FINANCE/CLAIMS COMMITTEE MEETING

Thursday June 9, 2016 7:00P.M.
CITY HALL ‘
Common Council Chambers
125 East Avenue
Norwalk, Connecticut
AGENDA

1. Public Participation

2. Approve the Minutes of the following Finance Committee Meeting:
May 12, 2016

3. Claims Committee: receive the monthly Claims report; review and approve claims as required
for Claims Report dated:
June 2, 2016

4. Narrative on Tax Collections dated June 9, 2016- Receive Report and discuss.

5. Monthly Tax Collector's Reports - Receive Reports and discuss:
May 31, 2016

6. Authorize Mayor, Harry W. Rilling to execute all documents necessary for the City of Norwalk
to be a fiscal agent to a new School Readiness provider for the Ben Franklin and Nathaniel Ely
sites.

7. Authorize the Mayor, Harry W. Rilling, to execute a Software License and Service Agreement
with Software Consulting Associates for the licensing and services of MuniCity for a cost not to
exceed $153,199.00, accounts 09120600-5777-C0375 and 013410-TBD.

8. Authorize the Mayor, Harry W. Rilling, to sign a Letter of Agreement regarding the agreement
of Software Consulting Associates, CRCOG, and the City of Norwalk, as one of the members
of the IT Services Cooperative, commencing June 23, 2016 and ending June 30, 2021, with
additional one year option to renew.

9. Authorize the Mayor, Harry W. Rilling, to submit an application to the State of Connecticut
Department of Emergency Services and Public Protection for grant funds for Emergency
Management Performance Grant which is approximately $37,000.

10.Receive Board of Estimate and Taxation Appropriations dated:
June 6, 2016: Resolved that a sum not to exceed $1,150,000 be and the same is hereby
transferred from Fund Balance to fund a Special Revenue Special Education Development
Fund.

11.Resolution: Approve a special capital appropriation in the amount of $83,000 to fund the
Removal of Underground Storage Tanks (09163110-5777-C0542).

12.Closeout the following capital project, Health Department Security System Replacement with
an available balance of $6,400 (Account: 09152012-5777-C0552).

13.Resolution: Approve a special capital appropriation in the amount of $6,400 to fund HVAC
repairs at the Health Department building (Account: 09162012-5777-C0453).
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14. Authorize Mayor, Harry W. Rilling to execute General Liability, Automobile Liability, UM/UM,
Employee Benefits Liability, Law Enforcement Liability, Public Officials Liability, School
Leaders Liability, Umbrella Liability and Automobile Physical Damage insurance placements
for the one year period beginning July 1, 2016 with Connecticut Interlocal Risk Management
Agency (CIRMA) for an amount not to exceed $486,099 for FY 16-17. Account #161343-541N,
165053-541N

15. Authorize Mayor, Harry W. Rilling to execute Commercial Property and Boiler & Machinery
insurance placements for the FY 2016-17 with A. J.Gallagher for an amount not to exceed
$475,000. Account #161343-541N, 165053-541N.

16. Authorize Mayor, Harry W. Rilling to execute Excess Workers' Compensation insurance
placements for the FY 2016-17 with H. D. Segur, Inc.for an amount not to exceed $147,175.
Account #161343-541N, 165053-541N

17. Authorize Mayor, Harry W. Rilling to execute Crime Insurance placements for the FY 2016-17
with CIRMA for an amount not to exceed $2,626. Account #161343-541N, 165053-541N.

18. Authorize Mayor, Harry W. Rilling to execute Flood insurance placements for seven (7)
separate locations and placements the FY 2016-17 with National Flood Insurance Program -
Middlesex Mutual Assurance Co. for a total amount not to exceed $78,017. Account #161343-
541N, 165053-541N

19. Authorize Mayor, Harry W. Rilling to execute TULIP insurance placements for the FY 2016-17
with Shoff Darby for a total amount not to exceed $9,000. Account #161343-541N, 165053-
541N

20.Receive Oak Hills Authority Monthly Financial Statements for April 30, 2016.

21.Discussion Item: Discuss the possibility of hiring a company to verify to which cars should be
registered in Norwalk so-that property taxes are properly paid on them.



CITY OF NORWALK
FINANCE/CLAIMS COMMITTEE
REGULAR MEETING
MAY 12,2016

ATTENDANCE:  Bruce Kimmel, Chair; Douglas Hempstead, John Kydes,
John Igneri, Nick Sacchinelli (7:30 p.m.)

OTHERS: Fred Gilden, Comptroller; Lisa Biagiarelli, Tax Collector;
Kathryn Hebert, Parking Authority Administrative Services
Manager; Bruce Chimento, Director of Public Works.

CALL TO ORDER.

Mr. Kimmel called the meeting to order at 7:05 p.m. A quorum was present.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

There was no one from the public that wished to address the Committee at this time.

APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE FOLLOWING FINANCE COMMITTEE
MEETING:
April 14, 2016

** MR. IGNERI MOVED THE MINUTES OF THE APRIL 14, 2016 MEETING.
** THE MOTION PASSED WITH THREE IN FAVOR (KIMMEL, KYDES AND
IGNERI) AND ONE ABSTENTION (HEMPSTEAD).

CLAIMS COMMITTEE

Claims Committee: receive the monthly Claims Report, review and approve
claims as required for the Claims Report dated: May 4, 2016.

Ms. Biagiarelli said that there were no special requests and the report was for the Council
Members’ information only.

Narrative on Tax Collections dated May 12, 2016. Receive Report and
discuss.

Monthly Tax Collector's Report - Receive Reports and discuss: April 30,
2016.

Ms. Biagiarelli then presented her report to the Committee. The Tax Sale is now
underway. The Website and the filing to the Land Records went up on May 4th. There
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was one double page legal notice in The Hour has been published. There will be two
additional legal notices published.

Mr. Hempstead said that the Tax Collector's Office was very professional.

Mr. Kimmel asked if the auditors ever wonder about the high collection percentage. Ms.
Biagiarelli said that the auditors have seen the tax sale activity and know that Norwalk is
serious about collecting taxes. Several people have asked why their property remains on
the boards after they have paid. Ms. Biagiarelli said that the department prefers to have
the taxes paid before the tax sale is finalized. Once a property is in the tax sale, it
remains there even if the taxes have been paid once the sale commences.

" Mr. Kimmel asked about the criteria. Ms. Biagiarelli gave an overview of the criteria
used. Basically, if a parcel is three years in arrears or the total is $17,000, Some residents
have asked if they could pay one year's taxes to keep their property out of the sale. If a
property qualifies for the Tax Sale, it is in the sale.

Approve FY 2016-17 Parking Authority Budget.
** MR, HEMPSTEAD MOVED THE ITEM.

Ms. Hebert came forward. Mr. Kydes asked about the costs of the snow removal. Ms.
Hebert explained that the department averages the cost of the items. Mr. Kydes asked
about the costs of the signage. Ms. Hebert explained that the line item is for when
information changes on the signs.

Ms. Hebert presented her report.

Mr. Igneri asked about the valet parking. Ms. Hebert said that in larger cities, there are
valet parking services for those residents who visit the downtown. She said that it is an
expensive operation and has to be evaluated in terms of density.

Mr. Hempstead asked if there were any revenue difference since Ironworks has opened.
Ms. Hebert said that there has been an increase for both Water Street North and the
Maritime Garage. He asked whether the North Water Street lot would be affected by the
Walk Bridge project. Ms. Hebert said the lot was not involved at all.

Mr. Kimmel asked about the parking at the East Norwalk station. Ms. Hebert said that
St. Thomas Church had rented their lot to the City for East Norwalk Railroad parking.
However, the church has decided not to continue their lease. She then gave a quick
overview of various scenarios under discussion.

Mpr. Sacchinelli joined the meeting at 7:30 p.m.

City of Norwalk

Finance/Claims Committee

Regular Meeting

May 12,2016 Page 2



Mr. Kimmel asked why the church decided not to renew. Ms. Hebert said that the church
has decided to expand their programs. Discussion about the details followed.

Mr. Kimmel asked if the Parking Authority was involved in the Circulator. Ms. Hebert
said that she was involved with the Circulator Committee. She said that right now, the
City is at capacity in the South Norwalk Train Station.

Mr. Kimmel said that on the agenda, it says "the Council approves". He asked what
would happen if the Committee did not approve. Ms. Hebert said that she had just had a
conversation with Corporation Counsel about this and basically, the Parking Authority
would continue with business because the Parking Authority manages large City assets.
Mr. Kimmel asked if the Council had any authority. Mr. Gilden pointed out that without
the Council's approval, the Finance Department would not be able to pay the bill.

Mr. Igneri asked who oversee the creation of the budget. Ms. Hebert said that Mr.
Chimento is her boss and oversees the process. Mr. Chimento came forward and gave an
overview of how the budget is created. Mr. Igneri asked about what percentage of the
City budget the Parking Authority covers. Mr. Gilden said that it was not part of the
general budget. Discussion followed about the process. Mr. Igneri said that he would like
to see the budget be presented to the DPW Committee also.

Mr. Kydes asked what role LAZ plays. Ms. Hebert said that they manage the garages
and the $100,000 management fees has not changed. There are no City employees
involved in the Parking Authority.

Mr. Kimmel said that there have been questions and he has directed those questions to
Ms. Hebert. Mr. Chimento then spoke about a new program called "Park Mobile". Ms.
Hebert said that they do provide tours, which are two hours long.

Mzr. Hempstead asked about the details involved in appealing a ticked. Ms. Hebert said
that the residents can go to the Parking Authority main office at the Maritime Garage. A
second method is appealing online and a third one is via the mail.

Mr. Kydes asked about the Personnel and Benefits. Ms. Hebert said that there were 30
employees. Mr. Kydes asked about hiring process. Ms. Hebert said that the LAZ
employees are required to do a variety of tasks, such as customer service, maintenance,
landscaping, repairs and other items. Mr. Kydes asked about the 9% increase. Ms.
Hebert said that there has been an increase in staff and they are working on increasing
customer use in the Wall Street area. Mr. Chimento said that LAZ was a Connecticut
company that was created by two men in Hartford who were running a parking lot.

Mr. Sacchinelli asked what the $100,000 managerial fee covered. Ms. Hebert said that
the fee covered the cost of the back office in terms of checks and salaries.
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Mr. Kimmel asked about the innovations in parking and asked Ms. Hebert what she
thought about new innovations. Ms. Hebert said that she did not know. Mr. Kimmel
asked if there would ever be a point where LAZ would have to readjust their costs
downward. Ms. Hebert said that while the investments on the equipment would decrease,
there would still need to be ambassadors to work with customers. The revenue goes back
into the general fund for the Parking Authority for use by the Parking Authority.

Mr. Hempstead said that he would be extremely cautious about bringing the parking back
to the City and listed his reasons why it was worthwhile to have a third party handle this.

** THE MOTION TO APPROVE THE FY 2016-17 PARKING AUTHORITY
BUDGET PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

Approve FY 2016-17 WPCA Budget.
** MR. HEMPSTEAD MOVED THE ITEM.

Mr. Chimento pointed out that there were two members of the Council and a member of
the BET on the WPCA board.

Mr. Kydes asked about methane gas. Mr. Chimento said that methane is odorless. The
smell that people complain about is actually carried on the methane gas. Mr. Kydes
asked about capturing the methane and using it. Mr. Chimento said that a sewer
processing plant is a flow through process so it is not possible to capture the gas at this
time. The capturing of the methane happens in landfills, where it is enclosed. He said
that there would be a tour of the sewage treatment plant in June.

Mr. Hempstead asked about the smells. Mr. Chimento said that he could not guarantee
that there would be no smells, because when the solid sludge is removed from the system,
the doors are opened up. He said that he did not know of any wastewater treatment plant
that does not have this problem.

Mr. Hempstead asked about water conservation and said that he felt that it was not fair to
have everyone pay the same flat fee for the water use age. He asked if there was a plan to
put this in effect. Mr. Chimento said that to be equitable across the board, the system has
worked. He pointed out that the First and Second Taxing District have control over how
much water is used by the various residences. He added that the Taxing Districts do not
release that information to the City. Discussion followed.

Mr. Kimmel asked if there was any leverage over the two Taxing Districts. Mr.
Chimento said that his department coordinates with them because of the need for repairs
and such. However, there is nothing that could be used a leverage.
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Mr. Igneri asked where the measuring is done. Mr. Chimento said that it was done when
the water went into the residence.

Mr. Hempstead said that the First Taxing District has used the City for bonding purposes.
Mr. Gilden agreed.

** THE MOTION TO APPROVE THE FY 2016-17 WPCA BUDGET PASSED
WITH FOUR IN FAVOR (KIMMEL, KYDES, IGNERI, AND SACCHINELLI)
AND ONE OPPOSED (HEMPSTEAD).

Closeout the following capital project, Health Department Security System
Replacement with an available balance of $6,400. (Account: 09152012-5777-
C0552).

Resolution: Approve a special capital appropriation in the amount of $6,400
to fund HVAC repairs at the Health Department building. (Account:
09162012-5777-C0453)

** MR. IGNERI MOVED BOTH ITEMS.

Mr. Gilden came forward and said that the capital project has come in a bit higher and
there was funding left from the security system replacement.

** THE MOTION TO APPROVE THE FOLLOWING ITEMS:

CLOSEOQUT THE FOLLOWING CAPITAL PROJECT, HEALTH
DEPARTMENT SECURITY SYSTEM REPLACEMENT WITH AN
AVAILABLE BALANCE OF $6,400. (ACCOUNT: 09152012-5777-C0552).

RESOLUTION: APPROVE A SPECIAL CAPITAL APPROPRIATION IN
THE AMOUNT OF $6,400 TO FUND HVAC REPAIRS AT THE HEALTH
DEPARTMENT BUILDING. (ACCOUNT: 09162012-5777-C0453)

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

Receive Oak Hills Authority Monthly Financial Statement for March 31,
2016.

Mr. Gilden said that Oak Hills seems to be doing much better than last year. He said that
some of that was the reduction of the bond interest payments.

Update on State Budget.
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Mr. Kimmel said that he would like to withdraw this item until next month as there is no
new information available at this time.

Resolution making appropriations for various public improvements
aggregating $29,034,000 for the 2016-2017 capital budget and authorizing the
issuance of $23,902,000 general obligation bonds of the city to meet certain
appropriations in the 2016-2017 capital budget.

Resolution with respect to the authorization, issuance and sale of up to
$47,500,000 City of Norwalk general obligation refunding bonds, effective
until December 31, 2016. '

Mr. Gilden came forward and explained that the first item would allow the City to take
the budget authorized in April and appropriate it along with creating bonding authority.
He added that the difference between the two numbers was because the WPCA did not
need to bond for any projects. They have enough fund balance to cover any capital
improvements. He explained that the City would be looking to get $600,000 from a State
grant.

Mr. Gilden said that every year, the financial advisor looks for ways to refund previous
debt. There is a potential refund opportunity that is being reviewed.

Mr. Gilden said that both items would have to be approved by a Committee with the
Council President, the Chairman of the Finance Committee, the Majority leader and the
Minority leader in order to issue the bonds. Discussion followed.

** THE MOTION TO APPROVE THE FOLLOWING ITEMS:

RESOLUTION MAKING APPROPRIATIONS FOR VARIOUS PUBLIC
IMPROVEMENTS AGGREGATING $29,034,000 FOR THE 2016-2017
CAPITAL BUDGET AND AUTHORIZING THE ISSUANCE OF
$23,902,000 GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS OF THE CITY TO MEET
CERTAIN APPROPRIATIONS IN THE 2016-2017 CAPITAL BUDGET.

RESOLUTION WITH RESPECT TO THE AUTHORIZATION,
ISSUANCE AND SALE OF UP TO $47,500,000 CITY OF NORWALK
GENERAL OBLIGATION REFUNDING BONDS, EFFECTIVE UNTIL
DECEMBER 31, 2016.

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.
ADJOURNMENT

** MR. KYDES MOVED TO ADJOURN.
** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.
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The meeting adjourned at 8:20 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

S. L. Soltes
Telesco Secretarial Services
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. Section 1
#
PRIORITY SCHOOL READINESS
OVERVIEW AND DESCRIPTION OF GRANT

Purpose of Grant as outlined in Connecticut General Statues (C.G.S.) Section 10-160 is to:

1. Provide open access for children to quality programs that promote the health and safety of children
and prepare them for formal schooling;

2. Provide opportunities for parents to choose among affordable and accredited programs;
3. Encourage coordination and cooperation among programs and prevent the duplication of services;

4.  Recognize the specific service needs and unique resources available to particular municipalities and
provide flexibility in the implementation of programs;

5.  Prevent or minimize the potential for developmental delay in children prior to their reaching the age
of five;

6.  Enhance federally funded school readiness programs;

7.  Strengthen the family through: (A) encouragement of parental involvement in a child's development
and education; and (B) enhancement of a family's capacity to meet the special needs of the children,
including children with disabilities;

8.  Reduce educational costs by decreasing the need for special education services for school age
children and avoiding grade repetition;

9.  Assure that children with disabilities are integrated into programs available to children who are not
disabled; and

10. Improve the availability and quality of school readiness programs and their coordination with the
services of child care providers. :

It is expected that all children who participate in quality school readiness programs will demonstrate the
skills at kindergarten entry that have been delineated in THE EARLY LEARNING AND
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS (ELDS). The Office of Early Childhood (OEC) will provide guidance
on professional development opportunities and documents related to alignment between the Preschool
Assessment Framework and the ELDS. Programs are expected to make the transition to the ELDS while
seeking the appropriate guidance and support.

Eligible Recipients

Priority School Districts are defined under section 10-266p of the C.G.S. Eligibility is determined for a
five-year period based upon the applicant's designation as a Priority School District for the initial year of
application except that if a school district that receives a grant pursuant to this subsection is no longer
designated as a Priority School District at the end of such five-year period, such former Priority School
District shall continue to be eligible to receive a grant pursuant to C.G.S. 10-16p(c).



Norwalk School Readiness Information

Norwalk has a $5,409,708.00 School Readiness grant that serves 633 children.

The current School Readiness provider at both the Nathaniel Ely and Ben Franklin is the Norwalk
Housing Authority. There are a total of 156 siots resulting in $1,392,144.00 School Readiness funding.
NHA’s School Readiness funding has been terminated effective July 1,2016. Through a RFP review and
selection process, Odyssey Early Learning and Enrichment Programs has been selected to be the new
School Readiness provider for the Ben Franklin and Nathaniel Ely sites.

Both Ben Franklin and Nathaniel Ely are City buildings. According to an agreement between Dr.
Adamowski and Mayor Harry Rilling, the City of Norwalk will serve as fiscal agent for the new provider,
Odyssey Early Learning and Enrichment Program since the program will operate in city buildings and to
ensure financial oversight.



CITY OF NORWALK
Department of Code Enforcement

,‘\J | Department of Information Technology
NCRWALK |

The Sound of Comvecticut

To: Members of the Finance Committee

From: William D. Ireland, lll, Chief Building Official
Karen Del Vecchio, Director IT

Re: Implementation of New Permit/Inspection System for Code Enforcement &
Planning and Zoning.

Date: June 1, 2016

The City of Norwalk Building Department has been keeping inspection records and
permits since 1981 on the Cornerstone Permit System, which currently equates to
over 30,000 permits, 360,000 inspections and hundreds of Blight cases.

Though the use of this Cornerstone software and database system, Code Enforcement
provides information regarding whether or not a permit has been issued for a
property, identifying the project and its costs, information on the owner, contractor
and or applicant information, inspection results and Certificate of occupancy
information. License number of the contractors and pertinent information are also
accessible if needed by the State of Connecticut.

This system is also accessed by the Tax Assessor’s office for assessment purposes and
to the general public for real estate purposes involving sales and refinancing and for
paperwork needed to pursue future permits.

For the last 15 years, Code Enforcement has been adding archived files dating back to
1923 to this database as these archives are retrieved from remote storage. With
strict banking practices, environmental concerns, and a more informed buyer, these
older files are required to facilitate a sale or refinance.

Diversified Software, the vendor providing Cornerstone Software, went out of business
in June of 2013. Since that time, Code Enforcement has continued to use the
Cornerstone system while a replacement system was researched. Code Enforcement
worked with the IT Department and Planning and Zoning to develop a strategy for
replacing Cornerstone and integrating Planning and Zoning into any replacement
system.



Code Enforcement and IT looked at the permitting module for three systems already
in use in other City departments. Tyler Technologies, CRW System and Vision
Government Solutions were demonstrated, reviewed and researched. None of these
offerings satisfied the current functional and operating needs of the department nor
offered the opportunities for future efficiency gains.

In the fall of 2015, Norwalk joined with 14 other Connecticut municipalities and the
Capital Region Council of Government (CRCOG) to release a comprehensive RFP for an
online permitting and inspection system. Six firms submitted proposals to CRCOG by
the November, 2015, deadline.

In December, 2015, a review panel with representatives from Norwalk, Stamford,
Southington, Branford, Bolton, Windsor, East Hartford, and CRCOG, vetted the
responses and shortlisted to four firms.

In January, 2016, Bill Ireland, Mike Wrinn and Karen Del Vecchio joined
representatives of the 13 other CT municipalities, including Building Officials, Zoning
Officials, and IT staff, and CRCOG in a day-long features and functions demo in North
Haven from the four short-listed firms. At the end of the day, each of the firms was
rated and ranked with two firms, one of whom was the most expensive proposal,
emerging as having the best suited solutions. :

Of the final two firms, the municipalities decided to go with the lower price firm (less
than half the cost), Software Consulting Associates (SCA), and the product MuniCity. -
CRCOG signed a contract with SCA in March of 2016. As of mid-May, Southington,
Hebron, Weston and Branford were moving ahead with MuniCity and Westport was
under consideration.

In May, IT invited SCA onsite in Norwalk to demonstrate the MuniCity permit and
inspection system to all the Code and Planning staff members. Given the positive
feedback from the staff, the Code and Planning Department heads agreed to move
ahead with implementing the system for their departments.

The MuniCity system is a cloud application; no onsite server or special software on the
departments’ computers are required. - In addition, inspectors will have full access to
the system while in the field via tablet computers with cellular. MuniCity is GIS-based
and uses the Assessor’s parcel data as a basis. MuniCity offers other modules which
will be considered by other departments, like DPW for its pavement permit needs.
The system includes permit workflow that engages other departments who may be
required to review and approve a permit, such as the Fire Marshall or Health
Department. Of the eight permit/inspections systems the team has examined and
considered, MuniCity appears to be the best suited to Norwalk’s needs.



MuniCity costs were negotiated by CRGOG and are based on the size of the
municipality. The costs for Norwalk include:

$ 107,960 Software, data conversion, implementation and training, 15 year
hosting and support.

S 9,400 Mobile technology implementation for up to 12 inspectors.

$ 32,400 On-site project management 20 hours per week (Norwalk
requested)

S 3,439 Annual CRCOG administration fees

The project implementation cost with first year of hosting/support totals
$153,199.00. There will be a fixed annual operating cost of $18,699.00 (including
the CRCOG admin fee) each year for years 2-5 associated with the project. If 10+ CT
municipalities implement MuniCity, this annual operating cost will be reduced by 10%
annually.

The IT department identified replacing the Cornerstone system as a priority in a prior
Technology Capital Budget year and has the funds available to proceed. Additionally,
given the unprecedented volume of permit, inspection, and blight enforcement
activity by both Code Enforcement and Planning, the need for an onsite project
manager was anticipated and approved in the 2016/2017 Code Enforcement Operating
Budget.

The ITT Committee has reviewed and unanimously approved the implementation of
MuniCity at its June 1, 2016 meeting.

The specific action requested is:

1a) Authorize the Mayor, Harry W. Rilling, to execute a Software License and Service
Agreement with Software Consulting Associates for the licensing and services of
MuniCity for a cost not to exceed $153,199.00, accounts 09120600-5777-C0375 and
013410-TBD.

1b) Authorize the Mayor, Harry W. Rilling, to sign a Letter of Agreement regarding
the agreement of Software Consulting Associates, CRCOG, and the City of Norwalk,
as one of the members of the IT Services Cooperative, commencing June 23, 2016 and
ending June 30, 2021, with additional one year option to renew.

And forward onto the Common Council for further action.

Att: ITT Approval Form



City of Norwalk

Information Technology Department
125 East Ave., Rm203

ENORWALK Phone: 203.8547714 . Fax203-854-7803 N@RWALK

ke Jound of ticuk mjewdﬁfﬁbmenﬁcﬁ
ik Commestic ITT Request Form

SCA MuniCity Permit and Inspection System Code and P&Z

Request Number: CEPZ-010620186 Modification Number : 0 Date of Request: 01-Jun-16
FUNDED IN CURRENT CAPITAL OR EXPENSE BUDGET: 'YES CONSISTENT WITH CITY TECHNOLOGYNPIV_A[\“I‘W :‘Y‘eéf. o

BUDGET ACCOUNT: 0@120600-5777-00375 & 01341 O-TBD

VENDOR DATA A

e R e g ol TR RS R " [Por response to GRCOG RFP, dated 4-Nov-2015 3
[Software Consulting Associates, Inc. { o ’, & Software and Services Agreement I (
|54 Elizabeth St Red Hook, NY 12571 |~ ]

1., s s

L_ WWW.SC2-COrp.com i ’Wll LaBoss:er : 854-758;6104{"

-PRICING INFORMATION .-~ -

DESCRIPTION : ODEL’ 'PRICE/UNIT “EXT.PRICE
1}|Sofware, data conversion, imple |ntation, training, 1st yr hosting _|and support $107,960.00 $107,960.00
12||Mobile technology implementatioj|n for 12 inspectors $783.33 $9,400.00
1{|Onsite project manager @ 20 ||hours per week X 12 weeks @ 15135 per hour $32,400.00 $32,400.00f
o 1]}Annual CRCOG administrative ||fee $3,439.00|, $3,439.00
$0.00

. $153.199.00

Iate Presented V B ’ " 01-Jun-06 o Date Approved: L . 01-Jun-6

ITT Signature: signature on file™  *

a PROJECT{CodeP&ZPermnlnspectlo




CITY OF NORWALK
FIRE DEPARTMENT
TRAINING DIVISION

Tele: (203) 854-0235
Fax (203) 854-7931

121 Connecticut Ave
Norwalk, Connecticut 06850

The City of Norwalk is part of a mutual aid agreement with 13 others cities and towns in
Fairfield County. These 14 municipalities make up Regionland also the Fairfield County
Hazardous Incident Response Team (FFCoHIRT). The team administered through the
Fire Chiefs that represent the municipalities.

Annually our regional hazardous material team is awarded funds from the Emergency
Preparedness Grant (EMPG), a federal grant that is managed through the State of
Connecticut.

Our issue is tha)our hazardous materials team is a mutual aid agreement between the
municipalities, not a true government entity. The grant is a reimbursement grant that
needs a municipality or a council of governments to purchase items and then submit for
reimbursement.

FFCoHIRT identifies equipment or training that is needed for our region. We confirm
with the state that the purchase will be a reimbursable cost. The vender provides a quote
for the purchase, the municipality will then issue a purchase order. The vendor delivers
the item and then issues an invoice. The municipality pays the invoice and then submits
reimbursement from the state.

We follow all the purchasing rules of the municipality acting as the fiduciary. We attempt
to purchase larger cost items with the grant. This limits the amount of processing that has
to be completed.



Finally, I would like Norwalk to become this fiduciary for the following reasons. First, I
am now responsible for the fire department’s training division. I now work straight day
shifts and would be available to handle most of the communications. Second, I believe
Norwalk would be in a better position to “front” the funds and wait for reimbursement.
The grant award annually is around $37,000.

Respectfully,
Albe Bassett

Albert Bassett

Deputy Chief of Training
Norwalk Fire Department
121 Connecticut Avenue
Norwalk, CT 06854
203-854-0235 phone
203-854-7931 fax



FFY 2015 APPLICATION
.Due: February 1, 2016
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COMPLETION AID FOR GRANTEE

The following forms are necessary for the timely completion of this document.
Please use this aid to ensure all documents are included in your submission. A
detailed checklist is available in the 2015 EMPG Manual.

[[] Section B: Application Information and Data Sheet
[[] Section C: Municipal Resolution

[] Section D: EMPG Financial Tool Budget Tab

[] Section E: Master Staffing Pattern

[_] Section F: NEMA Survey attached (Optional)

[L] Job Descriptions have been attached if applicable (Available on website)

DEMHS REGIONAL CONTACT.INFO
For assistance filling out this application please contact your DEMHS Regional Coordinator.

Region 1 Robert Kenny 149 Prospect Street, Bridgeport, CT 06601
Regional Coordinator Phone: 203.696.2640 Fax: 203.334.1560
Email: Robert.Kenny@ct.gov
Region 2 John Field 1111 Country Club Road, Middletown, CT 06457
Regi di :
egional Coordinator Phone: 860.685.8105 Fax: 860.685.8366
Email: John.Field@ct.gov
Region 3 Thomas Gavaghan 360 Broad Street, Hartford CT, 06105
Regional Coordinator Phone: 860.529.6893 Fax: 860.257.4621
Email: Thomas.Gavaghan@ct.gov
Region 4 Michael Caplet 15-B Old Hartford Road, Colchester, CT 06451 ’
Regional Coordinator Phone:860.465.5460 Fax: 860.465.5464
Email: Mike.Caplet@ct.gov
Region § Thomas Vannini 55 West Main Street, Suite 300 Box 4 Waterbury, CT 06702
Regional Coordinator Phone: 203.591.3500 Fax: 203.591.3529

Email: Thomas.Vannini@ct.gov
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SECTION A. APPLICATION INSTRUCTIONS

Below are brief instructions for filling out each application form. Please fill out these forms

completely and accurately. Please be reminded that all signatures are required to be
original on this document. Please sign or initial where you see the following tabs:

. Manual: Please print and review the 2015 EMPG Manual

(http://www.ct.gov/demhs/cwp/view.asp?a=1910&g=411692). The Subgrantee is
responsible for the information contained in this document. More complete instructions
are available in this document.

. Section B: Applicant Information and Datasheet: Please fill out boxes 1-16 with the

necessary information.

. Section C: Municipal Resolution: Please provide a municipal resolution to grant the

Chief Executive Officer the authority to sign the EMPG application package on behalf
of the municipality. For more information on resolution specifics please reference the
2015 EMPG Manual.

. Section D: EMPG FINANCIAL TOOL-Budget Preparation: Fill in your budget

request for the performance period of 10/1/15-9/30/16 in the 2015 EMPG SLA
Financial Tool. Please submit this budget electronically to your DEMHS Regional
Office for review upon submittal of the application. Please consult the 2015 EMPG
Manuat for any additiona} forms.

. Section E: Master Staffing Pattern: Complete the Master Staffing Form and provide

training certificates or transcripts if available. If you are unsure of your training
completion level please contact your DEMHS Regional Coordinator.

. Additional Forms: Please review the remaining list of forms available on our website

at http://www.ct.gov/demhs/cwp/view.asp?a=19108&g=411692 to determine if any of
these forms will be needed for your application:

Emergency Management Director Job Description — Use this form if you have
hired a new Emergency Management Director.

Emergency Management Deputy Director Job Description — Use this form if
you have hired a new Emergency Management Deputy Director.

Emergency Management Support Staff Job Description — Use this form if you
have hired new Emergency Management Support Staff (e.g. Clerical).

Request for Transcripts from EMI — Use this form to request a transcript of the
courses you have completed through FEMA and/or the Emergency Management
Institute (EMI).

Once all of the necessary forms are filled out and signed, complete the application by
signing and dating the Applicant Information and Data Sheet. Attach the Budget and ali
other forms and submit the Application Package to your DEMHS Regional Office.
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SECTION B. EMPG APPLICATION INFORMATION.AND DATA SNHEE_T
Additional copies of this kit are available on our website at http://www.ct.gov/demhs/cwp/view.asp?a=1910&q=411692.

Mail Completed Applications To:
DEMHS Regional Coordinator (See Section A of this application for contact
information)

1. Name of Municipality or Agency Applymg for Subgrant: 2. Period of Award for this Subgrant:
10/1/15 — 9/30/16
3. Emergency Management Director Name & Address 4. Official Authorized to Sign for the Applicant:
Name: Title: Name: Title:
Organization: Organization:
Address Line 1: Address Line 1:
Address Line 2: Address Line 2:
City/State/Zip: City/State/Zip:
Phone: Fax: Phone: Fax:
E-mail: E-mail:
5. Municipal/Agency Financial Officer 6. Fiscal Point of Contact: (If Different than Financial
Name: Title: Officer)
Organization: .| Name: Title:
Address Line 1: Organization:
Address Line 2: Address Line 1:
City/State/Zip: Address Line 2:
Phone: Fax: City/State/Zip:
E-mail: Phone: Fax:
E-mail:
7. Applicant FEIN: 8. Applicant DUNS #:
9. Applicant Fiscal Year End: 10. Date of Last Audit:
11. Dates Covered by Last Audit: to 12. Date of Next Audit:
13. Dates to be Covered by Next Audit: to
Please note that the information required for boxes 9 through 13 refers to the sub-grantee’s audit cycle:

L AUDIT AND. DEBARMENT REQUIREMENT CERTIFICATION e l

14. ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF FEDERAL SINGLE AUDIT SELF REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

» Sub-grantees that are required to undergo a Federal Single Audit as mandated by OMB Circular A-133 must alert CT DEMHS, in
writing, to any specific findings and/or deficiencies with regard to the use of federal grant funds within 45 days of receipt of their audit
report. This notification must identify the finding(s) / deficiencies and a corrective action plan for each.

e  All sub-grantees must submit to CT DEMHS a copy of the audit report section pertaining to use of federal grant funds regardless of
any findings or deficiencies, within 45 days of the receipt of that report. AINITIAL

Initial to indicate that this requirement has been read and understood: -

15.AKNOWLEDGEMENT OF DEBARMENT REQUIREMENTS:

e The sub-grantee will confirm the eligibility status (via Sam.gov) of all vendors/contractors that the sub-grantee pays with EMPG SLA
funds. The subgrantee will confirm that the vendors/contractors do not appear on the SAM's Exclusion List of federally debarred or
suspended vendors. INITIAL

Initial to indicate that this requirement has been read and understood:

16. |, the undersigned, for and on behalf of the named municipality, state agency, or regional pIannlng organlzatlon do

herewith apply for this subgrant, attest that, to the best of my knowledge, the statements made herein are true, and agree

to any general or special grant conditions attached to this grant application form.

Authorized Signatory: X Date:
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SECTION C. AUTHORIZING RESOLUTION

AUTHORIZING RESOLUTION OF THE

(Insert name of governing body--for example, town council)

CERTIFICATION:
I, , the of
(keeper of the records—for ex. town clerk or secretary of co uncil)
do hereby certify that the following is a true and correct copy of a resolution adopted by
at its duly called and held meeting on , 20,
(name of governing body) (Month, Day)
at which a quorum was present and acting throughout, and that the resolution has not been modified,
rescinded, or revoked and is at present in full force and effect:
RESOLVED, that the may enter into with and deliver
(name of governing body)
to the State of Connecticut Department of Emergency Services and Public Protection, Division of
Emergency Management and Homeland Security, any and all documents which it deems to be
necessary or appropriate; and
FURTHER RESOLVED, that , as of

{name and title of officer)

]

(Name of governing body)
is authorized and directed to execute and deliver any and all documents on behalf of the

(name of governing body)
and to do and perform all acts and things which he/she deems to be necessary or appropriate to carry
out the terms of such documents.
The undersigned further certifies that

(name of officer)

now holds the office of ‘ and that he/she has held that office since
IN WITNESS WHEREOF: The undersigned has executed this certificate this day of
20

_____ (Name and title of record keeper)

~

-
” \‘
- ~
’ ~
< INSERT ~
' N
v

s

; | The Chief Executive Officer has not changed since the
/ TACTILE previous resolution was authorized on

.\ TOWN
" SEALHERE ./

(Date)

- -

i

‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘
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SECTION D. EMPG SLA FINANCIAL TOOL-BUDGET

Please Note: Applications will not be reviewed without the
submittal of the EMPG Financial Tool “Application Budget” tabs.

Fill out the Application Budget portion of the tool by filling out the teal boxes for the
following:

1. Award Amounts:

EMPG Subgrant Budget (Fill In Green Cells Only)

. . PER CAPII'A AWARD
Per Capita Award: This amount is based on T 14731600
your town’s population as listed in the State Federal Per Capita Shara® 6l
Register and Manual. Local Match’s| - $73,608.00
‘ SUBGRANT ALLOCATIONI
. ) ) Tarl| P G000 D
Sub grant Allocation: This totals as you fill in —j Federal Per CapitaShare™s| o
the Categories below. Local Match {Includes In-Kind}*
Personnel: $0: OOI

2. Enter Cate o ries: | A!!oca'te (Enter) the total es!rm'a Zalaries orsbpends forfull or
part-fi eputy EMD's and support staff. if claiming fringe,

b PLI'SLI‘IE'- Enter the total estimated cost / please provide a fringe benefits fetter from the Municipal Finance Director.
for salaries or stipends for full or part-time
EMD's, Deputy EMD's and support staff.

¢ Organization- Enter the total estimated ——
cost for your phone bills, fax, internet bills,  ||organization: . |- > $0.00|
cable TV, WIFI etc. Please note that all Allocate (Enter) the total estimated cost for your phone bills, fax internet
services must be concluded and pald | bills, caf)le TV, WiFi etc. Please note that all services must be concluded
before seeking reimbursement. i|and paid before seeking reimbursement.

o Equipment-Enter the total estimated cost —1
for your anticipated equipment needs Equipment: e —> $0.00f
including printers, computers, radios, i| Alfocate (Enter) the total estimated cost for your anticipated

phone systems, EOC furniture etc | equipment needs including printers, computers, radios,

« In kind-Enter the total estimated cost for —|°/'" s¥stems, EOC furniture etc.

any in-kind costs including Volunteer
EMDs, Deputy EMDs or Support Staff time |"¥ind: bo. To T $0.00
\|Allocate (Enter) the total estimated cost for any in-kind costs including

and any donated new eqUIpment' Note: In- || Volunteer EMDs, Deputy EMDs or Support Staff time and any donated
Kind Allocations require 2X the match. ||new equipment. Note: in-Kind Allocations require 2X the match. Fora

 All other- Enter the total estimated cost for—-W’f website at
. . o/ WwWww.cEg 'ew.asp.a=1910&q=411692
all other items. Mgst receive pre-approval 211 Other: b —~——— s0.00|
from DEMHS Reglonal Coordinator. ||Allocate (Enter) the total estimated costforaﬂ otherrtems. Must receive
o Unallocated — This is the remaining ———___i|pre-approval from DEMES Regional Coordinator.

balance of funding that you have not yet
allocated to a particular category. Unallocated: we A $73,608.00|

6
FFY 2015 EMPG Subgrant Application Package



[—S_é_éﬁon E. EMPG Master Staffing Pattern and Training History

The purpose of this form is to collect information regarding employees who will be funded under the Emergency Management Performance Grant.
Instructions: Please fill out the following EMPG Master Staffing Pattern for all employees to be funded by EMPG funding.

L

'Required Training Courses

Position

IS-100 1S-120a* IS 200.b  1S-230* 1S-235*  1S-240*  1S-241* 1S-242* 1S-244* 1S-700 1S-800 |

NN I
N
N T
N N
N O |

N ||

O O
O O
N | O
I | I

O |

If an employee funded by EMPG has yet to complete the Required FEMA IS courses please complete the missing courses and
submit your training certificate to your Division of Emergency Management and Homeland Security (DEMHS) Regional Office.
Transcripts Request Forms are available on our website.

* Denotes new FEMA EMI Professional Development Series training requirements added for the 2015 application period.
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SECTION A

RESOLVED SPECIAL APPROPRIATIONS - JUNE 6, 2016
. BOARD OF ESTIMATE AND TAXATION

ADVERTISED ITEM:

FISCAL YEAR 2015-16:

1. RESOLVED, that a sum not to exceed $1,150,000 be and the same is hereby transferred
from Fund Balance to fund a Special Education’s Development Fund.



CITY OF NORWALK, DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE
Robert Barron, CPFO

Director of Finance
rbarron@norwalket.org

N@ M K P: 203-854-7870 / F: 203-854-7848

" 125 East Avenue, PO BOX 5125
The Sound of Conmecticut Norwalk, CT 06856-5125

MEMORANDUM

DATE: April 6,2015

TO: Members of the Board of Estimate and Taxation

FROM: Robert Barron, Director of Finance \ W

RE: Special Appropriation

ADVERTISED ITEMS: - FY 2015-16:

Item 1:
$1,150,000 from Fund Balance to fund the Board of Education’s Special Education
Development Fund.

I do not recommend the approval of this special appropriation from the city’s General Fund balance nor
do | recommend creating a Special Revenue fund as these program expenditures can clearly be paid
from the BOE’s Special Education accounts within its own General Fund, for the following reasons:

o | don't believe that the BOE has demonstrated why this program's 3-year funding has to be
funded in advance.

o | don't believe that the BOE has adequately addressed my question about their financial
presentation that only shows a net use of $2.5 million in the first three years. So why should
there be a $3.6 million contribution to the fund? When | asked this, the Superintendent said,
"Well, there are going to be other costs." Why would they include 100% of the revenue in their
analysis and not 100% of the expenses?

e Why does the Memorandum of Understanding have the city funding the first two years and the
BOE not contributing significant dollars until the third year?

o Lastly, and most importantly, | do not believe the funding should come from the city's General
Fund balance. | believe that the BOE's Insurance Fund balance should fund the first year and
possibly all years of the program with no need to create a Special Revenue Fund.



BOARD OF EDUCATION
Presentation of
SPED RESTRUCTURING PROGRAM

. Funding Request by Dr. Adamowski on March 22,. 2016 — (BOE-1)

. Minutes of the Board of Education meeting ratifying that request on April 5, 2016 —
(BOE-2)

. Legal Opinion from Shipman and Goodwin on structuring of the fund — (BOE-3)

. A draft Memorandum of Understanding setting forth the agreement among the Board of
Education, Board of Estimate & Taxation and the Common Council — (BOE-4)

. The three-year expenditure plan (already submitted) —(BOE-5)

. The City fund balance analysis showing the unlikelihood of any adverse impact on the
City’s credit rating from this expenditure — (BOE-6)

. Financial analysis showing expected cost savings in future years after implementation of
the CREC reforms — (BOE-7)

. Norwalk Public Schools Special Education Review — November, 2015 - (BOE-8)



MEMORANDUM
DATE: March 22, 2016

TO:  The Honorable Harry W. Rilling, Mayor

FRQ . Steven Adamowski, Superintendent of Schools

RE: Special Appropriation Request — Spacial Education Development Fund

On behalf of the Board of Education and pursuant to our previous discussions, | am formally requesting
a special appropriation in the amount of 52.3 million from the City to fund a Special Education
Development Fund to allow the District to implement the recommendations contained in the recent
Special Education audit conducted by the Capitol Region Education Council {CREC).

As you know, CREC recently completed a special education audit at the District’s request, which was
commissioned to evaluate the progress the District made on implementing recommendations contained
in an audit conducted in 2012. Unfortunately, the 2015 audit indicated that “there had been no
progress made toward the successful achievement of the seven goals [dentified in 2012.”

The District presently does not offer a full continuum of in-district special education services to Norwalk
children. In lieu of a full and robust continuum of services, the District relies heavily on 1:1 para-
professionals and out-placement to private schools. In an effort to provide high quality special
education services to our students in the least restrictive environment, the District is seeking funding to
develop a full continuum of special education services in Norwalk. Ultimately, we believe this approach
will provide our students with better services closer to home, and will prove to be more cost-effective.

However, we estimate that the process of developing in-house services will take three years to
implement responsibly. This will require an up-front investment of funds as we simuitaneously faunch
the new in-house services, while maintaining existing out-placements until students can be transitioned
to in-house prograhs, We estimate that the minimum three-year investment required to develop the
necessary in-house programs is 53.6 million. In consultation with you and your Director of Finance, we
have identified that $1.3 million of this amount can be funded from within the District's Insurance Fund.
We are requesting, therefore, a special appropriation from the City’s unassigned general fund balance in
the amount of $2.3 million to fund the balance of these program costs.

In order for this program to be successful, we believe that it is necessary to demonstrate to parents and
our special education praviders that the District and the City are committed to the successful
implementation of the necessary reforms to the District's special education program. The situation we
are attempting to finally address developed over a decade as a result of under-funding services to
Norwalk students with speciai needs. Fixing the problems with the District’s special education program
will require a three-year time frame, and it is essential that the commitment to funding these multi-year
reforms is in place before we embark on this undertaking.

We thank you for your leadership and support of the Norwalk Public Schools, and look forward to your
support of this request to the Board of Estimate and Taxation. If you have any questions or wish to
discuss this matter further, please feel free to contact me.

Ce: Thomas Hamilton
Board of Education members



BOE-Z

CITY OF NORWALK
BOARD OF EDUCATION
REGULAR MEETING
APRIL §, 2016

ATTENDANCE:  Michael Lyons, Chairman; Heidi Keyes, Dr. Yvel Crevecoeur,
Artie Kassimis, Erik Anderson, Shirley Mosby .

STAFF: . Dr. Steven Adamowski, Superintendent of Schools; Dr. Michael
Conner, Chief Academic Officer; Mr. Thomas Hamilton, Finance
Director

OTHERS: Janine Goss, NPS; Patricia Foley, NPS Instructional Specialist —

Grants Coordinator; Anthony Allison, Norwalk
ACTS Director; Ralph Valenzisi, Chief of Technology,
Innovations and Partnerships; Ms. Toni Williams

I CALL TO ORDER

Mr. Lyons called the meeting to order at 7:08 p.m. A quorum was present.
H. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE,
M. Lyons led those present in reciting the Pledge of Allegiance.
III. ACTIONS

1. Ratification of Request for Special Appropriation to Create Support Special
Education Development Fund.

** MR, ANDERSON MOVED TO APPROVE THE RATIFICATION OF
REQUEST FOR SPECIAL APPROPRIATION TO CREATE SUPPORT
SPECIAL EDUCATION DEVELOPMENT FUND.

** MS. KEYES SECONDED.

** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

2. Approve the designation- of the month of April as Autism Awareness Month.

** MR. ANDERSON MOVED TO APPROVE THE DESIGNATION OF THE
MONTH OF APRIL AS AUTISM AWARENESS MONTH. '
** MR. KASSIMIS SECONDED.

** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

IV. POLICY REPORTS

City of Norwalk

Board of Education

Regular Meeting

April 5,2016 Page 1




Dr, Crevecoeur asked about the hiring process and the assistant principals. Dr.
Adamowski said that there were selection committee in each school. He then explained
how this would interact with the School Governance Council. Mr. Lyons then indicated
where this issue was addressed in the policy.

Dr. Crevecoeur asked if the meetings would be open to the public. Ms. Keyes said that
they were. :

Mr. Lyons said that this item would be back on the agenda in two weeks,

Ms. Mosby asked if the diversity on the governance councils would be addressed. Dr.
Adamowski said that the Policy Committee would be open to hear from anyone who had
a concrete idea as to how to insure diversity on the Council. He listed a number of ways
that this could be done such as parents from each grade level, or parents of general
students, SPED students, etc. Ms. Mosby said that every single parent in the school
would have an opportunity to sit on the Council. Ms. Keyes said that the goal was to
have a broad representation at the school and hoped that the principal would be getting
the word out to the students’ parents. Mr. Lyons also pointed out that Dr. Adamowski
has the right to make sure that the process is fair and equitable for all.

Mr. Anderson said that he had been concerned about this. Half of the people who are
elected the first year will be up for election the following year. He pointed out that Dr
Adamowski could have conversations with the various school principals if there were
needs that had to be addressed. Ms, Keyes replied that it would be critical to look at the
data at the end of the year, Mr. Lyons reminded everyone that the Board would be
receiving regular updates on the Councils.

B. Amendment to Policy 9010.

Ms. Keyes said that this Policy had been updated by removing the first line. She then
read the policy for those present.

Ms. Mosby then distributed copies of several documents. She said that she was not at the
Policy Committee meeting when this was discussed and was trying to figure out why the
change of the policy was being done at this time. She also wished to know how long the
discussion regarding the policy had been.

Ms, Keyes said that the notice of the policy meeting had been posted. She said that she
had not received any comments from Ms. Mosby or anyone else about the policy. The
Committee had discussed the issue. There were several other policies that have been
reviewed also. Ms. Mosby said that she wanted to know who this would benefit and
reiterated her question. She said that it was not supposed to be for a personal agenda.

City of Norwalk

Board of Education

Regular Meeting _

April 5,2016 Page 3




Mr. Lyons replied that the District Attorney had advised the Board that the language was
contrary to State Law and should be removed.

Ms. Mosby said that the Freedom of Information Committee did not base their decision
on this policy. She said that it was posted on the website and felt that the truth should be
known. The language was in line with the other District. There was a comment made in
another article that the Policy Chair had stated that the policy would be changed. She
stated that the Board was setting a precedence in changing policies when things don't go
their way. The Board is supposed to set an example for the community. She said that the
committee was stepping on her individual rights. It is not right to play around with the
policies. She said that the Board needs to have some training on these types of issues and
needs to stop playing childish games.

‘Ms, Keyes said that it was unfortunate that Ms. Mosby could not attend the last policy
meeting. However, Ms. Keyes said that her cell phone number was available, She said
that the School Policy Governance Policy has been the major focus. The meetings have
been scheduled for the first week of each month.

Mr. Anderson said that when it had been discussed by the Board with Atty. Mooney on
the topic in Executive Session. He said that it was very clear cut and identified as an
extraneous bit of information. He said that when he voted to eliminate the sentence
because it cleaned up the language.

Ms. Mosby repeated her question as to why this had to be done at this time and wanted to
know if it was catering to special interest. She said that the mis-information was not the
reason the FOI decision was made. When the committee starts making policy changes, it
will affect the students. She mentioned a meeting on Saturday where the Community
was very upset about a number of issues. The Board could put whatever type of spin they
want on the issues but the issues remain. Ms, Mosby said that she is out there and hears
what the people say. People who are in a position of power should not make changes on
the policy on & whim.

Mr. Lyons said that while he did not often do this, the Board had a policy that each
member could speak twice about an issue and the speakers had exceeded this by a large
margin. He then announced that the Board would be moving on to the next item. Ms.
Mosby stated that she would be leaving the meeting so that Mr. Lyons could run the
meeting the way that he wanted to, Ms. Mosby did not leave the meeting,

V. WORK SESSION |
A. Mandatory Summer School/Summer Learning.
Dr. Adamowski said that students who were substantially below the DIBELS benchmarks

are required to attend summer school. This is the ultimate Tier 3 intervention, If the
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neediest learners go all summer without instruction or support, they lose ground. The
presentation was created by Dr. Conner to show how the summer schoo! could be the

most effective.

Dr. Conner, Ms. Goss and Ms. Foley came forward to narrate the PowerPoint
presentation.

Dr. Adamowski said that there were no local dollars allocated for this program. This was
purely a grant funded program and illustrates why the District needs grant funding.

Mr. Lyons said that this model seems to match the instruction model.

Mr. Kassimis asked what would happen if a student was not able to vocalize a nonsense
word. Ms, Goss then gave a brief overview of type of investigation that the teachers
would follow to identify the problem.

Mr. Anderson asked if there were aggregate numbers showing the break out between the
Below the Benchmark and Well Below the Benchmark. Dr. Conner said that he would
email that information to the Board members tormorrow,

Ms. Keyes commented that she liked the idea of having the small group instruction.

Dr. Adamowski said that this would only affect the students in K-3 and only the lowest
performing students in those grades.

Mr. Valenzisi and Mr. Allison came forward to narrate a PowerPoint presentation on
Summer Learning in Norwalk. Mr. Allison said that the summer loss was very real and
is cumulative, The data from the summer education providers will be available to the
Board after April 30th.

Mr. Allison then encouraged everyone that could attend the Symposium on April 30th to
do so. Mr. Allison then announced that Steppingstones would be hosting the Association
of Children’s Museums National Conference from May 4th.through the 7th. The theme of
this conference is centered on collective impacts and summer learning. He requested:
everyone alert people in their constituencies and district to these opportunities.

Mr. Aliison also said that Mr. Jeff Edmondson of Strive Together will be coming to
Norwalk in the near future for a Norwalk ACTS luncheon meeting on May 4th. Norwalk
ACTS is a member of the organization. Mr. Allison then encouraged everyone that could
attend to do so. If that is not possible, he encouraged everyone to watch Mr. .
Edmondson’s presentations on YouTube,

Dr. Adamowski thanked Mr. Allison and Norwalk ACTS for all their hard work, He
noted that this was a group that no other District in the State has. He also mentioned that
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the District had been considering offering school on a year round basis for the parents
that would like it. Dr. Adamowski said that he had discussed the public/private
partnership for summer education programs with Mr. Hamilton. One of the causes of the
Achievement gap is the unequal access to summer education programs.

B. Last Day of School/Graduation Date.

Dr. Adamowski said that the previous practice of the Board was to set the dates of
graduation and then the last day of school was approved by the Board, which is
unnecessary. He said that the graduation dates for the middle schools, NHS and BMHS
have been scheduled for different days. Dr. Adamowski then reviewed the dates for the
potential last day of school, depending on any additional snow days or other unforeseen
school closings. Mr. Lyons said that it looked like there was a consensus from the Board
to proceed.

PUBLIC COMMENT
Ms. Keyes said that there was only one speaker signed up to address the Board.

Ms. Toni Williams of Fairfield Avenue came forward to speak about the School
Governance Council. She said that she was speaking as a resident and a graduate of
NHS. She said that she appreciated Dr. Adamowski’s offer to consider concrete idea
regarding the diversity for the School Governance Committees. She said that she hope
the District would be intentional about providing that framework and that she would be
submitting some concrete ideas.

Reparding the training, Ms. Williams said that she was an Assistant Dean of Students and
the Director of Diversity at a private school. She worked on peer mediation and training,
Ms. Williams said that having meeting management diversity training was very
important.

Having the onus on the principal to insure the message gets out to the parents to
participate, but it is also on the Board member to demonstrate the intention to connect
with the constituents and not rely just on the PTO,

Ms. Williams said that she had attended the recent Saturday meeting at the South
Norwalk Public Library along with the meeting at Norwalk High School. She thanked
the Board for providing the opportunity to share and the Board members who were able
to be present. She said that what concerned when a young African American male
wished to address the group, an older African American male who was emotional and
passionate and shut the younger man down. People come from different walks of life and
it is important for the Board to manage that meeting dialogue better, so that everyone is
heard.

City of Norwalk !

Board of Education

Regular Meeting

April 5, 2016 Page 6



ADJOURNMENT

*% MR. KASSIMIS MOVED TO ADJOURN.
** MR, ANDERSON SECONDED.
#** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

The meeting adjourned at 9:09 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

S. L. Soltes
Telesco Secretarial Services

City of Norwalk
Board of Education
Regular Meeting
April 5, 2016
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SHIPMAN § GOODWINLLF

COUNSELORS AT LAW

ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGED COMMUNICATION

MEMORANDUM
TO: Michael Lyons, Chair, Norwalk Board of Education
: Dr. Steven Adamowski, Superintendent, Norwalk Public Schools
FROM: Christopher Tracey, Shipman & Goodwin LLP
DATE: April 15, 2016
RE: Special Education Development Fund Memorandum of Agreement

You recently requested that our Firm analyze legal issues related to a proposal to
create a special education development fund (the “development fund”). We have issued
advice and opinion regarding the development of this fund during recent weeks. Based on
our discussions with you, we have developed a draft memorandum of agreement (the
“MOA”) between the Norwalk Board of Education (the “Board of Education”) and the
City of Norwalk (the “City”). The MOA is intended to memorialize the relative duties and
obligations of the Board of Education and the City (including both the Common Council
and the Board of Estimate and Taxation) pertaining to the creation of the development
fund. We have attached the draft MOA to this memorandum. This memorandum is
intended to provide analysis and context related to the draft MOA.

Background

The special education development fund is intended to provide $1.2 million in
supplemental funding to the Board of Education during each of three (2016-2017; 2017-
2018; 2018-2019) fiscal years ($3.6 million total). These funds are intended to help the
Board of Education address the priority findings of the audit of Norwalk’s special
education programming completed by the Capitol Region Education Council (“CREC”).
The funding would be disbursed in accordance with a plan to build capacity within the
District to offer special education programming to students with complex needs in the
“least restrictive environment™ (i.e., their local public school), wherever possible and
appropriate. It is anticipated that the fund would have the dual effect of providing more
appropriate educational programming to students and reducing the costs associated with
sending students to out-of-district facilities to receive their educational programming.



Structure of the MOA

Based upon our prior discussions, we structured the MOA to include contributions
of $2.3 million by the City and $1.3 million by the Board of Education to the development
fund. Due to concerns about potential increases to Norwalk’s Minimum Budget
Requirement (“MBR”) baseline, pursuant to Section 10-262j of the General Statutes’, the
contribution by the City is proposed to occur in two equal supplemental appropriations.
The first supplemental appropriation will occur during the current (2015-2016) fiscal year
(i.e., prior to June 30, 2016). The second supplemental appropriation will occur after the
2016-2017 fiscal year commences.

The structure of the supplemental appropriations necessitated that we address the
issue of the funding lapsing back to the City at the end of both the 2015-2016 and 2016-
2017 fiscal years. Under Connecticut law, unexpended education appropriations are to be
returned (i.e., “lapse”) to the appropriating town/municipality at the end of each fiscal year.
Section 10-248a of the General Statutes provides an exception to this general rule. Under
Section 10-248a, the local political body responsible for appropriating funding to the board
of education (the Board of Estimate and Taxation) may create a non-lapsing account and
vote to deposit unspent education funding into that account, to be accessed by the Board of
Education. This non-lapsing account is capped at one percent (1%) of the total
appropriation for the relevant fiscal year.

To address concerns about the lapsing of funds, the MOA includes an agreement by
the City to create non-lapsing accounts during both the current (2015-2016) fiscal year and
next (2016-2017) fiscal year. A non-lapsing account will allow the Board of Education to
carry the supplemental appropriation made during the current fiscal year to the 2016-2017
fiscal year, the first fiscal year during which funding is to be expended from the
development fund. Similarly, a second non-lapsing account established during the 2016-
2017 fiscal year will permit the Board of Education to carry $1.1 million of the
supplemental appropriation made during the 2016-2017 fiscal year to the 2017-2018 fiscal
year, when it is intended to be expended. Notably, the one percent statutory cap on non-
lapsing accounts under Section 10-248a will be sufficient to allow the necessary carry
over, as the cap applicable to Norwalk is currently approximately $1.7 million.

We understand that the $1.3 million contribution to the development fund by the
Board of Education will be funded from supplemental insurance funds. We had minimal
information about these surplus funds, but we attempted to reflect your intent in the MOA.
We ask that you carefully review the sections of the MOA pertaining to the contributions
of the Board of Education to the development fund to ensure that we have accurately
reflected your intent. The draft MOA includes a contribution by the Board of Education of
$100,000.00 during the 2017-2018 fiscal year. During the 2018-2019 fiscal year, the final

! As we have discussed, any supplemental appropriation by the City will necessarily increase the MBR
baseline, but splitting the appropriation across two fiscal years will result in the MBR baseline increasing by
$1.15 million, rather than by $2.3 million. Notably, the increased MBR baseline that will apply, under the
proposed plan, during the 2016-2017 fiscal year will not result in a compliance concem, as the increase in the
MBR baseline is less than the overall increase in the Board of Education’s budget.
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year of the development fund, the Board of Education would provide the entire $1.2
million in funding necessary to fund the plan to address CREC’s priority
recommendations.

The MOA also includes several other key provisions. First, we linked the MOA
directly to the Board of Education’s plan to address the priority recommendations of the
CREC audit. This was designed to provide transparency and a level of comfort to all
parties that the funding would be expended for the intended purpose. Second, we drafted
the MOA to reflect expenditures of approximately $1.2 million per year. Approximately
level spending will help to ensure that the non-lapsing accounts will not exceed the
applicable statutory cap. Third, we drafted the MOA to provide the Board of Education
full discretion to expend the funding appropriated to the development fund.

Overall, our drafting intended to keep the MOA as straightforward as possible,
avoiding unnecessary or complicated provisions.

Summaryv and Analysis

The draft MOA is intended to address the objectives you shared during our
discussion of the development fund. The MOA, once executed, would constitute a legal
agreement between the parties concerning the procedures associated with the establishment
of the development fund. We note, as you review the MOA, that your request to split the
City’s contributions to the development fund across two fiscal years will require the City
to authorize two supplemental appropriations and two non-lapsing accounts. This
approach, while intended to address the issue of increases to the MBR baseline, results in
multiple obligations being imposed on the City bodies involved.

We hope this analysis is helpful to you. We would be happy to provide further
analysis as you may require. Please do not hesitate to contact me (at (203) 324-8155 or
ctracey@goodwin.com) or Tom Mooney at ((860) 251-5710 or tmooney@goodwin.com)
if you would like to discuss this memorandum or any related issues.
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT

This Memorandum of Agreement (the “Agreement”), is made and entered into this __ day
of 2016, by and between the Norwalk Board of Education (hereinafter
referred to as “Board of Education”), the Common Council of the City of Norwalk
(hereafier referred to as “Common Council”), and the Board of Estimate and Taxation of
the City of Norwalk (hereafter referred to as “Board of Estimate and Taxation”).

WHEREAS, the Board of Educatjon is subject to the mandates of the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act (the “IDEA™), the federal law concerning the delivery of
special education and related services to eligible resident students with disabilities; and

WHEREAS, an audit conducted by the Capitol Region Education Council
(hereafter referred to as “CREC”) identified critical challenges facing the Board of
Education in its efforts to comply with the mandates of the IDEA and provide appropriate
and efficient special education and related services to eligible students; and

WHEREAS, the audit conducted by CREC included recommendations for priority
action to be taken to be taken by the Board of Education to ensure compliance with the
IDEA and the delivery of appropriate and efficient special education and related services to
eligible students; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Education, the Common Council, and the Board of
Estimate and Taxation (hereafter, jointly, the “Parties”) agree that prompt implementation
of the recommended priority actions identified by the CREC audit report is in the best
interests of the City of Norwalk, its residents, and its students; and

WHEREAS, the Parties are desirous of establishing shared financial responsibility
between the City of Norwalk and the Board of Education for the costs of implementing a
plan to address the priority recommendations of the CREC audit report, pursuant to the
terms and conditions set forth herein.

NOW THEREFORE, the Parties hereby agree as follows:

1. The Board of Education’s plan to address the priority recommendations of the
CREC audit report (which plan is included as Attachment A) shall be implemented
by the Board of Education during the fiscal years beginning July 1, 2016 (FY 2016-
2017), July 1,2017 (FY 2017-2018), and July 1, 2018 (FY 2018-2019). The term
of this Agreement shall commence upon execution of this Agreement by the Parties
and shall terminate on June 30, 2019. This Agreement shall impose no obligations
“on the Parties after June 30, 2019, and the Agreement shall no effect after said date.

4713084v1



2.

Implementation of the Board of Education’s plan to address the priority
recommendations of the CREC audit shall require expenditures by the Board of
Education of $3.6 million, in total. The Board of Education shall make such
expenditures during the three full fiscal years following execution of this
Agreement (i.e., FY 2016-2017, FY 2017-2018, and FY 2018-2019). The Board of
Education shall expend approximately $1.2 million during each such fiscal year in
furtherance of its plan to address the priority recommendations of the CREC audit.

Obligations of the City of Norwalk

3.

To ensure the availability of funding sufficient to implement the plan to address the
priority recommendations of the CREC audit, the City of Norwalk shall contribute
$2.3 million, in total, during the term of this Agreement to support the Board of
Education’s implementation plan. The City of Norwalk shall make such
contribution through supplemental appropriations of $2.3 million, in total, to the
Board of Education. The Parties agree that it is in the best interests of the City of
Norwalk and the Board of Education that said supplemental appropriations be made
in two parts, with equal supplemental appropriations authorized during the current
fiscal year (FY 2015-2016) and the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2016 (FY 2016-
2017). The first supplemental appropriation, in the amount of $1.15 million, shall
be made before June 30, 2016. The second supplemental appropriation, in the
amount of $1.15 million, shall be made on or before August 15,2016. By
approving and executing this Agreement, the Common Council and the Board of
Estimate and Taxation agree to take all necessary action required under state and
local law, regulation, rule, policy or ordinance, to approve such supplemental
appropriations. By executing this Agreement, the Common Council and the Board
of Estimate and Taxation acknowledge and agree that no issue related to the

‘availability of funding to fulfill the obligations set forth herein exists. The Board of

Education shall take all necessary action required under state and local law,
regulation rule, policy or ordinance, to appropriately request such supplemental
appropriations from the City of Norwalk.

The supplemental appropriations made by the City of Norwalk to the Board of
Education pursuant to Paragraph 3 of this Agreement shall be expended by the

. Board of Education during FY 2016-2017 and FY 2017-2018 in support of the

Board of Education’s plan to implement the priority recommendations of the CREC
audit. To ensure the availability of the funding appropriated by the City of
Norwalk to the Board of Education during FY 2016-2017 and FY 2017-2018, and

~ to prevent the lapsing of the funds contributed pursuant to Paragraph 3 back to the

4713084v1

City of Norwalk at the end of FY 2015-2016 and FY 2016-2017, the Board of
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Estimate and Taxation shall vote, in accordance with C.G.S. 10-248a (the text of
which is included as Attachment B), to establish a non-lapsing account for the
deposit of unexpended funds appropriated to the Board of Education pursuant to
Paragraph 3 during the fiscal years ending June 30, 2016 (FY 2015-2016) and the
fiscal year ending June 30, 2017 (FY 2016-2017). The Board of Estimate and
Taxation shall vote to approve said deposits to the non-lapsing account on an
annual basis during FY 2015-2016 and FY 2016-2017.

Obligations of the Board of Education

5.

To ensure the availability of funding sufficient to address the priority
recommendations of the CREC audit, the Board of Education shall contribute $1.3
million, in total, during the term of this Agreement to support its implementation
plan. The Board of Education shall make such contribution by drawing upon its
insurance account reserves. The Parties agree that the Board-of Education’s

‘contribution shall be made in two parts, with the Board of Education expending

$100,000.00 from said reserve insurance account(s) during FY 2017-2018 and
expending $1.2 million from said reserve insurance account(s) during FY 2018-
2019. By approving and executing this Agreement, the Board of Education agrees
to take all necessary actions required under state and local law, regulation, rule,
policy or ordinance, to approve such expenditures from its reserve insurance
account(s).

The Board of Education shall expend all funding contributed by the City of
Norwalk pursuant to Paragraph 3 of this Agreement and by the Board of Education
pursuant to Paragraph 5 of this Agreement in support of the plan to implement the
priority recommendations of the CREC audit. The Board of Education shall have
the authority to designate such funds in furtherance of the plan to implement the
priority recommendations of the CREC audit. The Board of Education shall have
the authority to designate the funds appropriated to the non-lapsing accounts
established pursuant to Paragraph 4 of this Agreement for any purpose supporting

the plan to implement the priority recommendations of the CREC audit. The Board

of Education shall not designate the funds appropriated to the non-lapsing accounts
established pursuant to Paragraph 4 of this Agreement for any other purpose.

Miscellaneous Terms

7’,

4713084v1

This Agreement shall become effective and binding upon the Parties ﬁeretq upon
the approval of their respective bodies and the subsequent execution. heréof by’
authorized representatives thereof. This Agreement shall be executed i in duphcate
with an original to remain on file in the ofﬁce of each of the Partles hereto
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10.

4713084v1

Notwithstanding any provisions to the contrary contained herein, the Board of
Education retains the right during any fiscal year to request an additional
appropriation of funds from the City of Norwalk that are not associated with the
plan to implement the priority recommendations of the CREC audit. This
Agreement shall not restrict the relative rights or obligations of the Parties, except
as expressly set forth herein.

This Agreement may be modified by written agreement between the Parties hereto,
upon affirmative vote of their respective bodies and execution of the same.

This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement between the Parties concerning
the subject matter hereof. All prior agreements, discussions, representations,
warranties and covenants are merged herein. In the event that any of the terms or
provisions of this Agreement are declared invalid or unenforceable by any court of
competent jurisdiction or any federal or State government agency having A
jurisdiction over the subject matter of this Agreement, the remaining terms and
provisions that are not effected thereby shall remain in full force and effect.

[remainder of page intentionally left blank]



In Witness whereof, the parties hereto subscribe their names on the date and year first
above written.

BOARD OF EDUCATION | COMMON COUNCIL
Chairperson President

Chairperson (print name) President (print name)
Date Date

BOARD OF ESTIMATE AND TAXATION

Chairperson

Chairperson (print name)

Date

[Signature Page]

. 4713084v1
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ATTACHMENT B

Conn. Gen. Stat. § 10-248a. Unexpended education funds account.

For the fiscal year ending June 30, 2011, and each fiscal year thereafter, notwithstanding
any provision of the general statutes or any special act, municipal charter, home rule
ordinance or other ordinance, the board of finance in each town having a board of finance,
the board of selectman in each town having no board of finance or the authority making -
appropriations for the school district for each town may deposit into a nonlapsing account
any unexpended funds from the prior fiscal year from the budgeted appropriation for
education for the town, provided such amount does not exceed one per cent of the total
budgeted appropriation for education for such prior fiscal year.

47130841



BoOE-s

Special Education Development Fund
2016-17 through 2018-19
S3.6M
{$1.2M per year for three years)
The Fund Sunsets at the Conclusion of the 2018-19 SY

Purpose

The Special Education Development Fund shall be used exclusively for the purpose of
.implementing the priority recommendations of the 2015 CREC Audit/Review of Norwalk Special
Education Services. The Fund will enable the development of new service delivery madels and
programs for specialized instruction necessary to provide Norwalk students with special needs a

full continuum of Scientifically Research Based Interventions (SRBI).

Current services are skewed toward over-reliance an one-on-one paraprofessional services
(Aides and ABAs) and contractual services (out-of-district placements). It is necessary to create
a continuum of professional services within the District and a service delivery model for each
placement category before students can be transitioned from their current IEP-mandated
placements. The Fund entails a greater investment in special education teachers while
paraprofessional services and contracted expenditures are reduced and repurposed over a
three-year period of time.

Anticipated expenditures include: funding Special Education Case Managers at each
elementary school; management of outside placements; more robust defensive legal capacity;
creation of “model school” sites at each level demonstrating a full continuum of services;
development of a staff training capacity; developing general education solutions for 504 Plans
and adaptive technology; and recruitment and retention of high quality professional staff.
Moreover, the fund will be used to develop new roles, programs and systems, and provide
training, and development of special education staff at all levels to improve the scope and
quality of specialized instruction.

The fund wauld sunset in three years once the goals of program restructuring and budget
repurposing were met. Expenditures of the funds would be transitioned into the Operating
Budget and/or funded by dollars currently expended on less cost-effective services.




In response to the priority recommendations of the CREC Special Education Review, a series of
steps have been identified to be accomplished or planned in the period of January-July 2016,
with implementation continuing into the 2016-17 school year:

10.

11,

Conclude a search for a Chief of Specialized Learning and Student Services (Chief),
reporting to the Superintendent.

Plan and implement centralization of Inclusive Preschool Classrooms at the Roosevelt
Center, effective September, 2016.

In partnership with current providers, return students to Norwalk in three out-placed
classes for 2016-17: two secondary E.D. classes to Norwalk High Schoal, and one
elementary Autism classroom to Wolfpit School.

Request a CSDE ‘desk audit’ of IEPs.

Improve the system of financial controls: All District level expenditures and contracts will
be approved by the Chief. The Budget Director will meet bi-weekly with the to assess and
project budgets. (Dr. Michael Cicchetti will perform these roles until the new Chief joins
the District.)

Pian and implement an elementary school demonstration and training site offering a full
continuum of services for 2016-17.

Combine and integrate each high school with feeder middle schools for development of a
consistent continuum of services.

Reconstitute the District Special Education Department — people, positions, roles and
responsibilities — to create the capacity to accomplish all priority recommendations of the
CREC Special Education Review during the term of the Strategic Operating Plan, 2016-2018.

Establish the extra-duty position of Special Education School Compliance and Quality Case
Manager in all elementary schools beginning in 2016-17; Negotiate compensation with
NFT,

improve capacity to plan, develop, implement and communicate 504 Plans and the use of
adaptive technology beginning in 2016-17.

Create the capacity to audit and manage outside placements, coordinate shared services
and facilitate return of students to the District when appropriate, to include DCF and Court
placements.

Item 6 through 11 are largely dependent upon the first installment of the Fund in 2016-17 and
are reflected in the Tentative Allocation Plan for 2016-17.




Rationale

The City of Norwalk currently has a healthy fund balance of $44.8M. It is anticipated that the
Balance will grow significantly in the current year. Funding the District’s transitional Special
Education needs from Fund Balance enables the gradual repurposing of current expenditures
without placing additional pressure on the Operating Budget and tax rate. Moreover because
these funds fall outside of the Operating Budget they do not contribute to the District's annual
Minimum Budget Requirement {(MBR) or create a long-term funding obligation on the part of
the City. Allocations from Fund Balance are most appropriate when they are used to address
one-time, short-term or transitional funding needs particularly when it is necessary to respond
to a crisis. The City’s AAA Bond Rating will not be affected by an expenditure of this size.

The requested appropriation from Fund Balance of $1.2M per year for three years will allow the
District to transition to higher quality, cost-effective special education services while preventing
the disruption of current services to students.

Tentative Allgcation Plan; 2016-17 SY
(Subject to review of current data, review by the BOE Ad Hoc Committee or on Speciol Education,
consultation with the Norwalk Federation of Teachers and opproval by the Board of Education.)

Furnishings and equipment at Norwalk High School
and Wolfpit Elementary School for the return of three
out-placed classes (ED and Autism) to Norwalk for 2016-17.....cccccevrmreeerirreereerosesersensens $50,000

Implement one elementary school demonstration and training
site offering of full-continuum services for 2016-17.......c.ccruvinmrreinmernrisersrensreseeseness $200,000

Establish the extra-duty positions of Special Education
Schoo! Compliance and Quality Case Managers in elementary
SCROOIS FOr 2006-17 ..oveeiiriiereeiie e eseecssssceeeaeres st ressesssmns b s es e e et s s besensensantesassanses $300,000

Manager of Outside Placements .........c....... Lt eeasas e e r et e bn e bhara e e e bant e seebabebaeerrsans $150,000
{self-funding beyond 2018-19)

Evaluation/Assessment Coordinator .........cuvvcveererevecssenns rerreer st e rernerasneabenaearassaeas $100,000

Elementary to middle grades enroliment growth

of IEP-related professional SEIVICES ...........vieeriireennieressesess o sssseesaennen crerrensereens $200,000
Special Education Teacher Teach-to-One Math Program, 6-8........c.ecvevvemevereirconsacrereons $100,000
Professional Development ........c.covvverienerervenenns Erhteetrershentes i b e e en e e s R e nere s asae ke ebbetaas $100,000
TOTAL ...ttt netrererssesnessrereressressnnnssasonssossresssnes rreerssrearenne rerenstteeeaversensens $1,200,000.00




Tentative Allocation Plan: 2017-18 SY
- (Subject to review of current data, review by the BOE Ad Hoc Committee on Special Education,
consultation with the Norwalk Federation of Teachers and approval by Board of Education.)

Start-up cost (furnishing, equipment and personnel) for CREC
Hearing Impaired Regional Pragram (PK-5) .....cc.cccamcemmenennss ervesresorasasrenesrssesrensarases $175,000

Training and transition costs for Norwalk Teachers to assume
responsibility for E.D. classrooms .......uueininenrvessssessseasns Nhrerseseesesesstaseneebnssransonsesnnas $200,000

Implement middle schaol demonstration and training site
offering a full continUUM Of SEIVICES .....vevverririasererrracsennerivaniesssiesssersseeresasssssaseres . 9200,000

S;iecial Education School Compliance and
Quality Case Managers in elementary schools (2/3 funding) .......cccoveenee. rereiereserirerbanee $200,000

Evaluation/Assessment Coordinator (3/4 funding)........ccevvee vt frnessestesenisinsennnssssnenserees 979,000

Elementary to middle grades enrollment growth

of IEP-related professional SEIVICES ........ccveiereiiinienii st ceesanessessesrsssessesassocsmnons 5100,000
Special Education Teacher Teach-to-One Math Program, 6-8 (2" school) ......coccereene. $100,000
Professional Development (3/4 FUNING) ....ccureveeeiereriiiriinii oo ircessassrerssnssseserios $75,000
Special Education Office SUPPOrt Staff .........coccevnermienineer e recneseeeerersssestssaesesasssses $75,000
TOTAL .o triniiriconrensiieessersesasseresssnessssassansssrosnsessesenssresaassarsonss ons searersransssesnsssas $1,200,000.00



Tentative Allocation Plan: 2018-19 SY
{Subject to review of current data, review by the BOE Ad Hoc Committee on Special Education,
consultation with the Norwalk Federation of Teachers and approval by Board of Education. )

Return additional out-placed classes to the District (TBD) ................................... $300,000

Implement high school demonstration and training site
offering a full CONtINUUM OFf SETVICES wcuvurmmniiimisniissssrsinamminssrsssn s ssissssenseseiees $200,000

Special Education School Compliance and
Quality Case Managers in elementary schools (1/2 funding) .......cccvevcsinninnnsreninnnes $150,000

—

Special Education School Compliance and

Quality Case Managers in middle SChOO0IS ....viiiririmsencssinsiimsimmssnssssimssnses $200,000
Assumption of 504 plans/adaptive technology by IT Department ...cc.ocmicvisinisinenes $100,000
Evaluation/Assessment Coordinator {1/2 FUNGING) crveverereemressresmsniessnrsnerasensie e bensnsseans $50,000
Professional Development (1/2 FUNding) ...cewmseessecsssisnisisssisssussecsssensssstsassssssssnsesss $50,000
Special Education Office Support Staff .....ccceccirivencnnen. erereertsrerseressastasesssbenv st eaasaeaes $150,000
TOTAL covvvreeereeeeesrerasessarsssearsssessatessssstesssssssnessesattesseessesssbsnasstrastassnsestisssnstosssssnrsssesss $1,200,000.00



Nearwalk Public Schools
SPECIAL EDUCATION DEVELOPMENT FUND
2016-17 through 2018-19

ITEM

2016-17

 2017-18

. 2018-19

- Return of out-placed classes to NPS

1 Furnishings and equipment at

1 Norwalk High Schoo! and Wolfpit

1 Elementary School for return of three

| out-placed classes (ED and Autism) to
the District

Start-up cost (furnishings, equipment
and personnel} for CREC Hearing
impaired Regional Program [PK-S)

’ $175,000

. Return additional out-placed classes
' to the District (TBD)

$300,000

$50,000 | Training and transition costs for
Norwalk teachers to assume
responsibility for ED classrooms
$200,000

Implemeht demonstration and One elementary school One middle school demonstration One high schooi demonstration site

training sites offering a full demonstration site site

continuum of services $200,000 $200,000 $200,000

Establish extra-duty positions of Elementary school positions Elementary school positions tlementary school positions

Special Education Compliance and : 1 (2/3 funding) {(1/2 funding)
' Quality Case Managers $300,000 $200,000 $150,000

Middle school positions
$200,000

' AAssumption of 504 planfadaptive” Positions and equipment
- technology by IT Department : $100,000

Manager of Outside Placements (self- | Manager position 1.0 FTE N

funded beyond 2018-19)

5150,000
| Evaluation/Assessment Coordinator | Coordinator position/non- Coordinator position/non- Coordinator position}non-i
supervisory supervisory (3/4 funding) supervisory {1/2 funding)
$100,000 $75,000

$50,000




[2016-17

2018-19

ITEM 201718
Enrollment growth Elementary to middle grades growth | Elementary to middle grades growth
of IEP-related professional services of |EP-related professional services

$200,000 $100,000
Special Education Teachers for Teach- | 1.0 Special Education Teacher 1.0 Special Education Teacher
to-One Math Program, 6-8 (2 school)

$100,000 $100,000
Professional Development JEPs and 504 Plans IEPs and 504 Plans IEPs and 504 Plans

Specialized Instruction
Paraprofessionals
General education teachers

Specialized Instruction
Paraprofessionals
General education teachers

Specialized Instruction
Paraprofessionals
General education teachers

{3/4 funding) {(1/2 funding)
$100,000 $75,000 $50,000
Special Education Office Support Staff Office Secretarial Staff Office Secretarial Staff
475,000 $150,000
TOTAL $1,200,000 $1,200,000 $1,200,000 |
03-29-2016
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CITY OF NORWALK FUND BALANCE FACTS

> Norwalk’s unassigned fund balance on 6/30/2015 stood at $42,287,811. Unassigned fund batance grew during the
© past year by $7.7 million or 22.2%. Norwalk’s unassigned fund balance is now at the highest level it has
ever been in its history.

» Over the past five years, Norwalk's unassigned fund balance grew from $26.5 million to $42.3 million, an increase of
$15.7 million or 59.3%.

> Norwalk has the largest fund balance of any municipality in the State of Connecticut. According to Statewide data
published by the State Office of Policy and Management, as of 6/30/2014, Norwalk’s unassigned fund balance of
$34.6 million was #1 in the State of Connecticut, and was a fuil $6.8 million higher than the #2 community in
" Connecticut, the Town of Greenwich. Since 6/30/2014, Norwaik’s fund balance has grown by an unprecedented
$7.7 million to $42.3 million and it is almost certain that Norwalk ended 6/30/2015 and will end 6/30/2016 with the
largest fund balance of any community in the State.

> Norwalk’s unassigned fund balance currently stands at a healthy 12.1% of GAAP revenues, the highest such
percentage achieved by the City in many years, and possibly ever. The amount is toward the upper end of the 7.5%
1o 15% range established in the Board of Estimate and Taxation in the City’s formal fund balance policy.

» Over the past three years, the average annual growth in fund balance has been $4.6 million/year. Historically, the
City has out-performed its revenue assumptions, resuiting in actual results of operation that are better than budget.
There is no reason to believe that this will not again be the case for FY 2015-16.

» If we were to assume that the City actual results of operation only generate % of the favorable results experienced
by the City in the past three years, the City wouid still end up with positive results of operation for FY 2015-16 in the
range of $2.3 million, enough to offset the amount requested to fund the Special Education Development Fund.
Given strong development activity in Norwalk and its impact on building permit revenue and other economically
sensitive revenues, this would not appear to be an unreasonable assumption. Under this set of assumptions, the
Special Education Development Fund could be fully funded from fund balance and the City’s fund balance would stiil
remain in the current range of $42.3 million,

Chart 1-Norwalk Fund Balance History

S P00 Acwall  Acwall  Acwal  Acwal  Aduall Acual

! FY 2009-10° FY2010110  FY2011-12 sz012-13‘ FY2013~14  FY2014-15

 'Beginning Total Fund Balance {6 29500319 ¢ 29,171,733 $ 30,574,487 ° S 31,146,450 - § 33,434,052, |4 37,483,607 :

‘Revenues (GAAP basis) {$ 285935540 | $ 295,375,547 i § 305,757,7_02 : $ 318,941,728 | $ 335,874,995 | i I'$ 350,494,312 ¢

. Expenditures (GAAP basis) § $ . 287,177,972 |$ 293,972,793 | $ 306,355,382 . S 316,805,008 $ 331,825,440 | __§"342 818, 203 i

Revenues less Expenditures (GAAPbasis) | § | (1,242,432) § 1,402,754 | $ 412,320 é ? 2537"957.25: $ 40895551 3 7,576.109 ‘

- | z . P, !
(Other Financing Sources - Net P s 3B 0 15 159,845 s 1% 8771 % < (3 087)

:Ending Total Fund Balance S 28,613,275 § 30,574, 487 1S 31,146, 450 S 33,434, 052 $ 37,483, 607 1S 2 787,529 i
Unassigned Fund Balance 5 26,549,871 $ 28,628,331 $ 28,531,930 S 29,750,868 $ 34,613,222 $ 42,287,811

Change in Unassigned Fund Balance s (2,838,728) § 2,078,460 $ "(965,401) $ 1,218,938 ¢ 4,862,354 & 7,674,589 i

Percent Change in Unassigned FB 7.8% -0.3% 43% 16.3% 22.2%

N
Unassigned FB as % of GAAP Revenues 9.3% 9.7% 9.3% 9.3% 10.3% 12,1%
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NORWALK PUBLIC SCHOOLS
125 East Avenue ' PO Box 6001
_Norwalk, CT 06852-6001
Office: (203) 854-4063
Email: hamilton@norwalkps.org

Thomas Hamilton

Chief Financial Officer
MEMORANDUM
DATE: April 18, 2016
TO: Dr. Steven Adamowski, Superintendent of Schools
FROM: Thomas Hamilton, CFO
RE: Financial Projections Related to SPED Development Fund

Attached is a financial analysis related to the District’s request to fund a Special Education
Development Fund over a three-year period with supplemental funding of $1.2 million per year.

The purpose of this fund is to allow the District to develop a full continuum of special education
services. In the absence of a robust continuum of services, the District is over-reliant on 1:1
aides and out-of-district placements. In order to provide our students the special education

- services they need in the least restrictive environment, the District needs to invest resources into

building in-house capacity. It is anticipated that the fund would have the dual effect of providing
more appropriate educational programming, while ultimately reducing the costs associated with
outside placements and one-on-one services.

The financial analysis examines three specific proposed programs that the District intends to
pursue in the upcoming school year, if funding for the Special Education Development Fund is
approved. One program is for high school students who are presently in an outplaced school,
and the two other programs are elementary autism programs; one for children who are presently
outplaced, and another for students who are presently dispersed in-district for whom the District
is predominantly making use of contracted 1:1 ABA therapists. In all instances, after an initial
implementation and transition period, the proposed new programs will ultimately provide more
appropriate educational programming at less cost to the District.

In addition to looking at these three specific programs, we have modeled the overall financial
impact on projected out-of-district tuition costs for the District over the next ten years, assuming
we are able to build the capacity in-house to bring fifty (50) outplaced students (approximately
37%) back in-district, over a six-year period. Based on the expected savings on the high school



ED program and elementary autism programs, we believe that the District can save
approximately 35% by serving students’ needs through in-district programs. Compared to the
projected costs of keeping the present number of students in out-of-district facilities, we estimate
that by investing $3.6 million in the Special Education Development Fund the District will save
"approximately $8.7 million over the next ten years, with a net present value of $6.6 million.

Obviously, there are many variables that could impact these projections, including the number of
students requiring special education services, changes in federal or state laws and regulations, the
cost and availability of contracted services, the ability to hire qualified in-house staff, and many
other variables. Actual results could be higher or lower than these projections, but we believe
that the there is a real opportunity to provide appropriate, high quality special education services
to our students in the least restrictive environment, and to save taxpayers’ money while doing so.

Cc:  Michael Lyons, Chairman, Board of Education



PRESENT COSTS COMPARED TO PROPOSED COSTS FOR HIGH SCHOOL ED PROGRAM, AND ELEMENTARY AUTISM PROGRAMS

Avg Per Student Tuition

Number of Students

Total Current Tuition

(4) 1:1 aides @ 2,520 per month/each

1:1 ABA's and related BCBA Services @ 98,880/yr
Other Professional Services (OT, speech therapy, etc.)

TOTAL

In-house Program Costs:

Teachers/Other Certified Professionals at $92,000/ea
Classroom aides at $36,400/ea

{4) In-House 1:1 aides at $36,400/each

Shared ABA Therapists 3:1 (contacted with iPP)

FICA & Medicare Tax

Health Benefits at $17,437/ea (net cost to Board)
Other Professional Services

Supplies & Materials

TOTAL

Projected Annual Savings

Savings as % of Current Expense

IRR CALCULATION:
Year O
Year 1
Year 2
Year 3

Internal Rate of Return
Simple Payback Period, in years

High School ED Program

Elementary Autism Program

Consolidate In-House 10 Student
Elementary Autism Program (K-2)

$ 60,000 S 156,200 S 125,000
10 S 1
S 600,000 S 781,000 $ 125,000
S 100,800 0
S 889,920
S 25,000 $ 19,000 $ 46,000
S 725,800 $ 800,000 $ 1,060,920
s 92,000.00 $ 276,000 $ 184,000
S 36,400.00 S 109,200 $ -
$ 145,600.00 $ -8 .
$ 395,520
S 15,257.00 $ 12,356 $ 2,668
s 104,622.00 S 104,622 § 34,874
[ 25,000.00 $ 19,000 $ -
S 10,000.00 $ 5000 $ -
$ 428,879.00 S 526,178 § 617,062
$ 296,921.00 $ 273,822 § 443,858
41% 34% . 42%
$ (428,879.00) $ (526,177.80)
$ 296,921.00 $ 273,822.20
s 296,921.00 $ 273,822.20
S 296,921.00 S 273,822.20
48% 26%
1.4 1.9



SPED DEVELOPMENT EUND FINANCIAL PROJECTION - FINANCIAL IMPACT OF REDUCING NUMBER OF OUTPLACEMENTS

Total Projeced Outplacement SPED

AS IS Cost - No SPED Costs - With SPED Replacement In-house Development
# of Outplaced Students  Per Student Cost Development Fund Development Fund  Service Costs - 35% Savings Fund  Total Projected Cost Savings

Current 136 S 72,347 § 9,839,192

Year1 136 $ 75,241 S 10,232,760 S 10,232,760 S 1,200,000 $ 11,432,760 $ (1,200,090)
Year 2 121 §$ 78,251 S 10,642,070 $ 9,468,312 $ 762,943 §$ 1,200,000 $ 11,431,255 $ (789,185)
Year 3 111 $ 81,381 S 11,067,753 S 9,033,239 $ 1,322,434 $ 1,200,000 $ 11,555,673 $ (487,920)
Year 4 101 $ 84,636 S 11,510,463 $ 8,548,211 $ 1,925,463 S - - $ 10,473,675 $ 1,036,788
Year 5 91 § 88,021 S 11,970,882 $ 8,009,928 $ 2,574,620 S - S 10,584,548 S 1,386,334
Year6 86 $ 91,542 § 12,449,717 $ 7,872,615 $ 2,975,116 $ -8 10,847,731 $ 1,601,986
Year7 86 $ 95,204 S 12,947,705 $ 8,187,520 S 3,094,121 $ - S 11,281,640 S 1,666,065
Year 8 86 § 99,012 $ 13,465,614 § 8,515,020 $ 3,217,886 S - $ 11,732,906 $ 1,732,708
Year9 86 S 102,972 $ 14,004,238 S 8,855,621 S 3,346,601 S - S 12,202,222 $ 1,802,016
Year 10 86 $ 107,091 $ 14,564,408 S 9,209,846 S 3,480,465 $ - $ 12,690,311 $ 1,874,097
TOTAL $ 122,855,609 $ 87,9_33,073 $ 22,699,648 S 3,600,000 $ 114,232,721 $ 8,622,887
NPV $6,601,305

Assumptions:

1. In-District programs are projected to be able to accommodate 15 students duing year 2; 10 students per year during years 3-5; and 5 students in year 6.
2. Out-of-district tuition costs are projected to increase at 4% per year.

3. In-house costs will save 35% compared to outplacement costs per student.

4, Discount rate is 3%.
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Norwalk Executive Summary
.Special Education 'Reviéw
November,-2015

The district has conducted some activities to address the resomimendations outlined in the 2012
CREC Special Education Review, but their impact on the seven goals recommended in the CREC
2012.report has been minimal. In fact, we found the Norwalk special education system in woise
condition than in 2012, due to frequent staff turfiover, poor’ recruitment, hiring and supervisory
practices, ineffective central authority, and inadéguate monitoring and supervision of processes.
The curreht situation is critical and district leaders and the Board of Education will need to act with a
sense of urgency to institute changes in ofgahizational structure, processes, staffing, utilization of

resources, and commurication.

By the end of January the district should develop a Three Year Strategic Plan to address goals and
activities identified in this report. The district will need to consider the activities below as priorities to
be completed by June 2016. Accomplishment of these activities will require constant-focus and
additional funds. Activities and outcomes for futlire years are described in the Recommendation
Section of the report. To ensure successful outcomes, staff goals and evaluation must be aligned
with the Strategic Plan and monthly progress 6n the plan should be provided to the Board.

Goal 1: Improve recruitment, hiring, supervision, training, scheduling, assignments, and
retention of high quality special education staff.
Staffing _

o Elevate the Director of Pupil Services position to Chief Special Services Officer with
authority to implement the Strategic Plan.

o Revise special education administrator job descriptions, extend their-work year, and assign
them to school clusters (see organizational structure recommendations). Ensure all
administrators have necessary experience and expertise to perform revised job descriptions.

< Hire-one additional administrator by July 201610 supervise special education preschool.

o Hire an Evaluation/Assessment Coordinator by Feb. 2016 to coordinate and monitor special
education student evaluation and assessment.

= Hire an QOut of District Coordinator (non-administrative position) by February 2016.

o Hire one additional special education office staff in 2015-16-and twp more in 2016-17 and
reassign to-align with new organizational structure.



‘o Review utilization of special education aides to determine nuiber needed, where and if
hiring of part timeé staff is advisable, and work with the union to adjust the contract to align
‘Positions with skills and expertise of gides.

¥ Utilfzing‘ standard protocol; analyze speciél education teacher assignments and caseloads
and make recommendations for 2016-17 budget and 'staffing assighrents, .

Processes

o Develop-and imiplement with fidelity procedures for staff hiring, assignments, ¢aseloads,
tracking, and retention of high quality staff,

o Humari Résources (HR) develop a system to track special education staff assignments and
provide reports regulariy to Superintendent and Chief Special Services Oﬁicef.i_

o Special education administrators collaborate with building administrators in the hiring,
supervision and evaluation 6f§_ll special education cerfified staff,

Recruitment

e Human Resources and Special Education offices develop relationships with staffing

agenciés and colleges to obtain hard to find staff.
Training

¢ Utilizing the hational leaming forward standards for professional development, develop a
comprehensive 2 year professional development plan for special education and general
education staff that addresses the areas ‘of coricern ideritified in this report.

Goal 2: |mp,|erf_|ent an orggrﬁ'z_,atio,nal structure that provides tiered school supervision
and support and authority of the special education office to create and implement
consistent standards and processes in special education,

o Develop.School Clusters from feeder schabls and assign special.edugation administrators.

o Move 504 responsibilities to general education.

o Goordinate and monitor all special education student evaluation and assessment services
and hire an evaluation/assessment coordinator.

o Develop a tiered system of School Support and Supervision for schools needing to improve
their Spediél education ouitcomes with oversight by the Chief Special Services Officer. ‘

Goal 3: Increase the focus on teachirig and learning, high quality services, sufficient
resoiurces, fidelity of implementation, full coritinuum of services and least restrictive
environment for students with disabiiitles.

o As instructional leaders, 'special education administrators will conduct classroom 6bservations
"and provide instructional training on aréas described in the report and monitor special




education student progréss on siimmative ahd formative assessments.

o Iriventory instructional materials, equipment and space and put needs into' 2016-7 budget.

o Proyide research-based, specially designed intérventiors in reading, writing, and math to
reet the needs of students with disabilities. '

o Assess continuurn of services in esich sehéol arid defirie éritry and exit criteria for district
programs. Ensure that schools are staffed at sufficient levels'to allow schools to provide.a full
continuum of services.

o Working in partnérship with othef agenciés, develop a plan to provide an 18-21 year old
comimunity based program and a high school therapeutic, program for students with
emotional problems in 2016-17, '

o Find 4 logation that will-accommodate all prescheol classes and alsb allow for expansion and

the partnering with other agencies,

Goal 4: Implement and monitor standards for special education across the district and
achieve compliance with IDEA requirements.

o Update thé proéedures manual, train special education staff and building administrators ori
the processes, and monitor implementation.

o Professional development (PD) on writing IEPs and administrative review of each 1EP.

o Td ensure that procedures are followed with fidelity, the Supetintendent and Office of Special
Education dévelop a monitoring systém aligned with the recommendations made fora tiered
system of School Stpérvision and Support.

Goal 5: Improve control and more effective use of the speclal education resources
o Develop a plan to reduce costs for out of district and consultation sefvices.
o Weekly miestings with the .Special' Educatian, Business Services, and Human Resourceés
offices to review budget, staffing, and processes.
o No special education expenditures expended without approval of the Chief Special Services
Officer. ’

Goal 6: Improve parent and staff communication
e Conduct school cluster special education staff meetings regularly.
o Sirategic Plan Committee composed of représentative staff and parents meets.
o Centralize parent contact information, fo provide timely information t6 parents.
e Develop a procedure for haridling parent concerns and for communicating changes in student
programs and train staff. ‘



Background Informmation

- This review, comniissioned by the Norwalk Board of Education in August; 2015 Is intended to provide -
information to the district 6n progress made since the last-special education program review that was
conducted by CREQ- in 2012, as well as answer questions related _foeffec‘th’té utilization of resoirces,

~sixC-a”p'itoI Region Education Council (CREC) education specialists experienced in program feviews
and special education, Data collected to answer the evaluation questions were from the following
sources: State and Local Docuriients, 23 IEP Reviews, 4 In-depth Stident Réviews, 18 Classroom
Observations, and Interviews with 36 staff and 50 parents.

Evaluation Questions ,
The Norwalk leadership and Board of Education posed the following questions for this review:
2012 CREC Special Education Report?
2) What organizational structures would be most effective to ensure compliance, quiality

services and effective utilization of resources?

Methodology
A variety of da’ta were collected and analyzed in order to answer the evaluation questions. Please

see Matrix (page 3).

Dogunients and Reporis -
< Aggregate and disaggregate trend data at the state, DRG, and local level regarding special
education
o Distfict budget, staffing, in-district and out-of-district placement information ’
o Reports from the district and state on state indicators from the State Performance Plan
o Student achievement data
o Staff caseloads and staff and student schedules
e Individual Education Plans (IEPs)




Student IEP Review ,
A represefitative sample of 23 Special éducation studefit IEPs was raridomly selected and reviewed
(itilizing established protacot designéd to assess educational benefit. See Appendix A for désgription

of sample.

In-depth Student Review .

Four special education students representing. various disability categories and ages were randomly
selécted for in-depth reviews. See Appendix B for protocol. These students were observed in
classrooms, their confidential files were reviewed, and staff were interviewed.

individual and Group.Focus Interviews
Input from 88 stakeholders was obtained through individual and group interviews during August,
‘September-and October, 2015. ‘

o Input from fifty parents was obtained through three activities i) CREC attended a mesting of
Special Education Parent Partners with Superintendent Adamowski in October; 2) three
parent grouip seéssions were held in Norwalk in September 2015 : and 3) CREC conductéd
telephone inferviews with the 23 parents of students whose IEPs were reviewed. Spanish
tra‘n’Slatioﬁ was provided as nieédéd to promote participation. In addition, parents were
.encouraged to contact CR_EC‘ifthey could not aftend any of the sessions but wanted to
provide input. Four parents contacted us via email to provide feedback. See Appendix Dfor
sumihary themes from the interviews.

o Thirty-eight building and central office administrators, office support, special education and
general education teachers, and related services staff were interviewed. See Appendix D for
summary .of themes from the interviews,

Observations of Classrooms

Eighteen classroorn observations were conducted in nine district schools (Brien McMahon High
School, Briggs High School, West Rocks Middle School, Ponus Ridge Middle School, Roton Middle
Schoaol, Nathah Hale Middle School, Fox Run.,' ‘Brookside, and Jefferson Elementary) to assess the
learning environment for inclusion and iinsirugiibna'l practices, school/classroom climate, and
implementation of the 1EP.



Matrix of Key Questions with Data Sources

'Norwalk Evaluation Questions

Data Sources
IEP and | District State
InDepth | I2SOOM | patagiEP | Foous
student ’ system In’terv:ews
. ‘ review
1) What progress has Norwalk made on the
7 three-year goal recommendations in the
2012 CREG Spéecia! Ed(ication Report?

o Focus on teaching and leaming, X X X X
high quality séfvices, and fidelity of :
implementation for students with
disabilities -

o Implement and monitor consistent
standards across the district X X X X

o Centralize the preschool programs - X

o Incréase opportunities within the . X
district for students with autism and X X X
emotional disturbance

o  Obtain additional funding or X
reallocate district funding for special X
education

o Develop a decision making
hierarchy that baiancss central X
office and building based authority - X
in special education

e Imprové communication between X
parents of speciat education '
children and school staff. X

2) What organizational structurés would be

most effective to ensure compliance, quality % X X X

services and effective ufiiization of

resources?
23lEPs | 1B SPED 88
reviewed | classrooms prevalence focused
&4in- observedin | ouf-of-district interview
depth 9 district placements, s with 50
“studeiit schools CMT/CART parents &
reviews 38 staff




T KEY FINDINGS

o bt et

Each question is addressed with a summary of the key findings. ‘For additional data, please see the

appendices.

=
LR NN CIE R idls  and In-deptl] Classroom
Student Revig Observations

District arj Focused
State Dat| Interviews

"Whit progress has Norwalk |
made on the 7 Goals
recommerided by the CREC
Feport in 20127

Findings: In 2012 the. CREC report indicated that since the initial CREC special education review in
2008, “Numerous inconsistericies among the schools coritinue to create problenis of inéquity of
services and in communication among staff and between staff and parents. Inconsistencies in the
processes for.identification and assessment, resource allocation, caseload allocation, staff
evaluation, special education service delivery model and service hours still éxist. The.custom of
building-bédsed decisions overriding central office decisions orni the use.of special education
resources -and compliance issues is problematic”. The 2012 GREé report recommended that the
district work on séven goals to address the identified issues. An action plan with activities and
completion dates for each goal was provided.

The 2015 review team examined district practicss and outcomes related to the 2012 goals, data
indicated that district implementatioh of the recommendations in the 2012 CREC report were
minimal. Therefore, there has been no progress made toward the successful achieverient of the
seven goals identified in 2012. Information about each goal is provided within the body of the report.
Additionally, data irdicate issueé'in the aréas of special education and 504 compliance, Least
Restrictive Environment, staffing, and utilization of resources have become more problematic since
CREC’s 2012 report.

The CREC review team recognizes that staff are trying to provide quality services and we did see
some examples of good spetial 8ducation practices. Frequent turnover of Central Office staff;



inefficient, ineffective, and inCOnsisteﬁntl_y used processes; lack of adequate attention to recruitment,
hiiring, training, assignment, support; and reténtion of staff; draining of resourcés from in district
sefvices to out of district placements and independent evaluations; poor temmunication; inadequate

central office authority and support; and lack of aftention to good instiuctional practice havé
conitributed to & reactive systerti with low staff tnorale, displesséd parénts, increased out of district
placéments, and poor educational benefit to students.

Find‘ings:“T he f_oliowing data sources were reviewed to determine progress in Educational 'Be‘nefrt:v
achievement data, IEP review, in-depth student review, staff-and parent interviews and classroom
observations. There has been minimal improvemént on this goal. Data indicate that, in general,
students with disabilities are not receiving educational bénefit due to poor quality IEPs, lack of
specially designed instruction, staffing issues, inadequate professional development, insufficient

materials and equipment, and inconsistent adherence to procedures.

Etforts that should be recognized:
There was an increase in the district's percent of special edtication students at or above proficiency

from 2012 to 2013, and in some schools scores were higher than the district average (see
achievement data below). Of the districts in District Reference Group (DRG) H, Norwalk-had the
highest number of students with disabilities meeting or exceeding achievement ori the Smarter
Balanced Assessment 2014-15, at:8.7% (Table 3). As observed in 2012, staff members have good
rélationships with the students, and there is genuine care for the children that they serve.

Progress on 2012 CREC Repoit, Goal #1 Action Plan

Below is the 2012 CREC proposed action plan for Goal #1 and ‘our progress findings: Educatiohal
Benefit Academy: The Academy would follow the design of the PPT Academy, but focus on
instruction and educational benefit to stutlents receiving special edueation. If should be required that
oneé building administrator from each school attend and follow up with IEP. monitoring and classroom
observations, utilizing the established protocol. The Academ y would provide administrators across
the district with common lahguage and a vehicle to détermine progress. The central office
adrministrators should regularly review special education student data to look for trends. This
information should be shared at the Educational Benefit Academy.




Findings: The PPT Academy was discontinued due to low attendance by building administrators and
fack of support fiom the Superintendent and Assistant Superintendent's office. The Educational

Benefit Academy was never formed.

Phase 1 Summer and Fall, 2012

Utilize central office administrator. méetings fo analyze-studlent data, develep protocals for IEP
reviews and classroom observations, and share re.sufts of reviews -and observations. The
observation and IEP protacol should Include reviews of and training in differentlated instructional
practices at the high schoollevel, use of instructional technology'in the général education
classraoms.in middle and high $chools, .increase of student independenice from special education
aides and utilization of aides, SRBI processes to determine special education identification and out
of district placement, along with offier Issues that central adiministrators discover after. reviewing the
data.

Findings: The prqac_fi\ie data-driven decision-making approach was not implemented. Staff report
that their days are primarily composed of reacting to problems.

Train administrators on how to monftor development arid implementation of IEPs to ensure
éeducational benefit utilizing the protocol developed in Phase 1. Central office and building
administrators would be expected to regularly review both the IEPs and the classroom instruction,
utilizing the established protocol.

Findings: Some training was done In 2013 for central office administrators, but bécauss of staff
turhover most of the current administrators hiave hot been rained. CREC conducted IEP training on
October 4,.20%5, for the special education administrators. Building administrators have not been
trained,

Phase 2 Fall, 2012

Train special education teachers and related staff an how to write @nd implemerit an-effective IEP
and how to use the protocol that will be used for IEP review and for classroom observations. Train
related service staff regarding-inclusion and transdisciplinary services.
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Findings: A day of training was provided by SERC, buit based on data collected through staff
interviews and IEP reviews, IEPs continue to be of low quality (see IEP réview scores Table 5). Oh

November 3, 2015, the district conducted an [EP training session for most of the special education
certified staff,

Superintendent, Assistant Superintendent, and Director of Pupil Seivices review spedial education
administrator job descriptions and modify the expectations regarding how they spend their days'in
order to shift more time to program (ie\{e]'opmenf and monitoring instruction.

Findings: The job description review and fealignment of responsibilities did not occur;

Achievement Data GMT and CAPT Scores Data examinéd:
o CMT and CAPT comparison by year (2011-12 and 2012-13), by subject, by school, by state
and DRG average
¢ 2014-15 district performance index by subject, school performance index (whole
schooligroup and special education subgroup)

CMT and CAPT data for Norwalk students with disabilities were analyzed and compared to 2011-12
data, which was provided in the 2012 report. Norwalk students’ 2012-13 academic performarnce
-data were also compared to the state’s data for that same year. The final administrations of the CMT
and CAPT occurred in 2012-13. In 2013-14, no academic performance data were made publicly
available, as the majority of schooi districts across in Connecticut participated in the Smarter
Balanced Field Test. 2014-15 Smarter Balanced assessment data are also provided, and compared
to DRG H and State results. No comparisons can be made between CMT/CAPT results and
Smarter Balanced results.

Ih somé areas, thére were increases in the district's percent of special education students at or
above proficiency from 2012 to 2013 (Table 1)
o Ingrades 5 and 8, the percent of students scoring proficient or better increased in math,
reading, and writing. ‘
o The percént of ~s,tudénts proficient in writing increased for grade 6; and for reading ifi grade 7.

Grades 3, 4, and 10 demonsiraied decreases in the percent of sitidents proficient in math, reading

and writing.
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A comparison betiveen Norwalk’'s CMT and CAPT scores for studerits with disabilities that were at
or above proficient, and the percent of students with ,disabiiities scoring proficient of better inthe
state in 2013 (Table 2) revealed that the stidents receiving special education in.Norwalk were below
the state avérage in all areas and grade levels with the exceﬁtion_s of grade 4 math and writing,
grade 5 writing, and grade 7 reading. The perfonnance of Norwalk students in Grades 3 and 10
were ‘well below state averages in math, reading ahd wiiting, with differences ranging from an 11%
difference in grade 10 writing, to a 28.9% difference in.grade 10 reading.

Appendix G demonstrates 2013 CMT and CAPT scores in math, reading-and writing for each
Nerwalk school, for the whole school and for students with digabilities. Many of the elemeritary
schools do not serve enough students with disabilities in grades testéd on the CMT for the Subgroup
to be considered for accountability purposes by the SDE.

« For CMT Math, the percent of students with disabilities scoring at or-above proficiency was
52.68%. In three schools, the percent of students scoring proficient or better was more than
10% below the district average; Brookside Elementary(28.57%), Siivermine Elementary
(41.67%), and Ponus Ridge Middle School (28.95%). In fivé schools, the percent of students
scoririg proficient or better was more than 10% higher than the district average: Cranbury
Elernentary (83.33%), Jefferson Elementary (100%), Kendall Elementary (72.73%),
Rowayton School (66.67%), and Roton Middle S,chdol (75.86%).

o 'For CMT Reading, the percent of students with disabilities écorihg &t or above proficiency
was 40.41%. In eight schodls, the percent of students scoring proficient or better was more
than 10% below the district average: Brookside Elementary (0.00%), Columbus Elementary
(26.67%), Rowayton Schoal (30.00%), Tracey School (17.86%), Fox Run Elemeritary
(19.05%), Naramake Elementary (23,08%), Marvin Eleméntary (23.53%), and Silvermine
Eleméntary (16.67%). In four schools, the percerit of students scoring proficient or beiter
was more than 10% higher than the district average: ’Cranbury'EJementa,ry (66.67%),
Jefferson Elementary (75.00%), Nathan Hale Middle School (53.33%) and Roton Middle
School (75.86%). In'general, a higher percentage of students with disabilities in the middie
schools score proficient or better, puliing up the avérage district performance.
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o For CMT Wﬁting, the pércent of studehts with disabilities scoring at or above proficiency was
45.42%. Iri fourschools, the percent.of students scoring proficient or betfer was maore than
10% below the district average: Brookside Elementary (14.29%), Tracey Schaol (30:56%),
Ponus Ridge Middle School (26.92%), and Wést Rocks Middle School (29.23%). In five
schools, the percent of students scoring proficient or better was more than 10% higher than
the district average: Cranbury Elementary (61.11%), Jefferson Elementary (77.78%),
Rowayton School (66.67%), Nathan Hale Middle School (57.14%) aiid Roton Middie Schoo!
(72.09%).

o For CAPT, the percent of stuidents with disabilities scoring at or above proficiency was
18,33% for math, 22.22% for reading, and 41.79% for wiiting. The perc¢ent of students
scoring proficient or better was maore than 10% below the district average for math, reading
and writing at Briggs High School (0% for all three). At Norwalk High School the percent of
students scoring at or above proficiency in reading was more than 10% higher than the
district average (34.78%).
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Table 1: Comparison 2012 to 2013: CMT/GAPT Special Education Bold Indicates increase in Proficiency % from 2012
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Table 2: CMT/CAPT 2013-Special Education Bolded Proficiency % indicates that Norwalk equaled or exceeded State

Grade 3

Grade 4

Grade 5

Grade 6

Grade7

Grade8

Grade 10

I State
Norwalk
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" Norwalk

Norwalk
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Across the state, the percent of students with disabilitieés meeting .or exceeding the achievement
level as measured by the Simarter Balanced assessments in 2014-15 was low., 14.6% of
Connecticut's students with disabilities met or éxceeded ttie achievement level in English Language
Atts, and 8.2% in mathematics. In DRG H, only Danbury had more than 5% of students with
disabilities meeting or exceeding the achievement level in mathematics. Norwalk had the highest
percent of students with disabilities meeting or exceeding achievement in English Language Atts, at
8.7% (Table-3). 47.7% of Norwalk's total tested students mef or exceeded the achievement level in
English Language Arts, and 29.2% in mathematics, compared tg8.7% and <5% for students with

disabilities.

Table 3: Comparisen of Achievement Levels for Students with Disabilities Measured by Smarter

Balanced
2014-15, DRG.H and State
Ansonia School District . <4 . <
| Danbury School District 7.3 5,
Derby School District 6.5 ' ' <t
East Hartford School District <4 <4
Meriden School District <4 ‘ . <4
Norwalk School District _ 8.1 - <
| Norwich Schaol District B : & - <4
| Stamford School District ' K- I <
| WestHaven School District | = 7.1 <
‘State ’ ' 144 ‘ 8.

Annual Performance Report
States must report annually on the performance of each local education agency (LEA) compared to
targets set in the State Performance Plan, required under the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Improvement Act (IDEA). Norwalk’s annual performance reports were reviewed for alf schaol years
between 2009-10 and 2013-14.
o The district et reqg uiremenitsin 2013-1 4, after two yeéars of being placed in the —Needs
Assistance lll category. '

15



Since 2010-11, Norwalk has not met the target for an increase In the graduation rate with a
standard high school diploma for students with disabilities.

Since 2009-10, Norwalk has not met the target for-a decrease in the percent of students with
disabilities receiving 10 or more days of out-of-school suspension. The target has remained
at 1%;.and Norwalk's percentage has decréased from 4.13% to 2.38%.

In all of the years reviewed, Norwalk has not met target for reducing the percent of students
placed in separate schools, residential, or other settings. Instead, those percentages have

increased.

Nonwalk has experieénced decreases in some measured early childhood oiitcomies. See
Table 4. While the district consistently met five out of six targets in 2009-10, 201011, and
2011-12, three of six were mef in 2012-13 and two of six in 2013:14.

In 2009-10, Norwalk's data for the indicator —Develop Goals and Transition Servicesl was
71.7% and the district did not meet the 100% target. They improved to 95.2% in 2010-11,
and have since met goal consistently.

In all five years examined, Norwalk met target in the following areas:
o decrease in high school dropout rate (no data in 2009-10);
o eliminate significant discrepancy in 10+ days out-of-school suspension rates;
o increase placement and time w,fth nondisabled peers through increased regular class
placement and decreased separate class placemeérit;
o increase fime in early childhood eduéational placements through increased regular
-early childhood (80-100%) placement and decreased segregated placements

(measured since 2012-13);

o elimination of disproportionate represeritation as a resuit of inappropriate
identification;

o elimination of disproportionate representation by disability as a result of in
appropriate identification; and '

o |EPs byage 3,
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Table 4: Early Childhood Outcomes, as reported on the State's Annual Performance Réport

201314 | 2012413 2011-12 | . 2010411 2009-10
District | Target | District | Target| District | Target | District] Target | Disfrict | Target
Data Data Data | Data Data

Of those preschool children who entered or-exited the preschool program below age expectations, the percent whio
substantiatly increased their rate of growth by the time they furned 6 years of age dr exited the program.

Positive Social | 528% | 555% | 54.5% | 56.1% | 66.7% | 56.0% 55.6% | 56.0% | 65.2% 56.0%
Emotional Skills ' :

Use of 66.1% | 665% | 80.69% | 59.1% | 60.0% | 590% | 714% |56.0% | 78.1% |59.0%
Knowledge and , :
Skills

Appropriate 62.3% | 52.0% | 50.0% | 48.1% | 60.9% | 480% |52.2% | 48.0% | 70.0% | 46.0%
Behaviorsto.
Meet Needs

| Emotional Skilis

“Thé percent of preschool children who were funchomng within age eXpectahons by the time they exited the,
pragram
Pogitive Social 34‘9% 51,5% 462% | 52.1% | 61.6% | 52.0 % 60.0% 520% | 61.5% | 52.0%

Use of 22.2% | 32.5% | 206% | 31.1% | 346% | 31.0% | 36.0% | 31.0% | 28.2% | 41.0%
Knowledge and ' V
Skills .. . .

Appropriate | 17.6% | 250% | 28.2% | 24.1% | 23.1% | 240% | 24.0% | 24.0% | 35.9% | 24.0%
Behaviorsto :

Méet Needs

Bold indicates where the disfrict met the target.

IEP Review

A representative sample of 23 IEPs \A)as randonily selected for review to determine if they were
reasonably calculated to.erisure educatiorial benefit. The State Education Resolurce Center IEP
Rubric {revised 2013) was used to assess 14 indicators heeded for-quality IEP development. Table
5 provides average scores from the analysis of the 14 indicators grouped into four categaries. The
four categories include:- 1) Gap Ana__lysis of Present Level,of’l?erfgnnahce, 2) Levels of Support:
Supplemental Instruction, Accommodations, and Modifications, 3) IEP Goals and ijecﬁves and 4)
Types of Support and Placement.

( httg:l/www. ciserc.org/assets/documents/news/2013/SERC%20I EP%20Rubric%20revised .pdf)

The rubric has four levels of measure: Fromjsing Practice, Progressing, Emerging, and
linacce‘pta_blg. The average total score for the 23 IEPs reviewed fellinto the Emerging level {11.8),
indicating that the quality of the IEPs meets a fow threshold of compliance and educational beriefit.
Ofthe 23 IEPs reviewed, 3 were in the Unacceptab!e level; 2 of the,iEPs
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Emerging level, with no IEPs scoring within the Progressing 6r the Promisinig Practice levels. The IEPs

were ofteh missing cfitical elements fiseded to support thelr useas instructional plans. There were

no significant differences in quality of IEPs based on school, disability categéry or grade level. The

indicator with the lowest score was the Gap Anzlysis of Présent Lavel of Performancé. The average
score was a 1.9 out of 9. The 2015 IEP réview findings were similar to the results of the 2012 CREC

review. .
Table 5: IEP Review Average Scores -
TRaicater Loval : Comments
Gap Analysis of 1.9'out.of B The assessment process relies heavlly on standardized assessments, with a focus on aspetts
‘Present Leve! of Emerging of i€ disability.- The process references the general education curriculum or assassments, but
Performance does not provide.a‘ful'r'_;iic!uré of how well the studént is performiing in the genefal education
eurdculim. Thé infomnation fécorded provides some broad understandings, but it is vague.
Levels of Support: 33outof15 | Loosealignment between the gap analysis and speciglly designed instruction. The supplemental
Sypplemental Emerging instruction, accommodations/assistive technology are lagical in their use to support-growth and
Instruction, | teaining, but récofded with vague or uncléar detalls on when, how, and where they are to be
Accommodations, implemented., The plan includes vague descriptior) of supporis that are neetled to support
Modifications educators in implementation. The design of the supplemental Instruction is in addition to tHe core
' deneral education instruction. The design of accommiodations/assistive techriology provides
some removal of environniental and instructional barriers. Thie planTists how thé student can use
1 the gccommodations/assistive technology. Modifications, if isted, are throughout the plan.
1EP Goals and ijéctives 3.3 outof 8 Thegoals and ob]‘gctives are written in measurable and observable language. The details &s to
Emerging the desigri‘and delivery of the Ihstruclion In tefins of what, when, and how are vague. The defailq
on how the student will demanstrale his or her leamning are vague. There are measures that
could track growth. These'measures use methods and tools that connote growth at least
quarterly, The ‘goals and objectives are fopsely aligned with the ferieral education curmicuium.
Supplemental insfruction, accommodations/assistive lechnology, and modifications, if used, are
connécted to goals.
Types of Support and 3.3 out of 9 General educdlion is foosély referred lo in the IEP, The services and supports are aligned to the
{ Placement Emerging | IEP goals. For eath goal area, certifiéd staff are used to provide the Instruction, although there'’s

ovemeliance on special education teachers and stisdent support services professlonals. The'iEP
uses afocus of spéclal educalion programming and controlied tasks and settings for leaming. The
{EP reflects a plan that is disjointed With respéct to the §cope of the goals and services.
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In Depth-Student Review and Classroom 'Qbsen(aﬂons

Four students repreééntihg 'var'io'usv.d‘isaﬁil'i{y categories and grade levels were selectéd for in- depth
reviews that included |EP. réview, observations of the students in class, reviews of student work-and
schedule, and interviews with parent(s), staff, and student (as appropriate based on age and
availability of the student). A protocol was used to determing if the stiidenits received educétional

benefitfrom their programs (Appendix B).

Overall, we did not see evidence of educational benefit for.the fout students reviewed. We did
observe positive relationships bétween students arid staff, and.genuine caring for each student.
Hawever; the quality of the IEPs was poor, the IEPs were not always fallowed, speclal education
aides were not used effectively and did not have the negessary training, BCBA services were
’inc‘onsiste'nt, data sheéts and spécialized curriculum were not apparent and staff training was
limited. When data on étudents was gathered, the mgnitoring tools were not used effectively.
Specially designed instruction was not observed and staff remarked that there is not encughtime in
the day for coltaboration. and preparation, making the provision of inclusive services very difficult.
Lack of access to assistive technology to overcome barriers to learning and lack of appropriate
materials and programs were evident. '

Eighteen classroom observations in 9 district schools (Brien McMahon Highi Sehool, Briggs High
School, Ponus Ridge Middle Schoo), Reton Middle School, Nathar Hale Middle School, Fox Run,
Brookside, Marvin, and Cranbury Elementary) revealed some positive instructional practices and
some areas that require improvement. There were differences iri our observations both between and
within schools. This reflécts the lack of & consistent approach to curriculiim, instruction, and
assessment for special education students within buildings and throughput the district. We did not
observe any.common instructional trends based on school or grade.

Positive Instructional Practices
Because of variability from school to school and class to class, the positive practices described
below are specific to a class and riot representational of all or a majority of the classrooms we
observed.
= Evidence of well-constructed, balanced reading instruction and training frori Literacy: How in
the implementation of systematic, structuréd, reading instriiction for all students
o Use of research based intervention strategies by both special education aide and general
education teachers '
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o Well-established co-teaching: partnerships at the middie and high school in which both
teachers share responsibility for instruction in the course content

e Usé of positivé behavior supports within the whole middle school community, classrooms

o Use of technology émhedded within the lessoiis across content areas and within high school
classrooms for students with significant cognitive disabilities

o Transitions into the extended resource roorh were quick and efficient with little disruption to
students who were academically engaged.

o Administrative &'teaching staff had knowledge about the special education students and

their needs and strengths.

Areas of Concemn
The variability of the quality of services, available resources, utilization of resources, and
instruction from school to school, program to program and teacher to teacher is a problem.

¢ Data to develop and monitor goals and objectives was not in evidence in the majotity of the
eighteen classrooms observed. '

e Tedching and léarning for students in the extended resource roomil did not consistently focus
on skills needed for inclusion in the gerieral education classroom.

o 8pecial-educatiori teachers in the general education classrooms acted as ‘assistants rather
than-instructional partners who shared instruction.

o Ratio of students with disabilities to students without disabilities at the alternative school was
too high. There are guidelines within the district, yet when there is a significant increase in
number of special education students, the guidelines are not followed.

o Little to no evidence of specially designed instruction was observed,

o In the majority of tﬁe observations, there was limited evidence of modifications-and
accommodations in the general education classroom.

Feedback from Parent ahd Staff Interviews

Parents indicated that they fought to gét their children identified and to get the necessary services.
They indicated that there were times-when their children were not receiving thie IEP recommended
services, but they were hot informed in a timely manher and onily found aut because their child told
them or they went into thé school and obsérved the lack of services. Some staff indicated that they
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were not provided with the necessary instructional materials, te¢hnology, time, training and space to
provide quality special &tlucation services. Staff reported that, in those buildings hosting districhiide *
programs, building buidgets must pay for the materials and equipment needed for those programs,
without increase in the school's funding level. See Appendix D for a summary of parent and staff

interviews.

Eindings: The following data sources were reviewed to detérminie im}ilementaiion of consistent

standards: progress on activities recommended in 2012, special education prevalence data, out of
district placements, Least Restrictive Environment, budget and IEP processes. The district's limited
attempts to develop standards and procedures across all schools had little impact in creating
consistency. In fact, data indicate that the problems identified in 2012 have increased and now have
a significant impact on compiiance, staffing and budget. The Special Education Office did develop
somme procedures, but staff report that thefe was no support for implementation from past Central
Office administration and some building administrators.

Progress on 2012 CREC Report, Goal #2 Action Plan
The activities recommended to address goal #2 in the 2012 report were as follows:
Spécial, ‘Education Central Office Administrators should develop, train building administrators and
staff through the Educational Benefit Academy, and monitor the following procedures:
o glear communication protocols for $téff to Lise with parénts and other staff,

K-

use of paraprofessional support to increase student independence and maximize efficient

use of personnel,

e more inclusive instructional practices for students with more significant disabilities, -and
provision of planning and collaboration time for general and special educators to meet in
order fo carry ouf these practices,

o develop guidelines for service hours and service delivery model and train staff ori their use
and utilizing the administrator’s meetings fo discuss consistent Implementation, and

o use of Assistive Technology.
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Firiding‘ s: The Educational Benefit Academy was not held. Progedures for determining the need for
special education aides and out of disfrict placements were developed and shared viith building
administrators, but they have not been consistently applied. Service hotr eriteria.and
commiunication protocols were ot developed. The district hired-a consultant for Assistive
Technology (AT) issues, but they have not built capacity within the district for staff to perforin AT

evaluations and activities.

The 2008 and 2012.CREC report emphasized the importance of formal progedures and compliarice
with those procedures as indicated beiow.
2008 CREC Review: Inconsistencies in thé processes for identification and assessment, eaily
intervention (SRBI), budget process and resource allocation, caseload allocation, staff
evaluation, special education seivice delivery model and service hours result in Inequities
across the district. Hire an evaluation coordinator to develop and monitor-the evaluation
process and provide needed professional development to staff on identification issues.

2072 CREC Review: A moreé consistent process has been sought through the use of a
paraprofessional one on one form, Scientific Research Based Intérventions (SRBI),
moniforing IEPs and service hours. There continues to be lack of consistency in the
identification process of students with disabilities as well as the determination of servige
delivery. Resource allocation across the districts” schools is not aligned With standard practice.
Forexample, the requirement entry is not standardized for Biiggs. There does nof seem to be
consistent documentation, different district staff may have different requirements and the
teacher in the program Is not consistently in volved in the IEP meeting jn vwhich-a stiident entry
may be discussed. Additionally, a numbeér of staff indicateéd that resources for students (e.g.,
services, technology, etc.) are determined by how vocél and informed a stident’s parent may
be, rather than'the following of a particular process. The djvision of caseloads is nét equitable.
Caseloads should be predictable from year to year across the district:

‘ Findings: Current data indicate that the district has developed some formal procedures since the
special education review in 2012. The protedures for-one:on one special education aides and out
of district placements are weéll described. Unfortunately, these procedures are not consistently
followed. ‘Staff and parents alike indicate that it does not matter what the protediire is, some
schools will determine the extent to which the procedure will be followed.

A humber of procedures that would assist in the smooth operation and entianced compliance
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with state and federal laws do not exist in'any formal document, Of significant coricern was that
lack of procedures regarding how students enter and exit district special éducation programs.
Parents and staff indicaté thiat in the absence of procedures, it is most likely the person who
complains the loudest gets the attention, causing inequities in resources across the district. The
processes 1o recruit, hire, supervise, train, assign, track arid retaln special education staff are not
well defined, causing issues with.compliance, communication; and quality of instruction.
Recruiting and hiring hard- to-find special education staff is done in a reactive mannier, rather
than foltowing proactive procedures to prepare for inevitable vacanciés. There is no formal
onbéarding or mentor process for the special education administrators.and staff. Given the

frequent turnover of these positions, this should be a priority. There are compliance issues such
as incomplete IEPs and students hot in programs or not receiving the services recommended
onthe IEP because of staffing shortages. Consistent evaluation of students continués to be an
issue arid the district did not hire an evaluation coordinator as recommended in the 2012 CREC
report. Additionally, SRBI fepb‘rtedly continues to be done inconsistently throughout the district.

Special Education Prevalénce Data

Proper implementation of student evaluation and SRBI procedures impacts the special
education identification rate and the educational benefit of students who are struggling. Data
indicate that some schools are implementing tiers of intervention for students who struggle
academically and behaviorally, but most are not. SRBI is required by the [ndividuals with
Disabilities Act-and is the function of the general education program to help students who
struggle academically or behaviorally to réceive interventions in a timely and effective manner,
prior to identification as needing special education. SRBI appears to be inconsistently
implemented across the district schob!_s. The rate of students identified as special &ducation in
Norwalk has steadily increased over the last three years, mirroring the trends seen both in DRG
H and thé State. However, the percent of students identified as special education continties to
be lower than the state and DRG H average (Table 6). When compared with the eight simiitar
districts in DRG H, Norwalk’s percent of identified special education students in 2014-15 ranks
eighith out of nine. Ansonia, Danbury, Derby, East Hartford, Meriden, Norwich, and West Haven
each had a higher percent (0.2%- 5.2%) of students identified as special education than
Norwalk. Stamford’s percent of identified students was 0.5% lower than Norwalk.
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Table 6: Percent ldentified Special Education Students 2012-13~2014-15

2012-13 2061314 | 2014415
Norwalk 705 08 15
DRGH , 56 S T T 82
State 2.1 ' 124 130

When compared to DRG H and the state in 2014-15, Norwalk identified a proportionally higher
number of special education students in the Learning Disability (LD) and Speech Impaired (S)
categories, and a lower proportion in the Emotionally Disturbed (ED) category (Table 7a). However,
when compared ta the total student population, Nerwalk identified students 4t a lower rate compared
to DRG H &nd the state in almost évery category. Similar comparisans can be observed based on
2012-13 and 2013-14 data (Table7b).

Table 7a: Percent/Proportion {dentified by Disability 2014-15

D D |ED Si OHl | Autism | Other
Norwalk 430.38 | 023/0.03 |08/0.04 | 20047 | 210018 |4.4/0.90 | 1.1/0.10
DRGH 46/0.35 | 0.5/0.04 | 0.0/0.07 | 2.00.15 | 25/0.18 | 1.3/0.10 | 1.4/0.11
STATE 44034 | 0.5/0.04 | 1.0/0.08 | 1.8/0.15 | 2.6/0.20 | 1.5/0.12 | 1.0/0.08

Table 7b: Percent/Proportion Identified by Disability 2012-13 and 2013-14
D D ED | ol OHI | Autism | Other
Norwalk 1314 | 4.1/0.38 | 0.3/0.03 | 0.5/0.06 | 1.8/0.17 | 2.0/0.19 | 1.1/0.10 | 1.0/0.09
"DRG H 13-14 430034 | 0.5/0.04 | 0./0.07 | 2.0/0.16 | 2.8/0.18 | 1.2/0.10 | 1.3/0.10
STATE 13-14 420034 | 0.4/003 | 1.0/0.07 | 1.0/0.15 |2.5/0.20 | 1.4/0.17 | 1.0/0.08
Norwalk 1213 | 3.8/0.36 | 0.3/0.03 | 0.4/0.04 | 2.00.19 [2.1/0.20 | 1.4/0.10 | 0.9/0.08
DRG H 12-13 41/0.34 | 0.4/0.03 | 0./0.08 | 2.1/0.18 | 2.1/0.18 | 1.1/0.08 ] 1.2/0.10
STATE 12-13 | 4.0/0.33 | 0.4/0.03 | 1.0/0.08 | 2.0/0.17 | 2.4/020 | 1.3/0.11 | 1.0/0.08

Disproportionate lderitification

CREC's 2012 review references 2008 state monitoring reports, which indicated that Norwalk
disproportionately identified black male students as emctionally disturbed. Since that time, Norwalk
has not been identified for- disproportionate identification. Table 8a provides information about the

percent of students identified for each disability category, by race/ethnicity. The 2012 repoit also
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mentions an increase in the proportion of. _B.l'aclg-stu.dents identified as learning disabled. Table 8b
shows 'the number and percent of students identified as learning disabled or émotionally disturbed
who are Black or African Arfierican stiidents in the district over the last five years. In 2010-11, 180
Black or African American students were identified as learning disabled; in every year since, the
number has ranged from 145.— 151. The number.of Black or African-American studerits identified
as ernotionally disturbed has increased by a small humber but steadily, from 16 in 2010-11 to 24 in
2014-15. The decrease in percent of emotionaily disturbed students who are Black or African
American in 2013-14 arid 2014-15 degpiie hig.'her' numbérs of identified students is due to a greater

rate of incréase in this category among Hispaiiic and, to a lesser degree, White students.

Table 8a: Disability Count and Percent by Race/Ethnicity 2014-15

. . . Other
b . D ED SLl OHI Autism o
Disabilities
Race/Ethnicity | # % #0% | # | % | # | % # % # | % | # ] %
Asian 7 23.3 0 0 0 0 3 |100] & 167 | 7 {233 8 26.7
Black/African A , N
‘ . 146 | 429 | 10 | 29 | 24 | 71 47 + 71 66 | 194 | 24 71 23 | 6.8
American
Hispanic/Latino | 209 | 421 | 16 | 3.2 | 20 | 40 | 104 | 21.0 | 81 | 163 | 40 | 81 | 26 | 52
Two or more . AN o ' "
3 176 | 2 118 2 1118} 2 11.8 6 35.3 2 118 0O 0.0
races | : , .
White 126 | 372 | 6 |24 |12 | 35 | a7 | 108 | 79 | 233 | 55 | 162 | 22 | 65
Districtwide N D A I NN . '
. 491 | 40.2 | 36 30|58 147 1193|158 | 237 | 194 | 128 | 105 | 79 6.5
Prevalence [
Table 8b: Identification of Black or African American Students as ED and LD
10-11 11-12 1'2é;l3. 13-14 14-15
, . # % # 1% # | % £ 1% # | %
Learning Disabled /African ’ ‘ : ’
American 180 | 38.9| 145| 34.8] 146| 34.0| 151 326 448| 207
Emotionally Disabled/African ] ‘
American 16 485| 16 4101 21 50.0| 22 393 24 41:4
All Disability Categories /African : R '
Anierican 365 319 338 331 340
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Out of District
In considering the effectiveness of the out of district procedure, We analyzed the out of district frends

and-cornpared them to the state and DRG averages. Overall, the out of district placement data and

information from focus interviews indicate that.the procedure to placé students in out of district
placements is not effective. Between 2008-09 and 2011-12, the riimber of Norwalk special
education students educated outside of the district, in another public school district or private school
$efting, remained between 94 and 99. The district experiericed a 12 student increase from 2011-12
ta 2012-13, and a 22 student increase from 2012-13 to 2013-14, equatirig to a 33% increase in the
number of outplaced stidents over two years. In 2014-15 the increase in students b!aCed out-of
district continued to increase fo 168 students. As of October

7, 2015 the number of students in out of district placemients is 160 (Table 9). it is anticipated

that this number will continue to increase over the school year. From .ngy 2014 to July 2015; 47
students were placed out of district. Forthe 2015-16 school year, 18 students returned to Norwalk
from out of district placements.

{n 2013-14, Norwalk compared favorably to the members of its DRG (Table 10) with respect to out
of district placemerits. At 10.89%, Norwalk had the third lowest percent of students placed out of
district when compared to all districts in DRG H. Districts ranged from 4.27% to 15.38% of special
education students educated outside of their districts. The increase in 2014-15 will most likely put
the district at the higher end of the DRG average, but as more current DRG figures are not available,
comparisons cannot be made at this time. As numbers of qutplaced students have increased,
expenditures for out of district placemerits (Table 11) have increased dramatically — a $3:41 million
increase between 2010-11 and 2014-15. A reviéw of 2015-16 out of district placements indicate that

A over-three million doliars of the anticipated 10.21 million will be spent on tuition to three outside

placements: St, Vincents, CES, and High Roads.
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_Table 9: Norwalk Special Education Sfudents Educated Out of District (K-12), 2008—09 —_2’0? 2-13-

[ Total
Students 3}
‘with | SWD placed in Public- | SWD Placed in
Disabilities | Schools in Other Private Schools or '
Year {SWD). - Districts . Other Settings Total Oulplacements
; % (of % (of
_ ) # | SWD) # SWD) # % (of SWD)
201516 1500 7] .047% 153 | 10.20% | __ 160 10.32%
2014-15 1425 14|  098% 154 |  10.80% 168 11.78%
2013-14 1221 12 098%| 21| 991%| 133 10.89%.
| 2012-13 _1187: 4] 1.18% 97| 817% ] 111 _ 9.35%
201112 1004  15(  1.37% 841  7.68%. 99 9.05%.
| 2010-11 1141 13|  114% 81|  7.10% 94 8.24% |
| 2009-10 1137 12| . 1.08% 87|  765% 99 | 8.71%
2008-09 1156 19.]  164% 75 6.49% 94 | 8.13%

Table.10: DRG H Special Education Students Educated Odt.'o‘f District (K-12), 2013-14

Total

Students _ . v

with SWD placed in SWD Placed in

Disabiliie | Public Schoolsin | Private Schools or )

s (SWD) ch er Districts ‘Other Settirigs Total Outplaceierits

% (of
___# |swp), # | %(ofSWD) |# | %(of SWD)

Norwalk 122174 12 0.98% | 121 | 9.91% | 133 _10.89%
| District A 38| 0 0.00%| 52 15.38% | 52 1538%
 District B 1195{ 0 0.00%| 51|  42%| 5% 421%
- District C 205| na na| nai wal| 28 13.66%
District D 1118 57 510% | 41 . 367% | 98 877% |
District E 1410 89 6.31% | 122 8.85% | 211 14.96%
District F . 8751 37) 4.23% | 96 10.97% | 133 | . 15.20%
District 1659 60 3.62% | 136 8.20% | - 195 _11.81%
| DistrictH 911] 12 1.32% | 118 12.95% | 130 14.27%

27




Table 11: Budget-and Expenditires for'Out of District Tuition, Special Education
Year Budget Expenditures
2010-11 .| . 5574367 8,625,377
20%1-12 6,461,316 B '7:125,441
501313 | 7.400,000 7,623,498
 2013-14 1 7,875,000 8,494,264
201415 8,305,000 10,034,303
| 2015.16 . 9,690,500 10,200,000

Least Restrictive Environment (LRE)

- LRE is the requirement in federal law that students with disabilities receive their education, to the
maximum extent appropriate, with nondisabled peers. In practice this means that special education
students are not to'be removed from the regular ¢lassroom setting unléss, ever with supiplemental
aids arid services, an appropriate education cannot be achieved. Districts, including Norwalk, offer
a continuum of services to meet the ngeds of students in a general education environment
whenever possible, as inclusion of sfudents with special needs in the general education setting has
been demonstrated to be a significant benefit to théir achievement and social development.

The Norwalk Public Schools have beefi meeting the needs of a good percentage of theéir students
with disabilities in the regular education setting per the SDE Annual Performance Report. However,
the percentage of 4stéudents in out-of-district placements (see line A of Table 12, below) is ah area of
concern. The District has not met thie SDE éstablished targets to decrease thése placements by 1.5
to 2 percentage points over the past two years. There'is a population of students who require out-
of-district placements, but based on fogus interviews and IEP reviews it appears that within this out-
placed group there are a number of studénts who could benefit from receiving their edicational

services in district.

Students in separate class programs in-district are further along on the. least restrictive environrment
contiuum becaise interaction with regular education students in their home school is more likely to
acclir. Contact ¢an be gradually increased as the student achieves success. The number of
students with special needs educated in district, but placed in separate classes, is lower than SDE
targets by 1.5 to 2.0 percentage points (Table 12, line B).

This indicates there is room to build and grow approprizte programs in district to educate some of
the students currently out of district. These programs miist be carefully built to include the

appropriate support to help the students be.successful.
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Table 12: Least Restrictive Environment

Placement _ NPSJune 2015 | NPS June 2014
A. % age of students i separate school, residential orother | ' —
sefings outside of the District . 8.89% 8.20%
B. % égé of students In separate class placemerits Wwithin the
District 4.62% ' 3.87%

An analysis of students placed-out of district for 2015 shows that 54% are in high schooi, 18% are in
middle school and 28% are in PreK/elenientary. Thie fargest numbers of students are in placéments
that support students with behavioral issues. There-are sufficient numbers of students placed out in
facilities with similar services to indicate that creating in-disfrict programs with the sarhe support
systems would result in reducing out of district placements. This could be accomplished over a
reasoniable period of time through a combination of transitioning currently out-placed students back
into the district and providing services that would preverit the need to ou_'tple‘ice students.

The district began this process in the 2015-16 school year by implementing a-therapeutic program
at Roton Middie School. The anticipated result is an improved guality of programing
that provides students with access to their non-disabled peers. In addition, the district will be able to

provide services at a lower cost.

To assist |n the developmient of in-district prog'r'ams' for students with special needs, it is appropriate
to.Have wéll-definéd criteria and processes to follow in making the important placement decisions.
The district has a decision-making profocol that is thoughtful ahd well organized. The purpose of the
protocoi is not to prevent appropriate placements, but to prevent placing students out of district who
would be better served in-district. Interviews With staff indicate that the process is not béing
followed, likely resulting in a higher rate of eutplacement. This type of protocol needs to bé utilized
and monitored centrally to asstire consistent services to all children.

Special Education Budget

Since 2007-08, Norwalk has spent a lower percentage of its budget on special education than its
counterparts in DRG H, and the state (Table 13). The percentage of the s¢hool districts’ biidgets
spent oh special education has increased steadily for Norwalk, DRG H, and the state. Norwalk's
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rate of incréase has been higher than both DRG H and the stéte, so the gap between Norwalk's
spending and the' DRG's and state's spending has lessened over time. Notwalk increased by 1:8%
from 2007-08 to 2013-14, while DRG H increased 1.28% and the state incieased 1.59%..

Table 13: Percent District (DRG, State) Expenditures for Special

S Education

} Year Norwalk % DRG H% -State

2007-08 18760 . 2069 2049
2008-09 18.28 2065| 2073
200010 Y 2145 2148
2010-11 18.99 | 220) . 2170
2011-12 ' ~ 19.60 21.91 21,81
2012-13 2049 21.90 2198
2013-14 2057 21.97 ' 2208,

A review of Norwalk budgets, based on MUNIS printolits provided by the district's Chief Financial
Officer (CFO), indicate growtfi in the Central Office Pupil Personnel Services budget through 2014-
15 (Table 16). 2015-16 was budgeted at 1.2% less than the 2014-15 original budget, and 5% less
than the 2014-15 revised budget, based on expected decreases in expenditures in professional
services, and inéreased Medicaid and Excess Cost reimbursements. Some of the decreases are
offset by increases in staff required to provide services by district, rather than contract, personnel.

Actual expenditures for 2010-11 — 2014-15 were also included in the: documents provided by the
CFO. Annual increases in expenditures are evident. In comparing budgets to expenditures for that
time period, expenditures over original budget occurred in every year. In 2010-11 and 2011-12 the
budgets were exceeded by 18% and 15%, respeciively. In the last three years; that differénce
decreased to 5%, which in 2014-15 equated.to approximaitely $650,000. In all years; professional -
services and out of district tuition for special education students exceeded the original budget. In
2014-15, the total amount exceeding the original budget in these two categories was $2.7 million.
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Table 14: Professional Services/Independent
Contractor, Special Educéation, Budget and Expendi’cures

Year. _ Budget Expenditures
2010-11 993979 2,287,834
2011-12 2.178,148 2,790,291
_2012-13 2,915,210 3,049,184
2013-14 3,295,800 3,454,759
2014-15 3,463,000 4,439,565
20115-16 2,876,750 ‘

An anhalysis of the budget and expenditures for Professional Services, Out of District Tuition,
Transportation and Excess Cost Reimbursement revealed an increase it these budget itérs from
73% of the total special education expenditures in 2010 to 90% in 2014. This percent is expected to
remain the same or jncrease in 2015, given the increase in-out.of district placements (Table 15).

Table 15: Professional Services, Out of District Tuition, Transportation, Excess Cost

Reimbursement
' % of Total % of Total
Special Special
Year Budget Expenditures Total Budget Total Education Education
(SpEd) Expénditures | Central Central Office
(SpEd) Office Expenditutes
2010-11 | 5,591,403 7,103,719 8,252,437.00 9,706,560 68% . T3%
2011-12 6,794,565 8,273,014 . 9,451,983.00 10,864,097 72% 768%
2012-13 8,477,609 8,844,789 '10,780,515.00 11,341,093 79% | 79%
2013-14, 9,506,711 10,001,338 12,439,108.51 13,026,583 76% 7%
2014-15 10,013,112 12,073,963 12,814,671.00 13,472,830 78% 90%
2015-16 10,084,582 12,664,868.00 80%

There are items allocated to the pupil personnel services budget for services fo general education

students. These include:
1.0 FTE Health Supervisor;
overtime salaries for Guidance Counselors;, to provide services to géneral education

[}

students over the suminer;

certified teachers for homebound students who do not receive special education

services;

nurse’s salary for non-public schools;
School Medical Advisor;

out of district tuitiori-for regular education students;

nurse professional devélopment and travel; and

guidance and health supplies.
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Approximately $465,000, or 3.8% of the pupil personnel services budget; was allocated for such

items in 2015-16.

Table 16: Norwalk Pupil Persdnne! Services
Buddet, 2012-13 - 2015-1

Budgeted
, Amount Charige ‘Change
Year {Ofidinal . | . in in
2010-11 8252437 |
_2011-12 9,451,083 1,199,546 12,7
_2012:13 10,780,515 1,328,532 123
2013-14 12,439,107 1658592 | 133
2014-15 12,814,671 | 375564 2.9%
2015-16 12,664,860 |  (149.802) -1.2%

Table 17: Norwalk Pupil Personnel Servites Actual Expenditures; 2010-11.—2014-15

% Over/Under Original
o Budget
. Difference between budget and {negative
Year Actual Expenditures | actual (neqafive indicates over- indicates aver-
2010- 9,706,560 (1.454,123) -
. 2011- 10,864,097 (1.412,114) -
2012- 11,341,094 (560,579) -5%
2018- 13,026,584 _(587A77) 5%
2014-. 13,472,830 (658,159) -5%

Tabl_e 18: Instructional Materials and Supplies (Total of Instructional Supplies.. Te_x_tbooks, Instructional

Yaar Budget (Qriginal) Expehditﬂ,rés‘
- 2010-11 53,046 44,841
2011-12 61,550 21,052
2012-13 54,850 32,463
_2013-14 51,200 18,314
2014-15. 51,200 36,221
2015-18 51,200 A

Most materials and supplies for special education are purchased by the schools. The districtwide

special education budget and expenditures for textbooks and instructional supplies and equipment

is filustrated in Table 18. The budget has remained essentially flat for the last six years, and

expenditures were below budget by 15% - 66% for each year examined.- The budgets of those
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schools hosting districtwide special education programs support the prograrris, including staff as
well gs imaterials, although the programs serve students from across the district.

School-based special education éxpénditures are included in school-lével budgets, and could not
be anzlyzed using the documentation provided.

In some instances, MUNIS budgets-and/or expenditures did not correspond to the numbers
presefited in'the public document entitled —Board of Education Approved Operating Budget
Request.ll Per the district, this document does not present the approved budget, bt rather thé
superintendent’s budget request. I some instances a separaté document described as the
superinténdent’s budget request was also available, with different budget amounts from the
approved request document. These discrepancies tannot be explained at this time.

Progress on 2012 CREC Report, Goal #3 Action Plan
The 2012 CREC Report recommended the following:

The preschool programs are currently in eight locations across the district. We recommend that
2012 be used to develop the plan for centralizing these locations; with implementation to-occur
in 2013-14.

Phase 1 Summer and Fall, 2012

Director of Pupil Services will gather data on anticjpated preschool population and determine
what would be needed for space and staffing. Utilizing tuition from non-special education
preschool students, hire a full time preschool coordinator fo-assist in the development of a
ceritralizéd program. -

Findings: A preschool special education coordiriator for $pecial education was not hired, but a
preschool committee did develop a plan to centralize the preschool programs.

Phase 2 Fall 2013
Implement the plan &pproved by.the Board of Ediication
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Findings: The district dppears to be migving towsrd a centralized praschool system. A plan was
developéd to centralize 6 of the 8-9 classrooms. Staff indicate that the proposal has not resolved
the problems of staff travel time between schools and incorisistengies in programiming.

Progress on 2012 CREC Repoit, Goal #4 Action Plan

The activities recommended to address goal #4 in the 2012 report were as follows:
This year the Director of Pupil Services recomménded to the Board of Education a plan to
expand district programs for stidénts with autism and emotional disturbance. We think this plan
is sound and that.it will result in cost savings for the djstrict, by both bririging somie students back
from out of district placements ard kéeping other students from going into these costly
placemeiits. This is especially important given the redesign of Briggs info a magriet schaool
rather than an dltemative program.

Phasé 1 Fall 2012

Develop a plan of action for implementation of a high school therapetitic program for studénts
with emotional disturbance. This can be accomplished at no additional cost fo the district and, in
fact it would save the district inoney. If six students are returned from out of district placement,
the $360,000 spent-on tuition and transportation can‘go to hiring-a special education tegcher,
social worker, and psychiatric consultant at a cost of $250,000, for 4 cost savings of $150,000'in
the first year.

Findings: Soon after the 2012 CREC feport was issued, the Special Education Office'developed a
plari-to develop a high school therapeutic program that would incjude a partniership with High
Roads, a private special education school. Mary Norwalk students attend High Roads, and the
tuifiQn and transportation is paid by Norwalk. The plan was to bring back Norwalk out of district
students and provide an indistrict program at Norwalk High Schoolfor others who right be placed
out of district. This plan'would have reduced both tuition and transportation costs, while providing a
program that was in the least restrictive enviroiment, as mandated by IDEA. The plan was
pre'sénted to the Assistant Superintendent at the fime, Staff indicated that the plan was riot
supported by the Assistant Superintendent and building administrator anid therefore the program
was not established. The numiber of special education students placed out of district has continued

34




to increase, as has the cost for theif tuition and transport. Currently, there are a sufficient number of
students placed at High Roads to justify a partnership. The idea of collabaratively working with High
Roads is certainly worth exploring. '

Phase 2 Winter 2012
Obtain Board of Education approval for program development and staff.
Build capacity for assistive technology (AT) supports-and seivices. Ensure the budget for AT is

......

Findings: The high schiool therapeutic program was riever presented to the Board of Education for
approval. The district contracted with an Assistive Teéchnology Consultant who 'works directly with
studénts. This approach does nothing to build capacity within the district and again, furds that
could be used to strengthen in-district resources are spenit on outside vendors. No process for AT
consideration and use was developed. Staff interview data and our observations indicate that
assistive téchnology materials and equipment are still not adequately funded.

Phase 3 Fall 2013
Implement a high school therapeutic program for students with emotional disturbance. Develop
proposal for expanding programs for studehts with autism. Obtain Board appioval.

Findings: The high schaol program for students with emotional disturbance was never
implemented, as it was prevented from moving foriward at the Assistant Superinterident level. The
proposal for expanding programs for students with autism was not developed.

Phase 4 Falj 2014
Implement a prograim for autistic studerits.

Finding s A district program for middie school studerits with autism and behavior difficulties began
this year. Although students éntolled in the program did not come from the out of district
placements; staff indicated that the existerice of the program prevented some students from being
placed in out of district programis. Observations of the program and discussions with staff indicate a
- desire to meet the needs of students in the district-program. However, the fack of curriculum,
specially designed instruction, and staffing, such as BCBAs, and the unclear definition of the
purpose of the program and the studentsit is ngant to serve negatively impacts the qualify of the
services that the program can offer.

35



Additional Informatiori about Districtwide Special Education Programs

Data from focused interviews and gbservationis indicate that the district’s programs, such as
extended resource room, are poorly defined and -as such, there are a variety of students with -
different needs and disabiiities, making management and instruction difficult. There is not a clear
process of how students enter and exit the programs; staff and parents iridicate that it is the
“squeaky wheel" gets the program.

The district has an 18-21 year old program housed atthe Norwalk High Scheol. It is
inapptopriate for these students to be attending a program within the high school buiilding. Given
their age, they sholld be served in a community-based program. Staff indicated that a plan to
move the program to an area college was developed, but never approv,'ed by Cetitral Office

administration.

Data from the document review, budget review, Medicaid reimbursements for past three years,
grants, focus interviews with Central Office staff, comparison of percent spent on'special education
with DRG H and state, and staiffing ratios were used to determine pragress on Goal 5. The district
has not obtained any additional funding sources since the 2012 review, but the Medicaid
reimbursements haveé continued to increase, from $225,994 in 2011 to $1,723,677 in 2015 (Table
19). Since the 2012 report, the district has increased the percent of the budg_et spent on special
education and while still below the state and DRG H averages, the disparity has decreased.
Unfortunately; .a large portion of the funds are going to support out of district tuition and
transportation; and the use of professional services. The proportion of the special education
budget spent in these aréas has steadily increased from 73% in 2011 to 90% ($13,472,830) in
2015 (Table 15). These percentages include the excess cost reimbursement received by the
district fo offset high cost special education services. {n addition, $465,000 (3.8%) of the budget is

used for general education students.

Progress on 2012 CREC Report, Goal #5 Action Plan
The 2012 report recommended the following:

Work with the ,Norw_all_( grant department, RESCs and the state department to find arid procure
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grant funding for special €ducation programs and Services. The Director of Pupil Services,
Assistarit Stperintenderit and Superintendént should review the IDEA and disfrict budgets and take
out budget items that are not for the benefit of the special educatioh students.

Findings: Staff report that this was not-done.

District Revenue

In addition to the local contibution, the district receives revenue to support special education
programs from IDEA, Medicaid reimbursement and Excess Costs. We are not aware of any other
competitive grants or funding séurces,

IDEA Grant

$2,002,58 in grant funds under 611 and $78,836 under section 619 has been allocated in IDEA
funds. The IDEA funds for 2015 of $2,081,425 represents an increase of $170,028 fram the
IDEA total in 2008. $1,764,605 (85%) of the 2015 IDEA funds were allocated to pay for salary
and benefits of certified and non-ceitified special education staff. $20,000 was allocated for
technology software, $55,000 for supplies, and $23,000 for.employee training. The IDEA grant
proposal identifies seven goals that the funds wili support between years 2015-17.

Many of these goals are closely aligned with. thg goals ‘that are recommended in the 2012 CREC
report. '

1. To implement programs that will increase the district's ability to provide for
students withini the least restrictive environment of the public school setting and
decrease the number of out of district referrals.

2. To cortinue to decrease the number of ‘minority students suspended and/or
expelled from middle and High schools.

3. Continue to promoté high academic achievement for all students by. increasing
opportunities in the geher_al education setting.

4. Provide consultation services to staff and familiés to iricrease knowledge and
intervention for students with autism.

5. To provide meaningful professional learning experiences for certified and non-
certified staff.

6. To provide effective transition from bifth to three services.

7. To support staff in preparing transition plans for students entering our 18-21 -year

old program.
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Medjcaid Biling _
Over the past five years, the district has doné a good job billing for Medicaid reimbursable

services such as OT/PT and speech and language. Table 19 indicates an increase of over
1.4 million dollars in reimbursement from 2011 to 2015. We commend the staff for their diligerice
in pursding this revenue source. ‘

Table 19: Nled!cand Relmbursements 2010—2014

52;2010-20“ $1:2011-20 13-2014
Monthly
rémittances | $ 225,994 | $ 223627 | $ 255*966 § 299’0-91 $ 264,763
CostRepoit | & . $ 365606 $ 185,018 $ 860,639 | $ 1,458,914
Remittances | . . ' ‘ o . aE _ :
For Toals | 9 225994 | $ 589,233 $ 441,984 . $ 1,159,730 $ 1,723,677A

CREC's 2012 review indicated that the portion of the district's expenditures related to special
eduication was congistently below the state and DRG H averages since 2003. Since 2007-08, the
percentage of the district budget spent on special education increased b_y 1.8%, greater than the
average increases for DRG H and thé state, which were 1.3% and 1.5% respectively, over the
same peried. Accordingly, the gap between the percerit of the district budget spent on special
education in Norwalk compared to DRG H and state averages has decreased.

Table 20: Percent District Expenditures for Special Education 2007-14

Year Norwalk % : DRG% T State
200708 18.76 | 20.69 2049
200809 B 2065 20.73
2009-10 19.27 2115 21.48
5010-11 18.99 2129 C 2170
2011-12 19.60 201 2181
201213 20.49 21.90 21.96
2013-14 20.57 o197 , 22.08
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Thiere are itéms alldcated to the pupil 'pefsdnﬁel services budget for services to general education

students. These include:

s 1,0 FTE Health Supervisor
« Overtime salaries for Guidance Counselors, to provide serviéés to general education

students over itie summer

o Certified teachers for homebound students who, do not receive special education services

o Nurse's salary for non-public schodls

o School Medical Advisor

o Out of district tuition for regular education students

o Nurse professional development and travel

o Guidance and health supplies

Approximately $465,000, or 3.8% of the pupit personnel services budgst, was allocated for such

items in 2015-16.

Special Education Staff

Table 21: 2015-2016, 2013-14 and 2010-11 Comparative Staffing Ratios

Pet 1,000 total student population

Norwalk* ‘Norwalk | Norwalk 2010- DRGH DRGH
201516 2013-14 1 2013-14 2010-11
Special Education Teachgts (78)6.8 7.8 8.1 96 9.8
Spéech Pathalogists @118 18 16 17 17
| School nurses (non- (19.5)1.7 17 17 2.0 2.0
{ certified) '
Schogol Social Workers {(18)1.5 16 1.7 1.8 1.7
S;choo!Co-L]nsé{c;fs Not available 24 27 2.2 22
Special Education Aides™ (145.47T1M2.7 | 10.5 116 15.8 154

"*2015 staiff based on $he report provided by the Norwalk HR office. FlEs are shown in parentheses. All other figures

are from the ED0OQ1 state report.

*Special Education Aides for' 2015 does not include the 15 permanent special education substitutes.
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Comparative data indicate that Norwalk had fewer special education teachers, special education
aides; and nurses than the PRG H averages in 2013-14 and 2010-11. This ¢an¢lusion was also.
included in the 2012 report. An analysis of staffing in 201516 indicates.that the ratio of special
education aides, social workers, and speech and language pathologists is comparable to the
DRG H average of 2013, however, the ratio of special education teachers to stiidents remains
lower than the DRG H average of 2013 (Table 21). As of October 10, 2015, the Human' Resource
Office feported that the following vacant positions: BCBA - 1.0 position, ABA The,r'ap‘is,ts -3.0
positions, ‘Special Education Aide - 10.5 positions, Special Education Resource Teacher..5
Brookside/.5 Cranbury,1.0 Resource Teacher af Nathan Hale Middlé Schiool, and 1.0 Spegial
Education Teacher-at Roton.

Special Education Teachers

In the 2008 zind 2012 CREC reports we recommended that the district hire additional speciai
education teachers, given the caseload size and poor ratio of teachers to students compared to the
DRG, The ratio of students to special education teachers has unfavorably increased from 8.1 per
1,000.students in 2010 fo 6.8 in 2015 (Table 21). Note that the ratios are based on the proportion of
staff to the entire student population; the decrease in the number of staff to students is more
remarkable because the prevalence of special education students has increased over the same
period. Noiwalk’s ratio of special education teacher to students in 2010, 2013 and 2105 is
significantly lower than the DRG H average.

Special Educdtion Aides

There are 16 categorized as substitute special education aides, not included on the table above. It
is unclear why the district has hired special éducation aide substitutes, rather than hiring them as
permanent emiployees, especially since they are rehired each year. These are hired on a yearly
basls and assi'gned, as needed by the Director of Pu‘pii Services. HR reports this arrangément was
authorized by previous superinteridents-and funding for the substitute special education aide comes
from the districts substitute budget.

The district has added to the number of special education aides and the ratio has increased from
11.6 pér 1,000 studénts in-2010 to 12.7 per 1,000 students in 2015, placing Norwalk special
education aide ratio's closer to the DRG H 2013-14 average (Table 21). This ratio is based on total
student populatiori and does not incliide the 16 full time special education ajde substitutes hired

each year.




An.accurate and current list of special education staff by schaol, Full Time Equivalent (FTE) arid title
was difficult fo' obtain from the district, The‘Human Resource Office and-Specil Education Office
had different names.of and locations for special education aides. The district employs 188.67 special
education aides (not including the 16_permanent speciat education aide 'substitutes) of which only 11
are fuil time. The remaining 168 special éducation aides work between .73 dnd .86 Full Time
Equivalent. We question whether the highly untisual number of part time staff is cost efficient and
effective in meeting the special education student population needs. Table 22 carnpares special
education aide ratios based on per 100 specié,L’educéﬁon-students to the DRG and towns and
average. The Norwalk average for 2015 is slightly higherthan the DRG H mean201 3-14.

Table 22: 2013-14 DRG H Compdrison of Special Education Aides

# Special Ed. # Special Education | Ratio of Special Education -
{ District Students Aides Aldes per 100 studerits
188.5 (includes 10.5 -
Norwalk vacant positions)
2015 1500 doss riot include 16 1248
' subs
Norwalk C
2013 1210 116.06 9.59
District A 315 . 52.00 16.51
Distici B 1235 211.80 1745
District C 1% 48.00 2449
District D 1074 9400 8.75
District E 1266 124.00 ' 979
1 District F 797 74.40 9.34
| Disticte 1582 221.00 13.67
[ District B 859 10850 1283
DRG H Msan 12.30 T ‘ '

Staff indicated that because of union issues, the special education aides who are not trained or
experienced in certain special education skills are transferred into positions that they do not have the
necessary skills'to do. This coupled with the lack of a comprehensive job-embedded training
program causes reduction in the educational benefit for special education students. We are not
confident special education aides are always assigned where théy are most needed, that a criteria
for paraprofessional assignment is utilized across the district and that they are appropriately utilized.
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Staff supervising specialeducation aides have fittle training in how to use.them effectively.

Additional Special Education Building Staff - ’

The district has hired 9 ABA Therapists and will be hiring 3 more, also 2 behavior analysts, and 6
OT/PT. The most current list of Norwalk spetial education staiff provided by the HR department -
effective October 10, 2015 is in Apperidix H.

Special Education Central Office Staff

Thé ratio of special education students to certified special education administrators has been
reduced from 306 in 2011 to 25Q in 2015, but has increased for Special Education Office staff from
245 in 2011 to 500 in 2015. iVlost districts in Table 23 alsg employ a non-certified special education
céntral office leader, but Norwalk does not. Compared to districts in their DRG, Norwalk’s ratio of
certified staff is similar, but ratio of Special Education Central Office Staff is much higher (Table 23).

Data indicate that the assignment of special education administrators appears to be as a result of
doing whatever the person who had the position before did. They are not used to supervise spegial
education teachers.and at times, not involved in the hiring process for special education staff. Some
special education administrators do not have recent experignce or current knowledge of special
education, Coordinating 504, preschool, student evaluations, and out of district placements require
more time than the current staff have, as these responsibilities are added on to additional
responsibilities. The turnover of spegial education administrators has been s'iQniﬁcarit since 2008.
Staff indicated that they. have little suppoit and that without written proceduires, they are learning as
they go. There has been no succession plan for the Director of Special Education, should they

leave.

The feduction of Special Education Office staff has caused difficulties in accorhplishing daily tasks
such as writing contracts, responding to phone and email requests, monitoring out of district
'p!,aceménis and the budget. Tothe credit of the curfent staff, they have been able to maintain [EP.
and Medicaid processes, but more staff is required.
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Table 23: Ratio of Spécial Education Central Office Staff 2015

3 # Certified ' _ C Ratio of Office ~

# Special - | Special . Ratigof " | #Non- o # Special Staffin'C.0.

Ediiction Education | Education | cerlified Ratio of Non- Education Staff
District | Studerits_'|-Admin Adniin. .| Admin ceriified Leaders in C.0.
Daribisry 100 0.4 2501 | 0. - 1} 100:1
East ) L . . 131:1
Hartford 1185 8 198 | 3.00 | 395:1 9.00 '
Norwalk 1500 6 250:1 |- - - 30
 Norwich . 1000 1 10001 2 500:1 | 25
West . ‘ ’ -
Have 1115 4 279:1 | 2.00 558:1 4.00

Utilization of Staff

in 2012, the CREC report indicated that —utilization of staff is problematic. At the elementary level it
was difficult for special education staff to be utilized effectively and efficiently, given the lack of
collaboration time, fack of consistency in the process of identification and determination of special
education supports, ahd the lack of specially designed instruction defined within student
programming. Elementary special education staff indicated that they have little time
forcollaboration and they feel that they can't ask for équllameﬂt or technology, due to budget
issués. In thé middle arid high schools, better distribution of caseloads would have a positive
impact on service delivery. Special education aides ate not utilized efficiently or effectively a the
elementary, middle and high. schoal levels where too many special education aides are assigned
inappropriately, with littlé time spent in supporting instruction, collecting data or managing
behaVvior. It was rot always possible to establish a purpose for their presénce in a classroom”.

Findings: Data indicate that although there have been some increases in staffing, the lack of
processes and poor fidelity of implementation of existing processes that do exist to determine staff
assignments, caseloads, ohe-on-one special education aides, cut of district placement, entrance
and exit criteria for-districtwide programs, and student service hours continue to cause significant
inequities -across the disfrict. We have examined the cenfral office and bilding staff assignments
and have not discerned any pattern or criteria that determiines where and how staff are assigned.
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Additionally, inadequate space, equipment, instrictional supplies, and coliaboration continue to
plague the efficient use of staff. Assignménts of staff to do work that théy are noi~expefienced or.
trained to do &lso impacts éffective utilization of staff. It is very troubling that neither the HR nor the
Special Edycatjon Office had an accurate Jist of staff, five weeks into the school year. Staff cannot
be utilized effectively when central office doés not know wheré they are working.

The numérous issues related to efficient use of special education aides has atreédy been discusséd,

It is unsettling to see the many different staffing problems and issues related to effective use of
resources and until the district can get these areas improved, the other recor‘nmendatio‘ns in this
report will not be successful. Thedistrict will need to improve recriiitment, hiring, stipervision,
training, scheduling, assigntrients, and retention of high quality special education staff.

Progress on 2012 CREC Report, Goal #6 Action Plan

CREC 2012 report indicated: The system should have some aclivities that are centralized and soime
that are decentralized and the district should ensure that the Office of Special Education has the
decision making authority in issues of resource allocation, hudget and special education
complidrice. The Supefintendent and Assistant Superintendent should work with the Director.of
Pupil Seyvices o identify those areas such as resource allocation and compliance where the
Director should have the decision making authority over building administrators. This should be
shared by the Superintendent with all building administrators and reinforced by the Superintendent
and Assistant Superintendent. Additionally, reqular mestings with the business services departmeént,
Director of Pupil Services and Assistant Siperintendent shauld be Hheld to manitor the budget.

Findings: Currently, in the Special Education Ceniral Office there are five Special education
coordinators, one of which is servirig as the Intérim Director of Pupil Services. The district is
considering changing the Director of Pupil Services position fo Assistant Superintendent and they
have begun a national search. There haye been four Directors of Pupil Setvices sirce the 2012
CREC repor't and the longest time any of the supervisors of special education have been in their role
is two years. In addition, thefe has been tumover of superintendents and business managers.
Special Education Supervisor assignments currently appear to be based on what their predecéssor
did, rather than an organized proactivé approach. In'the buildings, there is a department head or
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team leader for special education in each middle and high school. This position doés not exist in the
elementary schools.

The changes that we saw in 2012 toward centralizing special education practices and procedures
and providing more control for the Office of Spécial Education havé had litfle impactin creating a
cohesive special education sYs‘terri. The inconsistencies in processes and the inequities that exist
from school to school are still problematic. This has an impact on the parents who are uncertain of
the level.and quality of services from s¢hool to school, The Office of Special Education continues to
hiave little control over special education, ealising problems in compliance, budget, and quality of

services.

Progress on 2012 CREC Report, Goal #7 Action Plan

In‘the 2012 report, we indicated that, —Communication between parents and the school staff
continites to be problematic in some schools. We were struck with the differences in communication
practices and how programs are run, and what resources are available from school to school.
Development and implementation of standard communication practices and improved consistency
among schools as described in Goal #2 will assist with the communication problem. Additionally,
since the cancemns seem to be about certain schools, we recommend that the district condtict a
parent survey fo ‘identﬁj/ the problem areas and thien work. directly with staff in those schools to
improve communicatioiis and rélationships. The special education administrators shoufd meet
regulary with the Speclal Education Office staff to review procedures and to develop a written

procedures manual for all to use”.

Findings: We saw no evidence of standard communication procedures for parents. In fact, there were
some special education teaghers who still had et contacted parents four weeks into the school year.

T he‘majbrity of the parents who provided us with feedback indicated that the school and central office
were unresponsive, lacked transparency when services were not provided, and did not see the
importance of following the IEP. The trust between some parents and the school and central office staff
appears to have worsened and many parents are requesting that their child be placed out of district
because of this. A parent survey was not conducted.

The 2012 goal responded to probléms with parent communication, hawever since that time data
indicate the problems with-communication around special education within the district are significant
between central office, between ¢éntral office and schools, @and among schools. Lack of

tran‘sﬁarenc‘y and responsiveness is problematic throughout the system.
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By the énd of January the district should develop a Three Year Strategic Plan to address goals and
activifies identified in this report. The district will need to conisider the activities we have indicated as
as priorities to be comg“leted’by June 20186. Actomplishment of thése activities will require constant
focus and additional funds. Activities and outcomes for future years are described in the body of the
report. To ensure successful outcomes, staff goals and evaluation must bé aligried with the Strategic
Plan and morthly progress updates should be provided to the Board. We have provided additional
activities under each goal that the district should complete by-June 2017. All the activities below
should be incorporated int6 the Three Year Strategic Plan.

Goal 1: Improve recruitment, hiring, supervision, training, scheduling, assignments, and

retention of high quality special education staff.

Staff recruitment, hiring, assignmerits and retention
Activities to be completed by June 2016

[}

Elevate the Director of Pupil Servicés position to Chief Special Services Officer with authority
to implement the Strategic Plan.

Revise spécial education administrator job descriptions, extend their work year, and assign
them to school clusters (see organizational structure recommendations). Ensure all
administrators have necessaty experierice and expertise to perform révised job desgriptions.
Hire one additional admin_iét[ator by July 2016 to supervise special eduication preschool.
Hire an Evaluation/Assessment Coordinator by February 2016 to monitor and coordinate
evaluation and assessment services. _

Hire an Outf of District Coordinator {non-administrative position)by February 2016.

Hire.one additional special education office staff in 2015-18 and two more in 2016-17 and
reassign all to align with the new organizatiorial structure.

Review utilization of special education aides to determine number needed, where and if
hiring of part time staff js advisable, and work with the union to adjust the confract to align
‘positions with skills and expettise of aides. A

Utilizing standard protocol, analyze special education teacher assignments and caseloads
‘and make recommendations for 2016-17 budget and staffing assignments.
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Activities to be comp: lefed by June 2017

¢ Develop an incentive program for hard to find staff such as Special Education Teachers and
Speech and Language Pathologists. Werk with colleges or AARG (Special Education) to
develop Norwalk staff.

Recruitment-and Relenfion
Activities to Ee completed by June 2016

o Human Resources and Special Education offices develop rélationships with staffing agencies
and colleges to grow and obtain hard to find staff.

Activities to be completed by June'2017
o Develop and implement an onboarding and mentor system to support new special education
staff
o Create and implement a succession plan for the Chief Special Services Officer

Staff.Processes

Activities to bé completed by June 2016

o Develop and implement with fidelity procedures for staff hiring, assignments, caseloads,
tracking, and retention of high quality staff.

o Human Resources (HR) develop a system to track special education staff assignments and
provide reports regularly to Superintendent and Chief Special Services Officer.

o Special education administrators collaborate with buildfng adrinistrators in the hiring,
supervision and evaluation of all special education cértified &taff.

Staff Training
Activities to be completed by June 2016

o Utilizing the national leaming forward standards for professionat dev‘elobme'nt, develop a
comprehensive 2 year professional development plan for special education and general
education staff, including administrators that addresses the areas of coricern identified in this
report. Specifically, Writing and implementing quality IEPs, Spécially Désigned Instruction,
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Least Restrictive Environment and Continuumn of Services, all District Policies and
Procédures related to special ‘education, Co-teaching, Assistive Téchnology, Legal and
Ethical Issues, comprehensive paraprofessional-job embedded training, Effective Utilization
of Special Education Aides, Research Based Literacy-and Math Interveritions. '

o Implement @ comprehensive training to special education aides that ensures all aides have
been trained in roles and responsibilities, légai and ethical issues, academic, behavioral and
instructional skills within the first year and have received job related training throughout the
year. The district has a!'readjpurcihased-fthe curriculum (Compass). '

Activities to be completed by June 2017

o Implement,Professional ljevelopme‘nt Plan and monitor student outcomes.

Activities to be comipleted by June 2016

o Develop School Clusters from feeder schools

o Assigii Special Education Admiristrators to school clusters and define'their responsibilities to
thosé schools to include: a) Hire, supervise, evaluate, train and assign (shared with building
principal) special education and related services staff b) Monitor for Compliance and Distiict
Procsdures c) Weekly/Biweekly meéﬁn‘gs with building adrministrator d) Monitor budgetary
expenses e) PPT meetings, as needed f) Coordinate and lead bimonthly staif meetings g)
Assist with determination of students entering and exiting the programs and schoals h)
Monitor programs for sfudents whiose home schoal is in thieir cluster that are out of district i)
provide instfuctional leadership and guidance on special education and 504 issues to school
staff.

= Move 504 responsibilities to general education.

o Coordinate and monitor all special education student evaluation and assessment services.
and hire an evaluatiori/assessment coordinator,

o Develop a Tiered System of School Supervision and Support to assist schools that require
‘more support in the implementation of quality special education. Utilizing multiple data
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sources, determine which category the schools fall into: lritense Supervision and-Support,
Moderate Supervision Support or Limited Supervision Support.

Activities to be completed by .Jun_e 2017

o Utilizing data (formative and summativg assessrnent scores, attendarice, drop out,
prevalence, out-of district placerments, suspensions and expulsions, adherence to
compliance, |EP quality, parent feedback, étc.) from 20186, identify in July 2016 the schools
that require Moderate or Intensive Supervision and Support in the 3 tiered system. For
schools requiring Moderate and Inténse Supervision develop and implement an improvement
plan with the Pringipal, Chief Special Services Officer and Supervisor of Special Education.
Monitor the Improvement Plan monthly and report progress quarterly to the.Superintendent of

Schools and Board of Education.

Teaching and Learning, Continuum of Sérvices and LRE
Activities to be completed by June 2016

¢ Asinstructional leaders, special education administrators will conduct classroom observations
and provide instructional training on areas described in the report and monitor special
education student progress on summative and formative assessments.

o Inventory instructional materials, equipment and space anid put needs into 2016-7 budget.

o Provide research-based, specially designed interventions in reading, writing, and math to
meet the needs of students with disabilities.

o Assess continuum of services in each school and define entry and exit ctiteria for district
programs, Ensure that schools are staffed at sufficient levels to allow each school to provide a
full continuum of services.

o Working in partnership with ofher agencies deyelop a plan to provide an 18-21 year old
cormmunity based program and a high school therapéutic program for students with
emotional problems in 2016-17.

o Find a location that will accommodate all preschool classes and also allow for-expansion and

the partnering with other agencies.
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Activities to be completed by June 2017

o In an effort to support the programs offered in the district for the more'invoived stiidents, the
district should utilize a case study/clinic model that brings in experts in the fields of autism,
behavior, reading, assistive technology and preschdol to assist with program development and’
individual ¢ase study. This approach will assist the district with ongoing issues, while uilding
district skills and capaity.

Utilization of Resources for Instriuction
~ Activities to'be completed by June 2016
o Areview of the use of independent contractors to provide such serviges as Assistive
Technology, Autism, and Occupational and Physical Therapy should be conducted to
deterrnine if the district can do it better and for léss money.
¢ Review the budget process for special education programs to ensure that funds are
appropriately allocated and a-process.is in place for purchasing of materials and equipment
for all special education programs (including districtwide programs). '

Activities to be completed by June 2017

o The district shouild use the $100,000 curfently allotted for the AT consultant to develop, train
and support a district Assistive Technology team, The team’s role wouid be to develop
guidelines for assistive technology evaluation and use, train staff, assess and request assistive
technology equipment and materials and conduct evaluations in conjunction with building staff.

o Assess the needs of the special education students in the expelled program.

Scientific Research-based Inferventions

Activities to be completed by June 2016

o The general education department shouild conduct an audit of SRE! practices within the
district and develop a plan to consistently provide an SRBI framework.

Activities to be completed by June 2017

o General education to implement a comprehensive SRBI plan.
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Activities to be completed by Juhe 2016

¢ Update the procedures manual; train special education staff and building administrators on
the processes, and monitor implementation.

o Professional development (PD) on writing IEPs arid administrative review of each IEP.

s To ensure that procedures are followed with fidelity, the Superintendent and Office of Special
Education develop @ monitoring system aligned with the recommendations made for a tiered
system of School Supervision and Support.

Activities to be completed by June 2017

a  Allnew special education staff go through training on procedures.

> implement the Three Tier System of Suppart and Supeivision and provide updates on school
improvément plans to Superintendent and Board of Education.

| Goal's: Improve control and more efféctive use of the special gducation resources ., 7 |

There appears to be little control or oversight regarding staff hiring, staff assignments and out of
district placements, everi when it impacts the spgcial education budget. To gain some control over
the budget we recommend the following:

Activities to be completed by June 2015

o Develop a plan to reduce costs for out of district and consultation services.

o Weekly meetings with the Special Education, Business Services, and HR offices to review
budget, staffing, and processes.

o No special education expenditures ¢an be made without the approval of the Chief Special
Services Officer.
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Activities fo be:completed by Jung 2017

o Transfer the $465,000 of expenditures in the special education budget for general

education students to the district budget arid use that niohey to increase special education
teachers and 'pUrc'ha_sfe needed equipment and instractional materials for special education
students. _

District-wide special education program materials and equipmenit should be paid for by
special education budget, not the buildirig budget.

| Goal ¥ Imiprove parent and staff cormunicati

The organizational struéture recommended in this report should improve communication within the

district and with parents. Each special education admionjstrator is responsible for commuriicating

with the building administrators and special éducation staff within their school cluster. Parents that

have concerns that cannot be resolved within the school will be able to go to the special education

administrator assigned to that school.

Activities to be co'mg’letéd by June 2016

Conduct school cluster spécial education staff meetings regul'érly.

Strategic Plan Committee composed of representative staff-and parents meets.

Centralize parent contact information, to provide timely information to parents.

Develop a procedure for handling parent concerns and for conimunicating changes in st_udént
programs because of lack of staff.or other issues. Train staff and implement procedures.

Activities to be completed by June 2017

o

Building and central office administrators should receive training during the summer of 2016
on working collaboratively with parents. They, in turn should train their staff.

To ensure that parent communication and collaboration has improved, each special
education and building administrator should .conduct a survey of parents of special education

students in their schools to obtain parental feedback. The results of the survey should be

shared with the superintendent and Board of Education and should help to deterniine staff
goals.
Provide parent information and training sessions on a variety of topics selected by the

parents.
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Appendix A

IEP Reviéw Demographics

23 IEPs of current special education students were reviewed. The IEPs weré selected randomly
sélected to répresent different grade levels, disability categories, and schools.

Disability Categories include:

[+]

o

o

Emotional Disturbance- 4

LD-6

Autism-6

Multiple Disabilities- 2

Speech and Language- 2
Developmentailly Delayéd- 1
Intefléctual Disorder- 1

Other Health Imipairéd- ADHD/ADD-1

Students in district programs attend the following schools:

[}

© e

10 elementary schools:

‘Cranbury, Bfookside, Fox Run, Kendall, Marvin, Naramake, Rowayton,

‘Silvermine, Tracey, and Wolfpit

3 Middle Schools: Ponus Ridge, Roton, and West Rocks

3 High Schiools; Brien McMahon, Briggs, and Norwalk

Three out of district schools: ACES, CES, High Road, Institute of Professional
Practice

Grade levels included 1 Pre-K, 2 K, 2 1st grade, 1 2nd grade, 3 3rd grade, 2 4th grade,
3 5th grade, 1 6th grade, 1 7th grade, 3 8th grade, 1 9th grade, 1 10th grade, 1 11th
grade, 1 12th grade.
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Appendix B :

In-Depth Pratocol Norwalle Special Education Program Review
@ ; In Depth Review

mm CREC

Student Name and DOB: R ' - ___Grade:.
School; _
Reviewer: Date of Review;__
DATA

1) Files and documents (check all documents revieived)

_]' Review of student's confidential file & CRECs file review summary
_] Case manager schedule

_] List of data p~rov_ided by case manager (lesson plans, progress mionitoring data, check sheet,
éémrunication sheet)

Al services identified on the IEP are provided Y or No

Explain if no:
2) Obsérvation (completed form attached) date, location,
activity : ‘ i
“Total points out of, total applicablé indicators given for observation

3) Staff Interview (2 completed forms attached)
Ageneral education and specizal education teacher/case manager for an —includedl student
OR
A special education teacher and a support staff (such as OT, PT, SLP, school psychologist, or
paraprofessional) if self-contained
Naries and roles of interviewed staff
1.
Parent Interview (completed form a&ached) Name and date of

interview,
FOR REVIEWER ONLY 3
After réviewing all the dataplease rate how effective the programs and services for this student are in

supporting positive learning outcomes,
0 = not effective
1 = not effective (ineffective in all areas)
2 = slightly efféctive (effective in some areas, but not most)
3 =moderately effective (sffective in most areas)
4 = very effective (effective in all areas)
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Appendix C - Observation Protocol

Activity Location Reviewer:
Indicators Little or No Evidence Sutﬁbfent Evidence Score Not Applicable
{NA):
Score pt. =0 Score pt. =1 Qor1

Location in the classroom:
The student is seated within the same seating structure asthe
other students in the classroom.

Student is in a study carrel,.
separata seat apart from the

reg. group, or back cf the room.,

Student is seated alongside
typical peers in the general
sealing arrangement (i.e., whole
class, groups, peer pairs, etc.).

Instruction- Quality:

A teacher (general education or special education or both) is
the primary instructor for the class for the student (a
paraprofessional or other adult may be available to assist the
student when necessary, but the student is viewed as
attentive to the teacher and the teacher is attentive to the
.stu'dent)‘

Student.is being faught by a

1 paraprofessional or special

education teacher and is not,
part of the regular classroom
instructionslesson.

Student is receiving instruction
from the teather or there is co-
teaching arrangement where
shared teaching is evident.

| Engagement- Activity:

If included :Student is engaged in the same curricular activity
as the alher members of the.class (the materialfinstruction
may be accommodated orthe content/performance
accommodated or modified for students needs but these do.
not change the intent or nature of the activity from the grade.
Jevel standard)

If self-contained: Student is engaged in the specialized
activity as dirécted by teacher lesson plaﬁ«'and IEP.

if included: Student is engaged
in a separate-unrelated activity
or different content area
Student's activity is'weakly
connected to the-grade level
standard, more superficial in
nalure. )

If seff-contained; The activity-is
unrelated to standards, {EP or
meaningful instruction

Student is engaged in.activity
. Student's activity is fied into-the
grade level standard but may be

| modified or accommodated forin

accordance with his/her{EP.
Student may have a reduced-
workload, manipulatives,.
simplified reading, assistive

| technology (ATJ, efc. -
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Indicators Little or No Evidence Suificient Evidence -Score, | Not Applicable.
Score pt. =0 Score pt. =1 Oor1
Engagement on task: “Studéntis off task, not’ ‘Student-answers the teachers
Student is actively engaged in the activity and demonstrates attending fo the-teacher, ‘question(s), executes a given
some level of understanding of the.concept or application of precccupied with task, demonstrates mastery
the skill being instructed, something/someone, or self- ‘orally, in writing, with
stimulating behaviors are noted. | manipulatives, or.with the use of
Student has great: difficulty 1 AT.
answering.-guestions or In group setting, stiident actively
executing a given task. Part of | participates w/others
a group, but not parficipating. demaonstrating mastery oraily, in
writing, with manipulatives, or with
the use of AT.
indicators Little or No Evidence Suffidient Evidence Score Not Ap QIi@-a"ble‘
) ({NA}
Score pt. = 0. Score pt. = 1

|EP —Goals-and objebﬁves', lesson design:
The student’s IEP goals and objectives.are integrated as part
of the lesson design-and instructional delivery.

Lessoﬁ content unrelated. Little

or'no evidence of scaffolding of -

instruction

Lesson content i$ directly aligned
with EIP objective(s). Or, pre-

-teaching of skills, vocabulary,

concepts are noted

IEP — Supplementary aids and services:

The student's IEP supplementary aids and services,
' accommoadations, and modifications are applied as

appropriate {o the curricular activity.

Absence of para support, per
EP. Lack of utilization of the
instructional strategies,
materials, bocks, equipment;
AT, preferred seating, efc. as.
outlined in {EP. Content is not
modified, if applicable. There is

1 lifle or no attendarice to a

Para assistance per|EP, Student
utilizes AT, materials, books,

equipment, etc. as depicted in EIP '

for the specific subject area class.
Identified instructional strategies
are evident. Modifications-to-work,
tests, time, etc. are noted,-as
applicable. There is adherence to
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Indicators

Little or No Evidence Sufficient Evidence ‘| Score Not Applicable-
(NA)
Score pt. =0 Score pt. =1 Dor1

behavior plan, if required.

a behavior plan if required for the
student.

IEP ~ Spacialized instruction:

Specialized instruction’is evident embedded in the lessons..
Either the general education teacher, the special-education
teacher and/or paraprofessional are provided the specialized
instruction services. ’

' Support is provided.by looking |

of the student's shouid-cr
helping them with work.

The student'is leamingvia
specific strategies aimed at
promoting student independence
as-relaled to the {EP goals and
objectives.

Paraprbfessionat support,

Paraprofessional, if applicable, appropriately assists.the.
student without interfering with appropriate peer assistance 6r.
developing an overdependence of the student on the

assistance of the paraprofessional.

Para is positioned directly-next
to the student and’interferes
withe teacher's ability to direttly
instruct, re-clarfy, question,
assess or interact with the
student. Para-does not allow
-otfierstudents'to assist or, the’

child to self-advocate for

him/herself.

4 Para‘is positioned a ‘comfortable

distance from the child alfowing

the teacher. Para allows the
student to ask questions.of the
teacher or.peers. The student is
given thie epportunity to leam by

" doing or to make a mistake and
may require paraprofessional
assistance to clarify or correct.
When not.needed, the.
paraprofessional fades from the
student.

for'free interaction with peers and

Total points out of total
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Appendix D
Focused Interviews

Parents

Three parent focused intérview sessions were conducted at different timeés on different days with 14
parents in attendance. In addition, parents of the 23 students whose IEPs were reviewed were contacted
for focus intefviews and CREC attended a Parents as partners meeting that the parent-group had with the
Superiﬂtehdent. Parent feedback was provided by-a total of 50 parents;

" In'general, parent feedback féll into three categories. While some parents were not satisfied with their

child's program butwere satisfied with ihe districts communication, others'were satisfied with both or not
satisfied with &ither. In general, parents who attended the focus group sessions were unhappy with their
child's program and the way the district commuinicates. On the other hand, parents called atrandom
represented all categories. Feedback from the miajofity of parents fell irito the unsatisfied category.

During the parént focus group discussions we heard many common concermns regarding commuriication
and the programs children were énrolled in. Several themes emerged, including that parents did not trust
the school district, partially due to the lack of communication between the district and parents. Other
themes included overwhelmed teachers, problems with |EPs and problems with séfvice provision. In
general, parents described the district as having a culture of intimidation, where administrators acted as if
the tules did not concemn them. The largest reason for the taék of trust was the lack of communication;
Parents frequently talked about instances where school administrators and district personnel ignored
phone calls and emails. Parents wére unsure of the district chain of cornmand &ind as a result were
unable to determine who to contact with specific issues. Another example of failed communication was
that many were not notified of temporary suspensions in services that their child was receiving. Parents
frequently found out about suspensions from their child orother parents in the district rather than directly
from schoo! personnel. Many parents felt that updating the website and including administrators contact
information would lessen the severity of the communication problem.

Another corrrion’'concern from parents was that teachers seemed overwhelmed. Parents frequently
stated that teachers need more *hands-on" professional development and expetience working with
special education students. The district did not follow throug h with past “train-the-trainer” plans. A few
parents commented that teachers spend more time completing administrative chores than teaching.
Others observed that that high tumover was a result of teachers being constantly overwhelmed.

Another common theme heard during the parent focus groups was that parents were dissafisfied with
their child’s IEP. Many parents complained about outdated IEPs, IEPS with incorrect information or IEPs
that contained unmeasurable goals. Parents frequently stated that their Child’s IEPS were not followed
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and that the school district failed o contact them regarding temporary deviations from thée child's IEP.
Parents also complained that [EP meetings were difficult to schedule.

Parents at the focus group also discussed the jssues that ey had with'the quality of services provided
by the district. Parents said they had issues geiting evaluations and often hdd ta résult to hifing outside
evaluators because the process was so lengthy. Many said that they had yearly_ﬁgpfcs with the district
abouit what services their child should receive, often resulting in having the child reevaluated. Additionally,
many parents expressed ¢oncerns over the district hiring Lincertified staff. Many parents believed that
their children were being enabled by staff rather thain taught and did not see data providing éVidence that
their children were learning. Parents also had trouble contacting personnel and getting evaluations during
summer months. These themés were similar to those discussed with Superintendent Adamowski and the
Parent Partner group.

Parents that fell into the “satisfied” category indicated that they were pleased with the communication with
the teachers and their ¢hild had made significant progress,

Staff
A total of 38 administrators and teachers provided feedback through focused interviews. Staff responses
were iriconsistent dépending upon the school where they worked. Overall, the following themes emerged:
Inconsistency
o Caselpads, assignments, resources varies across the district schools without any rationale
o Identification of students as disabled: Lack of consistency regarding testing fools used and how
students are identified. There is little fidelity to the process of identifying students with disabities.
'« There is'a lack of consistent and effective communication to parents about their ¢hild’s progress
at schicol.
o Policy and procedures manual is out of date and no consistent implementation of district policies
o Elementary: need an objective rubric to determine teachers per building, neéd praper pd for iew
curricufum and materials such as texts and seat licenses for lexia, lack of or inconsistent
implementation of SRBI model—over dependence on sped a@nd 504.
o Transifing students from one middle school to andther varies
o Asocial worker, whom has worked in multiple buildings, stated that the owner of the behavior
intervention plans changed by building.

Staff
o  Specidl education aides- assignments hot always appropriate, CO arid HR don’t know where they
are, policy guidelines special education aides stay with student, PDIjob_"specific training not
happening.
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Principals evaluate special education aides with inpuit from the superviging téacher. In some
cases, special education aides are directed by special education teachers and in ofhers, the
general education teacher.

One principal reported that he was in neéd of a special education aide and contacted central
office, only to.receive that staff member three weeks later. Conversely, another principal reported
receiving a special education aide on the first day of school without any knowledge of her arrival
and interided position.

No tool or data were identified-as a means to determine the need for a special-education aide as
a 1-1 for students. The decision is made “by the PPT" during'th‘e meeting. Special education
aide hours were détermiried by the budget.

Substitute availability is hit or miss when a teacher is.out of the building.

MS has larger caseloads espécially for incoming 6th graders

Why not havé our own OTs and PTs rather than contract out?

Pleased with addition of BCBAs arid ABA therapists )

There seemed to be a lot of staff movément throughout the district. One social worker reported

‘that since joining the district she had been transferred several times, she also stated that this was

common among this role. [n addition, there were several other staff that were relocatéd for one
reason or-another; classrooms closed, staff conflict, requested leave.

Services

-Services for students vary across district despite similar student profiles lack of support for new

programs, lack of familiarity of union contracts, procedure for assignments scheduling of
depariment meétings

Services are fiot equitable from building to building or based on the needs of the student
populations within those buildings. For example, staff felt it was not possible to have a complete

-continuum of special education services dfue to high caseload numbers and staff shortages.

Lack of support for new programs

District wide programis are not clearly defined and no entry or exit criteria

Ratio of High school co-taught classes exceed §0/50, High schaol tearn leaders have excessive
responsibilities, and 18-21 year program should be in the community not the high 'school.

Instructional Materials and Equipment

o

o

e

Licenses and seats for programs such as reading 180/ system 44 riot purchased

Hard to get general education textbooks

Pay for own equipment stherwise special education gets left overs—18 year'old computer .
Teachers haveto create their own materials and bririg in their own equipment
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Central Office

o

Staff indicated that support from central office-is not consistent. Requiests are slow to get a
response.

It is —a fight to get what we néed.|

Pleased that the Diregtor pdsition will be elevated

They hold staff migetings and iriclude staff at due process/mediations

PPS disconnect between PPS and cumiculum department, historically poor support of initiatives
sent to building admin from director of PP§

Tumover in the special education department created questions about what the policies and
procedures wére, as éach year, it appeared this changed as administration changed. Multiple
staff stated that things were getting worse and not better.

Early Childhood

]

Early Childhood/preschool district does not know what ECT preschool team does, large class
sizes, space limitations, even with new preschool center 2-3 classes will still be in other schools,
unsafe adult to student ratios, admin support lacking

Building Administrators

Some building admins need to take ownership of sped students in their schools and heed fo
participate in PPTs.

Some do not follow the special education procedures related to one on one special education
aides and out of district placement. .

Principals —hoard]l special education aides...keeping them when the'assigned studentmovesto

another schoal.
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Appendix E
School Report 2008

Schools that fall below the average for their group in 3 or more areas on Table 13: Brookside,
Columbus, Cranbury, Jefferson, Kendall, Silvermine, Wolfpit, Ponus Ridge, West Rocks, '
Briggs, Norwalk HS, and McMahon HS.:Should work with the assigned special education
superwsor to develop arid implement action plans and frequently monitor progress on the plan to
increase educational benefit to their students. The district should support these schools with
resotitces such as professional development, additional special education supervisor time,
intetvention/inclusion and instructional speclahst assistance, and additional training and
professional development. Plan should be developed and implementation begun by January
2009

Schools with 1 to 2 areas below the average: Naramake, Roton, Nathan Hale, Marvin, and Fox
‘Run, should review those areas below the average and takes steps to further assess and determine
if activities for improvement in that area are needed. Commendationisto Tracey schiool for
performance at or above the district level average in all areas. Tracey should set their standard at
the state and DRG average. January 2009

School Based Educationial Benefit

Because of the uniqueness of each school we compiled a matrix of the 11 data sources that were
used to deterinine educational benefit (Table 12). From the File Review data, we have provided
percent of Compliance and Educational Benefit data in columns 2 and 3. Colurmn 4 providesa
summary of the data collected through In-depth Student Reviews and Classroom
Observations. The In-depth/ and Classroom Observations column provides three scores:

1) Program effectiveness-this is the score that the CREC reviewer gave after reviewing data,
observing the student and interviewing two staff who work with the student and the
parent

2) Allservices provided a score of yes indicates that the setvices are thie IEP were being
provided _ (

3) Observation percent — indicates the percent of positive indicators found when CREC
team members observed classrooms.

The table also provides in column 4 the peicent of Parent Survey Responses that were in'the

“agree” category for the followmg topics: satisfaction with r my child’s program, my participation
with development and implementation of my child*s program, and my child’s participation in the
school. The last column on the right provides the CMT Special Education Vertical Scores 2006-
8 for Matched Cohort Growth Points and CAPT Scores at or above Proficiency for 2008.

Table 13 combines a variety of data sources that will assist the district and individial schools.to
assess educational benefit provided to special education stiidents. Bolded scores in this table
indicate that the school did not-meet the level average in the specified data area. So, for example
Rowayton was at or gbove the average elémeitary score in all 11 data points, indicating that they
are a.school that is doing very well on educational benefit, compared to the other district
elementary schools. Tracey only has one bold area in readmg growth points (Tracey-has 52
growth points on the CMT and the elementary average is 62 pomts) Naramake, Roton, Nathan
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Hale, Marvin, and Fox Run all have 2 areas each that are -belo’“}. their “level” average. The
remaining schools have 3 or more ateas, with Ponus Ridge and Silvermine at 7 each.

Table 12

School Data and Educational Benefit
BOLD indicates did not meet level average in specified area.

School File Reviews In-depth and Classroom Parent survey * 2008 CMT Vertical
) . Observations- Percent positiveresponses . .| growth points )
| (file #file | %Ed % o All Obs | |# % Parent | Child | Reading Math
+ reviews) reviews | Benefit | Comply | Program' | services | % sufvey | Satisfied | Partic | Partic
1 effective | provided
, . 114 5 : .
' Elem. Avg, 56 79 2.8 76.8 " 79.5| 874 76 63 ‘58
' Brookside 2 43 571 . 2 Yes| 67 5 100 100 100 62 58
Columbus 1 80 83 | 3 Yes | 67 5 42| 100 20 46 38
" Cranbury 2 85 77 3 Yes | 63 9 751 94 73 .61 - 46
' Fox Run 5. 60 80 3 Yes | 88 5 79 67 89 76 59
| Jefferson 2 17 77 2.5 Yes | .67 0 ~Nodata 62 46
| Kendall 2 37 77 2 Yes| 75 3 78| 81 80 74 75
Maivin 2 56 86. 4 Yes | 100 3 841 65( 60| 67 56
| Naramake 2 52 83 3 Yes | 86 1 100} 100] 100 52 61
| Rowayton 2 61 79 4] Yes |. 86 8 81 88 77 71 73
Silvefine 2 83 76 2 Yes | 43 4 36 67| 50 84 53
Tracey 2 75 89 | 3.5 Yes | 88 4 100§ 100 87 52 71
Wolfpit 3 34 67 2 Nol| 92. 3 100 100 ] 100 62 60 |
MS average : 62. 73 2.75 A | 78.5 8871 87.7| 81.6 36 46
NathanHale 3 51 77 4 Yes | 100 2 100 851 100 44 48
- PonusRidge | 41 43 64 2 Yes| 43 11, 59 73 75 38 52 i
Roton ) 4 78 | 90 3 Yes | 100 1 100 1001 100 24 45
West Rocks 3 30 60 2{ Yes| T 10 . 964 93] 89 38 37
S ’ o ' CAPT at or above
, | . prof
HS average 58 67 2.5 81.3 823 89.3| 81.6 33.8 41,6 |
Briggs . 5 9 60 3 Yes| 93 1 100 100 100 12.5 125 |
1 McMahon 10 63 83 2 Yes | 83 7 59 84| 50 47.2 48.6 |
- Norwalk 2 53 81 2.5 Yes| 68 12 88 84 95 242! 371
HS

* 29 parent su.rveys were cc;mpleted without the school name, ld elementary, 10 middle school, and 9 high school

**Program effective rated by reviewer on a scale of 1 to 4, 1=not effective, 2=slightly effective (effective in some areas, but not
most) ,3 = moderately effective (effective in most areas), 4=very effective (cffective in all areas).
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Appendix F
2015 Norwalk Q0D Analysis

| Placement

#
Students

AU

TED

LD

[OHI

MD

Hi

DD

D

TSLP

No

| Cat:

ACES, Whitney H.S. North
{(Hamden)

3.

ACES Village School Early Intensive
Behavicr Intervenstion:

T

ACES SAILS Program

=l

The Arch Bridge School at
Wellspring - Residential

ASD

ASD (Dorm)

Ben Haven/Parent Transports.

Ben Haven/live In

Ben Haven

CCCD - Bridgeport Ave,

CCCD

CES, DLC

CES, PLC

W] =] ] Al ] =

CES, TDP

sl o o R =D ] NN

-

CES, RISE Program (Sacred Heart
University)

n

Cedarhurst School

Charles Hayden School

CREC Soundbridge

The Children's Center

“The Pinnacle School

Eagle Hill

Foundation H.S./Parent Tranisports

N nof B rof n] ] o
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Placement — cont’'d

N *H*

' Students

AU

ED

LD

OHI

MD

Hi

DD

SLP

No
Cat

Foundation M.S. ‘

Foundation H.S.

Giant Steps/Parent Transports

Giant Steps

Greenbrier Academy {Residential)

Grove School

High Road

13

Looking for a Program!

Hope Academy, Orange

Hyde Magnet School, New: Haven

The Institute of Professional
Practice, Inc.

Lorraine D. Foster

Meliora Academy

Meliora -Academy {Parent
Transports)

—

Spire School

5t. Catherine Academy.

St Vincent‘s

p| w@f o} =

Susan Wayne Center of Excellence

{Residential)

Westport Day School

INES

North West Village School - Wheeler
Clinic {Residential)

Winston Prep

Woodhouse Academy

Rogers International School,
Stamford

SN D X

Trailblazers
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Placement — cont’d # AU ED LD OHI MD H | DD D. SLP | No
Sfudents Cat
“Acad of Inf Tech & Eng 6 1 3 K 1
Forman 2 1 )
Winston Prep 5 2 V 1 1
The Speech Academy 1 ' ' .
| Settlement/Unquowa School 1 1
Franklin Academy 1 1
Settlement/Speech Acad‘emy- 11 1 ‘
Villa Maria 1 1
Westport:Day School 1 1
Westhill.High School 1 1
Sandhill Child Dev: Center K 1
, A 185 |27 |28 |17 |38 |23 6. 2 |4 |2 |8
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Out of District Placements by-School Sept.1, 2015

# Ouit- High Roads Qut-placed by
Norwalk Schools _ Placed Schl CES Out-placed by Schl
1 | Brien MclMahon High School 31 BMHS 4 | CES DLC ' o
2 Briggs High School 4 Briggs 2 BMHS 3
3 | .Brookside Elementary School 6 Calurnbus 1 NHS 2
Columbus Magnet Elementary :
4 School 1 Cranbury 1 CES PLC
5 Cranbury Elementary School 5 Jefferson 1 BMHS 1
6 Fox Run Elementary School 4 Kendall 1 Brookside 4
7 Jefferson Elementary School 8 Marvin 2 WRMS 1
8 Kendall Elementary School 2 Naramake 171 CES TDF
g Marvin Elementary School 4 NHMS 11 BMHS 1
10 Naramake Elementary School 2 NHS 8 Briggs 1 |
11| Nathan Hale Middle School 4 _Ponus 1 Cranbury A
12| Norwalk High School - 47 Rowayton 1] Fox Run 1
13° | Ponus Ridge Middle:School 7 Silvermine 1 NHS. | 3.
14 Roton Middle School 3 Tracey 1. 1T racey. 4
15 Rowayton Elementary School 3 WRMS 11 | WRUS 3
16 Silvermine Elementary School 4
17 | TraceyElementary'School 4
18| West Rocks Middle School 13
19 Wolfpit Elementary School. 3
155
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No

2015-6 Out of District Placements Studerits | AU ED LD OH! ND H | DD B | SLP Cat
Disability by % of Qut-Placed 17.4% | 18:% 11.% 24.5% 14.8% | 3.9% | 13% | 26% | 13% | 5.2%
Norwalk Sept 2015 - % outplaced.based on 1600

.students 9.69%

June 2014-Norwalk ARP % of Placements’in Separate

Schools, Residential or Other Settings 8.20%

June 2015 Norwalk ARP % of Placéments in Separate

Schools, Residential or Other Settings 8.89%

SDE targeted percentage fof Placements.in Separate

Schools, Residential or Other Settirigs June 2014 6:00%

_SDE targeted percentage for Placementsin Segarate

Schools, Residential or Other Settirigs June 2015. 7.40%
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Appendix G

Standardized Test Scores

2013 Math CMT '
_ Mathematics Number Tested | Mathematics % At/Above Proficieney
5 : N o 4 0
Norwalk Total Whole District 4571 84.40% .
Special Education 355 52.68%
' Brookside Whole Schoal 216 81.02%
Elementary Special Education 7 28.57%
Columbus "Whole School 158 | 86.71%
Elementary Special Education 17 52.94%
Cranbury . Whole School 202 93,56%
Elementary ‘Special Education 12 83.33%
Jefférson Whole Schaol 267 85.02%
Elementary Special Education 6 100.00%
. 1a-Crh . 0
Kendall Elementary |vnole School 237 "79.75%
Special Education 11 72.73%
. ) 3 0,
Rowayton School thlg School 185 . 91.89"/6
Special Education 12 66:67%
- Whole Schoot. 179 78.21%
Tracey School , - :
Special Education 32 43.75%
g e K “ A
Fox Run Elernéntary- 'Who[e School 196 85 7JT/:
Special Education 24 50.00%
Naramake Whole School- 202 89.60%
Elemeritary ' Special Education 14 |- 57.14%
: = : S 20%.
Marvih Elementary Whole School ‘ 226 8?.40,{?
Special Education 18 | :50.00%.
si]vemline Whole School 179 73.74%
Elementary Special Education 12 41.67%
Wolfpit Sechool Whole School 143

85.31% |
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Special Ed‘ucét?’ori

15 53.33%

Nathan Hale Middle | Whole School 571 84.61%
School Special Education 571 -59.12%
Ponus Ridge Middle | Whole School 569 78.91%
School Special Education 38 28.95% |
West Rocks Middle | Wholé School 618 © 84.79%

School Special Education 46 54.35%
Roton Middle School o School 8 9043% |

‘ Special Education .29} 75.86%

1 2013 Reading CMT -
Réading Number Tested Reading % At/Above Proficiency

Whole District | 4547 | 79.50% |

Norwalk Total — - :
. | Special Education 339 40:41%
Brookside Whole Schoo! 217. T 64.06%
Elementary Special Education 8 0.00% |
Columbus Whole School 156 77.56%:
Elementary Special Education 15 26.67%
‘Cranbury Whole Schoo! 201 | -88.56%
Elementary Special Education 12 66.67% |
J‘éffé‘rson WholeSchool | 265 _80.00%

Elementary Special Education | 4| 75.00%
kenda[l Elementary Whole 'Schoo.l_._’_m ; 232 7069%
| Special Education 8 50.00% |

Rowa o n school | -WholeSchool 183 85.25%
Special Education 10 | 30.00%

't Whele Schaal 175 |. 65.14%

Tracey School ; e
Special Education 28 17.86%"
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Whole School 194 69,59%.
Fox Run Elementary - - —

3 Special Education 21 19.05% |
Naramake- -Whole School 201 77.61% 1.
Elementary Special Education 13 23.08%
Marvin Eleme rftary ‘Whole School : 225 |. 69.33% |

. Special Education 17 23.53% |.
Silvermine Whole School 179 61.45%
Elementary Special Education 12 | 16.67%
Wolfpit School Whole School 3 143 82752%

Special Education 15 -40.00%
Nathan Hale Middle | Whole School. 573. 86.56%
School Special Education 60 53.33%
Ponus Ridge Middle | Whole School 566 79.68%
School Special Education 40 | 35.00%
Waest Rocks Middle | Whole-School 614 86.81%
School | Special Education 42 50.00%
Roton Middle'Schoolk Who}gScho‘oI — 418 | 89.47%
Special Education 29 75.86%
2013 Writing CMT
Writing Number Tested Writing % At/Above Proficiency
e | Whole District | 4709 | ' 83.97%
Norwalk Total . -
| Special Education 502 45.42%.
‘Brookside Whole School 223 77.13%.
Elenientary $pecial Education 14| 14.79%
Columbus Whole School 162 82.72% |
Elementary | Special Education _ 22 | 45.45%
Cranbury.- | Whole School 207 93.72% |
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Elementary

.Special Education 18 61.11%
lefferson | Whole:Schoo! 278 _89.57%
Elementary .Special Education 18] 77.78%
Kendali Elementary Who.le School 246} 80.89%
Special Education 20 50.00%
N N . v 0/ ]
Rowayton School \{\‘Iho,lef School X 192 94.27%
B | Special Education 18 66.67%
- . x " L u
Tracey School Whole School 183 _76.504
Specia‘l Education 36 30.56%
N i ' ¢ . ou
Fox Run Elementary Who.h? School : 199 84.92%
Special Education 27 48.15%
Naramake Whole Schoo! 206 84.47%
Elementary Special Education 19 42.11% -
' N Whole School 231 87.45%
Marvin Elementary . -
- ] " | 'Special Education 23 5;7'17%
Silvermine ‘Whole School 185 . 81.08%
Elementary Special Education 18 38:89%
T ) " . A0
Wolfpit School Who.le School _ 147 88.44@ |
: Special Education 19 52.63%
Nathan Hale Middle | Whole School 589 88.29%
| School Special Education | 77 .57.14%
Ponus Ridge Middle | Whole School ' 581 78:83%
School Special.Education 52 26.92%:
‘West Rocks Middle | Whole Schaol 636 77.20%
School Special Education 65 29.23% |
i . ost
Roton Middte School Who.le School e 431 20.72:
Special Education 43 72.09%
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CAPT Math 2013

1 Mathematics Number Tested

Mathermiatics % At/Above Proficiency

Norwalk Total Whole District 838 | 73.51%
Special Education 60 18.33%
Norwalk High ‘Whole School 394 75.13%
.5chool Special Education 24 25.00%
" Brien MciMahon | Whole School 421 74.11%
High School Special Education 31 16.13%
Briggs High School Whole Sthqo! - 22 3636%
Special Education 4. 0.00%
CAPT Reading 2013
Réading Number Tested Reading 9% At/Above Proficiency :
Norwalk Total Wholé District - 833 74.31%
o Special Education 63 22.22%
Norwalk-High Whole School 388 74.48%
| School _Special Education 23 34.78%
Brien McMahon Whole Sc¢haol 423 76.60%
High School Spiecial Education 34 | 14.71%
Briges High School |-1/hiole Sthool 20 25.00%.
Special Education 4 0.00%
CAPT Writing 2013. ‘ , '
' Writing N:um_tb‘er Tested Writing % At/Above Proficiency.
Norwalk Total Whole Distri'ct- 827 86.34% |
Special Education 67 41.79%:
Norwalk High Whole School . 381 88:71%
School Special Education” 26 ~'50.00%
Brien McMahon: Whole School 422 86.,49%
High School | special Education 33 42,42% |
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Briggs High School

‘Whole Séhoo! '

20 |

' 50.00%

Special Education

0.00%
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Appendix.H .
Norwalk-Staff 2015 (missing vacant positions and permanent substitute teachers.and FTE)

7 s _ , _Analysts
Briggs 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Brien 12 1 1 1 2 0 0 0 1
McMahon B :
 Brookside | 2° 2 1 1 1 10 0 |0 11
Columbus | 2 1 1 10 1 10 12 0
Cranbury |5 2 1 1 1 i1 0 0
FoxRun |5 1 1 0 1 0 |z 0 114
Jefferson | 2 1 1 10 1 0 0 10 10
Kendall |3 1 11 0 1 o [0 0 9
Marvin 4 2 1 0 1. 0 11 0 8
Naramake |2 1 1 0 1 0 2 0
Nathan | 5 T 7o 1 1 0 |0 0 io
Hale .
Norwalk 9 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 16
Ponus 6 1 1 1 2 0 1 0 11
Ridge, . . !
.Roton 4 0 0 2. 1 0 0 10 12
Rowayton | 3 1 i1 1 1 0 0 0 |10
Silvermine | 2 12 |1 0 1 0 0 0 8
[ Tracy 3 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 10
West. 5 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 11
Rocks )
Wolfpit 3 0 1 1 11 10 0 0 6
Total 77 19 18 11 20 1 0 0 178
School
Wide
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SpEd.& |1 2 0 0 11 !
Pupil Pers:

Total 78 21 18 1 21 {179
Tolal | 333

Staf:
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR R HARRY W. RILLING

MEMORANDUM

DATE: May 31,2016

TO: The Members of the Board of Estimate & Taxation
The Members of the Planning Commission
The Members of the Common Council

FROM: . Harry Rilling, Mayor %h) .

RE: Fire Department Capital Project Close Out and Special Approp
Removal of Underground Storage Tanks project

ion for the

Chief Reilly is requesting that the City approve a special capital appropriation for $83,000 to finish the
Removal of Underground Storage Tanks project (0915-3110-5777-C0542).

The attached back-up documentation provides an explanation for this request, along with the Finance
Director’s recommendation.

ACTION REQUESTED:

1. RESOLUTION: Approve a special capital appropriation in the amount of $83,000 to fund the
Removal of Underground Storage Tanks (0915-3110-5777-C0542).

Cc: Laurence Reilly, Fire Chief

125 East Avenue « Post Office Box 5125 o Norwalk, CT 06856-5125 o Telephone 203-854-7701 e Fax 203-854-7939 e hrilling@norwalkct.org



CITY OF NORWALK, DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE
Robert Barron, CPFO

Director of Finance
rbarron@norwalkct.org

NORMLK P: 203-854-7870 / F: 203-854-7848

125 East Avenue, PO BOX 5125

The Sound of Connecticut Norwalk, CT 06856-5125
MEMORANDUM
DATE: May 31, 2016
TO: Harry Rilling, Mayor

The Members of the Board of Estimate & Taxation
The Members of the Planning Commission
The Members of the Common Council

FROM: Robert Barron, Ditector of Finance %’9}%

RE: ~ Fire Department Capital Project Close Out and Special Appropriation
for the Removal of Underground Storage Tanks Project.

Chief Reilly is requesting that the City approve a special capital appropriation for $83,000 to finish the
Removal of Underground Storage Tanks project (0915-3110-5777-C0542).

In FY'14-15 $35,000 was budgeted to cover the removal of the underground storage tanks at 100 Fairfield
Avenue, this included the disposal of up to 100 tons of potentially contaminated soil. Upon removal, the
contractor determined that while the tanks were not leaking there was a large amount of contaminated soil
in the ground, approximately 359 tons, significantly more than originally assumed or budgeted for. In
addition, 5,000 gallons of groundwater that kept filling the hole had to be removed. As a result of the
discovery of contaminated soil, the State DEEP required site monitoring and testing was also not included
in the original budget. This $83,000 will cover the all of these unanticipated costs and complete the
project.

As outlined in the attached memo, Chief Reilly is requesting the Stations Alerting System-Phase II (0909-
3110-5777-C0411) and the Building Repairs and Replacement (09163110-5777-C0385) with balances of
$5,204 and $5,106 respectively be closed out and those available balances be returned to the capital fund
balance. Both of these projects have been completed and these funds are no longer required.

ACTION REQUESTED:

1. RESOLUTION: Approve a special capital appropriation in the amount of $83,000 to fund the
Removal of Underground Storage Tanks (0915-3110-5777-C0542).

The most feasible means to finance this special appropriation is from the capital projects fund balance
with a portion of the funds specifically coming from the closed out Fire Department projects.



CITY OF NORWALK

FIRE DEPARTMENT

121 CONNECTICUT AVENUE Tel: (203) 854-0200

NORWALK, CONNECTICUT 06854

TO: Robert Barron

FROM , Laurence Reilly

DATE: May 19,2016

RE: Special Appropriation Request

The Fire Department requests a special capital appropriation of $83,000 into Account (0915-
3110-5777-C0542) to pay the balance of costs associated with the removal of Underground Fuel
Tanks.

The Fire Department has a capital budget appropriation of $35,000 (0915-3110-5777-C0542) for
the removal of four unused underground fuel storage tanks at 100 Fairfield Avenue. We based
the amount of our request on contractor estimates. When we developed the bid specifications,
bidders were asked for unit pricing for removal/replacement of any contaminated soil.

Once the contractor removed the tanks they confirmed that none of the tanks appeared to be
leaking. However there was a large-amount of contaminated soil in the area of the driveway for
building. The contractor removed 359.1 tons of contaminated soil and replaced it with clean fill.
During removal of the contaminated soil, the excavation kept filling up with ground water.
DEEP directed the contractor to use a vac truck to remove the water until no more water
appeared in the excavation. This has resulted in a considerable additional cost for the project.
Additionally, since we had contaminated soil, our consultant, Big East Environmental, spent
considerable additional hours at the site monitoring and testing.

As an offset to this additional expense, the Fire Department will close the following two capital
projects with excess funds.:

Account #0909-3110-5777-CO411 § 5,204

Account #0916-3110-5777-C0385 $5.105
$10,310

Additional information on costs is on the following page.



A

Costs

ETT tank removal $28,899
Contaminated soil $61,736

Vac truck V , $16,039
Paving $ 2,048

Big East Consultants $ 9.130

Total Cost $117,852
Less Original Budget - $35.000
Total Req. from Fund Balance $82,542

Please let me know if you need more information, back-up etc.

Respectfully,

Laurence Reilly
Fire Chief
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CITY OF NORWALK, DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ]

Office of the Director

P: 203-854-7870 / F: 203-854-7848
125 East Avenue, PO BOX 5125

il (=10} |
NORWALK Narwalk, CT 06856-5125

The Sound of Connecticut
MEMORANDUM
DATE: May 2, 2016
TO: Harry Rilling, Mayor

The Members of the Board of Estimate & Taxation
The Members of the Planning Commission
The Members of the Common Council

FROM: Robert Barron, Director of Finance %

RE: Health Department Capital Project Close Out and Special Appropriation
for the HVAC Project.

Attached is a request from Tim Callahan Director of Health, to close out one (1) completed Health
Department capital project and re—approprlate these funds to cover the remainder of the HVAC System
Upgrade project.

As outlined in the attached memo, Mr. Callahan is requesting the Security System Replacement Project
(C0552) be closed out and the available balance of $6,400 be returned to the capital fiind balance.

Mr. Callahan is requesting that the City approve a special capital appropriation in the same amount
(86,400} to finish the HVAC system upgrade project (C0453) at the Health Department. The original

_ appropriation for this project was $150,000.00. Last fiscal year $28,195 was transferred into this account

from the capital fund balance to cover the cost of the bids that came in over what was originally budgeted.
At this point, all $178,195 appropriated to this project has been expended, but, according to Mr.
Callahan’s memo, there are still some costs remaining. This $6,400 appropriation will cover all
remaining expenses and complete this project.

ACTION REQUESTED:

1. Close out the following capital project, Health Department Security System Replacement
(C0552) with an available balance of $6,400.

2. RESOLUTION: Approve a special capital appropriation in the amount of $6,400 to fund HVAC
repairs at the Health Department building. Account #(C0453).

The most feasible means to finance this special appropriation is from the capital fund balance with funds
specifically coming from the closed out Health Department project.



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR s HARRY W. RILLING

MEMORANDUM

DATE: May 2, 2016

TO: IThe Members of the Board of Estimate & Taxation
The Members of the Planning Commission
The Members of the Common Council -

FROM: Harry Rilling, Mayor ,f ~y J. (l.l,é'

RE: Health Department Capital Project Close Out and Special Appropriation
for the HVAC Project.

Attached is a request from Tim Callahan Director of Health, to close out one (1) completed
Capital Project and to re-appropriate these funds to cover the remaining costs of the HVAC
System Replacement at the Health Department.

" The attached back-up documentation provides an explanation for this request, and the Finance
Director’s statement concerning the most feasible means to finance this appropriation is also
attached.

ACTION REQUESTED:

1. Close out the following capital project, Health Department Security System
Replacement (C0552) with an available balance of $6,400.

2. RESOLUTION: Approve a special capital appropriation in the amount of $6,400 to
fund HVAC repairs at the Health Department building. Account #(0453).

Cc: Tim Callahan, Director of Health

125 East Avenue © Post Office Box 5125 ¢ Norwalk, CT 06856-5125 © Telephone 203-854-7701 « Fax 203-854-7939 o hrilling@norwalkct.org



Morwikke

April 21,2016

To: Robert Barron, Finance Director
From: Tim Callshan ~1Co—

Re Special Capital Appropriation

The HVAC Replacement project # 09142012-5777-C0453 budget of $150,000 is fully
" expended. The Basement HVAC replacement is nearly complete. At this point Salamone and
Associates, the design and project management firm, .is owed $2,100 and will complete
additional work costing approximately $900. The construction work remaining is the fabrication
and installation of a metal grate over the exhaust pit. Salamone’s estimate for this work is
between $3,000 and $3,500. The total funds necessary to complete the project will be in the
neighborhood of $6,500.

The Security Replacement project # 09152012-5777-C0552 budget of $18,000 is complete and
came in under budget leaving a $6,400 available balance. I am requesting the Security Alarm
Replacement project be closed and a special appropriation of a like amount to be made to the
HVAC Replacement project.



CITY OF NORWALK
Craig Schmidt

Risk Manager
CSchmidt@Norwalkct.org

NOR\MALK A P: 203-854-7972 / F: 203-854-7848
‘ FEAY » o 1 125 East Avenue, PO BOX 5125

The Sound of Conmecticut Narwalk, CT 06856-5125

June 2, 2016

City of Norwalk: Property & Casualty Insurance Program - Renewal

The City of Norwalk has a Property & Casualty Insurance program that includes purchasing
insurance coverage to help protect City and Board of Education assets from insured loss.
Most of the insurance policies renew annually on 7-1. Below is an explanation of major
insurance coverage that the Office of Management & Budgets maintains.

Please contact the Risk Manager if you have questions regarding these coverages at the
contact information listed in the above heading.

Sincerely,

Craig Schmidt
Risk Manager

Liability: The City is Self-Insured for the first $1,000,000 with a $1,000,000 per Occurrence
coverage limit thereafter plus a $10,000,000 per Occurrence and Aggregate Umbrella
above that limit. The carrier is Connecticut Interlocal Risk Management Agency (CIRMA).
The City will retain any loss that would exceed the limit of insurance noted above plus our
self-insured retention.

Annual Premium is $486,099 for 7-1-2016 to 7-1-2017 policy year.

Expiring Premium was $454,998 for the same coverage limits.

Property: The Property Insurance renewal continues to insure City owned buildings and
schools with total insured values of over $500M with Chubb Insurance.

Total Premium is $445,000 for 7-1-2016 to 7-1-2017. Also thereis a $30,000 fee.



The Expiring Property premium was $467,466.
Please note that this coverage also includes Boiler & Machinery Insurance, too.
The City is represented by an insurance broker, Arthur J. Gallagher, for this coverage.

Commercial Crime: We are insured through Great American. Coverages include:
Employee Dishonesty; Forgery or Alteration; Theft, Disappearance & Destruction; and
Computer Fraud. Coverage up to $500,000 per covered peril. The policy deductible is
$10,000.

Premium is $2,626 for 7-1-2016 to 7-1-2017.
Expiring premium is $4,9009.

One change to note: The Crime Insurance carrier is changing to The Hanover from Liberty
Mutual. This change is due to the relatively lower cost in premium for approximately the
same coverages and limits.

Builders Risk Policies: The City will, on occasion, embark on new school construction
and/or major construction or renovation projects for City buildings. To insure these
unique projects, the City will procure Builders Risk policies or seek equivalent insurance
under the above mentioned Property Insurance policies.

At this time, there are no Builders Risk policies in force.

Workers Compensation: Excess Workers Compensation: The Excess Workers
Compensation coverage will help protect the City from extraordinary financial costs arising
out of a catastrophic loss to City employees covered by the Connecticut Workers
Compensation Statute.

The annual premium for this coverage is $147,175 for 7-1-2016 to 7-1-2017.
Expiring premium is $139,173.

The City will retain loss up to $3,000,000 and the carrier, Safety National, will cover
expenses after reaching that threshold.

The City is represented by insurance broker, H.D. Segur, for this coverage.

Public Health Liability Policy: The Health Departmentis a dynamic provider of support
to Norwalk and supporting communities and the liability generated may not necessarily be
covered by the City’s Liability Insurance referenced above, due to standard insurance
market exclusions. To help provide some financial and legal protection to the Health Dept.
and the City for these dynamic programs, this policy has been purchased.

The limits of coverage are $1,000,000 per Claim and $3,000,000 Aggregate per policy year.



The carrier is Evanston Insurance Company. The premium is $12,000 for 5-4-2016 to 5-4-
2017.
Expiring premium is $12,000.

The City is represented by insurance broker, H.D. Segur, for this coverage.

Flood Insurance Policies: The City has seven locations that are considered to be in high
rate flood zones. These locations are insured through the National Flood Insurance
Program (NFIP) which is a program under FEMA.

The renewal premium for NFIP locations is $78,017 for 7-1-2016 to 7-1-2017.

The expiring premium is $62,888.

TULIP Policy: The City has a Liability Insurance policy that helps respond when outside
parties use City and/or Board of Ed property. TULIP stands for Tenant’s and (Facility)
Users’ Liability Insurance Policy.

The renewal premium is estimated at $9,000 for 7-1-2016 to 7-1-2017.

The expiring premium is $8,000.

The City is represented by insurance broker, Shoff-Darby, for this coverage.

Overall Summary: The Property and Casualty Insurance renewal for 7-1-2016 reflects a
continuing trend in the insurance marketplace where premiums in most lines of business
are increasing creating upward pressure on the total cost of our Property & Casualty
Insurance program. The overall premium increase is 5%.

A significant part of the Risk Management process is financing the losses that occur,
especially those detrimental to the City’s finances. Part of this financing process is having a
comprehensive Property & Casualty Insurance program in place to help reduce the City’s
financial exposure to catastrophic losses.



April 2016 Financial Commentary

Balance Sheet
Cash is $24,000 better than last year (including $80,000 Credit Line draw down in 2015).
Accounts Payable is $15,000 lower than last year

April Month vs Prior Year

Golf Revenue is $4K lower primarily due to decreased ID card sales offset by higher golf rounds.
Personnel expenses are $33K higher primarily due to $18K credit adjustment to the 2015 sick leave &
vacation accruals and additional staffing due to the earlier start this year.

Park Maintenance is $7.5K higher primarily due to the earlier use of Ag & Chem inventory

April YTD vs Prior YTD

Golf Revenue is $123K higher due to increased rounds, ID card and cart sales.

Gift Certificate sales are $20K lower due to not selling 5 for 4 pre-paid golf rounds this fiscal year. This
will be made up in Golf Fees as the season goes along.

Personnel Expense/Benefits are up $61K primarily due to the mild winter, keeping seasonal help on
longer than usual, bringing seasonal help back earlier than usual and an $18K credit to Sick Leave &
Vacation accruals in 2015,

Admin expenses are $47K higher primarily due to $25K in Professional fees for the NGF Driving range
study and Restaurant Engineering Study, Advertising $7K planned increase, $5K higher Other Admin
expenses, and $3K increased Liability Insurance costs.

Park Maintenance expenses are up $50K primarily due to $23K increased Water expense, $8K Grounds
Maintenance for sand, top dressing and seed, $11.5K Building Maintenance ($4K Restaurant Roof, $3K
Restaurant Rotted trim repair, $1,200 Golf Shop Roof Repair), S15K AG& Chem because plans are for a
moderately difficult year, $6K Equipment Maintenance due to 5 yr old fairway mowers needing new
reels, $4k there alone, and heavy use of all equipment last year due to long season, offset by lower
Heating Oil and Gasoline expense. '



Description
Revenue Rounds

Barter Rounds

Sub Total

Non Revenue Rounds
Total All Rounds

Total Carts
Total Golf ID Cards
Total Gift Cards

Total S Revenue Rounds
Total Carts $

Total Goff ID Cards S
Total Gift Cards S

S Revenue/Revenue Round
Carts/Revenue Round

Cart S/Revenue Round
Cart $/Cart Round

ID Card S/Card

Resident Adult 18 Rounds
Resident Senior 18 Rounds
Junior/Golf Team 18 Rounds
Empl 18 Rounds

Non Resident 18 Rounds
Total 9 Hole Rounds

Resident Adult 18 Rounds $
Resident Senior 18 Rounds S

Junior/Golf Team 18 Rounds $

Empl 18 Rounds $
Non Resident 18 Rounds $
Total 9 Hole Rounds $

SR NONRES DISC
NONRES DISCOUNT
FAMILY REG
CITY/OWNER REG
Total

GolfNow Rounds
GolfNow Dollars
Dollars/Round

OAK HILLS SALES ANALYSIS APRIL 2016

Apr 2016 Apr2015 Inc/(Dec) YTDFY16  YTDFY15 inc/(Dec}
2,918 2,634 10.8% 27,902 25,003 11.6%
346 178 94.4% 1,831 622 194.4%
3,264 2,812 16.1% 29,733 25,625 16.0%
31 42 -26.2% 268 331 -19.0%
3,295 2,854 15.5% 30,001 25,956 15.6%
1,508 1,254 20.3% 16,595 14,184 17.0%
300 552 -45.7% 1,439 1,364 5.5%

10 22 -54.5% 214 186 15.1%
$78,947 $69,843 13.0% $762,072 $664,916 14.6%
$22,484 $18,398 22.2%  $242,369 $207,861 16.6%
$24,970 $43,666 -42.8% $106,296 $104,045 2.2%
$634 $1,505 -57.9%  $15,335 $35,241  -56.5%
$127,035 $133,412 -4.8% $1,126,072 $1,012,063 11.3%
$27.06 $26.52 2.0% $27.31 $26.59 2.7%
51.7% 47.6% 8.6% 59.5% 56.7% 4.8%
$7.71 $6.98 10.3% $8.69 $8.31 4.5%
$14.91 $14.67 1.6% $14.60 $14.65 -0.3%
$83.23 $79.11 5.2% $73.87 $76.28 -3.2%
1,045 1,039 0.6% 9,184 7,181 27.9%
503 364 38.2% 4,759 4,769 -0.2%

89 162 -45.1% 849 609 39.4%

59 58 1.7% 588 650 -9.5%

929 793 17.2% 9,413 7,777 21.0%
293 218 34.4% 3,109 4,017  -22.6%
$27,875 $25,893 7.7%  $240,409 $184,218 30.5%
$10,354 $6,026 71.8%  $94,278 $90,598 4.1%
$1,233 $1,510 -18.3%  $14,183 $8,225 72.4%
$295 $263 12.2% $3,528 $4,110 -14.2%
$33,530 $31,694 5.8% $345,667 $300,748 14.9%
$5,660 $4,457 27.0%  $64,007 $77,017  -16.9%
10 12 -16.7% 87 76 14.5%

22 32 -31.3% 115 126 -8.7%

9 6 50.0% 22 27 -18.5%

4 3 33.3% 24 18  33.3%

45 53 -15.1% 248 247 0.4%

30 82 -63.4% 382 339 12.7%
$1,767 $3,363 -47.5%  $22,054 $17,066 29.2%
$58.90 $41.01 43.6% $57.73 $50.34 14.7%



;g;g;lfg" OAK HILLS PARK AUTHORITY
Accrual Basis Balance Sheet 2016
As of April 30, 2016
Apr 30, 16 Apr 30,15
ASSETS
Current Assets
Checking/Savings

1000 - Cash
1010 - CAP Account - Wells Fargo
1011 - Money Market - Wells Fargo
1021 - NBT Money Market
1022 - NBT Payment Account
1023 - NBT Rent Escrow Sec Apt Right
1040 - Escrow Security Dep Apt 2 Right
1050 - Petty

Total 1000 - Cash

Total Checking/Savings

Accounts Receivable
1201 - Accounts Receivable

Total Accounts Receivable

Other Current Assets
1100 - Inventory
1200 - Receivables
1205 - Rents Receivable
Total 1200 - Receivables

1300 - Prepaid Expenses
Total Other Current Assets

Total Current Assets

Fixed Assets
1500 - Fixed Assets
1505 - Machinery and Equipment
1510 - Accumulated Depreciation/Amort.
1561 - Park Improvements
1562 - Restaurant
Total 1500 - Fixed Assets

Total Fixed Assets

Other Assets
1550 - Other Assets
1555 - City of Norwalk Escrow Account

553.76 283.67

-0.03 1,428.32
95,047.38 128,782.71
-26,183.30 -5,733.83
1,350.00 0.00
0.00 2,001.00

400.00 400.00
71,167.81 127,161.87
71,167.81 127,161.87
600.00 0.00
600.00 0.00
111,017.80 111,718.36
6,000.00 1,000.00
6,000.00 1,000.00
25,144.56 6,523.27
142,162.36 119,241.63
213,930.17 246,403.50
1,006,903.10 918,744.60
2,889,469.51  -2,670,112.76
1,692,467.75 1,680,017.75
2,277,134.66 2,277,134.66
2,087,036.00 2,205,784.25
2,087,036.00 2,205,784.25
0.00 120,000.00

Page 1 of 3



10:01 AM
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OAK HILLS PARK AUTHORITY

Total 1550 - Other Assets

Total Other Assets

TOTAL ASSETS

LIABILITIES & EQUITY

Liabilities

Current Liabilities

2000

2050
2100
2104
2105

2200
2210

2106 -

2230 -
2250 -

2400 -
2500 -

Accounts Payable

Total Accounts Payable

Other Current Liabilities

Total Current Liabilities

Long Term Liabilities

|
|
|
i
E Accrual Basis
|
l

Balance Sheet 2016
As of April 30, 2016
Apr 30, 16 Apr 30, 15
0.00 120,000.00
0.00 120,000.00
2,300,966.17 2,572,187.75
- *Accounts Payable 72,454.53 87,867.03
72,454.53 87,867.03
+ Accounts Payable-Tennis Revenue 5,550.00 5,275.00
- Accrued Payroll 14,343.76 22,976.48
- Accrued retirement contribution 1,597.81 594.72
- Accrued Vacation Pay 28,895.04 19,308.60
Accrued Sick Leave Pay 24,328.22 17,235.74
- Accrued Expenses 30,708.92 29,823.81
- Security Deposit-Entrance House
2212 - Security Dep - Apt 2 Right 1,350.00 2,000.17
Total 2210 - Security Deposit-Entrance Houst 1,350.00 2,000.17
NBT Credit Line 0.00 80,000.00
Deferred Revenue
2251 - Tournament Deposits 1,100.00 2,800.00
2250 - Deferred Revenue - Other 56,553.37 45,989.00
Total 2250 - Deferred Revenue 57,653.37 48,789.00
Cart Sales Tax Due 996.00 -0.64
Monies due City of Norwalk
2501 - Bond Due to City of Norwatk 38,048.37 117,430.61
2502 - Escrow due to City of Norwalk 0.00 33,333.30
2503 - 150k Capital Debt 1,218.79 13,411.68
2504 - 150k Operating Debt 1,867.22 13,843.10
Total 2500 - Monies due City of Norwatk 41,134.38 178,018.69
Total Other Current Liabilities 206,557.50 404,021.57
279,012.03 491,888.60
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32/2;:;“ OAK HILLS PARK AUTHORITY
Accrual Basis Balance Sheet 2016
As of April 30, 2016
Apr 30, 16 Apr 30, 15
2700 - Irrigation Debt 0.00 248,840.99
2701 - Consolidated City Debt 2,111,209.55 0.00
2725 - Restaurant debt 0.00 1,874,379.32
2726 - Paving Debt 0.00 92,488.97
2730 - Capital Debt (150k) 107,922.89 122,212.53
2731 - Operating Expense Debt (150k) 107,926.43 122,215.07
2762 - John Deere Loan - 2010 0.00 2,690.35
2763 - GE Capital (John Deere) 2012 45,280.29 70,693.65
2764 - NBT Truck Loan 22,556.00 27,522.76
2765 - Deere Credit Inc. 24,290.40 0.00
2766 + Wells Fargo Equip 16,006.44 0.00
2767 - Deere Credit, Inc. Sweeper Vac 24,305.00 0.00
Total Long Term Liabilities 2,459,496.00 2,561,043.64
Total Liabilities 2,738,508.03 3,052,932.24
Equity
3000 - Fund Balance
3010 « Fund Balance - Beginning -42,873.28 -42,873.28
Total 3000 - Fund Balance -42,873.28 -42,873.28
3001 - Opening Bal Equity -24,305.00 0.00
3500 - Reserves
3550 - Reserve for Contingencies 405,368.10 405,368.10
Total 3500 - Reserves 405,368.10 405,368.10
3900 - Retained Earnings -591,876.15 -519,016.89
Net Income -183,855.53 -324,222.42
Total Equity -437,541.86 -480,744.49
TOTAL LIABILITIES & EQUITY 2,300,966.17 2,572,187.75

Page 3 0of 3



;glgglﬁ\g" OAK HILLS PARK AUTHORITY
Accrual Basis P&L - Current Month Vs. Prior Year Month
April 2016
Apr16 Apr 15 $ Change % Change
Ordinary Income/Expense
Income
4000 - REVENUES
4001 - Golf Revenue
4010 - Golf Fees 82,494.93 68,012.00 14,482.93 21.3%
4020 - 1.D. Cards 24,970.00 43,836.00 -18,866.00  -43.04%
4030 - Tournament Fees 0.00 1,700.00 -1,700.00 -100.0%
4050 - Cart Revenue 21,924.00 18,377.00 3,547.00 19.3%
4060 - Golf Revenue - Gift Certif. 634.00 1,505.00 -871.00 -57.87%
4070 - Gift & Rain Checks Redeemed -2,781.00 -2,143.00 -638.00 -29.77%
Total 4001 - Golf Revenue 127,241.93 131,287.00 -4,045.07 -3.08%
4200 - Rental Income 1,350.00 1,000.00 350.00 35.0%
4300 - Investment Income 265.49 5.99 259.50 4,332.22%
4400 - Misc. Income 0.00 9,536.10 -9,536.10 -100.0%
4500 - Cash Over/Under 1.77 0.00 1.77 100.0%
4600 : Restaurant income 6,000.00 6,000.00 0.00 0.0%
Total 4000 - REVENUES 134,859.19 147,829.09 -12,969.90 -8.77%
Total Income 134,859.19 147,829.09 -12,969.90 -8.77%
Gross Profit 134,859.19 147,829.09 -12,969.90 -8.77%
Expense
5000 - PERSONNEL EXPENSE
5010 - Management Salary 12,189.98 8,627.02 3,562.96 41.3%
5030 - Administrative 12,993.54 9,689.561 3,404.03 35.5%
5040 - Administrative O/T 44.79 0.00 44.79 100.0%
5050 - Course Personnel 24,189.06 3,432.89 20,756.17 604.63%
5060 * Course Personnel O/T 176.42 219.63 -43.21 -19.67%
5070 - Seasonal Personnel 10,735.31 5,747.36 4,987.95 86.79%
5080 - Seasonal Personnel O/T 161.47 57.86 103.61 179.07%
Total 5000 - PERSONNEL EXPENSE 60,490.57 27,674.27 32,816.30 118.58%
5200 - EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
5210 - Payroll Taxes 4,884.66 3,275.91 1,608.75 49.11%
5230 - State Unemployment 4,796.79 1,743.00 3,0563.79 175.2%
5250 - Health Insurance 3,044.59 3,744.61 -700.02 -18.69%
5260 - Workmans Compensation 923.92 1,249.33 32541 -26.05%
5270 - Retirement Plans 403.53 273.71 129.82 47.43%
Total 5200 - EMPLOYEE BENEFITS 1J4.053.49 10,286.56 3,766.93 36.62%
5400 - ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES
5420 - Telephone 90.61 471.21 -38060 -80.77%
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05/18/16

Accrual Basis

OAK HILLS PARK AUTHORITY
P&L - Current Month Vs. Prior Year Month

Net Ordinary Income

April 2016
"Apr16 Apr15 $ Change % Change
5430 - Professional Fees 2,375.00 2,250.00 125.00 5.56%
5436 - Advertising 792.06 500.00 292.06 58.41%
5440 - Office Expense 1,775.48 2,574.98 -799.50 -31.05%
5441 - Bank Charges 23.00 31.05 -8.05 -25.93%
5442 - Credit Card Fees 1,115.86 608.93 506.93 83.25%
5445 - Postage 164.50 13.56 150,94 1,113.13%
5461 - Autharity Secretarial Services 310.00 320.00 -10.00 -3.13%
5469 - Other Outside Services 117.70 252,30 -134.60 -53.35%
5470 - Other Administrative 421.60 -51.15 472,75 924.24%
5480 - Utilities 2,000.52 1,885.95 114.57 6.08%
5490 - Watar 0.00 65.55 -65.55  -100.0%
5500 - Liabllity Insurance 3,832.00 3,870.09 -38.09 -0.98%
5520 - Interest Expense 527.53 636.12 -108.59 -17.07%
Totai 5400 - ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 13,545.86 13,428.59  117.27 0.87%
5700 - PARK MAINTENANCE
5710 - Water 767.66 0.00 787.66 100.0%
5720 - Heating Fuel 1,092.86 735.35 357.51 48.62%
5730 - Grounds Maintenance 296.19 2,062.52 -1,766.33 -85.64%
5750 - Agriculture and Chemicals
5751 - Agriculture&Chemicals-Purchase: 4,236.00 12,300.64 -8,073.64 -65.59%
5752 - Agriculture/Chemicals Utilized 8,4938.04 -B,642.17 17,140.21 198.33%
Total 5750 - Agriculture and Chemicals 12,734.04 3,667.47 9,066.57 247.22%
5760 - Irrigation Maintenance 2,453.94 933.18 152076 162.97%
5770 - Consumable Tools 279.86 677.61 -397.75  -58.7%
5795 - Janitorial Supplies 0.00 539.14 -539.14 -100.0%
5800 - Equipment Maintenance 2,049.86 3,247.85 -1,197.99 -36.89%
5810 - Equipment Rental 0.00 390.00 -3850.00 -100.0%
5820 - Building Maintenance 2,316.60 786.92 1,529.68 194.39%
5860 - Gasoline/Diesel Fuel 0.00 1,515.07 -1,515.07 -100.0%
5880 - Employee work ciothes 88.50 0.00 88.50 100.0%
Total 5700 - PARK MAINTENANCE 22,099.51 14,565.11 7,54440 51.83%
6000 - CART EXPENSE
6010 - Cart Lease Expense 7.997.00 7,997.00 0.00 0.0%
6020 - Electriclty 579.88 523.70 56.18 10.73%
6030 - Maintenance 2,287.47 72.47 2,215.00 3,056.44%
6050 - Cart Insurance ~400.00 400.00 0.00 0.0%
Total 6000 - CART EXPENSE 11,264.35 8,99317 2,271.18 25.25%
Total Expense 121,453.78 74,937.70 45,516.08 62.07%
13,405.41 72,891.39 -59,485.98 -81.61%
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10:00 AM OAK HILLS PARK AUTHORITY
0518/16

Accrual Basis P&L - Current Month Vs. Prior Year Month
April 2016
Apr 16 Apr15 $ Change % Change

Other Income/Expense

Other Expense
8000 - Depreciation/Amortization 17,957.30 19,048.46 -1,091.16 -5.73%
8002 - Bond to City 4,762.29 13,470.60 -8,708.31 -64.65%
8003 - Replenish escrow 0.00 3,333.33 -3,333.33 -100.0%
8004 - Capital Debt to City 174.65 1,384.31 -1,209.66 -87.38%
8005 - Operating Debt to City 193.51 1,384.31 -1,190.80 -B6.02%
Total Other Expense 23,087.75 38,621.01 -15,533.26  -40.22%
Net Other income -23,087.75 -38,621.01 15,533.26 40.22%
Net Income -9,682.34 34,270.38 -43,952.72 -128.25%
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10:02 AM
05/18/16
Accrual Basis

OAK HILLS PARK AUTHORITY

P&L - Current YTD Vs. Prior YTD
July 2015 through April 2016

Ordinary Income/Expense

Income

4000 - REVENUES

4001 -

Golf Revenue

4010 - Golf Fees

4020 - I.D. Cards

4030 - Tournament Fees
4050 - Cart Revenue

4060 -
4070

Total 4001 - Golf Revenue

4100 -
4200 -
4300 -
4400 -
4500 -
4600 -

Tennis Revenue
Rental income
Investment Income
Misc. Income
Cash Over/Under
Restaurant Income

Total 4000 - REVENUES

Total Income

Gross Profit

Expense

5000 - PERSONNEL EXPENSE

5010 -
5030 -
5040 -
5050 -
5060 -
5070 -
5080 -

Management Salary
Administrative
Administrative O/T
Course Personnel
Course Personnel O/T
Seasonal Personnel
Seasonal Personnel O/T

Total 5000 - PERSONNEL EXPENSE

5200 - EMPLOYEE BENEFITS

5210 -
5230 -
5250 -
5260 -
5270 -

Payroil Taxes

State Unemployment
Health Insurance
Workmans Compensation
Retirement Plans

Total 5200 - EMPLOYEE BENEFITS

5400 - ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

Jul '15 - Apr 16Jul "14 - Apr 156

$ Change % Change

Golf Revenue - Gift Certif.
« Gift & Rain Checks Redeemed

705,575.53 595,706.48 109,869.05 18.44%
106,332.00 104,255.00 2,077.00 1.99%
60,351.00 58,608.00 1,653.00 2.82%
231,882.00 196,527.64 35354.36 17.99%
14,947.00 35,271.00 -20,324.00 -57.62%
-16,386.00 -11,046.00 -5,340.00 -48.34%
1,102,701.53 979,412.12 123,280.41 12.59%
24,000.00 21,000.00 3,000.00 14.29%
13,108.00 10,000.00 3,108.00 31.08%
685.30 83.43 601.87 721.41%
8,658.59 24,978.00 -16,319.41 -65.34%
1.77 193.85 -192.18 -99.09%
60,000.00 60,000.00 0.00 0.0%
1,209,155.19 1,095,667.50 113,487.69 10.36%
1,209,155.19 1,095,667.50 113,487.69 10.36%
1,209,165.19 1,095,667.50 113,487.69 10.36%
121,832.43 117,608.98  4,22345  3.59%
99,099.21 93,785.14 531407 5.67%
298.78 0.00 298.78 100.0%
239,371.93 235,903.81  3,468.12 1.47%
1,345.02 2,501.21 -1,156.19 -46.23%
78,682.75 39,360.54 39,322.21 99.9%
1,397.37 1,260.06 137.31 10.9%
542,027.49 490,418.74 51,607.75 10.52%
47,558.72 41,844.73 5713.99 13.66%
21,642.96 17,25463  4,388.33 25.43%
39,043.68 39,773.74 -730.06 -1.84%
12,078.48 12,494.30 -415.82 -3.33%
4,282.25 3,548.31 733.94 20.68%
124,606.09 11491671  9,690.38  8.43%
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10:02 AM
05/18/16
Accrual Basis

5461

OAK HILLS PARK AUTHORITY
P&L - Current YTD Vs. Prior YTD

July 2015 through April 2016

- Telephone

* Professional Fees
- Advertising

- Office Expense

- Bank Charges

- Credit Card Fees
5445 -
5450 -

Postage
Training and Dues

- Authority Secretarial Services
5469 -
5470 -
5480 -
‘_5490 4
5500 -
5520 -

Other Outside Services
Other Administrative
Utilities

Water

Liability Insurance
Interest Expense

Total 5400 - ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

5700 - PARK MAINTENANCE

5710 -
5720 -
5730 -

5740
5750

5751 » Agriculture&Chemicals-Purchase:

Water
Heating Fuel
Grounds Maintenance

- Tree Maintenance
+ Agricuiture and Chemicals

5752 - Agriculture/Chemicals Utilized

Total 5750 - Agriculture and Chemicals

5760 -
5770 -

5780

Irrigation Maintenance

Consumable Tools

+ Tee and Green Supplies
5790 -
§795 -
5800 -
5810 -
5820 -
5840 -
5860 -
5880 -

Other Supplies
Janitorial Supplies
Equipment Maintenance
Equipment Rental
Buiilding Maintenance
Small Equipment
Gasoline/Diesel Fuel
Employee work clothes

Total 5700 - PARK MAINTENANCE

6000 - CART EXPENSE

6010 -
6020 -
6030 -

Cart Lease Expense
Electricity

Maintenance

Jul'15 - Apr 16Jul 14 - Apr 15§ $ Change % Change

4,384.56 4,759.20 -37464 -7.87%
47,775.64 22,892.00 24,883.64 108.7%
9,659.48 2,300.26  7,359.22 319.93%
14,339.91 16,331.45 -1,991.54 -122%
428.50 956.28 -527.78 -55.19%
21,041.96 18,649.93 2,492.03 13.43%
193.50 179.65 13.85 7.71%
4,045.77 2,165.00 1,880.77 86.87%
2,360.00 1,680.00 680.00 40.48%
3,078.66 2,971.65 107.01 3.6%
5,952.76 735.36 5217.40 709.5%
27,116.93 24,855.03  2,261.90 9.1%
1,036.85 768.86 267.99 34.86%
42,214.64 38,930.90 3,283.74 8.44%
4,013.33 2,554.93 1,458.40 57.08%
187,642.49 140,630.50 47,011.99 33.43%
59,924.19 37,001.09 22,923.10 61.95%
9,960.79 17,566.42 -7,605.63 -43.3%
24,684.76 16,32647 835029 51.2%
0.00 1,918.06 -1,918.06 -100.0%
87,906.76 62,418.17 25/488.59 40.84%
-31,045.88 -20,914.87 -10,131.01 -48.44%
56,860.88 41,503.30 15,357.58 37.0%
6,823.32 6,911.563 -88.21  -1.28%
1,704.60 2,702.83 -998.23 -36.93%
4,540.28 4,754.58 -21430 -4.51%
318.60 0.00 318.60 100.0%
1,405.92 1,701.20 -295.28 -17.36%
32,742.99 27,071.81 5671.18 20.95%
188.12 390.00 -201.88 -51.76%
24,244,02 12,72442 11,519.60 90.53%
287.42 227.93 59.49 26.1%
11,038.39 13,766.21 -2,727.82 -19.82%
88.50 0.00 88.50 100.0%
234,812.78 184,564.85 50,247.93 27.23%
36,027.73 36,509.25 -481.52 -1.32%
9,225.99 6,893.32 2,332.67 33.84%
7.242.19 4,051.99 3,180.20 78.73%
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10:02 AM OAK HILLS PARK AUTHORITY.

05/18/16

Accrual Basis P&L - Current YTD Vs. Prior YTD

6050 - Cart Insurance
Total 6000 - CART EXPENSE

Tota! Expense

Net Ordinary Income

Other Income/Expense
Other Expense
8000 - Depreclation!Amorﬂzaiion
8001 - Capital projects
8002 - Bond to City
8003 - Replenish escrow
8004 - Capital Debt to City
8005 - Operating Debt to City
8500 - Modification of City Debt
Total Other Expense

Net Other Income

Net Income

July 2015 through April 2016

Jut 15 - Apr16Jut 14 - Apr 16

$§ Change % Change

4,000.00 4,000.00 0.00 0.0%
56,495.91 51,454.56 5,041.35 9.8%
1,145,584.76 981,985.36 163,599.40 16.66%
63,570.43 113,682,14 -50,111.71 -44.08%
179,573.00 180,484.60 -10911.60 -5.73%
53,361.11 51694.50 1,666.61 3.22%
§4,325.82 134,705.96 -80,380.14 -58.67%
0.00 33,333.30 -33,333.30 -100.0%
1,780.46 13,843.10 -12,062.64 -87.14%
1,867.22 13,843.10 -11,975.88 -B6.51%
-43,481.65 0.00 -43,481.65 -100.0%
247,425.96 437,904.56 -190,478.60 -43.5%
~247,425.96  -437,904.56 190,478.60 43.5%
~183,855.63  -324,222.42 140,366.88 43.29%
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REVENUE

4000 - REVENUES

4001
4010

4020 -
4030-
4050 -

4060

4001 -

Total

4100
4200
4300
4400
4600

- Goif Revenue

- Golf Fees

1.D. Cards

Toumament Fees

Cart Revenue

- Golf Revenue - Gift Certif.
Golf Revenue - Other
4001 - Golf Revenue

« Tennis Revenue

- Rental Income

- Investment Incame
- Misc. Income

+ Restaurant income

Total Other Revenue

TOTAL REVENUE

EXPENSE

5000 - PERSONNEL EXPENSE

5010 -
5030 -

5040
5050
5060
5070
5080

Management Salary
Operations

+ Operations O/T

- Course Personnel

« Course Personnel OfT

- Seasonal Personnel

- Seasonal Persanne! O/T

Total 5000 - PERSONNEL EXPENSE
5200 - EMPLOYEE BENEFITS

5210
5230
5250
5260
5270

- Payroll Taxes

« State Unemployment

» Health Insurance

- Workmans Compensation
- Retirement Plans

Totaf 5200 - EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
5400 - ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

5420-
5430
5440 -
5441 -
5442 -
5445 -

5450

5460 -
5461 -
5469 -
5470
5480 -

5490

Total 5400 - ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES
5500 - DEBT SERVICE AND INSURANCE

Telephone
Professional Fees
Office Expense
Bank Charges
Credit Card Fees
Postage

- Training and Dues
Outside Services

Other Outside Services
Other Admin/Mktng
Utilities

- Water

Authority Secretarial Services

Oak Hills Park Authority
2015 Actual vs, Budget

Apr Act Apr Bud Yar YTD Act Y10 Bud Var$ Var%
$82,495 $76,935 7.2% $705,576 $683,858 $21,718 3.2%
$24,970 $58,320 57.2% $106,332 $138,703 -$32,371 -23.3%
S0 $2,031 -100.0% $60,351 $70,120 -$8,769 -13.9%
$21,924 $19,297 13.6% $231,882 $206,366 $25,516 12.4%
$634 $657 -3.5% $14,947 $15,396 -$449 -2.9%
-$2,781 -$2,012 38.2% -$16,386 -$10,372 -$6,014 58.0%
$127,242 $155,227 -18.0% $1,102,702 $1,104,071 -$1,369 -0.1%
$0 S0 #OWV/0! $24,000 $24,000 $So 0.0%
$1,350 $1,000 35.0% $13,108 $10,000 $3,108 31.1%
$265 $5 5287.9% $685 $69 $617 898.5%

s2 S0 #DIV/0! $8,660 S0 $8,660 #DIV/0!
$6,000 $6,000 0.0% $60,000 $60,000 $0 0.0%
$7,617 $7,005 8.7% $106,454 $94,069 $12,385 13.2%
$134,859  $162,232  -16.9%  $1,209,155 $1,198,139 411,016 0.9%
$12,190 $11,484 -6.2% $121,832 $114,837 -$6,996 -6.1%
$12,994 $8,564 -51.7% $99,099 $83,759 -$15,340 -18.3%

$45 $0 #DIV/0! $299 $0 -$299 #DIV/0!
$24,189 $24,658 2.1% $235,372 $246,978 $7,606 3.1%
$176 $243 27.3% $1,345 $2,764 $1,419 51.3%
$10,735 $7,462 -43.9% $78,683 $51,102 -$27,580 -54,0%
$161 $21 -667.2% $1,397 $458 -$939 -204.9%
$60,491 $52,471  -15.3% $542,027  $499,898 -$42,129 -8.4%
$4,885 $3,438 -42.1% $47,559 $43,918 -$3,641 -8.3%
$4,797 $1,645 -191.6% $21,643 $16,284 -$5,359 -32.9%
$3,045 $4,274 28.8% $39,044 $42,743 $3,700 8.7%
$924 $1,195 22.7% $12,078 $11,946 -$132 -1.1%
$404 $209 -93.4% $4,282 $2,705 -$1,578 -58.3%
$14,053 $10,761 -30.6% $124,606 $117,596 -$7,010 -6.0%
$31 $510 82.2% $4,385 $5,103 $719 14.1%
$2,375 $2,436 2.5% $47,776 $24,786 -$22,989  -32.7%
$1,775 $2,216 19.9% $14,340 $13,996 -$344 -2.5%
$23 $38 38.8% $429 $1,157 $728 63.0%
$1,116 $521 -114.4% $21,042 $15,858 -$5,184 -32.7%
$165 $5  -3348.0% $194 $63 -$130 ~206.1%
S0 #Dv/o! $4,046 $2,237 -$1,808 -80.8%
$0  #DIV/0! $0 53,468 $3,468  100.0%
$310 $340 8.8% $2,360 $1,785 -$575 -32.2%
$118 $299 60.7% $3,079 $3,523 $444 12.6%
$1,214 $1,639 25.9% $15,612 $16,387 $774 4.7%
$2,001 $1,930 -3.7% $27,117 $25,432 -$1,685 -6.6%
S0 $61 100.0% $1,037 $721 -$316 -43.8%
$9,186 $9,994 8.1% $141,415 §114,517 -$26,897 -23.5%



5500 - Liabifity Insurance
5510 - Security
5520 - Interest
Total 5500 - DEBT SERVICE AND INSURANCE
5700 - PARK MAINTENANCE
5710 - Water
5720 - Heating Fue!
5730 - Grounds Maintenance
5740 - Tree Maintenance
5751 + Agriculture&Chemicals-Purch
5752 - Agricuiture/Chemicals Utilized
5760 - irrigation Maintenance
5770 - Consumable Tools
5780 - Tee and Green Supplies
5795 - Janitorial Supplies
Total 5700 - PARK MAINTENANCE

5800 - PARK EQUIPMENT
5800 - Equipment Maintenance
5810 - Equipment Rentai
5820 - Building Maintenance
5840 - Small Equipment
5860 - Gasoline/Diesel Fue}
5880 - Employee work clothes
Total 5800 - PARK EQUIPMENT
6000 - CART EXPENSE
6010 - Cart Lease Expense
6020 - Electricity
6030 - Maintenance
§050 - Cart Insurance
6060 - Misc. Cart Expense
Total 6000 - CART EXPENSE
7001 - Uncategorized Expenses

Oak Hills Park Authority

TOTAL OPERATIONAL EXPENSE

TOTAL OPERATIONAL NET INCOME

Restructured Debt
Capital Funding $150k
$150K Operating Debt
Escrow Funding
Commercial Debt Service
Loan Repayment
{‘N:ET INCOME BEFORE CAPITAL EXPENSES
8000 - OTHER EXPENSE
8000 - Depreciation/Amortization
8000 - Depreciation/Amortization Non Cash
8001 - Capital projects
Contingency

Totai 8000 - OTHER EXPENSE

NET INCOME

Apr Act Apr Bud
$3,832 $3,870
$0 50
$528 $655
$4,360 $4,525
$788 $0
$1,093 $932
$296 $2,794
S0
$4,236 $11,484
$8,498 -$7,250
$2,454 $817
$280 $396
30 50
$0 $1,004
$17,645 510,136
$2,050 $3,517
S0 $141
$2,317 $519
S0 S0
$0 $1,710
$89 $0
$4,455 $5,886
$7,997 $7,917
$580 $645
$2,287 $28
$400 5400
S0 $0
$11,264 $8,990
$121,454  $102,764
$13,305 $59,468
$4,762 $13,471
$175 $1,384
5194 $1,384
$7,865 $5,503
$12,995 $21,742
$410 $37,726
$4,167
50 $4,167
5410 $33,559

2015 Actual vs, Budget

Var
1.0%
#DIV/0!
19.5%
3.7%

#DIV/0!
-17.2%
89.4%

#DIV/0!
63.1%
216.6%
-200.5%
29.3%

#DIV/0!
100.0%
-74.1%

241.7%
100.0%
-346.7%
#DiV/0!
100.0%
#DIV/0!
24.3%

~1.0%
10.1%
-8062.8%
0.0%
#DIV/01
-25.3%

-18.2%
-77.5%

64.6%
87.4%
86.0%
#DIV/0!
-42.9%
40.2%
-98.9%

100.0%

100.0%
-98.8%

YTD Act YTO Bud Var$
$42,215 $38,929 -$3,286
$0 $0 $0
$4,013 $6,553 $2,539
$46,228 $45,481 -$747
$59,924 $33,196 -$26,728
$9,961 $22,268 $12,308
$24,685 $22,767 -$1,918
$0 $2,975 $2,975
$87,907 $58,233 -$29,673
-$31,046 -$772 30,274
$6,823 $6,049 -$774
$1,705 $1,578 -$126
$4,859 $2,244 -$2,615
$1,406 $3,169 $1,763
$166,223  $151,709 -$14,515
$32,897 $29,314 -$3,583
$34 $141 $107
$24,244 $14,956 -$9,288
$287 $530 $243
$11,038 $15,535 $4,497
$89 50 -$89
$68,589 $60,476 -$8,113
$36,028 $36,144 $116
9,226 $8,492 $734
$7,242 $1,567 -$5,675
$4,000 $4,000 50
$0 $0 50
$56,496 $50,203 -$6,293
$1,145,585 $1,039,880  -$105,705
$63,570  $158,260 -$94,689
$54,326  $134,706 $80,380
$1,780 $13,843 $12,063
$1,867 $13,843 $11,976
S0

$35,134 $55,028 $19,894
$53,108  $217,421  $124,313
-$29,537 -$59,161 $29,624
$53,361 $41,667 -$11,694
$53,361 541,667 -$11,694
-$82,898  -5100,828 $17,930

Var%
-8.4%

#DIvV/0!
38.8%
-1.6%

-80.5%
55.3%
-8.4%
100.0%
-51.0%
-3922.6%
-12.8%
-8.0%
-116.5%
55.6%
-9.6%

-12.2%
75.9%
-62.1%
45.8%
28.9%
#DIV/0!
-13.4%

0.3%
-8.6%
-362.2%
0.0%
#DIV/0}
-12.5%

-10.2%
-59.8%

59.7%
87.1%
86.5%
#DIV/0!
36.2%
57.2%
50.1%

~28.1%

-28.1%
17.8%





