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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 lnterlocal Risk Management 
Agency (CIRMA) for an amount not to exceed $486,099 for FY 16-17. Account #161343-541N, 
165053-541 N 

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, lnc.for an amount not to exceed $147,175. 
Account #161343-541 N, 165053-541 N 

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-
541 N, 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 #161343-541 N, 165053-
541N 

20. Receive Oak Hills Authority Monthly Financial Statements for April30, 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 (7:30p.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: 

April14, 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: April30, 
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 ofthe 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 ifthere 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. 

Mr. Sacchinellijoined the meeting at 7:30p.m. 
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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 ifthe 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. 

Mr. 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 HV AC 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: 

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 HV AC 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 8:20p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

S. L. Soltes 
Telesco Secretarial Services 
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PRIORITY SCHOOL READINESS 

OVERVIEW AND DESCRIPTION OF GRANT 

Section I 

Purpose of Grant as outlined in Connecticut General Statues (C.G.S.) Section 10-16o 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 ofthe 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. 1 0-16p(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 slots 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 
Department of Information Technology 

NORWAL-K 
Thti: SoiJ.,C( of (_ol1~e.cHC.trl:: 

To: Members of the Finance Committee 

From: William D. Ireland, Ill, 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. 
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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. 
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MuniCity costs were negotiated by CRGOG and are based on the size of the 
municipality. The costs for Norwalk include: 

s 107,960 

s 9,400 
s 32,400 

s 3,439 

Software, data conversion, implementation and training, 1st year 
hosting and support. 
Mobile technology implementation for up to 12 inspectors. 
On-site project management 20 hours per week (Norwalk 
requested) 
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 
MunfCfty 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 
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City of Norwalk 
Information Technology Department 

125 East Ave., Rm203 
Norwalk, CT 06850 

Phone: 203-854-7714 Fax:203-854-7803 
ITT Request Form 

SCA MuniCity Permit and Inspection System Code and P&Z 
Request Number: CEPZ-01 062016 Modification Number: 0 Date of Request: 

FUNDED IN CURRENT CAPITAL OR EXPENSE BUDGET: :YES :, . ·• CONSISTENT WITH CITY TECHNOLOGY PLAN: 
BUDGET ACCOUNT: io:sl2()"Ef()0~57tt~cd:375 & 013.~H O~TBD, .. . . .. , - ... 

I Software Consulting A~sociate~, Inc: I. 
154 Elizabeth St., Red Hook, NY 12571 ] : · 

G;w.;~a-corp.cBDJj·~·· l.__~_-ii_L_aB_·~_ss_;~_r....,. __ <_: _' ·~·:_8_54~:~7_! 5_8-_~1_0--'~~-

· .PRICING·'INFORMATION. · ~ ' < • 

01-Jun-16 

Yes'···· 

$107,960.00 1-----'-$_1 0.;;_;7...._,9_6_0_.0-10 

l---~12~~~~~~~~~~~~.~~~~~~~------~---------------~l------~$~7~83~·~33~~------$~9~,4~0~0~.0~0 
l-----1~t----'--"----_.....;..;........:_'---t hours er week X 12 weeks $135 per hour $32,400.00 l-----_,;z;..$3;:;.:;2:.l.,,4~0:..;;:0.:..=.0;_;;;;0 

!·r; 1 fee $3,439.00. $3,439.00 
~----~~~~~~~~~ 1-------~~$~0~.0~0 

53,199.00 
'. ,:r 

Date Presented: Date Approved:' 01-Jun-16 
'··<,:;::r, ___ ._1~;~-~. ___ ..::;..:,__ :.:",¢:,, --·j---~ • "~-:- -.i-"~-- -·:<,::-. 
· PRQJECT I CodeP&ZPermitlnspecti~ · trr si~natJre: 



CITY OF NORWALK 
FIRE DEPARTMENT 
TRAINING DIVISION 

121 Connecticut Ave 
Norwalk, Connecticut 06850 

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

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. 

Oirr issue is tl)aJur 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, 

Albert Bassett 
Deputy Chief of Training 
Norwalk Fire Department 
121 Connecticut A venue 
Norwalk, CT 06854 
203-854-0235 phone 
203-854-7931 fax 



State of Connecticut 
Department of Emergency Services and Public Protection 
Division of Emergency Management and Homeland Secu-rity 
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D Section C: Municipal Resolution 
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D Section E: Master Staffing Pattern 

D Section F: NEMA Survey attached (Optional) 

D Job Descriptions have been attached if applicable (Available on website) 

DEMHS REGION~L CONTACTJN!='O . 

For assistance filling out this application please contact your DEMHS Regional Coordinator. 
Region 1 

Region 2 

Region 3 

Region 4 

Region 5 

Robert Kenny 
Regional Coordinator 

John Field 
Regional Coordinator 

Thomas Gavaghan 
Regional Coordinator 

Michael Caplet 
Regional Coordinator 

Thomas Vannini 
Regional Coordinator 

149 Prospect Street, Bridgeport, CT 06601 

Phone: 203.696.2640 Fax: 203.334.1560 
Email: Robert.Kenny@ct.gov 

1111 Country Club Road, Middletown, CT 06457 

Phone: 860.685.8105 Fax: 860.685.8366 
Email: John.Field@ct.gov 

360 Broad Street, Hartford CT, 06105 
Phone: 860.529.6893 
Email: Thomas.Gavaqhan@ct.gov 

15-B Old Hartford Road, Colchester, CT 06451 

Fax: 860.257.4621 

Phone:860.465.5460 Fax: 860.465.5464 
Email: Mike.Caplet@ct.gov 

55 West Main Street, Suite 300 Box 4 Waterbury, CT 06702 
Phone: 203.591.3500 Fax: 203.591.3529 
Email: Thomas.Vannini@ct.gov 
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SECTION A. APP,LICATION INSTRUCTtONS . . . 

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 !ni!i.!! where you see the following tabs: 

< I 
1. Manual: Please print and review the 2015 EMPG Manual 

(http://www.ct.gov/demhs/cwp/view.asp?a=1 91 O&q=411692). The Subgrantee is 
responsible for the information contained in this document. More complete instructions 
are available in this document. 

2. Section 8: Applicant Information and Datasheet: Please fill out boxes 1-16 with the 
necessary information. 

3. 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. 

4. 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 
Manual for any additional forms. 

5. 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. 

6. Additional Forms: Please review the remaining list of forms available on our website 
at http://www.ct.gov/demhs/cwp/view.asp?a=1 91 O&q=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 EMJ - 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 all 
other forms and submit the Application Package to your DEMHS Regional Office. 
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Mail Completed Applications To: 
DEMHS Regional Coordinator (See Section A of this application for contact 

information) 

1. Name of Municipality or Agency Applying for Subgrant: 

3. Emergency Management Director Name & Address 

Name: Title: 

Organization: 

Address Line 1: 

Address Line 2: 

City/State/Zip: 

Phone: Fax: 

E-mail: 

5. Municipal/ Agency Financial Officer 

Name: Title: 

Organization: 

Address Line 1: 

Address Line 2: 

City/State/Zip: 

Phone: Fax: 

E-mail: 

2. Period of Award for this Subgrant: 
10/1/15-9/30/16 

4. Official Authorized to Sign for the Applicant: 

Name: Title: 

Organization: 

Address Line 1: 

Address Line 2: 

City/State/Zip: 

Phone: Fax: 

E-mail: 

6. Fiscal Point of Contact: (If Different than Financial 

Officer) 

Name: Title: 

Organization: 

Address Line 1: 

Address Line 2: 

City/State/Zip: 

Phone: Fax: 

E-mail: 

to the sub"grantee's audit 

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) I deficiencies and a corrective action plan for each. 

• 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. < INITIAL 1 

Initial to indicate that this requirement has been read and understood: ·. 
15.AKNOWLEDGEMENT OF DEBARMENT REQUIREMENTS: 
• 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 I 

Initial to indicate that this requirement has been read and understood: 
16. I, the undersigned, for and on behalf of the named municipality, state agency, or regional planning organization, 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. ~ItiN &DATE I 

Authorized Signatory: X Date: 

4 
FFY 2015 EMPG Subgrant Application Package 



.. . 
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 counciQ 

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 offlcer) 

(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 offtcer) 
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 __ 

~ TOWN 
\ I 
\ I 

\ SEAL HERE / 
',, ;'~ 

',, ,' ....... _____ ,., 

(Name and title of record keeper) 

The Chief Executive Officer has not changed since the 
previous resolution was authorized on ---=--:-: 

(Date) 
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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: I EMPG Subgrant Budget (Fill In Green Cells Only) 

Per Capita Award: This amount is based on 
your town's population as listed in the State 
Register and Manual. 

Sub grant Allocation: This totals as you fill in 
the categories below. 

! PER CAPITA AWARD 

; $1-t'?-216.00 

I Local Match': $73;608.00 

I SUBGRANT AlLOCATION 
j To"''' , ~ $0:00 ·.· " . 

1 Federal Per Capita Share': .: $0.00 

I LocaiMatch(lncludesln-Kindf: '.·__ ,.· _::$Q;OO -- (;··:.- .::·:, 

r Personnel: _. $0:00 
2. Enter Categories: ! Allocate (Enter) the rotalestimaN>rl -~ Sa'iiriesorstipendsforfullor 

part-ti~~ B. , ~,ITeputy EM D's and support staff. If daiming fringe, 
• Personnel- Enter the total estimated cost --r~ provide a fringe benefits letter from the Municipal Finance Director.. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

for salaries or stipends for full or part-time ! 
EMD's, Deputy EMD's and support staff. I 

! 
Organization- Enter the total estimated -,r~=======~r~=======~~~d 
cost for your phone bills, fax, internet bills, f organization: [·: ·--·----~--· .. ___ ~...:.?_]~.:~~ 
cable TV, WIFI etc. Please note that all I Allocate (Enter) the totalestimatedcostforyourphonebills,fax, internet 

services must be concluded and paid (bills, cable TV, W/Fietc. Please note that all services must be conduded 
I and paid before seeking reimbursement 

before seeking reimbursement. 1 

Equipment-Enter the total estimated cost -~1 ~~::==--~~===========a~n-nnl 
for your anticipated equipment needs I Equipment: 1.~ ___ : _____ .. --.---~-~ 
including printers, computers, radios, I Allocate (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---~!! p~h~o;n;e=sy=s=te=m=s=,=E=O=C=fu=m=1=·turr:=e=e==tc=. ~--=========~~d 
any in-kind costs including Volunteer 
EMDs, Deputy EMDs or Support Staff time lin-Kind: · - · · - - - · ~ $0.00 

I Allocate (Enter) the rota/ estimated·-;;;-;tfor ;;~-;,;;_kfnd costs induding ---
and any donated new equipment. Note: In- ! Volunteer EMDs, Deputy EMDs or Support Staff time and any donated 

Kind Allocations require 2X the match I new equipment Note: In-Kind Allocations require 2Xthe mat:dl. Fora 

All other- Enter the total estimated cost for-I volunteer time form please visit the DEMHS website at 
I ! http://www.cr.g ·ew.asp?a-1910&q=411692 

f
arlol mothDeErMiteHmSsR. eMgui·osntarel cCeoivoerdPI_nreat-oarp.prova ~All Other: -- _l~_:_ __ ;;. __ ~ __ :_,,S~----·-~-J!).oo 

i Allocate (Enter) the rota/ estimated cost for all other items. Must receive 

Unallocated -This is the remaining ---.J, pre-approval from DEMHS Regional Coordinaror.. 

balance of funding that you have not yet r~ 
allocated to a particular category. 1 unallocated: f , • .• -. $73,608.00 

~t--------------~:~----~~--~~---1 
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rsection E. EMPG Master Staffing Pattern a-nd Training History------ . . -- ----·------ ------ ----. -----·-··· . ---· -· .. ---- .. ---J 
L:... ___ ·------- ----··-----------·-·-- ---- --~------------------·--·-·-··--·---- ---· -·------- ---------------------- ------ ---- -------------· ----

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. 

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 EM/ Professional Development Series training requirements added for the 2015 application period. 
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RESOLVED 

ADVERTISED ITEM: 

FISCAL YEAR 2015-16: 

SECTION A 

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

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@norwalkct.org 

P: 203-854-7870 I F: 203-854-7848 

125 East Avenue, PO BOX 5125 
Norwalk, CT 06856-5125 

MEMORANDUM 

DATE: April 6, 2015 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

Members of the Board of Estimate ~tion 

Robert Barron, Director of Finance ~~V~ 

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 I 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: 

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

o I 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? Wheri I 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? 

o Why does the Memorandum of Understanding have the city funding the first two years and the 
BOE not contributing signific1:mt dollars until the third year? 

11 Lastly, and most importantly, I do not believe the funding should come from the city's General 
Fund balance. I 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 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



MEMORANDUM 

DATE: March 22, 2016 

TO: 

• Steven Adamowski, Superintendent of Schools 

RE: Special Appropriation Request- Special Education Development Fund 

On behalf of the Board of Education and pursuant to our previous discussions, I am formally requesting 
a special appropriation in the amount of $2.3 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 rdentified 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 ln 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 tak~ three years to 
implement responsibly. This will require an up-front investment of funds as we simultaneously launch 
the new in-house ~ervices, while maintaining existing out-placements untilstud~nts can be transitioned 
to in-house programs.. We estimate that the minimum three-year investment required to develop the 
necessaf'/ in-house programs is $3.6 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 providers that the District and the City are committed to the successful 
lfT!plementation 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 special 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 t,hls 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. 

C(: Thomas Hamilton 
Board of Education members 



CITY OF NORWALK 
BOARD OF EDUCATION 

REGULAR MEETING 
APRIL 5, 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, ChiefofTechnology, 
Innovations and Partnerships; Ms. Toni Williams 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

Mr. Lyons called the meeting to order at 7:08 p.m. A quol'Uill was present. 

II. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE. 

Mr. 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 THERA TIFICATION 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. 

City ofNorwalk 
Board ofEducation 
Regular Meeting 
AprilS, 2016 . 

IV. POLICY REPORTS 
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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 ev~ry 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 ifthere 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 ofNorwalk 
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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 a 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 school could be the 
most effective. 

Dr. Cormer, Ms. Goss and Ms. Foley carne forward to narrate the PowerPoint 
presentation. 

Dr. Adarnowski 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 ifthere 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 infonnation to the Board members tomorrow. 

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

Dr. Adarno\Vski said that this would only affect the students in K-3 and only the lowest 
perfonning 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 avai1able 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. Allison 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 YouTuhe. 

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. 

Regarding 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. 
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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 
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LJ~ 
SHIPMAN & GOODWINLLP .. 

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: April15, 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 ofNorwalk (the "City"). The MOA is intended to memorialize the relative duties and 
obligations of the Board ofEducation and the City (including both the Common Council 
and the Board ofEstimate 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 ofNorwalk'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 Statutes1

, the 
contribution by the City is proposed to occur in two equal supplemental appropriations. 
The first supplemental appropriation will occur during the current (20 15-20 16) 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 2015-20 16 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 ofthe General Statutes provides an exception to this general rule. Under 
Section 1 0-248a, 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 1 0-248a 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 
ofthe Board of Education to the development fund to ensure that we have accurately 
reflected your intent. The draft M 0 A 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 

1 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 concern, 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 ofEducation'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. 

Summary 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 ofNorwalk 
(hereafter 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 ofEducation 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 ofNorwalk, its residents, and its students; and 

WHEREAS, the Parties are desirous of establishing shared fmancial 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 TIIEREFORE, 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 shan 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. 
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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, FY2017-2018, 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 ofNorwalk 

3. To ensure the availability of fun<iin:g sufficient to implement the plan to address the 

priority recommendations of the CREC audit, the City ofNorwalk shall contribute 
$2.3 million, in total, during the term of this Agreement to support the Board of 
Education's implementation plan. The City ofNorwalk 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-

20 17). 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 ofNorwalk. 

4. 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 

. Bo?Id of Education during FY 201.6-2017 and FY 20~ 7-: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 appr.opriated by the City of 

Norwalk to the Board of Education duringFY 2016~~017.and FY2017-2018, and 
. to prevent the lapsing of the funds contributed pursuant to Paragraph 3 back to the 

City ofNorwalk at the end ofFY 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 ofunexpended 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 ofEstimate 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 ofEduc.ation 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·ofEducation'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). 

6. 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. This Agreement shall become effective and bindingupon the Parties heret() Up<:m 
the approval oftheirrespective bodies and the subseqmmt executionhereofby'· 

authorized representatives thereof. This Agreement shall be executed in duplicate 
with an original to remain on file in the offi~e of each .of the Parties ~~ret9 •. · 
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8. 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 ofNorwalk 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. 

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

10. 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 
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] 
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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] 
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ATTACHMENT A 

6 

4713084vl 



I 
I ·" 

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 fmance, 
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. 
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Purpose 

Special Education Development Fund 
2016-17 through 2018-19 

$3.6M. 
{$1.2M per year for three years} 

The Fund Sunsets at the Conclusion of the 2018-19 SY 

The Spe~ial 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 models 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 on 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 would 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·effectlve 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 Januar:Y-July 2016, 

with implementation continuing into the 2016-17 school year: 

1. ~onc!ude a search for a Chief of Specialized Learning and Student Services (Chief), 

reporting to the Superintendent. 

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

3. 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 School, and one 
elementary Autism classroom to Wolfpit School. 

4. Request a CSOE 'desk audit' of IEPs. 

5. 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.) 

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

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

8. 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, 2016-2019. 

9. 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. 

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

11. 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. 
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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 repurposlng 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 Allocation Plan: 2016-17 SY 

(Subject to review of current data, review by the BOE Ad Hoc Committee or on Special Education, 

consultation with the Norwalk Federation of Teachers and approval 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 ............................................ $50,000 

Implement one elementary school demonstration and training 

site offering of full-continuum services for 2016-17 ....................................................... $200,000 

Establish the extra-duty positions of Special Education 

School Compliance and Quality Case Managers in elementary 

schools for 2016-17 ......................................................................................................... $300,000 

Manager of Outside Placements .................................................................................... $150,000 
(self-funding beyond 2018-19) 

Evaluation/Assessment Coordinator .............................................................................. $1001000 

Elementary to middle grades enrollment growth 

of IEP-related professional services ................................................................................ $200,000 

Special Education Teacher Teach-to-One Math Program, 6-8 ........................................ $100,000 

Professional Development .............................................................................................. $100,000 

TOTAL···········~································ .... , .......................................... ~ .............................. $1,200,000.00 
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Tentative Allocation Plan: 2017-18 SV 
· (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 ~nd personnel) for CREC 
Hearing Impaired Regional Program {PK-.5) .................................................................... $175,000 

Training and transition costs for Norwalk Teachers to assume 

responsibility for E.D. classrooms ................. ~ ................................................................. $200,000 

Implement middle school demonstration and training site 

offering a full continuum of services .............................................................................. $200,000 

Special Education School Compliance and 

Quality Case Managers in elementary schools (2/3 funding) ......................................... $200,000 

Evaluation/Assessment Coordinator (3/4 funding) ...................... : .................................... $75,000 

Elementary to middle grades enrollment growth 

of IEP-related professional services ................................................................................ $100,000 

Special Education Teacher Teach-to-One Math Program, 6-8 {2"d school) .................... $100,000 

Professional Development (3/4 funding) .......................................................................... $75,000 

Special Education Office Support Staff ............................................................................. $75,000 

TOTAL ..................................................................................................................... $1,200,000.00 
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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 of services .............................................................................. $200,000 

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

Special Education School Compliance and 
Quality Case Managers in middle schools ...................................................................... $200,000 

Assumption of 504 plans/adaptive technology by IT Department ................................ $100,000 

Evaluation/Assessment Coordinator (1/2 funding) ........................................................... $50,000 

Professional Development (1/2 funding) .......................................................................... $50,000 

Special Education Office Support Staff .......................... ~ ................................................ $150,000 

TOTAL ..................................................................................................................... $1,200,000.00 
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Norwalk 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 Furnishings and equipment at Start-up cost (furnishings, equipment ; . Return additional out-placed classes 
Norwalk High School and Wolfpit and personnel) for CREC Hearing : to the District {TBD) 

., Elementary School for return of three Impaired Regional Program {PK-5) 
out-placed classes (ED and Autism) to $175,000 $300,000 

. the District 
$50,000 Training and transition costs for 

Norwalk teachers to assume 
responsibility for ED classrooms 

$200,000 

Implement demonstration and One elementary school One middle school demonstration One high school demonstration site 
training sites offering a full demonstration site site 
continuum of services $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 

1 Establish extra-duty positions of Elementary school positions Elementary school positions Elementary school positions 
Special Education Compliance and : (2/3 funding) (1/2 funding) 
Quality Case Managers $300,000' $200,000 $150,000 

t Middle school positions 
l $200,000 

I .................. 

[ Assumption of 504 plan/adaptive : Positions and equipment 
technology by IT Department . $100,000 

' 
Manager of Outside Placements (self- Manager position 1.0 FTE 
funded beyond 2018·19) 

$150,000 

Evaluation/ Assessment Coordinator Coordinator position/non- Coordinator position/non- Coordinator position/non· 
supervisory supervisory (3/4 funding) supervisory {1/2 funding) 

$100,000 $75,000 $50,000 
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ITEM 2016-17 2017·18 2018·19 

Enrollment growth Elementary to middle grades growth Elementary to middle grades growth 
of IEP-related professional services of IEP-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"d school} 

$100,~00 $100,000 

Professional Development IEPs and 504 Plans IEPs and 504 Plans IEPs and 504 Plans 
Specialized Instruction Specialized Instruction Specialized Instruction 
Paraprofessionals Paraprofessionals Paraprofessiona Is 
General education teachers General education teachers 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 

$75,000 $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 balance 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 full $6.8 million higher than the #2 community in 

· Connecticut, the Town of Greenwich. Since 6/30/2014, Norwalk'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% 
to 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, resulting 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 Yz of the favorable results experienced 

by the City in the past three years, the City would 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 still 

remain in the current range of $42.3 million. 

~~a~J- N.<Jr.~~Y~I~ ~-~~~-~~lane~ _History 
·r ., 
' ' ;.~.e~~innt~gT'?~~} .. F~t:1.~ ~~~~~~~- l $ 

j i 
jRe.ve.11ue,s (<,iMP b.<l.s!s) l $. . 

:§<e.e.n9J;!!rt:!s.t~AAF.' -~-aE~!.. I $ ; I. 
;.~e.ven!Jesless ExP..!;.f1~it.ure.s (§1:\A_P basi~) ! $ 
; l 
:oi:herFinancingSources-Net ! $ i ···-· -- ---· -· --- ···-·· --------- i 
;Ending Total Fund Balance i $ 

Unassigned Fund Balance $ 

Change in Unassigned Fund Balance $ 

Percent Change in Unassigned FB 

Unassigned FB as% of GAAP Revenues 

. .. Act~~-~ f' . -. . .Act~~i·! .. . . . Act~~i . .A:ct~~i ........ :·:·j~~-~I~ ....... .. _i~~~i.: 
Fv2oo9~ia: FY2o1o-ul ·· Fv2oi1=-u ·Fv-2o12~13· FY2013-l4 FY2014-1s 

... , "'i .. ·-·!' 
29,500,,~1~ j $. ?9,i7!,.~33.j ~ 39!574,.~87 ·. ~- 31114M~ ~ $ 33!~34.,os? i $ 37,48~,60? . 

285,935,5:JO I $ ~9S.,_37?A;47 i $ 306,767,70.2. : $ 3~8,9~1,728 ~ $ 3.35,?.74,~95 i $ 350,494,3.1.2 ; 

287,177,972 i $ 293,972,793 i $ 306,355,382 ; $ 316,805,003 ; $ 331,825,440 J $ 342,818,203 ; ·····---···- ··----. ·-· t···· ____ .,,. ___ ..... _ .... ""I . - ·-···- --------·---.. --- --·-~-----·-···-----. ·-----·----····----.. --... .! ··-·· _____ .. ___ .. ________ _ 

(1,242!4~2.)! $ 1,402!754l $ 4~2,3.29 i $ 2,13~,?25 i $ .. 4,()49,555 i $ 7,67.6,19~; 
:3~?~~~81 $ ~ ! $ 1?~~~ 1 $ . . 1.?9.._877. : $ : .. 1 .$ ~~?.2.._98.?); 

28,613,2751 $ 30,574,4871 $ 31,146,450 • $ 33,434,052 l $ 37,483,6071 $ 44,787,6291 

26,549,871 $ 28,628,331 $ 28,531,930 $ 29,750,868 $ 34,613,222 $ 42,287,811 

(2,838,728) $ 2,078,460 $ (96,401) $ 1,218,938 $ 4,862,354 $ 7,674,589 . 

7.8% -0.3% 4.3% 16.3% 22.2%. 

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: April18, 2016 

TO: Dr. Steven Adamowski, Superintendent of Schools 

FROM: Thomas Hamilton, CFO 

RE: Financial Projections Related to SPED Development Fund 

Attached is a fmancial 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 ~OR~:;;~~~PROGRAM, AND ELEMENTARY AliTISM PROGRAMS 

~ ~ ,'! Consolidate In-House 10 Student 

High School ED Program Elementary Autism Program Elementary Autism Program (K-2) 
Avg Per Student Tuition $ 60,000 $ 156,200 $ 125,000 
Number of Students 10 2. 1 
Total Current Tuition 
(4) 1:1 aides@ 2,520 per month/each 
1:1 ABA's and related BCBA Services @ 98,880/vr 
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: 
VearO 
Vear1 
Year 2 
Vear3 

Internal Rate of Return 
Simple Payback Period, in years 

$ 
$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 
$· 
$ 
$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

600,000 $ 
100,800 

781,000 $ 125,000 
0 

$ 889,920 
25,000 $ 

725,800 $ 

19,000 ..:...$ _________ 4_6_,_,0_0_0 

92,000.00 $ 
36,400.00 $ 

145,600.00 $ 

800,000 $ 

276,000 $ 
109,200 $ 

$ 
$ 

15,257.00 $ 12,356 $ 
104,622.00 $ 104,622 $ 

25,000.00 $ 19,000 $ 
1o,ooo.oo .;:;.S _______ ___;5~,o~o:.=.o 

428,879.00 $ 526,178 $ 

1,060,920 

184,000 

395,520 
2,668 

34,874' 

617,062 

296,921.00 $ 273,822 ==$ =========44=3=,8=5=8 

41% 

{428,879.00) $ 
296,921.00 $ 
296,921.00 $ 
296,921.00 $ 

48% 
1.4 

34%. 

{526,177.80) 
273,822.20 
273,822.20 
273,822.20 

26% 
1.9 

42% 



SPED DEVELOPMENT FUND 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 $ 72,347 $ 9,839,192 

Year 1 136 $ 75,241 $ 10,232,760 $ 10,232,760 $ 1,200,000 $ 11,432,760 $ (1,200,000) 

Year2 121 $ 78,251 $ 10,642,070 $ 9,468,312 $ 762,943 $ 1,200,000 $ 11,431,255 $ (789,1S5) 

Year 3 111 $ 81,381 $ 11,067,753 $ 9,033,239 $ 1,322,434 $ 1,200,000 $ 11,555,673 $ (487,920) 

Year4 101 $ 84,636 $ 11,510,463 $ 8,548,211 $ 1,925,463 $ $ 10,473,675 $ 1,036,788 

Year 5 91 $ 88,021 $ 11,970,882 $ 8,009,928 $ 2,574,620 $ $ 10,584,548 $ 1,386,334 

Year6 86 $ 91,542 $ 12,449,717 $ 7,872,615 $ 2,975,116 $ $ 10,847,731 $ 1,601,986 

Year7 86 $ 95,204 $ 12,947,705 $ 8,187,520 $ 3,094,121 $ $ 11,281,640 $ 1,666,065 

YearS 86 $ 99,012 $ 13,465,614 $ 8,515,020 $ 3,217,886 $ $ 11,732,906 $ 1,732,708 

Year9 86 $ 102,972 $ 14,004,238 $ 8,855,621 $ 3,346,601 $ $ 12,202,222 $ 1,802,016 

Year 10 86 $ 107,091 $ 14,564,408 $ 9,209,846 $ 3,480,465 $ $ 12,690,311 $ 1,874,097 

TOTAL $ 122,855,609 $ 87,933,073 $ 22,699,648 $ 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 .S~mmary 

.Special Education Hevlew 
November, ,201.5 

The·di~tri~t has c~.mduct~d some actlvitie~ to addre~s the recommendations outlhied lri the 2012 

CREC Special Eduoatio·n Review •. but their impact on the s~ven go~l~ JeOOf"!liJ1e.llde~ ·in ~he ·.CR_EC 

2012. report has been minimal. In fact, we found :the NorwaJk specia:J ·education system in worse 

c~mqitlc;m t(lan in 2012. due to frequent stafttumover, poor: recruitment, hiring and .supervisory 

practices, ineffeotiv.e central a·uthOrity,. and inatleq~:-~ate monitoring and supervision of prQ.cesses. 

The current situation is critical and qistrict leade~ and ·the Boflrd of Education wfli need to act with a 

sense of urgency to ·insti.tute changes in organizational structure, processes, staffing., utilization of 
resources, and commuriicatiori. 

B.y·the end of .January the district should develop a Three Year· Strat~gic Plan to. address goa is and 

activities identified in this report. The di~trict will neec;l to consider the activJties below as priorities to 

be completed by June 2016. Accomplishment oftliese activities· Win require constant-focus and 

additional funds. Activities and outcomes for futUre years are des.crib~9 i11 the Re9otnmendation 

Section of the report. To ensure succes~fu.l ou~comes, staff goa!~ and eyalu~tion must be aligned 

with the Strategic Plan and monthly progress on the plan should be provided to the Board. 

Goal1: lmp.rove.re.cruitr:nent, hiring, supe..Vis.ion, training, schedUling, assianmEmts,.and 

retention of high quality" specicil educatio·n staff. 

Staffing 

o Elevate the Director of Pupil Services positio'n to Chief Special Servic;es Offic~r w!th 

authority to implement the Strategic Plan. 

o Revise special eduCE:!tion .administrator job aescriptions, extend their work ye~r. and a~sign. 

them to school clusters (see organiz?ttion~l str~.:~ctu~e recommendaijon$). Er:1sure all 

administrators hC)ve necessary experience .and expertise to perform rev,ised job descriptions. 

o Hire one additional administrator by July 2016·to supervise special ed(.!cation pre$chool. 

o Hire an Evalu!'lfion/Asses~m!9iJt Coordinator' by Feb. 2016 to coordinate and monitor special 

education stutlelit evaluation and assessment. 

:o Hire an 9tit ·Qf District Coordinator (non-ac{tninistrative position) by February 2016. 

o Hire one additio·nal special education office 9taff.in 2015-16and two more in.201.6-17 and 

re?ssign to ?liQIJ with new organi~ation~1 st{'Ucture. 

i 



:o Review utilization of speicial.education.aldes to determine number needed, where aod If 

hiriri9 Of part.tinie staff is advisable, and WO~ Witj'l the union tQ ac;ljUI?t the Oc,>ntract. to ali~n 

·posj~i.qns v{it.D skills, anq l?~P~~~~~ Qf "§id~s .. 

·q OtiliZinQ statldard p·rotocol; analyze ·speciaJ·edilcatlo.n t~acher ~f?.~lgnmerit~ and ·c;:a~.elc,>ads. 

and make recqmmenqf:!,lon.~ fqr ;;lp1 q:.17 b.v.;ig·et and staffing :assig('l!Tients. . 

Pf9Pf#S$9$ 

«! Develqp·arid irripJemelit with. fid~lity proqedures fqr st~ff.hiring, a,sslgnm.ent$, ~aseiQ!:lds, 

trac~ing, anq ,retenti9!1. of high. Ql,JalitY staff • 

. o Human Resources .(HR) develop ~ syste!l) to 1.r~ck ·special ~dQ9afion staff assi~nments and 

pto\tide reports regUlarly to Superint~ndent and Cj'lief 9peciC!I ~ervic;es bfficer., 

o Speci~l education admini~trators. collaborate Wit.h bUilding ~dministrat.ors ih the hiring, 

SLJPervl~ion and ev<;iluation of all special education certified staff. 

Recruifmf:Jnt 

• H!-lm~n Resources i:!_nd Speciai.Education offices develop relatio·nships with staffing 

agencies and colleges to obtain hard to find staff. 

Training 

• lJtiiizing the hationalleaming forward .st~mdards for professional development, develop a 

comprehensive 2 year professional dE?Velopment plan for ·~peqial ed.ucation and general 

education staffthat addresses the areas ·of concern ·identified in this report .. 

Goal ~: lmpJem~nt an orga..n.i~~tio.nal ~tructure that provide$ ti~.r~ci school s~per\tision 

and s.~PPPrt at;~d auti:J.otilt6f ~he special education office to create and implement 

consistent standards and processes in ~pec!al. ed.u.~~tion! 

o Develop.School ~lust~rs from f13eder ~cheiols and assign specl.al.educatioii administrators. 

o Move. 504 responsibilities to general education. 

o .Qoon:finate ao~ monitor ail specja.J eoucation student evaluation and assessment sery[ces 

and hire an evaluation/assessrhelit coordinator. 

o p~velop a tiered systellJ. of Scho.ol Support and Supervision for schools needing to improve 

.their special education oUtcomes with oversight by the ChiE?f Sp.eclat.s~rvic~s Qffiqer. 

Go;al 3: Increase the focus on teaching and learning, high quality seryi~es, ·sl!fficient 

resouices,·fideli~y of implemen~tion, full ~oritinuum of s(:)ry.ice$ e:tnd least restrictive 

envlronm~nt fo.r students with disabiiities. 

o As instructi<;mallea~ers, ·special education adminlstrators·wiJJ conduct classroom observations 

·and prpvide instructiona.l training on a·reas described in the report and monitor special 
2 



e.duqatiorr st!Jtle.nt progress on summati:ve. ahd formative assessments. 

o hiventory instructional m~terial.~, equipment and sp~cE?. ·and ptft nl;leds into 2016-7 budget. 

o proylde res~att;:h;:-ba,~ed, specially· designed inteNentions h1 reading, .wrft:ir!Q, anc! rn?th to 

meet the needs of sfuderifs Witli dif?abll~i~s. 

o A.sse~s contti1Ul,IO'\·ot"s~f'i!c¢s In each sehool.artd define entry arid exit criteria for district 

programs. Ensure that schools are staffe~ at sliffigient ~ev~ts·tp aliow .®.hools to provide.~ fuil 

:continuum of seryic~. 
o Working in partnership with other agencies, devel.op a plan to provicJe an t~.:21. year o.ld 

community based progr~m and a IJigll .schooi the~~eutic. p·ro.~n:ftrr(or students With 

~motional p_robfem~dn 2016·.17, 

o Find a Iodation that will·accommodafe ·all pre~ohool dasse~ and also aliow for eXP,ansion and 

the. .Pa$e.ring With qtn~r aQeocies, 

Goa.14: Implement and monitorstan.da.rds for special education across the district and 

achieve c()rnpliance With lDEA. req!Jirements. 

a Update the pro·ced~res.maimal, train special education staff and building administrate~· on 

the processes, anq monitor imp(~ment~tion. 

o Professional development (PD) on Writing IEPs and a.dmini~tra~ive review of \3ach IEP. 

o To ensure that pro~dures atE? followed with fid.elity, the Superintendent and Office of Special 

Education develop a monitoring system ang·ned With the.recommendations made fora tl\3red 

&ystem .of School SuperVision ana ·Support; 

Goal 6.: .lin prove control and more effective use of the· ~peclal edye.at1o11 resources 

o Deyelop a plf:'ln. to reduce ~osfl? ;fpr out. of district and doosultation sehdces. 

o Weekly :meetings with tlie .Special Educ~tion, ~usin~ss S.ervi9e~. and .8\.lmE!n Resources 

offices to reView budget, staffing, anq prqc;;e~ses. 
o No .spe9i.al edupation expE!ndJtures expende:d With·out approval of the Chief Special S~rv'icE[ls 

Officer. 

~qal 6: Improve parent and staff commuriica.tion 

o ConduCt school cluster speoi~l ed.ucafion staff meetings regul~rly. 

o Strategic Plan Committ\3e composed of representative staff and P.ar~nts meets. 

P Centralize parent contaCt information, to provide timely information to parents. 

o DeVelop a procedure for handling parent conc~rns and for pom.mu{licating changes in student 

programs and train st~ff. 

3 



Backgrou·nd Information 

Ttlls (eView, comrois~l¢ned by. the Norwalk Boi:ird of Education in August; 2o-1'5 is intE?nd~d to prpvid!9 · 

information to tlie district: on .Pro·9ress made since the !as.t-specjal E?ducatlon program .reviE?wth~t was 

condu~~q by OR~Q· in 2012. as we.ll. a.s ·answer qU~tlons. related to·effectiVe utilization of resources, 

org~l}izat.ioMI structtJres·and processe·s. This review was conducted Allg~slto November, '2015 by 

six.oapltol Region Education Council (CREC) education spe.ci~!ists exP.!9~ienC€l.d in pro~ ram reViews 

and special edu~ti~:m .. Da~a ~;:o.lle9ted to ~~J.swer the ·eval!.l~tfon questionsW(3re from the following 

~.oi:Jrces: §tate ~net LQcal Oo.c!Jriiehts, ~23. fEr· Reviews, 4 In-depth Student ReViews, 18 Classroom 

Qbs~rvations, and Interviews·with 36 staff and SO·parents. 

Ev.~l~afion Q~estipn~ 

The Norwalk leadershi.P and Board of Education posed t~e folloWil19 questions for th!s review: 

1) What progress hf:'\S Nc:lrW~Ik r:na:Qe o.n the seven..goal recoinmendaticins deScribed in the 

.2012 CREC Sp¢ciai.EdJ.Jt:ation Report? 

2) What organizational structures would be n:tost effective to e.nsure .complian.ce, qu~lity 

ser.Vices and effective ~.:~tilization of reso1,1rces? 

Methodology 

A varie~ pf !=fata were. collected and analyzed in order to ansWer tlie evaluation quel;ltions. Please 

see Matrix{p.age 3). 

Documents and Reports· 

·o Aggregate ano disaggregate trend d~ta at the state, DRG, and local.level regarding ~pecial 

e(:l!jcatiqn 

.o District budget, staffing, in..,d!str19! and out-of-distrlc;t pla.cernent information 

o Reports from the district and state oil state indicators from the St.ate Per:forrnange Pl~n 

.o ·Student ~chievement qata 

o staff c.a.seto(;lds and staff and student schedules 

o Individual Education Pta.ns (I~Pl=?) 

4 
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Sft!d.ent fEP Rf!vle.w · · 
.. : ..... 

A repr~entqtive S.ampie· of 23 ~pecial etli.tcati?rl student IEPs Was randomly selected ~nq ~~vi~W~d 

utilizing established protocol designed·to. ass.e~s·educat{onaf be.n~fit. See Appendix A for description 

of ~~mpff?. 

ln;.peptfl Studen·t R(!fv{evv 

Four .special education stud~nts representiri~. various· disability categories and ages were·r.angomty 

selected for in-depth re)Views. See Appendix B for protocol. These students were observed in 

cl~ssrooms, tneir co.nfideritial files were :reviewed, and staff were lnte.tviewed. 

lnaivicJ.u.al ~(ld·Groqp.FQJ~us ln.tetvi~ws 

Input from 88 stakeholoers was obtained through individual and group intehliew8 during August, 

·Septemller·and October, 2015. 
' . 

• Input from fifty parent$ was obtained through three activities 1) CREC attended ?I m~ting of 

Special Education Paremt Partners with Superintendent Adamowski 1_n Octo !;let; 2) ,three 

parent group sessions were helq In Nol'"l(tlalk in S~ptember 201· 5 ; :~nd 3) CREC conduqted 

telephone !nte.rvlew.:i with tlie 23 P.C\tents of ~tudents whose IEPs were reviewed. Spanish 

translation was provided as ·needed to promote participation. In add.ition, parent~ were 

.~ncouraged to cQnt.aot CR.E(} if they .coUld n·qt ai:tend any ofthe session$ but wanted to 

provide irrput. Four parentS, contacted us via email to provide feedback. See Appendix D'~or 

summar.v :thennes from th~ interviews. · 

o ·rnirty~igl)t b~ildlng an"P central office administrators, office sUpport, special :education and 

Qeneral education teachers, and reiated se!Vlces' staff were interviewed. ~file Appendix ·o· fqr 

·summary .of themes frqril the iqterview$~ 

Obsetvati0n!3 of:C/asstooms 

Eighteen classroom observations were1 ponpucted ifi nine .district s.cha.ols (Brien McMal:l(:i'n High 

Scliool, · Bri~gs High School .• West R(jcks Middle SchOol, Ponus .Ridge Middie School, Rofon fv1iddle 

School, Nathan Hale Middle School, 'Fqx Run, 'Brookside, and ~eff~rsQIJ Elementary) to assess tlie 

learning environ~ent for inclusion and :jnstru~ional practices, school/classroom climate, and 

.implementation ofthe. IEP. 

5 
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Matrlx.nf Key Questions With Data·sources 
. . .. 

·Norwalk Evaiuation Questions .oat~ s~urces 

IEPa·nd 
Classroom bistrict State 

.In-Depth Data·& n~P· Focu$ 
~tudent 

Obsentations .system rritervieins 
.. ~view 

1) Wbat progress has Norwalk:~ade on the 

7 tliree-year goal recommendations in the 

2012 CREC Special Edueation 'Report? 

0 Foct.is dn teaching arid learning, X X X X 
!1l£ih quality se.tvices, and' fidelity of 
implementation 'for students with 
di$$i!ities · 

0 Implement s;ln~ monitor consistent 
standar~s across'fh~ tiistrjct X X X ~ 

.. Centra.lize t~e pte~chool program~? X 

h10rea.se opportunitie~ Within ·tne 
X 

0 

9isttiQt for slude'nts with a uti sin and X X X 
emotional disJurbance 

o· Ol;>t~in ag.ditiomd funding or X 
reallocate district funding for special X 
education 

0 Develop a:declsjpn m?.ki~ . 
hierarchy tliat balances central X 
Office and building·based authority - X 
ln.speclal education 

9 Improve communication between X 
pa(ents of spe~i.~l educ;atioh 
children and school staff. X 

·~) \1\fha~ organizational structutes would be 
most effective to ~nsure.~mplf;;,tnce, quality X X X X 
services and effective utili;ea~ioli of 
resources? .. 

231EP~ 1~ ·SP~D. 88 
reviewed classrooms prevaience, focused 
&4in- observed· in ouf::ef~ls(rict interview 
depth 9 district placements, swith 50 
·student schools GMT/CAPT parents& 
review$ 38staff 
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Eacti question is ac!.dfEl!S~~d W~ ~ sumrn,aty pf the key finding§), .fpr adqitlonal data •. please· .see the 

·~ppendi~.s~ 

ma9e OIJ tbe 7 qoals 

re~mmer:i.dec;l by the CREC 
.'report in 2012? 

.X 

Classroom 

Obst:~rv.ation$ 

X 

District 

State 

X 

Focused 

Interviews 

X 

Findings: In 2012 the CREC report Indicated tha:t slnce 'the ll"!itial CREC spe.ciai l3ducation review in 

2009, 'WU!1JefDI,IS if1COnsisf~IJGies BIJIOng·the SchoOls continue to create problems of inequity of 

services and in commuhication among staff and between staff and p~rents.. Inconsistencies 'in the 

processes foridentification and assessment, resource ~1/ocation, caselo~p f)llocatiori, staff 

~valuation, spt;qial et;/f.lcafipn service cJ.eliv.~ry mo.d.el and servie(; hours still exist. The. cuStom of 

building-b.ased·decistons overridinf! central office decisions on 'the use. of spedif3/ education 

resources and compliance i~sues is prof!lema_tiq~~ The 291 ~. GRE.C report recommended th~t the 

district work "On sE;~ven .goals fo addres~? the identified issues. An action plan with activities and 

completion dates· for each goal was provided. 

The 2015 revjew·team examined district practices and outcomes related to the 2012 goals, <;lata 

indicated that distr.ict implementation of the recommendations in the 2012 CREC repo.rt were 

minimal. Therefore, t.here has .been n.o progress maqe toward the successful achievement of the 

sevem goals idl;)ntifled in 2012. Information. about each .goal is provided within the body of the report. 

Additionally, data 1ridicate issues·in the areas of special education ~nd 504 compliance, Least 

Restrictive Enyironment, staffing, and ~tiliz:ation of resources have become more problematic since 

CREC's 2012 report. 

Th.e CREC ~eview .t~am recogpizes tht;lt ~~aff are trying t.o provide quality services and we did see 

soro~ eX(;lmples of go.od special education practices. Frequent turnover of Central Office staff; 
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ln~ff.ici.ent, .in(affetUve, and in¢onsist~nti.Y U$\9d processes;. Ia cR. of adequate attention to recruitrrientt 

hiring! ·training, assi.Qiiinent, support; aiid ·retention of.staff; draining ·of re~oun~es.'frQ!i! in district 

seivices to out ofdis~ict piJ!ctelf.let'!ts an.d .~nd.~P!?~.cJe.nt :~?vfiiPatioM; p~or ~omm:uiJIGatron; lnaoequate 

centr~l office authority and st,.~pport; and lack of a.tte.ntioh tQ ~.ood lnsttuctional practice have 
confl:ibuted to $ reactive syst~m With loW.staff:morale, displeased parents, .increaseq out of di~t~ct 
placements, and poor educational b.~nefit t~ ~\l,ldents. 

Findings:· The following data sources were reviewed to determine pr'Ogress 'in Edyqati.onai ·s~neflf:: 

achievem·ent data, lEP review, iiJ-depth student rev(ew, staffanc;t par~nt intel)(iews and qlass'room 

obseJ:Vations. Th~?re hqs be~n minimal improvement on this goai.. Data indicate that, in general, 

students with disabilities are not receiving educational benefit due to poor qu~lity !t:Ps, l.ac"k of 

speciaJJy designed instruction, staffing i~SU£?5, !nadequate pf9f~ssion.~J geveJop,ment, inSUfficient 

rilE!terial.s and €quipme.nt, and incon~istent adher~oce to proced.Lires. 

Efforts that should be recognized: 

There WCJ.S an Increase i'n 'the district's percent of special.edl.lcation students at or above proficiency 

frQni 2012 to 2013, and in some schools scores were higher than the.district average (SE!·e 

achievement data below). Ofthe districts in District Reference Gro.l,lp (DRG) H, Norwalk-had the 

highest number of students with .clisaQilities ·meeting or exceedinQ achievement on the Smarter 

Balanced Assessment 2014-15, at8.7% (Table 3). As observed in 2012, staff members have good 

relationships with the students, and there is genuine care for the children that they serve. 

Progress .on 2012 CREC Repott, Goal #1 Action Plan 

Below is the 20f2 CREC proposed .aption plan for Goa.l #1 and our progress findin9s: Educational 

Benefit Ac?J.demy: The Academy wo.uldfollow the design of the PPT Academy, but focus on 

instruction and educatiorial benefit to students receiving special education. Lt should.b~ required that 

one buildi[1g admin(strator from each school attend and foilow up with IEP monitoring and classroom 

obseNations, utiliz{ng the estaQiisfJed protoc;ol. The Acci,demy woli.ldprovide administrators across 

the district With cdmmon lahgu~ge and a vehicle to determine progress. The central office 

administrators should regularly·n:;vi~w speciai eaucatlon 8~udent data to loqk for trend's. This 

information ~nould {Je shart?d. at the Ed,ucational Bf;neflt Academy. 
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Findings: The .PPT Academy was discontinueCI due to low a1;t!Sndanq~ by.J?uilding 9c:!rn.lnistr.~1qrs .~nd 

lack of support rrom the S_up~rintenqent and Af?~Jstan~ ·Superinteod~nf$ office. The Equcational . . . 

BEm~fit.-Academy was n!SVer.formed .. 

Phase ·1 Summer and Fall, 2.0~~ 

Qtilize central office ailm.inls(ra.tor.meetings .to analyze.student.data, .delielep piotoools for IEP 

reviews aotl classroom obsetliations! ahd share resulfs of r:eview~·a!J(:;I Qb§e./Y~tioflS. The. 

observation af?d IEP protqcp/ sf?oulc! in.clupe reviews of and training in dilfe.re.ntlated instructional 

Pffl.clices at the. high schoo/1evr~l, use of instructional technolof!Y'in the general education 

clas_sroomsin middle and high schools, .increase of sf!JdeiJt independence from ~pec;/ql EJ.dl!.O'fl.tion 

aides and ·utilization of aides, SR.l::$1 processe.s (o determine speclaf ~tluct;~tion identification· and out 

. o.fdl~trict p_lacetnent, along with other Issues that central.administrators discover after. revie1J11jng tiJe 
data. 

Fin_dings: Tn.e prq~~five data-driven deQi~ion .. maki(lg approach was not implemented. Staff repc;>rt 

that tMir days are primarily composed of reacting to problems. . . 

Train administ~tors on how to monitor development -and implementation of IEPs to ensl!.n; 

educational benefit utilizing the ptotoco/ developed in Phase 1. Centml office and building 

adm,nlstrators would be expected to regularly review both the iEPs ana the c/as$r:oom instruction, 

utilizing the ~stab1ished protocol. 

Findings: Some training was done In 2.013 for central office administrators, but because of staff 

turnover most of the current administrators have not been trained. CREC conducted IEP training on 

October 4, .2015, for the special educatior:t aqministrators. B.uil<;fing administ.r~tor~ have. not been 

trajned, 

Phase 2 Fall, .2012 

Train special erJucatiQn teachers and related staff on how to write and implement an·effective IEP 

and how to use the protocol that will be used for IEPieview and for r;~assroofT! observations. Train 

related service staff regarding-inclusion ancf trans(Jisciplinary s??JNiqe~. 
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.Findings: A day of training Was provided by·SERC_, but based on data collected t~rpugh ~taff 

interviews and IEP reviews, !EPs QPI')finue.tQ:be of low quality (s!Eie fE:P revjewscorE$ Table 5). O.n 

Npyember.3. 2d15,.the district conducted an iEP training session for most of the special ~duqaijoJ1 

celi.~ied staff, 

Superintend.efJt Assistant $uperintenclent, and Director of Pupil SeiVices review special educ;ati9IJ 

adininfstrator job description$ and modify the .expectations reg~rd(ng ljowthfJY spf)nd t/Jeir d,ays '{n . .. 

drderto shift more time to program (jev_e_Jopment ~nd monitoring instru.etion. 

Findinps: The job 'descriptioh review and realig.nment of responsibllitie~ t;iJq not QCC!Jr; 

AchieveJl)ent pa~a. CMT am;/ CAPT $CQres P~ta examined: 

<~ cMT and CAPT comp~rison by year (2.011-12 and 2012-13), by subject, by school, by state 

~np DRG ~v~rage 

o 2014-15 district performance index by subje«?t. sch9oi perfon:nc:mce inde?C (whOle 

schoolf.group a9d specia_l edu~ti~n subgroup} 

CMI ano CAPT data for Norwalk students with disabilities w.ere analyzed and. compareq to 2011-12 

da'ta, which was provided in the 2012 report. Norwa'lk students' 2012-13 academic performance 

data were also compared to the siqte1s data for that .s.aine year. The final .administrations of the QMT 

and CAPT occurred in 2012-13. In '2013-14, no academic pelforrnan.ce c;fa:ta were made publicly 

available, a~ the majority of sc~.ool districts ·across in Connecfi9ut participated in the ·Sm·arter 

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 CrviT/CAPT results and 

Smarter Balanced results. 

lh SQme areas, there were increases in the distriofs percent of special education studen~ at Qr 

abovE? proficiency from 2012 to 2013 (T~ble 1.): 

o In grades 5 a'nd 8, the percent of students scoring profjcient or b~ttE?r increased in math, 

readit')g, .and IJIII"itin.g. 

o The percent of students proficient in writing increased for grade 6; cl'nd for readin£i iii grad€17. 

Grades 3, ·4, and 1· o demonstrated decreases in the percent of students proficient in math, reading 

and writing. 
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A eomparison between Norwalk~s CMT and CAPT ·~:?COre$ for stlJoerits with :disaQilities· that we're ·~t 

or aqove proficient, ano th~ perqent of students with .dis;:~bilities scoring proficient of better in :the 

state !n 401~ (Table 2) revealed that the students. receiving ~pecial education in.No.rwc;t.lk w_ere below 

the .state average in all are~s ·and grade levels with the exceptions .Qf grade.4.matl) a.nd wr:~ing, 

grade 5 wrlti.ng, an~ grade 7 (ead\ng. The p~rforr.nan~ 9f Norwalk.stlidents in Grades 3 and 10 

w~re welfbelow state averages in math, reading ahd writing, ·with differences ranging from an 11.% 

difference ir'l grade 10 Writing, to a 28.9% differe11ce in,;gr.ade 10 reading. 

Appelidi~ G demonstrates 2o13 CMT and CAPT scores in math, re~din_g ·a.nd wrH,iog fc;>r ea,ch 

Norwalk scnool, for the whole schoql·and for st_ud.en.t$ w!th di~ab~U~ie~. Ma.ny ofihe elementary 

schools do not serve enough ·students with disabilities in grades tested on the CMT for the subgroup 

to be co.nsideteq fot accountabiliW purposes bY' the SDE. 

• for CMT Math, _the f.Jercent of students with disabilities scoring at o'r-above proficiency w.as 

52.68%. In three schools., the ·percent of students s9qring .prQfiri!ent or b~l;t~r was more than 

10% below the district average; arooks.ide 'Eierne·nt~ry (28.57o/.O), Sllvennine ElementarY 

(41.67%). and Ponus Ridge Middle Schooi (28.95%). In fiVe schools, the percent qfstudefl~ 

scori(ig proficient or better was more than 1 0% high~r th~n ·the distript averl\'!ge: Cranbury 

'Elementary (83.33%), ~efferson Elementary (100%), Kem~aii.EI~mentary (72.73%), 

Row~yton Sc}lool (66.67%), and Raton Middle a.chOol (75.86%). 

o 'For CMT Re~ql!1Q, th.e p:erperit .of st.udents· with tlisabilities ~coring at or abo~e proficiency 

was 40.41%. in eight :school~. the ·pe'rbeht of sfudehts scpring profi9i~nt.or better wa;3 rnore 

than 10% below the district ave~ge: !3rookside Elementary (O.OQ%), Columbus: Elementary 

(2€).67%), R9Wi=!ylQJ1 ~9h0Ql (3,0.00%), tracey Sch:ool (17.8.6%)~ F.ox Run Elementary 

'(1S~05%), N~r~ma.Ke Elementary {23,08%), Marvin Elementary (23.53%), and Sllverm.fn~ 

Elem·entary (16.67%). In four schools, the perc~rit of ~tudenjs sqoriJ:Jg proficient or better 

was more th.an 10% higher t~an·the district average·: 'Cr~nbUiy·EJementa.ry (66.67%), 

Jefferson Elementary {75.00%),. Nath·an Hale Middle School (53.3"3%).'and f\oton ~iddle 

SChobl (75.86%). ln· general, a higher percentage of students.With disabilities in the :middle 

scho9ls score proficient. ot .better, pulling up·the averS}ge di.stript ·performance. 
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o For cMr Writing, the percent of students with disabilities scoring at or ab.ov~ proficiency was 

45:42%. lr'l four:scnools·, the 'fiercent.or .students ~c9rjng prpfic.ient or ~efter was· mcm~ than 

fO%'bel9w·th~ distr!~ avE!rage: ·arqoksi.de Eiart:u3.ntary_(14.'29%), Tracey School (30:56%), 

.Po~u$ Riqg·e MidpJe Schoof(2~l92%j, and West Rock's Middle School (29.23%). In five . . . . 

schools,_ the· perceht of students scoring proficien~ or PE?tter wae. morEl tht;tn 1·0% .high~r than 
the .district average: ·or.:mb~ty Elemen~ry (61.1'1 o/o}, .J.eff~rsotl Eiementary .(77. 7.8%), 

R_qwayto_n ~ch!;loi (6~.~7%), Natlla.n Hale Middle School (57.14%) arid Raton Middle·$c!Joq! 

(72.09.%). 

o t='or CAPT. 'the percent of stlidEin'ts with disabilities scoring at or abov!):) profiqiE;mpy wa§) 

18,33% for math, 22,2?% .for reading, anq 41. 7_9% for writing. The percent Of students 

scoring pr9ficien~ Qr b~tter was mqre thB;o 1 o%. PElio.w ttie. ctisttict:aveuage for math, reading 

an.d Writing at Briggs High School (O% for all three). At Norwalk High School.the pe~cent of 

students scoring at or above proficiency'.i!1 reading w;a~ rnqre tha.n 10% higher"t.l:ta.n the 
district average (34.78%). 
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Grade5 

Grade6· 

Grade7' 

.GradeS 

Grai:le1o 

' 1 

Table 1: ·Comparison 2012· to 2013: CMT/CAPtSpecial :Education Bpld Indicates increase in Pr9ficieney-% f-:om 2012 

Norwalk 2012 

Norwalk' 2013 

• Norwalk i 2013 

Norwalk 2013 

. Norwalk· 2013 

Noiwan< : 2013. 

Norwalk ; 2013 

MATH 

i Average 1 %. 
Number l Scale At/Above 

Tested Score : .Proficiency 

53 
····' 

64 

58 

I 
58 

.1' 53 

.1 
70· 

I 
52 

l 226.4 l 
206.9 

: 

230.9 

·62.3 

48.4 

:J 

" '' .I 
220.6 55.2 

207.1 ·~·· - '·-45~3 
.I 

- -~- .. 

220.3 51.4 

217.9 53.8 

READING 

1 Average 1 
Number i Scale ! %At/Above 

Tested I Score· I ·proficlen~y· 
49 1 201.1 2a.6 

so 180:3· 1s.o. .. 

52 
. -

~ 208~9 ~ 28.8 

51 208.2 

51 212.0 39.2 

WRITING 

j Average , 

Number Scale • ·%At/Above 
' 

Tested Score- · Proficiency 

67 l 210.2 1 aa.e: 
80 201.9 ' - ''1'5j)"'"' .. 

86 60.5' 

T 7~ ·: · 20a.o· · 45.9 
' 

.··r. 
69 215.9 62.3 . 208.7 

'J 
so.it so .. 56 

Norwalk 2013 ·I 60 186.4 18.3 ·1 63 187.9 22.2 -1· 67 
~----~--------------~----~----~--------~----~------~------~ 

.• 
.. • 
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Table 2: CMT/CAPT 2013-Speciiai'Education Bolded Pr:c>fich:mcy-% indicates that Norwalk equaled or exceeded:State 

MATH· READING: 

! Average : Average· l 

,Number j Scale %At/Above Number . ·Seale %At/Above 

Tested i Score Proficiency· Tested .Score Proficiemcy 
' 

Grade3 !·State 
1 

l 2013 2946 i 225.3 l 62.3 2535 : 210.7 i 42.1 

Norwalk 2013 64 206.9 48.4 60 180.3 15.0 

Grade4 1. I 

WRITING· 

i Average 1 

Nl.imbet 1 Scale · 

Tested ! Scor:e. : 

4024 i 207 .; 

80 201.9 

Norwalk 2013 58 230.9 ·62.1 52 208.9 28.8 87 212.2 

GradeS .I l 
Norwalk 2013 58 220.6 55.2 51 208.2 43.1 86 

GradeS I I 
Norwalk 2013 53 207.1 45.3' 51 212;0 39.2 74 208.0 

Grade7 I 
Norwalk 2013 70 220.3 51.4 215.9 62.3 69 

r 
I 

95 

Grade·a 1 l .... 

%At/Above. 

Proficiency 

'42..4 

15.0 

46.0 

45;9. 

40.0 

Norwaik. 2013 52 217.9 53.8 56 217:2 50.0 80 ; 204.7 . 45.0 

Grade10 1· 1 r· 
:203.0 41.8 Noiwalk 20131 · 6o 186.4 18.3 1 63 187;9 22.2 ·1 67 

~--------------------~--------------------~------------------------~ 
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Ac(oss the.stat~. tiie: percent of students With 'disabilities meeting .or ex~~~ding ti'J~ achieyeroent 

level as measured by the smarter·Balan~~d. €!S's:e~?.Sment$.:Jn.2P1+1~ wa~·Jqw .. 14.~% of 

don.n~ctlcyfs stud'em$ with Qis~;~hilftie.s met or exceeded. tfie achieVement level in English Language 

Arts, and 8.2.% in m:aihematics. In DRG Ht only Oariblil)t had more than: 5% .Qf s.tuq~nts with 

i:lis.abilities meetil'lg or exceedin:g the .ac~i~vem~nt !!3velln. mathematl.cs. No.r:walk haQ. tM ·highest 

perc::ent of :s~udents wifll.dis~~Uitie~. meeting Qr exce~Ing acliiev.ement In English lah_gua~e Arts, at 

8,/o/o (tab.ie·3). 47~7% ofNcnwatkis total tested students met-or exceeded the achievement t~vel in 
English Language Arts, and 29.2% ih mathematics, comp~red l9 ~.7% ~o.d <$% for 13tudents With 

d·isabilities. 

Table 3: Comparison ofActiievemeiit Lev.els.for Students with DisS!biliti~ .Meas!Jred ~Y Smarter 

!3~1anc:ed 

20.14-15, .. -DRG.H a'i1d State 

Ansonia Schot;>l District < 

Danbury SQhool Di\)trict ~i 

Derby School District " East Hartford School District < 
Meri~.en S~hool Dl$trict 
Norwal~ SchootiJi.strlc~ < 

. Norwich Scfioot D.istrict .< 

. Sta.IT!ford S~hool Distric~ < 

· West Haven School District < 
·State .s. 

Annual Perform~nce Report 

States ·must report annually on the performance of each loc~l ~ducation agency (LEA) compared to 

targets $et Jn th.e $tate Pe.rformf;lnce Plan, required under the. IndiViduals with Disabilities Education 

lmprovernent·Act (IDEA). No.rwalk's .annual performance rep.orts were reviewed for all schopl years 

betWeen 200~1.0 and 2013-14. 

o The district met requirements in 2013-14, after two years of being placed in the -Needs 

Assistance Ill category. 
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Q Since 2010~11, Norwalk has not met the t_argetfor ~n .ln.crea~e in ~he graduation ~:ate with a 

standard high school cliploma for ~uqents With di.sabilities. 

o Since '2009-1 0, Noiwalk has not met. the target fgt ·a q~C:r$ase hi the .percent of students ·with 

disabilities .receivil'lg 1 o or rnqre <;l~y.r of o·uf-of-'schooi suspension. The target has remained 

at 1 %; .am;l Norwa:tk's perQeotage ba.s decreased from 4.13% to 2.38%. 

o In all qf the years reviewed, Norwalk has not met target for reducing the per~nt of students 

~~a~d In separate schools, residential, or other·setlings .. ~nsteaq, those .pem;eritages hav.e 

increased. 

o Norwalk has experienced decreases ·in some measured early childhood outc9nies. See 

Table 4. While the !=frstiicl conslstenfly meHive out of six tatQets in 2009..;1 0; 2010-11, and 

2.011-12, ~~ree of six were met in 201.2.~13 and tWo of six in 2013-:-14. 

o In ·200S..10, Norwalk~~ c:ft;ita for the indic~tor -Develop Goals and Transition Service~U was 

7"1.7% and the district did not meet the 100% target. They improved to ·ss.2% in 2010-11 .• 

and have since met goal consistently. 

o lri all five years examined, Norwalk. met target in tl!e f9iloWing .areas: 

o decrease in high school dropout rate·(no data in 2009-10); 

o eliminate sign_ifiq~:mt .discrepancy 'in 1 Q+ days out-of~school suspension rates: 

o i1.1crease p!acem.ent am;l time wit!J nonc:fisabled peers tlirough increased regular class 

placement and d.ecrec;~sed sepi;irate:cla~s placement; 

o increase time in earJy cbildhood educational placements throu_gh increas~c:f regl,l!ar 

early childhood (80-100%) plat:ementand decreas~\:l ~egr~gated placements 

(mea·sured since 2012-13);_ 

o elimination of dispropo(.tiona~e represeritatii;m as a result of inappropriate 

identification; 

o .elimination of disproportionate representation by disability as a result of in 

app_roprh;tte .i.dentlficafion; and 

o IEPs by age 3, 
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iabre 4: .Early Childhood O.utcomes, as reported oh 'the State's Annual Performance R~port .. 
~013-14 2012.:13 ·2011-12 2Q.1Q-11 .~Q0.9-'10 

Di~trrct Target District larget District iargE!t mstiict T~rgt?t P,istrict ·rarg~t 
oat~ D$ta Qata Data Data 

Of those preschool children who,entered or exited the presqhoc;:JI prwr,am. below age expectations, the percent who 
SUbSti:mtia!ly (OCfeSSed their rate OffJfOwfh hy the time they fumed 6 years 1Jf ~~E! cjr exited the program. 

Positive Social 
Emotiona·,·si<Ui$ 

52J~% 65:5% '54.!)% 56.1% 66.7% . 56.0% 55.6% $q.O o/o '(?5.2%. 5~.0%: 

!Js~.Qf 
Knowledge and 

9!?.1% 65.5% ao.6% -59.1% 60.0% 59.0% '71.4% :59.0 o/o .78.1o/o ~9.0% 

Skills 
Appropriate 62.3% 
aebavlorS, to. 

52.0% !59.0'.% 48.1% 60.9%' '4~.0% 5.2.4% 48.0% 70.0%• 4B.O% 

MeefNeeds 
Tbe_pereent of preschool children who were functioning within ag~ ~xj:l~c!;aJions ~y ~he ~if(ie_ tiJ.eY e~it¢d the. 
Ptogt~m 

Positive Social 34J1% 51,5% 46.2% :52.1% 61.5% . '-52.0 $b 6o:o%. 1)2.0% 6Ui% 52.0%. 
!:;motional Skllls 
Use. of 22.2% 32.5% 20.5% 31.1% 34.6% 31.0% 36.0%· 31.0% 213:2% 31.C)% 
Knowledge a.n.cl. 
Sl<ills .... .. 
Appropriate 17.5%. 25;0% 2_8.2% 24 .. 1% 23.1% 24.0% 24.0% 24.0% 35.9% 24.0% 
Behaviors to 
Meet Needs 

Bol~ indicates where the district me~ the target. 

ll:P ~eyi(:!w 
A r~presentative sample of 23 IEPs was r~ndoJ1ily se,lecjed for review to determine if they Were· 

reasoo~bly calculatecj to. ef!sure edl!cational benef~. The State Education Resource Center II~P 

Rubric ·(revised 2013) was .used. to assess 14 indicators needed for-quality IEP deve,lopment. Tapl~ 

5 provides average scores from th~;~·analysis of the 14 iDdic~tors group~d jnto 'four categories. The 

four catego{ies incluqe:-1) G~p Anajysis of Pr~sent Level.of Pe'rfonnance, 2) Levels of Support:. 

SuppJementai ln~tn.Jction, Accommodations, and Modifications, 3) IEP ·GQals ancJ q_pjectlves and 4) 

Types of Support a'na Placement. 

(http:1/WV>NJ.ctserc.org/assets/documents/news/2013/SERC%201EP%20Rubric%20revised.pdf) 

The rubric has four lev~ts· of measure: Promising Practice, Progressing, Emerging, and 

linacce·ptaple. Tne average total score for the 23 IEPs ·reviewed fell into the Emerging level (11.8), 
) . . 

indicating that the quality of the IEPs meets ·a low threshold 9.f compliance and educatioilai benefit. 

Ofthe 231EPs-reviewed, :3 were in fhe Unacceptable level; .2 ofthe.IEPs 
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were, wrfUeo for ~tu(:ff:lnt~ with muitlpl~ disabi.liji~!?. The rero.aini~~ 20.'1EPs sqored in the. 

Em.erging_ l~v~·r, With no lEPs sooting within the. Pr~gressing or the Prtm1isirig Practice levels. The IEPs 

were often .missing critical elements ne·eded to suppornhelr use·c;~.s _instr\JctiQnal pian~. Then;l w~re 

no signifi~_ant d!fferenoes in ,qu_ality of IEP~?.I;>.~~ec;l on scih90I, dis.abUity c~tesory or grade ievel. The 

indi~atqr With the lowest ~~ore was the G.ap Analysis ·of Present Level of Performance .. The average 

score was a 1.9 oUt of 9. Ttie 20151EP review findings were sliX!i.l~u "to the rE:~~Lilts of.t.he 4012 CRi:C 

review. 

Table 5: IEP Review Average ~qores 
li'ldicatot Level .. comments 

Gap Analysis of 1,9"out.gf~ The ass!=lssm~nt proc~ss l'!=lli~ hea.vlly on siandardi~ed assessments, With a focus on aspeqts 

·Present Level of Emerging of. tHe disabllity.·T[i~ process references the general education curriculum or assessments, but 

P19rfurmar:t~e does noi provide .a·rult" picture of how well the studenqs per(orJi.iing ln th!a gene{;,llljldu¢aticin . . . 
cuniculur_n. The infc;uriiatlon rei:ord.ed provides.some broad understa.ndin~s. but HIs vague • 

. . • 

Levels of Support: 3.3outof15 Loose alignment l:letwe_eh.ltJe gap ~;~nalysis and sp~i~lly Ci.~?Signe~ lns~9{1on. The l!uppfemental 

$r,spp!emei:rtal !;:merging instruction, aqcommodations/assistive technology are logical In their use to support grbwth and 

Instruction, lea'ri1ing, cut recofded ymti\iague or !Jnc!ear details on when, how, and ·v.nere "tney are.to be 

Accomm.odations, implemented. The plan includes vague descrlptlolj of supports th~l are nee9e~ to JI\JPPPIJ: 

Modificatio.ns ei:lucators in Implementation. The deslgn of the supplementai .Instruction is in addition to ttie co (e. 

Qeile~l EKJUCatiOI]'!nstiucU.oli. The de~lgn of accomniodatioris/asslstj"ve techt'lology provid'es 

some removal of .environmental ahd instructional barrierS. ·The plan ·ns~s ho\Y the studen~ can u.se 

the ~(;corrnilod.a!ions/asslstive tect)nology. Modifications, if listed, are throughout 'tlie pl~m . 

. . . 

IEP Goals and Objectives 3.3p1JI of 9 The go~ls _~;~nd obj~c\iVes !(Ire v1riHen in. measurable an!f ol:!s!!rvable language. The details as to 

Emerging the des!gr'l and del)ve!Y of the .h'll:ltruction In !~s Of ~a!, y.hen •. ~nd how are vague. Tlie deiails. 

on bow the studentwill demonstrate his or her learning ate vague. There are measures lh<!t 

.could tta~ growt_h. These·meatiures u$e metho~ll ancl toots that cannot~ gr~h at least 

quarterly. The ·goals and objectives are lopsely ~Jlgnl!ld wjt~ )l'le genef!il ~ducatiori currtculuin. 

Sup'plem~ntal.l!lil.truPtl(liJ, accQmmodations/asslstive technoiogy, and modifications, if used, are 

connected to goals. 

TYPes of Support and 3.3outo(9 General education is loos~ly referred to in the IEP. Tfle services and supports are aligned fo the 
Placement E_rperglng . IEP goals. For each g~al area, certmed s~aff !;I~ USfld.lo provide the Instruction, although tb~(e'IS 

overreliance on special education teachers and student support services pr6~8SJ)lonals. Th!il"IEP 

l.is\35 a focus ofspec!al education prograiT)m,lng and co.ntrolled tasks and settings for learning. The 
IEP reflects' a plan that Js disjointed \\lith respect to tl"\~ scope of th!' goals and serilic;;s. 
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In Depth··Student Review·and Cla~r9o~ 'Qbse~atl-;>ns . . . 

Fo.ur· students repre~eritiil~. variot.Js .disability categories ·and grade levels were selected for inM depth 

re.views that included IEP. review, obseniatibns ofthe students in Qlass, -reviews Qf studen~ work· an<;! 

schedule, and interviews with paren~(~}, ~taff, and stud13nt (a~ appropriaf~ base~ on 'a!;Je and . 

avaJ!titbility of.the stu~ent). A protocol was used to determined{ the stUdents ·received educational 

be.nefit:fi-om·their proQrams {Appendix B) .• 

O:v.e.r:all, we did .no.t ~ef3. evidence ·qf edU.~tiol')al b~nefit for. the tout students· reviewed. We did 

ob~e'rVe positiVe. reletionshl~:~s between studei:lts arid s'taff, .and :genuine C!-uing for eactt ~tl.!g~nt 

However,. the quality .of the IE.=P~ was poor, ~he 'IEPs were not:always fo.I!Pwe.d, s,Pecla! education 

aides wer~ n9t Ut?et;l ~~ctlY<:liY am;f di(:i npt h.C!Ve the necessary tr.aining, BCBA senlices were 

inconsistent! data· sheets and ·specialized curriculum were no~ !iiPPa~nt and staff t,rf;tining ·wa~ 

limited. When data on st:uqents wa~ g~thered, tl:te f!19n~oring to.ols w.ere not l:l.sej:l effectively, 

Sp~cia.l.ly desi~ne<;f instrL,fction was ,not obseliled and staff remarked that there is not enough'time in 

the day ror collaboration. and preparation, making the provision of inclusive services ·very diffictJit. 

Lack of access 1o assistive technology to overqome· barriers to learning and Jack of appropriate 

llJaterial!? an<;f programs Wf3~ evident 

Eighteen classroom observations in 9 district schools (Bfien McMahon High Schi:fol, ari'ggs High 

Schpol, Ponus .Rkfge· Middie School, Roton Middle School, Nathan Hale Middle .School, Fox Run, 

Brooksid$~ Marvin, alid Cranbury Elementary) revealed som~ positive iry$tructional practi~s and 

some areas that require impr9vement. There were ·~ifferf;!nc~s irt our observations both between a·nd 

within sclio~Js. This reflects fh<:llack of a consistent approach to curriculum, instruction, and 

asse.ssmenttor speciateducation studentS within buildings and ·ttlroughput the di~tJ:i~t. We did not 

o~sE?rve any. common instruct!~nal trend.~ based Qh school or grad.~. 

Positive Instructional Practices 

Because of~atiabil!ty from t;.c;:h,opl to sqhool and clc;~~s to class, th~ positive practices· described 

b§~I.OW are specific to a cla13s and not representatio·nal of all·or a majority of the classroofT!S we 

observed. 

o Ev!oenqe pf we.U-cons~rucfed, b/ilance.d reading instruction C~nd training· from LiteraoY. How in 

tne impl~mentation of ~~temetic, structured, reading instruction for all students 

!> Use of r~search based interventioo strategies by both !?Pecial·edUcation. aide and general 

educatio~teachers 
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o Well-established co,.,teaching·partnershlps atth!3 middle and l:lig{l school in which both 

·teachers shar~ respol')sipility for inetruct.ion in the course cont~nt 

9 Use ·of .po$itJve- b~havior supports within ·~he. whole m~qdle school co111rnuniW, .classrooms 

and at the individual level 

o vs.e of technology embedded· within the lessons across ·content areas and wii.~in hJgh school 

classrooms fo'r students With significant cognitive dis~bi!ities 

o Transitions .Into the extended resource room were quick and C?ffi~ientwitf:l litt!e di~ruption 'to 

students w.ho were ~cal;lemically ~~gaged. 

·a Administrative & teaching staff had knowledge about th.e special educat)on ~lur:Ieflts and 

their needs and strengths. 

Areas of Concem 

The variability ofthe ql,lality of services, av~ilabl~ resources, utilization of resourceS~J and 

instruction from schqol to school, pr()gram to program and teacher to teacher is a problem. 

• Data to develop and monitor goals and objectives was not in evidence. in the majonty Of the 

eight~en cla.ssrpoms qbserved. 

o Teaching ahd learning for Students in.the e~ended ·resou~ room II did not consJstently focus 

on skills needed for {nclusion in the general ed.ucation classroom .. 

o Special·educatiori teachers in the .general e(f!Jcation classrooms· EJQted as :assistants rather 

than instructional partners who ~n.~red jnstr!Jction, 

Q Ratio of .students witli disabilities to students without disabilities at the alten:tative school was 

too ·high. There are: guidelines within the district .. yet whe11 there is a significant increase in 
·number of special eduvatioru~t.uct.ent~. the g~ideline~ are not followed. 

o Little to no ·evidence of specially designed instruction w~s obseryed .. 

. o In the majority of the observations, there was ·limited evidence of modifieatioris·and 

accommod~tions in the .general edueafion.·ctasstoom. 

Feedb,apkJrom Paff?nf anct staff Interviews 

Parents in'dicated thafthey fOught to get.their children identifiect and to get. the IJe'C~SaJY services.. 

They indicated tha~ there were times·when tQ.eir cf')ildrel) were .not receiving the JEP recommended 

~ervipes, bl!~ they were not informe.d in a timely rnan'her arid only fo·und out because thei~ chil~ ~qfd 

them .or 'they-went into the school and observed the lack of services. Some staff·indic~ted that they 
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were not provided with tf'!e nE?cessary."ins~ructional materials_..-technology, tirne. training and space to 

provide qualitY special educatioit services. 'Staff reported th~t, in tho~e b~;~ildjogs h9stfng districiWii:le ' 

programs, buildil1.9 budgets must pay fp.r the m.ateril:~is a11d equ'ipment n~e~.ed for tho~ programs, 

witJ:lou't increase in the schoors·tun'ding .level. See· Appendix b fo.r a $umma!Y of parent and .staff 

int$rviews. 

Findings: The following data .sources were review~ to· determine irl')plementatiori of coJlsistent 

stand?~i"ds: progress on activities recommended in 2012, special education prevalence dat~;t, out of 

district placements, Least Restrictive Environment, budget and iEP processes. The district's limited 

attempt~ to deveiop standards and procedures across all schools had little impact il') creating 

consistency. In ·tact, :data indicate that the problems i~ent~i@d in 2012 have increased and now have 

~ sig.nificant-impact O!'J·COmpiiance, ~taffing and budget. The Special Education Office did develop 

some proce~u'res, but staff report that there was no support for implementation from past Central 

Office administration and.some building administratorS. . ,• . ' . . ...... 

PJ."oQress on 2012 CREC Report, Goal #2 Action Plan 

The activities recommend~d.to adjjre~s go~l tt?.·ln tne 2012 report were as foirows: 

$peci~l!Ecluaa.tion Central Office Administrators should develap1 train building administrators and 

ste,flthro~gh the Educatit?rJal Benefit Academy,· and IJ10nitor the lol{ovyin,g PfOP.f?dU(fq$: 

0 (}lear commuriicatfon ptotodQ/s for st'aftto .lise .wlt/j parents and other stat'(, 

.o. use ·of paraprofessional support to increase ~ucJ.ent il'jdependen.c;e and maximize efficient 

use of personnel, 

o fT!Q're inclvsive instructional pn:ictices for.students with mor~ s{gnmcant disabilitif?s, ·.and 

provision ofpla·nning and collaboration time for general and sp·eciaf educators to meet in 

o.rqer to carry out these prac;tices, 

o deiielop guidelines for service hours and $f?TVi!Je deliv~ry mo(i.el -and train slr;id ordh~ir.use 
and utilizing the administrators -mef!tings .to discpss consist.ent implemen(ation, and 

o use Of Assistive Te.chnb/Ogy. 
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Findings: The Educational Benefit Academy wa$ not held~ Pro~_edures for determi.ning th.e. need for 

special education aides am;l out of districl placements were dev~loped a.hd ·share.t::J"with ·building 

admiriistra~o.rs. butthey fla:ve n·ot b~n c;pn~ist¢ntly applied. SeiViee hour· criteria.~nq 

communication _protocols were riot developed. The district.nireq '.a c~nsultan~ for Assistlve 

Technol~gy (AT) issues, but they have not built cap.aclty Within tbe district for staff to perftirfu AT 

eyah.Ja~~ns af!d ~ctivitl~. 

The 2008 ana 2012.CREC report empha$.i:?:ed toe importance of forma! procedures Eind c'cfll'\Piiarice 

wit~. those pro:cedu~es as indicated beiow. 

2008 GREG Review: lnoonsisteilcies .in· the processes for identificalf.on and assessment, early 

intervention {SRBI), bui;f"get pror;e~s and resource aflgcatioij, c~seload a/fQcati6n, staff 

t:;vafuation ·.spf3cfal educ{:Jt(on sehtloe deitveiy model and service hours result In lnf!qullie$ 

across· the disttfct. Hire an evaluation coordinator to develqp EJnd mon(tor the eval~a.tfon 

process and provide needed professlo!Ja! pevelopm~nt to $taff on identification issues. 

2012 GREG Review:· A more consistent process has been .sought through the. use of a 

paraprofessional one on one form, $cientffic .Res~arqh aased in;erventions -'(SRBI), 

monitoring IEPs and service· hours. There continues to be lack of consistency in the 

identification process of students with disabilities as ~~II as the detf!!rm(nation (?"f serviqe 

delivery. Resource allocation across .th~ distficts;·schoois Is not al!(lf1ed with .stand air! practice. 

Fpr~xample, the ~quirement e.ntry is not standardized for Briggs. There doe~ not seem to be 

consistent do.cumentatioil, different district staff may have different reqqirements 21ncl. the. 

teacher in. the progrt;Jm. is !JOt cql}sistently .in vo/ve<;J in the I EP meeting in Whic(J· a stU.dif!mt entry 

tpay be discussed.. Additionally, a number of staff.indicated that resources for stucl,ents (~,g., 

serl/ices, technology, etc.) are determined by how vocal and lfltorrp~d.a student's parent may 

b~, rather than ;the fo,J{owing of a particl,ilar process. The division of casefoads is not equitable. 

Casefoac(s should be predictable from year to year across the district; 

Findings:. Current da1a indicate that the.district has developed. sbme formal.procedures since the 

special·educatioh review in 2012. The procedures foi-6ne:on one special ecjucatio.n aides and Qut 

of district placeme'i'1ts are well describ<?d. Unfortunately, the~e procedures are not consistently 

followed. ·staff and parE;ln~s alike indicate that it does not matter what the probedtire is, some 

sc;hools will det~rmine the extent to which tlie procedure will. be followeq. 

A number of procedures that would a~slst in the smooth operation and enHanced compliance 
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with state and federal laws do not exist in·any formal.(:loc.umji!nt~ df significant con~m was "that 

Jack of pro.~dur~s r~garding ·npw st1.1dents enter and" !i!Xit aistrict special education programs. 

Parents and ·~taff ·indicate tnann the absence of procedu'res, it is most like,ly tll~ p~ft?Qn ·who 

cb~p1ains the loudest gets the att~ntion, Q~llsing l.neq~iti.es in resqurce~ aqrpss the district. The 

prqp~s~es.to recruJt, !lire, supervise, train, a~sign, track-and retain special education staff are not 

well defined, cau~iog iss.ues with ;eom·puanee, conimunicatioii; and quality pf instruction. 

Recruiting and hiring hard-: to-find f?P~C.i<;l.l edu9a~9.n s~aff Is ~one In a reactiv~ tnanner, rather 

than following pro~ctive Pr.ot:equres top~pare for jn~vi.table vacancies. There is. ho .forr'nal 

ohboatding or me"Otof process for :the special.educaticin administrators and $ta)'f. ·Give~ tile 

frequent t1.1rnover of th~se positions, thi.s should be a priority. There .are compliance issues such 

as incomplete IEPs arid students ·not 1n pro.grams or not receiving the s~rvices ~cornm~nded 

on-the IEP because of staffing shortages. Consistent evahJation of studefJts continU.es to be,f;ln 

Issue anti the dis~ict did not hire an evaluation coordinator .as. recommended in ·the 2012 CREC 

report. Additionally, SRBI reportedly continues to be done incons{$tently fhroughou.t the district. 

Special Educatipo Preval~nce: Da~ 

Pro·per :implementation of student evaluation ~nd SRBI procepur~s impacts ~e special 

edu9ation identificati~n rate ~nd the educational benefit of students who are strdgglirig. Data 

lndi~te. that some schools .are Implementing tiers of intervention for students who ·struggle 

academically alid beh·aviorally, but most are riot. SRBI is req~:~i~d by th~ lndi\iid!Jais With 

bis?biliti(!s Act-and is tl!e·f!.mction of the genei1ll.eduoation program to help stud.ehts who 

str1,1g~le aqad~mfcf.'IIIY or behaviorplly to re.ceive iriteJ'Iientions in a timely and effective manner, 

prior to identification as needing special education. SR.BI ?ppear~ to be inco.nslstE?J1tly 

ifT!pleJ11e.nte.d ~c.ros.s the qi$~tl.ct ~cl!oPl.s. The ~ate cif -st!Jpehts idE?nti.fied as speclal.edtication in 

Norwalk has steadily increg$:SO over th~ last three .years, mirroring -the trends seen both in DRG 

H ana the State. However, the percent of students iqen~ifi~d as· sp·eeia·l ed(Jcat~pn c~:mtiflUE?s to 
be .lo~r than the sia~e and DRG H average (T.ahle 6). When pompared With the eight sirriilar 

districtt1 in DRG H. N.orwalk's percent of identified special education students in 2014-15 ~nk$ 

eighth out of nine. Ansonia, Danbury, D~rby1 Ea~t Hartford. Meriden., Norwich, and West Haven 

each had a higher p(!rcent (0.2%- 5 .. 2%) Of Stl!d~nts ipent_ified .as special education than 

Norwalk. Stamford's Percent ·of identified students was 0.5% lower than Norwalk: 
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Table 6: Per.cent Identified Special Education Students 2012~13......,2014..,15 
.. 

2012-13 zch~-14 2Qi4-15 

·Norwalk 10.$ 1~8 11.5 . . . 
ORGH 12.0 12.6 ·13.2 
$tate 12.1 12.4 

.. 
13.0 

.. 

Wh~nl;:oJ'Qp;ared to QRG H and the s.tate in 2014-1.5, .Norwalk identified ·a proportionally higher 

.number of special education students jti the Learning Disability (LD) anC:f Spee.ch lnJPa.ired {$1) 

categories; and .a lower prqportion i!l the ·EI'(lotionaUy tii~ti.irbecf {ED) .category {Table 7a). However, 

wh~n. compared to the totai student pqpulation, NOrWalk identified students at a lower rate compar~d 

to DR(3 H and the state hi almost every category. Similar comparison~ can pe observed ba~ed on 

2012-13 an'd 2013-14 data (Table7b). 

Table 7a: PercentJProportion Identified by Disability 2014-15 
... 

LD 10 ED Sl OHI Autism ··Other 

Norwalk ·4.310.38 .0.3/0.03 0.5/0.04 .2.0/Q.17 2:1/0.18 1.1/0.10 1 .. 1(0.10 

DRGH 4,6/0.35 0.5/0.04 0.9/0.07 2.0/0.15 2:5/0.19 . 1.3/0 .. 10 '1.4/0.11 

STATE 4.4/0.34 0.5/0.04 1.0/0.08 1.9!0.15 2.6/0.20 1.5/0.12 1.0/0.08 

Tahle 7b: PercehtiPro·portion identified by Disability 2012-13 and 2013-14 . . 

LD ID EO Sl OHI }\utism Ot~~r 

Norwalk 1;3-14 4,1{0.~8 0.3/0.0~ 0.~/0.05 1.8/0.17 2;0/0.1'9 1:1/0.10 1.0~Q.Q9 

"DRG H 13.;14 4.3/0.34 O.fj/0.04 0.~/0;07 2.0/0.'16 2:3/0.18 1.210.10 1.3/0.10 

~TAJ'E 13-14 4.2/0.34' 0.4/0.03 1.0/0.07 1.9/0.15 2.5/0.20 1.4/0.11 1.0/0~08 
.. 

Nol'Walk 12-13 ·3.8/0.36 0.3/0.03 0.4/0.04' . 2.0/0.19 ·2.1/0.20 1.1/0.10 0.9/0.08 
.. 
DRG H 12-13 4.1/0.34 Q.4/0.03 0.9/0.08 2.1/0.18 2:1/0.18 1.1/0.09 1.2/0.10 

.. 
STATE12-13 4.0/0.3$ 0.4/0.03 1.0/0.0B '2,0/0.17 ~A/0,20 1;3/0.11 1;0/0.08 

Disproportionate Identification 

CREC'-s 2012 review references 2008 state monitoring reports, whiqiJ jndiqated tha~ Norwalk 

disproportionat~ly identified black male student$ as emotionally disturbed. Since that time, Norwalk 

has not been identified for c;ll~proportionate identification. Table Sa provides information about t~e 

percent of students identified for each disability category, by rqce/ethniclty. The 2012' report also 
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mentions an increase in the·proportion of.J3Jack.stu.q~nts i.cfentifieq as learning disabled. Table 8b 

~hC!IAfS 'th~ number .and percent .of students identified .a~ learninp disabled or emotionally .disturbed 

who are Black or African Arirerican .students iil the district over the la~t,five Y\3Girs. In 2010~11, 180 

Black or African American ~tud~f'!ts.w~re Jqef1tified as learning di~!3bled; in every year.s(nce, the 

Ol!mbe.r hal5 rang~d. from 145:- 151: The num.ber.o(Biack' or African·Americari students lderitified 

a·s emptionally disturbed. has increased by a small humber but·steadily, from 16 fii 201.0-11' to 2.4 {n 

2014-1'5. The decrease in percen~ .of emotio,n~ily dis~ur~ed st!,ld~nt$ who are Slack or African 

Arnerican in ·2013-14!=~nd ~014..;15 despite hiQher numbers of identifie~ students is due to a ~reater 

r~.te of incr'~ase in this catel;JO'ty arnong 'Hispanic and, to a lesser d~gree, White stu den~~-

Table Sa: Disability Count and. Percent by.Race/E.thr:t.icjty·2o14-15 

LD lb ED SLI OHI .Autism 
Oth.er 

' Disabilities 

.RaceiEt.tinic{ty # o/o # % # % # % # % #. % # % 

Asian 1 23.3 0 0 0 0 3 10.0 5 16.7 7 '23.3 8 26.7 
" 

Black/African 

American 
146 42.9 10 2.9 24 7.1 47 7:1 66 19.4 24 7.1 23 6.8 

Hispantqllatino . 209 42.1 16 3 .. 4 20. 4.0 104. 21.0. :81 16.3 40 8.1 26 5.2 

Two or more 
3 17.6 2 11.8 2 11.8 2 11.8 6 35.3 2 11.8 0 0.0 

races 
.. 

White '126 37.2 a· 2.4 12 3.5 37 10.9 '79 . 23.3 55 .16:2 22 6.5 

Districtwide 
40.2 491 36 3.0 58 4.7 

Prevalence 
193 1s.a. 237 19.4 128 f0.5 79 6.5 

Table Sb: Identification of Black or .African American Students as ED and LD 

10-11 11-12 12.:13. 13-14 14-15 
'• 

# " 
% # % # % # % # % 

Learning .. Oi9abled /Afri9~n 
American 180 38.9 145 34.8 146 $4.0 151 . 32.6 146 29.7 
Emotionally Disabled/African 
American 16 48.5 16 41.0 21 50.0 22 39,3 24 41:4 
All Disability Categories /African 
.American 365 319 338 331 340 
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out of Dfstrrct 

In C9D~id~ri.ng th-e ~ff~ctiveness of the out of district procedure, we analyzed the out of district ·tren.ds 

and ·compared them t6 the ·state and DRG avera,ges. Overall, th~ qut of district p_lacernent data and 

infol'ination from focu~ int~rviews incl]cat~ fhatthe proc;~dure, to place ~tudents in out of district­

P.l~cefl1.~nts iS not effectiv.e. B~tw~en ~ooa-og ahd 201.1-12, the number of No!Walk special 

educa(loil students educated outside of the district,_ In another pub.lip_-schoql di~tfi.ct or PfiV~t~ sghoo! 

setting,_ remained between '94 and.99 .. T~!? district. ~xp_erienced a 12-stude.nt incre.a.se·from 2.011-'12 

to 2012-13, and a 22 stud!3nt il)cre$sefr9m 201.2-13 to 2013-14, equating to a 33% increase ih the 

number of outplaced students over two years.li12014-15 the Increase in studenb? p!~ced oub)f 

district continued to increase to 168 students. As of October . . ·. . . . ' . . . 

7, t015 the numb.~r of students jn oot of district placements is 160 (Table ·9). It is anticipateq 
that this ntlrhber will continue to Increase over t~e school year. fro.m Jyly 20'14 to July 2015;' 47 

s~udents were pl~ced out of district. For~he 2015-16 school.year, 18 students returned to Norwalk 

from out of ·district pia cements. 

in 201~-14, Norwalk compared favor~bly to th~ members of its ORG (Table 1 0) With respect to out 

of district ·placements. At 10.89%, Noiv.Jalk had the third lowest percent of st.uderts pla~c! ot.~t of 

district when compared to all di~tricts in DRG H. Districts ranged from 4.27% ~9 15.38% of special 

education students ecjucated outside Qftheh' districts. The increase in 2014-15 wi!l most likely put 

the ~istrict at the higher ehd of.the'DRG average, but as more current PR'G figl!~~s are notavailabl~, 

comparis011s· cannot be maqe ~t tl)is time. A~ numb·ers of -Qt,~tptaced students have increased, 

expenc!iture.s for out of distJict p·lacer:nents (Table 11) have·increased dramatically- a $3;41 million 

increase· between 2010..:11 and 2014-15. A review of 2015-16 o~~ of di¢ict P.ltilc~ments.indioate that 

over· three million dollars of the al')ticipc;ited 1 0.21 million will be spent on tuition to .three outside 

p!aceme.nts.: St, Vincents, CES, an.d Hfgh·Roads. 
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Table 9: Norwalk ·SPecial Education students. Educated out of District (K-12). 2008-09-2012-13-

Yl!lar 

2011-12 
·-

2010-11 

2'608-09 

Tot;:.il · · · · · · 
$t!ld.~nts 
with 
Disabilities 
:(SWDf 

" .. 

s.Wo p_lac~d in Public· 
·seo9pls in Other 
.Districts . . . 

·# 
%(of 
SWD) 

SWD Placed in· 
Priva~e Schools .or 
Other.Settings 

# 
%(Of 

.SWD} 

1094 15 1;37% 84. 7.68%. 

1141 13 1.14% 81 7-.10% 

11'37 .. 12 1.06% 87. 7.65% 

1156 19. '1:E)4% 75 6.49% 

Total outplacern·ents 

# %.(ofSWD} 

160 .10.32% 

168 11.78% 

133 10.8!;1% . 
.. 

~11 9.35% 
-~g 9,05% 

94 " 
8.24'%·· 

eg 6:71% . , ... - .. 
94 8.13% 

Table.10: DRG H Special' Education Students Educated Out of District (K-12}. 2013-,14 ... 
Totat 
students· 
with swq pl(3ced in SWD Placed in 
Disabilitie P·ublic Schools in Private Schools or 
s{SWD) Other Districts ·Other Settings Total Outp!acements 

%(of 
-# SWD). # %(ofSWD) # %(ofSWD) 

.Notwalk 1221 12 0.98% 121 9.91% 133 10,'89% 
District A 338 0 :o.OO% 52 15.38% 52 15.-38% 

.. 
. 'District B 1195· 0 0.00% 51 4.27% 51. 4.27% 
· Districtc 205 nla n/a nla: nla. 28' 13.(;16% 
DisfrictD 1.118 57 5.10% 41 3.67% 9S !3.77% 
DistricfE 1410 89 '6.31% 1.22 8.65% I 211 :14.~e% 

DistrictF. 8'75 37 4.23% 96' 10.9 .15.20% 
DistrictG 16~9. 60 3.62% 136 8.2 196 1t81% I 
PistrictH 911 12 ·1.32% 118 12.95% 130 14.27% 
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a e . u lae an ;XJ en! ures or uo . IS riC 1.11 on, >r:>ec1a ucatiOh . 
Year Buoget Expenditures 

201.0-11 ·5,574", 167 6.625.377 
2011-12 6,461.316 '7~125,441 

· 2o12-•ia 7.400,000 7.,62;;.498 
2013:-14 7,875,000 8;494,264 
2014-15 ·8..3.05,000. 10,0.34,303 
2015~16 9,690,500 10,200,000 

. ·, 

Le~st Restrictive Envi.rQnment (r.:~E) 

LRE is the requirement in ·federal law that students with disabili~ies receive lh~{r ~ducation,.to the 

maximum ~xtent appropriate, with non,qisa~led pee~~- ,in practice this mean!) that special education 

students: are ·.not to· be remqv~d from ttie regular classrqotn setting uri less, everi with supplemental 

aids· ariCI services, an appropriate education cannot be achieved. Districts, including N~rwalk, offer 

a ~ontinuuflJ of s~ry(ces to meet tl)e need~ ofs~!Jclen~~ in. a general.educ~tion environment 

whenever possib.le, as inclusion of students with special needs in the.general education setting has 

been demonstrated to be a significant benefit to their' achievement and social development. 

The Norwalk Pubiic Schools have been meeting the iieetfs ofa.gobd percentage of their students 

With disabilities in the regular education ·Setting per the SDE Annual PerforJ11ance Report. However, 

the perce11tage of sttldents in o1,1t-of-district plpC:!3.me)lts (see lin~ A of Tab{e ~ 2, below) is ah Prea of 

<:;on cern. The District has not met tHe sot=: established targets to decrease 'these placements by 1.5 

to 2 :percentage pbints over' the past two years. There ·is a population of students Who require p!Jt-:­

of·:dislflct pla~ments, put based on fo~us IQtervieW!:! and IEP reviews it appears that. Within this out­

plac~d group there a(e Iii numoer of stUd$nts W.ho could ben~fitfrom rece.iving their educational 

services in district. 

Students in separate class programs in-district are further along on the. least restrlcthl'e environment 

contiliutim because interaction with reguli:ir education students in their home school is more likely to 

occUr. Contact can be gradually Increased as the·student ~chieves success. The number of 

stl,Jp~J:tts With special needs equcate9 ·in district, but placed in separate classes, is iower than SDE 

tar~ets by 1.5 to 2.0 percentage points (Table.12, line B). 

This indic~te~ there i.s. room to build and grow appropriate programs .in district to educ~te some of 

the students currently o.ut of district. These programs must be carefully built to include the 

appropriate support to help the students b~.successfuL 
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Table .12: ·Least Restrictive t:nvjronn:u:~nt 

Placement NPS_June2015 NP~ June 2014 

A.% age of students in separate school, residential or·other 
' 

settings outside of ~~e Qist~iQt. 8.89% 8.20% 

)3. % age of studentS in $eparate clas9 placements .within the 

Distrid 4.62% 3.87% 
.. 

An analysis of students placed out of.di~trict for 2015~?.ltows that _54% are i.n high school, 18% are in· 

middl~ ;sQI)ool an.d 2e% ar~ in Prektelemeot~ry. The largest numbers of students are in placements 

"that ·support s~udents With behavioral i5sues. There·are sufficient number~ of'students pl~c-;ed out in 

facilities With ·similar services to indicate tt).at creating ·il"!-disfrict programs with the saril.e su~port 

sy~~ems would. result in reducing out of district plac!9rnents. This could be accomplished over a 

i'easonaole p.eriod of tinie through a-combination of transitioning currently out-placed s~udeQt~ ba9k 

into the district and providing services that. woulq preyertt the need to O!Jtplace student$. 

The district began thisj:>rocess in the 2015-16 school year by irnplememing a·th~rapeutic program 

at Raton Middle School. The anticipated ri?sult is an improved (:JUalrcy of ptograrnin~ 

that provides ·students. with access to their non-disabled peers • .In addition,.1he district will be al;)fe to 

provide .services at a lower cost 

To 8S$.iSt in the development of in-district programs for students .with special needs, it~~ a,ppropffate 

to. Have well-defined criteria.and proce~ses to follow in ma~ing tne importarit'pla.cement declslons. 

T~~ di_strict .has a decision-ma~ing prot9col that is tttoughtful ahd well organized. The purpose of the 

·proto·col is not to preven~ appropriate placements, but to prevent placing .students ot:~t of district who 

would be better served in-district. Interviews with sf~ff inQicate. that tne prp,cE?ss is not being 

foJloVf.ed, li~ely resulting in a h!g~er rate of ot..i~pl_acemE{nt. this type 'of ptotocpl nee.ds..to be ·utilized 

anc;j monitored c_entrally to assure co-nsistent services to all children. 

Special Education Bu.dget 

Sirice 2007-0B •. Norwalk has speril a lower percentage oflt~ budget on speclai education thah its 

counterparts in DRG H, E.jnd the sta.te {Table 13}. The percentage of the school districts' budgets 

spent on special education has increased steadily for Norwalk, DRG H, and the state. Norwalk's 
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tate Ofin·crease has. been higher than both DRG H ang the ~tate, ~o the .gap b~tween Nprwalk's 

spending an~ the· DRG~~ Elri~ statE?'~ spenqin.g l}a.§ ~~~~~r:l~d ov~;~r tim~.. No"r:wa.lk increased by ·1 ;'8% 

from 2_007-QB to 2013-14, wh!ie DRG H increased 1~28% ar'ld the state increased 1.59%.· 

Table 13: Percent Distriqt_ (DRG, State} E*pehditures fot epecial. 

.. Education 
.• 

Year Norwalk% DRGH% state 
2007-0~ 18.76 .. 

....... 
20.49· . .20.69 

.2008-09. 1.8.2'8 20.65 20.73 
2009.:10 

.. 
19.:27 21.15 21.48 .. 

2010-11 18.99 2·1.29 21.70 
2011-12 19.60 21.91 21.81 
2012-13 ·20.49. 21.90 21':~6 

f2013-14 20.57 .2{97 22."08. 

A r~view of Nqrwalk budget.~. b!i!_sei:!. o.n MWNI$ printouts provided by the district's Chief Finan~ial 

Officer (CPO) .. indicate growth ih the Central Office Pupil P~rsonnel Services budget throJJgh.~014-

15 (Table 16). 2015-16 was budgeted at 1.2% less than the 2014-15 original budget, and 5% Jess 

than the 2014-15 revised ·budget, baseq on expected d~reases in expenditures in professional 

serilices, and Increased Medicaid and EXcess Cost reimbursements. Some of th~ d.ecreases are 

offset oy increases in staff required to provide services by di~riot, rather than contract, personnel. 

Actu!iJI expen~itu.res fqr 20·1 o.:1 ~ - 2014-15 were al~o included in .the documents 'proVided by the 

CFO. An·nt¥;il i'ncreS!SSl'> .in expenditures .ate evident. In compafilig budgets to exp~nditures for that 

time period, exp-enditures over original budget occurred in every-year. In 2010-·11 and-201·1-12 the 

budgets were exceed~Q RY -1~% and '1.5%, resp¢ctlvely. l.n the la~t thr~eyears; that' difference 

~~ofeas~~ ·tp 5%, whi.ch In ·2014-15 equated.to. approximately $650!000. In all years; P.rofe~lonal · 

service:s and ·out of .district tUition for special education 1?tuden~9 ;e?(CE?ed~~ the :origlnat budQet. In 

2014-15, the total amount exceeding the original budget in these two cater1ories was $2.7 million. 
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Table 14:·· Professionai·Services/l_n<:IE!Pe.!lq~!lt 
Contractor Special Education,.Btidget and Expenditures .. 

Year. audget -~P~nd~ures 
2010-11 '99$;979 

~ 2011N1,2 2;17S.,14S. 
. '2012-13 2,9'15,210 s;o4s,1a4 
'2013 ... 14 3,295,800 3,454;"769 
2014N15 ·• 3,463,000 .4439 555 
2015:;;16 2,876,750 •. 

An a·nalysis .of the budget and expenditurE!s for Prof~lon.al Serv!cE!S, 0l!t.9f District Tuition, 

Tr~nsportat.i9n and Ex~s$ ¢9st Reirnbursem~nt l'e\f!'lelied an increase itl'these budget items .from 

73% of the total special edUcation expenditures in 2010 .to 90% iri 2014.This per~ent is. expecteq to 

remain the same or increase hi ;2015, given the increase in ou~-of district p)acements (fable 15). 

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

.. 
%ofTotal %of Total 
Special t;;peQiai· 

Year ·audget E~penditures 'rotal.Budget Tot~ll Education Education 
(SpEd) Exp~nditures Central Central Office 

(Spf;d) Office E~penditures 
2010-11 5,591,403 7,10.3;719 8,252,4$7.00 9,706,560 68% . 73% 

2011-12 6,794,565 8,273,014• . 9,451,983.00 10,864,091 ~ 76% 
2012-13 8,477,609 8,944,799 '10,780,515.00 11,341,093 79% 
2013-14.' 9;506,711 10,001,336 12,439,1 06.51 '13;026,583 76% 77% 
2014-15 10,013,112 12,073,963 12;814,671.00 13,472,830 . 78% 90% 
2015-16 10,094,582 12,664,869:00 80% .. 

There are items allocated to the pupil per~9nnel servic~ f:ludget fo_r;sentic~s·to QEIO~~al education 

.students. The~·e inch.,tde: 

o 1.0 FTE Health Supervisor; 

o oyertime -$a!arl.es for G.Uid.ah~ Counseior8, to pro'.Qde seniibes to general educaiion 

stud~h~ over the summer; 

o certif!ed teacher$ for ,homebo.un~ ~.udents who do not receive special education 

se~ioe~; 

o nurs!3's salary' for n_on-p~,Jblic sc{wol$; 

o Scliool Medical Advisor; 

~ out of district tuitiQ!tfor r~gu_lar education stude.nts; 

o nurse professional develoj:iment and -travel; a11d 

o gui~an,ce ~nd health supplie~. 
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Approximately $465,000, or 3.8% of the pupil personnel service.s budget; w~s allocated for such 

items in 2015-16. 

Tabie 16·: No_rwalk Pupil Personnel Services 
.Budaet 2012-13--2015-16 

Budgeted 
Amount Change ·change 

Year fOrkiin~J In · in 
2010-11 8 252437 
2011-12 9 451 98.3 1199546 12.7 
2012.:.13 :10 780 515 1328 532 .. 12.3 ... . . 

13.3 12013-14' ·12 439107 1658 592 ·. 

2014-15 12 814 671 . 375 564 ·2.9% 
2015-16 12 6'64 869 (149 802) -1.2% ... 

a e : T bl 17 N orwa lkP 'IP UPI ersonne IS · ervrces AttiiE c a d't xpen 1 ures1 - -2010 11 2014-15 
% Over/Un9er Original 

B,udg~t 
Difference .between budg~t and (negative 

Year Actual Expenditures actual neaa,·'ve indicates over- . _, nvP.r-

2010- 9706560 (1454.123) -
. 2011'- 10 864 097 (1 41'2 114) -

2012- 11 341 094 (560 579) -5% 

2019- 13 026 584 ~£587 477) -5% 

2014- 13 472 830 (658159) . -5% .. 

Table 18: Instructional Materials and Supplies (Tot~! of Instructional Supplies, Textbooks; .Instructional 
Year Budaet (Original) .. ExpehditU.res 

.2010-11 ~3.046 44;841 .. 
.. 2011-12 61,550 21,052 

2012-13 54,850 s:M·ss 
. 2013-14 . (51.200 18;314 

2014-15 51.;200. 36;221 

2015-16 51,200 .. 

MQst materi?lis ~nd suppl)es for ·special education are purchased by the schools. ThE! qistrict:l.vjde? 

special education budget and expenditures for textbooks and instruqf:iOnlii\1 !)Upplies and equipment 

is illustrated in Table 18. The budget has .rernf.iined C?Ssentialiy flat fOr the last slx years, arid 

expenditures were below budget· by 15% .. 66% for each year examineq.· The budgE!ts of thqse 
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·schpols h<:~sting district.wlde special education programs support-the programs, including sta~ ~s 
. . . 

well as materials, although the prog·rams serve students from acn;>s.s th~ district. . 

Schooi-ba$ed sp$cial educatipn expenditures are included in sch6ol-4evel oudgetS?, and GO!J.ld nqt 

be ahalyzed usi~g the documentation provided. 

In ~orne in~ance1:1, MUNI.S l:)oogets·~mc:l!or exPenditures did not correspond to the nufTibers 

presented irftfle public document entitled ....,Board of Educ~~on .f\pp,ro\,fei;J Op~rating ·s~.,~dgel 

Requ~st.ll Perth~ distJ:ict, thi.s d9cument dpes not present tf)e·arproved bliClQet, bi.Jt rather the 

superintendent's budget request.. hi some instances a separate document described as the 

superintendent's buC:Jaet request was also avail~ble, W,it~ differen~ ~udget ~mo!Jnts from the 

approved reql!est document. These discrepan¢ies cannQt be. explained at this time .. 

Progress ol'12012 CREC Re-port, 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 

201_2. bf:f.!SE!d to 4eVfJiop (he pfan for centralizing th~se locations; with implementation to·ocour 

in ~013-14. 

Phalf)e 1 Summer anq F~JI, 2012 

Director of Pupil Services will gather data on .anticipated preschoo/.pQpqlaliqn and dete1111.ine 

what would be needed for space an_d $f.f!.ffing. Utilizing tuition fr:.oi'Jl .non-sp~oial eaucation 

preschool studen_ts, hire a fuJi time· presc.f)ool coorrJinator to -assist in the .development of a 

~ntralitedprograril .. 

Findings: A preschool special education coordinator tor special education was not hired, but a 
preschool committee did develop a plan to bentralize .the preschool progra111s. 

Phase 2 Fall 2013 

lmpletneni the Plan approved by.the Board of Education 
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Findings: toe dlstrtct appears to ·be moving toward ·a cEmtrallzed preschool system. A plan was 

develop_ed to centralize 6 of the 8-9 classrooms. Staff indica~~ t~~t the propos~! ha·s not resolv~d 

tJ:t~ p_rqQI~rp~ ·of staff ~r?lvel_ time Qetwe~n schoQis ~:~nd inconsfstenoies iri_prog·r;;tmming. 

Ptpgr~ss 0!1'2012-CREC ~epott, .Goal #4 Action Plari 

The a~ivities reoomm~nded to g_ddress goal #4 !n t~e 20f~ -report were a.s·follows: 

This ye_ar tbr:i Oltt;;ctor o{ PupJi Seflil¢es recO.inmenaea to. -the Board of Education 8 plan to 

expana district-programs for sti.tdi:ints with autism .and emotionEJldistu;banoe. We think this plan 

is sound and that:;t will rf!su[t in r;ost savings for the. djstnc;t, _by both i;iririging some $tudents back 

from out of pistri_ct iHace.ments and keeping other students from going into these costly 

placements. This is especially important given the fr!Jde.sign pf Brfggs i[l(o a m;Jgnet schooi 

rather thiii/1 an alternative program. 

Phase 1 Fall 201.2 

bevetop a plan qf action for irnPlf?.n-Jf'ntEJtion of a high $Chool t/;letapeutic_program for.students 

with emotional disturbance. this can be .accomplished at no additional cost to the district fi!n~1 in 

fact it would save the district money. If six student$ are re.turp_ed from 9.Ut pf district placement 

~he.$360,000 spent-on tuitiqn. and transport_ation can·go·_to b.iring·a special education teacher, 

sociatwo~er, a(ld psychiatric consuitant at a cosfof$250,_000, for a cdst savings of $150,000'in 

the first year. 

~iridings: Soon ·after"the ·2012 CREC. feport Was issued, the Special Ed~.:~catj~n. Qffi_qe ·developed a 

plan-to.devetop a high school therape!Jtic -pn;>graJll ~h~~ w.olJid lnc_lude a partnership with High 

Roa_qs, a private ~peqi~l eqQcation scf1oot. Man_y Norwalk students attend High. Roads, and the 

tuiti~n and tr~nsportation is paid by No'r'Walk, The plan was to bring back Norwalk o_uf ·of di!:?triqt 

students and provide an indistrict program at N~HW~Ik High Schpql-for others wt10 might be _placed 

.out o~ district. This plan·wot.dd have reduced Qoth tuition and transp.brt~tion.costs, while providing a 

prowam ~hat was in the least re.strictive environment, as mandated by IDEA. Til~. plan~~ 

presented to the Assistant Superintendent at ~he timE!: 81:i;tff iodic~~ed that the pian was riot 

supported by the Assistant SlJper_inten~ent and building administrator arid therefore the program 

Was not established. The number of special education students placed out ofqistrict. has continued 
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to increase, as has the cost for theittuition and transpqrt. c;:urrently,.thE;)r~ ·~rea sufficient numperof 

stu9e~ts pl;:u;:ec:l. at Higf1 R9ads to Jvstify a. pa_rtnE;)~hip. ·riie ·idea .of collaborativeiy working With High 

Ro~!;l~ is ·9edC~inlY worth e>cp,Joring. 

Phas.e 2 Winter 2012 
Ob"tain .Bbafd of Education approval for prqg@m d~velopmen( and ·s(t;Jff, 

.Build capag_ity for assistive "techn.Q/o~y(A 7J. sf,Jpports ·and Sfilfvices. Ensure. the budget for AT is 

sdfflcfent an.ct a~velop a process fot consideration and use of asslstive technt:?logy . 

. Findings: The high $QtlPol ther;apeut!c p~ogrC!m wa,s never pr_esented to tlie Board of Education ·for . . ,} ' 

approvaL The·distr.ict contracted with an Assistive Technology Consult!i!-nt.wtroworks qireqtly with 

students. This approach does nothi!19 ~9 ~~:Ji!d qap~c!zy ~ith!n th~ di~triqt;;a.nd a~ain, ·furtds·that 

could be usedto·strengthen in ... district resources are·spent on outside vendo-rs. No process for AT 

consideration -~nd use was developed. staff interview data and bur observations ind.ica~e tt:uat 
assistive technology materials and equipmen,t are stili no~ ?~equ~tely fuf1ded .. 

; 

Phase 3 Fall 2013 

Implement a high sdhoot therapeqtic program for-stut;lents with emotipna.l disturbance. Develop 

proposal for expanding programs for students with autism. Obtain Board :approval. 

Findings: Th~ high school progrr;tm ror students With ernotionai di!=iturbance was nev.er 

implemented, as it was prevented from moving forWard at the Assistant Superintendent level. The 

proposql for expanding programs for students with autism was not developed. 

Phase 4 Fall2014 

Implement .a program for autistic students . 

. Findings: A c!isirict pro.gram for middle school stude.rits with autism and behavior difficulties began 

this "year. Althdugh students .enrolled in the program did not come from the out of distrtct 

placements, st;;~ff indicated that the existence of the prog·ram prevented some students .from being 

f?laced in out of district progn;mis. Observati.ons of the program and discussions with s~aff ihdic?te a 

- desire to meet the .needs ofstudents in the district-program. However, the lap~ of curriCLdum, 

I?Pecially designed instn.Jpqon, ~nd. $taffing, .such as BCBAs, and the unclear definition of the 

putpo.se of the prot;Jram ahd the students·it is l'rJeant to serve .negatively Impacts the qualify of the 

services that the ptbt;Jram can offer. 
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Additional Information ·about Districtwid~ S_pec;:ial E~uc;:ation _Programs 

P.~ta from focu.s!3d lnt~ivlt?w~ C!nd~ Q.bs~rva~iOrl$ indi~ate ·that the cOstrict's programs, such as 

extended resource room, .are poorly .defined ·.and ·as sUch, there are .a variety of-stuqents·with: · 

different needs and disabilities, making m~nager.n.ent. ~!lc!IJ:lst~uc~ion djfficulf. There is not ·a cle<;ir 

p~oces.s of how stul1en.ts eot~r and exit the _programs; staff and parents indicate that it is the 

"squeaky wheel" pets.th~ program. 

The district ha~ an 18-2-1. -ye~r ol~ Rrpwam hous_ed at the No111)181k. H!s;:Jh School. It is 

inappropriate for the~e sfudents to b.e. attending a prot)ram within the high school building. Given 

their age, fhe9 shOUld be served in a comm!Jn.ity-based progr~m~ St~ff indiqat~ that a plan to 

rnove the p(ogram to. an area college was developed, but never approved by Central Office 

administration. 

Data frpm the document review, budget review, Medicaid reimbursements for past three years, 

grahts, ·focus .. inte.rviews with Central Office staff, comparison of pe~nt spent on·~peyi~] educatiqn 

with DRG Hand state, a1:1.d -staffing ratios were IJ~ed to determine pro~ress on G.oal5. The district 

bas not obt.aihed any additton.al funding sources sin·ce the 2012 review! bot the Medicaid 

reimbursememts have ·continued to increase, from $22p,994 In 2011 to $1l23,6n ln 20~ 5 (T abl~ 

1_ 9). Since the 2012 report, the district has increased the percent ofthe budg~t spent on special 

education and whit~ still.below the state and DRG H avera~es, the disparity has decreased. 

Unfortun·ately; .a large portion ofthe .funds ar~ going to support Q~ qf district tuition and 

transpoJ:\:ation,· and tne use of professional services. The proportion of the special education 

budget spent in tiles~ areas ha~ steadily increased from·73% ·in 2011 to 90% ($13,472,830} lil 

2015 .(table 15}. These percentages include the excess qost reimpursernenl-received by the 

district to o~et high cost special eduQ8ijon seriices. in addition, $465,000 (3.8%) of the budget is 

used for general edUcation stu <;Ients. 

Prqgress on 2Q12 CREC Report, Goal #5 Acticm ·piah 

The 2012 report recommended the following: 

Worlc witb the Norw.al/f. grant d_eparlQ1ent, RESCs and the state department to find and procure 
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rJIJlnf funding-for sp~ial eaua.at.ion prQg_rams an.d §etiiices. The Director of Pupil Services} 

Assistant Su'perintenderit and :Supetintenai:mt should review the !DE,A flnd tlisfriot.bqdgets and take 
out budget itef!!S th.~t a~ not tor·tiJ.f1-.P~nf!fi.l of~fl_e· speci~l eduqatiotJ. stucten.ts. 

Findings: Staff report that this Was not-done. 

Disf.ric.t R~v~n~e 

In addition to the lo.cal contribution, the district·receives revenu~ to support spe9ia,l educa.tit:m 

programs·from IDE;A, Me~ica!c! .re!mbu.rsem~nt and.Exc~ss ·costs. We are not aware of anyother 

pompet~fve .grants Qr funding saurces .. 

IDEA Grant 

$2,002,58a in grant funds under 611 aild ~78,836 under section 619 has been allocfltec{ in IDEA 

funds. The IDEA funds fo"r 2015 of $2,081,425 repre~ents ~m in9rea~.e of $170,0Z8 from the 

IDEA total in ,2008. ~1,764,605 (85%) of the ~015 IDEA funds were allo"cated to pay for salary 

and benefits of certifie!i an<;f non-peitified s·pecial education .staff. $20,000 was allocateq for 

technology softWare, $55,000 for supplies, and $23,000 for employee trC!in.ing. The IDEA grant 

proposal identifies:seyen .goals _that the fu11d.s ~ill :S~Pp.ort b.etween )'ears ·2015.:17. 

Many of these goals are closely alignE¥) wlth."th~ goals'that are recommended in the 2012 CREC 

:report. 

1. To implement prog~~:~m~ that will increase the district's ability to provide for 

{Students withirt il:le Jeast restrictive environment of the public .school setting arJ~ 

decrease the nurriber of out of- district referrals: 

2. To contin~:~e to decrease the number Qf ·minority students suspended and/or 

E;lXpelle~ from mlQ'dl~ and t\lgh ~chob.ls. 

3. Continue to pr~mote high academic achievement for all students l;>y increasing 

opportunities _in the general e,d!JCation ·setting. 

4. Prqvid.e ponsJ,Jit~tic;m .services to staff alid families to increase knowledge a~d 

intervention for students with autis.m. 

p. To p~o'(ide m~aningfui profes$.ionallearnin~ experiences for certified and non­

certified staff. 

6. To provide effective transition from·oitth to three semJiCes. 

7. Tb suppot:t staff in prepaJing transition plans for students entering our :18-21 ·.year 

old prol;Jram. 
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Mf?cl:fcaid Biiiing 

Over .the _past five years, the district has done a QObd job billing for Medic,:~id. r~iiJlQ!.Jr~?:~PI¢ 

services such as OT/PT an~ speec~ <!1nd ·!anguage; Table 19 indJc~t~s ~n i'ncrea~e of over 

1.4 million dollar~ In reimb.ursernent:frpm 2.011 to ~.0:15. We commend the staff for their diligence 

in J)Urstling this revenue source. 

Table 19:'Medi~id R~impu~em~n.ts2010~2014 

Monthly 
.remittances ·$ 225,994 ,$. 2~$.627 .$ 25'51966 .~ 2~~.0~1 $ 264,763 

Cost ·Repoit $. ;.. $ 36l:),6os. $ 186,(>18 $ 860,639 $ 1,45~,914 

.Remiii:1:1nces $ '225,994 $ 589,2~3 $ 441,91:!4 $. 1,159,730 $ 1,723,677 For totals 

District Special Education Expen.ditures 

CREC;s 2012 revieW indicated th~ the portion of the district's expenditures related to special 

education Was consistently below the state and DRG H averl:l_ges since 20Q3. Since 2007-0~. the 

percentage of the district bu~get spent on special e~ucatlon increased !Jy 1.6%, gr(:!ater than the 

.ayerage increases for DRG H ant~ the state, Which were. 1.3% and 1.5% respectively, over the 

same period. Accordingly, the gap betWeen the percent ofthe qistrict b1,.1dget spent on special 

education in Norwalk compare~. to ,DRG H a"q .s~te av~nages has d~crea!)ed. 

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

Year Norwalk% DRG%. ·State 

2007-08 18.76 20.69 20A9 
.. '' 

2008-09 18.28 20:65 ~0.73 
,. 

2009-10 1921 21:1!.'\ 21.48 

2(>10-11 18.99 21.29 21,70 

2011 ... 12 ~9.60 21.,91 2.1:81 

2012-13 2Q.49 21.90 21.96 

201$-14 20.57 21.97 22;08 
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There ate items allocated to the pupil pe~son·nel services budget for services to gen~r~J...~ducation 

students. These inclui:le: 

o 1 ,6 'i=TE Health su:pervisor 

f.) Overtime s5)farle.s for Gl!idance Qqunselots, tq provide :Services to general eth.i'cation 

l;ltudent.s ove~ the summer 

o Certified ·teachers for ho~eboun~. stu~ents who. (:to not receive- speci~l education serV.ices 

c Nurse's sa)ary for IJOrl.;.pt.ibl.ic schoo,ls 

·" Scliodl Medical Advisor 

o Out of d)strjct t(Jitioh for ·regular eclucation students 

o Nurae professional development and travel 

o Gu!da1.1ce ~nd healtb supplies 

Approximately $455,000, or 3.8% of the pupil personnel services budget was allo~ted for Sl,IQl') 

items in 20.15-16. 

Special Education Staff 

Table 21: 2015-2016,2013-14 and 2010:-11 Compara~ive Staffi.ng.Ratjos 

Per 1 ,ooo to~ar student population 

Notwalk* ·Notwalk Nc;>iwalk 201:0- DR_<;;_H 

2015-16 2013-14 11 ·20'13-14 

'Sp~cial Eduq~tion T eB;chets (78} 6.8 7.8 -~.1 9.6 

f!.peech Pathologists .(21) 1.8 1.8 1.6· 1.7 

School nurses (non-
(19.5} 1..7 

ceiiifi~d) 
1.7 1..7 2.0 

Scho9.1.Soci~lf.A/orkers {18} 1.5 1.6 1.7 1.8 
'• 

School Counselors N9t available 
.. 

2.4 2.7' 2.2 

~pecial Education· Aides** (145.:47)12.7 "10i9 11.6 15~8 

DRGH 

,2010-11 

9.8 

1._7 

2.0 

1:7 

2.2 

15.4 

'* 201~ staff !;lased on t.!)$ .report proyt~ed by the Norwalk HR office. FTes are shown In parentheses. All other fi$JUres 

are frorn the EP00.1 st~~e ·report. 

'**Special Ed.llcation Aid.es for'2Q15 does not include the 1S permanent special education substitutes. 
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Comparative data indicate that Norwa.lk had fe~r spec.ial educCJtiqn teachers, spe,cial education 

ai~es; and nu~~~s t~an tht1.DRG H ·~vetages in. 201_3-14 -~r:td .2.010.:11. This conclusion was idso. 

inpiu9ed in the 2012 report. An anaiysis of staffing hi 20'15.:.16 indicates. that the .rat{o ~f sp:eciaJ 

education aides, social workers, and :;peech and langu~g(il PE!tholo_g!sts ·is qomp~tabl!3 to the 

DRG H ay(ilfF!ge pf 201 ~. t:towever, the ratio of special educatio.h tea.che-rs·to students remains 

lower than. the DRG. H average of 2013 (Table 2-1 ). As of October 1 O; 2019, the Human· ~el)ource 

Office h~ported that the followilig vacant_positipns: i?Gf?A- ·~ .. 0 .pos:iUon,. ABA The.rapil:lt$- 3.0 

positions, 'Speci"!r Equca,tipn Aig~- 1 Q.!$ positiool3 •. Special Education Resource Teacher..5 

Broo~s)get.5 ~r~nbLJry, 1.0 Resource .Teacher at Nathan Hate Middle School, and 1 ,o $p~ieil 
I . 

Education Te·achetat Roton ... 

$peo{{31 EC/.l)c~Jfon ·Teachers 

In the 2008 and 2012 CREC reports we ~ecomll'!encled 1,hat 'th.e c;!isP'fct. hire Clddition~;tl speciai 

education t~a9her~. giv~n the caselo!ild size and poor rati'o of te.achers to.$tudents compared to the 

DRG, The ratio of ~tudents to s.pecial education teachers has unfavorably increase~ frpm 8.1' per 

1,000.students in 2010 to 6.8 in 201~ rra.bl~ 21). Note'.tha,nhE? ratios are ba$!3d on t(le proportion of 

staff to the entire student population; the decrease in the number of staff to· students is more 

rernarkabl!9 Qecal(se the prevalence of special eduC?tioil students has increased over ~he sam~ 

period. Norwalk's ratio of special education teacher to students in 201 Q, 2013 and 2105 is 

significantly lower than t~e .DRG H average. 

Special Education Aides 

There are 16 .categQrize~ as substitute .speqial education aides, not "included on the table above. It 

iS unclear Why the district has hired special education aide substitUtes, rather than hlrlng them as 

permanent employee~. especially since they are ret)ire<;l !9a·qh Y!9ar. These are hired on a yearly 

basi$ and assigned, as n~c,f~d by the Oirector of P1,1pii ·services. HR reports this arrahgement was 

:authoriz.ed by previous superlntetidentsand funding for the substitute special edi.Jc<;ition aide comes 

from the districts sub'Stitute budget. 

The'district has added to the number of special education aides and th~ ratio has i!l!JI:~?ased from 

11.6 _per 1,000 students ln·2010 to 1·2.1 per 1,000 studeQts in 2015, pla~ing Norwalk special 

education aiqe ratio's qlo~er to the DR(3 H 2013w14 average (Table 21 ). This ratio is based on total 

s~udent population an9 does. not include 'the 16 full time special education "!ide substitutes hired 

each year. 
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An -accurate and curreDt !ist of ~:~pecia! edi.Jc~ion staff py sch~ol, FUll Time Eql:livalent. (FTE} artd title 

~s dlfUcl!lt ~<>" qb{al11 from .the di.~(iC,t, Th~d-luman R~solitce Office ahd·Special Education Office 

had differe-nt naines:of-and loc·ations for special education aides .. The qistri~.employs 1~~.67 special 

educ~tion aides (not includif'!g'.the.16.p_ermanent spec;:l~l.educ.ation ~iQe'~IJb~titut~} ofWh(oh on!Y '11 

ar~ f.ui1 time. Tnt? remaining 168 spec;:ial education aides work betwe·an .73 and .86 Full Time 

Equivalent. We question wtrether the high!Y unusual number of p~rt tiille $ffis cost effioi~T!t and· 

effective in meeting the special educ~tion studt?nt population needs. Table 2'2 ·compares special 

education aide ratios based on pet 100 speci~;~Leducation students to the· DRG and towns and 

average. The Norwalk avera·Qe for 2015 is sligh~ly higher:than the DRG H mearr2013-14. 

Ta~le 22: 201J..14'DRG H Comparison of Special Education Aides 

'If Special Ed .. #Special l:ducation Ratio Of Special Education · 

District Students Aides Aides per 100 studentS 

188.5 (ifictaaes 10~5 

Norwalk vacant positions} 
1500 12.46 

2015 does not include 16 

Sl!bS 

Norwalk 
1210 116.06 9.!?9 

2013 

District A 315 ' 52.00 16.51 

. District B 1235 211.80 . 17.15 
.. 

OistrictC 196 48.09 44.49 

District D 1074 94.00 ~.7.5 

District E 1266 124~00 9.79 

Oistrictf 797 74.40 9:34 

DistriCt.G '1582 221.00 13.97 

District H· 859 108.50 1_2;6$ 
.. 

DRGH'Mean 12.30 

Staff illdicatec:J tha~ becaus~ 9f J.Jnlon issues, the special ~ducation aides who are. not trained or 

·experienced .in pertain special educ~tion skJIIs are tranSferred into .positions that they do ·not h?Ive the 

necessary skills to do. This coupled With the lack of a <;:omprehE?nsive jop~efllbedded tra;ning 

program causes reducti_qn in the ed.1,!c;:afional peneflt for speciai edu·cation stut;lehts. We are not 

confident special !9'ducation -~ides -ar~ always· assigned where they are most needed, that a criteria 

f9r :Paraprofessional assignment is utilized across the distri~t and th?lt tt)ey are appropriately utilized. 
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S~ff supervisjng sp.ecjp!·educ~t(on aides h.~V$l.ittle training_ in hOw to use tt1em effectively. 

Additional special Education Building .Staff 

The cli~>tript has ~i~d 9 N3A Therapi~ts and Will be hiring 3 mP're, also 2· behavior analysts, and 6 

QTiPT. Tll.E? most cJ,.~rrent li_st of Norwalk special educatio'n staff provided by the HR department 

effective October 10, 2015 is in .Appendix H. 

Spef?ial E~ucation C.en(ra! office ,Staff 

The r.atio of special education students to certified ~peCial education ~dmfriistl1il~O~ b;;~s been 

reduced from .'306 in 2:011 'to 25Q in· 2015, but .nas increased f9t Special :Educath:m office staff from 

2-#p in 201.1 to 5oo in go 'is. Mosf districts in Table 23 als() employ a ·hoh-eertified s·pecial education 

centrai office leader, but Nor\ova!k does not. .Compared fo district.s in their o·RG, Norwalk's ratio of 

Certified staff is similar, but rati9 Qf ~peqial Edu~afi9n Cent~afOff.ice Staff. is mu.ch higher (Table '23). 

Data indicate that the as~ignme.nt of spegial educatio.n aqmini~:;trators appeats to be as a result of 

doing whatever the p.erson Who· had· the position before tiid. They iire hot used to supervise special 

education teachers.ahd at times, riot involved ·1n the·hiring process for special education staff. Some 

special education administrators do not ·have recent expe.rience or cu·rrent knowledge of special 

educa.tion .. Qoordin<?ting 504, preschool, student evaluations, and out of district placements require 

m·ore time than the ·c·urrent staff have1 as these responsibllitie~ are apdec;l on to additional 

responsibilities. The turnover of sp~qia1 ec;h,t~\3tion administrators has been significant since 2008. 

Stl:lff i(ldicated that they. have little support and ·that without 'Written procedu·res, they are l~arning a~ 

they _g·o. There has been ho succession plan for the Director of Speci?t! Educ~tipn, ehould th~y 

leave. 

The-reduction of Special Education Qffi9e staff hras ca4s~.d ~lffip~fties in accornpfi~>hlng daily tasks 

S!JCh a~ wdting cqntracts, respondi(l~ to phone and ·~maU requests, monito~ng .out of district 

pJ1;1cemeots and the budg!3t. To ·ttie credit of the current staff, they have been ab!e io maintain IEP. 

and Medicaid processes, but more staff is re~uired. 
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. ·~ 
District 

Danbury 

Ea~t 
Hi:utforcl 

NoJWalk 

NoJWich 

West 
Have 

T~i:lle 23.: Ratio of. Special. Education Central Office ·Stc;~ff 2015 

#: Cenlfied RatJ9 9f Office 
#SP.ecial ~pe~;:jal . ~~t\qc( #Nq~-: #..?Pe(?j~l staff iri ·o.o . 
E.di.i~lcin e~uc~tion Education eertifjei:J Ratio of Non .. Education et~ff 
students · ·AC!min Admin · Admin certified Leaders in'C.o.-

100 0.4 250:·1 o. .,. 1 
'. 

118!f 6 1'98:·1 '3:60 395:1 9.00 

1500 6 250:1 - - 3.0 

.. 1000 1 10.00:1 2 500:1 2.!) 
.. 

1115 4 279:1 2.00 558:.1 4.00 

lltilization of $taff 
In 2012, the CREC report indicated that -,ufilizati(m of staff is problematic. At the element~ry /eve./ it 

was difficult for specfal education $laffto b.e utilize.d effectively and ·efficiently, given the Jack of 

coliaboration .tif11e, Jack of consistency in the process of identification and deteflT!ination of'spea~a/ 

education supports, ahd the lacK of specially designed instruction cte.fined within student 

programming. El~mentary spec~al equqation staff indicated that'tbey have little time 

forcollaborati().n and they fe.el.titat they can't ;Jsk for equipment ottechnology,_ due {p bqdget 

issues. In the middle arid liigh schools, better distrfbt:~tir;m of caselo?.ds wo.u/d have a positive 

impact on service delivery. $pet;ial education aides are not titnized effiqien~fy or effectively at the 

?l~mentary, middle and high. schooi levels where too many special education aid~s are assigned 

inappropriately,_ with' little tirhe spent in supporting lnstrut;;fi().Q, cqllecting data qrmanagit}g 

behaVioi. It was not· a/Ways possible to ~s.tablisl) a purpose for their presence In a classroom". 

F=indings: Data indic;:~te that although there have been some ir:JCreases in staffing, ijle lack. of 

processes and poor fidelity ,<;>f irJ:Jplementation of existing procesP.t:;s that do exist :to·determine staff 

assignment~. pas.eload~. one-on~o·ne speciai education aides, out of Ciistti~ placell)e!'Jt, entr~n.ce 

and'exit criteria for·districtwide programs; anq studept service hours continue to ca1,1se ~ignificant 

inequities acrol?s the dis;trict. W.e hav~ e~amined the (jenttciJ office and bUildiri9 staff. assignments 

ai'Jd have not disqerned any pati;ern or criteria that deter~ines where and hqw staff are assign~. 
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Additjopa.J.Iy, in~deq4~e '.!3P;:lce, ~qyiP.rnenf, ir1'$trl!ctional. s.upplies, and ·con:aboration continue to 

pJ~·gue .the ·efficient ose ot' staff. Assignments of staff to do work that they .are not experiencecl or. 

trained to do also. impacts effective utilization of staff .. It is. very trqul)li.ng that neith.enb~ HR -nor the 

Spec.ia.l Educat;9n 'Qffice had ·an accurate iist o.f st!:}ff, five weeks into the school year. Staff cahnot 

!Je ufilizec! eff~ctively. wtie.n central o:fflce. does not knoW where they are working. 

The num·eroi.Js issues related to efficient. use of special ed!.fqaJiqn ~Ides has <;~lret:~d.Y been discussed. 

It is unsettling to see the many different staffing problems and Issues related. to effective use of 

resources and until the distric~ ca.r1 Qet th!9se. areas improved, the other recommendations in this 

report will not be sucqessft,ll. The:distrlct will.need t9. improve recr.uitmentl hiring·, supervision, 

trainin~, scheduling, assignments, .and retention of high quality special education staff. 

Progress on 2012 CREC Rep.;»rt, Goal #6. A~tion .Plan 

CREC 2012 report Indicated: The system should have some activities that are centraliz.ed .~.nd so(ne 

that are decentralized and the district should ensultf that the Office of Specta/ Education has thfJ 

decision makfng a.uthor(ty in issues of resource allocaiton, budget and special education 

compliance. The Superintendent and Assistant Stiperintendent. should wprk vyith the. pireotor of 

Pupil SeNices to identify those areas such as resource allocatipn and complianGfJ whfJre the 

Director should hav~ the decisio,n making autho.rity over bu.ilding administrators. This should be 

shared by the Superintendent with all building adrtiinistrators and reinforced.bythe $1!PfJrintendent 

and Assistant Superintendent. Addition{3//y. regular meeHngs with the bl!siness services department, 

p{rector ofPupii $.eN{ces and Assistant Superintendent should b'e h'eld to monitor the budget. 

Findings: Currently, in the Speci?l.. Equp?tion. Central OffiCe jhere are five special education 

coordinators, one of Which is seJVirig as the Interim Director of Pupil Services. The distriqt.ls 

con·sidering ·changing tlie Director of Pupil Services position to Assistant ·svperintendf)IJt a.nd they 

have begun a natioryal sean;:Q. There.haye b~en four Directqrs of P,upil Sehlices since the 2012 

CREC report and the Ionge~ tim~ any of the supervisors of spech:il education have be!9n in ~heir rol!9 

is two years. In addition, there has been turnover of superint~ndents and l;lusine.ss manaQers. 

Specia·l Education Supervisor as~ignments currently a~pear to be based on·what' their predecessor 

did, rather than an organized proactive ·approach. rn· the buildings, 'there is a department :head or 



. ·, 

tt?am l~e~d~r for sp~9ied ~d1,1cation in each ·middle and hi!i)h school. This position does nof exist in the 

elementC~ry schQols. 

The ch~ng~~fttia~ we saw rn.2_Q12 toward centralizing special education practices and procedures 

an.9 p.rovid.irig more· oontrolfor the Office of special Education have had little impa~·in. c(~~ting a 

cohesive specia'l education system. The inconsistencie~ in processes and the in~quities -that exist 

from school to school are still_prol;:>lematic. Thi~_has an 'impact on the p?frerns Who ar.e 'inicertaih of 

the leyel.~mcJ qualit.y-O.f' services from scho.ol to school. Tlie omee· of Special Education cortinues to 

Have little cbntrol over special education~ Cl:iUsing. problems in COIJ'l.plian~;:e, _!:)Uqg~t, and quality of 

services. 

Progress on 2012 CREC Report, Go~l #7 Action Plan 

In 'f.h~ 2012 report, we indicated that, -Communication between parents and the school stfJff 

contintJes to be problematic in some schools. We were strl)ck with the diff.erenc€7s In comm.unicatiori 

practices and how programs are run~ and what resources are av~i/aple from school to school. 

Development and imp/ef71.entation of standatri communication practices and improved consis,tency 

among schools as described in Goal #2 will assist with the commqniclfJtiQn problem. Addft(onaily, 

since the cdncems ·seem to be about certain $C(lools, we recorturiehd that the district conduct a 

p~rf!IJt survey to identify .thfi' problem areas and then work directly with staff in those schQo1s to 

improve communications and relationships. The special ed,uca't(on ~dm,inis~tors should meet 

regularly with the Spf?clal I;quoation Office .staff to review procedures and to develop a written 

procequres manual/oral/ tt;J :use". 

Findings: We saw no evidence of stant;l~rd communication pro.ced.Ure!i> for parents. Jn·fact, 'there were 

s~me speciaf e.qucation .t~a.c;:h'ers who $tifl had not contacted parents four Weeks into the sc:noo! year. 

Tne· m~jority of the parents wbo provided us with feedl;l;tck indicated that the school and central office 

Were unresponsive, lacked transpareQcy when. services were not provided, and did not see the 

import~nce offolfowin~ the IE'P. The trust between·some parents and the school ·and central office staff 

appears to have worsened and many parents are req~esting that their child be placed ·out of district 

because of this. A p;:iren~suryeywa!? !lOt qonducted. 

The 2012 goaJ·responde.d to problems With parent communication, hc!VI(ever .since that time data 

indicate the problems With ·commQnication around special education within the distiict.are significant 

between cen~ral offic;:e, b·etween central office and schools., ·a·nd among schools. Lack of 

transparency and responsiveness is problematic throughout the system; 
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By the end of January the. district shOuld develop a Three '(ear Strategic Plan to address goals ahd 

aptivities !denti~ed jn thi.s rep_ol:f .. The district will need to ·consider the activities .we have indicated as 

as priorities to be completed by June 201.~. Accomplishment of these activities will require constant 

focus arid a aditio mil funds. Activities and outcpme~ for fLQ:ur~ years are described in the bodY. of the 

r~port. To ensure successful outcpme~ •. staff goals and evaluation must be aligned With the'Strategic 

Plan· and monthly prow~s$ updates should be .r:>tovidedto·the Board. We have proVided addition~! 

activities under each goal that thedistriot should yOrnplete l;ly·~une 201'7. An the aGiivities below. 

~hould be incorporated into t{le Thre~ Ye!;lt Strategic Pian. 

Goal1: lmpr.ove recruitment, hiring, supervision, training, scheduling, ass.ignmen~. and 

retention :of Jligh quality special eth,tcation staff. 

Staff recruitment hiring, assignments and retention 

Activities to be completed by June 2016 

o Elevate the Director of Pupil Services position to Chief Special Servi.ces Officer with authority 

to irnplenwnUhe Strategic Plian. 
o Revise special education administrator· job descriptions, extend their work·year, and ~ssigli 

them to school qh.!_sters (s.ee organizational struptur.e recommendations). Ensure all 

a~mlni:;ltrators have neC.es¢atY experience ahd expertise to perform revised job d~s.c:riptions. 

o Hire one additional a.dmin.istrator by July 2016 t" :s~Jpehiise speciai edu·cation preschool. 

o Hire·an Evaluation/Assessment·Cciordinator by February 2016 to m~>nitor an9 coor~inate 

evaluation and assessment services. 

o ljire.~.n O~J~ of District Coordinator (non-administrative position) by February 291'6. 
o Hire.one adqi~.onal speci!l,l ec:fucatlon office staff in 201.5-1.6 and f:WQ more .in 2015-·17 and 

reassign all to align with the new· otga'flizatiorial structure. 

o RevieW utilization of.special egJJcation !:lides to determine number needed, where and if 

hiring qf p.art time staff .is advisable, and .work With the unio.ri to adjusf the contract to a.lign 

·po.sitions with skills and expertise·of aides. 

o Utilizing standard protQcol, analyze special ed(Jcatlon teacher assignments and caseloads 

.and make recommeildatloiis for 2016-17 budget and s1;affing assignments. 
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Activities to be comPleted by Ju·n~ 2017 

o p~velop an incentive pro~rarn for hard to find ~;>taft such as Special :Educatidn Teachers and 

Speech .aJip LanQuage Pathologists. Work with colleges or MRC (Special _Fduc~tion) to 

develop Norwalk staff. 

Recruitment-and Retention 

Activities to be com·pleted by June 2016 

o Human Resources and Special Education .offices develop relationships With staffing ~genc(es 

and colleges to 9row and obtain hard to find ste~ff .. 

Activities to be completed by June·2o17 

o Oevelop and implement an on boarding e~nd r:nentor system to support n.ew special education 

staff 

o Create and implement a ~uccession plan for the Chief Speci~l Services Officer 

Staf(Prooe~ses 

Activities to be corinlleted by June 2016 

o Develop ·and implement with fidelity pro!fedure~ for ~taff hiring, assignr:Jients, caseloads, 

tracking, ancJ retention o.f high quality staff. 

o Human Resources (HR) develop a .system·to track ~pecial ~ucatiQn staff assignments M.d 

provide reports regularl~lto S~perintendent and Ctli~ Special Services Officer. 

o Special ed(Jca.tion adfT!i!iistrators collaborate wittl bl,Jildin9 adrhihjsfrators iii the hiring, 

S!UPel\lf~ion and evaluation of s.!LSpeciaJ·education certified staff. 

staff Training 

Activities to be compieted by June 2016 

o Wtiliz;ing the natione~lleaming fo~rd standards for professional development, develop a 

comprehensive 2 year professional develop men~ plan for special e$iu9~tion and general 

education staff, '!ncluding administrators t!l.at a(:foreSS!38 the areas of concern identified In this 

report. Spedi(ically,·wri~lng ano imptementirig quality IEPs, Specially Designed lnstruc~fon, 
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"J, .. eas~ Restriqthfe Enyjronmeni an<;f Contliiu.um .of.S.e:rvic:es, a'll District Policies ·and 

Procedures related to special"education, Co-teaching, Assistive Technology, Legal and 

.Ethical Issues, .com~prehensive paraprofe_ssiofl!il! j(>b .empe~deq tr.?tinlng, EffE!Gtiv~ lip(iZatio.n 

of $.peqi?tl Equcation ATde~. 'R~searPI1 Based Literacy-and :Math lritet\i'eritioils. 

o Jrriplenient a comprehensive training ·to ~peciaf E!dUcati9!1 aides·th~t ¢rlsUres all ai9.eS have 

.QE!en trained in rpl~~ and ~esponsibilitles, legai ~nd ethic~Ussues, academic, .befiaviorat and 

instrocti.onal sKills Viiithin the first cyear· and have received job related training -throug~qut t~e . . 
year. The district has already·p~rchase~·ttw cvrri~u!urn (Compass). 

_Activities to be completed :by June. 2~17 

o h:npfement.Profes$ion~l Development Plan and monitor ,student outcomes. 

Activities to be completed by Jt.ine 2016 

o Develop Sohpql Clusters from f~.eder l)Choqls 

o Assig·n Special Education Admhiistrators to school clusters and definel!leir responsi!:>ilitfesto 

those schools to iliclude: a) Hire, .~upery'is_e, evah,lat~. train and .l::l,~ign (sh_ared with buildi~g 

princlp~l) epec;:lal education and relate<;! servipes staff b) .Monitor for ·compliance and District 

procedl!res c) Weekly/Biweekly meetings with building administrator d) Monitor budgetary 

expenses e) PPT meetings, as needed V Coordinate and lea~ bi_montl)ty staff meet_ings Q) 

Assist with determin~tion o_f.~~ud~l)ts entering and e:?Citlng ·thE! progr~rns and scho·qts h) 

Mol"! !tor prograQ1S for sf1,1dents whose nom~ school is in tlielr cluster that are .out of-district i) 

provide instructionarteaden~hip and guidance oil special edu·cation and 504 :issues ~o scho9f 

staff. 

o Move 504 rel)ponsibilities ~o geli~ral education. 

o Coordinate and monitor all specia.I edu9ation studE?nt ev~lu~~ion anc~ assessment services. 

and hire an ev?luatiari/assessment coordinator. 

o Develop a Tiered System of School .S~peniision and ~upport ~o assist schools th!at r~.quire 

more support in the implementatipn ·of quality specia! education. Utilizing multlple data 
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sourq~~. det~.rm.h)ewhich ca.tegory the schoois fai'l into: Intense Supervision and·Silpport, 

Moc;ferate Supervision Support or Limited Supervision Support. 

Activities to be completed by June 2017 

o Utilizing data (formative and f?Ummative a~$~ssment scor~s. attendance, ctrop out, 

p~evalence, ·oot-.of distdct piaee(rierits, suspensions .and expulsions, adheireihcelo 

compliance,IEP quality, p.arentfeedback, etc.) from 2016, identify in Ji.ily·201'~·the schopls 

that .require _Moderate or lntens!ve -~L!pervjsjon and Suppprt 'it'l th~ ~3 tiered .system. For 

sqhpols requ_iring Moderate and Intense supervision develop and implement an im_provement 

plan with the Principal, Chief-Special Services Officer and Supervisor of Specic:il .Education. 

Monitor the Improvement Plan monthly aqd repoJ!: progress _qu~rterly to the:Superinteildent of 

Schools ~nd Board of E(lucation. 

Te;3ching af!d Let;lming, Continuum of !Services .and LRE 

Activities to be co(Tioleted :bY June 2016 

• As instructional :leaders·, special education administrators Will conduct ·Classroom observa~ipns 

and prmlide instruCtional training ori areas d~scribed in the report and rhpnitor speqial 

education student progress on summative ar:td formative assessments. 

o Inventory instroc.tional ni~terials,·equipmerit and space arid put needs into '2016~7 budge~. 

o Provide resE!~rch-b~se~. speqi~Jjy de$Jgn~d interventio.ns in reading, writing, ctnd m·ath to. 

meE?t the needs of students viti.th dis~bilities. 
o Assess continuum of services !I) ·each school an~ define entry and e?Cit ct:iteria for district 

programs, Ens~Jre tb~t schools are staffed at sUfficient levels to ·a now each school to proviqe a 

full continuum of services. 

o Working In partner~;ihip with ojher agencies develop a plan to provide an 18-21 year old 

.comm1,.1rilty based pro!Jram and a higli school therapeutic program for stud~nts with 

emotiolial.problerhs in 201~17. 

o Fihd a lociitlon that will :accommodate all preschool classes and C!lso allow for expansion ~nd 

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

o In an effort to support the prpgrams off~r~d in the .di~~r.ipt fQr the rnore:in.volv~d students, the 

d.i~fr:ipt shouid utiliz.e :a c;ase ·stl,ldy/clin.ic model that brings in eX))erts in. the·fields of autism, 

.~eh~vior, reac;lin~ 1 assist'ive·technology and preschool to assist with program devE?_Iopmen.t and· 

individual case study. This approach will asslst {!le district Wittl ongoing is.sues, while building· 

~~~~rict skills ~nd C<i!P.aOjty. 

Utilization of Resources for Instruction 

Activities to.be completed by June 2016 

.o A review of the use of iodependent contractors to pro\,lid~ su.ch services .as Assistive 

TecJ:l.no.logy, Autism .• and OCCliP.ational and PIJysic;aj Therapy' should be.eonducted to 

ij~termine if the district can do it better arid for less money. 

o Review the budget pro~s~ for special educa~ion progr~ms. to ensu.re that funds are 

appropriate{y aiiQc;:lt~q and a·proGess.ls in plac.e fur p.urchasiJ!g of materials and equipment 

for all special education programs (inclt.idilig districtwide programs). 

Activities to be completed by June 2017 

~ The district should use the ~10Q)OOO currently allotted forthe AT r::pnsult~nfto J]evel.op, train 

and support a dlstri~t Assfstive Technology ~earn, The team's role wouid be to develop 

guid~fines fqr G~Ssistiye f~hnc::i'logy evaluation and use, train staff, assess and request assistive 

technology-equipment and :materials and conduct evaluations in conjunction .with buifding ~taff. 

C? Asses~ the neeq~ of the spe9ial ec{!,Jcation students in the ~xpelled program. 

S,.dientif(p Research.:.gased ln.fE#r:ventlons 

Activities to be completed bv·June 2016 

o The general e.ducatlon department should conduct an audit qf SREil practices V(ithin the 

district and develop a plan to consi~fentiy pro\(ide an SR~I framework. 

Activities to be'comp!eted by June 2017 

o General education to implement a comprehensive SRBI plan. 
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Activities·to be completed byJune .. 2016 

., Update the·prQCE:!durt;~s mani.Jal; trajn spt;~cifili education staff and l;mllding admir{istrator's on . . . 

the ·processes, and. monitor implementation. 

<f Professional development ~PP) on writing IEP~ ~nd adminjstrative revjew of each IEP, 

o To ensure. that proce.dures are followea with fidelity, the Superintendent anq Office of ~p~ci~d 

Education .develop a monitorlng system aligned with the r~commend.ations mad~ ·tor a 'tiere~ 

system of School Supe.rvision and Support. 

Activities to be completed bv June -2017 

a Au new special education staff go through training on procedures. 

o implement the Three Tier System o.f Support and Supervision and provide updates .on school 

iii)proveinent plans to Superintendent and Board of Education .. 

I ~qaf;~;\•m·Ph>ii~;¢.9iltr(l! ;~oaJupr~~~tt~:Cjlv~:·~~:~_ot.th~-~~c.•~u~C#.li.~!to~r..:r~s.O:or.~~~r~ : .. ,. ·· , : _:,: .... I 
There appears to be little coptrol or oversight reg~rq!ng staff hiring, Staff assignmen·te and out of 
di~~ri9t placements, even whe.n it impacts the sp.e.cial edi.i~ation budget. To gain some eontrol over 

the budget We recommend the following: 

Activities to be completed by june 2016 

o Develop ~ pl~n to reduce cpsts for out of distri.ct and consultation· services. 

o Weekly meetin~s With 'the Special E~ucation, Busines~ Services, ~fld J-IR offices to review 

budget, staffing, and prooe$ses, 

o !1!2 special education expenditures can be made without the approval of the Chief Special 

SerVices Officer .. 
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Activities to be:comp.leted by June 2017 

o Transfer :the $465,000 of expe_ndjture~ in th~ sp_~cial·educatlon budget for ~·en era! 

edi.J.cation stu~erit~ fo the district budget and use· that nioiley to _increase special education 

teacners· and purchase needed equipment arid instructional material~ for ~P~?C.ial education 

students. 

o Pi$trict-wide ·spec_ial ~.duc~tioo ptcigte..m mat~rial.s. and .equipment should be paid for by 

special e~l)cation l;luds.et, .ncit the l;luildirig budget. 

I.GcfataFtmprov~?ftatehf~'nil::s-taff/ceidiml:lnla·i!itiQn;c\;:r~:::~;=:~:::~:>Y~i~C~~;t:<::::r";:t~'-S:f.:;.::<~;\;Xr..::;:;~)~::::.~"'~:~~;;s"J~Y:; .. I 

T.he organizational structure recommended in this report should impro_ve c~romuni"c~tip_n within th·e 

district and with pare.nts. Each speci~l-educ~tio!l .a~micm.istrator i~ respoh$ible for communicating 

with the ~Ui!ding admini$trators and special education staff within their school cluster; Parents that 

have concerns. that cannot be resolved .within the school will be able to go to th~ spec!af education 

administrator assigned to that school. 

Activities to be completed by June 2016 

o Conduct school clust~r.special ·education staff meetings regularly. 

o Strategic Plan Committee compoped of representative st~ff and parents meets. 

o Centraliz~ parent contact information, to provide timely informl;\tjon to parents. 

• Develop· a procedure for handling parent concerns and for corrfrriunicating_ ch~nges in student 

progr.ams because of lack of -staff or other issues. Train staff and imp!eme11t procedures. 

Activities to be completed by June 2017 

o Building and centr.al office administrators should receive training during the summer of 2016 

on working collaboratlvely with p·arents. They, in turn should trai_n thejr staff~ 

o To ensure that parent communic~tion and collaboration has improved, each special 

education and building administrator should .conduct a survey of parents of special education 

-students in their schools to obt~in parental feedb~ck. The re$ults of the survey should be 

shared with th.e superint~ndent and Board o(Edutation and shoUld help to determine st~ff 

goals. 

·o Provide parent information and traini.n~ session~ on· a Variety of topics selected by the 

parents. 
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Appendb(A 

IEP Re·view Demographics 
' 

23 .lE.Ps qf currentsp~cial education students were revieWed. The. IEPs were seleclei;l randomly 

seiected to represeht different grade levels, disability categorie~. and f?ripool:;;. 

Disability Categories include: 

o EmoJ:ipnai Dlsti..rrbance- 4 

o· LD ... 6 

o Autisln-6 

o Mqlt.iple Djsa.biUties- 2 

o Speech and Lan~uage- 2 

o Developmentally Delayed- 1 

o Intellectual Disorder- 1 

o Oth~r Health'lnipaired- AOHD/ADD-1 

Students in distriQt programs atten.d the foliowing schools: 

o 1 d elementary Schools: 

o Cranbury, Brookside, Fox Run, Ke11dall, Marilin, Naramake, Rowayton, 

'Silvermine, Tracey, and Wolfpit 

o 3 Middle Schools: Ponus Ridge, Rotan, and West Rocks 

o 3 High Schools; Brien McMahon, Brigg~; and N01walk 

o Three out of dist~ict schools: ACES, CES, High Road, Institute of Professional 

Practice 

Grade leVels included 1 Pre-K, 2 K, 2 1st grade, 1 2n~ grade, 3 3rd grade, 24th gr~de, 

35th grade, 1 6th grade, ·1 7th .grade, 38th grade, 1 9th grade, 1 10th grade •. 1 11th 

grade, 1 1':2th grade. 
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Appendix·B 
ln.;.oeptb Proto(:ol 

•··CREC --~ Cq.M~I'Il:a.W~Cft:lul 

'Norw.a11e:· Sp~9ial :g<jpc~ti.on ·Program..R~vtew 
In Depth Review 

StlJ.~~?nt.Name alid DOE!:. __ ...:---.-:-:-------------,....-Grade:..:... __ _ 
Schooi:.___ __________ -=-
R.eviewer: ____________ ---"bate of Review:._· -,----------,--,---

DATA 
1) File_s ~nd docum~ilts (chee<Jt a1:1 doc~,Jments·reviewed) 

J Review of stm;lent's ·cQn~deQtialfil~ ~ C.R.EC's ·file review summa!}' 

C13se m.aoager schedule J 
J list of d?ta provj~e~ by' (f~se manager .(lesson plans, progres.s .monitoring data, check sheet, 

communication sheet) 

.AI_( ~ervi9~l> id~ntjfied on the IEP are provided Y or No 

Explain if no: 

.2} Observaticm (completed form attached) date! location, 

activity ___________ ___,.------,-----...----

Total poin~ __ out of total applicable indicators given for observation 

3) Staff Interview (2 complete~ for:ms attached) 

A general education and special ed1,1cati~n t~.a.ctter/case:manag~rfor a~:~ -includedR student 

·oR 
A special educ~tion t.eacher arid a support staff (such as OT, P1; SLP, school psychologist, 9r 

paraprofessional) .if self-cqntain·ed 

Names and roles of interviewed staff 

1. 

2. ~-----~--~------~---------
Parent Interview (completed form attached) Name arid date of 
interview _______________________ _ 

FQ~ REVIEWER ONLY 

Aft$nevlewing·an the data' please rate how effective the programs and services fodhis stvderyt are in 

supP.qrtjog p9sit!ve le~rning outcomes, 

.0 = not effective 

1 = not effective (ineffec~ive in al~ are~~) · 

2 = slightty·effective (effective in some areas, but not most) 

3 =moderately effectiVe (effective In most areas) 

4 = very effeptive (effective in ·au areas) 
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Appendix C -Observation· Protocol 

Activit9 __________ Location, ________ ,Reviewer: ________ _ 

.. 
# Indicators Little or No Evidence Sufficient Evidence Score· Not At!i21icable 

(NA): 

Score pt.·= 0· Score pt.= 1 0 or1 

1 Location in the classroom: Student is in a study carrel,. Student is seated alongside .. 

The student is seated within the same seatihg structure as 'the separate seat apart .from the typical peers in the general 

other students in the classroom. reg. group, or back cif the room·. seating arrangemeri~ (Le., whole 

c)as~. groups, peer pairs, eti::.). 

2 lnstrucUon- Quality: Student. is being taught by a Student isTeceiving instruction 

A teacher (general education or special education or both) is paraprofessional or special from the leather or there is coJ 

the primary instructor for'lhe class for the student (a education teacher and is not. teaching arrangement where 

paraprofessional or other adult may be available to assist the part of:the regular classroom shared teaching is evident. 

student when neeessary, but the student is view.elil as instructiol'lllesson. 

attentive to the teacher and·the teacner is attentive fo the 

·student), 

3 Engagement- Activity: lfincluded: Student is engaged Student is engaged iA.atti'lity 

If included ;Student is engaged in the same. curricular activity in a separate unrelated Mti~ity , Studerifs activity isJfed il'lto.:the 

as the oiher members· of the elass (the materialilnstruction or different coAtent area ·grade level standaro but may be 

may be accommodated or the contentlperformal'lce Student's activity is· weakly modified or accommodated forin 

accommodated or modified for students needs but these do. connected to the· grade level accordance with histl:ler.lf=P. 

not chaMge the intent or nature of the activity from the grade. standali:l, more superficial in Student may· have a reduce.d · 

level standard) nature. workload, manipuh::itives,. 

If self-contained: Student is engaged..in the speEialized lfself~contained: The·activity·is simplified reat;lfng, assistive 

activity as directed by teacher lesson plan· and IEP. unrelated to standards, IEP or technology (AT},.etc. 

meaningful instruction 
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, 1 

# Indicators Little orNo·Evidence Sufficient EVidence .Score. Not A~tglicable. 

CNM 

Scorept:=·O S~ore.pt .. = 1 Oor·1 

4 Engagement on task: .Stud~mf·is off task, not · Shldent.answers the· teacher's: 

Student is activefy engaged in the activity and demonstrates attending to the·teacher, ·question{s), executes a given 

s.ome level .of understandi~g of the. concept or appiication of preoccupied 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 'AT. 

answering.questions or In group setting, stiJdent'actiVely 

executing a given task. Part of participates w/others 

a group, but not participating. demonstrating mastery orally, in 

writing, with manipulatives,:orwith 

the use of AT. 
;# Indicators Little or No Evidence Sufficient EVidence Score· Not Al:l!;!!iC'-able 

iNA) 

Score pl = 0'. Score pt.= 1 o or1 

5 IEP -·Goals·and objectives, lesson design: Lesson content .unrelated. Little: Lesson c9nte:nt is directly aligned 

The sti.Jdenfs IEP goals and objeCtives. are int~grated as part orno evidence of scaffoldinQ of with EIP objective(s).. Or, pre-

of the lesson design -and instruCtional delivery. instruction ·teaching of skills, vocabuiary, 

concepts are noted 

6 IEP- Supplementary aids and ·services: Absence of para support,. per Para assistanee per'IEP, .. Student 

T!Je student's IEP supplementary aids and services, IEP. Lack of util.ization· bf the utilizes AT; materials, bo.oks, 

accom'!lodations, and modifications are applied as instructional strategies, equipment, etc. as depicted in ErP 

appropriate fo the curricular activity. materials, books, equipment, for the specific. subject area class. 

AT, prefe'rrea seating, etc. as. Jdentitied instructional strategies 

outlined in IEP. Caritent is not aFe evident. Modifications,to-work, 

modified, if applicable. There is te.sts,. time, e~c. are noted,:as 

litile or no attendance to .a ,applica~le. Tli.ere is adf:lerelice to 



'# Indicators Little or No Evidence Sufficient Evidel'lce ·.Score NotAeglicable: 

(NA} 

S~:;ore pt.= 0 Score· pt. = 1 o or1 

behaviorplan, if required. a behavior plan if required for the 
\ 

student. 

7 IEP - Specialized instroction: Support is provided. by looking The studenris learning·via 

Specialized iMstruction"is eVident embedded in the less.ons .. of the student's shauld·or sQecific strategies aimed at 

Either the general education teache'r, tf:1e.speciaf.educatlon helping 'them with work. [lromoting student lnde12endence 

teacher ancf/or paraprofessional are provided the specialized as-related to the !EP ·goats· a·nd 

instruction services. objectives. 

a Paraprofessional support. Para is positioned directlY:· next Para· is posWoned a·comfortable " 

Paraprofessional, if applicable, appropriatety·assists.tlie. to the student Snd-interferes distance fl'om tfle child allowing 

student without interfering with appropriate peer assistanCe or. withe teacher's ability to direCtlY. for'free interaction with peers and. 

developing an overdependence of the student on the instruct, re-clarify, question, thi(teacher. Para allows th'e 

assistance of the paraprofessional. assess or interact with the student .to ask questions .of the 

student. Para· does not allow teacher or. peers. The student is 

· other'Students 'to assist 01', 'the· given:the opportunity to learn by 

child to self-advocate· for · doing or to make a mistake and 

him/herself. may require paraprofessional 

assis.tance to clarify or. cbrrect. 

When not.needed .. the. 

paraprofessional fades from the 

student 

Total polnts __ out of total 

58 



,. 

I . 

AppendixD 

Focused ·lntervieYt's 

Parents 

Three parent focused .. interview s~ssioM we're.conducted at different times on different days with 14 

parents in .attendance, ~I'! addi(km,pare.o~s of thE? 2.3 stu~ents. Whos.e IEPs wet~ reViewea were contacted 

for focus interviews arid CREC attended a Parent'~ as pt;trtf!ers meet,lng that th~ pa,rent·gtpup had with. the . 

SuperiJ'iteildent. Parf!lrit feedback was ptovfdeCI by.a total of 50 parents. 

In genert;tl, parent feedback· fell Into tflre~;rc~at.egories. Whi!e some parents were hot satisfied With their 

child's program but were satisfied with the districts co!Timunication, othersw~re satjsfied with both or'not 

satisfied with either, In general, parents who attended the focus group·sessions were unhappy wi.th 'their 

chJI~~s progr?m and the Waytne c!istrict rommunicate~. on the other harid, parents,called at·random 

represen~e~ l:!!l catt?Q9ries. Feedl:!ack from :t~e m·aJotity of parents fell ilito the unsatisfied. ¢ategory. 

Duri!Jg :the p~rent focus group aiscussions we heard many comf!1on cpncems regarding communication 

and 'the programs qhildren were enrolled in. Several themes emerged, including that P?lrents did not trust 

the school district, partially due to the lack of communication l:!etween the district and parents. Other 

themes included overwh~lmed teactters, prqblem~witb IEPs and pr.obJems with seiVice provision. In 

general, parents described the districtas having a culture of intimid?lfion, where administrators actec:i as if 

the 'tules did not concern them. The largest reason for the lack of trusfwas the lack of communication; 

Paren(s frequ(?!Jtly tai~ed ;abo:Uj instMces where school administrators an~ district personnel ignored 

phone calls and emails. Parent~ w~re un.sure·of th.e district chain of cbfnmand and as a result were 

unable to determine who to contact with speclfic issue~. Anot.her example of fl::lil~tf rornmunication Was 

that many W,ere not notified of temporary suspensions in .services that their child w;as rec:eiving. Parents 

frequently fqu.nd .out a~ out suspensions from their·child or: other parents hi the district rather than directly 

from school personnel. Mal)y pare.nts. felt that upqating the wel;lsite and including administrators contact 

information would lessen the severity of the communi98\io.n problem. 

Another co'tnriion'concern from parerits·was that teachers seemed overwhelmed. ·Paren~s frequently 

stated. that tea~hers need more "hands ·on" profes~ion$1 development and experience work in~ with 

special education students. The distric:;t ciid not'followthrough Wit.h past "train-the-trainer" plans. A few 

parents commented that teachers spend more time completing administrative c~ores than ~e~ching. 

Others obs·erv:eci that that high turnover was a result Of teachers being constantly overwhelmed. 

Another common theme heard during the parent focus groups was that parents· were disSatisfied 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 nQt followed 



and tnat the school distri~ failed to contact them regarding ~emporary devia~ioils from. the cl:lil~'s IEP. 

Parerits alsa complained that IEP meetings were· difficult to schedule, 

Parents a~ th$ foqus gro1,1p a·!so discussed the .issues tliat they had with"the q·uality of services provided 

by the district. Parents said ~hey llE!d. issues g~fting evq!u~tio.ns .and qij_el"\ nad to r~sult to hiring outside 

evaluators because the process was so lengt~y. Many said ~ha~ they had yearly_ figb~s wit~ t)le district 

about what ·servlees .their child sho\lld r.eceive, often resultin~ .iri havin~ the child reevaluated. Additionally, 

IJ1C!OY par~rits express~d. concerns over.the district hiring uncertified staff. Many parents believed that 

their children were being enabieq ~Y staff rather than taught and did not see data providin9, evidence .that 

their children were leafninfJ. Parents .also had trouble contacting personnel a.nd getttng evaluations during 

s.ummer months. These themes were similar to those discussed with Superintendent Adamowski and the 

P~re{lt Pa.rtner gr9up. 

Parents that fell into the "satisfied" category in~ic?te~ that they were pleased with :th~ comm unicatiqn with 

the teachers and their child had made significant progress. 

staff 

A total of 36 administrators and teachers provjded feedback through focused interviews. Staff responses 

were iriconslsteht depending upon the school where they worked. Overail, the following themes emerged: 

lncori$istency 

o Caseloads, assignments, resources varieS across the district schools without any (ationale 

o ldel')tific.atiori of st!Jdelits ·as d!sablei:l: lack ofconsistency regarding testinQ tools used and how 

students a.re j~e.Dt!fie~. There is !ittie fidelity to the pi'Qcess of i~enti~iil~ students with disabilities. 

·o There is· a lack Qf corysistenf and· effective cotnmllnipation to pare·nts about their child's pro{;!ress 

at school. 

o Policy and procedures manual is out of date and no consistent impiem entation of r,iistrict policies 

o Elementary: need an objective rubric to det!'rmine ~e;:~c~ers per building, JJE!ed prqper pd for oeW 

curric1,1.!um and materials. such as texts and seat licenses for lexia, lack of or inconsjst~rit 

implem.ent.ation of SRBI rnc:>del-over dep-enc(ence pli .sped and 504. 

·o Transl(lng studen~s frpm one miqdle school to another v~ries 

o A social worker, whom ~~s worked in m:UJtiple building$,-stated that the owner of the behavior 

inteiv.entio·n plans changed by building. 

Staff 

o Special eduoqtion aides- assignments ilQt i:ilWays appropriate, CO arid HR don't know where they 

are, policy guidelines special equpati.c:>.n ;;~Ides stay" with l?tuder)t .. PO/ job .. specific training not 

happening. 
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o PrinCipals evaluate special education aid~s with input from t~e supeJVising teacl'!er. In sQme 

case~. sp~cial education aid~s are directed ·byspecial educa.tion:teachers ~nd in ottt~rs. the 

g~r:IE~r~l.~d.uc~tic:m te.ac~er. 

0 Ol}e principa{r~porteci th~t heW$~ in ne~d·of a Sp!:)Cial eaucation·aide ani;l:contacted central 

office, only to. receive that staff memb~r thre~·week.s !at¢~, Conl}ers~l}', atiother pdncipal reported 

receiving a sp.ecial education aide on the flrsf day of schotil wi,hpu~ any ~noW!edge of her atrlval 

E!.nd interid!=l~. position. 

o No 'tool or data we~e ideritified.ali! a m~ans to determin.~ the need·for a special·education aide as 

a 1 ~1 for students. Th.~ .decisioo iii! tna~e ~QY tl:le PPT" durin$ ·the meeting. Special edacation 

aige_hours were determined by the budget. 

• f?tibstitute. availability Is hit or miss when a teacher is.ou~ of~~ bUilding. 

!:1 MS··has largercaseloads especially for'incomfng 6th graders 

o Why not have out own OTs and PT.s:rather than ?>ntract out? 

e Pleasee! with addition ·t!fBC.BAs arid ABA therapists 

c There seemed to b~ a.!ot.of staffmo'liementthtoughoutthe district. qne so~iai workerrep.ori:ed 

·that si!l.~ joining the district she !lac! bee!) tra~sferrad se.ve.tal times, she also stated that this was 

common among this role. In aqdi~ion, there were several other staff that were relocated for one 

reason orE!nOther; classrooms closed, staff conflict, requested leave. 

$E;liViC~S 

o SeJVices for $tudents varj across district despite simiJar student profiles lack of support for new 

pro~rams,_lack of familiarity of t~niQIJ c.ontracts, pfQcedure for assjgm;n.eiits scheduling of 

dep;;~rttn ent meetings 

• SeiVices ar~ not equitable rroin building lo building or based on the n~ed~ Qf the stude.nt 

popuiations within those buildings. For exa·mple, staff felt it was not possible to have a complet~ 

·continuum of special education·seniices cfue to high caseload numbers arid staff shorta~es. 

~ Lack of support for new programs 

.<» District wide prograiT)S are not clearly defined.and no ~ntry or exit criteria 

o Ratio of High·school co-tal!ghtclf;lss~s exceed -60/50, Hlgf\ s9hOol teamleaders.hav~ e><·c~·ssive 

r~sponsibilities, and 18:-21 year program should be in the community notthe high ~y,hool. 

·lnstructiona·l Ma~erial~ and Equipmen~ 

·o Licenses and seats. for prograllJs ~qch C!~ re;;~dlng 180/ system 44 riot j:u.irchased 

o Hard:to get general ed(,!cation tl!lxt:boo~s 

" Pay for own equ!pment otherwise special education gets left overs-16 ye~:kold computer 

o Teacher~ tt;ave. to create tlleir own material~ and bring in their own equipment 
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Central Office 

.o Staffindicated~that support from cent{?! offic!!l·is not coJJsistent. .Requests are sl.ow to get a 

r~;~spons~. 

o It is -a ~hrto get what we need.U 

b Pl!!i'~~e.d thi'!t the Director position Will be elevated 

o They hold stl:(ff meetings and iiich.ide staff at due process/mediations 

0 J!:lps· disconnect bePt.v~e)1 Pl?S and C~,Jrriculum department, historically poor support of initiatives 

sent to building admin from 9irector of {=iPS 
c Turnover in fhe special e9ucation clep·artrnent create9 questions abqut what the policies anti 

p~ocedures were, as eacfi year; it appeared this changed ~s adr:ninistr!'ltion changed. Mul.tiple 

staf{stated that things were getting WOrSe and ·not bett·er. 

Early Childhood 

o Early Childhood/preschool distJ:{c~ does I')Ot kn9w wha~ ECT pres9hqql teatn does,large class 

sizes, ;:!pace limitations, even with new ·preschool center 2-3 classes will. still ~e in other .s«;:hool.s, 

unsafe ~dqlt to student ratios, admin support lacking 

Building Administrators 

·• Some building admins need to take ownership of sped students ih t.heir sqhools and need to 

paijicipate in.PPTs. 

o Som·e do not follow the speCial education procedures related to one on one special education 

aides and ou~ of d.i!:itri.ct pl~cement. 

q Principals -hoard)'! sp·eci?l education aides ... keeping them when theas·s1~ned student moves to 

another schQol. 
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Appendix E 

Schorii.RtllPQrt 2008 

Sciio.ols that "fall below the average:for)heir group in 3 or more areas OQ T~'Qle n~ a{Qqksi~e; 
Columbus, Craqbury,.JefferSpn,Kendall, Silvermine, Wolfpit; Ponus Ridge,·West Rocks~ · 
Briggs, Norwalk HS·, and :McMahon !J:S>Slioqlg work With the .a,ssigned special education 
supervisor to develop lirid.implement action plans and frequently m9nitor prpgreSS, qn the plan to 
increase e}i~c~tiona:I benefit to their students: ·The tl!strlct should suppmt these schools with 
resotli:ces such as professional development, ;illditjonal.~p.ecial education s"'pervisor time, 
i.ntetventiontinclusioh and instructional specialist a-Ssistance, and additiomil.training !1n4 
professional development. Plan should be t1eveiopeq and imp]emwnt:ation begun by ·January 
2009 

Schools with 1 to 2 areas below the average: Naramake, Raton, Nathan Hale, Marvin; ~d Fox 
·.Ruq, shQ~ld revlew those. are$ b~low the average and takes steps to further assess. and d~~qnine 
if activities for improv.eme11t in that '\t:ea a,re ·ne.~d~d. Commettdfltiorts·to Tl'acey school for 
per.forma.nq·e. at cir above the district level average in all areas. Tracey should set their standard at 
'the state aqd DRO average. January 20()9 

Schooi Based Edu~atioD,ai Benefit 
Because of the uniqueness of each ~cqpol we compiled a rna,~ of the II data .. sources that were 
used tQ determine educational'beneflt (fable 12). From th~ File. Review data, we have prpvided 
percertt ofOompliance ~nd Educational Benefit data in columns 2 and 3. Column 4 provides :a 
:stirtlmiu-y ofthe·data collected through Jn.,.(Jeptb Student Reviews and Classroom 
Observations. The in-depth/ and Classroom Observations column provides three scotes: 

1) Program effective~ess-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 
pate'J;lt 

2) All services provided a score. of yes indicates that the s~tvic~s are the IEP were being 
provid¢d 

.3) Observ~tion percent...:. indicates the pereent pf positive inoicators found when CREC 
team members observed classrooms. 

The table also provides in c~ltli11n 4 the pel'cent ~f Parent Survey Resp()IJS~ that were iirthe 
"~gree." category for the following tOpics: satisfaction with my child's program, my participation 
with development and ll:riplementaiion ·orrny child's prograr~, and my child's participation in the 
.school. The last column on the right provides the CMT Special Education Vertical Scores 20.06-
8 (or 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 !llld individual s~hoqls.to 
assess educational benefit provided to special educati(:)n students. Bolded scores in this table 
indicate that the school did not· meet thti level ~verage ~n. the· spC?.cifie4 data ·area. So, fot: example 
Rowayton was at or a,b.ove the average elementary score in allll data points, indicating tp.a.t they 
are a. school that is doing very v.reU on educational benefit, compared to the :other district 
elem.~ntacy schools. Tracey only has one bold area in reading growth points (Tracey·has 52 
grQ~ points on the CMT and the elementary average is 62 points). Naramake, Roton~ Nathan 



,aaie, Marvtnfand Fox .Run.all ha,ve. 2 areas each that are below their "level'1 average. The 
remaining schools have 3 or more are~s. with Po~tf~ Ridge ·EJ.D.Q ·snvetmine at 7. each. 

Table 12 
Schoql Da~ and Edl;lca~ional B~rtent 

BOLD indicates did not meet level average in ·Specifieq area. 

School File R.~views In~depth and Classroom Parent survey * 2008 CMT Vertjcl!l 
Observations P.erceqt posi~ye responses growth points 

. (#file .#.qle %Ed % *.~ A.ll Ob::; t} % Parent Child Reading 1 Math 
' reviews) reViews Benefit Comply Ptogranr s~rvices % survey Satisfied Partie Partie ! eff~tive p~vided 

1-4- I 
· Elem.Avg. 56 79 2.8 76.8 79.5 87.4 76 63 I 58 
Brookside 2 43 57 2 Yes 67 5 100 100 100 62 I 58 
Columbus 1 80 83 3 Yes 67 5 42 100 20 461 38 
Cranbury 2' 85 77 3 Yes 63 9 75 ·94 73 . 61 I 46 
Fox Run 5 150 89 3 Yes 88 5 79 67 89 '761 59 
Jefferson 2 17 77 2.5 .Yes ,67 0 No data 621 46 
Kendall 2 37 77 ,2 Yes 75 3 78' -81' 80 741 75 
M&tviri 2 56 86. 4 Yes 100 3 

'' 
84 65 60 67: 56 

.Naram!j.ke 2 52 83 3 Yes 86 1 100 100 100 :s21 61 
'Rowayton 2 61 79 4 Yes 86 8 81 88 77 '11l 73 
Silvetmine 2 83 76 2 Yes • 43 4 36 67 50 841 53 
Tracey 2 75 89 3 . .5 Yes 88 4 100 1(JQ 87 52 I 71 
Wolfpit 3 34 67 '2 No 92- '3 100 100 100 62 i 6.0 
MS average 62. 73 2.75 78.5 '88.7 87.7 8L9 361' 46 
Nathan Hale 3 51 77 4 Yes 100 2 100 85 100 441 48 
PonusRidge 4 43 64 2 Yes 43 11 59 73 75 38 I 52 
Roton 4 78 . 90 3 Yes 100 I ~00 \00 100 24·1 45 
We!itRock$ 3 30 (iO 2 Yes 71 10 .'96. 93 89 381 37 

CAPT at or above 
prof 

HS average 58 67 2.5 81.3 82.3 89.3 81.6 33.8\ 41.6! 
Briggs. 5 9 60 3 Yes 93 1 100 IOO 100 12.51 12.5! 
McMahon 10 63 83 2 Yes 83 7 59 84 50 47.2 I 48.6! 

·Norwalk 2 53 81 2.5 Yes 68 12 88 84 95 24.21 ''37.1! 
HS ! .. * 29 parent surveys were completed >VIthoutthe school name, 10 elementary, 10 nuddle school, and 9 ,lugh school 

*·*Program effective rated by reviewer on a scale of I to 4. l;,.not effective, 2=sligbtly effective. (effective in some areas, but not 
most) ,3 =moderately effective (effective in most areas), 4=overy effec~ve (effective in all areas). ' 
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Appendix F 

2015 Norwalk 000 Analysis 

Placement # AU ED LD OHI MD HI DO ID . SLP No 
StudentS Cat 

ACES, Whitney H.S; North 3 1 2 
(Hamdenl 
ACES Villag·e School Early .Intensive 1 ·1 
Behavior lntervenstion· 
ACES SAILS Program 2 1 1 
The Arch Bridge School at 1 '1 
Wellspring - Residential 
ASD 2 1 1-
ASD (Dorm) 2' 2 
Ben Haven/Parent Transports. ~ .1 

Ben· Haven/Live In 2 1 1 .. . . 

Ben Haven 2 1 1 
CCCD- Bridgeport Ave. 1 1 
CCCD ·2 1 1· 
CES;DLC 5 1 2 2 
CES,PLC 5 ·3 1 1 
CES;TDP 11 6 1 4 .. 
CES, RISE Program (Sacred Heart 2 :2· 
UniversitY) 
Cedarhurst School 3 2 1' 
Charles Hayden School 3 1 .2 
CREC Soundbrid~e 2 1. 1 
The Children's Center 2 1 1. 
The Pinnacle School 4 2 1 1 
Eagle. Hill 2 1 1 
.Foundation H.S./Parent Transp·orts 2 1 1 
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Placement- cont'd # AU ED· LD OHJ MD HI DO 10 SLP No 
· Students Cat 

Foundation M.S·. 1 1 .. 

Foundation H.S. 1 1 
·Giant-Steps/Parent Transports 1 1 

Giant Steps ·1 1 
Greenbrrer Academy (Residential) '1 1 
Grove School 1 1 

High Road 27. 8 3 13 2 1 
Looking·for a Program! 

Hope Academy, Orange '1 1 
Hyde Magnet. Schoo.!, New Ha_ven 1 1 : 

The Institute of Professional 3 2 1 
Practice, Inc. 
lorraine D. Foster 1' 1 
Meliora Academy 3 .3 
Meliora ·Academy (Parent 1 1 
Transports) 
Spire School 1 1 
St. Catherine Academy 2 1 1 
St. Vincent's 9 9 

Susan Wayne .<::enter of ExceHence 2 1- '1 
(Residenttal) 
Westport Day School 4 3 1 
North West Village School -Wheeler 1 1 
Clinic (Residential) 
Winston Prep 2. 2 
Woodhouse Academy ~ 1 
Rogers International School, 7. 2 4 1 
Stamford 
Trailblazers 2 2 
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Placement-.cont'd # AU ED lD OHI MD HI DO 10. SLP No 
Students Cat 

Acad of lofTech·& Eng· 6· 1 3 .1 1 

Forman 2 1 1 
Winston Prep ·s 1 2 1 1 
The Speech Academy 1 1 

' 
, . Settlement/Unquowa School 1 1 

Franklin Ac~derny 1 1 
Settlement/Speech Academy 1 1 
Villa Maria '·1 1 
Westport Day School 1 1 .. 
Westhiii.H_igh School 1 1 
Sandhill Child Dev: .Center 1 1 

1'55 27 28 17 38 . 23 .6. 2 ·'4 2 8 
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Out of District Placements· by·School Sept.1, 20.15 

#Out- High Roads Out:-placed by 
Norwalk Schools Placed Schl ces· Ouf-pl.aced by·Schl. 

1 Brien McMahon 'High School '31 BMHS 4 CESDLc: 
: 

2 Briggs Hlgh School 4 Brii:HlS 2· BMHS 3 
3· . Brookside Elementary Schoof 6 Columbus ·1 NHS 2 

Columbus Magnet.Eiemeotary 
4 .Schoof 1 Cranbury 1 CESPLC· 
5 Cranbury Elementary School 5 Jeffers·on 1 BMHS 1 
6 Fox Run Elementary School 4 Kendall 1 Brookside 1 
7 Jefferson Elementary School 8 Marv.in 2 WRMS . 1 

8 Kendall Elementary School 2' Naramake 1 CESTDP 
9 Marvin Elementary School 4 NHMS .1 :SMHS 1 
10 Naramake Elementary School 2 NHS 8 Briggs· 1 
11 Nathan Hale Middle School 4 Ponus 1 Ctanbury .1 
12 Norwalk High: $choof · 47 Rowavton 1 Fox. Run ·1 . 
13' PbmJs Ridge· Midcl/e:Scbocl 7 Silvermine 1 NHS. 3. 
14. Rotan Middle School .. 3 Tracey 1 Traeey· . . 1' 
15· Rowayton Elementary School 3' WRMS 1 WRMS 3 

16 SilvermiT;le.Elementary School 4 

17 .· TracevEiementary·Schoot 4 
18. . WestRocks Middle School 13 
19 Wolfpit Elementary·.schaol. .3 

155 .. 
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.l 

No 
2015-6 Out df District Placem-ents Stui:lerits AU 'ED LD OHI MD ·.HI DD I.D SLP Cat 

Disability by% of.Oot-Placed 17.4% .. 18':% 11.% 24.5% 14~8% 3.9%' 1:3.% . 2.6% 1:3% 5,2% 

Norwalk5ept2015-% outplaced.based on 16d0 
.students 9.69% 

June 2014·Norwalk ARP %:of Placements··in Separate 
Schools, Residential or Other Settings 8.20% .• 

June·2015 Norwalk ARP% of. Placements In Separate 
\ 

Schools, Residential or Other Settings 8.89% 

SDE targeted percentage· for Pla¢enients.h'l Separate 
Schools, Residential or Other .Settings June 2014 6:00% 

SDE targeted percentage for Placements in Separate 
Schools, Residential or Other. Settings June 2015. 7.40% 
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AppendixG 

Standardized Test·Scores 

2013 Math CMT 

Norwalk Total 
Whole District 

Special Education 
·Brookside Whole School' 
Elementary Special· Education 

Columbus ·Whole School 
Elementary Special Education 

Cranbury . Whole School 
Elementary Special Education 

.Jefferson Whole School 
Elementary Special Education 

Kendall Elemelrtaty 
Wl'lole'School 

SpeCial Education 

Rowayton School 
Whole School 

:S'pecia·l Education 

Tracey School 
Whole Schoot 

Spedal Education 

Fox Run Elementary· 
Whore.school 

·special :Education 

Naramake WholE~ Sch'ool . 
Elementary· . Special Education 

M·arvih Elementary 
Wliole School 

! Special Education 
Silvennine Who I~ School 

Elem.entary Special EducatioJ'.l 

Wolfpit School. Whole School 

Mathematics Nl!.lmber Tested Mathematics·% At/Above Profit::ie!'ley 
4571'. ~ 

355' 52.68% 
216' 81.02% 

7 28.57% 

158 86.71% 

17 52:94% 
202 93.;56% 

'12 83.33% 

267 85:02% 
.6 100.00%' 

237 79.,75% 

11 72.73%: 
185 91.89% 

12 66;67% I 
179 78.2i% 

32 43.15%'' 
196 ·85.71% .. 

24 .SO.OO% 

202 .89.60% 

14 57.14% 

226 85.40%· 

18 .'50.00%. 
179 73.74% 

12 41.67% 

143 :85.3:1% 
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Special EdU.catlon 15 53.33% 

Nathan Hale Middle Whole·School 57.1 8'4:41% 
School Spe:cial Education 57 ·49 • .12% 

Ponus Ridge Midale Whole School 569. 7·8':91% 
School Special. Eduq3tion 38 28.95%'. 

West' Rocks Middle Wholes·chool 618 84.79% 
School Special Education 46 54.35% 

Roton Middle School 
Whole Scho.ol 418 '90.43%· 
Special Education . 29 75.86% 

2013 .Reading. CI\IIT. 

Reading N1tmiber Tested Readii1g %At/ AboYJe P.roficien:cv 

Norwalk Total 
Whole District 4547 '79.5.0% 

Speciai'Edutation 339 40.41% 

Brookside Whole·School 217. .64.06% 
Elementary Special Education 8 0.00% 

·columbus Whole S.chool 156 77.56%·· 
Elementary Speciai'Education. 15 26.67.<'.;6 

Cranbury Whole'School 201 .gs;s6% 
Elem·entary spedatEducation. 12: 66.67% 

Jefferson Whcile'·Scho·ot 265 ·80.0:0% 
.. 

Elementary Special Education .4 75.00% 

Kel'ldaU Elementary 
Whole School 23'2 ]0,69% 

SpeCial Education . 8 5.0.00% . 

Rowayton School 
Whole School 183 8'5.25% 

Special Education 10 60.00%' 

Tracey Schoof 
Whole School 175 65.14% 

Special Education 28 17.86%:. 
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Fox Run Elementary 
Whole School 194 .69.59% 
Special Education 21: 19;05% 

Naramake· ·Whole School 201 n.G1'% ·. 
Elementary Special Education 13 23.08% 

Marvin Elementary 
Whole School 225' 69.33% 

Special Education 17 23.53% 

Silvermine Whole Schodl 179' 61.45% 
Elementary Special Education 12 . 1'6.67-% 

worfpit School 
Whole School 143• 82.52% 

Special Education 15 ·'40;00% 
Nathan Hale Middle .Whole School. 573. 86.56% 

School . ~ecial Education 60 53.33% 

Ponus Ridge Middle hole School 566' 79.68% 
Schoo.! Special Education 40 35.00% 

West Rodes Middle 'Whole·School 614 86.81% 
School .Spedai.Education 42 50.00% 

Roton Middle School 
Whole School 418 89.47% 

Speciai Education 2.9 75.86% 

2:013 Writing CMT 

Writir:~g NumberTested Writing% At/Above Proficie.n:cy 

Norwal!< Total: 
Whole Distrit~ 4709 .83.97% 

Special Educatjon 502 45.42%. 

·Brookside Whole. School ·. 223 77.13%. 
~le'ni.entar.i; Special J:du.ca~ion ·14. ~4.29% 

Columbus Whole School 162 . , 82.72% .. 

Ele'!'l~ntarv Special Ediu::ation . ... 22 45.45% 
Cranbury.· .. WholeSchool 207 93.72% 
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Elementary .sp·ecial Education 18' .. 61.11% 

Jefferson ~'.e:School 278 89:57%' 
Elementary ial Education 18 .. 77:78% 

Kendali Elem.entary 
Whole'School 246:. 80;89.% 

· Special Education 20 50.00%' 

Rowayton School 
Whole School 192 94.27% 

~pedcil Education 18 66.67% 

Tracey School 
Whole School 183 76.50% 
Special Education 36 30.56% 

Fox Run Elementary 
Whole SchooJ 199 84;92% 

Special Education 27. 48.15% 
Naramake Whole School 206 84.47% 
Elementar.y Spe,claf Education 19 42:11%. 

I M~rvih Elementary 
Whole School 231 87.45% 

·special Education 23 52.17% 
Silvermine Whole School 185 . ·al.os%-
ElementaiY ;sp-ecial Education 18 38~89% 

Wolfpit S~hool 
Whole School 147 88;44% 

Special Education 19 52.63% 
Nathan Hale Middle Whole School 589 88;29% 
School Special :Education 77 57.14% 

Ponus Riage Middie Whole School 
... 

ssi 78~83% 
School Speciai.Education 52 26.92%:' 

West Rocks Middle w·hole Schooi 636 77.20% 
School Special Education 65 29.23% 

Roton Middle School 
Whole School 431 .90.72%' 

Special Education· 43 72.09% 



CAPT Math .2013 

Mathematics Number·Tested Mathematics% At/Above Proficiency 

· Norwalk Total 
Whole District 838 13.51% 
Special Epuca'tion 60 18.33% 

Norwalk High Whole School 394 7.5.13% 
.School Special Education 24 25.00% 
· Brien McMahon Whole School 421 74.11% 
HighSchool Special Education 31 16~13% 

Briggs High School 
Whole School '22 36.36% 
Specia I :Education 4. 0.00% 

CAPT Reading 2013 

Reading NumberTested Reading'% At/ Above Profic:ienc.y 

Norwall< Total . 
Whole District 833 74:31% 
Special Education 63 22.:22% 

Norwalk. High Whole School 388 74.48% 
School . Special Education 23 34.78% 

Brien McMaho.n· Whole School 423 76.6.0%. 
HighSchool Sj:jecU!I Education 34 14.11% 

Briggs. High School 
Whole School 20 25.00%. 

Special Education 4 0.00% 

CAPT Wr.fting 2013. 

Writing Number Tested Writinl!t.% At/A'dove Proficiency. 

Norwalk Total 
Whole District 827 86:34% 

: 

.Spetial Education 67 41.79%: 

Norwalk High Whole School 3.81 88·;71% 
School Special Education· . 26 :50.60% 
Brien McMah'o:n. Whole School 422 8p,4,9% 
HighSchool sp·eciaJ Education ' 33 42.42% 
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Briggs High School Whole School .20 50.00% 
Special Education 4 0.00% 
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Appendi:x.H 

Norwalk.Staff 2015 .(missing vacant ·positions· and permanent sQbStitute .. teachers-and FTE) 

~ . ..snE.d.. ~ . :S.!WaJ Embwa2ist& ~ !lil ABA Baotd ~m:t· · ·.~ 
Is=a,llm:a l\::o.l:lw; tt Ib~:EauiBa Blllilll!iliial Eai:lm 

s Analysts 
Briggs 1 0 0 0 0 o· 1 

Brien 12 1 1 1 2 0 0 9 l1 
McMahon 
Brookside 2' 2 l 1 1 .0 0 0 11 

Columbus 2· '1 l 0 1 0 2. 0 '5 

Cranbury 5 2 1 1 1 
.. 

1 0 0 6 .. 
Fox Run 5 1· 1 () 1 0 2. o· 14 

Jefferson 2. 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 10 

Kendall '3 1 1 0 1 ·o 0 0 9 

MarVin ·4 2 1 0 1. 0 1 0 8 

Naram~:tke ·2 1. ·1 0 1 0 2 0 9 

Nathan 5 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 10 
Hale 
Norwalk 9 0· 2 1 l 0 ·0 0 16 

Po nus 0 1 1 1 2· 0 ·1 0 11: 
Ridge, 
.Roton 4 0 0 2. 1 0 .() 0 12 
Rowayton 3 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 10 

•. 

Silvermine 2 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 8 .. 
Tra:cy 3 1 1 1 1 0 1 ·0 10 

West 5 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 11 
Rocks 
Wolfpit 3 0 1 l 1 0 0 0 6 

Total 77 19 18 11 20 1 0 .0 17& 
School 

~-
Wide 
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

MEMORANDUM 

May31, 2016 

The Members of the Board of Estimate & Taxation 
The Members of the Planning Commission 
The Members of the Common Council 

HarryRilling,Mayor ~tJ. 
Fire Department Capital Project Close Out and Special Approp · 
Removal of Underground Storage Tanks project 

HARRY W. RILLING 

Chief Reilly is requesting that the City approve a special capital appropriation for $83,000 to finish the 
Removal of Underground Storage Tanks project (0915~311 0~5777~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 ofUnderground Storage Tanks (0915-3110-5777-C0542). 

Cc: Laurence Reilly, Fire Chief 

125 East Avenue • Post Office Box 5125 " Norwalk, CT 06856-5125 " Telephone 203-854-7701 • Fax 203-854-7939 • hrilling@norwalkct.org 



CITY OF NORWALK, DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE 
Robert Barron, CPFO 
Director of Finance 
rbarron@norwalkct. org 

NORWALK P: 203-854· 7870 I F: 203·854· 7848 

125 East Avenue, PO BOX 5125 
Norwalk, CT 06856-5125 The 5ou~d of [ottt~ec.-l:icut 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

MEMORANDUM 

May 31,2016 

Hany Rilling, Mayor 
The Members of the Board of Estimate & Taxation 
The Members ofthe Planning Commission 

The Members of the Common Coun~ ·"'" .._ 

Robert Barron, Director of Finance ~ rv """"" 

Fire Department Capital Project Close Out and Special Appropriation 
for the Removal ofUnderground Storage Tanks Project. 

Chief Reilly is requesting that the City approve a special capital appropriation for $83,000 to finish the 
Removal ofUnderground Storage Tanks project (0915-311 0-5777-C0542). 

In FY14-15 $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, I 06 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 ofUnderground 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 

NORWALK, CONNECTICUT 06854 

TO: Robert Barron 

FROM Laurence Reilly 

DATE: May 19,2016 

RE: Special Appropriation Request 

Tel: (203) 854-0200 

The Fire Department requests a special capital appropriation of$83,000 into Account (0915-
311 0-5777-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 A venue. 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 3 59.1 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 #0909-311 0-5777-C0411 $ 5,204 

Account#0916-3110~5777-C0385 $5,105 
$10,310 

Additional information on costs is on the following page. 



Costs 

ETI tank removal 
Contaminated soil 
Vactruck 
Paving 
Big East Consultants 

Total Cost 

Less Original Budget 

Total Req. from Fund Balance 

$28,899 
$61,736 
$16,039 
$ 2,048 
$ 9,130 

$117,852 

- $35,000 

$82,542 

Please let me know if you need more information, back-up etc. 

Respectfully, 

Laurence Reilly 
Fire Chief 



CITY OF NORWALK, DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE 
Office of the Director 

NORWALK 
P: 203-854-7870 I F: 203-854·7848 

125 East Avenue, PO BOX 5125 
Norwalk, CT 06856·5125 · 

Tit e. jou"J of (ot~l\e.cl:icut 

MEMORANDUM 

DATE: May2,2016 

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 HV AC Project 

Attached is a request from Tim Callahan Director of Health, to close out one (1) completed Health 
Department capital project and re-appropriate these funds to cover the remainder of the HV AC System 
Upgrade project. 

As outlined in the attached memo, Mr. Callahan is requesting the Security System Replacement Project 
(COS 52) be closed out and the available balance of $6,400 be returned to the capital fund balance. 

Mr. Callahan is requesting that the City approve a special capital appropriation in the same' amount 
($6,400) to finish the HV AC system upgrade project (C0453) at the Hea!th 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 ofthe bids that came in over.whatwas 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 REQUE~~ED: 

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 HV AC 
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. 
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OFFICE OFTHE MAYOR 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

MEMORANDUM 

May 2, 2016 

The Members of the Board of Estimate & Taxation 
The Members of the Planning Commission 
The Members ofthe Common Council· 

Harry Rilling, Mayor ~ ....:; . ~ 

HARRY W. RilliNG 

Health Department Capital Project Close Out and Special Appropriation 
for the HV AC 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 HV AC 
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 fmance 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 o Post Office Box 5125 o Norwalk, CT 06856·5125 o Telephone 203-854-7701 " fax 203-854-7939 ., hrilling@norwalkct.org 



MEMORANDUM 

April21, 2016 

To: Robert Barron, Finance Director 

From: Tim Callahan \c-
Re Special Capital Appropriation 

The HV AC Replacement project # 09142012-5777-C0453 budget of $150,000 is fully 
expended. The Basement HV AC replacement is nearly complete. At this point Salamone and 
Associates, the design and project management finn, .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 Alann 
Replacement project be closed and a special appropriation of a like amount to be made to the 
HV AC Replacement project. 



NORWALK· 
The5ov~<~d of(onl1e.Cltic!.rt 

June 2, 2016 

CITY OF NORWALK 
Craig Schmidt 
Risk Manager 
CSchmidt®Norwalkct.org 

P: 203·854· 7972 I F: 203·854· 7848 

125 East Avenue, PO BOX 5125 
Norwalk, CT 06856·5125 

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 there is 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 $4,909. 

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 Department is 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 & Chern inventory 

April VTD vs Prior VTD 

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 $2SK in Professional fees for the NGF Driving range 

study and Restaurant Engineering Study, Advertising $7K planned increase, $SK higher Other Admin 

expenses, and $3K increased Liability Insurance costs. 

Park Maintenance expenses are up $SDK 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), $1SK AG& Chern 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 
SubTotal 
Non Revenue Rounds 
Total All Rounds 

Total Carts 
Total Golf ID Cards 
Total Gift Cards 

Total $ Revenue Rounds 
Total Carts$ 
Total Golf ID Cards $ 
Total Gift Cards$ 

$Revenue/Revenue Round 
Carts/Revenue Round 
Cart $/Revenue Round 
Cart $/Cart Round 
ID Card $/Card 

Resident Adult 18 Rounds 
Resident Senior 18 Rounds 
Junior/Golf Team 18 Rounds 
Empl18 Rounds 

Non Resident 18 Rounds 
Total9 Hole Rounds 

Resident Adult 18 Rounds$ 
Resident Senior 18 Rounds $ 
Junior/GolfTeam 18 Rounds$ 
Empl18 Rounds$ 

Non Resident 18 Rounds $ 
Total9 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 

Apr2016 
2,918 

346 
3,264 

31 
3,295 

1,508 

300 
10 

$78,947 
$22,484 
$24,970 

$634 

$127,035 

$27.06 
51.7% 
$7.71 

$14.91 
$83.23 

1,045 
503 
89 
59 

929 
293 

$27,875 
$10,354 

$1,233 
$295 

$33,530 
$5,660 

10 
22 
9 

.4 
45 

30 
$1,767 
$58.90 

Apr 2015 
2,634 

178 
2,812 

42 
2,854 

1,254 
552 

22 

$69,843 
$18,398 
$43,666 

$1,505 

$133,412 

$26.52 
47.6% 
$6.98 

$14.67 
$79.11 

1,039 
364 
162 
58 

793 
218 

$25,893 
$6,026 
$1,510 

$263 

$31,694 
$4,457 

12 
32 

6 

~ 
53 

82 
$3,363 
$41.01 

Inc[{ Dec) VTD FY16 
10.8% 27,902 
94.4% 1,831 
16.1% 29,733 

-26.2% 268 
15.5% 30,001 

20.3% 16,595 
-45.7% 1,439 
-54.5% 214 

13.0% $762,072 
22.2% $242,369 

-42.8% $106,296 

-57.9% $15,335 

-4.8% $1,126,072 

2.0% 
8.6% 

10.3% 
1.6% 
5.2% 

0.6% 
38.2% 

-45.1% 
1.7% 

17.2% 
34.4% 

7.7% 
71.8% 

-18.3% 
12.2% 

5.8% 
27.0% 

-16.7% 
-31.3% 
50.0% 
33.3% 

-15.1% 

-63.4% 
-47.5% 
43.6% 

$27.31 
59.5% 
$8.69 

$14.60 
$73.87 

9,184 
4,759 

849 
588 

9,413 
3,109 

$240,409 
$94,278 
$14,183 

$3,528 

$345,667 
$64,007 

87 
115 

22 
24 

248 

382 
$22,054 

$57.73 

VTD FY15 
25,003 

622 
25,625 

331 
25,956 

14,184 
1,364 

186 

$664,916 
$207,861 
$104,045 

$35,241 

$1,012,063 

$26.59 
56.7% 
$8.31 

$14.65 
$76.28 

7,181 
4,769 

609 
650 

7,777 
4,017 

$184,218 
$90,598 

$8,225 
$4,110 

$300,748 
$77,017 

76 
126 

27 
18 

247 

339 
$17,066 

$50.34 

lnc[{Dec) 
11.6% 

194.4% 
16.0% 

-19.0% 
15.6% 

17.0% 
5.5% 

15.1% 

14.6% 
16.6% 

2.2% 

-56.5% 

11.3% 

2.7% 
4.8% 
4.5% 

-0.3% 
-3.2% 

27.9% 
-0.2% 
39.4% 
-9.5% 

21.0% 
-22.6% 

30.5% 
4.1% 

72.4% 
-14.2% 

14.9% 
-16.9% 

14.5% 
-8.7% 

-18.5% 
33.3% 

0.4% 

12.7% 
29.2% 
14.7% 



10:01 AM 
05/18/16 
Accrual Basis 

OAK HILLS PARK AUTHORITY 

Balance Sheet 2016 
As of Apri130, 2016 

ASSETS 

Current Assets 

Checking/Savings 

1000 ·Cash 

1010 ·CAP Account- Wells Fargo 

1011 ·Money Market- Wells Fargo 

1021 • NBT Money Market 

1 022 • NBT Payment Account 

1 023 • NBT Rent Escrow Sec Apt Right 

1040 • Escrow Security Dep Apt 2 Right 

1050 ·Petty 

Total1000 ·Cash 

Total Checking/Savings 

Accounts Receivable 

1201 ·Accounts Receivable 

Total Accounts Receivable 

Other Current Assets 

1100 ·Inventory 

1200 • Receivables 

1205 • Rents Receivable 

Total1200 ·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 

Apr 30,16 

553.76 

-0.03 

95,047.38 

-26,183.30 

1,350.00 

0.00 

400.00 

71,167.81 

71,167.81 

600.00 

600.00 

111,017.80 

6,000.00 

6,000.00 

25,144.56 

142,162.36 

213,930.17 

1,006,903.10 

-2,889,469.51 

1,692,467.75 

2,277,134.66 

2,087,036.00 

2,087,036.00 

0.00 

Apr 30,15 

283.67 

1,428.32 

128,782.71 

-5,733.83 

0.00 

2,001.00 

400.00 

127,161.87 

127,161.87 

0.00 

0.00 

111,718.36 

1,000.00 

1,000.00 

6,523.27 

119,241.63 

246,403.50 

918,744.60 

-2,670,112.76 

1,680,017.75 

2,277,134.66 

2,205,784.25 

2,205,784.25 

120,000.00 

Page 1 of3 



10:01 AM 
05/18/16 
Accrual Basis 

OAK HILLS PARK AUTHORITY 

Balance Sheet 2016 
As of April 30, 2016 

Apr30, 16 Apr30, 15 

Total1550 ·Other Assets 0.00 120,000.00 

Total Other Assets 0.00 120,000.00 

TOTAL ASSETS 2,300,966.17 2,572,187.75 

LIABILITIES & EQUITY 

Liabilities 

Current Liabilities 

Accounts Payable 

2000 ·*Accounts Payable 72,454.53 87,867.03 

Total Accounts Payable 72,454.53 87,867.03 

Other Current Liabilities 

2050 • Accounts Payable-Tennis Revenue 5,550.00 5,275.00 

21 00 • Accrued Payroll 14,343.76 22,976.48 

2104 ·Accrued retirement contribution 1,597.81 594.72 

21 05 • Accrued Vacation Pay 28,895.04 19,308.60 

2106 ·Accrued Sick Leave Pay 24,328.22 17,235.74 

2200 • Accrued Expenses 30,708.92 29,823.81 

2210 ·Security Deposit-Entrance House 

2212 • Security Dep - Apt 2 Right 1,350.00 2,000.17 

Total 2210 • Security Deposit-Entrance House 1,350.00 2,000.17 

2230 • NBT Credit Line 0.00 80,000.00 

2250 • 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 

2400 • Cart Sales Tax Due 996.00 -0.64 

2500 • Monies due City of Norwalk 

2501 • Bond Due to City of Norwalk 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 Norwalk 41,134.38 178,018.69 

Total Other Current Liabilities 206,557.50 404,021.57 

Total Current Liabilities 279,012.03 491,888.60 

Long Term Liabilities 

Page 2 of3 



10:01 AM 
05/18/16 
Accrual Basis 

OAK HILLS PARK AUTHORITY 

Balance Sheet 2016 

2700 • Irrigation Debt 

2701 · Consolidated City Debt 

2725 · Restaurant debt 

2726 • Paving Debt 

2730 ·Capital Debt (150k) 

2731 ·Operating Expense Debt (150k) 

2762 • John Deere Loan - 201 0 

2763 • GE Capital (John Deere) 2012 

2764 • NBT Truck Loan 

2765 • Deere Credit Inc. 

2766 • Wells Fargo Equip 

2767 • Deere Credit, Inc. Sweeper Vac 

Total Long Term Liabilities 

Total Liabilities 

Equity 

3000 • Fund Balance 

3010 ·Fund Balance- Beginning 

Total 3000 • Fund Balance 

3001 • Opening Bal Equity 

3500 • Reserves 

3550 • Reserve for Contingencies 

Total 3500 • Reserves 

3900 • Retained Earnings 

Net income 

Total Equity 

TOTAL LIABILITIES & EQUITY 

As of April30, 2016 

Apr30, 16 Apr30, 15 

0.00 248,840.99 

2,111,209.55 0.00 

0.00 1,874,379.32 

0.00 92,488.97 

107,922.89 122,212.53 

107,925.43 122,215.07 

0.00 2,690.35 

45,280.29 70,693.65 

22,556.00 27.522.76 

24,290.40 0.00 

16,006.44 0.00 

24,305.00 0.00 

2,459,496.00 2,561 ,043.64 

2,738,508.03 3,052,932.24 

-42,873.28 -42,873.28 

-42,873.28 -42,873.28 

-24,305.00 0.00 

405,368.10 405,368.10 

405,368.10 405,368.10 

-591 ,876.15 -519,016.89 

-183,855.53 -324,222.42 

-437,541.86 -480,744.49 

2,300,966.17 2,572,187.75 
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10:00 AM 
05/18/16 
Accrual Basis 

OAK HILLS PARK AUTHORITY 

P&L- Current Month Vs. Prior Year Month 
Apri12016 

Apr16 Apr15 $ Change % Change 

Ordinary Income/Expense 

Income 

4000 • REVENUES 

4001 · Golf Revenue 

4010 ·Golf Fees 

4020 • J.D. Cards 

4030 • Tournament Fees 

4050 • Cart Revenue 

4060 • Golf Revenue - Gift Certif. 

4070 • Gift & Rain Checks Redeemed 

Total 4001 • Golf Revenue 

4200 · Rental Income 

4300 · Investment Income 

4400 • Misc. Income 

4500 · Cash Over/Under 

4600 • Restaurant Income 

Total 4000 • REVENUES 

Total Income 

Gross Profit 

Expense 

5000 • PERSONNEL EXPENSE 

501 0 • Management Salary 

5030 • Administrative 

5040 • Administrative 0/T 

5050 • Course Personnel 

5060 • Course Personnel 0/T 

5070 • Seasonal Personnel 

5080 • Seasonal Personnel 0/T 

Total 5000 · PERSONNEL EXPENSE 

5200 • EMPLOYEE BENEFITS 

5210 ·Payroll Taxes 

5230 • State Unemployment 

5250 • Health Insurance 

5260 · Workmans Compensation 

5270 · Retirement Plans 

Total5200 ·EMPLOYEE BENEFITS 

5400 ·ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 

5420 · Telephone 

82,494.93 

24,970.00 

0.00 

21,924.00 

634.00 

-2,781.00 

127,241.93 

1,350.00 

265.49 

0.00 

1.77 

6,000.00 

134,859.19 

134,859.19 

134,859.19 

12,189.98 

12,993.54 

44.79 

24,189.06 

176.42 

10,735.31 

161.47 

60,490.57 

4,884.66 

4,796.79 

3,044.59 

923.92 

403.53 

14,053.49 
J 

90.61 

68,012.00 14,482.93 21.3% 

43,836.00 -18,866.00 -43.04% 

1,700.00 -1,700.00 -100.0% 

18,377.00 3,547.00 19.3% 

1,505.00 -871.00 -57.87% 

-2,143.00 -638.00 -29.77% 

131,287.00 -4,045.07 -3.08% 

1,000.00 350.00 35.0% 

5.99 259.50 4,332.22% 

9,536.10 -9,536.10 -100.0% 

0.00 1.77 100.0% 

6,000.00 0.00 0.0% 

147,829.09 -12,969.90 -8.77% 

147,829.09 -12,969.90 -8.77% 

147,829.09 -12,969.90 -8.77% 

8,627.02 3,562.96 41.3% 

9,589.51 3,404.03 35.5% 

0.00 44.79 100.0% 

3,432.89 20,756.17 604.63% 

219.63 -43.21 -19.67% 

5,747.36 4,987.95 86.79% 

57.86 103.61 179.07% 

27,674.27 32,816.30 118.58% 

3,275.91 1,608.75 49.11% 

1,743.00 3,053.79 175.2% 

3,744.61 -700.02 -18.69% 

1,249.33 -325.41 -26.05% 

273.71 129.82 47.43% 

10,286.56 3,766.93 36.62% 

471.21 -380.60 -80.77% 
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10:00AM OAK HILLS PARK AUTHORITY 
05/18(16 

P&L- Current Month Vs. Prior Year Month Accrual Basis 
Apri12016 

·Apr 16 Apr15 $ Change 'Yo 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 • Authority 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 ·Water 0.00 65.55 -65.55 -100.0% 

5500 · Liability Insurance 3,832.00 3,870.09 -38.09 -0.98% 

5520 · Interest Expense 527.53 636.12 -108.59 -17.07% 

Total 5400 ·ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 13,545.86 13,428.59 117.27 0.87% 

5700 • PARK MAINTENANCE 

5710 ·Water 787.66 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 12,309.64 -8,073.64 -65.59% 

5752 ·Agriculture/Chemicals Utilized 8,498.04 -8,642.17 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 1,520.76 162.97% 

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 -390.00 -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 clothes 88.50 0.00 88.50 100.0% 

Total 5700 ·PARK MAINTENANCE 22,099.51 14,555.11 7,544.40 51.83% 

6000 · CART EXPENSE 

6010 ·Cart Lease Expense 7,997.00 7,997.00 0.00 0.0% 

6020 · Electricity 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 8,993.17 2,271.18 25.25% 

Total Expense 121,453.78 74,937.70 46,516.08 62.07% 

Net Ordinary Income 13,405.41 72,891.39 -59,485.98 -81.61% 
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10:00AM 
05/18/16 
Accrual Basis 

OAK HILLS PARK AUTHORITY 
P&L- Current Month Vs. Prior Year Month 

April2016 

Apr16 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 -86.02% 

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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10:02AM 
05/18/16 
Accrual Basis 

OAK HILLS PARK AUTHORITY 

P&L - Current YTD Vs. Prior YTD 
July 2015 through April 2016 

Jul '15- Apr 16Jul '14- Apr 15 $Change %Change 

Ordinary Income/Expense 

Income 

4000 • REVENUES 

4001 • Golf Revenue 

401 0 • Golf Fees 

4020 • J.D. Cards 

4030 · Tournament Fees 

4050 • Cart Revenue 

4060 • Golf Revenue - Gift Certif. 

4070 • Gift & Rain Checks Redeemed 

Total 4001 • Golf Revenue 

4100 ·Tennis Revenue 

4200 • Rental Income 

4300 • Investment Income 

4400 • Misc. Income 

4500 • Cash Over/Under 

4600 · Restaurant Income 

Total4000 ·REVENUES 

Total Income 

Gross Profit 

Expense 

5000 • PERSONNEL EXPENSE 

5010 • Management Salary 

5030 • Administrative 

5040 • Administrative 0/T 

5050 • Course Personnel 

5060 • Course Personnel 0/T 

5070 • Seasonal Personnel 

5080 • Seasonal Personnel 0/T 

Total 5000 • PERSONNEL EXPENSE 

5200 • EMPLOYEE BENEFITS 

521 0 • Payroll Taxes 

5230 • State Unemployment 

5250 • Health Insurance 

5260 · Workmans Compensation 

5270 • Retirement Plans 

Total 5200 • EMPLOYEE BENEFITS 

5400 ·ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 

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 58,698.00 1,653.00 2.82% 

231,882.00 196,527.64 35,354.36 17.99% 

14,947.00 35,271.00 -20,324.00 -57.62% 

-16,386.00 -11,046.00 -5,340.00 -48.34% 

1,102,701.53 979,412.12 123,289.41 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% 

1.77 193.95 -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% 

1,209,155.19 1,095,667.50 113,487.69 10.36% 

121,832.43 117,608.98 4,223.45 3.59% 

99,099.21 93,785.14 5,314.07 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% 

542,027.49 490,419.74 51,607.75 10.52% 

47,558.72 41,844.73 5,713.99 13.66% 

21,642.96 17,254.63 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% 

124,606.09 114,915.71 9,690.38 8.43% 
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10:02 AM OAK HILLS PARK AUTHORITY 
05/18/16 

P&L - Current YTD Vs. Prior YTD Accrual Basis 

July 2015 through April 2016 

Jul'15 -Apr 16Ju1'14 -Apr 15 $Change %Change 

5420 • Telephone 4,384.56 4,759.20 -374.64 -7.87% 

5430 • Professional Fees 47,775.64 22,892.00 24,883.64 108.7% 

5436 • Advertising 9,659.48 2,300.26 7,359.22 319.93% 

5440 • Office Expense 14,339.91 16,331.45 -1,991.54 -12.2% 

5441 • Bank Charges 428.50 956.28 -527.78 -55.19% 

5442 • Credit Card Fees 21,041.96 18,549.93 2,492.03 13.43% 

5445 • Postage 193.50 179.65 13.85 7.71% 

5450 • Training and Dues 4,045.77 2,165.00 1,880.77 86.87% 

5461 • Authority Secretarial Services 2,360.00 1,680.00 680.00 40.48% 

5469 · Other Outside Services 3,078.66 2,971.65 107.01 3.6% 

5470 • Other Administrative 5,952.76 735.36 5,217.40 709.5% 

5480 • Utilities 27,116.93 24,855.03 2,261.90 9.1% 

5490 ·Water 1,036.85 768.86 267.99 34.86% 

5500 • Liability Insurance 42,214.64 38,930.90 3,283.74 8.44% 

5520 • Interest Expense 4,013.33 2,554.93 1,458.40 57.08% 

Total 5400 ·ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 187,642.49 140,630.50 47,011.99 33.43% 

5700 • PARK MAINTENANCE 

5710 ·Water 59,924.19 37,001.09 22,923.10 61.95% 

5720 • Heating Fuel 9,960.79 17,566.42 -7,605.63 -43.3% 

5730 • Grounds Maintenance 24,684.76 16,325.47 8,359.29 51.2% 

5740 ·Tree Maintenance 0.00 1,918.06 -1,918.06 -100.0% 

5750 • Agriculture and Chemicals 

5751 • Agriculture&Chemicals-Purchase· 87,906.76 62,418.17 25,488.59 40.84% 

5752 • Agriculture/Chemicals Utilized -31,045.88 -20,914.87 -10,131.01 -48.44% 

Total 5750 • Agriculture and Chemicals 56,860.88 41,503.30 15,357.58 37.0% 

5760 • Irrigation Maintenance 6,823.32 6,911.53 -88.21 -1.28% 

5770 • Consumable Tools 1,704.60 2,702.83 -998.23 -36.93% 

5780 • Tee and Green Supplies 4,540.28 4,754.58 -214.30 -4.51% 

5790 • Other Supplies 318.60 0.00 318.60 100.0% 

5795 • Janitorial Supplies 1,405.92 1,701.20 -295.28 -17.36% 

5800 • Equipment Maintenance 32,742.99 27,071.81 5,671.18 20.95% 

581 0 • Equipment Rental 188.12 390.00 -201.88 -51.76% 

5820 • Building Maintenance 24,244.02 12,724.42 11,519.60 90.53% 

5~40 • Small Equipment 287.42 227.93 59.49 26.1% 

5860 • Gasoline/Diesel Fuel 11,038.39 13,766.21 -2,727.82 -19.82% 

5880 · Employee work clothes 88.50 0.00 88.50 100.0% 

Total 5700 • PARK MAINTENANCE 234,812.78 184,564.85 50,247.93 27.23% 

6000 • CART EXPENSE 

601 0 • Cart Lease Expense 36,027.73 36,509.25 -481.52 -1.32% 

6020 • Electricity 9,225.99 6,893.32 2,332.67 33.84% 

6030 • Maintenance 7,242.19 4,051.99 3,190.20 78.73% 
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10:02AM 
05/18/16 
Accrual Basis 

OAK HILLS PARK AUTHORITY. 

P&L .. Current YTD Vs. Prior YTD 
July 2015 through April2016 

Ju1'15 -Apr 16Jul'14 -Apr 15 $Change %Change 

6050 · Cart Insurance 

Total 6000 · CART EXPENSE 

Total Expense 

Net Ordinary Income 

Other Income/Expense 

Other Expense 

8000 • Depreciation/Amortization 

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 

4,000.00 

56,495.91 

1,145,584.76 

63,570.43 

179,573.00 

53,361.11 

54,325.82 

0.00 

1,780.46 

1,867.22 

-43,481.65 

247,425.96 

-247,425.96 

-183,855.53 

4,000.00 0.00 0.0% 

51,454.56 5,041.35 9.8% 

981,985.36 163,599.40 16.66% 

113,682.14 -50,111.71 -44.08% 

190,484.60 -10,911.60 -5.73% 

51,694.50 1,666.61 3.22% 

134,705.96 -80,380.14 -59.67% 

33,333.30 -33,333.30 -100.0% 

13,843.10 -12,062.64 -87.14% 

13,843.10 -11,975.88 -86.51% 

0.00 -43,481.65 -100.0% 

437,904.56 -190,478.60 -43.5% 

-437,904.56 190,478.60 43.5% 

-324,222.42 140,366.89 43.29% 
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Oak Hills Park Authority 
2015 Actual vs. Budget 

Apr Act Apr Bud Var YTDAct ~ Var$ Var% 

REVENUE 

4000 · REVENUES 
4001 · Golf Revenue 

4010 · Golf Fees $82,495 $76,935 7.2% $705,576 $683,858 $21,718 3.2% 

4020 · 1.0. Cards $24,970 $58,320 -57.2% $106,332 $138,703 -$32,371 -23.3% 

4030 ·Tournament Fees $0 $2,031 -100.0% $60,351 $70,120 -$9,769 -13.9% 

4050 ·Cart Revenue $21,924 $19,297 13.6% $231,882 $206,366 $25,516 12.4% 

4060 ·Golf Revenue- Gift Certlf. $634 $657 -3.5% $14,947 $15,396 -$449 -2.9% 

4001 · Golf Revenue - Other -$2,781 -$2,012 38.2% -$16,386 -$10,372 -$6,014 58.0% 

Total4001 • Golf Revenue $127,242 $155,227 ·18.0% $1,102,702 $1,104,071 -$1,369 ·0.1% 

4100 ·Tennis Revenue $0 $0 #DIV/0! $24,000 $24,000 $0 0.0% 

4200 · Rental Income $1,350 $1,000 35.0% $13,108 $10,000 $3,108 31.1% 

4300 · Investment Income $265 $5 5287.9% $685 $69 $617 898.5% 

4400 · Misc. Income $2 $0 #DIV/0! $8,660 $0 $8,660 #DIV/0! 

4600 · Restaurant Income $6,000 $6,000 0.0% $60,000 $60,000 $0 0.0% 

Total Other Revenue $7,617 $7,005 8.7% $106.454 $94,069 $12,385 13.2% 

TOTAL REVENUE $134,859 $162,232 -16.9% $1,209,155 $1,198,139 $11,016 0.9% 

EXPENSE 

5000 · PERSONNEL EXPENSE 
5010 · Management Salary $12,190 $11,484 -6.2% $121,832 $114,837 -$6,996 -6.1% 

S030 ·Operations $12,994 $8,564 -51.7% $99,099 $83,759 -$15,340 -18.3% 

5040 ·Operations orr $45 $0 #DIV/0! $299 $0 -$299 #OIV/0! 

5050 · Course Personnel $24,189 $24,698 2.1% $239,372 $246,978 $7,606 3.1% 

5060 · Course Personnel orr $176 $243 27.3% $1,345 $2,764 $1,419 51.3% 

5070 · Seasonal Personnel $10,735 $7,462 -43.9% $78,683 $51,102 -$27,580 -54.0% 

5080 · Seasonal Personnel orr $161 $21 -667.2% $1,397 $458 -$939 -204.9% 

Total 5000 · PERSONNEL EXPENSE $60,491 $52,471 -15.3% $542,027 $499,898 -$42,129 -8.4% 

5200 · EMPLOYEE BENEFITS 
5210 · Payroll Taxes $4,885 $3,438 -42.1% $47,559 $43,918 -$3,641 -8.3% 

5230 ·State Unemployment $4,797 $1,645 -191.6% $21,643 $16,284 -$5,359 -32.9% 

5250 ·Health Insurance $3,045 $4,274 28.8% $39,044 $42,743 $3,700 8.7% 

5260 · Workmans Compensation $924 $1,195 22.7% $12,078 $11,946 -$132 -1.1% 

5270 · Retirement Plans $404 $209 -93.4% $4,282 $2,705 -$1,578 -58.3% 

Total5200 · EMPLOYEE BENEFITS $14,053 $10,761 -30.6% $124,606 $117,596 -$7,010 -6.0% 

5400 ·ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 

5420 · Telephone $91 $510 82.2% $4,385 $5,103 $719 14.1% 
5430 · Professional Fees $2,375 $2,436 2.5% $47,776 $24,786 -$22,989 -92.7% 

5440 · Office Expense $1,775 $2,216 19.9% $14,340 $13,996 -$344 -2.5% 
5441· Bank Charges $23 $38 38.8% $429 $1,157 $728 63.0% 
5442 · Credit Card Fees $1,116 $521 -114.4% $21,042 $15,858 -$5,184 -32.7% 
5445 · Postage $165 $5 -3348.0% $194 $63 -$130 -206.1% 
5450 ·Training and Dues $0 #DIV/0! $4,046 $2,237 -$1,808 -80.8% 
5460 • Outside Services $0 #DIV/0! $0 $3,468 $3,468 100.0% 
5461· Authority Secretarial Services $310 $340 8.8% $2,360 $1,785 -$575 -32.2% 

5469 · Other Outside Services $118 $299 60.7% $3,079 $3,523 $444 12.6% 
5470 ·Other Admin/Mktng $1,214 $1,639 25.9% $15,612 $16,387 $774 4.7% 
5480 · Utilities $2,001 $1,930 -3.7% $27,117 $25,432 -$1,685 -6.6% 
5490·Water $0 $61 100.0% $1,037 $721 -$316 -43.8% 

Total5400 · ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES $9,186 $9,994 8.1% $141,415 $114,517 ·$26,897 -23.5% 

5500 · DEBT SERVICE AND INSURANCE 



r --------

Oak Hills Park Authority 

2015 Actual vs. Budget 

Apr Act Apr Bud Var YTDAct !!.!U!!!!! Var$ Var% 

5500 · liability Insurance $3,832 $3,870 1.0% $42,215 $38,929 -$3,286 -8.4% 

5510 ·Security $0 $0 #DIV/0! $0 $0 $0 #DIV/0! 

5520 · Interest $528 $655 19.5% $4,013 $6,553 $2,539 38.8% 

Total 5500 ·DEBT SERVICE AND INSURANCE $4,360 $4,525 3.7% $46,228 $45,481 -$747 -1.6% 

5700 · PARK MAINTENANCE 

5710·Water $788 $0 #DIV/0! $59,924 $33,196 -$26,728 -80.5% 

5720 · Heating Fuel $1,093 $932. -17.2% $9,961 $22,268 $12,308 55.3% 

5730 ·Grounds Maintenance $296 $2,794 89.4% $24,685 $22,767 -$1,918 -8.4% 

5740 ·Tree Maintenance $0 #DIV/0! $0 $2,975 $2,975 100.0% 

5751 · Agriculture&Chemicals-Purch $4,236 $11,484 63.1% $87,907 $58,233 -$29,673 -51.0% 

5752 · Agriculture/Chemicals Utilized $8,498 -$7,290 216.6% -$31,046 -$772 $30,274 -3922.6% 

5760 ·Irrigation Maintenance $2,454 $817 -200.5% $6,823 $6,049 -$774 -12.8% 

5770 · Consumable Tools $280 $396 29.3% $1,705 $1,578 -$126 -8.0% 

5780 ·Tee and Green Supplies $0 $0 #DIV/0! $4,859 $2,244 -$2,615 -116.5% 

5795 ·Janitorial Supplies $0 $1,004 100.0% $1,406 $3,169 $1,763 55.6% 

Total5700 · PARK MAINTENANCE $17,645 $10,136 -74.1% $166,223. $151,709 ·$14,515 -9.6% 

5800 ·PARK EQUIPMENT 

5800 · Equipment Maintenance $2,050 $3,517 41.7% $32,897 $29,314 -$3,583 -12.2% 

5810 · Equipment Rental $0 $141 100.0% $34 $141 $107 75.9% 

5820 · Building Maintenance $2,317 $519 -346.7% $24,244 $14,956 -$9,288 -62.1% 

5840 ·Small Equipment $0 $0 #DIV/0! $287 $530 $243 45.8% 

5860 · Gasoline/Diesel Fuel $0 $1,710 100.0% $11,038 $15,535 $4,497 28.9% 

5880 · Employee work clothes $89 $0 #DIV/0! $89 $0 -$89 #DIV/0! 

Total 5800 · PARK EQUIPMENT $4,455 $5,886 24.3% $68,589 $60,476 -$8,113 -13.4% 

6000 ·CART EXPENSE 

6010 · Cart lease Expense $7,997 $7,917 -1.0% $36,028 $36,144 $116 0.3% 

6020 · Electricity $580 $645 10.1% $9,226 $8,492 -$734 -8.6% 

6030 · Maintenance $2,287 $28 -8062.8% $7,242 $1,567 -$5,675 -362.2% 

6050 · Cart Insurance $400 $400 0.0% $4,000 $4,000 $0 0.0% 

6060 · Misc. Cart Expense $0 $0 #DIV/01 $0 $0 $0 #DIV/01 

Total 6000 · CART EXPENSE $11,264 $8,990 -25.3% $56A96 $50,203 -$6,293 -12.5% 

7001 · Uncategorized Expenses 

TOTAL OPERATIONAL EXPENSE $121,454 $102,764 -18.2% $1,145,585 $1,039,880 -$105,705 -10.2% 

TOTAL OPERATIONAL NET INCOME $13,405 $59,468 -77.5% $63,570 $158,260 -$94,689 -59.8% 

Restructured Debt $4,762 $13,471 64.6% $54,326 $134,706 $80,380 59.7% 
Capital Funding $150k $175 $1,384 87.4% $1,780 $13,843 $12,063 87.1% 
$150K Operating Debt $194 $1,384 86.0% $1,867 $13,843 $11,976 86.5% 

Escrow Funding #DIV/0! $0 #DIV/01 
Commercial Debt Service $7,865 $5,503 -42.9% $35,134 $55,028 $19,894 36.2% 

Loan Repayment $12,995 $21,742 40.2% $93,108 $217,421 $124,314 57.2% 

1§1 INCOME BEFORE CAPITAL EXPENSEf $410 $37,726 -98.9% ·$29,537 -$59,161 $29,624 50.1% 

8000 · OTHER EXPENSE 

8000 ·Depreciation/Amortization 

8000 · Depreciation/Amortization Non Cash 

8001 · Capital projects $4,167 100.0% $53,361 $41,667 -$11,694 -28.1% 
Contingency 

Total8000 · OTHER EXPENSE $0 $4,167 100.0% $53,361 $41,667 -$11,694 -28.1% 

NET INCOME $410 $33,559 -98.8% -$82,898 -$100,828 $17,930 17.8% 




