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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In June 1989, the Delaware State Board of Education requested an independent
assessment of proposals to conver: Delaware’s two shared-time area vocational/technical
schools, one in Kent County and one in Sussex County, into full-time vocational high schools.
Responding to the State Board's action, the Delaware Department of Public Instruction
contracted with the National Center for Research in Vocational Education at the University of

California, Berkeley, to conduct a study of shared-time versus full-time schools in Delaware.

In the course of this analysis, study staff interviewed a number of state and local
officials, including all of the superintendents in Kent and Sussex Counties, and reviewed -
variety of documerits on “he pros and cons of converting shared-time to full-timc area schools.

Our major findings and recommendations are briefly summarized here.
Current Status of Shared-time Operations

Present arrangements for operating shared-time vocational-technical schools in Kent and
Sussex counties are not working. Enrollments at both vo-tech schools are down more than 40
percent from peak levels reached in 1977-78. While this steep decline may be partially
explained by a general decrease in secondary school enrollments of approximately 20 percent

during this period, there are other contributing factors that include:
« Increased graduation requirements
o Higher rates of students’ failing required courses
* Structure of the curriculum
o I o~ of communication and integration between sending schools and area schools
e Structure of the funding system
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» Transportation conflicts
» Inaclequate attention to extracurricular activities
« Incompatible governarice siructures

All of these factors combine to make shared-time operations in Kent and Sussex counties
increasingly unworkable. Probably the most significant ¢xplanation for the current difficulties
is the combination of independent governance with a2 “win/lose” funiding system, crusting an
atmosphere of competition for students that greatly inhibits cooperation and coordination
among districts, The deterioration of the system has been further aggravated by the
incompatibility of the three-year shared-time cumriculum with changing graduation
requirements, along with an inattentiveness to the significant role that vecational education
courses could play in students’ mastering required academic subjects. As long as gencral high
school enrollments were growing, these structural weaknesses wens less obvious and, thus,
could be largely ignored. Howeve:, after a decade of enrollment declines that bigan in the late
1970s, the basic weaknesses in the system were revealed, This created a protracted period of
bickering, finger pointing, and general disarray in relations between sending and shared-time

area schools.

If the state wishes to restore shared-time operations that effectively mic st the needs of

secondary schools students, we believe the foilowing actions must be take.:

1. The current governunce structure rmust be clsered to joster better coordination and

cooperation.

2. Barring the adoption of a single counsywide school district for all secondary education,
the fiscal disincentive to participate in shared-time area schools should be reduced substantially

or be eliminated ensirely.

m



3. The state snculd consider mandiving a uniform scheol calendar and school day.

4. The curriculin ut the shared-time urea schools should bz redesigned, in combination
with curriculum redesign at home high schools, so that prograrms at the shared-time schools

may bz completed in two years nr less.

S. The state should undzricke a major ¢ffort to improve the integravion of curriculum at

area schools with academic and vocaticnal curriculum at the nome high schools.

6. The state should require in-service training on integraring academic and vocational
education curricula and should provide time for ongoing communication between academic and -

vocational teachers.

7. After the vocasional curriculum of area and sending schools has been thoroughly
reviewed and modified, the state should designate vocational courses that may be substituted

for required courses thas studenss fail.

8. The state should conduc: a study of transportation and scheduling for shared-time

schools including praciices in other states.

in short, making shared-time facilities work in Delaware would require the state
legislature and the Department of Public Instruction to assume a much higher profile, not only
in the operation of vocational education but also in the overall organization and delivery of
secondary education. Greater state involvement inevitably would mean some loss of locai
control over school affairs—a loss that may not be boliticaily palatable ia Delaware. However,
if a state role similar to the one we have recommended is not feasible, an altemative to shareu-
time area schools must be found. After nearly ten years of foundering at the local level, we are
not optimistic that the problems of shared-time schools can be solved locally without strong

state direstives.

It



Converting to Full-time: An Alternative?

Even if some of the most serious problems could be rectified, a few difficulties intrinsic
to any shared-time operation would remain, especially the large amount of time spent in transit
and the dilemma cf attending two schools. As an alternative to maintaining shared-time
schools, there have been several recommendations during the past four or five years to convert
these facilities to full-time vocational high schools. Such conversions have already occurred in
Newcasile County, apparently with much success. However, is conversion appropriate in Kent

and Sussex Counties?

We believe it could be if conversion incorporates an understanding of the potential
educational benefits of a fully integrated curriculum of academic and vocational education—
designed not only for those who are unlikely to pursue any additional postsecondary education
but also for students whose aspirations include four-year college and beyond. A full-time
vocational high school that merely tacks on conventional academic courses to conventional
vocational offerings, aimed primarily to satisfy short-term, entry-level labor market needs, is
not likely to serve any high school student well. In contrast, a full-time school that capitalizes
on opportunities to use ‘“hands on,” concrete work-related experiences to increase students’
understanding of more abstract academic principles and concepts holds enormous promise for
improving the long-term educational and labor market prospects of all students. To help realize

this promise, we make the following recommendations:

1. The state should require preparation of a formal plan for conversion to be reviewed by

the Department of Public Instruction and the State Board of Education.

2. The state should establish a Planning Advisory Board to work with local personnel in
Kent and Sussex counties that would be responsible for developing the conversion plans and

implementation.
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3. The state should require an open admissions policy at the full-time schools.

4. The state should require that a representative of special education participate fully on

the local planning teams.

5. The state should review vocational education in the comprehensive high schools,

assessing opportunities for better integration with the rest of the curriculum.

6. The state should review the condition of career education and counseling in the middle

grades.
Enrollment Implications of Full-time Vocational-Technical High Schools

A major concern about the consequences of converting shared-time schools into full-time -
schools is the impact of conversion on the enrollment and finances of the comprehensive high
schools. After we simulated the impact of conversion on enrollments and funding units, using
a variety of assumptions about capacity of the full-time schools and growth in secondary

enrollments through 1995-96, we reached the following conclusions:

1. If enrollment at each of the full-time schools were limited to 500 students, projected
growth in overall secondary enrollment by 1995-96 would offset the loss in enrollment in

comprehensive high schools from conversion to full-time.

2. If enrollment at each of the full-time schools were to increase to 1,000 students by
1995-96, the comprehensive high schools in Kent and Sussex counties would have decreases

in secondary enrollment of approximately 10 percent.

3. If the proportion of students now attending shared-time were to equal the proportion
attending full-time and if this proportion were to remain constant over time, enrollment at Kent
County Vo-tech wouid reach approximately 741 students by 1995-96, and enrollment at
Sussex Vo-Tech would reach 822. Under these assumptions, by 1995-96 enrollment in the

v
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comprehensive high schools would be approximately 5 percent less than 1988-89 enrollment in

Kent County and 7 percent less in Sussex County.

4. If enrollment at the each of the full-time schools were 1,000 students by 1995-96, the
proportions of students’ attending the full-time schools would increase from 12 percent in Kent

County in 1988-89 to 16 percent by 1995-96, and from 14 to 17 percent in Sussex County.

Assuming enrollment at each of the full-time schools climbed to 1,000 students by 1995-
96, Table 11 shows the impact on funding units for the comprehensive high schools. For
example, decicases in the number of teachers in school districts would range from as few &s
one in Woodbridge to as many as 12 in Indian River. Three schools would each lose one
assistant principal, and three would each lose one nurse. Four schools would lose one clerical
position, and one school would lose two.
Table 11

Staffing Implications of Capacity Vo-tech Enrollment for
Schogl Districts in Kent and Sussex Counties, 1995-96

Unit ~—Changes in number of staff

Difference Ass't,

District 1988-96 Teachers principals Nurses Clerical

a (¥4 Q) @ o) ©
Caesar Rodney -11 -11 -1 -1 -1
Capital 4 -4 NC NC NC
Lake Forest 4 4 NC NC NC
Milford 3 -3 NC NC NC
Smyma 7 -7 -1 NC NC
Cape Henlopen 2 -2 NC NC NC
Delmar 2 2 NC NC NC
Indian River -12 12 -1 -1 2
Laurel -4 4  NC NC -1
Seaford 3 -3 NC -1 -1
Woodbridge -1 -1 NC NC -1
Kent Vo-tech 43 43 2 1 4
Sussex Vo-tech 40 40 2 1 4

- _
NC = no change.
vi
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Conclusion

Should Delaware attempt to maintain its shared-time area vocational schools, or should
these schools be converted to full-time vocational high schools? As has been demonstrated in
other states, either approach offers an effective means of providing high-quality vocational
education. Both have advantages and disadvantages, and neither is inherently superior. Shared-
time schools are an economical way to offer more advanced, more specialized, and more capital
intensive courses to the greatest number of students. When properly designed, they can
provide substantial flexibility for students, who can attend for as little as a semester or for as
long as four years. They can easily accommodate adults and programs that consciously mix
adults and high school students in the same classrooms to better motivate students and reduce
discipline problems. On the other hand, area schools significantly increase the amount of time
students must spend in transit, which complicates scheduiing and divides students’ identities

between two schools. Area schools may also impecic participation in extracurricular activities.

Full-time vocational high schools increase opportunitics for better integrating academic
and vocational education and for improving communication among academic and vocational
teachers. Opportunities for team teaching may also be fully developed. Full-time schools
reduce transportation time and can generally create a stronger school culture, pedagogically as
well as socially. On the other hand, they require duplication of athletic facilities, auditoriums,
libraries, and other facilities that are not needed in a shared-time sclool. They are not as
flexible in accommodating the desires of students for different levels of participation in

vocational education, i.nd they generally cannoi incl\idc adults in daytime programs.

For many reasons, shared-time schools are not now working effectively in Delaware. As
our recommendations indicate, there are a number of steps the state could take to make them
work better. Whether or not such steps are feasible in Delaware is best determined by state and

local policymakers. If these steps cannot be taken, however, we are doubtful that the quality of

©
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shared-time schools will improve. Indeed, we doubt whether they can survive at all and believe
that continued inaction is tantamount to a decision to close these schools entirely. Without
forceful state action, enrollments almost certainly will continue to decline, ana it will no longer

be possible to offer an effective range of programs.

Conversion to full-time, however, is not a guaranteed improvement. We believe that
conversion offers the state some exciting opportunities to improve both vocational and
academic educaticn for high school students. Conversion is a chance to develop model schools
that can help to improve secondary education statewide. However, if these opportunities are to
be realized, the state must forcefully articulate a vision that promotes integration of academics
and vocational education and that encourages innovation in physical design, curriculum, and
methods of teaching. Otherwise, conversion will do little more than simply move students

around to eliminate transportation and scheduling inconveniences.

It is important to recognize that the decision is not much influenced by costs or even
impacts on the comprehensive districts. Restoring shared-time schools to an acceptable level of
effectiveness is likely to cost no less and possibly more than conversion to full-time. Similarly,
enrollments must be increased if these shared-time schools are to operate efficiently and are to
provide an acceptable range of programming. Hence, improving shared-time operations will
produce enrollment declines in the sending distrints that may not be much less than the declines

produced by conversion.

In the final analysis, the choice boils down to whether or not the state is able to assume a
much higher profile in solving the problems now plaguing shared-time schools or whether or
not the state desires to use conversion to begin a bold new initiative to improve secondary
education in Deiaware. Either course promises to benefit students, but each will require stro..g

and steady state leadership.

-
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SHARED-TIME VERSUS FULL-TIME VOCATIONAL HIGH SCHOOLS IN
DELAWARE: AN ASSESSMENT

In June 1989, the Delaware State Board of Education called for an independent
assessment of proposals to convert Delaware’s two shared-time area vocational-technical
sckools, one in Kent County and one in Sussex County, into full-time vocational high schools.
Responding to the State Board's action, the Delaware Department of Public Instruction
contracted with the National Center for Research in Vocational Education at the University of

California, Berkeley, to conduct a study of shared-time versus full-time schools in Delaware.

As recently as August 1989, study staff met with the President of the Delaware State
Board of Education, the State Superintendent of Education, and staff from the Department of
Public Instruction to define the scope of the study. Next, in September 1989, study staff
interviewed all superintendents of public schools in Kent and Sussex counties as well as the
superintendents of the two shared-time schools. Additionally, study staff visited the two
shared-time schools and the Newcastle Vocational Technical School District. Finally, they
reviewed all documents about converting shared-time facilities produced after the
recommendation was formally proposec in the December 1986 report of the Governor’s Task

Force on Vocational Education, Vocational Education in Delaware.

In conducting this study, we were asked to concentrate primarily on the implications of
shared-time versus full-time facilities for improving the educational opportunities of high
school students. “What is best for students?” was the primary question raised by the President
of the State Board and the Superintendent of Public Instruction. This concem was also voiced
by all of the local superintendents we interviewed. Other secondary, but also important, issues
concern conversion costs, curriculum design, staffing, financial and programmatic impact on
sending school districts, as well as the probable effects on local labor markets and community
well-being. While we have addressed these other issues, in cur analysis we have focused on

.
) .
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what will most effectively serve the interests of high school students in Kent and Sussex

counties.

Our report is divided into four sections. Sec:ion I defines the problem by examining the
current operating conditions of the shared-time facilities in Kent and Sussex counties. It not
only describes th: conditions that must be met if operation of shared-time facilities is to serve
high schools students effectively; but it also identifies actions that must be taken by state and
local boards to provide a successful shared-time program. Section II examines the major issues
related to converting shared-time area schools into full-time vocational high schools. This
conversion is intended to more effectively meet students’ diverse educational needs and to
maximize their long-term opportunities for sustained and increasing success in the labor
market, as well as in postsecondary education or further training. Additionally, this section
specifies state and local actions for successfully implementing full-time vocational high
schools. Section IIT analyzes the potential impact of converting full-time schools on sending
school districts’ enrollments and finances. Finally, Section IV offers some concluding

comments.

Generally, our conclusion can be stated quite simply. There is nothing inherently superior
about either a shared-time or a full-time approach to vocational education. Some states have
successfully implemented either one or the other; others have experienced serious difficulties
with both approaches. However, it is clear that in Delaware the current approach for providing
vocational education in Kent and Sussex counties through shared-time facilines is not working.

As we will describe in Section II, there are many reasons why this is the case.

First of all, to make the present approach work would require some major overhauls in
state and local policies, as well as changes in attitudss about vocational education and its
relationship to the rest of secondary education. Whether or not such modifications can be

implemented in Delaware is a question that can best be answered by individuals who know the

l 2
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state’s cducational system far better than we do. Nevertheless, at the present time we are not
optimistic that shared-time can be made to work effectively in Delaware. The problems that
plague thic current system have been known for some time, and in some instances, they have
been largely ignored by those in the best position to do something about them. In others,

however, sincere efforts to solve them have repeatedly failed.

Therefore, is conversion to full-time facilities a promising alternative? We believe it could
be if conversion incorporates an understanding of the potential educational benefits of a fully
integrated curriculum of academic and vocational education—designed not only for those who
are unlikely to pursue any additional postsecondary education but also for students whose
aspirations include four-year college and beyond. A full-time vocational high school that
merely tacks on conventional academic courses to conventional vocational offerings, aimed
primarily to satisfy short-term, entry-level labor market needs, is not likely to serve any high
school student well. In contrast, a full-time school that capitalizes on opportunities to use
“hands on,” concrete work-related experiences to increase students’ understanding of more
abstract academic principles and concepts holds enormcus promise for improving the long-term
educational and labor market prospects of all students. It is essential, therefore, that if Delaware
opts for conversion to full-time facilities, the state take steps to ensure that the complete
potential of a full-time school is realized. In Section II, we offer some specific

recommendations about how this could be best accomplished.

1. UNDERSTANDING THE PROBLEM; THE CURRENT STATUS OF
SHARED-TIME OPERATIONS IN KENT AND SUSSEX COUNTIES

Sussex and Kent counties have operated shared-time area vocational schools since the
early 1960s. In each county the area school operates as au independent school district, with its

own school board and taxing authority, and serves secondary school students attending high

©
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school in the other districts in the county. Students attending the area school take academic
classes in their “home high school,” where they also may participate in extracurricular
astivities, and they tiike vocational courses at the area school. First, all students attend their
home high school. Next, they are bused to the area school for either a morning or afternoon

session and then bused back to their home high school.

For many years this arrangement appears to have worked well in Delaware. Enrollment at
the area schools grew steadily throughout the 1960s and early 1970s. For example, enrollment
at Sussex County Vo-Tech grew from 335 in 1961-62 to 1,353 in 1977-78. Since 1980,
however, enrollment in the area schools has declined precipitously. At Sussex Vo-Tech,
enroll aent had fallen to 789 by 1988-89, down more than 40 percent from the peak in 1977-
78. "sent County Vo-Tech has experienced similar declines. At both schools, the declines have
been so severe that the superintendents seriously question whether the schools can continue to

run a successful program,

What has caused these steep declines? Part of the explanation is simply demographic.
Throughout the 1960s and 1970s high school enrollment grew steadily as the baby boom
generation moved through their teens. During these years enroliment in the area schools grew
more rapidly than high school enrollment generally. In effect, the area schools relieved some of
the enrollment pressures on the sending high schools during this period of rapid growth.
Sending schools, facing increasingly crowded classrooms and teacher shortages, had powerful
incentives to encourage students to attend the area schools for a portion of the school day. High
school enrollment, however, peaked in the late 19503 and began a period of steady decline,
wivich has just now leveled off. Enrollment in the area schools declined faster than high school
enrollment in general because, in part, sending schools now sought to protect themselves from
problems of excess building capacity, teacher layoffs, and contracted program offerings. All of

these factors acted as strong incentives to discourage students from attending area schools.
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Demographics, although an imnportant cause of the current difficulties, are not the only
contributing factor. There are many other circumstances that play a significant role in the large

declines in enrollment. These include:
» Increased graduation requirements
» Higher rates of students failing required courses
» Structure of the curriculum
« Lack of communication and integration between sending schools and area schools
» Structure of the funding system
» Transvortation conflicts
» Inadequate attention to extracurricular activities
» Incompatible governance structures
We will briefly describe and comment on each of these factors.
Increased Graduation Requirements

Increased graduation requirements have reduced the number of electives that are available
to students. Because vocational courses at the area schools can be taken only as electives,
students have less time for these courses. Thus, either fewer students attend these schools or
the same number of students attend for fewer years. Moreover, the “glective” status of these
courses carries an implicit message tc students and parents that vocational courses are less
important than other courses required for high school graduation, Hence, a course in computer

programming at the area vo-tech school, while potentially far more challenging than a general
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math course that satisfies a graduation requirement, may nevertheless be perceived by students

and parents as an inferior option.

Precisely how much increased graduation requirements have contributed to enroliment
declines at area schools in Delaware is unc'ear. Recent research using nationwide data has
shown that high school studexts on the averags were taking approximately two more year-long
academic courses in 1987 than in 1982.! However, the total number of courses taken by these
students increased by almost two. Consequently, stedents weve taking more total units, rather
than substituting academic for vocational courses. Vocational course taking was down slightly,
about the equivalent of one semester course, but this decline was concentrated entirely in -
consumer and homemaking and industrial arts, rather than in the occupationally specific

courses more likely to be offered at area schools.

Whether or not this national trend is also true of Delawai- was beyond the scope of this
study. It is clear, however, that little research has been conducted to understand the impact of
increased graduation requirements on students’ opportunities to take vocational education,
either at the area schools or at their home schools. Moreover, efforts to have certain vocational
education courses recoznized as sati~fying some of the graduation requirements seem for the
most part to have been resisted by the sending districts, which have final say over required

curriculuri,
Failing Required Courses

One consequence of increased graduation requirements is higher rates of students failing
requized courses, With mon: courses required, there are unfortunately, but inevitably, more
instunces of failure. As students must repeat these courses to graduate, they have even less time

to take electives. Hence, their opportunities for attending area schools are further consirained.

1 John Yuma, Antoinette Gifford, and E. Gareth Hoachlandet, Enroliment Trends in Vocational and Academic
Educatlos. in American Public High Schools, 1969 to 1987 (Report prepared for the National Assessment of
Vocational Education, U.S. Department of Education, April 1989).
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This is a sadly ironic situation. Students who fail required academic courses are precisely
those who would benefit the most from an alternative approach to learning academic concepts.
They are also the least likely to pursue postsecondary education and, therefore, most in need of
acquiring skills to help them succeed in the job market. Rather than search for an alternative to
success, students are forced to repeat what they have already failed—or what has failed them—
and many times just £ail again. It is difficult to imagine a more insidious plan for undermining

students’ self-esteem and confidence in their own abilities.

What impact have higher rates of failure in required courses had on enrollments at ara
schools? It is impo_ssible to answer this question definitively, although all of the
superintendents we inte~viewed cited this problem. What is a known fact, however, is that the
rates of attrition at the area schools are shockingly high. In fact, many students leave after their
first year of attendance, and less than one-haif of those who attend the first year complete the
full three-year program. While some of this attrition may be attributed to changes in student

interests, it is clear that other factors are inhibiting continued attendance at the area schools.

These high rates of attrition are especially disturbing because it is doubtful that this
limited exposure to vocational education only during the ninth or tenth grade has much value
when stucients enter the 1ubor market some three to four years later. Hence, for many students

time spent attending area schools only in the early grades is wasted or, at best, of limited use.
Structure of the Curriculum

Delaware’s area schools are unique because théy provide a program for large numbers of
ninth and ten h graders. In most states, area schools offer only the more advanced vocational
education courses, and it is assumed that students will obtain the necessary academic
prerequisites and introductory vocational coursework in their home high schools.

Consequently, attendance at the area schools is limited mainly to students in grades eleven and
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twelve. Further, students often attend these schools for only one yzar, either as juniors or

seniors.

An advanced area school curriculum aimed primarily at juniors and seniors has several
advantages over programs that assume students will attend area schools for three or four years.
First, students have the opportunity to establish their identities at their home high schools as
freshmen and sophomores. They are not forced to deal similtaneously with the new experience
of high school generally, as well specifically with the new experience of attending an area
school. Second, by limiting attendance to one or two years, instead of three or four, time spent
in transit is reduced significantly, and conflicts with extracurricular activities are also reduced.
Third, exposure to the area school programs occurs at a time when students are closer to
entering the labor force or advanced postsecondary education and training. Area school
participation is, therefore, more likely to be useful for all students attending these schools.
Fourth, the decision about whether or not to attend an area school may be postponed until
students are more certain about their postsecondary career and educational goals.
Consequently, when the decision to attend an area school is made, students are more likely to
know what they want to obtain from the area school and to be more motivated to complete the

vocational program they choose.

To successfully concentrate the curriculum of an area school on eleventh and twelfth
grade, however, the curriculum offered in the area school must be closely coordinated with the
academic and vocational course offerings in the home high school. It also requires a strong
commitment on the part of principals, teachers, ind counselors at the sending school to
facilitate attendance at area schools during the junior and senior years. As we will discuss in

more detail below, none of these conditions currently exist in Delaware.
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Communication and Integration Between Sending and Area Schools

Every superintendent we interviewed, at both the sending schools and at area schocis,
acknowledged that there is “little to no” communication between teachers at the area schools
and those at the sending schools. Nor is there any serious attempt at the administrative levels to
ensure that there is an effective relationship between what is taught at the sending schools, in

either the academic or vocational curriculum, and what is offered at the area schools.

Repeated and long-standing conflicts over course scheduling between area and sending
schools and the failure to achieve a uniform school calendar further demonstrate the
seriousness of communication problems. Generally, staff at both area schools and sending
schools have been either unable or unwilling to devise more flexible class schedules that would
make it easier for students to attend the area schools. Additionally, the scheduling of school
holidays and special events varies from district to district, so that there are days at the area

school when large proportions of students miss certain classes.

Finally, local administrators have been unable to reach consensus about what vocationa!
courses at the area schools to satisfy high school graduation requirements.2 This kind of failure
to communicate and to accommodate the needs of students can have absurd consequences. We
were told, for example, that a student was forced to drop a three-credit health program at the
area school simply to satisfy a one-quarter credit mandated health course at the home high
school. Even though this is perhaps an extreme and isolated incident, it indicates a long-
standing failure on the part of administrators of the area and sending schools to develop a well-
coordinated, integrated, and flexible program for students wishing to pursue the kinds of
vocational education offered at the area schools.

2This problem may be ameliorated to some extent by the recent introduction of Principles of Technology and
other applied academics courses at the shared-time schools. The state has adopted a pghcy that allows successful
completion of these course may be used to satisfy some of the math and science requirements.
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Structure of the State Funding System

The state funding system presently mandates that when students attend an area school,
the home school loses money that the sending district would otherwise receive if the students
remained in their home high schools. Through the so called .5 deduct, sending districts lose
approximately 40 percent of one regular unit for every one-half unit of attendance at an area
school. The rationale for this deduction is straightforward: Sending districts’ costs are reduced
because they are not required to provide staff and other resources for students during the half
day that they attend the area school. Nevertheless, it is argued that this procedure creates an
incentive for districts to discourage students from attending area schools. In effect, a
“win/lose” atmosphere prevails, with attendance at one school being perceived as money lost

from another school.

It is certain that this fiscal incentive exists; however, what is less certain is what kind of
impact it has on attendance at area schools. Moreover, the incentive is probably more powerful
when enroliments are declining and districts are struggling to maintain staff and program
offerings than when enrollments are growing or stable. Thus, the incentive may have had more
impact on sending districts’ behavior between 1979 and 1989, when enrollments were
declining, than it will have in the future, as high school enroliments stabilize and begin to
increase. Furthermore, the incentive is probably more significant for smaller districts than for
larger districts because small districts are less prepared to absorb the staff cuts caused by
attendance at area schools. Additionally, small staff cuts can have large programmatic
consequences in small districts, while being barely noticeable in larger ones. However, while
the incentive is strong for very small districts, it probably has a much weaker impact on overall
attendance at area schools because the small districts account for a relatively small percentage of
total attendance at area schools.
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Regardless of the impact of this fiscal policy in Delaware, other states have adopted
different polizies to climinate the possibility thut districts might discourage students from
attending area schools purely for fiscal reasons. In California, for example, the state area
schools (called regional occupational centers and regional occupational programs) are fully
funded by the state. Sending students to these programs has no fiscal impact on the finances of
the sending district, although the state does limit the rate by which enroliment ¢an grow in the
area schools. This “cap” is necessary to ensure that the costs to the state remain predictable and
under control. Other states with area schools have similar policies, although some also follow
Delaware's practice of reducing other state aid. In short, there is no standard practice to use,

and either policy can be rationally defendec.

The present policy governing financing for special education is less rational. Many
special education students attend the area schools, representing about 20 percent of total
enrollments. Area schools, however, receive no additional funding for special education
students. All additional federal and state funds for special education remain in the sending
district. Consequently, special education students who spend one-half of their school day in the
area school receive no additional services while attending. There are no additional resources for
reducing class size, hiring aides, or providing other services and resources that are routinely
available to special education students in their home high schools. In effect, special education
students who attend area schools are penalized, compared with their peers who choose to
spend the full day in their home high schools. There is no apparent justification for this state of
affairs, and without a well-conceived rationale, it would seem much more logical that funding

for special education should be extended to the area schools.

In summary, none of the superintendents we interviewed indicated that they discourage
attendance at area scheools for fiscal reasons. All, however, understand that a‘tendance has a

fiscal impact on their disiict. Many also openly acknowledge that they compete with the area
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schools for students. This overall atmosphere of conipetition, accompanied by fiscally

significant outcomes, inhibits cooperation that would facilitate attendance at area schools.
Transportation Conflicts

Because students travel between their home high schools and the area schools twice each
day, it is common for students attending area schools to spend an additional 40 to 60 minutes
per day in‘transit, above and beyond the time required to travel between their residence and
home high school. Time in transit is an always an inherent disadvantage of shared-time area

schools, but in Delaware the problems it presents are unusually severe.

The most troublesome consequence of current travel arrangements is that in most of the
sending districts time spent in travel results in a loss of one period per day. Given that the
curriculum design calls for attendance over three years rather than just over one or two years,
which is more typical of other states with area schools, this cumulative credit loss is especially
serious. In some instances, this loss may be unpreventable, but we found little evidence that
the districts have sought strategies to avoid it. The widespread unwillingness on the part of
both sending and area schools to devise more flexible approaches to scheduling contributes
significantly to the problem. Administravors at both the sending schools and area schools
appear to have accepted credit loss from transit time as unavoidable, In other states that operate
area schools, however, several alternatives have been devised. It is possible, for example, to
bus students attending area schools in the moming directly to the area school. Also, midday
busing can coincide with a reduced lunch period for students attending the area school. Some
states schedule early momning classes for students attending area schools so that credits are not
lost. None of these solutions is ideal, and all involve a certain amount of inconvenience for

students and sta”f to make them work, Nevertheless, credit loss is minimized.

Transportation s.neduling is further complicated by the lack of uniformity among districts

in the structure of the school day. Because districts operate with different numbers of periods
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per day—with periods beginning at different times in different districts—students arrive at or
depart from the area schools at different times, disrupting the beginning and the end of the
instructional time. Here ayain, the localized preferences of each district take precedence over
finding common approaches for accommodating the needs of students who desire to attend the

area schools.

Transportation scheduling is always a difficult problem in the operation of area schools.
However, the widespread failure of schools in Delaware to minimize conflicts and the impact
of travel on student learning are simply more indications of an overall failure to make shared-

time facilities work in the state.
Extracurricular Conflict

Another manifestation of scheduling and transport problems is the inability of students in
many of the sending districts to participate in extracurricular activities after school. Because this
can mean exclusion for three or more years under the current curriculum design, students who
attend an area school must make a considerable sacrifice. Their inability to participate in
extracurricular activities undoubtedly contributes to the the high rates of attrition and probably

discourages some students from attending area schools at all.

There is 110 evidence that this kind of exclusion is really necessary. Indeed, one of the
superintendents we interviewed stressed that his district’s firm policy was for no student to be
excluded from extracurricular activities because of attendance at the shared-time schools. He
said that scheduling has been modified to guarantee that all students can participate. As this one
situation illustrates, the needs of students attending the area schools can be accommodated.

Most districts, however, feel no strong compulsion to follow this policy.

©
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Incompatible Governance Structure

Many of the problems we have described are rooted in the governance structure of the
area schoouls and their sending districts. Each of the area schools has an autonomous board
with independent taxing authority. All of the sending districts have their own independent
boards that are not accountable to one another. Hence, there are few or no incentives for them

to coordinate and to cooperate.

Delaware is not unique in establishing independent boards for its area schools, but most
other states that have adopted this policy have also taken steps to promote coordination and
cooperation. In California, for example, some of the area schools are under the the authority of
county boards of education. However, because there are no negative fiscal impacts for sending
districts, they are not competing with the county district for students. Consequently, a major
barrier to coordination and cooperation is removed. Oklahoma has adopted a similar policy in
which their area schools are operated by totally independent school boards, but sending

districts do not lose local or state funding when their students attend the area school.

In other States, area schools and sending schools are administered by the same board.
Not only does this structure eliminate interdistrict funding conflicts, but also it ensures
uniformity in the school calendar, improves curriculum coordination, and facilitates more

flexible scheduling of classes and transportation.

In other states, districts organize an area school under some form of joint powers
agreement. The area schoo! operates under an umb.rella controlled by all of the participating
districts, and they must reach consensus an all major issues affecting operation of the area
school. Because the area school operates under the control of all of the participating districts,
there are formal procedures for joinily dealing with curriculum, scheduling, transportation, and

other important matters.
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Can Shared-time Area Schools be Made to Work In Delaware?

A variety of factors make share-time schools increasingly unworkable in Kent and
Sussex counties. Probably the most significant explanation for the current difficulties is the
combination of independent governance with a “win/lose” funding system, creating an
atmosphere of competition for studen‘s that greatly inhibits cooperation and coordination
among districts. The deterioration of the system has been further aggravated by the three-year
curriculum’s incompatibility with changing graduation requirements, along with an
inattentiveness to the significant role that vocational education courses could play in mastering
required academic subjects. /\s long as general high school enrollments were growing, these
structural weaknesses were less obvious and, thus, could be largely ignored. However,
beginning in the late 1970s, after a decade of enrollment decline, the basic weaknesses in the
system were revealed. This created a protracted period of bickering, finger pointing, and
general disarray in relations between sending and shared-time area schools. The issue that we

now must confront is: Can shared-time be made to work in Delaware?

If the state wishes to restore shared-time operations that effectively meet the needs of

secondary schools students, we belic ¢ the following actions must be taken.

1. The current governance structure must be altered to foster better coordination and
cooperation. To accomplish this, &: least two options are available. First, serious consideration
could be given to consolidating all secondary education under a single county board of
education, responsible for all comprehensive high schools, as well as the shared-time school in
each county. We recognize that such an option is politically difficult to implement, but it
would, nevertheless, solve many of the major governance problems that inhibit cooperation
and coordination in the present system.? Second, if county boards are deemed infeasi®le or

inappropriate, then the state should consider substituting a joint powers arrangement for the

31t should be noted that adopting countywide governance would probably have significant cost implications, as
salary schedules must be consolidated, usually using the highest schedule in the county.
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present independent board. While not as unifying as a single county board, a joint powers
agreement would give cach of the sending districts clearer rights and responsibilities for

operating shared-time area schools.

2. Barring the adoption of a single countywide school district for all secondary education,
the fiscal disincentive to participate in shared-time area schools should be re.uced substantially
or eliminated entirely. The underlying notion that sending districts compete with area schools
for students must be eliminated if an atmosphere that fosters coordination and ¢ voperation is to
be created. A competitive approach to operating area schools cannot work. By definition, area
schools are intended to supplement the program of sending schools; they are not designed to-

provide a full secondary school program and, therefore, cannot compete on equal ground.

3. The state should consider mandating a uniform school calendar and school day.
Initially, such a mandate would be incompatible with existing collective bargaining agreements,

but the mandate could be phased in as these agreements expire.

4. The curriculum at the shared-time area schools should be redesigned, in combination
with curriculum redesign at home high schools, so that programs at the shared-time schools
may be completed in two years or less. As a rule, attendan~e at shared-time schools should
occur only during the junior and senior years. While this will reduce the amount of vocational
education taken by any one student at the area school, it should allow more students to
complete the program. Hence, the net impact on enrollment should be neutral or perhaps, even

positive,

5. The state should undertake a major effort to improve the integration of curriculum at
area schools with academic and vocational curriculum at the home high schools. Sequences of
academic and vocational courses required for completing vocational education programs should
be thoroughly reviewed, and state standards for program completion should be expanded to
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include academic courses. Counselors should be expected to design complete academic and

vocational education plans for students opting to attend area schools.

6. The state si:ould require in-service on integrating academic and vocational education
curricula and shouid provide time for ongoing communication between academic and
vocational teachers. Provisions for in-service and communication should be incorporated into

the uniform school calendar.

7. After the vocational curriculum of area and sending schools has been thoroughly
reviewed and modified, the state should designate vocational courses that may be substituted
for required courses that studenss fail. Alternative approaches to repeating should be designed
and should be available in all high schools. Districts should be required ¢ honor the substitutes
designated by the state.

8. The state should conduct a study of transportation and scheduling for shared-time
schools including practices in other states. The study should explore strategies for increasing
flexibility in scheduling, reducing transportation time, and eliminating the credit loss that now

results from excess time in transit.

In short, making shared-time facilities work in Delaware would require the state
legislature and the Department of Public Instruction to assume a much higher profile, not only
in the operation of vocational education but also in the overall organization and delivery of
secondary education. Greater state involvement inevitably would mean some loss of local
control over school affairs—a loss that may not be ﬁolitically palatable in Delaware. However,
if a greater state role similar to the one we have recommended is not feasible, an altemnative to
thared-time area schools must be found, After nearly ten years of foundering at the local level,
we are not optimistic that the problems of shared-time schools can be solved locally without

strong state directives.
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II. CONVERTING FROM SHARED-TIME TO FULL-TIME: AN
ALTERNATIVE?

As the previous section illustrates, current operation of shared-time area schools in Kent
and Sussex Counties is beset with a number of intractable problems. Moreover, even if some
of the most serious problems could be rectified, a few difficulties intrinsic to any shared-time
operation would remain, especially the large amount of time spent in transit and the d'lemma of
attending two schools. As an alternative to maintaining shared-time schools, there have been
several recommendations during the past four or five years to convert these facilities to full-
time vocational high schools. Such conversions have already occurred in Newcastle County,
apparently with much success. However, is conversion appropriate in Kent and Sussex

Counties?

To answer this question, we have focused on two major sets of issues:
« What would be the educational benefits of a full-time vocational school?

e What are the major issues surrounding implementation of full-time schools, and how
might these be addressed?

Additionally, there is the very importani question of the impact of conversion on the quality of
programs at the comprehensive high schools, since students who have previously attended
these schools part-time would now be enrolled full-time at the vocational high school. Because
this issue is a very complex one, we have devoted the entire third section of this report to

assessing some of the most likely consequences.
What Could Full-time Schools Accomplish: The Importance of a New Vision

Although initially ignored in the early spate of school reform that foliowed publication of
A Nation At Risk in 1983, vocational education is currently receiving increasing attention as

new solutions are being sought to improve the academic achievement and labor market
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preparation of America’s young people and adults. However, while there is a growing
recognition that vocational education can play an important role in school reform, there is also a
consensus that to be effective, the vocational curriculum and the acadesmic curriculum require
major revision. In the vocational curriculum, higher standards of academic achievement aie
necessary, along with a much clearer understanding that one significant objective of providing
hands-on, concrete work experieaces for high school students is to enhance students’ grasp of
underlying academic principles and concepts. Similarly, in the academic curriculum, therz is a
need to appreciate the importance of applied leaming so that students can better understand and
retain academic subject matter. Moreover, greater emphasis on applied leaming in academics
and on academic principles and concepts in vocational education must be carefully orchestrated
within a school so that the two s.¢ mutually reinforcing. Such orchestration requires new
sensitivities and skills among administrators and teachers. It also demands that more attention
be paid to improving communication and opportunities for joint teaching among vocational and
academic staff. In short, combining acadernic and vocational education and restructuring the
high school to better achieve this integration may significantly improve what high school

students learn.

In considering whether to pursue conversion of its rem: aining shared-time area schools to
full-time, Delaware should recognize that conversion presents the opportunity to take a bold,
new approach toward improving secondary education for all students. It is not only an
oppcrtunity to be at the fo:efront of efforts to integrate academic and vocational education, but
it is also an opportunity to adopt a new attitude about vocational education and the importance
of applied learni. g for all students—regardless of their postsecon.ary aspirations. A concrete
example will help to illustrate the kind of opportunity we propose.

It is conventional to think that the building trades——carpentry, electricity, plumbing,
masonry, and sheet metal, for example—are vocational, requiring a modicu of reading, math,

and science skills, but generally lacking much of the conceptual content found in more rigorous
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academic offerings. It is also conventional to assume that these trades do not require much in
the way of postsecondary education. On the basis of such thinking, it has been traditional to
separate the building trades from the academic curriculum, to encourage non-college bound
students to enroll in these programs, and generally to isolate these students (at least in the

classroom) from their more academically inclined peers.

As long as one remains narrowly focused on the need for a building trades curriculum
primarily for the non-college bound, it is difficult to break out of the old ways of teaching. At
best, one can strive to beef up the academic content of some of the trades curriculum, adding a
little trigonometry to carpentry, some physics to electricity, and perhaps introduce some
instruction in principles of technology into all of these subjects. There is nothing particularly
wrong with these kinds of changes; indeed, they are probably beneficial and certainly superior
to a more rote approach to teaching trades skills. The problem is that these changes may be

falling far short of what might be accomplished if we adopted a new paradigm.

Suppose, for example, that instead of trying simply to improve the construction trades
curriculum, we sought instead to design a curriculum aimed at teaching students how to better
understand and shape the built environment, broadly conceived. Suppose we further committed
owselves to the principle that in designing - uch a curriculum, participation in the curriculum
would not prevent a student from pvrsuing postsecondary education to the bachelor’s degree
and beyond. Suddenly, we are no longer constrained to design curriculum only around the
conventional building trades. Rather we can embrace a broad range of occupations including
architecture, interior design, a wide range of engincéring fields, materials science, and a host of
othess requiring varying degrees of academic and occupational skills preparation. Our goal now
becomes teaching prospective carpenters some architecture and principles of design—not as a
separate unrclaied art history course—but rather as an integral part of a curriculum that places
carpentry in a larger context of shaping the built environment. Similarly, this curriculum

introduces prospective architects or engineers to the trade skills that they will need to implement
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their more abstract ideas and designs. All students interested in this related cluster of
occupations learn “the academics”—English, mathematics, science, history, and social
studies—in the context of this field. This kind of “cross training,” not only will improve
communication between the various related professions, but also will increase the
understanding of what people in other fields do, which will create opportunities for innovation
and promote productivity. Students can learn together in much the same way as they will work

together later on the job.

In this model, accumulating trades skills is but one step toward further education, should
students’ aptitudes and aspirations lead them in that direction. It is not a choice that precludes
other options. Moreover, in this model, academic content is not watered down to make it
accessible to students who are less inclined toward abstract learning. Rather alternative, applied

methods are used to deliver the same rigorous subject matter in ways that can be more easily

grasped.

It should be noted that this emphasis on integration does not necessarily mean that the
traditional academic disciplines are eliminated or that all studonts interested in the same general
field—the built envircnment or health, for example—take the same courses. Instead it means
that academic courses may no longer be taught out of context. For example, rather than teach
European history or ancient civili: ation simply for sake of acquiring historical knowledge,
efforts are made to build the history curriculum around students’ general occupationa! interests.
To continue with our built environment example, in History I, students might study the
evolution of building tools and methods, their influence on architecture and use of space, and
their interaction with advances in science and technology. These trends might be examined
cross-culturally, with vocational students experimenting with manufacturing and using
primitive tools to actually build primitive structures—pyramids, thatched roofs, or tepees. In
their classes, students would study the basic principles in these structures that are used in
modern building today.
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Teaching takes on a different meaning in this kind of applied learning environment. It is
unlikely that a typical high school history teacher, for example, knows much about the
evolution of building. This is not important, as long as the teacher knows how to find out more
about the subject and how to involve students in this mutual process of leaming and discovery.
fndeed, rather than merely transferring already acquired knowledge and having this become the
primary objective of teaching, what is consistently being taught in every class is how to acquire
the knowledge one needs, as well as when it is relevant to the interests or problems of

students.

Furthermore, it is not necessary for all students to take the same courses. We believe that
such an approach encourages much higher expectations for most students. For example, we
belicve that applied learning makes algebra accessible to far more students than traditionally
thought and would predict that most students interested in a built environment curriculum
would be expected and would be able, even with diverse aptitudes and abilities, to master
Algebra I and the basics of trigonometry. Probably not all students would tackle calculus, but
probably more would attempt it than ever before. Moreover, although calculus would be more
likely to interest only the niore mathematically inclined, it would nevertheless use applied

learning techniques as its central methodology.

It will be argued by some that such a model is hopelessly naive and that large numbers of
high school students are either not interested in or de not have the ability to learn the more
rigorous subject matter that iraditionally has been the exclusive domain of the academic student.
Certainly, such a view has dominated American education throughout the twenticth century,
producing a system of pemnicious tracking and shockingly low expectations for more than onc-
half of all high school students.

There is, however, important and growing evidence that the “common wisdom” is wrong

and that many more students are capable of understanding complicated, advanced academic

22
ERIC 3G

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



material if we adopt more concrete, applied methods to teach it. There are a small, but
significant, number of schools nationwide that have known this for some time. Aviation High
School in New York City, for example, has used the aviation industry as a base for building an
integrated academic and vocational curriculum serving a diverse group of students, at least one-
half of whom choose to go on to four-year college or university after graduation. Similarly,
Murry Bertraum High School also in New York City has built a rigorous curriculum around
business and commerce. Chicago’s High School of Agricultural Science and Technology, its
predecessor in Philadelphia, and a handful of other specialized high schools, such as the
Thomas Jefferson High School of Science and Technology in Fairfax, Virginia, have all

successfully adopted integrated applied learning as the cornerstone of the their curricula.

Integrated cross training is also the core of the German apprenticeship model and the
Germans’ approach to training high level engincers. German engineers are expected to have
apprenticed as tradesiaen before going on to more advanced education in engineering. The
Japanese routinely insist on cross training their work force, not only in Japan but also in the
customized training programs they have jointly developed with community colleges for staffing

Japanese-owned and managed operations in the United States.

Research also supports the validity of these methods, as well as the shortcomings of the
traditional American way of educating high school students. A growing body of work in
cognitive science, the study of how people leam, underscores the power of applied learning for
students from a wide range of backgrounds with diverse abilities. One such study analyzes the
highly sophisticated mathematical skill of Brazilian z;trcet children, who are unable to score well
on standard academically formulated tests of mathematics ability, but are able to rapidly

perform complex calculations in their street transactions.4 Therefore, these children are not

4Terezinha Nunes Carraher, David William Carraher, and Analucia Dias Schliemann, “Mathematics in the
Streets and in the Schools,” British Journal of Developmental Psychology, vol. ., no. 1 (1985), 21-29.
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incapable of learning sophisticated mathematics; rather, they learn the subject best and retain it

well when they can use it a context that has meaning to them.

In suggesting that the state consider a similar model for full-time vocationa! high schools
in Delaware, we emphasize that we are not suggesting that these schools be specialized
vocational high schools. Schoo's offering curricula organized according to a variety of career
clusters are compatible with the approach we have outlined. It is important, however, that these
clusters be more broadly defined than is the case in more traditional conceptions of what
constitutes vocational programs. Thus, a health curriculum must be more broadly conceived
than the traditional allied health occupations; and automotive and diesel mechanics curricula

must be designed according to the larger context of transportation careers.

In short, Delaware faces an important choice if it decides to convert the shared-time
facilities to full-time vocational high schools. On the one-hand, it can siraply choose to provide
conventional academic (and general) courses at the same sites where traditional vocation=?
education programs are offered. Such an approach will address the more mundane problems
associated with shared-time schools: Time in transit will be reduced. Students will be better
able to identify with only one school. There will even be some opportunities for strengthening
the academic content of some of the vocational courses. Nevertheless, students are not likely to
be a great deal better off than they are row. Very little will have charng, .. other than where they
go to school.

On the other hand, Delaware can seek to take advantage of the opportunity presented by
converting to full-time, Conversion can represent a fresh start, a one-time chance to chart some
new directions for secondary education in Delaware,. It is an opportunity to build 2 new staff
based on an expanded vision of integrated academic and vocational education—dedicated to
emphasizing applied learning. making the abstract concrete, and having high expectations for

all students. It is essential that if such a direction is selected, it b implemented at the
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beginning. Conversion that initially adopts the more conventional approach with the intention
of later phasing in some of these bolder steps is much less likely to succeed. The style initially
implemented will iend to become more and more entrenched as time goes on, making

deviations from the conventional paths more difficult.

Adopting the bolder vicw is risky, however. There is no ironclad formula for success.
Much work will need to be done in curriculum and staff development to ensure that the new
fuli-time schools succeed. We will have more to say in the following section about how this
might be best accomplished. However, to simply settle for a traditional marriage of vocational
and academic courses at a single site is also a high-risk proposition-—a risk that the students
attending full-time schools might be relegated to less promising futures by an approach to
education that is increasingly outdated aad unable to prepare them to participate successfully in

the labor market over the long term.

Implementation Issues

There are a number of implementation issues that need to be addressed if conversion to
full-time schools is to be achieved successfully. At the most general level, a strategic plan for
converting each of the schools is required, a plan that clearly articulates the vision that the
school is seeking to create, the steps it will take to get there, and what these steps are likely to
cost. Much of this work has already been done. Both Sussex and Kent Vo-Tecli have
developed proposals for full-time schools that contain some innovative ideas. However, we
believe that both proposals should be developed more and that some of their implicit, but

critical, assumptions m:ust be challenged and thought out more carefully.

For example, both proposals assume that the physical desirn of the full-time school
should call for an academic wing for academic instruction to be built onto the existing
vocational schoo! structure. This is, of course, the way most high schools have been built. But

is it the best way, especially if the state opts to promote more integrated instruction? For
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example, might it not be more effective to develop a - sign that allows for physically pairing
academic and vocational classrooms, so that access to a vocational laboratory, as well as, team
teaching and better communication between academic and vocational teachers, are more easily
accomplished? The answer to this question is not likely to have major cost implicationy, but it
does radically affect the design of new construction. In these days of declining and stable
enrollments, one does not often have the opportunity to consider new approaches to school
design and construction—-for example, are there opportunities for students themselves to be
involved in the design and construction of schools? Indeed conventional design may still be the
best approach, but should not other alternatives be considered before the layout of the new

schools is literally set in concrete?

We do not intend to belabor the importance of vision, but it is apparent that different
visions can have very different implications for various aspects of conversion—from the
physical design, to the characteristics of students who are recruited and admitted, to staffing
and development. We believe that plans to convert to full-time schools would benefit from

more attention to this general issue.

In the rest of this section, we will address some of the other major issues affecting
implementation. These include costs of conversion, admissions policies, inclusion of special
education students, new staffing, curriculum development, distribution of state aid, and
transportation. Although we have not conducted an exhaustive treatment of these topics, we
have concentrated on identifying key issues and questions that ongoing plans for conversion

must address.
Costs of Conversion

Total capital costs for converting Sussex Vo-Tech and Kent County Vo-Tech to full-time
high schools have been estimated at approximately $11 million, $5.3 million for Sussex

County and $5.7 million for Kent County. These represent costs for constructing new faciuties
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to accommodate approximately 1,000 students at each site and include additional classroom
facilities, science labs, libraries, auditoriums, gyms, playing fields, and expanded cafeterias. It

is beyond the scope of this study to validate these estimates.

Whatever the costs of conversion, they should be evaluated against the costs of
maintaining shared-time facilities. As we noted in Section II, in our judgment, eliminating most
or all of the “S deduct” is essential to maintaining the shared-time schools and to restoring
enrollment to a level that will allow these schools tc run effective programs. We estimate the
cost of eliminating the deduct for current levels of enrollment to*  about $1,194,510 annually
{30 units times $39,817 per unit in 1990-91). Assuming that elimination of the deduct resulted
in an increase in enrollment in the area schools of no less than 20 percent, the annual cost of the
deduct would rise to $1,433,412. Using a discount rate of 5 percent (the real interest rate net of
inflation), this annual expenditure of $1,433,412 has a discounted present value of
$28,668,240.5 In other words, if the state were simply to invest $28.7 million at 5 percent per
year (net of inflation), this would yield interest of just over $1.4 million per year, sufficient to
pay the cost of the deduct in perpetuity. This estimate of $28.7 million is the figure that should
be used to compare the one-time costs of conversion to full-time (plus the net present value of
any operating costs above and beyond those necessary to continue to educate students in their

home high schools).

It is probably warranted to do a more detailed cost comparison as plans for constructing
and operating the full-time schools become more defined. However, as long as one assumes
that elimination of the deduct v.:1l be necessary to er;sure continuation of shared-time facilities,
we are confident that it is unlikely that conversion is a more costly alternative—and it could

well be less costly.

SCalculating the discounted present value of an annual expense is the method used to compare this figure
directly with a one-time capital outlay. The estimate of present value is sensitive to the choice of the interest
rate, which is a matter of some debate among economists. Most economists agree that the real interest rate (that
is, the rate net of the impact of inflation) probably lies somewhere between 3 and 6 percent in today’s markets,
The higher the interest rate, the lower is the net present value.
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Adnussions Policy

Who will be allowed to enroll in the full-time high schools, and what procedures will be
used to admit students if the schools are over subscribed? Will students be allowed to leave
their present school and transfer to the comprehensive high school in the district where they
reside? Will transfers be constrained in any way? These are some of the questions that have not
yet been adequately answered, and the state may well want to establish some firm guidelines.
Presumably any high school student may apply for admission to the high school in the county

of residence. The critical question is: Will admissions be selective or completely open?

Many full-time vocational high schools have traditionally adopted selective admissions
practices. For years, New York City’s vocational high schools carefully screened prospective
students and turned away tens of thousands of applicants each year. Although these high
schools were widely recognized as superb schools, nevertheless critics charged that one reason
that these schools were so excellent was that they admitted only the very best students.
However, good students will learn in spite of poor schools or poor teachers; consequently,
outstanding school performance may simply be the result of outstanding students, rather than

any intrinsically more effective approach to education.

We subscribe strongly to the principle of open admissions, and in schools in which
applicants exceed the number of places, admission should be conducted by lot. If one of the
advantages of converting to full-time schools is stimulating healthy, fair competition between
the full-time vocational schools and the other high schools, then it is important that both parties
play by the same rules. The home high schools cannot be selective about whom they admit.
Neither should the full-time vocational high schools.

We can see no reason why transfers between the vocationsl high school and the
comprehensive high schools should not be allowed, although we recommend *hat the

frequency and timing of transfers be controlled. Students should be expected to remain at their
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school of first choice for at least one year because this requirement makes funding and staffing
much easier to predict and manage. Transfers for unusually extenuating circumstances could be
permitted at the =nd of each first semestes. Students probably should not be allowed to transfer
more than twice, and there should be a procedure for requesting exceptions for v.iusual

circumstances.
Inclusion of Special Education Students

Special education students constitute about 20 percent of enrollment at the shared-time
facilities, although they represent only approximately 10 percent of the overall high school
population. This higher concentration at the shared-time schools reflects a recognition that
special education students are less likely to pursue postsecondary education and training and,
therefore, should leave high school well-prepared to succeed in the labor market. These needs
will ceriainly continue if conversion is pursued, and precisely how these needs will be met by

full-time schools requires additional study.

Unfortunately, participation is more complicated than simply objectively assessing
student needs and designing appropriate programs to meet them. Many special education
students are more difficult to teach than other students and can also be more disruptive in
classrooms. Consequently, there have been charges and counter-charges that the existing
shared-time schools and the sending schools use each other as dumping grounds for difficult
students, with each one supposedly trying to relegate its more difficult problems to the other.
Documenting the actual extent of this problem was beyond the scope of the study, aithough we
did hear comnplaints from many parties about this problem.

Suffice it to say, representatives of special education should be incluced in all aspects of
the conversion planning process. Additionally, the state may want to adopt as a guideline the

principle that program planning for full-time schools will strive to ensure that any special
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education student should have the opportunity to attend the full-time school and to participate in

~ afully integrated program of instruction.

Staffing

Conversion to full-time schools will require the addition of at least one-half more teachers
than the present number at the shared-time schools. Moreover, assuming enrollment growth is
not sufficient to offset the increased attendance at the full-time schools (see Section III below),
the teaching force at the other comprehensive high schools will also need to be reduced.
Reductions in units at the comprehensive high schools will also accompany reductions in.other

personnel (see Section III for estimates of these staffing changes).

Should the full-time schools be required to hire first those personnel who leave the
comprehensive high schools? We recommend that they not be required to do so. The full-time
schools should be fre= to hire teachers just as any other district would. Moreover, if the full-
time schools aggressively seek to integrate academic and vocational education, théy should

have the freedom to recruit staff fuliy committed to this particular approach.

Curriculum Development

If the state chooses to accomplish integration and restructuring through the full-time
schools, more attention will need to be paid to curriculum development, not only in the full-
time schools but also in the earlier grades that prepare students for high school. The present
proposals for converting Sussex and Kent counties to full-time, while including some
provisions for applied academics and integration, must be more fully developed. Additionally,
the status of career education in the middle grades and its communication with the curriculum

of the full-time high schools needs careful review.
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Tech Prep

Encouraging more development of “tech prep”, or “2+2” programs, is a major objective
of new federal vocational education legisla‘ion now before Congress, and tech prep should
figure prominently in the development of curriculum for the full-time schools. Attention should
also be paid to articulation with programs in four-year colleges and universities, so called
24242 programs that include transfer from community colleges to four-year colleges. This
emphasis is consistent with our view that vocational education must be conceived more broadly

so that it is considered appropriate for students aspiring to postsecondary education.

Opportunities for tech prep would seem especislly promising if the Kent County
vocational high school were to be located at the present north campus site next to the
community college. Because we were unable to study this possibility in-depth, we have had to
rely on other assessments. As we understand the issues, locating the full-time school at ihe
present north campus site would double the construction costs from approximately $6 million
to $12 million. On the positive side, the site is adjacent to Delaware Community College,
making articulation easier. Additionally, it is closer to population growth areas and is more
accessible to existing population centers. On the negative side, in addition to costing more to
convert, the facility would be landlocked and would require that exceptions be made to state
standards governing square footage. Furthermore, it is apparently easier to reconfig,ure space at
the Woodside site. Finally, it is more likely that there is an immediate alternative use for the
north campus site if Woodside becomes the site of the full-time school. However, what would
become of the Woodside facility if the north campus.wcm to be converted is less clear.

In short, we are unable to add to the analysis that was previously conducted. Taere seems
to be a consensus that the north campus site is in many ways superior, but it is difficult to

justify in light of the additional construction costs, the costs of closing the Woodsi Je site, and
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some of physical constraints imposed by the lack of additional land at the north campus

location.
Distribution of State Aid

If the shared-time schools are converted to full-time, we see no reason why they should
be treated any differently from those in other districts for purposes of distributing state and
federal aid. The state aid formulas would continue to operate as they presently do. Eligibility
for federal aid should be the same for the vocational high schools and the comprehensive high
schools. Categorical aid for special education should meet the needs of the students, and the
vocational high schools should be expected to provide the full array of support services for |

special education presently expected of the comprehensive high school districts.
Transportation

We have not been able to examine transportation in any depth. We assume that with
conversion, students would be transported directly to the full-time high schools. The
Department of Public Instruction has estimated that conversion will require an additional annual
expenditure of at least $200,000 for transportation. The discounted present value of this annual
expenditure is $4 million and should be included in the estimate of the cost of converting from

shared-time to full-time schools.
What Actions Should Be Taken to Make Conversion Successful?

To ensure that Delaware maximizes the educa‘tional benefits of converting from shared-
time to full-time, there are a number of actions that should be taken. If the state decicles to

pursue conversion to full-time schools, we recommend the following:

1. The state should require preparation of a formal plan for conversion to be reviewed by

the Department of Public Instruction and the State Board of Education. At a minimum, the plan
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should be required to address the following issues: (1) How will integration of academic and
vocational education be achieved; (2) How many special education students will be
accommodated, and how will they participate in the school; (3) How will the physical design of
the school facilitate integration, special education, and other major objectives of the school; (4)
What will be the school’s policy on admissions and transfers; (5) What kinds of vocational
education programs are envisioned, and what is the raticnale for selecting these programs; (6)
What are the staffing requirements, including the kinds of qualifications and experience sought,
and how will recruiting be conducted; (7) How will the programs be articulated with
post. econdary education at both the two-year and four-year levels; (8) How will the full-time
schools interact with the middle grade:, with respect to career education, articulation, and

student recruitment; and (9) What is the timeline for implementation?

2. The state should establish a Planning Advisory Board to work with local personnel in
Kent and Sussex counties that would be responsible for developing the conversion plans and
implementation. This advisory board should include individuals who are knowledgeable about
new directions in integrating academic and vocational education and about innovationsl that
have been effectively implement:d elsewhere in the country. At least one member of the local
planning team for each site should be expected to visit at least three exemplary full-time
vocational high schools in other areas to gather first-hand information on integrated curriculum,

staffing, physical design, and school organization.

3. The state should 1equire an open admissions policy at the full-time schools. Generally,
the full-time schools should operate in the same way. as any other district in the state, subject to

the same rights and responsibilities as the comprehensive high schools.

4. The state should require that a representative of special education participate fully on
the local planning teams. Additionally, special education should be represented on the Planning
Advisory Board.
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S. The state should review vocational education in the comprehensive high schools. This

review should examine opportunities for integrating academic and vocational education in the

comprehensive high schools.

6. The state should review the condition of career education and counseling in the middle
grades. The state should consider in-service for counselors on potentially integrating and
applying learning for all students, as well as provide counselors with a better understanding of
the different sequences of academic and vocational education courses that are most likely to

lead to successful employment or further education.

I1I. ENROLLMENT IMPLICATIONS OF FULL-TIME VOCATIONAL-
TECHN'CAL HIGH SCHOOLS

A major concern about the conse juences of converting shared-time schools into full-iime
schools is the impact of conversion on the enrollment and finances of the comprehensive high
schools. In this section, we examine in detail some of the major implications of conversion on
unit funding for the full-time and comprehensive high schools in Kent ard Sussex counties.
This analysis is based on a series of enrollment simulations using a simpi.. e version of the
unit fur.ding system in Delaware. First, in this section, we explain the assumptiuns behind the
simulations; secondly, we report the results of the simulations and the changes in the
distribution of secondary units among school districts in Kent and Sussex counties; and,

finally, we analyze the implications of these changes for the various school districts.

We began by calculating the distribution of funding un. 5 for the base year 1988-89.
These base-year calculations were used for assessing how conversion to full-time vo-tech
would affect the distribution of funding units, based on actual enrollment in 1988-89 and the
shared-time vo-tech format. Three related simulations analyzed how the conversicn from

shared- to full-time vo-tech might affect the distribution of funding units. The first simulation
34
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examines the impact on the distribution of funding units if enrollment at cach of the full-time
schools is either as low as 500 or as high as 1,000 students. The second simulation assumes
that the same proportion of students now attending the shared-time facilities would attend full-
time. In combination with enrollment growth projections, it uses this assumption to estimate
the enroliment in the full-time schools and the resulting consequences for funding units at the
_comprehensive high schools. Finally, the third simulation assumes that each of the full-time
schools would operate at a capacity of 1,000 students and calculates the proportion of students

from each of the comprehensive schools that would be necessary to operate at this level., 6
General Assumptions and Characteristics of the Simulations

Separate simulations were done for Kent and Sussex counties. These simulations were
based on a simplified unit funding model that included only regular and vocational Division I
units.” While a more complex model could be simulated, this simplified model adequately
describes the implications for distributing funding units that result from converting a shared-
time into a full-time vocational delivery system. To estimate the number of vocational units
offered in each comprehensive high school district, vocational enroliment in the home school in

each sending district was assumed to be 15 percent of the total enrollment.

The rate of growth (or decline) of the secondary population was an important parameter
for estimating the impact of converting from shared-time to full-time vocationa! education in
Kent and Sussex counties. Student population projections were made through academic year
2000-01, although the simulations only project through the year 1995-96. The base-year
simulation used actual student enrollment in 1988-89 in each district.®

6 For complete simulation results, see Appendix 1.

7 Division I units provide funding for salaries and staff positions.

8 The enrollment numbers for districts in Kent County were taken from Issues and Answers: A Full-Time
Vocational Facility in Kent County, prepared for Paul Fine, President of the State Board of Education.
Enrollment numbers for districts in Sussex County were taken from the Feasibility Study for Conversion from
Shared-Time to Full-Time (Sussex County Vocational Technical School District, May 1989). Note that the
enrollment numbers for the Milford district, which straddles county lines and sends students o both vo-techs, are
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Two assumptions were made in projecting changes in the secondary student population.
~ First, the proportion of persons in the 15 to 19-year-old cohort enrolled in secondary education
was assumed to be coastant from year to year. This proportion was calculated by dividing the
total 1988-89 secondary enrollment by the population of persons between 15 and 19 years in
each county. Thus, 72 percent of the 15 to 19-year-olds in Kent County, and 65 percent of
those in a similar age group in Sussex County were assumed to be enrolled in secondary
education.? Second, growth was assumed to be constant districtwide in each county (although
this condition was relaxed in several of the later simulations). The population projection for the
Milford School District, which straddles the county line, was based on the average growth rate
in both counties. Table 1 shows the population projections that were used for the simulations. |
Table 1

Secondary Student Population Projections for Kent
and Sussex Counties by School District, 1988 to 2001

Actual

County/ enrollment __Projected secondary enroliment
District 1988-89 1989-90 1990-91 1995-96 2000-01

Kent (total) 5,940 5,879 5,879 6,156 6,632
CaesarRodney 1,646 1,626 1,626 1,705 1,833
Capital 1,685 1,665 1,665 1,746 1,877
Lake Forest 901 890 890 933 1,004
Milford 940 939 939 976 1,063
Smyma 768 759 759 796 355

Cape Henlopen 834 844 844 869 959

Delmar 360 364 364 375 414
Indian River 1,642 1,662 1,662 1,711 1,888
Laurel 458 463 463 477 327
Milford 940 939 939 976 1,063
Seaford 841 851 . 851 876 967
Woodbridge 403 408 408 420 463

* Includes studen's attending the vo-techs part-time.

different in these two sources. We have taken the enroliment numbers as they were specified in the source
materials.

9 Population estimates were taken from the Delaware Population Consorsium, Population Projections: 1988
Version (Dover, Delaware, January 1989).
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The Base-year Caiculations: Enrollments and Unit Distributions in 1988-89

The base-year calculations provide comparisons for the simulations that follow. The
results of those simulations will be compared with the base-year results to evaluate how the
conversion from shared-time to full-time delivery of vocational education at the vo-techs will
affect the distribution of funding units among the various school districts. Table 2 shows the
actual district and vo-tech enrollments for 1988-89, along with the units these enrollments
generate, Because these unit counts include only regular and vocational funding units, they will
differ from the actual units that were allocated to the districts for secondary and vocational
education in 1988-89.

Table 2

Base-year Enrolilment and Estimates
of Units Generated

Actual Actual Net units  Units in
County/ 1988-89 vo-tech in sending  vocational
District enrollment®  enrollment  districtst  districts
n @ (&) @ &)
Kent (total) 5,940 715 299 24
Caesar Rodney 1,646 274 82 -
Capital 1,685 130 86 -
Lake Forest 901 103 46 -
Milford®# 940 41 43 -
Smyrna 768 167 38 -
Sussex (total) 5478 789 274 26
Cape Henlopen 834 86 4?2 -
Delmar 360 55 18 -
Indian River -,642 KXY) 81 -
Laurel 458 100 22 -
Milford** 940 s1 48 -
Seaford 841 110 42 -
Woodbridge 403 50 20 -

* Includes students attending the vo-techs part-time, ‘
t District numbers may not sum to the county total due to rounding.
*+ Net units in Milford reflect total number of students attending both vo-techs.

The base-year calculations show that enrollment in the home districts in Kent County

generated 299 funding units, *hile enrollment in Sussex County generated 274 funding units.
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Three districts, Caesar Rodney and Capital districts in Kent County and Indian River district in
~ Sussex County, each were entitled to 80 or more funding units; and two districts, Deimar and
Woodbridge districts in Sussex County, each were entitled to 20 units or less. Kent Vo-tech
was entitled to 24 vocational units, while Sussex Vo-tech was entitled to 26 vocational fur'lding
units,10
Simulati~n 1: Effect of Full-time Vo-tech Enrollment on Sending Districts’
Enroliment

The first simulation was designed to evaluate how local district enrollments would be
affected as enirollments at the; full-time vocational high schools increased. This model was run .
using student population estimates for the both the years 1990-91 und 1995-96 to see what
impact enrollment growth. at the secondary level woulG have on the distribution of units. For
this model, full-time enrollment at each vo-tech facility was assumed to be 500 students in
1990-91, and alternatecly 500 and 1,000 students in 1995-96. Enrollment in the sending
districts fluctuated according io the assumed enrollment at the vo-techs.

Table 3

Percentage of Vo-tech Enrollments from
Each of the Sending Districts®*

Kent Vo-tech 100% Sussex Vo-tech 100%
Caesar Rodney 38 Capc Henlopen 11
Capital 18 Deimar 7
Lake Forest 14 Indian River 43
Milford 6 Laurel 13
Smyma 23 Milford 6
. Seaford 14
Woodbridge 6

* Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.

10 The distinction between vocational and regular funding units is important because they are reimbursed at
different rates. A district receives one unit of funding for each 20 students it enrclls at the secondary level. In
contrast, a district receives one vocational unit for each 15 FTE students it enrolls in a secondary vocationa!
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To determine how a specified level of enrollinent would be allocated among the several
districts in each county, the percentage of vo-tech enrollments from each sending district was
assumed to be constant over time. For eximple, students from the Caesar Rodney School
District accounted for 38 percent of total Kent Vo-tech enrollinents in 1988-89. Regardles: of
the total number of students assumed to be enrolled in Kent Vo-tech, Caesar Rodney district
accounted for 38 percent of that enrollment. Tablc 3 shows the percentage of vo-tech students
from each of the sending districts in 1988-79.

Table 4 summarizes *ie impact of full-time vo-tech enrollment on unit counts in the
sending and in the vo-tech districts if enrollment were 500 FTE students in 1990-91, with
Column 2 showing the total number of units generated oy enrollments in the home districts.
The unit count in the Milford district reflects the number of siudents in both vo-techs. Column
3 shows the difference between the simulated unit count and the base-year unit count. In Kent
Couniy, the total number of units generated in the home districts is 284, which is 16 fewer
units (5 percent less) than that generated in the base-year count. Kent Vo-tech sees an increase
of 10 units (42 percent more) than its base-year allocation, from 24 to 33 units.1! In Sussex
County, conversion from shared-time to full-time vo-tech with 500 students enrolled results in
a 10 unit decline (« percent less) in the number of units allocated to the local districts, from 274
in 1988-89 to 264 units in 1990-91. ‘T’he number of units generated at Sussex vo-tech increases

by 7 (27 percent more), from 26 io 33 units.

The following two reasons explain why the increase in the number of units allocated to
the vo-techs does not fully offset the decline in units; generated in the local districts. Secondary
enrollment declined by approximately 61 students in Kent County between 1988-89 and 1990-
91; at an average rate of one funding unit per 20 students, representing a decline of three units.
In addition, vocational units are funded at a higher rate than regular units (15 to one rather than

20 to one). The enroliment of only 500 students in each vo-tech is equivalent to a decline of

1 Unit counts in Kent Vo-tech do not sum because of rounding.
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215 vocational studients in Kent County and of 289 vocational students in Sussex County. The
decline in vocational enrollments represents a net savings to the state of four units in Kent
County and five units in Sussex County (aithough some of these savings are offset in Sussex

County by a slight increase in secondary enrollment),

Table 4
Units Generated in the Local and the Vo-tech Districts
After Conversion to Full-time Vo-tech, 1990-91 (Simulation 1)

1990-91 full-time
vo-fech enroliment = SO0
Total units Unit = Unitsin VT unit

County/ in sending difference vo-tech  difference
District districts 1988-91 districts 1988-91

) @ @) @ o)
Kent (total) 282 -16 KX] 10
Caesar Rodney 76 -6 - -
Capital 83 -3 - -
Lake Forest 43 -2 - -
Milford 46 2 - -
Smyma K7 -4 - -
Sussex (total) 264 -10 33 7
Cape Henlopen 42 -1 - -
Delmar 17 -1 - -
Indian River m -4 - -
Laurel 21 -1 - -
Milford 46 2 - -
Seaford 41 -1 - -
Woodbridge 20 * - -

* Less than 1 unit.

Table 5 shows how the distribution of units in the local and vocational districts would be
affected if full-time enrollment in the vocational districts were 500 or 1,000 students in 1995-
96. Columu:s 2 throngh 5 show: (1) the units generated in the local districts if full-time vo-tech
enrollment were 500 in each facilicy, (2) the difference between total units in 1988-89 and in
1995-96, (3) the total units generated in the vocational districts, and (4) the change this
represents from 1988-89. Columns 2 and 3 show that if enrollment at full-time vo-tech schools
were no more than 500 at each school, the growth of population between 1990-91 and 1995-9¢
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mitigates most of the impact of converting from shared-time to full-time vo-tech in terms of unit
distributions in the local districts. Three districts—Caesar Rodney and Smyma districts in Kent
County and Indian River district in Sussex County-—lose one or more units as a result of the

conversion to full-time, but the rem ining districts ¢ither hold steady or gain slightly over their

vase-year unit allocations.

Table §
Units Generated in the Local and Vo-tech Districts After
Conversion to Full-time Vo-tech, 1995-96 (Simulation 1)

S o S

1995-96 full-time 1995-96 full-time
—Yo-tech enrollment = SO0 —Yo-tech enrollment = 1,000
Totalunits Unit Unitsin VTunit Totalunits Unit Unitsin VT unit

County/ in sending difference vo-tech difference  in sending difference  vo-tech  difference
District districtsT 1988-911 districts  1988-91 districtst 1988-911 districts  1988-91

¢} @ &) @) o) ©) ™ ® )
Kent (total) 297 -3 33 i0 270 <29 67 4
Caesar Rodney 80 2 - - 70 -11 - -
Capital 87 1 - - 83 4 - -
Lake Forest 45 * - - 42 4 - -
Milfor . 48 * - - 45 3 - -
Smyma 36 2 - - 30 i - -
Sussex (total) 273 -1 33 7 247 27 67 40
Cape Henlopen 43 1 - - 40 2 - -
Delmar 18 . - - 16 2 - -
Indian River 79 -1 - - 68 .12 - -
Laurel 2 . - - 19 4 ‘.. -
Milford 48 . - - 45 3 - -
Seaford 43 . - - 39 -3 - -
Woodbridge 20 * - - 19 -1 - -
m
® Less than 1 unit.

1 District unit counts may not sum o the county total due to rounding.

In contrast, an increase in vocational enroliment at the vo-techs from 500 to 1,000
students in 1995-96 produces not only more units overall (because of the higher rate . funding
for vocational education) but also produces a substantial redistribution of units from the local to
the vocational districts (Table 5). In the aggregate, the local districts in Kent County would lose

29 units (10 percent decrease), and the local districts in Sussex County would lose 27 units (10
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percent decrease). If 1,000 full-time students were enrolled in each vo-tech facility, the increase
in the number of units at the vo-tech would more than offset the declire in total number of units
in the local districts: Kent Vo-tech would gain 43 units (179 percent increase) totaling 67, and
Sussex Vo-tech would gain 40 units (154 percent increase) totaling 67. Capacity enrollment in
the vo-techs, provided the same proportion of vo-tech enrollment were derived from each
district as in the base-year, means that the enrollments in three of the local districts in Sussex
County generate less than 20 units and that Delmar—the smallest district—would be allocated
only 16 units. Thus, with 1,000 students enrolled at each full-time school, population growth
in Kent and in Sussex counties would not be sufficient to compensate the local districps for

their enrollment losses to the full-tine vo-tech facility.
Simulation 2: Impact of Population Growth on the Size of Vo-tech Enrollments

The second simulation of full-time vo-tech examines how enrollments in the vocational
high schools shift as the population of the counties change. For this model, the percentage of
students from each home school attending the vo-tech was held constant. For example,
approximately 15 percent of the secondary students in Delmar district attended the Sussex Vo-
tech in 1988-89. This same proportion of Delmar students was assumed to be attending the
Sussex Vo-tech in 1990-91 and in 1995-96. Table 6 shows the percentage of students from

each local district attending the county vo-tech school.
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Table 6
Percentage of Students from Each

Sendirg District Attending the Vo-tech

Kent County (average) 12% Sussex Cuunty (average) 14%
Caesar Rodney 17 Cape Henlopen 10
Capital 8 Delmar 15
Lake Forest 1 Indian River 21
Milford 4 Laurel 22
Smyma 22 Milford ]
Seaford 13
Woodbridge 12

[ e

Two variants of this model—differing in their assumptions about population growth—-
were run. In Simulation 22, changes in student population occurred districtwide and were
proportionate to each district’s share of total enroll.nent. In Simulation 2b, growth in the
student population between 1990-91 and 1995-96 was concentrated in specific districts, with
no changes occurring in other districts’ enrollments. Thus, in Simulation 2b, all growth in the
student population was assumed to be in the Caesar Rodney and Capital districts in Kent
County, and in the Indian River and Cape Henlopen districts in Sussex County. Increases in

 the population of these districts were in proportion to the enrollment in each district. Simulation
2a was run for 1990-91 and for 1995-96; Simulation 2b was only run for 1995-96.

Table 7 shows the actual 1988-89 vo-tech enrollment, the projected enrollment for 1990-
91 and 1995-96 due to increases in the population, and the percentage change these projections
represent over the base year. Based on trends in the population projections, the vo-tech
enrollments in Kent County initialiy decline betweep 1988-89 and 1990-91 by approximately 1
percent, and then they grow at a moderate rate of approximately 5 percent between 1990-91
and 1995-96. Thus, overall growth in the population of vo-tech students is approximately 4
percent during this period. The overall rate of growth is similar in Sussex County, although
growth between 1990-91 and 1995-96 is slower in Sussex than in Kent County.
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Table 7
Vo-tech Enrollment in 1990-91 and 1995-96
and Percentage Change Qver Time

L

Actual  Projected 9% change Projected 9% change

County/ 1988-89 199091 vocational 1995-96 vocational
District VTenroll VTenroll enroll VTenroll enroll
1) @ Q) @ ®) ()

Kent (otal) 718 707 1% 41 4%
Caesar Rodney 274 271 -1 284 4
Capital 130 128 2 135 4
Lake Forest 103 102 B 107 4
Milford 41 41 1 43 s
Smyma 167 165 -1 173 4

Sussex (total) 789 798 1 822 4
Cape Henlopen 86 87 1 90 4
Delmar 55 56 2 57 4
Indian River 337 41 1 351 4
Laurel 100 101 1 104 4
Milford 51 51 NC 53 5
Seaford 110 111 1 115 5
Woodbridge 50 51 2 52 4

- |

NC = 20 change.

Assuming that the rate of growth (or decline) in the secondary population is the only
factor causing changes in the level of enroliment, the effect of converting from shared-time tu
full-time vo-tech drives the redistribution of funding units (Table 8). The population change is
too small to have a very powerful impact. If all students enrolled in the vo-techs in 1990-91
were enrolled full-time, the local districts in Kent County would lose 28 funding units (9
percent decrease), and the local districts in Sussex County would lose 25 funding units (9
.percent decrease). These losses are concentrated in the Caesar Rodney (~10 units or 12 percent
12ss) and Smyma districts (=6 units or 16 percent less) in Kent County and in the Indian River
district (10 units or 12 percent less) in Sussex County. In contrast, the vo-techs would
approximately double their unit count because their enrollment would increase from half-time to
fuli-time (Columns 4 and §).
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Table 8
Effect of Population Growth on Enrollment in the
‘Full-time Vo-techs, 1990-91 and 19$5-96 (Simulation 2a)

W

FI vo-tech 199091 FT vo-tech 199596
Totalunits Unit Unitsin VTunit Totalunits Unit Unitsin VT unit
County/ in sending difference vo-tech  difference  in sending difference vo-tech  difference
District districtst 1988-91% districts  1988-91  districtst 1988.96t districts  1988-96
¢} @ ) @ ® 6 y)] ®) )
Kent (total) 271 -28 47 23 283 -16 49 26
Caesar Rodney 72 -10 - - 75 7 - -
Capital 81 -5 - - 8s -1 - -
Lake Forest 42 4 - - 4 2 - -
Milford 45 3 - - 46 -1 - -
Smyma 2 -6 - - KX 4 - -
Sussex (total) 248 -25 83 27 256 -18 5 28
Cape Henlopen 40 2 - - 41 -1 - -
Deimar 16 2 - - 17 -1 - -
Indian River 70 ~-10 - - 72 8 - -
Laurel 19 3 - - 20 3 - -
Milford 45 -3 - - 46 -1 - -
Seaford 39 -3 - - 40 2 - -
Woodbridge 19 -1 - - 19 -1 - -

? District unit counts may not sum to county totals due to rounding.

Projecting to 1995-96, the increase in the secondary population would mitigate somewhat
the effects of conversion from shared- to full-time vo-tech on the home school districts: local
districts in kent County would lose a total of 16 units (5 percent less), and local districts in
Sussex County would lose a tqtal of 18 units (7 percent less). Again, these losses are
concentrated in a small number of districts, but the effects are proportionally smaller. The vo-
tech districts realize slightly larger total unit allocations due to the growth in the secondary
population. Growth in the vo-tech districts substantially offsets the total decline in uriis in the

home districts.

Although the projected change in the population of secondary students in Kent and
Sussex counties is small, the effect of these changes could be quite significant if they are

concentrated in only a few districts. Simulation 2b is based on the assumption that all growth in

)
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Kent County is concentrated in the Caesar Rodney and Capital school districts and that all
growth in Sussex County is concentrated in the eastern districts—Cape Henlopen and Indian
River. Column 2 in Table 9 shows how this assumption affects the distribution of the
secondary population in Kent and Sussex counties in 1995-96. For that year, total enrollment
was held constant. Column 3 shows the effect of this concentrated population growth on
enrollment in the vo-techs: Kent Vo-tech would enroll one less student and Sussex Vo-tech
would enroll five more students—a difference too small to have much of an effect on the
number of units allocated to the vo-techs. Likewise, the lack of growth in most districts, given
the assumptions about population and the proportion of students attending the vo-techs from
sach district, does not significantly alter the impact of full-time enrollment on those districts.
The real impact, as one would expect, is on the growing districts, which lose substantially
fewer units than when growth was spread districtwide. In fact, two districts—Capital and Cape
Henlopen—would actually be allocated more units in 1995-96 than in the base year because
these districts would see substantial growth in enroliments. However, they have a relatively
small proportion of their students ~ttending the vo-techs. Both the Caesar Rodn~y and Indian
River school districts have many students attending the vo-techs; as a result, they would still
lose enroliment relative to the base year. However, the unit impact of conversion from shared-
to full-time vo-tech is relatively small: -4 units (5 percent less) in the Caesar Rodney district
and -6 units (7 percent less) in the Indian River district (two units less than each district would

lose if the population growth were spread districtwide).
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Table 9
Effect of Population Growth on Enrollment in the Full-time
Vo-techs if Growth is Concentrated in Few Districts (Simulation 2b)

Projected Projected  Net units Units in

sending dist. vo-tech  insending Netunit vo-tech VT unit

County/ enroll  enroll districts  difference  districts  difference

District 1995-96t1 1995-96  1995-96t1 1988-9611 1995-96 1988-96
(n () (€) @) ) © )]
Kent (total) 5416 740 284 -15 49 26
Caesar Rodney 1,465 293 78 4 - -
Capital 1,670 140 88 2 - -
Lake Forest 788 102 42 4 - -
Milford 847 41 45 -3 - -
Smyma 594 165 32 6 - -
Sussex (total) 4,877 827 256 -18 55 29
Cape Henlopen 808 93 43 * - -
Delmar 308 56 16 2 - -
Indian River 1,412 365 75 6 - -
Laurel 362 101 19 -3 - -
Milford 847 51 45 3 - -
Seaford 740 111 3 3 - -
Woodbridge 357 51 19 -1 - -

* Less than 1 unit.
t Excludes students enrolled in the vo-tech districts.
11 District unit counts m* " not sum to county totals due to rounding.

Simulation 3: Projection of the Proportion of Home District Enrollment
Necessary to Produce Capacity Enrollment in the Vo-techs

The third and final simulation, Simulation 3, which examines how the proportion of
students from each sending district attending the vc iech would have to change to produce
capacity enrollments at each vo-tech, is a modification of Simulation 2. Simulation 3 was run

using only 1995-96 student population estimates.

The proportion of students attending the vo-tech from each district was increased in this
model to produce an approximate enrollment of 1,000 students in each vo-tech in 1995-96
(Column 2, Table 10). In general, the proportion of studenis attending the vo-tech from each
district was increased compared with the proportion of students attending the vo-tech in 1988-

89. However, none of the sending districts was allowed to lose more than 22 percent of .t
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total enrollment to the vo-tech (the highest percentage of home district enrollment actually
enrolled in the vo-tech in 1988-89). This constraint meant that some of the districts (primarily
Cape Henlopen and Milford) had to show greater than propo:tional increases to produce
capaciiy enrollment in the Sussex Vo-tech.

At projected 1995-96 enrcllment levels of 1,000 students, Kent Vo-tech would have to
enrull 16 percent of the all secondary students in the county and Sussex Vo-tech would have to
enroll 17 percent of these students to generate capacity enrollments. This level of enrollment
would generate an additional 43 units (179 percent more) for Kent Vo-tech over the base-year
allocation, and would result in an aggregate loss of 32 units (11 percent less) to the local
districts in Kent County. Sussex Vo-tech would gain 40 units (154 percent more) over we base
year, and the local districts in Sussex County would lose 27 units (10 percent less). Given the
existing pattern of attendance at the vo-tech by students in the districts and the assumed limit on
local district enrollment losses to the vo-techs (22 percent), the unit losses would be spread

relatively evenly across the local districts.
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Table 10
Percentage of Local Distric’ Enrollment Required to Produce Capacity
Enrollment in the Vo-techs, Given 1995-96 Enrollment (Simulation 3)

Prrcentof Projected Net units Units in

district vo-tech insending Netunit vo-tech VT unit

County/ enroll  enroll districts  difference  districts  difference

District 199596 199596 1995-96 1988-96 1995-96 1988-96
) @ &) @ ©) © Y
Total 16% 999 267 -32 67 43
Caesar Rodney 21 358 72 -10 - -
Capital 15 262 79 3 - -
Lake Forest 18 163 41 -5 - -
Milford 5 49 43 5 - -
Smyma 21 167 33 4 - -
Total 17% 1,000 247 27 67 40
Cape Henlopen 16 139 39 4 - -
Delmar 18 68 16 2 - -
Indian River 21 359 72 9 - -
Laurel 22 105 20 ] - -
Milford 12 117 43 5 - -
Seaford 17 149 39 4 - -
Woodbridge 15 63 19 -1 - -

Summary of Simulations

The preceding simulations show that conversion from a shared-time to a full-time service
delivery model for the vocational districts could have a significant impact on the number of
regular funding units allocated to the local school districts. If the vocational high schools were
to convert from shared-time to full-time in 1990-91 and were to enroll 500 students each, the
local districts in Sussex County would lose & total of ten units. In addition, the local districts in
Kent County would lose 16 units relative to the base-ycar allocation, with some of this loss
caused by a decline in the size of th> secondary student population in Kent County. Kent Vo-
tzch would realize a ten unit funding increase, and Sussex Vo-tech would gain seven units over

their base-year allocation.
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If the full-time vo-techs were still enrolling only 500 students in 1995-96, the growth of
the secondary student population would largely offset the unit losses experienced by the local
districts. Local districts in Kent County would lose a total of three units and in Sussex County
a total of one unit over their base-year allocation. Kent Vo-tech would realize a ten unit funding
increase, and Sussex Vo-tech would gain seven units over their base-year allocation. However,
if the vo-techs were to achieve their estimated capacity enrollment of 1,000 students by 1995-
96, the .unit gains for the vo-techs and the unit losses to the home districts would be more
dramatic. The local districts in Kent County would lose a total of 29 units from their base-year
allocation, while those in Sussex County would lose 27 units. Both the Kent and the Sussex
vo-techs would receive 67 funding units—a 43 unit increase over their base-year allocation in

Kent County and a 40 unit increase in Sussex County.

Simulation 2 shows that even with projected population increases through 1995-96, the
current proportion of students in each disirict opting to attend the county vo-tech would not
produce capacity enrollment in the vo-techs. Given the existing pattems of participation in the
vocational high schools and assuming that the current proportion of students from each local
c_listrict chose the full-time alternative, Kent Vo-tech would enroll 707 students in 1990-91 and
741 students in 1995-96. Sussex Vo-tech would enroll 798 students in 1990-91 and 822
students in 1995-96.

| Currently, Xent Vo-tech serves 12 percent of the secondary students, and Sussex serves
14 percent in their respective counties. Given the population projections for Kent and Sussex
counties, the proportion of students attending the vo-tech in Kent County wouid have to
increase to 16 percent of all secondary students and the proportion of students attending the vo-
tech in Sussex County would have to increase to 17 percent if these facilities are to be filled to

their estimated capacity in 1995-96.
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Implications of Shifts in Unit Funding

The unit funding system in Delaware provides resources to school districts based on the
number of units their enrollment generates. Because the simulations focus only on secondary
students, the implications of shifts in the distribution of units for districts i« difficult to specify.
Moreover, while these simulations are suggestive of the funding implications for all secondary
schools, districts can protect a school from the full repercussion of an enrollment loss at that
educational level. Vith that caveat, we review the possible implications of the shifts in the
distribution of funding units for the different school districts based on capacity enrollment in
the vo-tech in 1995-96 (Simulation 1).

The funding formula provides one teacher for each funding unit; therefore, a school loses
one teacher for each funding unit that is lost. This part of the formula will affect every local
district in Kent and Sussex counties. Every district loses at least one unit when enrollment in
the full-time vo-techs approaches capacity. In fiscal year 1989, each Division I funding unit is
worth $21,832 for the state share of teacher salaries, plus an additional $7,550 for insurance

and benefits.

In addiiion to the funding for teachers, districts receive funding for other staff at specified
unit levels over and above the teacher allocation. Each school with 15 or more units is entitled
{0 a principal. None of the disticts drops below this unit level with only its secondary
enrollment considered, although the Delmar district is close (16 units in 1995-96). Districts are
entitled to an assistant principal for each of the additional 20 units over the first 15. Several
districts could be affected by this formula—Caesar Rodney, Smyrna, and Indian River—
because a school would lose an assistant principal if their unit count fell below 35, 55, or 75

due to the transition from shared- to full-time vo-tech.

school districts are entitled to a nurse for each of the 40 funding units, and the Caesar

Rodney, Indian River, and Seaford districts could fall below the 40 or 80 unit levels as a result
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of conversion to full-time vo-tech. In addition, a district is entitled to one clerical staff per ten
units for the first 100 units, and one clerical staff for each 12 units thereafter. Several
schools—Caesar Rodney, Indian River, Laurel, Seaford, and Woodbridge—could lose clerical
positions if the vo-tech facilities convert to full-time and enroll their full capacity of students.
Finally, because both basic skills and gifted and talented units are allocated on a fractional unit
basis, schools could lose these units in proportion to the number of students lost. Table 11
summarizes the staffing implications of changes in the distribution of units caused by

conversion from shared- to full-time vo-tech.

While many of the local school districts in Kent and Sussex counties could lose staff
positions, the vo-tech facilities would gain staff positiuns (Table 11). Furthermore, because of
the way the funding system treats vocational and regular funding units, the total number of
staff positions available in the counties increases as the proportion of vocational units to regular
units rises. Thus, if converting from shared-time to full-time vocational education increases
total vocational enrollment, the total number of staff positions will be higher for the same
aggregate level of enrollment in each county. Assuming that the vocational districts reach their
projected capacity enrollment of 1,000 students, each vo-tech would gain two assistant

principals, a full-time nurse, four more clerical positions, and approximately 40 teachers.
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Table 11
Staffing Implications of Capacity Vo-tech Enroliment for
School Districts in Kent and Sussex Counties, 1995-96

Difference Ass't.

District 1988-96 Teachers principals Nurses Clerical

(1) 2 &) @ &) ©
Caesar Rodney -11 -11 -1 -1 -1
Capital 4 -4 NC NC NC
Lake Forest 4 4 NC NC NC
Milford -3 -3 NC NC NC
Smyma 7 <7 -1 NC NC
Cape Henlopen 2 2 NC NC NC
Delmar 2 2 NC NC NC
Indian River -12 -12 -1 -1 2
Laurel 4 4 NC NC -3
Seaford 3 3 NC -1 -1
WocJbridge -1 -1 NC NC -1
Kent Vo-tech 43 43 2 1 4
Sussex Vo-tech 40 40 2 1 4
#

NC = w0 change.

IV. CONCLUSION

Should Delaware attempt to maintain its shared-time area vocational schools, or should
these schools be converted to full-time vocatioral high schools? As has been demonstrated in
other states, either approach offers an effective means of providing high-quality vocational
‘education. Both have advantages and disadvantages, and neither is inherently superior. Shared-
time schools are an economical way to offer more advanced, more specialized, and more capital
intensive courses to the greatest number of stud;:nts. When properly designed, they can
provide substantial flexibility for students, who can attend for as little as a semester or for as
long as four years. The; can easily accommodate adults and programs that consciously mix
adults and high school students in the same classrooms to better motivate stdents and reduce

discipline problems. On the other hand, arca schools significantly increase the amount of time
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students must spend in transit, which complicates scheduling and divides students’ identities

~ between two schools. They may also impede participation in extracurricular activities.

Full-time vocational high schools increase opportunities for better integrating academic
and vocational education and for improving communication among ac-.Jemic and vocational
teachers. Opportunities for team teaching may also be fully developed. Full-time schools
reduce transportation time and can generally create a stronger school culture, pedagogically as
well as socially. On the other hand, they require duplication of athletic facilities, auditoriums,
libraries, and other faciiitics that are not needed in a shared-time school. They are not as
flexible in accommodating the desires of students for different levels of participation in

vocational education, and they generally cannot include adults in daytime programs.

For many reasons, shared-time schools are not now working effectively in Delaware. As
we described in Section II, there are a number of steps the state could take to make them work
better. Whether or not such steps are feasible in Delaware is best determined by state and local
policymakers. If these steps cannot be taken, however, we are doubtful that the quality of
shared-time schools will improve. Indeed, we doubt whether they can survive at all and believe
that continued inaction is tantamount to a decision to close these schools entirely. Without
forceful state action, enrollments almost certainly will continue to decline, and it will no longer

be possible to offer an effective range of programs.

Conversion to full-time, however, is not & guaranteed improvement. We believe that
conversion offers the state some exciting opportunities to improve both vocational and
academic education for high school students. Conversion is a chance to develop model schools
that can help to improve secondary education statewide. However, if these opportvnities are to
be realized, the state must forcefully articulate a vision that promotes integration of academics

and vocational education and that encourages innovation in physical design, curriculum, and
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methods of teaching. Otherwise, conversion will do little more than simply move students

around to eliminate transportation and scheduling inconveniences.

It is important to recognize that the decision is not much influenced by costs or even
impacts on the comprehensive districts. Restoring shared-time schools to an acceptable level of
effectiveness is likely to cost no less and possibly more than conversion to full-time. Similarly,
enroliments must be increased if these shared-time schools are to operate efficiently and are to
provide an acceptable range of programming. Hence, improving shared-time operations will
produce enrollment declines in the sending districts that may not be mauch less than the declines

produced by conversion.

In the final analysis, the choice boils down !0 whether or not the state is able to assurne a
much higher profile in solving the problems now plaguing shared-time schools or whether or
not the state desires to use conversion to begin a bold new initiative to improve secondary
education in Delaware. Either course promises to ternefit students, but cach wiil require strong

and steady state leadership.
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Base Year Simulation

A-1

Regular Vocational 0.5 Total Units | Vocational 1989
1989 Funding § Units Home | Vocational in Home Units Kent Vo-tech
District Name | Enroliment Schoo! |  Deduc: Districts Vo-Tech | Enrollment
Caesar Rodney 1,646 82 8 5 82 9 274
Capital 1,685 84 8 6 86 4 130
L.ake Forest 9201 45 5 4 46 3 103
Milford 940| 47 A 4 48 1 41
Smyrna 768 38 4 5 38 6 167
Total 5,940| 297 30 28 299 24 715
Regular Vocational 0.5 ‘votal Units | Vocational 1989
1989 Funding | Units Home | Vocational inHome | Units Kent Vo-tech
District Name | Enroliment School Deduct Districts Vo-Tech | Enrollment
Cape Henlopen 834 42 4 4 42 K} 86
Delmar 360 18 Z 2 18 p 55
Indian River 1,642 82 8 Iv 81 n 337
Laurel 458 23 2 3 22 3 10C
Milford 940 47 5 4 48 2 51
Seaford 841 42 4 4 42 4 110
Woodbridge 403 20 2 2 20 2 50
Total 5178 274 27 28 274} 26 789
71




Simulation Summary

KENT COUNTY SIMULATIONS
Enroliment Projections for Kent County

Dittsict Name |  1988-89¢ 1989-90t 199091t | 199596t | 200001t
Caesar Rodney 1,646 1,626] 1,626 1,708 1,833
Capiial l.cssl 1,668 1,665 1,746 187
Lake Forest 901 890} 890 P2k} 1,004
Milford mr 9% 939 976. 1,063
Stiyrme 768 759 159 796 355
Total 5,940 5379 5,879 6,156 6,632
* Actual
t Projected
SIMULATION 1

Simulation 1 is based on the assumption that the proportion of vo-lech enroliment
from eacii district is unchanged. Total vo-tech enroliment is set.

Percentage of Model 1: 1990-91 vo-tech envoliment = 500 Model 1: 1990-91 vo-tech enrollment = 1,000
vo-tech enroll-]  Shared time vo-tech Full-time vo-tech Shared time vo-tech Full-time vo-tech
District ment fromm | Tolal Units | Voc. Units | Total Units | Voc. Units | Total Jnits | Vou. Units | Total Units | Voc. Unis
Name each district | Home Schoot] Kent VT | Home School] Kent VT __{Home School] Kem VT | Home School] Kent VT
Caesser Rodney 38.32% $2.19] . 639 76.18 12.7 78.9¢ 121 66.22 25.55
Capi:nl 18.18% 85.89 30 82.86! 6.06 84.37 6.06 783 12.12
Lake forest 14.41% 4534 2.40 413 4.80] 4494 MOF 39.53 9.60}
Milford 5.73%, 4828 0.96 4625 191 41.26 19 43.20I 3.82
Smyma 21.36'¢) 37.89 3.89 34.00 71.79 35.94 1.19 28.16 15.57
Tolal | 10000%] 209781 16.67] 28204 333 290.91] 33.33] 255.42] 66.67
Porcemtage of Model 1: 1993-96 vo-tech enroliment = 500 Model 1; 1995-96 vo-tech enroliment = 1,000
vo-tech enroll-{___Shared Time Vo-tech Full-time vo-tech | _Shared Time Vo-tech Full-time vo-tech
District ment from | Total Units | Voe. Units | Total uiﬂ Voc, Units | Total Units | Voc. Units | Total Units | Voc. Units
[ __Name each district_| Home School| Kemt VT | Home Schoo’| Kent VT _|Home School] Kent VT_ | Home Schooll  Kem VT
Caesar Rodney 38.32 86.33 6.39 19.94 12.17 83.13 12,717 70.36 25.55
Capital 18.18% 90.13 303 87.IO| 6.06 88.61 6.06 82.55 1212
Lake Forest 14.41% 47.80 2.40 45.40 4.801 46.60 4.80 41.80 9.60
Milford 5.73%| %0.22 0.96 48.19 191 49.21 1.91 45.14 s
Smyma 23.36% 39.82 2.89 3593 1.79 31.80 1.19 30.09 15.57
Tolal | 100.00%] 314.30] 16,67 295.56] 33.33 305.45] 33.33] 269.94] 66.67
A-2




SIMULATION 2
Simulation 2a is based on the assumption that the proetion of district enroliments attending the vo-tech
is unchanged. Change is a result of population growth, Simulation 2b is a variation on the population

growth assumptions: all growth takes piace in the Cacser Rodncy and Capital school districts.

Simulation Summary

Percentage of Mode! 2a: Same % 1990-91 district envollment in VT as current Model 2a: Same % 1995-96 district enrollment in VT as currest |
district envoll- Kom Shared time vo-tech Full-lime vo-tech Kent Shared lime vo-tech Full-tims vo-tech

District mentinKent | Vo-Tech | Total Units | Voc. Units | Totsl Units | Voc. Units | Vo-Tech | Total Units | Voc. Units | Total Units | Voc. Units

Name Vo-tech En.viimert |Home Schooi] Kert VT | Home School] Kem VT | Enroltment | Home Schoot] Kems VT | Home School| Kemt VT
Caessr Rodney 1% 7N 80.87 9.02 71.84 18.05 284 04.79 S.46 7533
Capital 8% 128 ISJGA 428 8098 8.56 135 £9.40] 4.99] 84.91
Lake Foreat 1% 102 45.04 3.39| 41.65 6.718 107 41.22 3.56 43.67
Milford 4% 41 4.1 1.37 44.70 27 43 49.65 1.42 46.41
Smyrma 0% 163 3709 5.50] 59 1100 17 38.89 5.7, 33.12
Total ] 12%] 101 29602 23.56] 270.76] 47.13 741} 309.94] 24.69] 283.48|

1995-96 Model Zb: % of 1995-96 district enrollment in V'T is same as current
Distrieg % District Kent Shared lime vo-tech Full-time vo-lech

District Enrol'ment | Enrollmert | Vo-Tech | Total Units | Voc. Units | Total Units | Voc. Units

Name Assumptions | in Vo-Tech | Enroliment {Home School]l Kent VT | Home School] Kem VT
Caesar Rodney 1,758 17% 293 87.42 9.7 71.66 19.51
Capital 1,810 % 140| 92.70| 465 88.04 9.31
Lake Forest 80 n% 102 45.03 33 41.64 6.718
Milford 939 4% 41 1.1 .37 4.0 2.1
Smyine 759 22% 165 12,19 5.50 31.60 11.00
Tota)_ | 6,156] 12%] 740] 310.01] 161 28364 49.34
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SIMULATION3
Simutation 3 is based on Simulation 2—the level of enroliment is not assumed but fluctuates with popuiation sd
with the percentage of students from the home districis attending the vo-tech—but the percentage

of students from each of the home districts attending the vo-tech is adjusted to produce capacity enroliment

Simulation Summary

{n Kent Vo-tech.
1995-96 Model 3a: 1995-96 district enroliment adjusted to produce capacily in vo-tech
District % District Kent Shared time vo-tech Full-lime vo-tech
District Enro'ment | Enrollment | Vo-Tech [ Total Units | Voc. Units | Total Units | Voc. Units
Name Assumptions | in Vo-Tech | Encolimest | Home School] Kent VT' | Home Schoot] Kemt VT
Caesar Rodney 1,208 21.00% ass 83.55 11.94 71.62 2387
Capital 1,46 15.00% 262 87.28H 8N 8.5 1746
Lake Forest 933 17.50% 163 46.28 5.44 40.83 10.89
Milford 976ﬂ $.00% 49{ 438.47 1.63 4294 325
Smyrma T96 21.00% 167 38.98} 5.57 33.41 11.14
Total I 6,156 16.2%] oo] __ soasi_ 3330 261.3] 66.61

Simulation 3b differs from Simulation 3a because all growth is assumed to be in the Caeser Rodney and Capital school districts.

199596 | Model 3b: 1995-96 district enrollment adjusted to produice capacily in vo-tech
District % District Kent Shared time vo-tech Full-time vo-tech _
District Enrclment | Enroilmert | Vo-Tech | Total Units | Voc. Units | Total Units | Voc. Univ
Mame Assumptions | in Vo-Tech | Enrofiment | Home School] Kemt VT | Home Schoot] Kem VT
Caesar Rodney 1,758 21.00% 39 86.14 1231 .84 2461
Capital 1,810 15.00% m 90. 9.05 81.45 18.10
Lake Forest 8950 17.00% 151 44.2 504 39.16 10.09
Milford 939 5.00% 47 46.64 1.57 4.3 313
Smyma 759 21.00% 159 32.19 531 31.88 10.63
Total I 61561 __ 16.23%| 98] 304.67] 33.28] 261.64| 66.55

/i
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Simulation Summary

SUSSEX COUNTY SIMULATIONS
1988 | 1989t | 1990t | 1995t | 2000t
Cape Henlopen (47 (7] 844 89 959
Detmar 360 364 364 375 414
Indian River 1,64 1,662 1,662 1, 1,888
Laurel 458 463 463 amn 521
Milford 940 939 939 976 1,063
Seaford 841 L] 851 876 967
Woodbridge 40 408 408 420 46)
[Totat | 5.478] 5531] 5,531} 5,104] 6,280|
*Actual. 1 Projected,
SIMULATION 1

Simulation 1 is based on the assumption that the propostion of vo-tech enroliment
from each district is unchanged. Total vo-tech enroliment is set,

Percentage of Model 1; 1990-91 Vo-Tech Enroliment = 500 Model 1: 1990-91 Vo-Tech Enrollment = 1,000 ___|
vo-tech enrcll-| __Shared time vo-tech Full-time vo-tech Shared time vo-tech ___ Full-time vo-tech
District mentfrom | Total Units | Voc. Units | Total Units | Voc. Units | ‘Total Units | Voc. Units | Totsl Units | Voc. Units
Name ench district | Home School]| Sussex VT |Home School] Sussex VT |Home Schooll Sussex VT _| Home School] Sussex VT
Cape Henlopen 10.90% 43.40] 1.82] . 41.58 3.6) 4249 1.63 38.86 .27
Delmar 697% 18.55]. 116 17.38 2.32 17.96 23 15.64 465
Indian River Q2QN% 83.68 7.12 76.56 14.24 80.12 14.24 6588 28.47
Laurel 12.67% 2328 2.1 21.16 AR nn a2 18.00 8.45
Milford 6.46% 4828 1.08 46.25 2.15 41.26 2.15 43.20 431
Seaford 13.94% 4352 232 41.2(1 4.65 2.3 4.65 3 9.29
Woodbridge 6.34% 20.38 1.06 19.83 2.11 20.35 _2.11 18.24 42
[Total | 100.00%] 281581  16.67] 263.96] 33.37 21.71| 1B 29153 66.67
by g
{0
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Simuiation Summary

Percentage of Model 1: 1995-96 Vo-Tech Enroliment = 500 Model 1: 1995-96 Vo-Tech Ensollment » 1,000
vo-tech envoll-]  Shared time vo-tech Full-time vo-tech Shared time vo-tech Full-lime vo-tech
District ment from | Total Units | Voc. Unite | Total Units | Voc. Units | Total Units | Voc. Units | Total Unts | Voc. Units
Name exch district | Home School| Sussex VT | Home School] Sussex VT |Home School] Sussex 1'T | Ilome School] Sussex VT
Cape Henlopen 10.90%! “un 1.82 42, 3.63 43.80r 363 4017 1217
D¢ nae 697% 19.11 1.16 17.95 2.3 13.53 232 16.21 4.65
Indian River 2.71% 86, 712 79.14 14.24 82.70| 14.24 63.46 28.47
Lawwe! 12.67% 24.00 2.1 21 .88J 422 294 422 18.72 &45'
Milford 6.46% 50.22 1.08 43.19 2.15 49.21 215 45.14 431
Seaford 13.94% 44.34 232 42.52 465 41,68 4.65 39.03 9.29
Woodbridge 6.34% 21.52 1.06 20.46} 2.11 20.99 211 18.88 422
{total l 100.00%)] 290.66) 16.67 273.04] 32,33 281.85} 33.33} 246.60] 66.67
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FIMULATION 2
limulation 2a ia based on the assumption that the proportion of district enroliments altending the vo-lech
s unchanged. Change is a result of population growth. Simulation 2b ia a varistion on the population
frowth assumptions: all growth takes place in the Indian River and Cape Henlopen school districts,

Simulation Summary

m—

Percentage of | Model 2a; Same % 1990-91 district enroliment in VT 2a current Model 2a: Same % 1995-96 district enrollment in VT as curent
district enroll-|  Sussex Shared time vo-lech Full-time vo-tech Sussex Shared lime vo-tech Full-time vo-iech
Distrit  |mentin Sussex] Vo-Tech | Total Units Total Units | Voc. Units | Vo-Tech | Total Units | Voc. Units | Total Units | Voc. Unie
o _Name __Votech | Enroliment | Home School Home Schoot| Sussex VT | Enroliment | Home Schoot| Sussex VT | Home School |_Sussex VT
Cape llentopen 1031% 87 4286 39.96 S.OOF 920 44.13 2.99 41.14 5N
Delmar 15.28% 5% 18.20 16.34 an 57 18.74 1.9 1683 k8 r]
Indian River 20.52%; k1] 81.55 70.19 .74 381 8397 1.7 72,2 n4a
Laurel 21.83% 101 22.65 19.27 6.75 104 23.32 347 19.84 695
Milford 343% ]| a1n 44.70 3.40H N 49.65 L7 46.46 3.5
Seaford 13.08% m 4283 39.12 7.42 15 44.09 3182 4027 7.64
Woodbridge 12.41% ]| 20.57 18.88 3.3 52 21.18 1.74 19.44 3.47
Total ] 14.40%] 798] 21642] 26.59] 248.46] 53.19 822 285.06] _ _ 21.40] 256251 34.79
- 199596 Model Zb: Same % 1995-06 disirict enroliment in VT as current
Dinstrics % District Sussex __Shared time vo-lech Fall-time vo-tech
District Envolimem | Enroliment Vo-Tech | Totall'nits | Voc. Units | Total Units | Voc. Units
o Neme Assumplions | in Vo-tech | Enroliment | Home School]l Kent VT |Home School] Kemt VT
Cape Henlopen 901 10.31% 9 4:.78 Al0 42.66 6.19
Delmar 364 15.28% 56 18.20 1.86 16. 4 an
Indian River 1,111 20.52%. 36$ 87.21 12.16 75.06 2431
Laurel 463 21.83% 101 22.65 337 19.27 6.75
Miiford 939 5.43% L] 4177 |.1or 44.70 3.40
Seaford 851 13.08% 1l 42.83 an i 742
Woodbridge 408 12.41% s 20.57 1.69 18.88 337
[Total | 5704 14.40%] 827] 284.94] 2758 256.00] $5.16]
7'
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SIMULATION?
Simulation 3 is based on Simulstion 2——the level of enroliment is not assuned but fluctuates with population and
with the percentage of students from the home districts atte..”:ng the vo-tech—but the parcentage

of siudents from each of the home districts attending the vo-tech is adjusted to produce capacity enrofiment

Simulation Summary

in Sussex Vo-tech,
1995-96 Model 3a: 1993-96 district envoliment adiusted to produce capacity in vo-tech
District % District Sussex Shared time vo-tech Full-time vo-tech
District Entoliment | Earoliment | Vo-Tech | Total Units | Voc. Units | Tolal Units | Voc. Units
Name Assumptions | in Vo-tech | Enroliment |Home Schooll Kent VT | Home School] Kem VT
Cape Henlopen 869] 16.00% 139 43.30 4.63 38.67 9.27
Delmar 3718 18.00% 68 18.57 225 16.32 4.50r
Indian River 1.m 21.00% 359 33.8) 11.98 .85 2395
Laurel L 22.00% 105 . 23.301 3.50' 19.80] .00}
Milford 976 12.00% 1 4847 390 42.94 7.81
Seaford 876 17.00% 149 43.52 497 38.56 9.93
Woodbridge 420 15.00% 63 20.99} 2.10] 18.90 4.20]
[Total ] 3,704 17.29%) 1,000] 281.99] 33.33] 241.04 66.66|

Simulstion 3b differs from Simulstion 3a because,all growth s assumed 1o be in the Indian River and Caps Henlopen school districts.

1995-96 Model 3b: 1995-96 district enroliment sdjusted to produce capacily in vo-tech
District % District Sussex | Shared time vo-tech Full-time vo-lech
District Enrollmert | Envoliment | Vo-Tech | Total Units | Voc. Units | Total Units | Voc. Units
Neme | Assumptions | inVotech | Bnroliment | Home Schooll Kent VT | Home School] Kem VT
Cape Henlopen 901 16.00%) 144 44,901 431 40.09 9.61
Delmar 364 18.00% 66 18.03 2.19 15.85 437
Indian River A 21.00% mn 37.07 1244 74.63 24.88
Laurel 46) 21.00% 97 2N 324 19.47 6.49
Milford 239 12.C0% 113 46.64 3.76 41,32 1.51
Seaford 851 17.00% 145 4227 4.82 37.45 9.65
Woodbridge 408 15.00% 61 20.39 2.04 18.35 4.08
[Total | 504 17149 999 ___ 281.98] 3320] _ 241.13] 66.58
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