioddo 8uiso|D Iajjews pueua331q Siq 4Uly L (0T 0Z) ‘3 P4eydly 1RagsIN
AJISIoAIUN UMOIG
10 g7 “SUIpeaJ Ul Pa32INS SJUSPNIS SIYM S|O0YS Adejuawlald (TOOZ) S ‘OUIlIOS “g ‘SSNY “ ‘UOSINNBIN “IN ‘U0oSdI “[ ‘|eyIuasoln
ZY7S-7ES (9) /G Uayopa] Euippay ay | “dWl} B e JO0YIS U0 SS320NS SUIUOIYSES pue 93pajmou 3ulpling "(100¢) |e 32 uosdi
"80C-170¢ ‘(€)G9 “ayova] Sulppay ay | JUSWSSISSE |3y JO JusIpa.3ul SUissiw 8y | 1 sisoudeld (TTOZ) d ‘SUldSIH-Aswoyd 9 *|Al ‘uosdiT
8OT-VET (2)St Al4211DNY Y210asay Buipbay "UIMO.I3 [e13udadip JO s103oipaud
JO UOIeUIWEXD Uy :DWOIPUAG UMOC YIIM UJP|IYD Ul UOIJUSAISIUI Suipeas 0} asuodsal Sullapola “(0T0Z) A ‘Syan4 9 "D ‘SUowaT
'/9T-/ST (C)€G 'MalAay [bu01IDINPT
'S213NdY41p Suluues| punojoud pue a1aA3s Yim sjidnd Jo uiuies] aAISN|DUT SY3 Ul Sjuelsisse 1oddns 3uiuies) Jo 9104 a3y (T007) d ‘A9oeT

augny uondalfay
:UOIU3NIIIU| 'R UOIIINIISU| PISDG-IIUIPINT a



Ge
oj _c.:E:mcoo Aoy uebesyy ©

2g woly pajdepy
‘pasiney

(5002) TAIVAO
9Z/L Qm

T6E-/8€ (9)G9 ayopa] Buipvay ay | "93endue| pue Adela| Ul |3y pue $SDD U9amiad SUOIEIDY (ZTOT) ‘N ‘UOSdIT S " ‘UOSXIAA
ZYE-LTE ‘(1)9€ ‘Sanliqpsi( |puawdojara pup UOIIbPInIY [DIUIA Ul EUIUIDI] pUD UOIIDINPT "|SPOUL SUIXEU-UOISIO9P WN|NDIIIND

\/ “UoljepJejad [ejuaul Y3IM SIUspnis 1o WNNdLIIND [edauad ay3 03 $Sa20e SUIASIYDY (TO0Z) "IN U3y 9 “( ‘U11le] “7 "IN JoASWYIAA
9/ 19 (2)6Z ‘Sa111qDsI(] 219125 UM SUOSId 10] 22130014 pUb 2103say

'Sjuapnis paddedipuey A[9JaAas 104 swel304d Ul SSWO0IIN0 91eN|BAS 0} S9INPAD0.Id AJIpIjeA [euOIeINPT (007) ‘| ‘SUBAT X “7 ‘Z}|20A

'SS3d UIMI0D) 1D ‘SHeQ puesnoy | 8ulyoes] 0 03 3pInD  (8007) 'V ‘UINSN 9 [ PUBSNOY L Y ‘B|[IA

(SC0C) €/ SN 0SIY 9 SIOY JUOWLISA
"9PIND Plal (SSIULA) uoidNISU|

pue UOIJUSAIRIU| 03 9su0dsay/s11oddng JO WalsAS patail-IiNA INOIWWYIA (6T0Z) 1Ly U0 9933107 SUlI991S 9PIMIIBIS JUOUIISA

augny uondalfay
:UOIU3NIIIU| 'R UOIIINIISU| PISDG-IIUIPINT a



