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Part 1: Introduction

Purpose of the Review
This quantitative and qualitative review studied the Norwalk school district special education
programs and services, in order to provide the Board of Education and Norwalk school personnel
with information for planning now and in the future. Evaluative questions from the Norwalk
request for proposal (RFP) were categorized into six areas for review:

1. Organizational Structure
2.  Processes
3. Communication
4. Compliance
5. Impact on Student learning
6. Cost Effectiveness/Efficiency

Review Process
This study answers six evaluative questions through an analysis of multiple data sources. Data
was gathered over a 5 month period from student files; focus interviews with staff, parents, and
outside agencies; state, district, and DRG information; classroom and school observations and
visitations; and a parent survey. Data collection and review began in July 2008 and the final
report was submitted to the Board of Education on November 21, 2008. The in-depth student
review, focus group interviews, and observation/visitation schedules are detailed in Appendix A
through C. Appendix D provides special education student CMT and CAPT data.  Appendix E
provides samples of the surveys sent to parents and Appendix F provides additional reference
materials. Appendix G provides the most current Norwalk Annual Performance Report 2006-7
from the state and Appendix H provides 2008 Special Education Staffing by Building.

The superintendent, assistant superintendent, director of pupil personnel, assistant director of
pupil personnel, technology director, business director and human resources director, assisted
with this review and we would like to thank them for their time and support throughout the
process. The cooperation from pupil services secretarial staff was particularly helpful in
gathering the large amount of data required for a thorough review. Thank you to the Norwalk
staff and parents at Norwalk schools who provided their time and valuable feedback. We would
also like to thank the outside agencies and programs that provided us with useful information.
Genuine concern and caring was apparent throughout the review.

Evaluative Methodology
This qualitative and quantitative study collected and analyzed a variety of data in order to answer
the evaluative questions. To ensure accuracy of results evaluative questions were answered by
comparing data from the four data categories below.
1. Documents and Reports

· Relevant information from the State Department of Education and Norwalk BOE,
including monitoring reports and the district’s Annual Performance Report (APR)

· Current results and trend data for students with disabilities on statewide and district-
wide assessments, including efforts to increase performance outcomes

· Pupil services staff caseloads and schedules, staffing patterns
· Early intervention and identification process guidelines and referrals
· Professional development activities for staff
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· Examination of funding sources, expenditures, and other resources to determine if
such allocation can be done more effectively and efficiently

· Other data as needed

2. Student Review
· A random sample of 63 of the special education student records representing a variety

of disability categories, placement, and service options were reviewed utilizing a
protocol that evaluates adherence to legal requirements adapted from the Connecticut
protocol and the extent to which students derive educational benefit from the IEP
services adapted from the California protocol (Appendix C).

· Twenty students from the student review sample were selected and the CREC
evaluation team conducted an in-depth review of their programs and services through
observations of the students in their educational programs and through focus
interviews with staff and parents (Appendix C).

3. CREC project team members observed special education students in a variety of
educational settings in each of the 19 district schools and utilized an adapted observation
protocol developed by the state to assess the positive learning environment (Appendix B).

4.  Individual and Group Focus Interviews and Parent Survey
· A total of 339 staff, parents and other agency staff were interviewed during the course

of this review. Some staff and parents were interviewed more than once if they had a
student who also was chosen for an in-depth review or if there was additional
information the project team required. The following groups were solicited for
individual and group interviews.

· Administration: 36 (26 building and 10 central office)
· The Board of Education: 8
· Teachers and other instructional staff: 135 (77 special education teachers and 58

general education teachers)
· Related service staff: 36
· Paraprofessionals: 3
· Special education office staff: 5
· Outside agencies, early childhood, youth services, and SDE:16
· All parents of special education students were sent a survey and invited to parent

group interview sessions: 100 parents attended the interview sessions and 160
completed and returned surveys (Appendix E).



Norwalk Special Education Review  Page 3

Evaluative Questions and Data Matrix

Table 1
Data Source

Evaluative Questions Student
Review

Focus
Interview

Documents
Reports

Observations
Visitations

To what extent are the organizational
structures effective and efficient is meeting
special education student needs? X X X X

To what extent are the Norwalk special
education processes effective and efficient?

X X X X
To what extent is the communication with
stakeholders effective in meeting special
education student needs? X X X X

To what extent is Norwalk meeting and/or
exceeding state federal and local guidelines
for educating special education students? X X X X

To what extent does Norwalk positively
impact the learning of special education
students? X X X X

To what extent are resources allocated
effectively to meet the needs of Norwalk
students requiring special education services?

X X X X
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Instruments and Sample

The following table of instruments and sample sizes describes the nature and extent of each data
collection activity

Table 2
Instrument for Data Collection Sample Size

Focus Group Interviews A total of 339 people were interviewed. This
number includes 100 parents, 26 building
administrators, 10 central office administrators,
58 general education teachers, and 77 special
education teacher interviews and 36 related
services staff, 3 paraprofessionals, and 16 staff
from outside agencies and businesses, 8 board of
education members (Appendix A).

Observations All 19 schools were visited and observations of
services and programs for special education
students were conducted (Appendix B).

File review and In-depth Student
Review

63 files representing different disability
categories and different service options and
locations were reviewed. 20 students were
selected for an in-depth review which included
parent and staff interview and student observation
in their educational program. In-depth reviews
were conducted in each of the district’s 19
schools (Appendix C).

District, State, and ERG Data
District and special education profiles 2002-2007,
comparative data from DRG and neighboring
districts, suspension and expulsion rate 2005-7,
Norwalk enrollment 9/07 from IEP Direct, 2004-
2007 students placed out of district, CMT and
CAPT scores for 2006-8 (Appendix D) , budget
and IDEA grant expenditures, survey 2008
conducted with DRG re staffing patterns

Parent Survey
1,800 surveys were sent to parents of special
education students. 160 were completed and
returned in the self addressed stamped envelop
(Appendix E).
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Part 2: Main Findings

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE
To what extent are the organizational structures effective and efficient is meeting special
education student needs?

Administrative Changes and Responsibilities
Central Office has been reorganized over the past months with changes in both positions and
personnel. Norwalk’s most current organizational chart has not been updated to include these
changes. The assistant superintendent and chief operating officer both resigned and over the
summer new personnel were put into these positions. Superintendent Corda directly supervises the
assistant superintendent and interim chief operating officer.  The director of elementary and
director of secondary positions have been reconfigured into one position of director of
administration. Currently that position is filled by an interim person, while Norwalk advertises for
the position. At a Board of Education meeting the end of October the board indicated that the
hiring of a permanent person in this position would be “on hold” until the end of the year. The
assistant superintendent, Tony Daddona, directly supervises the interim director of administration,
director of technology, director of pupil personnel, and instructional specialists. The director of
administration supervises the elementary, middle, and high school principals. Due to resignations
and retirements, the school year began with approximately four building administrator vacancies
and one central office supervisor of special education vacancy.  Currently, all but two positions
have been filled and those two have interim administrators in the positions.

The director of pupil personnel supervises an assistant director, three special education supervisors
(one newly hired this year), and the health services coordinator. An intervention/inclusion
specialist who coaches and provides support to high school staff in successfully maintaining
special education students in the general education environment is supervised by the assistant
director. Two special education department chair people in the high schools are supervised by the
building principal. The current director of pupil personnel is in her second year in this position in
Norwalk. Prior to her arrival, the district had an interim director for two years. It is highly unusual
for a district to have an interim person in such a key position for two years. The human resource
director indicated that the lengthy interim term was because there was a very small applicant pool
(this position is a shortage area across the state) and lengthy interview process for administrators
narrowed the applicant pool further.  Administrative applicants are interviewed by three or four
committees and then must be interviewed by the board. The length of time for this process can be
1-2 months if everyone agrees with the hiring of the candidate. If the applicant is not approved by
any one of the committees, then human resources has to re-advertise and the process could take an
extraordinary amount of time, especially with shortage area positions such as director of pupil
personnel.

Data from focus interviews file reviews, and district documents indicate that the reorganization
and the changes in central office and building administrators has effected the continuity and
quality of services to students with disabilities over the past years. Staff stated:  “Each time a
new administrator is hired, the processes and priorities change and there have been so many of
them that I am not sure what I am supposed to be doing”.

Special education is a very complicated, with significant financial and educational consequences
if the legal requirements are not followed consistently throughout the district. Changes in
administrators at the central office and the building level can put the special education programs,
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services, and budget at risk. To reduce this risk, other districts often establish regular
administrator meetings with central office and building level administrators, and they foster and
value collaboration between the administrators. Clear procedures, training on the procedures, and
consistent monitoring, assist a district to provide structure and support to new administrators and
help to retain experienced administrators. Many of these practices are not in place in Norwalk.

Special Education Goals, Staff Goals, and Professional Development
This year Norwalk has required all staff to attend specific training on data driven decision
making and effective teaching strategies. It is encouraging that there is a district-wide initiative
to improve student achievement, and that all staff will have similar training. Currently, there is
no strategic plan that clarifies vision, priorities, and activities for special education in Norwalk
and subsequently no professional development plan. This lack of a plan causes staff and parents
to wonder what the priorities are for programs and services for students with disabilities, and
causes problems in communication and resource allocation.

Special Education Responsibilities
Job Descriptions
A review of the job descriptions for director of pupil personnel, assistant director and special
education supervisors revealed that each of these positions had a title that was different than the
job description. For example, director of pupil personnel is titled director of special education
and related services in the job description. Assistant director of pupil personnel is titled
supervisor of special education and related services in the job description and special education
supervisors are titled administrator of special education and related services. In the case of the
director, the job description has not been revised since 1993, the assistant was revised in 2002,
and the supervisors in 2005. All three special education administrator job descriptions had
outdated information and the responsibilities between the three positions were unclear. The job
descriptions for principals has one sentence on their responsibility regarding special education,
“Directs the in-school Planning and Placement Team; participates in the selection, supervision
and evaluation of staff; assures that meetings are held and records maintained in conformance
with the Pupil Personnel Department”. The date of 1989 is indicated on these descriptions. It is
unclear if they have been revised since that date. Special education has changed dramatically
over the past years and so we found all job descriptions lacking.

Central Office Special Education Responsibilities
The director of pupil personnel has the responsibility for proper implementation of section 504 of
the Rehabilitation Act in Norwalk with regard to students, while there is a 504 coordinator  that
handles the employee issues. Central office and building staff indicated confusion as to which
person does what. Typically, because this law speaks to anti-discrimination and access to all
services, it is considered the responsibility of general education. Most districts use the building
administrator as the first level of supervision and then the building administrator’s supervisor in
central office, such as the assistant superintendent or director of administration, who assume
overall responsibility, not the director of pupil personnel.

The number of due process hearings and mediations has increased recently, resulting in much of
the director’s time spent on these activities. Additionally, there have been two state
investigations that affect the special education department. These investigations have also taken
a significant amount of the director’s time. If the level of litigation activity continues, it will
affect the director’s ability to lead some of the corrective and proactive activities that we are
recommending in this report.
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The responsibilities of special education administrators and office staff have changed as new
administrators have come into the district. The assignments of special education supervisors and
assistant director for 2008 are described below. In reviewing these assignments and speaking
with staff concern was raised that the current assignments require the supervisor to be spread
across too many schools and too many levels. In turn, this affects the central office secretaries
who must not only support the individual supervisors, but also support district-wide projects such
as Medicaid, out of district placements, and state data. Office staff indicate confusion about
whom they should speak to about what. The current special education administrative
assignments are as follows:
· Assistant director: BMHS, Tracey, Side by Side, Roton, Rowayton, ACE, CALI, School

Social Workers
· Special education coordinator: Pre-K, Fox Run, Brookside, Kendall, Jefferson, St. Vincent,

Out of district
· Special education coordinator: West Rocks MS, Ponus MS, Silvermine, Columbus,

Marvin, Speech and Language Pathologists, High Road, Out of District
· Special education coordinator: NHS, NHMS, Cranbury, Briggs, Wolfpit, All Saints, ARC

Staff interviews and observations indicate that the current assignment of duties for both special
education administrators and the special education office staff is not as effective as it could be.
The way the offices are organized and the actual location and set up of the space for these staff
does not provide for optimal efficiency.

Building Level Special Education Responsibilities
Building level administrators view their role with special education differently depending upon
the building. Some administrators meet regularly with special education staff, regularly attend
IEP meetings, and create innovative programs for students with disabilities in order to keep them
successfully in their school. Other building administrators do not perform these functions or
perform them in a cursory manner, resulting in students with disabilities not receiving the same
quality of services. There is not a strong district-wide philosophy with accompanying procedures
and accountability that ensures all special education students in the district will receive quality
programs and services. Rather, it appears to be at the discretion of the administrator and school
staff.

Districts that provide effective services to their special education students demonstrate a good
balance between the responsibilities and authority of central office (centralized) and the schools
(decentralized) in the administration and monitoring of special education services. The
decentralized functions allow for increased responsiveness, greater flexibility, increased
innovation, and improved motivation stemming from local building autonomy. Centralization
allows for increased ability to ensure consistent and predictable performance, economy of scale,
creation of a common data base which enables comparisons between schools, students,
programs, and enhanced coordination of activities across schools. An efficient special education
central office performs and is supported in the performance of five primary functions described
below.

1) Strategic function to set direction
i) Integrate district vision and set goals, establish priorities, enable district to respond  to

changing circumstances, operationalize and monitor district goals and communicate
progress to staff and parents
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2) Supervisory function to exercise oversight
i) Assess quality of program through frequent observations, staff supervision and hiring

activities, IEP reviews, review of reports, and collection and analysis of achievement
and behavioral data.

3) Support function to provide operational, technical, and resource support to schools
i) Share knowledge of new laws and best practices, and develop and monitor procedures

to ensure proper implementation and working with building administration to
communicate information to staff and parents.

4) Coordination function to maximize efficiency and cost effectiveness
i) Fair distribution of resources, the reallocation of resources, and the development and

monitoring of a responsible budget.
5) Quality assurance function to promote best practice

i) Assessment of district trends and needs, and development of new programs to meet
current and future needs.

Data from interviews, file reviews, and district documents indicate that historically, Norwalk’s
special education central office activities have primarily fallen into the coordination and support
function areas. Limited time has been spent on strategic, supervisory, and quality assurance
functions. Past history, changes in leadership, and difficulty finding additional time to perform
the other functions contribute to the more limited role. This was reinforced by building
administrators who indicated that they primarily use central office special education staff to help
with problems and to obtain resources.

Special Education Accountability
Central office and building staff share accountability of special education students in some areas,
such as program quality, but do not appear to always share the authority. Out of district
placements, paraprofessional and staff costs tend to be the responsibility of central office,
although decision-making authority on these issues is not always theirs and on occasions the
board, superintendent, or building principal make the decision instead. For example a recent
mediation was held because the parent did not believe that their child was receiving the services
promised on the IEP. The building administrator supported an instructional schedule for this
student that did not meet the IEP recommendations, even after the supervisor indicated that it
was in violation of the IEP. The final outcome was that the district had to compensate for this in
the mediation agreement. The development of budget is one where the special education director
is responsible, but we found through focus interviews that the budget will be changed without
consulting the director. Again, the accountability sits with both building and central office
administrators, but the line of authority and decision making power seems to favor the building
administrator. Overall, the data indicate that the director of pupil personnel and the special
education administrative staff do not have direct authority over many functions that they are
responsible for, e.g. budget, compliance, legal issues. One staff member stated that s/he has to
work harder to get respect in the schools because of the lack of authority and respect that s/he
receives from central office.

Inconsistencies of Practice
Quality special education programs and services are dependent on clear and consistent lines of
authority and decision-making that support procedures necessary for compliance with state and
federal laws. In Norwalk the lines of authority and decision-making are not clearly nor
consistently applied.  This has resulted in a confusing system of decision-making that appears
random. In every focus group when we asked how special education decisions get made, the
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response was, “It depends on the school or the person”.  This inconsistency of practice is
especially difficult on the staff and parents who must work with more than one school. The time
and effort that it takes to understand the different ways of doing things creates frustration. One
staff stated, “I spend more time trying to negotiate the different school systems than I do working
with students”. Another staff stated, “It is very frustrating when a school is not using the district-
wide process and we have to explain to the parent why the process is so completely different
from one school to the next. A parent indicated “I start over every time my child attends a new
school because everything is different”.

All focus groups indicated that if someone did not agree with the decision of the person who had
decision-making authority they would “skip over” that person and go to someone else who
would most likely overrule the original decision. For example, allocation and reallocation of staff
is an area where administrators will go to other administrators and even to the Board of
Education if they do not agree with the decision of the original decision-maker.  The practice of
shopping for a different decision is long standing, not specific to special education, and practiced
by parents, building administrators, and central office staff. While getting the individual what
they want, the practice leads to lack of collaboration and communication and feelings of
resentment in those involved and those that observe what they deem to be special treatment.
Focus group members explained that there are times when this practice gets them what they
want, but, overall they are frustrated with the way decisions are made, believing most decisions
to be arbitrary, capricious, and based on who you know, not what is best for the district or the
students in the district. A teacher stated, “I have no idea why the decisions at one school are so
different than the decisions at another school, we get asked it all the time by parents and
advocates and it is frustrating.”

There is no department that is more adversely effected by this culture and practice than special
education, where the rules, procedures, and decision-making requirements must be done
consistently throughout the district if Norwalk is to abide by legal requirements and ensure
educational benefit to students with disabilities. Review results show that the lack of consistent
practice and appropriate use of lines of authority are responsible for problems with compliance,
communication, resource allocation, and impact on special education student learning. Until
there is consistent adherence to lines of authority and better collaboration and support between
and among central office, the Board of Education, the union, and  the schools, the
recommendations in this report have little chance of success.

Administrative Meetings
Past and current practice for administrative meetings is as follows: the principals meet monthly,
by level with their central office supervisor. The director of pupil personnel is invited to attend, if
there is an agenda item pertaining to special education and pupil services. Since these meetings
contribute to the collaboration of special education administrators and other administrators in the
district, it is advisable to include them as standing members of the administrative team. The
cabinet, comprised of HR director, chief financial officer, assistant superintendent, and director
of pupil personnel, has not met this year. The superintendent indicated that the changes in
administrative staff have made it difficult to meet this year. The middle management staff, such
as instructional specialists and supervisors of special education do not meet together, although
the assistant superintendent indicated that he wanted to begin this practice. The special education
supervisors meet with the director weekly.
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Special Education Teacher
The Norwalk special education teacher perform duties typical to other districts including
attendance at IEP and other meetings, development and implementation of IEPs, direct
instruction, collaboration with other staff, parent communication, and paraprofessional oversight
and training. Each school is different and it is difficult to say that every special education teacher
is doing each of these tasks. Student evaluation of was one area where some practices occur that
are not typical. As special education teachers’ caseloads increase, their role in the assessment and
evaluation of academic and other skills has decreased. In some instances, the school psychologist
does all or most the testing for eligibility. This practice is not “best” practice and, additionally, it
is in violation of the need for multidisciplinary evaluations required by the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). We will provide some further information and
recommendation on this situation in the Compliance Section of the report.

Another responsibility that special education teachers in Norwalk perform that is typically not
performed in other districts is the maintenance and housing of the students’ confidential files.
Central office maintains only the out of district confidential files and all other files are kept in the
schools, within the special education classroom. File monitoring and maintenance of these files
are the responsibility of the special education teacher.  Data from focus interviews and
observations indicate that teachers and paraprofessionals spend time putting the files in order and
maintaining them, at the expense of direct service to students. One teacher stated “I spend my
time copying IEPs and organizing the confidential files when I should be working with students,
it is frustrating”. The use of special education teachers and paraprofessionals to maintain
confidential files is an inefficient use of valuable resources that could be used more effectively
with students.

To what extent are the organizational structures effective and efficient is meeting special
education student needs?

There have been numerous administrative changes in general and special education that,
combined with a long and cumbersome hiring practice for administrators, has resulted in
inconsistent leadership. The job descriptions for all pupil personnel administrators and for
building principals are “outdated” and do not accurately reflect the current special education job
responsibilities. There is not a strong philosophical statement with accompanying procedures that
reinforces that the importance that students with disabilities receive quality programs and
services. Therefore, implementation of quality special education programs and services appears
to be defined and implemented differently in each school. Historically, Norwalk operates in a
decentralized organizational structure in both general and special education. Schools primarily
operate independently of the central office and the lines of authority between and among schools,
central office, and board of education are unclear. Data indicate that the decentralized structure is
causing inconsistencies in compliance, programs, services, resource distribution, processes, and
possibly inequities for special education students. The director of pupil personnel and the
administrative staff do not consistently have direct authority over what they are responsible for,
e.g. budget, compliance, legal issues. Data from interviews, file reviews, and district documents
indicate that historically, Norwalk’s special education central office activities have primarily
fallen into the coordination and support function areas. Limited time has been spent on strategic,
supervisory, and quality assurance functions. Special education administrator assignments to
schools and programs do not promote consistency across levels and efficient use of time and
expertise. Special education teacher responsibilities for confidential file maintenance are not an
effective or efficient use of their time.
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SPECIAL EDUCATION PROCESSES
To what extent are the Norwalk special education processes effective and efficient?

The procedure manual for special education is outdated and not regularly used.  The director has
begun to gather additional information to update the manual and a consultant was recently hired
to assist the department in the development of the new manual.  Overall, each school appears to
have their own way of implementing the special education regulations. In any organization there
are some processes that must be consistently applied throughout the system and other processes
that individual units in the organization can create or modify to meet their needs. Because we
found the inconsistencies of processes in special education so prevalent in Norwalk, we have
reviewed five processes that must be consistently practiced across the district: 1) early
intervention, 2) identification for special education eligibility, 3) procurement and/or reallocation
of anticipated and/or unexpected resources (budget process), 4) IEP development and monitoring
process and continuum of services, and 5) staff hiring, assignment, staff development, and
evaluation process. We provide additional information on each of these areas below.

1) Early Intervention
All schools indicated that they use some form of early intervention process. Some schools call it
a Student Response Team (SRT) process and others call it a Response to Intervention (RTI)
process. All schools describe a team of people that meet to review students that are struggling
and most schools use the district SRT forms. Data from interviews, file reviews, in-depth
reviews, and SRT referrals indicate that each school has different ways to look at student needs,
different interventions, timeframes for interventions, and different levels of success. In the file
reviews we discovered that there were some schools that provide timely and effective general
education interventions, while other schools were more inclined to provide limited general
education interventions and instead, identify the student as in need of special education and
provide services through the special education staff. In some schools, staff reported that a
required minimum number of SRT meetings were needed prior to consideration for special
education, sometimes inappropriately delaying evaluation. It is unclear if there is a central
administrator who is responsible for the early intervention process across the district.

We were pleased to see the adoption of Response to Intervention (RTI) model in some of the
schools. The schools that have adopted the model such as Rowayton, Ponus Ridge (6th grade
team model), Marvin, and Nathan Hale indicate that the results for students who are struggling
have been good. Currently, there is no district-wide vision or plan for the implementation of RTI.
Since a RTI or Scientifically Based Research Intervention (SBRI) process is required by the
State Department of Education to be part of an effective evaluation for determining a learning
disability by June 2009. Across numerous focus interview groups concern was expressed that the
district did not have a plan to address the RTI requirement and that it would leave them in a
situation where unknowingly they would be “doing something wrong”. A related services staff
stated, “We need training to learn the skills necessary to be effective members of RTI/processing
disorder identification teams”.

2) Identification of Students for Special Education Eligibility
File reviews and in-depth reviews, as well as interviews with staff and parents indicate that the
process for identification of students across the district is inconsistent, resulting in similar
students with similar profiles being identified in one school and not in another.  Data also
indicate that students with similar profiles are placed in different disability categories depending
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on the school. As one teacher stated, when asked how well the state and federal eligibility criteria
are applied, “It is like tossing a coin in the air”. Another staff indicated that “It depends on how
good a report you get from the school psychologist, whether the identification is correct”. File
reviews indicate that students who were identified as disabled did not always have the necessary
forms (multidisciplinary reports, etc.) in the file. Additionally, the criteria for “significant effect
on educational performance” was not consistently met. Interviews with staff found that most
staff agreed that identification consistency and accuracy were significant problems in and among
the schools. Many staff felt that they were unprepared to evaluate some of the students because
of lack of up to date testing materials, and/or insufficient knowledge and training in some
disabilities and use of assessment tools. The data revealed that some evaluations were only
completed by one person, because the others were busy.  Even when the evaluations were
completed as a team, many teams did not meet to discuss findings and arrive at a consensus
regarding recommendations. Some schools and their administrators make it a point to help staff
arrange the time, while others don’t.

Last, there is limited time for staff to meet district-wide to discuss evaluation procedures and
processes. This is a result of a union contract that allows for only two 1-hour departmental
meetings a semester outside of school hours (voluntary meetings, according to the union, are not
allowed) and limited funds to pay staff to come outside of school hours, and the necessity to
serve students during school hours. Staff indicate that some department meetings last year and
this year were cancelled by central office administrators and not rescheduled while others were
cancelled and rescheduled. Currently, the ability for evaluation teams to meet to discuss
individual students is a function of the individual school and the staff involved. The district does
not provide experts such as psychiatrists, neuropsychologists, or clinical psychologists to come
into the district to work with the assessment team in the evaluation of specific problematic
student cases.

3) Procurement or reallocation of anticipated or unexpected resources
Inconsistencies on allocation and reallocation of staff, use of paraprofessionals, and purchasing
of materials were found across the district. There was no procedure in place to determine
anticipated special education expenses using guidelines for allocation of staff and materials.
Several psychologists reported they often have to purchase their own test and protocol materials
or have to copy copyrighted forms.  This should be part of the annual budget process where
criteria is applied to anticipated student needs and determinations for the next year’s budget
allocations are based on the criteria. There is also no clear process or guidelines for determining
unanticipated expenses. Currently, principals indicate that if they need resources they will go to
the special education supervisor. The lack of clear guidelines and processes has caused
significant discontent in the district. Staff indicate that resource decisions are based more on
“whim” than criteria. There is some resentment among staff if one staff member or school gets
something and another doesn’t. An administrator indicated “It depends on who your supervisor
is and how much influence they have at central office whether a school gets the resources they
need.” Parents indicated that if they want resources for their child they have to get an advocate or
threaten an attorney. One parent stated “I know that if my child were in any other school, they
would provide the necessary textbooks”.

4) Individual Education Program (IEP) development and implementation
Perhaps the most striking inconsistency among schools is the way the IEPs are developed,
written, and implemented. File reviews, in-depth reviews, and focus interviews all revealed
differences from school to school. Case managers indicated that they are unclear at times how to
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complete the IEP, and depending on which administrator they ask, the response differs.
Currently, IEPs are monitored by the schools unless there is a problem. File reviews revealed
that a student with similar needs could get significantly different levels of service depending on
the. We reviewed two student files with similar profiles who attended different schools.  One
student received 20 hours a week more service than the other student. No guidelines are currently
used to determine amount of service or service delivery model in the schools. There are some
schools that do not provide any co-teaching and others that use co-teaching model as their
primary service delivery model. The process for writing and monitoring the IEP rests, for the
most part, on the special education teacher or case manager. Regular monitoring of the IEPs by
administrators is only done when there is an issue or problem. Special education supervisors
provide training to building staff on proper completion of the IEP, but the training varies
depending upon the supervisor.

5) Staff Hiring, Assignment and Evaluation
Related Services Staff Assignment and Supervision
Currently, there is confusion regarding whether central office or the building administrator is
responsible for social worker, psychologist, and speech and language pathologist staff
evaluations. In past years, central office conducted related services evaluations and the building
administrators conducted the special education teacher and paraprofessional evaluation. In
September, special education central office requested through HR that related service evaluations
be done by the building administrator. This has met with some concern from the building
administrators and, as of the writing of this report, there is no decision made on this matter. The
uncertainty regarding who will be evaluating has lead to staff concerns. The current distribution
of evaluation responsibilities has caused concerns with related services staff, that a person might
have one special education supervisor who evaluates them and a different one or two who
support the school or schools where they may be working.

Special Education Teachers
The building administrators supervise and evaluate the special education teachers and
paraprofessionals in their schools. Typically, the special education supervisor is not involved in
this process unless there is a problem. Since good “specialized” instruction is the foundation for
a strong special education program, it is surprising that the supervisors are not more involved
with the evaluation and supervision process of the special education teachers.

Staff that are “Hard to Find”
The hiring of “hard to find” staff such as special education administrators, speech and language
pathologists, and special education teachers is always difficult for districts. This year Norwalk
was unable to find the necessary speech and language pathologists to fill vacancies, some of
which were known about as early as January 2008. As a result, the Special Education and Human
Resource departments are meeting with area colleges to develop collaborative partnership that
will help Norwalk fill current and future vacancies. Staff indicated frustration regarding the lack
of qualified speech and language pathologists. One staff stated “The district should hire its new
SLPs in the spring when the candidate pool is at its max with recent graduates who are certified
or meet requirements for certification, as opposed to August or September when there are fewer
prime candidates from which to choose”. Another staff stated “Human Resources and Special
Education administrators need to work more closely together rather than blame it on each
other”. Staff indicated that they were “pulled” from their original schedule to “fill in” for speech
and language vacancies, causing difficulty for them to cover their already high caseload.
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Outside Consultants
Use of outside consultants has been a concern this year given that one outside organization that
has done work for Norwalk over the past few years did not accurately represent its credentials to
the district. Concern has been raised from parents regarding the quality of services provided to
the autism program. This is being investigated further by Norwalk senior leadership and the state
attorney general. At the writing of this report the investigation is still in progress and no findings
have been announced. The HR director indicated that the process for hiring outside consultants is
the same as for hiring other staff and they are vetted by Human Resources and the Special
Education departments.

To what extent are the Norwalk special education processes effective and efficient?

The special education procedures manual is out-of-date and not used regularly throughout the
district. The Norwalk special education administrator, with consultant support, has begun the
process of revising the manual.  There are inconsistencies in processes across the schools for
early intervention, identification, procurement and reallocation of resources, IEP development
and implementation, and staff hiring, evaluation, and supervision. The process for identification
for eligibility is inconsistent across the district, resulting in students with similar profiles being
identified in one school and not in another. A variety of staff indicate that schools do not have
most recent testing instruments and staff have not had necessary training to conduct some of the
newer assessments.  There is little time for the evaluation team to meet to discuss results,
therefore evaluations for eligibility are not always done by a team. The union contract and
budget constraints are barriers to holding staff meetings and providing sufficient professional
development. Service delivery models vary across schools with some schools doing co-teaching
and others not. Evaluation of related services staff is unclear. There is not a district plan to
implement a Response to Intervention model (a general education initiative) for struggling
students. This will be necessary if the district is to implement new regulations for the
identification of students with learning disabilities required by the state as of July 1, 2009. The
inability to find speech and language therapists has negative impact upon the services provided
by the speech and language pathologists who have to “fill in” for the vacant position.

COMMUNICATION
To what extent is the communication with stakeholders effective in meeting special education
student needs?

Problems in communication were found across all data sources. Some problems stem from the
lack of clarity and consistency regarding lines of authority. Communication also breaks down
when procedures and processes are not clear, known, and understood by all. Lack of a special
education strategic plan also leads to communication problems with staff and parents who are
unclear about the direction and priority for the district. Processes seem to “bog down” and people
become frustrated with lack of progress, leading to a break down in communication. Staff
indicated that lack of communication prevents consistency and parents indicated that
communication with staff breaks down when the processes, such as identification for eligibility,
are not consistently followed in a timely fashion.

The changes in roles and responsibilities and in leadership have also caused a problem with
communication. Norwalk has had a number of new central office and building level
administrative and special education staff and this can effect communication.
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Communication with Outside Agencies
Agencies outside of the school indicate they are told that some district personnel are too busy to
talk with them. They report that their calls, emails, and student referrals go unanswered. They
report that timelines for assistance to struggling students are long and uncertain. An early
childhood provider stated “When children have already been identified and receive Birth to 3
services then getting services to help them goes smoother, if we send in the referral it gets lost or
the special education supervisor is too busy to talk to us”. Another early childhood service
provider stated “The services that the district provides are too little, too late. It took one and a
half months to change indirect occupational therapy to direct occupational therapy”. Overall,
the early childhood service providers were frustrated with the lack of responsiveness and limited
services from the Norwalk special education department. One person stated “The Norwalk
special education department should demonstrate a level of respect for us by returning our calls
and emails”.

Recently, an agency was writing a grant to support Norwalk elementary children with behavior
difficulties. They required information from the district to write the grant, but when they went to
their contact person from the district they were told by the district contact person that the director
of pupil personnel had the information they needed, but was too busy and they should seek the
information through the schools. When they went to the schools and asked to meet with social
workers to get data, the building administrator told them that if they wanted to meet with the
social worker, they would have to ask permission from the director of pupil personnel.

Communication within and among Board of Education and Central Office
Communication within central office and with the Board of Education is problematic, as
discussed in the Organizational Structure and Processes sections of this report. Groups reported
that there was a lack of trust among and between groups and persons. This communication
problem causes a lack of clarity and direction that effects the communication across all groups,
parents, schools, outside agencies, and staff. Staff view Central Office administration as not
working well together.

Communication and the Special Education Department
The Special Education department has undergone numerous changes over the past years and has
definitely been effected by the other communication problems in central office. There is
confusion among staff on what their expected role is and how it should be done. There will need
to be a concentrated effort to redefine department priorities, staff responsibilities, and to
communicate that clearly and regularly to staff and parents. Morale in the office is low with staff
feeling that the office is not functioning efficiently. This was brought to the director’s attention
and she has begun to take some steps to improve communication and efficiency of the office.
The office arrangement is not conducive to good communication and collaboration and we
recommend that the special education office environment be reconfigured to allow for better
efficiency and greater collaboration.

Communication with special education administrators and school staff varies depending on the
school and the special education supervisor. Monthly meetings are held with staff in the school
and the supervisor. Overall, when the communication breaks down, it does not appear to be
because of an unwillingness to work together, but more a function of time constraints. Although,
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there are times that we discussed in the Organizational Structure section where there is a
purposeful “jumping over” the special education supervisor if the person disagrees with a
decision. Communication with the director of pupil personnel was indicated by staff to be
lacking. Staff indicated that they rarely saw her and that they did not believe that she was aware
of what they did. Staff indicated that they perceived her to make decisions without knowing the
programs or staff involved. The director indicated that most of her time has been spent reacting
to problematic situations, such as due process and mediations, as well as staffing issues. As a
result of a discussion held as part of this review, the director has scheduled some school
visitations within the next month to become more familiar with the special education programs,
services, and staff in the district.  Because of two new investigations by the state attorney
general, these visits had to be cancelled.

The Special Education department meets regularly with the union representatives. Although
there is communication, we see a lack of collaboration. It is disappointing to see that parties have
not sought out a “middle ground”, given that the lack of movement on this will hurt the students
and staff in Norwalk.

Throughout the numerous sources of information collected, too often there was a common theme
of distrust, blame assigned to others, and defensiveness of one’s own position or actions. On
more than one occasion individuals were reluctant to voice an opinion, based on a concern about
retaliation. This way of behaving was evident within and between all groups: Board of
Education, administration, the union, teachers and related staff and parents. It was apparent that
this behavior in individuals and groups represents a long-standing “culture” of the district.
Unfortunately, when a negative culture like this exists for an extended time, it erodes the
organization and interferes with the ability of the organization to work together for the benefit of
the students.

Communication within and among the Schools
Overall, especially in the elementary and middle schools, staff indicate that they are
communicating well with each other. Many schools have established times for Student Response
Team meetings, IEP meetings, grade level and special education staff meetings. Some schools
provide time for collaboration and planning in the teachers’ schedule, while others do not. In
schools such as Nathan Hale, we observed good team work between the general education
teacher and the special education teacher. The special education teacher is on the same schedule
as the grade level team to which she is assigned and they meet weekly to look at data on student
progress.  Staff appear to be moving toward increased collaboration around data driven decision
making.

Communication among the schools is problematic and manifests itself through differences in
processes, organizational structures, service delivery, amount and type of services. The result is
that some students are provided different and better services and programs than others depending
upon where they go to school. Another result is that the transitions from school to school do not
go as smoothly as they should for both students and their parents when the schools are
functioning so differently. Table 8 displays the differences in educational benefit and compliance
from school to school. The differences between schools are significant and disturbing. The lack
of continuity and consistency was discussed by parents and staff as a primary reason for some of
their frustration. One parent stated “I know that if my child went to a different school they would
receive more and better services”.  A teacher stated “I have worked in three different schools
and it is like starting over every time, trying to figure out how that school does special
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education”.
Communication with Parents and Special Education Department
The communication with parents of special education students in Norwalk has numerous levels:
communication with staff, with the school, and with central office staff. Currently the
communication between central office and parents is strained. Overall, parents view central
office as providing limited communication, citing a website that is sparse in information as an
example. They indicate that they have lost confidence in the department because of hiring
practices for outside consultants. There is a parent group called Norwalk Seeks that provides
information to parents of special education students through emails and meeting forums. At the
group’s request, the director of pupil services and staff presented information about special
education services in Norwalk last month to parents.  The central office special education offices
and space is not welcoming to visitors. There are no signs indicating where the special education
office is located and once a person finds the right floor, there is no way to know which way to go
from there. Once a person finds the proper office space, they have to wander around to find
someone who can direct them to the right person. This is poor customer service and reflects an
attitude of “not caring”. Additionally, the office cubicles are open at the top and anyone walking
by could hear confidential information about a student. Currently, the special education office
space is inappropriate; it is disrespectful of visitors, parents, and the staff that must work there
and should be one of the first things that is changed as a result of this report.

When parents of special education students were asked if Norwalk provided them with
opportunities for training and if they attended those trainings, 36 responses fell into the “agree
category, 88 were within the “disagree category”, with 69 indicating “strongly disagree”. Parents
indicated through survey responses and focus interviews that they would appreciate more
opportunities to learn about what they can do to support their child. The special education
department has offered some informational meetings for parents on topics such as autism and
transition. “Norwalk Seeks” has requested the department to provide parent and staff training
through sources such as the Connecticut Parent Advocacy Center (CPAC), Connecticut’s
federally designated parent training and information center.  Growing frustrated with lack of
response, they have begun their own series of parent training.  Though acknowledging that
nothing had been done for the past year, at the writing of this report, the director has indicated
that they have begun setting up a series of parent sessions.

Communication with Parents and the Schools
Parents indicated in focus interviews that the communication with school staff regarding their
child is not as good as they would like. Some described the communication as primarily “driven”
by the parent. In focus interviews with staff we found that most staff indicated that it was
important to communicate with parents and they thought that communication was effective.
When asked how they knew that the communication with parents was effective, and viewed by
parents as satisfactory, staff stated “We have had no complaints” or “The parents seem to call us
or we call them when there is a problem”. In focus interviews, special education teachers
reported that they had contacted parents this year. In one school, Nathan Hale, staff indicated that
they survey all the parents annually and they knew that the communication was good because
survey results were positive. No other schools indicated that they used data from feedback forms
or other means to determine effectiveness of communication and parent satisfaction with
communication.

In-depth student reviews included a question to staff on communication. We asked if they had
communicated with the parent of the in-depth student this year and if so, what was the
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communication about? In the majority of the cases, neither the case manager nor regular
education teacher had communicated with the parent. School had been in session for 3 to 6
weeks at the time of the in-depth interview. Overall, the parents of students who had more
significant disabilities did receive regular communication from the case manager. Although all
school indicated a strong belief that communication was important, none seemed to have specific
procedures that would encourage staff to communicate at times other than the parent teacher
meetings and the quarterly reports.

The parents provided valuable feedback through surveys and focus group discussion regarding
their participation in the development and implementation of their child’s program. One parent
whose child recently transitioned to Norwalk as a preschooler stated “I had to push to have my
voice heard as a parent. My son is non-verbal and is not ready for pre-school yet the school has
recommended 27 hours per week in pre-K. He needs intensive verbal and speech and he won't
get it in this scenario. It took 3 PPTs to determine services then I had to ask for the minutes -
took over a month. I am a working parent but was often given only 1-2 days notice of a PPT
date. I think the school district is well intentioned but their staff cannot handle the burden of
special needs kids”.

When parents were asked if they were included in the development and implementation of their
child’s program 416 responses were strongly agree, 200 responses were moderately agree, 81
responses were slightly agree. In the “disagree” category there were a total of 97 responses, 39
slightly disagreed, 20 moderately disagreed, and 38 responses strongly disagreed.

A breakdown by school regarding parent survey responses to parent satisfaction, parent
participation, and child’s skills is provided in the Impact on Learning section of this report. This
data should be helpful information for the individual schools.

To what extent is the communication with stakeholders effective in meeting special education
student needs?

Communication problems are a pervasive issue across the district. Several concerns that this
review found aligned with the Cambridge report conducted September 2007. Our findings
concur with the Cambridge report that the district needs to “improve communication with
schools, parents and the wider community” and “improve the district culture and climate which
is regarded by many people in schools, central office, and the community (including parents) as
lacking in openness and authenticity” (Cambridge, 9/17/07). It is particularly disturbing that we
observed the same problems in the district that Cambridge staff observed a year ago. The
problems in the special education area are symptomatic of a significant systemic communication
problem. Inappropriate lines of authority, administrative turnover and use of interim staff,
unclear or inconsistently implemented processes and procedures all contribute to problems in
communication.  The outside agencies (early childhood network and youth services) find the
process to get assistance frustrating and prolonged. The way the central offices are configured
and the “setup” of the space does not encourage visitors or collaboration between staff. The
director of pupil personnel needs to be more visible and demonstrate clear, consistent, and
supportive leadership. Poor communication between schools causes problems in smooth
transition of students from school to school. The relationship between parents and central office
is strained. There is no parent manual aligned with Norwalk processes.  Training or
informational sessions are limited, and the atmosphere is not conducive to good customer
service. There are differences in perceptions between parents of special education students and
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school personnel in terms of the quality of communication, with parents less satisfied than the
schools perceived them to be.  There are no standard expectations for communication with
parents of special education students.  Formal feedback from parents on their satisfaction with
programs, services and communication is very limited at the building and central office levels.

COMPLIANCE
To what extent is Norwalk meeting and/or exceeding state, federal, and local guidelines for
educating special education students?

Norwalk had two formal complaints filed with the Bureau of Special Education in 04-5, no
complaints in 05-6, four complaints in 06-7, and no complaints in 07-8.  In 2005-6 there were
three mediations and eight hearings requested; in 2006-7 four mediations and four hearings; and
in 2007-8 there were 14 mediations and 6 hearings. The state indicated that the increase in
mediations may be due in part to parties using mediation rather than going to a resolution
meeting. To date in 2008 there have been four mediations and no hearings. Issues that have been
brought to mediation include private school placement and non delivery of IEP services (Table 3).

Table 3
Complaints to the State and Requests for Due Process Hearings and Mediations

Year Complaints Mediations Hearings
04-05 2 0
05-06 0 3 8
06-07 4 4 4
07-08 0 14 6
08-09 0 4 Requests 3 Requests

Results from 63 file reviews, 20 in-depth student reviews, observations and state, district reports,
focus interviews with staff and parents, and parent survey were analyzed for commonalities. Areas
of concern regarding compliance include: 1) suspensions 2) special education identification, 3)
Individual Education Planning and Implementation, 4) confidential records.  There were issues
regarding educational benefit that we will discuss further in the Impact on Learning section of this
report.

The most current Annual Performance Report (2006-7) from SDE (Appendix F) indicates the
following areas where Norwalk met the state target: increase graduation rate, participation rate
on CMT and CAPT, placement and time with nondisabled peers, eliminate disproportionate
representation, determine eligibility timelines, transition IEPS by age 3, goals and transition
services, and general supervision. The area that the state found to be “making progress” include
CAPT math performance proficiency rate on CMT for reading and math. The CAPT for reading
did not meet target. Decrease 10+ days  out-of-school suspension and expulsion rate and
eliminate disproportionate representation by disability were two additional areas that did not
meet state target.

1) Suspensions
SDE report 2005-6 indicated that Norwalk must decrease 10 + days out of school suspension and
expulsion rate for students with disabilities from 3.5% to 1.0%. Norwalk was found to be out of
compliance. In 2006-7 the actual number of 10+ days increased to 4.15% (Table 4). The 2007-8
data will not be available until 2009. File review data indicated that limited information on
student behavior plans, functional behavior analysis and manifestation determination was found
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in the files, although students had indications in the file of significant behavior problems.
Table 4

Norwalk Suspension

Year
Unique student
suspension rate:

Special Education

Unique student
suspension rate:

General Education

Difference score
SPED-GENED

SPED > 10 days:
suspension rate

2005-6 15.53 7.97 7.56 3.5
2006-7 13.83 7.03 6.8 4.15

2) Special Education Identification
State focused monitoring put Norwalk on notice that there is a disproportionate identification of
black male students as emotionally disturbed (Table 5). Data from discussions with staff and
parents as well as review of student files would concur with the state’s report. In the file reviews
there were black male students who were identified as emotionally disturbed and there was very
little documentation regarding strategies attempted prior to identification. Overall, data from
focus interviews and file reviews indicated that the district was not consistently following the
criteria and processes for identifying students as requiring special education.

Table 5
Disability Counts and Percents by Race/Ethnicity 2006-7

Race ED LD ID SLI OHI Autism
#  % # %  #  % # % # % # %

White 19 28.8 162 34.1 13 27.1 99 31 72 52.6 27 49.1
Black or
African
American

38 57.6 192 40.4 15 31.3 113 35.4 38 27.7 13 23.6

Hispanic
or Latino
Cultures

8 12.1 120 25.3 18 37.5 100 31.3 27 19.7 11 20.0

Asian pr
Pacific
Islander

1 1.5 1 .02 2 4.2 7 2.2 0 0 4 7.3

District-
wide
prevalence

66 475 48 319 137 55

Bold indicates relative risk as determined by CT State Department of Education Special Education
Data Application and Collection (SEDAC)

Identification Timelines
SDE data indicate substantial compliance in 2006-7 with Norwalk’s determination of eligibility
in accordance with state established timelines (Table 6)

Table 6
Evaluation Timelines 06-07

# student evaluations eligible within  timelines 201
# students not eligible within timelines 78
Recodes 1
Consent received 280
Percent on time 100
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Special Education Prevalence Rate
The percent of Norwalk students identified as eligible for special education services has remained
in the mid 10% range over the past 6 years. The prevalence rate has been consistently lower than
the DRG percent in 2002-2005 and lower than the state percent for all 6 years (Table 7).

Table 7
Percent Identified Special Education Students 2002-7

02-3 03-4 04-5 05-6 06-7 07-8
Norwalk Rate 10.2 10.8 11.3 11.2 10.3 10.5
DRG Mean Rate 12.9 12.7 12.3 11.9 11.1 11.5
Statewide Rate 12.2 12.1 11.9 11.8 11.2 11.5

Norwalk’s prevalence by disability for 2006 and 2007 was consistent with the DRG and state
averages for all disability categories except learning disabilities where it was slightly higher for
both DRG and state in both years and for emotional disturbance where is was slightly lower than
both in each year. (Table 8

Table 8
Percent Identified by Disability 2006-8

LD SI ED ID OHI Other Autism
DRG (2006-7) 4.1 2.3 .9 .5 1.7 1.1 .5
State (2006-7) 4.0 2.3 1.0 .5 1.9 .7 .5
Norwalk 2006-7 4.3 2.6 .6 .4 1.2 .7 .5
Norwalk 2007-8 4.6 2.5 .4 .4 1.3 .8 .6
State 2007-8 4.0 2.4 1.0 .5 2.1 .9 .7
DRG 2007-8 4.1 2.4 .9 .5 1.8 .6 1.2

3) Individual Education Planning and Implementation
A random sample of 63 students with disabilities representing a variety of disability categories,
placement, and service options were reviewed utilizing protocol adapted from the Connecticut
SDE that evaluates adherence to legal requirements and protocol adapted from California SDE that
measures the extent to which students derived educational benefit from the IEP services. Files
were scored using an adapted version of the State form for compliance (Appendix C). Project team
scored yes or no if the student file had evidence of compliance in areas such as current and
complete IEP, parental notification within timelines, all required members present at IEP meeting,
and required evaluation timelines. Each student file received a score that represented the percent of
compliance indicators that were found in the file. Across the district, 75% of the elements
necessary for compliance were found in the files.  Areas that were problematic included required
staff representation at IEP meetings, limited or no recommendations for assistive technology,
insufficient data to identify student as in need of special education. The elementary files averaged
79% with a range from 50% to 100%. The range of compliance in the middle schools was from
30% to 100% with an average of 73%. In the three high schools the range was 36% to 95% with an
average of 67%. A breakdown of percent by school is provided in Table 12.  Because there are
such low numbers per school, it is hard to draw any conclusions for a school, but the information
does provide a district view and with additional data detailed in Table 12, the file review data
provides one additional piece of information for schools.
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Time with Non Disabled Peers
Norwalk made sufficient progress on efforts to educate students in the least restrictive
environment and in 2007-08 they were released from quarterly reporting to the state because they
had shown progress increasing regular education class placement and the mean time with
nondisabled peers (Table 9). As with other areas of compliance, Norwalk demonstrates
significant variance from school to school in educating students in least restrictive environments.
Some schools utilize numerous best practices for successful inclusion of students, such as team
collaboration time, data teams, and co-teaching. Other schools are not utilizing practices such as
co-teaching, which is surprising since this has been strongly recommended by the state and
outside consultants for the past 5-6 years.

Implementation of services on the IEP
In one in-depth review out of 20 we found services on IEP were not provided. Staff and parent
interviews indicated that due to staff shortages, schedule changes, or lack of monitoring services
on the IEP had not always been provided.

Confidential Records
Central office maintains the confidential files of the special education students who are attending
out of district programs. All other special education student confidential records are maintained
in the schools where the student attends and central office does not maintain a copy. Typically,
they are kept in the special education teacher’s classroom. Responsibility for file maintenance
resides with the special education teacher. This is a highly unusual practice that results in
inefficient and ineffective use of resources. Maintenance of the files also varied from school to
school, with some files in good order and well maintained, while other school file were out of
order and incomplete. In some schools, the files were locked and in other schools the files were
unlocked. Signature sheets that indicate access to records were in the files, but rarely were there
signatures on the form. During the summer, four schools underwent construction and or cleaning
and the files were not readily available. The Director and Assistant Director of Pupil Personnel
had to go to the various schools this summer to pick up the student files that were made available
by the school.

Roles and Responsibilities for Compliance
Monitoring for IEP compliance typically is the responsibility of the case manager. Central office
or building administrators review IEPs and special education staff report on students when there
are concerns. The Norwalk Public School District implemented IEPDirect, a web based special
education management software system, during the 2007-08 school year.  This system which
allows staff access to student records electronically from any location, contains all state approved
special education forms including the approved Individual Education Program and Meeting
Summary, required notices (e.g., PPT notices), and forms such those used by a Planning and
Placement Team to determine eligibility for specific disabilities.  IEPDirect also contains a data
base of standards based goals and objectives aligned with Connecticut standards and a program
for developing progress reports.  The system enables district personnel to customize documents
and forms to allow for additional options in the dropdown menus to suit the unique resources and
programs available in the school district. The web based system gives all staff working with a
student access to the records electronically which means multiple staff members working with a
student file can simultaneously input student performance data, create goals and objectives or
add recommend program modifications to the IEP.  The system also enables central office staff
to monitor the compliance with state mandated timelines for meeting and evaluations as well as
view any record in the district.
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Teachers, pupil service personnel, and central office supervisors were trained in the use of
IEPDirect prior to its implementation in September 2007.  Additional training was offered during
the year at the request of staff.  The expectation of the director and supervisors was to have all
IEPs completed in the district using the IEPDirect during the 2007-08 school year.

In Norwalk, the case manager, usually a special education teacher is responsible for developing
the IEP.  Using IEPDirect the case manager develops a draft document which is presented as the
proposed program at the PPT meeting.  Responsibility for taking the minutes of the meeting and
summarizing program recommendations varies by meeting.  Pupil services staff such as speech
therapists and social workers, are responsible for creating their goals and objectives for the IEP
as well as completing positions of the IEP (i.e., Present Levels of Performance) relevant to their
discipline using IEPDirect.  Following the PPT, the case manager completes the revisions to the
document based on the input of team members.  The responsibility of sending the completed IEP
to the parents within the required five day timeline rests with the case manager or staff at the
building level.

Before a document is complete, IEPDirect provides a two-step process to ensure all fields are
complete. The first step, ‘validate’, will identify any missing data or empty fields.  The case
managers can then go back and enter the data.  When everything is complete, the document is
‘finalized’.  Once a document has been finalized the case manager can no longer make changes
to the document.

Generally, authorization to ‘finalize’ a document is given to a supervisor to ensure a final review.
In Norwalk the supervisor or director attends many PPT meetings and in these cases they review
and ‘finalize’ the IEP to ensure it is complete and accurately reflects the decision of the meeting.
However, many case managers have also been given authorization to ‘finalize’ documents.  In
these cases, the IEP is sent to parents without a review by a supervisor to ensure it is complete
and accurate.

In all files reviewed by CREC, each IEP was developed using IEPDirect.  Upon further
examination, many IEPs were found to be incomplete due to either boxes not being filled in or to
narrative data not being recorded.  For example, on page 11 of some IEPs, the responsible staff
person was not identified for specific goals or goals are not assigned to staff.  Therefore,
additional professional development to reinforce the importance of using the ‘validate’ function
may be helpful to ensure all data fields are completed.

A review of the student files revealed inconsistent use of state forms such as the multi-
disciplinary report used to determine eligibility for learning disabilities.  It is not clear if staff
members are unaware of the use of these forms within IEPDirect or unsure of when to use these
forms during the eligibility process. The goals and objectives contained in the IEPs reviewed
reflected the use of the goal and objective data base within the IEPDirect system.  Evaluation
Procedures and Performance criteria were recorded on the goal pages of the IEP. Although
IEPDirect contains a progress report program, concerns have been raised by staff that the report
may be too cumbersome and lengthy.  Therefore, the director along will the supervisors will
need to make a decision about the use of this progress report option early in the school year.
Review of the IEPs and reports would suggest that they should be reviewed more frequently by
administrators to ensure accuracy, adherence to the legal requirements, and consistency within
the school and district.
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Building administrators attend due process hearings and mediations along with special education
administrators. This is an important process that will assist special education administrators and
building administrators in developing a shared understanding of the laws and their
interpretations.

To what extent is Norwalk meeting and/or exceeding state, federal, and local guidelines for
educating special education students?

According to the most recent state accountability report 2006-7 (Appendix F), Norwalk met the
state target in the following areas: increase graduation rate, participation rate on CMT and
CAPT, placement and time with non-disabled peers, eliminate disproportionate representation of
black males as emotionally disturbed, determine eligibility timelines, transition IEPS by age 3,
goals and transition services, and general supervision. The area that the state found to be
“making progress” include CAPT math performance proficiency rate on CMT for reading and
math. The CAPT for reading did not meet target. Also not met were targets to decrease the rate
of 10+ days out of school suspension and expulsion and to eliminate disproportionate
representation by disability. Specifically, the state has cited Norwalk for the over-identification
of black males as emotionally disturbed. Our data concurs with this concern regarding
disproportionate over-identification. This is significant given that the district has been targeting
funds and staff to address this concern since 2005-06. Our review found additional areas of
compliance concern include (1) suspensions, (2) IEP planning and implementation, (3)
identification procedures, and (4) confidential file maintenance.

The district does not have an effective monitoring process for IEPs. IEPDirect software is a good
system for IEP development, but it is not being used to effectively for improved compliance and
monitoring. Maintenance of student confidential files in the classroom creates problem of access
and confidentiality that violate confidentiality laws.

IMPACT ON STUDENT LEARNING
To what extent does Norwalk positively impact the learning of special education students?

Impact on student learning was examined using data from educational benefit review protocol
with 63 student files, IEPs, 20 in-depth student reviews, observation of classrooms, staff and
parent interviews, parent survey responses, and review of student standardized assessment data.

Standardized Test Results
CMT Scores
As part of the district’s school improvement plan the district has moved to institute and train all
staff on data driven decision making. There are district and school teams that review data to
determine instructional needs.  Presently, the school improvement plan looks at school and district
populations as a whole, not subgroups such as special education. 2008 CMT scores for Norwalk
special education students were analyzed by content area and grade, and compared to the state data
for special education students who scored at or above proficiency. In grade 3 Norwalk’s percent of
special education students at or above proficiency in reading, math, and writing was significantly
below the state percent. In the cases of reading and writing, Norwalk’s percentage is half or less
than the state percentage. Though the discrepancies between Norwalk’s percentage at proficient or
better compared to the state percentage was less dramatic in grades 4 through 8, all scores
remained below the state rate, some being less than half the state average (Table 9).
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Table 9
CMT 2008 Special Education

Mathematics Reading Writing

Total Mathematics Total Reading Total Writing

Group Year
Number
Tested

Average
Scale
Score

%
At/Above

Proficiency
Number
Tested

Average
Scale
Score

%
At/Above

Proficiency
Number
Tested

Average
Scale
Score

%
At/Above

Proficiency

Grade 3
State 2008 4290 206.3 48.1 4225 189.5 25.5 4145 205.9 43.1

Norwalk 2008 59 187.2 27.1 56 173.4 12.5 57 187.1 15.8
Grade 4

State 2008 4681 209.6 45.6 4637 198.0 25.7 4550 204.9 45.5
Norwalk 2008 84 198.8 35.7 83 185.6 14.5 83 194.9

Grade 5
State 2008 4757 210.3 44.9 4742 192.6 30.7 4721 210.2 49.3

Norwalk 2008 90 192.6 18.9 90 185.0 18.9 90 206.0 46.7
Grade 6

State 2008 4882 211.7 46.9 4859 207.4 36.3 4819 205.2 42.7
Norwalk 2008 103 202.1 37.9 103 198.7 27.2 103 196.5 29.1

Grade 7
State 2008 4812 208.9 41.3 4781 194.0 37.8 4761 202.0 37.0

Norwalk 2008 72 207.0 37.5 72 185.5 31.9 72 194.6 30.6
Grade 8

State 2008 4882 206.8 40.2 4857 203.4 34.6 4807 205.7 42.5

CMT scores were also analyzed for longitudinal information using the state vertical scale analysis.
This analysis allows for review of individual student scores over a 2-3 year period to assess growth
compared to state growth averages (Figures 1, 2, 3, 4). Of the 250 Norwalk special education
students in grades 3-5 who took the CMT scores for 2 or 3 years, the average growth point in
reading for Norwalk students was 63 compared to the state average growth point of 58. In
mathematic, the average Norwalk growth point was 58 and the state growth point average was 64.

Note: It is difficult without further information to determine why the scores in grades 3,
4, and 5 are significantly below the state average compared to scores in the upper grades.
One possible explanation might be lack of adequate interventions or remedial services in
the primary grades. Staff and parents report that it is difficult to get students identified
and that there are limited general education services for these students. This may be
symptomatic of a system that over-relies on special education as the prime mode of
intervention and support when students struggle with learning. Another possibility is that
the special education programs and services do not address the specific reading and math
needs in the lower grades.
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The vertical analysis also provides information on the rate of growth for each school, although
one should review this with caution since the number of special education students who have
longitudinal data in some of the schools is very small, i.e. under 20. Growth point averages by
school and by level are provided in Table 12and should be reviewed in conjunction with other
information regarding educational benefit that is represented in this table. Each school has the
capability to “drill down” into this data and look at individual student scores and their progress.
This activity would be very helpful to students and the staff. We have provided the vertical scale
analysis for each school in Appendix D.

Figure 1
Reading Average Vertical Scale Score Grades 3, 4, 5



Norwalk Special Education Review Page 27

Figure 2
Mathematics Average Vertical Scale Score Grades 3, 4, 5

Figure 3
Reading Average Vertical Scale Score Grades 6, 7, 8
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Figure 4
Mathematics Average Vertical Scale Score Grades 6, 7, 8

CAPT Scores
CAPT scores for special education students in 2008 were analyzed and compared to districts in
DRG H as well as to state scores (Table 9). Norwalk’s percent at/above proficient in math is
slightly lower than the state rate, but higher than the DRG districts. In science and writing the
Norwalk percent is lower than the state and one DRG district and higher than two other districts.
In reading Norwalk has a lower percent than the state and towns. Longitudinal scores were not
available because this test is only offered in grade 10. In focus interviews and observations and
file reviews we found that reading remediation was not offered regularly and this perhaps may
have an effect on the reading scores. As with any data, it will require further inquiry.

Table 9
2008 CAPT Comparative Data

District % tested Percent At/Above Proficient
Math Science Reading Writing

Norwalk 80.2 41.6 32.1 33.8 51.9
Stamford 79.8 39.2 44.3 44.2 54.5
Meriden 73.6 21.8 26.6 17.9 28.8
Danbury 73.4 27.7 30.6 37.5 34.7
State 80.5 43.5 47.1 47.3 53.8

Table 10 provides a comparison of students who scored at or above proficient on the 2008 CAPT
by school and compared to the average district and state rate. Norwalk High School and Briggs
have a lower percent at or above proficient than the district or the state in all areas.  Observations
and file reviews concur that lack of specialized instruction and effective teaching strategies,
along with poor learning environments, may be partially responsible.
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Table 10
2008 CAPT by school

Skills Checklist Scores
The IEP Team determines which students should take the CMT or CAPT, and which should take
the Skills Checklist. Students who have more significant cognitive disabilities take the Skills
Checklist. In 2008, 61 Norwalk special education students participated in the Skills Checklist.
Skills Checklist scores were reviewed and compared to state averages. The average of the access
skill scores for Norwalk was higher than the state average for all grades except grade 6.
Mathematic scores were higher in grades 5 and 7 than the state rate.  Grades 7 and 8 had higher
reading score averages than the state, while the other grades were lower. Communication scores
were lower in all areas than the state except grade 5. Overall, the scores were very close to the
state level, with the exception of reading where the difference between scores in grades 3-6 were
an average of 7 percentage points lower than the state (Table 11).

Mathematics Science
Reading Across the

Disciplines
Writing Across the

Disciplines

Group Year
Number
Tested

%
At/Above

Proficiency
#

Tested

%
At/Above

Proficiency
#

Tested

%
At/Above

Proficiency
Number
Tested

%
At/Above

Proficiency
State 2008 4168 43.5 4257 47.1 4207 47.3 4164 53.8

Norwalk 2008 77 41.6 84 32.1 77 33.8 77 51.9
Norwalk High School 2008 35 37.1 36 27.8 33 24.2 35 45.7
Brien McMahon HS 2008 35 48.6 36 41.7 36 47.2 35 65.7
Briggs High School 2008  1 12.5 1 12.5 1 12.5 1 12.5
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Table 11
Skills Checklist Summary Report, 2008

Access Skills Mathematics Reading Communication

Group Year
N

Tested

Average
Total
Score

N
Tested

Average
Total
Score

N
Tested

Average
Total
Score

N
Tested

Average
Total
Score

Grade 3
State 2008 484 74.0 484 52.0 484 32.7 484 21.1

Norwalk 2008 11 79.4 11 49.5 11 26.5 11 19.
Grade 4

State 2008 491 72.7 491 37.0 491 28.8 491 20.1
Norwalk 2008 12 74.9 12 22.8 12 19.3 12 16.2

Grade 5
State 2008 444 74.2 444 42.0 444 32.6 444 21.0

Norwalk 2008 9 83.8 9 42.8 9 30.9 9 25.8
Grade 6

State 2008 452 76.5 452 34.4 452 32.0 452 18.5
Norwalk 2008 11 68.9 11 26.5 11 22.3 11 11.5

Grade 7
State 2008 439 77.6 439 25.5 439 30.5 439 16.5

Norwalk 2008 9 83.9 9 28.9 9 32.6 9 15.8
Grade 8

State 2008 420 77.5 420 19.1 420 29.6 420 17.4
Norwalk 2008 9 87.6 9 17.9 9 39.1 9 16.1

Educational Benefit
As a part of the file review, the educational benefit (impact that the programs and services have
on student learning) to each student was assessed utilizing a protocol, developed by the state of
California, that looks at the relationships between the present performance, the needs identified,
goals and services established to support the needs, and the progress made in each need area are
examined to determine educational benefit. As part of the protocol, IEPs were reviewed to
determine if the IEPs were reasonably planned to result in educational benefit (e.g., were the
goals and services adjusted in response to the progress that was made by the student). Based on
file evidence, CREC reviewers scored a “yes” or “no” to 15 questions related to educational
benefit (Appendix C). Each student file received a score that represented the percent of
educational benefit indicators that were found in the file.

District-wide only 58% of the indicators of educational benefit were documented in the files. At
the elementary level the percent was 56%, at the middle schools 62%, and at the high schools
58%. Problems found with educational benefit included vaguely written statement of need, little
or no alignment of need to goals and services. Goals were not measurable and had little
indication of specialized instruction. Progress reports were incomplete and had little to no
evidence of mastery. IEP progress reports were frequently incomplete and when complete, they
assessed poorly constructed goals.  Measurement of objectives typically did not include
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curriculum based assessments. Most objectives had as evaluation criteria “task completion”.
Most progress ratings indicated satisfactory performance, few listed “mastery”, indicating that
either the objective was not written to be an annual objective or the child never mastered the
objectives from year to year.

Twenty students were reviewed in-depth by eight CREC project team members. Utilizing the in-
depth protocol (Appendix C) , they reviewed the student’s file review completed by CREC,
assessed the IEP, observed the student in a lesson(s), reviewed student data, and interviewed the
case manager and general education teacher, and the student’s parents. After analyzing the data,
they were asked to rate the effectiveness of the program and services on a scale of 1 to 4, with 4
indicating very effective (effective in all areas) and 1 indicating not effective. The mean score for
the 20 in-depth reviews was 2.8 (between slightly and moderately effective) and the range of
scores were from 2 to 4. When case managers and general education teachers were asked, how
effective were the services they provided the student, the scores ranged from 2 to 4, with case
managers typically scoring higher than the general education teacher. Parents scored between 2
and 4, with an average of 3.

Effective Learning Environment
Data was gathered on effective learning environment through observations of students with
disabilities in a variety of classrooms. CREC project team members utilized an adapted
observation protocol developed by the State Department of Education to assess effective learning
environment. The protocol assessed eight indicators: location in the classroom, quality of
instruction, engagement in activity, engagement on task, IEP goals and objectives and lesson
design, IEP supplementary aids and services, IEP specialized instruction, and paraprofessional
support. Overall, the average percent of indicators seen in the district schools was 78% and the
range was from 43% to 100%. The elementary average was 76.8%, middle school average was
78.5% and the high school average was 81.3%. These percentages are higher than the 58%
educational benefit scores derived from the file reviews. In general the CREC team found that
the IEPs did not accurately reflect the quality of service that was actually provided. This could
cause problems for the district when explaining or defending services using a poorly written IEP.

CREC project team members found the following practices were used by some, but not all
schools, to enhance educational benefit to the students:
· Principal created a schedule that allows for a block of time each day (intervention/

enrichment) for small group instruction where all students are regrouped for reading
· Good working relationship between principal, special education supervisor and special

education staff
· Use of district curriculum map for goal and objective development
· Building administrators take leadership roles
· Regularly scheduled day for PPTs
· Collaborative programs with local agencies (Briggs works with Norwalk Community

College and the Silvermine Arts Council)

The CREC team observed some activities that were ineffective in providing educational benefit:
· Paraprofessional providing too much assistance to a child in a regular class setting,

inhibiting social interactions with other students and development of independent skills
· Lack of effective teaching strategies in the general education classroom
· Amount of time staff spent on “high profile cases” taking away from other students on

their caseload
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· Lack of effective modifications and accommodations in general education class
· Lack of comprehensive reading assessments and programs
· Vague IEP goals, and inadequate progress monitoring
· Large student caseloads
· Lack of technology for students

The special education classroom at the high school level provided poor learning environments
with lack of space, windows instead of walls, and insufficient access to computers and printers.
File reviews indicate that assistive technology is not recommended when needed across all
levels.

Focus Interviews and Parent Survey
Parental Satisfaction
When parents were asked questions on a survey regarding their satisfaction with their child’s
program and progress, 80% of the responses were in the “agree” category, with 41% strongly in
agreement, 28% moderately in agreement, and 11% slightly in agreement. The remaining 20%
were in the “disagree” category with 6% slightly disagreeing, 6% moderately disagreeing, and
8% strongly disagreeing (Figure 5). A breakdown by school on the question of satisfaction with
child’s program is provided in Table 12.

Figure 5
Percent of Responses to Satisfaction with Child’s Program
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Transition from Birth-to-3 to Preschool
Concern from parents and outside agencies regarding the transition of children from their Birth-
to-3 provider to the Norwalk schools was indicated through focus interviews and parent survey
responses. Preschool agencies and businesses indicate that they do not receive timely responses
from the central office special education administrator in charge of preschool to their calls,
emails and referrals regarding preschool students that are struggling. They would like the
supervisor to attend their meetings and be more responsive to their requests. There is an early
childhood network which meets regularly and they suggested that this meeting would be an
appropriate venue for the special education supervisor to attend. When 39 parents of special
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education students responded to the survey question, “Are you satisfied with the school district’s
transition activities, that took place when your child left Birth to Three program?”  71% of the
responses were in the “agree” category, with 51% strongly agreed, 7% moderately agreed, 13%
slightly agreed. The remaining 29% were in the “disagree” category, with 3% slightly
disagreeing, 5% moderately disagreeing, and 21% strongly disagreeing (Figure 6). These
statistics indicate that 11 parents were not satisfied with the transition of their child to Norwalk.
It is unfortunate that the first experience for these parents with Norwalk public schools was not
positive.

Figure 6
Preschool Transition Parent Survey Percent Responses
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Transition Planning for Secondary Students
Data from the parent survey, focus interviews, observations, and file and in-depth reviews
indicate that Norwalk offers some transition planning activities for students in the high schools.
Challenges that face the implementation of transition activities include rotating schedules at two
of the high schools, vaguely constructed IEPs, lack of staff for implementation and job search,
and the lack of emphasis on work skills in the earlier grades. Of particular concern was the lack
of a comprehensive transition services for the students at Briggs. Currently, there is only one
special education teacher, there is no job coach and the transition coordinator is only available to
this school for a half a day a week. Perhaps if more transition planning were provided to students
earlier in their school career there would not be such a need for the alternative education program
at Briggs. Since the population there (general and special education students) are extremely in
need of these services, it is discouraging that the district has not addressed this need with the
necessary resources.

Data from IEPs and focus interviews indicated a positive and collaborative relationship with
Bureau of Rehabilitation Services (BRS). Transitions after graduation from Norwalk included
BRS services.

42 parents responded to the survey prompt I am satisfied with the way secondary transition
services were implemented for my child. 79% of the responses were in the “agree” category,
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with 43% strongly agreeing, 19% moderately agreed, and 17% slightly agreed. The remaining
21% were in the “disagree” category, with 5% slightly disagreeing, 2% moderately disagreeing,
and 14% strongly disagreeing (Figure 7).

Figure 7
Secondary Transition Parent Survey Percent Responses
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When parents were asked if they felt that their child was learning skills that would allow them to
be independent and go to secondary education or work they responded as follows: 37% of the
responses strongly agreed, 29% moderately disagreed, 12% slightly agreed. The remaining 22%
of responses were in the “disagree” category, with 5% slightly disagreeing, 7% moderately
disagreeing and 9% strongly disagreeing. Of the responses in the “disagree” category 6% were
from elementary parents, 4% from middle school parents and 6% from high school parents.
Since effective transition planning paired with services that result in positive post school
outcomes for students with disabilities are clear requirements of state and federal statutes, the
district needs to expand and improve its services and supports in this area.

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

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

2) All services provided a score of yes indicates that the services are the IEP were being
provided

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

The table also provides in column 4 the percent of Parent Survey Responses that were in the
“agree” category for the following topics: satisfaction with my child’s program, my participation
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with development and implementation of my child’s program, and my child’s participation in the
school. The last column on the right provides the CMT Special Education Vertical Scores 2006-
8 for Matched Cohort Growth Points and CAPT Scores at or above Proficiency for 2008.

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

Table 12
School Data and Educational Benefit

BOLD indicates did not meet level average in specified area.

School File Reviews In-depth and Classroom
Observations

Parent survey *
Percent positive responses

2008 CMT Vertical
growth points

(#file
reviews)

# file
reviews

% Ed
Benefit

%
Comply

**
Program
effective
 1-4

All
services
provided

Obs
%

 #
survey

%
Satisfied

Parent
Partic

Child
Partic

Reading Math

Elem. Avg. 56 79 2.8 76.8 79.5 87.4 76 63 58
Brookside 2 43 57 2 Yes 67 5 100 100 100 62 58
Columbus 1 80 83 3 Yes 67 5 42 100 20 46 38
Cranbury 2 85 77 3 Yes 63 9 75 94 73 61 46
Fox Run 5 60 89 3 Yes 88 5 79 67 89 76 59
Jefferson 2 17 77 2.5 Yes 67 0 No data 62 46
Kendall 2 37 77 2 Yes 75 3 78 81 80 74 75
Marvin 2 56 86 4 Yes 100 3 84 65 60 67 56
Naramake 2 52 83 3 Yes 86 1 100 100 100 52 61
Rowayton 2 61 79 4 Yes 86 8 81 88 77 71 73
Silvermine 2 83 76 2 Yes 43 4 36 67 50 84 53
Tracey 2 75 89 3.5 Yes 88 4 100 100 87 52 71
Wolfpit 3 34 67 2 No 92 3 100 100 100 62 60
MS average 62 73 2.75 78.5 88.7 87.7 81.6 36 46
NathanHale 3 51 77 4 Yes 100 2 100 85 100 44 48
PonusRidge 4 43 64 2 Yes 43 11 59 73 75 38 52
Roton 4 78 90 3 Yes 100 1 100 100 100 24 45
West Rocks 3 30 60 2 Yes 71 10 96 93 89 38 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 1 100 100 100 12.5 12.5
McMahon 10 63 83 2 Yes 83 7 59 84 50 47.2 48.6
Norwalk
HS

2 53 81 2.5 Yes 68 12 88 84 95 24.2 37.1

* 29 parent surveys were completed without the school name, 10 elementary, 10 middle school, and 9 high school
**Program effective rated by reviewer on a scale of 1 to 4.  1= not effective, 2=slightly effective (effective in some areas, but not
most) ,3 = moderately effective (effective in most areas), 4=very effective (effective in all areas).
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To what extent does Norwalk positively impact the learning of special education students?

The district has as its improvement plan, student achievement through data driven decision
making.  At this time the emphasis is on the whole school, not subgroups such as special
education.

CMT scores indicate that Norwalk special education students are below the state average in
math, reading and writing in all grades. The biggest gaps are in grade 5 for math, grades 3, 4 and
5 for reading and grade 3 for writing. The gap closes somewhat in middle school. Students are
demonstrating growth from year to year as evidenced in the vertical scale analysis and in many
cases are achieving faster growth that the state rate.  Scores on the Skills Checklist were within
the range of the state with the exception of reading in grades 3-6 where the scores were an
average of 7 points lower than the state.

Educational benefit (impact on student learning) is not documented well in the record/IEP.
Observations of students with disabilities in learning environments across the district scored
slightly to moderately effective. The IEP records did not adequately represent the educational
benefit that the CREC team observed in the in-depth review.

Eleven data sources, such as CMT growth points, parent survey results, file review and in-depth
reviews, were analyzed to provide trend data on educational benefit for each district school.
School scores in each of the 11 data sources were compared to average for the level (elementary,
middle, and high school). Rowayton was at or above the district elementary level average across
all data sources.  Tracey, Naramake, Roton, Nathan Hale, Marvin, and Fox Run had fewer than 3
areas that were at or above the average score. The remaining schools were below the average
score for their level in 3 or more of the data sources with Ponus Ridge and Silvermine the highest
at 7 each..

Parent survey results indicate that 80% of the responses were in the “agree” category, indicating
that they were satisfied with their child’s educational program and 71% of the responses were in
the “agree” category indicating satisfaction with their child’s transition from preschool, and 78%
of the responses were in the “agree” category that their child was learning the skills necessary for
life after high school.

Some special education self-contained classrooms in the high schools are not effective learning
environments due to insufficient technology (computers, printers, and software) and inadequate
space (classrooms with windows instead of walls).

Use of assistive technology in the district is very limited. In the file review there were numerous
IEPs where assistive technology should have been indicated, but it was not. This is in violation
of the IDEA regulations and impacts the educational benefit these students could be receiving
from the program.
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RESOURCE ALLOCATION
To what extent are resources allocated effectively to meet the needs of Norwalk students
requiring special education services?

Review of Budget and Use of Funds
Fiscal practices related to special education expenditures of the special education department and
the Norwalk Public Schools, including the use and management of federal funds, were
reviewed.  The following documentation/information were reviewed and considered in this
examination:

· Grant applications for federal IDEA funds, section 611 and section 619, submitted to the
State Department of Education (SDE) for grant periods beginning July 1 in the years
2005, 2006, 2007 and 2008

· Records of purchases and contracts charged to federal IDEA grant funds for the stated
years

· Records of staff paid out of federal IDEA grant funds for the stated years
· Interviews with staff from the special education department, business services, grants

management and fiscal services regarding general budgeting practices and use of funds
· Records related to the portion of IDEA federal grant funds (15%) directed by the SDE to

be used for early intervening services to address overrepresentation of minority students
in special education

· Interviews with SDE staff from the Bureau of Special Education and from the Bureau of
Grants Management

Federal IDEA grant funds
In each year, a significant portion of federal funds have been consistently used to pay for:

· Administrators/supervisors
· Teachers and related services staff
· Paraprofessional staff
· Benefits for grant supported staff (FICA, health insurance, etc.)
· Contracted services

Please see the tables below for a summary of IDEA 611 (ages 3-21) and 619 (preschool) budgets
for the most recent four years:

Table 13
IDEA 611

Codes Description 7/1/2005 7/1/2006 7/1/2007 7/1/2008

111A Administrator/Supervisory Salaries 55,000 160,000 177,000 177,000
111B Teachers 698,402 950,000 993,412 985,019
112A Education Aides 388,930 109,805 299,588 300,000
200 Personal Services - Employee Benefits 310,353 350,000 250,000 250,000
322 In Service 7064 10,000 0 0
323 Pupil Services 295,500 300,000 115,034 115,034
325 Parent Activities 1,000 0 0 0
611 Instructional Services 15,000 0 0 0
700 Property 15,000 0 0 0

Total 1,786,249 1,879,805 1,835,034 1,827,053
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Table 14
IDEA 619

Codes Description 7/1/2005 7/1/2006 7/1/2007 7/1/2008

111A Administrator/Supervisory Salaries 8,250 8,500 10,000 8,434
111B Teachers 74,721 75,000 74,311 75,910
321 Tutors 400 0 0 0
322 In Service 500 1,000 0 0
324 Field Trips 200 0 0 0
600 Supplies 630 201 0 0

Total 84,701 84,701 84,311 84,344

The following questions framed the review of the use of federal funds:
· Are the expenditures associated with each grant for each year consistent with the

prepared budget?
· Are the expenditures consistent with the intended use of federal IDEA funds?

To examine the expenditures for staff (administrators, teachers, related services staff and
paraprofessionals) for each of the four years, district reports of funded staff, including the
amount of funds allocated and the full time equivalency (FTE) of the staff were reviewed.  It is
noteworthy that the district had difficulty producing this information when requested, especially
for the years 2006-07 and 2007-08, and, ultimately, did not provide information regarding grant-
funded staff for 2007-08 for either grant (611 or 619).

The records that were provided and reviewed indicated that appropriate staff were funded and
that it appeared to be consistent with the general line items in the respective prepared budgets.
There is a concern, addressed below, regarding the FTE indicated in the grant budget pages.

To examine expenditures for purchased or contracted services, a listing of the purchased services
for each year was reviewed.  Purchased services from a variety of years were randomly selected.
Based on this selection:

· a sample of purchase orders supporting the services were examined; and
· selected student files were reviewed to verify that purchased services were consistent

with recommendations on students’ Individualized Education Programs (IEPs).

The review of contracted services indicated that services provided were consistent with services
provided for students eligible for special education services, as required by IDEA, and that, in
the selected cases, the services were consistent with those recommended on the students’ IEPs.

As with the supporting documentation for personnel funded with these grants funds, the
documentation for purchased or contracted services was not readily available.  After several
probes, the documentation was able to be produced.

Based on an examination of the information made available and within the scope of this review,
there were no instances where it appeared that funds were being used inappropriately.  However,
as noted above, appropriate and necessary documentation supporting the use of federal IDEA
funds was difficult to locate or absent in the case of staff for 2007-08.  Basic documentation
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should be readily available and kept with the file for the respective grant and year.  This
includes, but not limited to:

· roster of all grant funded staff, including name, assignment, FTE and amount of funds
(salary and fringe benefits, if appropriate);

· record of all grant funded contracted or purchased services, including the name of the
individual or agency, the service purchased, amount of service, purpose (i.e.,
professional development, technical assistance, IEP services, etc.), and cost; and

· similar documentation for any other grant funded activities.

Additional supporting documentation, such as purchase orders, payroll records, etc. should be
kept according to the grant and grant period, and readily accessible.

The current state of documentation leaves the district open to formal audit questions and possible
audit exceptions.  It is strongly recommended that the district consult with city auditors or
whatever agency is responsible for conducting the federal single audit for more specific
recommendations for the district regarding the records and documentation required to support the
use of federal funds.  District staff may also want to review the document produced by the Office
of Management and Budget, OMB Circular A87, which describes, in detail, requirements for the
use of federal funds.

Note:  Though this review only looked at IDEA funds, the district may want to examine
its practices for all of its federal funds.

A final comment regarding the budgeting and use of federal IDEA funds concerns the actual
budget preparation.  Looking at the four successive years of IDEA budgets all at once, it is clear
there was a lack of attention paid to the stated full time equivalency for staff.  For example, in
successive years for the line item for teachers, the stated FTE stayed the same while the amount
of funds changed.  This appears to be an administrative error in preparing the budgets vs. any
misuse of funds, but is an issue that needs correcting nonetheless.

Local Special Education funds

The local budgets for the current and past three fiscal years were examined as part of this
review.

Budget process:  The director described the budget preparation process as generally a zero-based
process, i.e. the budget is built based on the projected needs of the district.  The process to build
the special education budget begins in the fall of the previous year.

Budgeting for staff and their respective benefits is done through the district’s finance office and
is based upon the current level and types of staff.  The director is required to inform the
superintendent if there are changes in the staffing levels required or recommended.

Budget recommendations for other line items such as contracted services, supplies, texts, tuition,
transportation, etc.  are prepared and submitted by the director.  The director reported that
subsequent to this submission of budget items, the budget may be adjusted or reduced based on
the preparation of the total district budget.  Adjustments and reductions may take place without
any further input or consultation with the director or her central office staff.
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The budget:  The local budget (minus costs for building-based professional staff) has increased
modestly over the past four years, growing from approximately 6.86 million dollars in FY06 to
approximately 7.33 million dollars in FY09, a total four-year increase of 6.8%.  There have been
no years during that span where maintenance of fiscal effort, a requirement for the district to be
eligible for federal IDEA funds, has been an issue.   The percentage of the total district budget
devoted to special education has decreased slightly from FY06 to FY08 (most recent data
available), 19.3% to 18.8%.  Based on most recent data, the state average is 20.1% and the
average for the DRG is 20.2%.

The director reported that the tracking of budget encumbrances, expenses and balances is
handled by the district’s financial staff.

Line items:  There are a few line items of note in the local budget.

The director stated that supplies and test materials for itinerant staff were provided by central
office based on a line item for testing supplies.  However, this line item was ‘zero’ in FY06
through FY08.  In response to subsequent questions, the director explained that these materials
are provided out of a line item for general supplies.  In focused interviews, staff reported they
often had to purchase their own materials or copy materials, including test protocols.

At best, there is confusion and lack of clarity regarding the purchase of the above materials.  Or
worse, these necessary items are underfunded and there are potential copyright violation issues.

There are no identifiable funds in either the local or federal budgets to support parent training or
parent/community education.   To the extent that budgets are connected to and support policy
and practice, this would be a significant omission.  Focused interviews and responses on the
parent survey reinforced that parent education and training is lacking.  The director stated that
nothing has been done to date to address this issue during her tenure.

Two line items in the special education budget refer to tuition for regular education students.
One is described as ‘OOD Tuition-reg ed-other LEAs’ and the other as ‘OOD tuition-red ed-
private’.  For both lines, there are notes that state that the budgeted amounts are for ‘mandated
tuition for reg. ed. students…’.    The total amount of funds in these lines for FY08 equaled
$490,000.

It is unclear what these funds support, what requirement makes it a ‘mandated tuition’ or why
they would be placed in the special education budget if they are tuitions for regular education
students.  When asked for clarification, the director did not provide an adequate explanation.

Note:  Interviews revealed another instance where there was a question regarding the
placement of costs in the special education budget.  Follow up confirmed that a portion of
the salary for the president of the teachers’ union has been paid out of the local special
education budget.  The interim chief financial officer confirmed this had been the practice
and he was taking steps to appropriately re-assign the costs.

Other budget-related items:  The district participates in claiming reimbursement for eligible
school-based children’s health services (Medicaid).  The director reported that this generates
approximately $350,000 per year of revenue.  She is under the impression that these funds help
offset the district’s costs related to the provision of occupational and physical therapy services.
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The district expends over $600,000 annually for contracted occupational therapy (OT) and
physical therapy (PT) services.  There are a couple of noteworthy comments regarding these
services:

· The interim financial officer reported that prior to the current year, large payments
($125,000) would be made up front to the outside contractor, prior to services being
delivered.  He has changed that practice to a more appropriate and conventional monthly
billing.

· Given the quantity of contracted OT and PT services, the district should examine whether
it is financially and programmatically beneficial to hire its own OT and PT staff.

· To explore the above, one would need to know, on an annual basis, the total number of
hours of each of these services.  When asked about the number of hours of OT and PT,
the central office supervisor did not know the number.  When it was then suggested that
this information may be on a purchase order, the supervisor stated that she was unaware
if there was a purchase order.  This scenario raises several serious questions/concerns:

o The supervisor should know the hours or know where to readily find that
information.

o There is no apparent reason why there would not be a purchase order and a
contract for services of this magnitude.  If they are in place, the supervisor seemed
unaware.

o If a purchase order and contract are not in place, this represents a serious issue.

The portion of the district’s budget for special education has consistently been somewhat below
the average portions for the state and for Norwalk’s District Reference Group (Table 13).
However, in the process of this review, it was determined that there were some expenditures
inappropriately assigned to the special education budget. Therefore, the actual percentage of the
district’s expenditures for special education would be lower than Table 15 represents.

Table 15
Percent District Expenditures for Special Education

Year Norwalk % DRG % State
2003-4 18.7 19.5 19.9
2004-5 18.8 19.4 20.0
2005-6 19.3 ($28,460,217) 19.5 20.0
2006-7 19.7 ($30,007,798) 20.2 20.1
2007-8 18.8 ($29,988,881) Not available Not available
2008-9

Source: End of Year School Report (ED001) and http://www.csde.state.ct.us/public/dgm/grantreports1/SpTrExpSelect.aspx

More important than the comparative percentages is the issue that there have been staff and other
costs inappropriately assigned to the special education budget.  Better attention to the accurate
assignment of costs will result in a clearer picture of the real and relative costs for special
education.  The reviewers acknowledge that steps are being taken to correctly assign costs.

Finally, throughout this review process when budget and budget-related information and
documents were requested, there was often uncertainty where the information could be found
and who, in fact, was responsible for the information.  Reviewers were frequently redirected to
other staff and other departments.  Sometimes it was necessary to go back and forth several times
between staff and sections of the central office.  The lack of clarity did not appear to be just
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around who or what department had the information, but, more importantly, who was responsible
for the information and all that goes with that responsibility: budget development, management,
decisions, and accountability.  The district needs to establish clear areas and lines of
responsibility and authority.  In the experiences of the reviewers, it is generally more efficient
and effective to place responsibility and authority for special education expenditures in the hands
of the director who should also have responsibility and authority for special education program
decisions.  Accounting functions may appropriately rest with financial staff in the district.

Note:  The director reports that the district does not have additional grant funds other than IDEA
that support the programs and services for special education students.

Staff Allocation
A comparative analysis of Norwalk’s 2008 special education administrative staff and central
office support staff to towns from the Norwalk DRG and neighboring towns was completed by
contacting Director of Pupil Services in each district. Ratio of staff to 100 special education
students was computed and Norwalk’s ratio of 1 special education administrator to every 300
special education students is in the middle of the average range (340:1) of the districts surveyed.
The ratio of special education students to non certified leaders in Norwalk such as special
education department heads was higher (3,100 to 1) than all the districts in the comparative
sample. Norwalk’s ratio of special education office support staff was in the average range
compared to other districts in the sample.

Table 16
2008 Special Education Central Office Staff

District
#sped

student

FTE
cert.

admin
Ratio cert

admin
FTE non

cert leaders
Ratio non

certif. admin

FTE CO
sped office

staff

Ratio CO
sped office

staff
Norwalk 1,225 4.4 300:1 0.4 3100:1 3.8 300:1

A 950 1 1000:1 0 0 2.4 400:1
B 1,575 4 400:1 0.6 2600:1 2.6 600:1
C 750 3 300:1 0 0 4.6 200:1
D 1,400 5 300:1 0.6 2300:1 3.8 400:1
E 1,100 2.8 400:1 0 0 4.8 200:1
G 173 1 200:1 0.2 900:1 2 100:1
H 698 3 200:1 0.4 1700:1 3 200:1
I 1,633 3 500:1 0.6 2700:1 5.8 300:1
J 1,198 6 200:1 0.4 3000:1 5 200:1

The district relies heavily on paraprofessionals to support students who require special education.
Staff indicated that they utilize paraprofessionals to assist with PPT paperwork, and directly
service students. Allocation of paraprofessionals seems to be determined on an individual student
and school basis with some schools requesting paraprofessionals where others would not.
Comparative information for 2008 was done through a survey of schools in Norwalk’s DRG.
Ratios were calculated based on special education student population. The DRG districts range
from 5 to 19 paraprofessionals per 100 students with an average of 8 paraprofessionals per 100
students. Norwalk, with 110 paraprofessionals in October of 2008 has a ratio of 11
paraprofessionals for every 100 special education students (Table 17). Norwalk also had fewer
paraprofessionals in 2006 and 2007 than the DRG and state average (Table 18 and 19).



Norwalk Special Education Review Page 43

Table 17
2008 DRG Comparison of Paraprofessional Ratio

District # sped students # paras
Ratio of paras per

100 students
Norwalk 1,225 110 11:1

A 950 50 19:1
B 750 125 6:1
C 1,400 150 9:1
D 1,100 106 10:1
E 173 25 7:1
F 698 155 5:1
G 1,633 193 8:1
H 1,198 119 10:1

For every 1,000 students, Norwalk had 6.8 and 7.1 special education teachers in 2005-6 and
2007-8, respectively. This ratio is significantly different than the 2007-8 DRG and state ratio of
8.5 and 9.0, respectively. This means that Norwalk has fewer special education teachers per
1,000 students than the state and DRG averages according to SDE statistics from the district
profile report. All other staff to student ratios are comparable to the state and DRG averages.

Table 18
2005-6 Comparative Staffing Ratios

Per 1,000 student population
Norwalk DRG Statewide

Special education teachers 6.8 8.5 8.7
Speech pathologists 1.2 1.3 1.5
School nurses non cert 1.7 1.8 2.0
School Psychologists 1.2 1.4 1.5
School Social Workers 1.5 1.3 1.2
School Counselors 2.6 2.1 2.3
Special education aides 8.6 10.9 13.5

Table 19
2007-8 Comparative Staffing Ratios

Per 1,000 student population
Norwalk DRG Statewide

Special education teachers 7.1 8.5 9.0
Speech pathologists 1.5 1.3 1.5
School nurses non cert 1.8 1.8 2.0
School Psychologists 1.0 1.4 1.6
School Social Workers 1.6 1.4 1.3
School Counselors 2.7 2.1 2.4
Psych, Social Workers, Counselors 5.3 4.9 5.3
Special education aides 9.5 12.1 14.7
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The staffing ratio is different at each school and the number of paraprofessionals and special
education teachers appears to be based on what each school had the previous year and any
additional requests for staff that the principal projects, rather than district guidelines for ratio of
student to staff. The FTE at each school was difficult for the directors of special education and
human resources to obtain as there is no database used by the district to track staff (Appendix H.
The paraprofessional assignments were the most difficult to obtain which speaks to the lack of a
centralized system of hiring, assigning, and tracking these staff.

Out of District Placements
The number of students placed out of district by Norwalk in the past three years has been
approximately 80 students each year. The number of students placed by other parties such as
agencies and parents decreased from 47 to 26 over the same three year period. The percent of
students placed out of district by Norwalk and other parties is lower than the state average (Table
20).

Table 20
Special Education Students Placed Out of District

All placements in separate schools,
residential and other settings

Year Placed by
Norwalk

Number placed by
other parties

Norwalk % State %

2007-8 82 26 5.2 6.8
2006-7 88 44 5.4 6.9
2005-6 75 47 6.4 6.7

Transition out of district placements
05-6 2 students placed by Norwalk for transition services, tuition cost $28,272
06-7 4 students placed by Norwalk for transition services, tuition cost $120,816
07-8 6 students placed by Norwalk for transition services, tuition cost $76,121

To what extent are resources allocated effectively to meet the needs of Norwalk students
requiring special education services?

Overall, the district does not have readily available good documentation on resources, and
expenditures, especially the required documentation for their federal IDEA grant. The budget
development process and record keeping is not well done. It is unclear who has responsibility for
the development, management and accountability for the special education budget. Decision-
making authority for budget expenses does not always lie with the director who has
programmatic responsibility.

The percent of total Norwalk budget for special education expenditures is currently and has
historically been lower than the DRG and state averages. In 2007-8 the actual percent of the
budget for special education was lower than the previous year.

The district does not receive any additional grant funding for special education aside from IDEA
funds.

The district has a comparable ratio of special education administrators to students as the DRG
towns, but has fewer non-administrative instructional leaders, such as department heads and team
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leaders. The district has lower staffing levels for special education teachers than the DRG and
state.

Norwalk’s paraprofessional ratio this year is the same as the DRG average, but there seems to be
variability school to school on numbers and how paraprofessionals are used. All other positions
are comparable to DRG and state averages.

Out of district placements by Norwalk are comparable to other DRG towns. Placements by other
agencies or parents are significantly lower than DRG and state averages. In 2007-8 the district
placed 6 students out of district for transition services at a cost of $76,121 for tuition when
perhaps with additional transition services they could provide for these students in district.
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Part 3: Commendations and Recommendations

COMMENDATIONS

Positive attributes of the Norwalk district were identified through review of state and local data,
observations and school visits, educational benefit review, and staff interviews.

· Some of the schools are moving toward a Response to Intervention model that provides
more responsive general education interventions to struggling students.

· Briggs school has developed some collaborative partnerships with Norwalk Community
College and Silvermine Art Studio to provide additional educational opportunities to their
students.

· Norwalk’s electronic IEP system, IEPDirect is cost effective and provides a more efficient
way to write and monitor IEPs.

· We commend Norwalk on its initiative to train all staff in CALI data driven decision making
and effective teaching strategies. The CALI practices will benefit all Norwalk students.

· Most students eligible for special education participate in the standard CMT/CAPT
assessment.

· The use of an intervention/inclusion specialist to coach and support high school staff in
developing programs and services for students with disabilities who are in least restrictive
settings is a positive practice and provides needed training and support in the classroom.

· The district actively seeks reimbursement for eligible school-based children’s health
services (Medicaid).  This is voluntary for districts in Connecticut and the district’s efforts
result in annual revenue of approximately $350,000 according to district reports.

· The relationship that Norwalk has developed with the Bureau of Rehabilitation in
transitioning students from school to work and post secondary opportunities is
commendable.

· Review of a variety of data sources show that Rowayton performs at or above the
elementary average in all data area of the educational benefit review (positive impact on
special education student learning). Tracey performs in all areas but one.

· Scores from the Skills Checklist are generally within state average range in math,
communication and access skills.

· In some grades and subjects the district CMT growth points for matched cohorts are at or
exceed the state growth points.

· The director of pupil services and assistant superintendent are working well as a team. We
see this as a positive sign to the success of the recommendations in this report.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The recommendations within this report represent changes in organizational structure, program
quality, processes, and use of resources for Norwalk. It will require sustained, collaborative,
and consistent effort over a three to five year period if these changes are to occur, and be
maintained, and outcomes realized. A long-range plan will assist the district to improve and
expand its special education by providing:
· A direction that all can see, contribute towards and invest in
· A framework for monitoring and evaluation of specific goals
· More efficient and effective use of resources
· A vehicle for discussions and increased collaboration among Board of Education members,

Central Office staff, building staff, and parents
· Parameters from which to determine future directions and new initiatives
· A tool for the director of pupil personnel and staff that will serve as a baseline of present

services and a compass for future goals and activities

In order to promote use of the results in this study, goals and activities have been proposed
for incorporation into the district improvement plan. We strongly suggest that senior
leadership meet within 2 weeks with representatives from SDE to determine how this
report should be incorporated into the district improvement plan and how all can work
together for its success. For this action plan to be successful, there will need to be
1) Improved collaboration between and among the Board of Education, district

administrators, staff, parents, and the union
2) Shared responsibility and accountability for the plan
3) An atmosphere and culture of support rather than control and intimidation
4) Proper funding for action plan implementation, and
5) A sense of urgency, a need to go “above and beyond”

IMPROVED COLLABORATION BETWEEN AND AMONG BOARD OF EDUCATION,
DISTRICT ADMINISTRATORS, AND THE UNION
The Cambridge report that was completed in September 2007 referred to the need for improved
district culture and climate. Indicating that, “ the culture and climate is regarded by many people
in schools, central office, and the community (including parents) as lacking in openness and
authenticity. Many staff and parents feel undervalued, disempowered, and isolated. District
senior leaders need to take action to improve the district’s culture, in part by improving
communications”. After interviewing 379 parents, staff, and outside agencies, our findings
concur with the Cambridge report. Moreover, we see the responsibility for change lying not only
with the senior leadership, but with the board, the union, and the building administrators. Given
the difficulties with collaboration on a number of levels within the organization, we believe that
the detailed action plan we provide in this report will be doomed to fail unless the Board of
Education, Central Office, union, and building administrators begin to work better together. We
are recommending that use of an independent facilitator to work with the administrative group
and Board of Education is absolutely necessary for the success of the proposed action plan.

AN ATMOSPHERE AND CULTURE OF SUPPORT RATHER THAN CONTROL AND
INTIMIDATION
Throughout numerous sources of information collected, too often there was a common theme of
mistrust, blame assigned to others, and defensiveness of one’s own position or actions. The
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examples above were evident within and between all groups- board of education, administration,
teachers, and related services staff and parents. Based on comments made to the review team,
this appears to represent the long-standing “culture” of the district. Obviously, to move forward
in a productive manner and for the benefit of all students, significant and meaningful work needs
to be done. This likely will require work with an outside consultant(s) who can be neutral and
objective.

PROPER FUNDING FOR ACTION PLAN IMPLEMENTATION
The district will require additional resources to implement a plan of action that will improve
services and programs to special education students. We are aware of the state of the economy,
but believe that the resources that we recommend are reasonable and necessary for successful
implementation of the action plan over the next 3 years. Quite simply, the problems are
significant enough to merit additional funding. We have indicated needed resources at the end of
each goal.

A SENSE OF URGENCY, A NEED TO GO “ABOVE AND BEYOND”
Many of the issues that we found in this review have been longstanding with little to no actions
taken to remediate. These problems have now become so complex that people have become
frustrated. It will take immediate and effective actions to convince all involved that change is
possible. We recognize that the implementation plans will take a lot of administrative time in the
beginning and therefore, we  recommend the use of consultants with a variety of different skills
to help with some of the workload and to assist in the logistics of “making it happen”.

SHARED RESPONSIBILITY AND ACCOUNTABILITY FOR THE PLAN
We have detailed five priority goals for the district to work on over the next 3 years. These goals
are meant to benefit the students in Norwalk and can only be accomplished by everyone working
together. The goals, although specific to special education, are the responsibility of all and
implementation of the plan should not fall only on the shoulders of the special education
department or it will fail. We recognize that this is a very large undertaking and for it to be
successful persons contributing to the plan should be rewarded and recognized and persons who
interfere with the process should be held accountable. Quite simply, Norwalk and the special
education students who are relying on Norwalk public schools, do not have any time to waste on
personal agendas or infighting. To assist Norwalk in successfully completing a 3 year action
plan, we have grouped the activities by year and also provided a timeframe for the most of urgent
activities. We recommend that the director of pupil personnel report progress to the assistant
superintendent monthly. This will allow immediate assistance if there is a road block. The
Assistant superintendent will update the superintendent and the curriculum committee of the
board monthly and the superintendent will report quarterly to the Board as a whole.

The goals include:
1. Improve organizational structures for greater efficiency and effectiveness
2. Improve consistency across the district in the following special education processes
3. Improve communication within district on all levels, with parents and with outside

agencies
4. Increase educational benefit to students with disabilities
5. Review and revise, as needed, budget processes, management and authority for both the

federal IDEA funds and for the local district special education budget
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Norwalk
Special Education Review

Recommended Goals and Activities

There are a number of activities under each goal, some of which are more urgent than others. In
order to assist the district in prioritizing activities into a plan that is doable, we have indicated the
year in which the activity should take place. There are some activities that we have identified as
urgent and necessary for the success of other activities, for example, the district will need to
develop the new procedures manual before the parent handbook can be developed. We have
provided the district with a date when the urgent activities should be underway or completed.

1. IMPROVE ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES FOR GREATER EFFICIENCY AND
EFFECTIVENESS
2008-9 ACTIVITIES
Meet with state department representatives from the Bureaus of School and District Improvement,
Accountability, Compliance and Monitoring, and Special Education to incorporate review
recommendations into district improvement plan and determine how SDE and Norwalk can work
together for successful implementation. December 2008

Utilize a consultant to work with the district’s senior and building administrators, Board of
Education, and union to improve the culture and communication within the district and clarify
roles, responsibilities, and lines of authority. December 2008

Superintendent update the organizational chart and provide it to staff and the community
December 2008

Superintendent schedule and hold regular Cabinet meetings. The director of pupil services and/or
designee should be a member of the principal meetings at each level. December 2008

Superintendent reorganize lines of authority and communicate clearly to central office and
administrative staff that the director of pupil personnel has the direct authority over those areas
for which the position is held responsible, e.g., budget, compliance, legal issues, staffing
assignments and resource allocation, etc. January 2009

Superintendent and human resource director in collaboration with director of pupil personnel
services develop job descriptions for special educators and building administrators that reflect
current job special education/pupil personnel responsibilities. The job descriptions need to
clearly articulate which are shared responsibilities and that the director has final approval on any
issues that involve compliance, legal issues, staffing assignments and resource allocation, etc.
January 2009

Director of pupil personnel or designee convene special education personnel from across the
district to address district-wide special education issues:
Analysis of CMT/CAPT special education data January 2009
Professional Development January 2009
Disproportionate Identification (December 2008, presently committee is underway),
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Some of these committees will be long standing (special education data team), while others can
be disbanded once their task is completed (disproportionate identification). Committees will need
to inform each other as issues are inter-related.

Director of finance, director of pupil personnel or designee, director of HR, and assistant
superintendent establish record-keeping processes used for budgeting, staff hiring and tracking,
504 monitoring, and special education compliance.  Efficient database systems and procedures
need to be put in place and all appropriate staff will need training on the new procedures.
February 2009

Assistant superintendent assigns one building administrator in each school to be the primary
contact for special education. These administrators will be provided training on the new
procedures manual and be responsible for monitoring adherence to special education procedures
in their respective schools. January 2009

March- June 2009
Develop an inclusive, more efficient hiring process where an appropriately constituted
committee selects the best candidate and recommends that person to the Superintendent to
present to the Board. The Board then can accept or reject the superintendent’s recommendation.

Reorganize and reassign certain duties currently assigned to teachers. Compared to other DRG
towns, Norwalk’s number of special education teachers is low. It is inefficient to use them to do
the filing and maintenance of confidential files. This duty needs to be turned over to the school
secretaries and the files should be kept in a secure manner in the school office. Secretaries will
require training on the handling of confidential files.

2009-10 ACTIVITIES
Change the assignments of the special education administrators to allow for greater consistency
among levels and more efficient use of time. Special education administrators should share
supervision responsibilities with the building administrator for all special education staff in the
schools for which they are responsible. Special education administrators, in collaboration with
the school social worker would be responsible for students placed out of districts who would
normally be attending the school. The director of pupil personnel should take responsibility for
development, monitoring, and reporting of strategic action plan, oversight of budget, litigation
issues, and facilitation of the special education district-wide committees mentioned earlier in this
report. We believe that the sooner the reorganization can be accomplished, the better, so if the
department and district believes that this can be done this year without creating more problems,
we would agree that it should be done earlier.
Ø One special education administrator support and monitor the three high schools and

coordinate the transition program
Ø One special education administrator support and monitor the middle schools
Ø One special education administrator support and monitor five of the elementary schools

that have preschool programs and coordinate the district preschool program
Ø One special education administrator support and monitor 7 elementary schools

Review of effectiveness of preschool structure and process, given concerns from outside
agencies and parents
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RESOURCE NEEDS FOR GOAL 1: IMPROVED ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE
· Purchase databases for HR and other departments that meets district needs
· Consultant to work with the Board of education and all administrators
· Independent experienced special education administrative consultant to work regularly with

special education department on strategic plan.  It is anticipated that 1-3 times per week
from December, 2008 through February, 2009 will be necessary.  Depending on progress,
the amount of time should decrease in spring 2009.

2.  IMPROVE CONSISTENCY ACROSS THE DISTRICT IN THE FOLLOWING
SPECIAL EDUCATION PROCESSES:
a. identification of students for special education eligibility
b. allocation and reallocation of resources, budget development process
c. services, service hours, and service delivery model
d. IEP development and monitoring, and confidential file maintenance

2008-9 ACTIVITIES
The special education department administrators should work with an experienced special
education administrator consultant to develop updated procedures manual. Special education
administrators provide training to staff on the information in the manual. Processes a through d
will be included as one part of the manual. The manual will detail who is responsible for
monitoring the different procedures in the buildings and in central office. December 2008

a) Identification process
2008-9 ACTIVITIES

Director of pupil personnel/or designee through a district-wide committee, establish a plan for
necessary professional development, taking into account the goals and activities recommended in
this plan. January 2009

Central office and building administrators need to open the dialogue and work out an agreement
with the union about meetings and professional development. Compensation for summer or after
school meetings should be addressed. January 2009

Director of pupil personnel review with principals the need for them to schedule special
education teachers/case manager to administer the achievement test portions of the evaluation,
do classroom observations, and meet with the assessment team to discuss results. There should
be time available for the assessors to review testing result and consider recommendations to
present to the PPT. Special education department monitor adherence through review of staff
schedules and other data. January 2009

Convene a committee of special and general educators to develop a plan for implementation of a
Response to Intervention (RTI) model to be used instead of discrepancy formula in 2009-10.
Director of pupil services and assistant superintendent should assume responsibility for this
action. There should be professional development for all staff in the implementation of RTI.
February 2009
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March- June 2009
Develop a plan to procure hard to find staff such as speech and language pathologists. The
human resources and special education directors need to develop this plan as well as procedures
to expedite the process for hiring.
2009-10 ACTIVITIES
Establish the position of coordinator of evaluation services who would review evaluations to
ensure consistency in identification assessment and ensure timeliness of assessments, develop
test protocols, assist with professional development needs, monitor timeliness of evaluations,
review evaluations for consistency and support staff. This could be an existing position with
additional time to perform these functions and differential salary increase. Hire consultants with
expertise in areas such as neurology, psychiatry, etc. to provide clinical supervision and work
with evaluation teams as needed.

Take steps to better manage the evaluation and reevaluation processes. Updated copies of
assessment instruments should be readily available in all buildings or assigned to specific staff
(i.e., school psychologist - intelligence tests) as appropriate. A staff person in each school should
be responsible for coordinating initial and triennial evaluations for the building.  IEPDirect
provides a tracking system for these due dates.  The ‘test coordinator’ would be responsible for
ensuring all the evaluations outlined in the Consent for Testing are completed in advance of the
PPT meeting.

Increase district capacity to complete comprehensive evaluations within district by arranging for
quarterly meetings with specialized professionals such as a clinical psychologists, psychiatrists
and/or neuro-psychologists to consult on difficult cases or to train staff in additional assessment
procedures.

Review the feasibility of setting up confidential files in central office while still maintaining the
a school file.

b) Allocation and reallocation of resources
2008-9 ACTIVITIES

Develop written procedures and criteria for recommending a paraprofessional or for placing a
student out of district or in another district school with a district-wide program. Place the
procedure in the procedures manual and train staff on the procedure prior to IEP annual reviews.
February 2009

March-June 2009
Director of pupil personnel and finance director develop a budget procedure for special
education and related services staff to request materials from the building or central office, and
for collaborative meetings with building administrators to discuss building needs for the next
year.

Explore potential cost efficiencies and improvements in service delivery. Review contracts for
physical and occupational therapy services to determine if it would be more cost effective to hire
staff. Review students placed in out of district transition programs to determine if they can be
returned to district and funds can be reallocated to purchase district transition staff.
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Hire consultants with expertise in administration of special education and with knowledge of
statewide trends in staffing to assist the special education administration to develop a staffing
pattern standard. In the spring of 2009 director meets with building principal to discuss
implication of implementation and works with Human Resources for smooth transition of staff.

c) Services, service hours, and service delivery model
2008-9 ACTIVITIES
Special education department develop description of the roles and responsibilities of the case
manager as they relate to case coordination, communication with parents and staff, and
accountability and compliance. This description should be part of the procedures manual and
training should be provided to staff and building administrators. February 2009

March-June 2009
Develop guidelines for determining service hours (Appendix E as example) and for determining
service delivery model. This should be the responsibility of the special education department
with consultant assistance.

d) IEP Development and Monitoring and Confidential file maintenance
2008-9 ACTIVITIES
Develop procedures for use and monitoring functions of IEPDirect. Special education
supervisors and department heads should also insure that procedures are put into the manual and
staff are trained. Training should include the appropriate use of the state forms, such as the
eligibility guidelines, on the system - how and when to use them. Clarify with all appropriate
staff the process of using the ‘validate’ function so they can check to be sure all fields on the IEP
are filled in. Review which individuals have authorization to ‘finalize’ IEP documents.  If
authorization needs to be expanded beyond the supervisor level, those individuals should receive
additional training in the use of this function to ensure final documents are complete and
accurately reflect the PPT decisions. Clarify the role of each member of the PPT for completing
sections of the IEP and PPT Meeting Summary on IEPDirect.  Outline the process used in each
building to send parents the completed IEP and PPT documents to ensure it is within the required
five day timeline. February 2009

Revise the current system for maintaining confidential student records. The confidential records
should be housed in the school office in a locked cabinet. It is the responsibility of the case
manager to insure that all documents in the file are complete and in accordance with regulations.
The filing of forms and organization of the records should be the secretaries’ responsibilities.
Secretaries will need training on how the maintenance of confidential records. February 2009

RESOURCE NEEDS FOR GOAL 2
· Given the amount of work that is required, funds for special education administrators

presently on academic year to work an additional 20 days during the summer are needed
· Additional clerical support in special education central office during peak times
· Consultants for development of processes, handbook, and specialist support for the

identification process
· Coordinator of Evaluative Services – stipend position
· Funds for testing materials
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3. IMPROVE COMMUNICATION WITHIN DISTRICT ON ALL LEVELS AND WITH
OUTSIDE AGENCIES AND PARENTS
Many of the activities that were recommended in goals 1 and 2 will support the accomplishment
of the communication goal. In addition to those already mentioned in previous sections, we
recommend additional activities below.
2008-9 ACTIVITIES
Assistant superintendent, in collaboration with director of pupil personnel, redesigns the central
office special education department space to be “customer friendly” and more appropriate for the
need the staff has to protect confidentiality of students. January 2009

Provide forums for regular, consistent communication within & outside (parents, outside
agencies, etc.) of the special education department. This should be done by special education
administrators, working with a consultant and director of IT. February 2009

Establish a central office committee that includes parent representatives to provide feedback to
the special education administration. This should be the responsibility of the special education
department. February 2009

Director or designee work with parent representatives to develop a parent training and
information series. February 2009

March- June 2009
Director of Pupil Personnel or designee analyze the history of complaints, due process hearing
and mediation requests to determine implications for changes in programs, procedures, etc.
Special education department should determine preventative strategies that could be employed to
reduce the need for formal procedures. Provide training to building administrators and case
managers on analysis and strategies for improved results.

Special education department develop and disseminate parent handbook and conduct
informational sessions on information in the handbook Special education department with
assistance of consultant.

Insure effective communication for special education issues. Supervisors continue to meet with
the special education staff and building administrators monthly to review procedures, discuss
student and programs, trouble-shoot upcoming issues, and provide training.

Review the process for handling referrals from other agencies.  The special education department
should conduct this review to improve efficiency and to clarify contact people and their
responsibility in responding to outside agencies, so the agencies receive timely information and
support. A special education representative needs to attend early childhood meetings regularly
and meet regularly with youth services and other agencies.

RESOURCE NEEDS FOR GOAL 3: COMMUNICATION
· Consultant to work with special education administration on newsletter, website, parent

handbook, and parent training
· Funds put in 2009 -10 budget for parent training
· Webmaster to set up systems for communication
· Web page development/redesign
· Funds to redesign special education central office
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4. INCREASE EDUCATIONAL BENEFIT TO STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES
2008-9 ACTIVITIES
Strengthen the connection between the instructional specialists and the intervention/inclusion
specialist by conducting joint meetings and professional development. Put in the budget for
2009-10 two additional intervention/inclusion specialists, which will provide for one specialist at
each level: elementary, middle, and high school. December 2008

Special education and building administrators need to assess special education instructional
space and technology in the districts’ high schools, and take steps to improve space and
technology to ensure educational benefit. January 2009

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

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

The special education department needs to develop guidelines for use of assistive technology,
review IEPs to ensure that they are written according to the guidelines, and budget appropriately
for assistive technology equipment. January 2009

General education students and special education students in Norwalk are below the state
average for their respective groups. The district’s efforts to improve curriculum and instruction
will benefit all students; however, currently the improvement plans do not include specific goals
for subgroups such as special education. Given the poor performance on CMT and CAPT and the
low educational benefit percent from file reviews, we recommend that the district include the
special education student subgroup in its improvement plan. A district special education data
team led by the Director of Pupil Personnel or designee, comprised of special education
administrators, pupil services staff, and content specialists should be formed by the special
education department to review the test data to determine which disabilities are being impacted,
where the gaps are in learning across all grades, and what professional development should be
provided to help staff teach to the problem areas. The information gathered by this team should
inform the district-wide data team and the school data teams. We recommend that a consultant
experienced in data driven decision making facilitate this committee during the first year.
February 2009

March-June 2009
All central office and building administrators as well as special education staff should be
provided with training on how to write an IEP that ensures educational benefit, how to promote
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specialized instruction, and standards based IEP goals and assessment. IEPs and classroom
instruction should be reviewed regularly by administrators to promote increased educational
benefit. It will be important that time be found for all special and related services staff to attend.
Special education department and building administrators need to review the services delivered
by special education providers at the high school to ensure that specialized instruction lesson
plans that promote independence are written and implemented, and that tutoring is provided by
other that the special education and pupil personnel staff, perhaps through a tutoring center.
Training for special and general education teachers on how to provide specialized instruction in
the general education setting should be provided.

ACTIVITIES FOR 2009-10
To promote time with non-disabled peers, conduct further analysis of the out of district
placements: where are the students? what are their disabilities? and what capacities are needed to
be developed within the district in order to bring those students back or prevent others from
being placed?

RESOURCE NEEDS FOR GOAL 4: EDUCATIONAL BENEFIT
· Consultant to facilitate district special education data team meetings
· Professional development funds for training on educational benefit, etc.
· Develop 2009-10 budget to include:

Funding for assistive technology training and equipment
Transition specialist and job coach
3 full time substitute teachers to release staff for training and collaboration
2 intervention specialists

5.  REVIEW AND REVISE, AS NEEDED, BUDGET PROCESSES, MANAGEMENT
AND AUTHORITY FOR BOTH THE FEDERAL IDEA FUNDS AND FOR THE LOCAL
DISTRICT SPECIAL EDUCATION BUDGET

The recommendations below imply collaboration between the Director of Pupil Personnel, the
business manager, and the building principals.

2008-9 ACTIVITIES
The district needs to establish clear areas and lines of responsibility and authority within central
office for the budgeting and use of federal IDEA funds and for the local budget.  In the
experiences of the reviewers, it is generally more efficient and effective to place responsibility
and authority for special education expenditures in the hands of the director who should also
have responsibility and authority for special education program decisions.  Accounting functions
may appropriately rest with financial staff in the district.

Ensure that use of federal funds and the appropriate documentation for their use is consistent
with federal and state requirements. Review current staff funded in whole or in part by IDEA
funds to ensure that the number and type of staff are consistent with the approved budget.
Identify necessary documentation to support IDEA expenditures; seek consultation from
individuals or agencies with expertise to insure full compliance. Develop and maintain a system
of grant expenditure documentation, readily accessible and organized by grant and grant period.

Ensure that all expenditures assigned to the special education budget are appropriate.
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Review the possibility of a return to the district six students placed out by Norwalk for transition
services; reallocate total tuition cost $76,121 to hiring additional transition staff.

The director of pupil services or designee, in collaboration with the grants coordinator,
investigate alternative funding such as grants and donations (computers, etc.).  Work with local
agencies and organizations to procure additional special education funding.

2009-10 ACTIVITIES
The Director of Pupil Personnel Services and building principals should work closely to develop
the special education budgets for the schools. This can be done prior to budget preparation by
meeting together and reviewing present and future students and the needed resources to meet
those students’ needs.

We are hopeful that the activities we have suggested such as eliminating clerical record
responsibilities, instituting Response to Intervention thereby possibly reducing the special
education population, employing a staff to student guideline, reallocation of services, additional
intervention/inclusion specialists and transition staff will help to lower the caseload for special
education teachers. However, we recommend that the special education and building
administrators review caseloads again during budget time in 2009 to see if additional special
education teachers are needed.

RESOURCE NEEDS FOR GOAL 5: BUDGET
· For 2008-9, costs associated with securing outside consultation regarding specific

documentation training on educational benefit, etc.
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Focus Interviews Focus interviews were conducted in groups and individually.

Some staff and parents were interviewed more than once if they had a student who also was
chosen for an in-depth review or if there was additional information the project team required.

Staff Interviews Elem Middle
School

High School Total

Special education teacher (all invited) 31 25 22 77
General education teacher & counselors
(representative sample of 63 invited)

20 18 20 58

Special education paraprofessional
(representative sample of 9 invited)

0 2 1 3

Speech and language pathologist (all invited) 9 2 2 13
School psychologist (all invited) District-wide 9
Social Worker (all invited) 10 2 2 14
Building administrator (all invited) 16 5 5 26
Total school staff 86 54 52 200

Central Office Interviews
Superintendent and Assistant Superintendent
Business manager
HR Director
Director of Pupil Personnel, Assistant Director, Supervisors, Health coordinator
Special Education Office staff

15

Board of Education 8
Outside Agencies

Youth and family services 2
Early childhood network and SDE 14
Total outside agency staff 16

Parents of Special Education Students
Total parents interviewed (all parents invited) 100
Total Interviews 339
Total parent surveys returned (1,800 sent) 160
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CREC School Visit Schedule
Norwalk program observation and in-depth student review

Date School
9/15/08 AM Tracey

9/15/08 AM school visit West Rocks

9/15/08 AM- review 3 files Ponus Ridge

9/16/08 AM school visit Nathan Hale MS

9/16/08 AM school visit Ponus Ridge

9/16/08 PM school visit Fox Run*

9/18/08 AM/PM
(includes file review)

Wolfpit

9/18/08 AM school visit Marvin

9/18/08 PM school visit Rowayton

9/22/08 AM school visit Jefferson

9/22/08  PM school visit Kendall

9/22/08 all day school visit McMahon HS

9/23/08 all day school visit Norwalk HS

9/23/08 AM school visit Briggs

9/29/08 AM school visit Roton

9/29/08 PM school visit Brookside

10/6/08 AM school visit Cranbury

10/7/08 PM school visit Silvermine

10/7/08 AM school visit Columbus

10/6/08 PM school visit Naramake
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Student Review
Student File Review
Seventy five files representing a variety of disability categories, ages, and schools were
randomly selected for review. Some students had moved or files were not available so a total of
63 files were reviewed. Breakdown of files reviewed according to grade level and disability is
described below.

Disability Category Elementary Middle School High
School

Total Indepth

Learning Disability 5 5 9 14 4

Emotional Disturbance 4 2 4 10 2

Speech and Language
Impaired/Hearing
Impaired

6 5 1 12 4

Autism 8 2 4 14 6

Intellectually Disabled 2 2 1 5 1

Developmentally
Disabled

6 6 2

Other Health Impaired 5 3 1 9 4

Total 36 19 20 75 23

The Student Review process examines both compliance issues as well as the educational benefit
that a student receives.  IEPs, teacher reports, evaluations, parental permission, and timelines for
evaluation and placement are reviewed.  As a part of the review, the relationships between the
present performance, the needs identified, goals and services established to support the needs,
and the progress made in each need area are examined. In addition, IEPs are compared to
determine if the IEPs were reasonably planned to result in educational benefit (e.g., were the
goals and services adjusted in response to the progress that was made by the student).
Of the 75 files, 23 students were selected for an in-depth review with 63 receiving a review and
20 receiving in-depth. Each school had a student who received an in-depth review. The in-depth
review included an observation of the student in his educational program, review of documents
including the student’s schedule, case manager’s schedule, lesson plans, behavioral data, etc.
Two staff members were interviewed (case manager and general education teacher or PPS staff).
Attached is the In-depth Program Review summary form and observation protocol adapted from
the CT SDE.
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Special Education File Review Form  District:  NORWALK Reviewer Review date
Student Name:     Grade (08-9) Case Manager (08-9) School (08-9)
Ethnicity Gender: Exceptionality

SECTION A          IEP Requirements
 IEP date:        School that developed IEP:

YES=1 NO=0 Comments

1. IEP is current
2. IEP is complete
3. Parents notified of meeting within required

timelines
4. All required members present
5. Required written parent permission (initial

eval, placement and private placement)
6. Assistive technology to support goals
7. If suspended 10 or more days manifestation

PPT held
Evaluation

8. Initial evaluation time lines met
9. Proper forms used (multidisciplinary LD, SED)
10. Student meets disability criteria
Transition Services

11. Is transition plan complete
Special Education Services

12. Special education services appropriate for
student needs

SECTION A Total
SECTION B EDUCATIONAL BENEFIT AREAS

Assessment Area Present
Performance

0-3
comments

Identified
Need
0-3

comments

Goals  &
Objectives

0-3
comments

Placement
& Svcs

0-3
comments

Progress
0-3

comments

7-
8

8-
9

7-
8

8-
9

07-8 08-9 07-
8

08-
9

 07-
8

08-
9

Academic Math
Academic;Literacy
BehaviorEmotional
Communication
VocationalTransition
Health Development
Fine/Gross Motor
Activities Daily
Living
Other
Academics
0=item not present        1=item present but not aligned with other items      2= item present and partially aligned with
other items       3=item present and fully aligned wit other items         NA not appropriate for item to be present

Section B                  Ed Benefit Review Summary YES=1 NO=0 Comments
1. Assessment is complete
2. Assessment data identifies  student need(s)
3. Present performance identifies all needs identified in

assessment(s)
4. Adverse affect on Educational Performance is defined
5. All student need(s) are addressed by appropriate goals and

objectives
6. Goals and Objectives are standards based, verb driven,

measureable
7. Goals / objectives list the condition or specialized

instruction needed to achieve goal/objective
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8. Accommodations & Mods match the learning style and
correspond with goals and objectives

9. Service(s) support goals and objectives
10. Types of assessment(s) were curriculum / performance

based
11. Student made yearly progress
12. If did not make yearly progress, services were changed to

assist student to make progress
13. Sufficient services were provided to ensure student progress
14. Primary  eligibility corresponds with level and amount of

service(s)
15. OVERALL COMPLIANCE:  IEP was reasonably calculated

to result in EDUCATIONAL BENEFIT
SECTION C Total

Comments
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Norwalk Special Education Program Review
In-depth Student Review Summary

Student Name and DOB:_____________________________________________Grade:_______
School:_______________  Reviewer:________________________________
Date of Review:_____________________________

DATA
1) Files and documents (check all documents reviewed)

� Review of student’s confidential file & CREC’s file review summary

� Case manager schedule

� List of data provided by case manager (lesson plans, unit assessments, check sheet,
communication sheet)

______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
All services identified on the IEP are provided    Y   or   No      Explain if no:
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
2) Observation (completed form attached) date, location,
activity)_______________________________________________________________________

Total points _____ out of ________ total applicable indicators given for observation

3) Staff Interview (2 completed forms attached)
A general education and special education teacher/case manager for an “included” student

OR
A special education teacher and a support staff (such as OT, PT, SLP, school psychologist, or
paraprofessional) if self-contained
Names and roles of interviewed staff
1.   _________________________________________________
2.   _________________________________________________

Parent Interview (completed form attached) Name and date of interview
______________________________________________________________________________
FOR REVIEWER ONLY
After reviewing all the data please rate how effective the programs and services for this student
are in supporting positive learning outcomes. 1= not effective (ineffective in all areas)    2=
slightly effective (effective in some areas, but not most) 3=  moderately effective (effective in
most areas) 4=  very effective (effective in all areas)
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In-depth Review and Classroom Observation Protocol—
activity _______________location_____________

# Indicators Little or No
Evidence

Score pt. = 0

Sufficient
Evidence

Score pt. = 1

  Score
0 or 1

Not
Applic-

able
(NA)

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

Student is in a
study carrel,
separate seat
apart from the
reg. group, or
back of the room.

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

2 Instruction- Quality:
A teacher (general education or
special education or both) is the
primary instructor for the class for
the student (a paraprofessional or
other adult may be available to
assist the student when necessary,
but the student is viewed as
attentive to the teacher and the
teacher is attentive to the student).

Student is being
taught by a
paraprofessional
or special ed
teacher and is not
part of the
regular classroom
instruction/lesson.

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

3 Engagement- Activity:
If included :Student is engaged in
the same curricular activity as the
other members of the class (the
material/instruction may be
accommodated or the
content/performance
accommodated or modified for
students needs but these do not
change the intent or nature of the
activity from the grade level
standard)
If self-contained: Student is
engaged in the specialized activity
as directed by teacher lesson plan
and IEP.

If included:
Student is
engaged in a
separate
unrelated activity
or different
content area
Student’s activity
is weakly
connected to the
grade level
standard, more
superficial in
nature.
If self-contained:
The activity is
unrelated to
standards, IEP or
meaningful
instruction

Student is
engaged in
activity
Student’s
activity is tied
into the grade
level standard
but may be
modified or
accommodated
for in
accordance with
his/her IEP.
Student may
have a reduced
workload,
manipulatives,
simplified
reading,
assistive
technology
(AT), etc.
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# Indicators Little or No
Evidence

Score pt. = 0

Sufficient
Evidence

Score pt. = 1

Score
0 or 1

(NA)

4 Engagement- on task:
Student is actively engaged in the
activity and demonstrates some
level of understanding of the
concept or the application of the
skill being instructed.

Student is off-task,
not attending to the
general ed teacher,
preoccupied with
something/someone,
or self-stimulating
behaviors are
noted.   Student has
great difficulty
answering
questions or
executing a given
task.  Part of a
group, but not
participating.

Student answers
the teacher’s
question(s),
executes a given
task,
demonstrates
mastery orally, in
writing, with
manipulatives, or
with the use of
AT.

In a group
setting, student
actively
participates w/
others
demonstrating
mastery orally, in
writing, with
manipulative, or
with the use of
AT.

5 IEP- Goals and objectives, lesson
design:
The student’s IEP goals and
objectives are integrated as part of
the lesson design and instructional
delivery.

Lesson content
unrelated.  Little or
no evidence of
scaffolding of
instruction.

Lesson content is
directly aligned
with IEP
objective(s). Or,
pre-teaching of
skills, vocab.,
concepts are
noted.

6 IEP- supplementary aids and
services:
The student’s IEP supplementary
aids and services, accommodations,
and modifications are applied as
appropriate to the curricular
activity.

Absence of para
support, per IEP.
Lack of utilization
of the instructional
strategies,
materials, books,
equip., AT,
preferred seating,
etc. as outlined in
IEP.  Content is not
modified, if
applicable.  There
is little or no
attendance to a
behavior plan, if

Para assistance
per IEP. Student
utilizes AT,
materials, books,
equipment, etc. as
depicted in IEP
for the specific
subject area
class.  Identified
instructional
strategies are
evident.
Modifications to
work, tests, time,
etc. are noted, as
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required. applicable.  There
is adherence to a
behavior plan if
required for the
student.

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

Support is provided
by looking of the
student’s should or
helping them with
work.

The student is
learning via
specific strategies
aimed at
promoting student
independence as
related to the IEP
goals and
objectives.

8 Paraprofessional support:
Paraprofessional, if applicable,
appropriately assists the student
without interfering with appropriate
peer assistance or developing an
overdependence of the student on
the assistance of the
paraprofessional.

Para is positioned
directly next to the
student and
interferes w/ the
teacher’s ability to
directly instruct,
reclarify, question,
assess or interact
w/ the student.
Para answers for,
or provides the
answer to the
student.  Para does
not allow other
students to assist
or, the child to self-
advocate for
him/herself.

Para is positioned
a comfortable
distance from the
child allowing for
free interaction
with peers and the
teacher.  Para
allows the student
to ask questions
of the teacher or
peers. The student
is given the
opportunity to
learn by doing or
to make a mistake
and may require
para assistance to
clarify or correct.
When not needed,
the para fades
from the student.

    Total points_____ out of total applicable indicators_____

Comments: ___________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
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Average Vertical Scale Score: Mathematics
Elementary Schools

Appendix D
CMT and CAPT Special Education Student Performance
Average Vertical Scale Score: Mathematics Students Selected: All
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Average Vertical Scale Score: Reading
Elementary Schools
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Students Selected: Special Ed.
Average Vertical Scale Score: Mathematics

Middle Schools
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Students Selected: Special Ed.
Average Vertical Scale Score: Reading

Middle Schools
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CMT Scores 2008 Grade 3

Grade 3 %
tested At/Above goal At/above proficient

State
Math  Reading Writing Math  Reading Writing

 sped 89 25.9 13.4 21.1 48.1 24.5 43.1
reg ed 99.1 64.2 56.5 68.3 84.5 73.3 87.3
Norwalk
 sped 83.1 15.3 + 1.8+ 3.5- 27.1- 12.5+ 15.8-
reg ed 98.5 62.1 + 46.7- 56.9- 84.9+ 68.9+ 85.6-
Meriden sped 80.2 9.9 7.8 13.0 28.4 14.3 26.0

+ means increase from 2007 scores  - means decrease from 2007 scores
Across all academic areas Norwalk’s % at/above goal and proficient is lower than the state for both regular and
special education 3 rd , 4th grade students.

CMT Scores 2008 Grade 4

Grade 4 %
tested At/Above goal At/above proficient

State
Math  Reading Writing Math  Reading Writing

sped 89.5 22.0 15.6 19.0 45.6 25.7 45.5
reg ed 99.2 65.4 61.0 68.3 86.0 75.2 89.6
Norwalk
 sped 87.5 11.9- 6.0 7.2+ 35.7+ 14.5+ 32.5+
reg ed 98.7 55.8- 49.5- 58.5- 82.7+ 66.8+ 85.0-
Meriden Sped 91.9 11.4 2.6 6.6 24.1 9.1 23.7

CMT Scores 2008 Grade 5

Grade 5 %
tested At/Above goal At/above proficient

State
Math Reading Writing Science Math Reading Writing Science

sped 90.4 24.9 20.1 22.4 23.0 44.9 30.7 49.3 50.2
reg ed 99.1 71.5 67.6 70.0 59.4 88.0 79.6 90.4 85.1
Norwalk
 sped 90.9 10.0- 11.1- 11.1- 11.1 18.9- 18.9+ 46.7+ 47.8
reg ed 97.6 56.7- 61.6+ 67.5+ 54.2 85.8+ 76.9+ 59.9- 83.0
Meriden
sped

89.6 15.8 9.6 12.6 8.4 28.4 13.8 30.5 29.5

CMT Scores 2008 Grade 6

Grade 6 %
tested At/Above goal At/above proficient

State
Math Reading Writing Math Reading Writing

sped 90.0 25.0 23.7 17.3 46.9 36.3 42.7

reg ed 99.1 72.1 72.0 67.7 89.2 3.0 88.1
Norwalk
 sped 90.4 20.4+ 20.4+ 6.8- 37.9+ 27.2+ 29.1-
reg ed 98.9 51.3+ 56.3+ 47.9+ 77.4- 71.5+ 75.0-
Meriden
sped

83.5 13.6 12.3 10.8 36.4 21.5 33.8

CMT Scores 2008 Grade 7
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Grade 7 %
tested At/Above goal At/above proficient

State
Math Reading Writing Math Reading Writing

sped 89.4 20.1 27.5 17.0 41.3 37.8 37.0
reg ed 98.9 68.8 76.8 67.8 87.9 85.0 85.6
Norwalk
 sped 88.9 12.5- 23.6+ 9.7- 37.5+ 31.9+ 30.6+
reg ed 97.8 60.9- 67.7+ 55.7- 83.1+ 79.5+ 78.0-
Meriden
sped

77.8 7.8 9.1 9.1 16.9 16.9 20.8

CMT Scores 2008 Grade 8

Grade 8 %
tested At/Above goal At/above proficient

State
Math Reading Writing Science Math Reading Writing Science

sped 89.0 18.5 21.2 19.2 21.5 40.2 34.6 42.5 38.8
reg ed 98.9 66.5 70.4 69.0 63.7 86.5 82.4 87.8 79.9
Norwalk
 sped 89.6 10.5- 12.6+ 16.7+ 20.9 29.1+ 23.0+ 35.7+ 20.9
reg ed 98.6 57.1+ 63.2+ 63.3+ 73.9 85.1+ 78.7+ 85.2+ 73.9
Meriden
sped

81.5 5.7 6.9 9.1 6.9 18.2 16.1 27.3 19.5

Bold indicates did not meet state target
Bold indicates did not meet state target
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APPENDIX  E

Parent Survey and Interview Results
A total of seven parent group sessions were held on September 10 and 11, 2008, with two of the
group sessions being held in Spanish.  The group sessions were facilitated by CREC project team
members. The parent groups consisted of parents whose child(ren) receive special education
services in the Norwalk Public Schools.  Parents were sent invitations and registered for the
sessions though CREC or Norwalk special education department.  Sessions were held at the city
center offices.  Both afternoon and evening sessions were available.  Nearly one hundred fifty
parents registered.  Approximately one hundred parents attended with an average of 35 at each
opportunity.  Fifty parents signed in for the sessions. Written or phoned in comments were
received from 15 parents.

The races of the children represented at the parent focus groups were: 3 Asian/Pacific Islander,
15 African American, 13 Latino/Hispanic, and 42 Caucasian.  There was a wide range of
disabilities represented, from Learning Disabled to Autism.  A breakdown of the types of
disabilities represented include: 7 Social Emotional Disabled, 4 Intellectually Disabled, 24 with
Autism, 26 Learning Disabled, 13 with Speech/Language, and 21 with Other disability.  The
schools that the parents’ children attended were: Cranbury, Kendall, Columbus, Marion, CES,
Ponus, Brookside, Norwalk High School, Rowayton, Nathan Hale Middle School, Brien
McMahon High School, ASD-HS, Roton, Norwalk High School, Norwalk Public Schools,
Marvin, Jefferson, Fox Run, WRMS, SBS, White Plains, and Outplaced.  A total of 73 children
were represented at the parent focus groups.

A total of 1,800 parent surveys in and parent sessions invitations in English and Spanish
languages were mailed to Norwalk parents of special education students. 160 surveys were
returned in the self addressed stamped envelop.
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Dear Parent(s):

The Norwalk Board of Education is interested in reviewing Norwalk’s special education programs and
services and has hired the Capitol Region Education Council (CREC) to conduct a review of the programs
and services available to students with disabilities in Norwalk. This study will assist Norwalk now and in
the future to provide quality programs and services to students with disabilities.

The review which began in July will continue over the next few months with a final report scheduled to go
to the Norwalk Board of Education in November 2008. Over the next few months, CREC will seek
information from a variety of sources, including a review of state and local reports and documents, student
files, staff and parent interviews, and classroom and program observations in the schools.

Parents of students receiving special education services have an important role in this review and we
encourage you to participate. CREC will be collecting information from parents in two ways: through a
parent survey and parent focus group interview sessions.

The parent sessions will be conducted on the dates and times listed below and we encourage you to attend.
All sessions will be held in the Norwalk Board of Education offices located on the 3rd floor at 125 East
Main Street.  Parent group sessions will be facilitated by CREC and be an hour in length. Please sign up to
participate in these sessions by completing the form below and sending it to CREC in the attached self
addressed envelope or, by calling the Norwalk Pupil Services Office at (203) 854-4126 by September 2,
2008. This will allow CREC to set the meeting up for maximum parent participation. We look forward to
seeing you!

If you have any questions contact Janie Friedlander, Norwalk Director of Pupil Services at 203-854-4126.

Please check the parent session that you will be attending

September 10 3:00-4:30 ____________

September 10 6:30-8:00 ____________

September 11 6:30-8:00 ____________

Name:____________________________________________
Phone Number:________________

______I would like a Spanish translator

Please return this form in the attached self addressed
stamped envelope
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Norwalk Special Education Parent Survey
Please share your thoughts and experiences regarding your child’s special education services
over the past 12 months.  Information from this survey will be used in the Norwalk special
education review conducted by the Capitol Region Education Council (CREC). This
information will not be used to identify you, your child or your family in any way.   All of your
responses will be confidential.  Only CREC independent reviewers will have direct access to
this information.
Mark the circles below to describe your child. Please complete the rest of the survey and return
the completed survey in the stamped envelope provided by September 2, 2008.
School where my child attends_________________________________________

Age Gender  Race/Ethnicity
[Choose One Only] Grade Level

3 – 5 ¡ Male ¡
American Indian or

Alaskan Native ¡ Pre-school ¡

6 – 12 ¡ Female ¡ Asian or Pacific Islander ¡
Elementary

(includes Kindergarten) ¡

13 – 14 ¡ Black not Hispanic ¡ Middle ¡

15 – 17 ¡ Hispanic ¡ High ¡

18 – 21 ¡ White not Hispanic ¡ Transition/18-21 yrs. ¡

Primary Eligibility for Services
[Choose One Only; Eligibility is listed on Page 1 of your child’s IEP.]

Autism ¡ Orthopedic Impairment ¡

Deaf-Blindness ¡ Other Health Impairment (OHI)
              ADD/ADHD?

¡Yes ¡ No

¡

Developmental Delay (ages 3-5 only) ¡ Speech or Language Impaired ¡

Emotional Disturbance ¡ Traumatic Brain Injury ¡

Hearing Impairment ¡ Visual Impairment ¡

Intellectual Disability/Mental
Retardation ¡ To Be Determined ¡

Specific Learning Disabilities ¡ Other ______________________ ¡

Multiple Disabilities ¡ Don’t Know ¡

Type of Placement [Choose One Only]
Public School ¡ Out-of-State ¡

Out-of-District Special Education School ¡ Hospital/Homebound ¡

Residential School ¡ Other  _________________ ¡

Private/Parochial ¡
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Satisfaction with My Child’s Program OVER THE PAST 12 MONTHS
1. I am satisfied with my child’s overall special

education program over the past 12 months ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡

2. I have the opportunity to talk to my child’s teachers on
a regular basis to discuss my questions and concerns. ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡

3. My child is accepted within the school community. ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡

4. My child’s IEP is meeting his or her educational
needs. ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡

5. All special education services identified in my child’s
IEP have been provided. ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡

6. Staff is appropriately trained and able to provide my
child’s specific program and services. ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡

7. Special education teachers make accommodations and
modifications as indicated on my child’s IEP. ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡

8. General education teachers make accommodations and
modifications as indicated on my child’s IEP. ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡

9. General education and special education teachers work
together to assure that my child’s IEP is being
implemented.

¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡

Participation in Developing and Implementing My Child’s Program
10. In my child’s school, administrators and teachers

encourage parent involvement in order to improve
services and results for children with disabilities.

¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡

11. I understand what is discussed at meetings to develop
my child’s IEP. ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡

12. My concerns and recommendations are documented in
the development of my child’s IEP. ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡

13.  PPT meetings for my child have been scheduled at
times and places that met my needs. ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡

14. I have received a copy of my child’s IEP within 5
school days after the PPT. ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡

15. If necessary, a translator was provided at the PPT
meetings. ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡

16. The translation services provided at the PPT meetings
were useful and accurate. ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡
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17. The school district proposed the regular classroom for
my child as the first placement option. ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡

Child Participation

18. My child has the opportunity to participate in school-
sponsored activities such as field trips, assemblies and
social events (dances, sports events).

¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡

19. My child has the opportunity to participate in
extracurricular school activities such as sports or clubs
with children without disabilities.

¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡

Transition Planning for Preschoolers
Answer only if your child has transitioned from early intervention (Birth to Three System) to Preschool in the past 3
years.
20. I am satisfied with the school district’s transition

activities that took place when my child left Birth to
Three.

¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡

Transition Planning for Secondary Students answer only if your child was 13 years or older at
his/her last IEP meeting21. I am satisfied with the way secondary transition

services were implemented for my child. ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡

COMMENTS: Please comment on your experience with your child’s special education program. These comments may refer to your
experiences overall and are not limited to the past 12 month

Parent Training and Support

22. There are opportunities for parent training or
information sessions regarding special education
provided by my child’s school district.

23. In the past year, I have attended parent training or
information sessions provided by my district that
addressed the needs of parents and of children with
disabilities.

¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡

My Child’s Skills
24. My child is learning skills that will enable him/her to

be as independent as possible. ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡

25. My child is learning skills that will lead to a high
school diploma, further education, or a job. ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡



APPENDIX F
Implementation of IEPDirect
Norwalk Public School District implemented IEPDirect, a web based special education
management software system, during the 2007-08 school year.  This system which allows staff
access to student records electronically from any location, contains all state approved special
education forms including the approved Individual Education Program and Meeting Summary,
required notices (e.g., PPT notices), and forms such those used by a Planning and Placement
Team to determine eligibility for specific disabilities.  IEPDirect also contains a data base of
standards based goals and objectives aligned with Connecticut standards and a program for
developing progress reports.  The system enables district personnel to customize documents and
forms to allow for additional options in the dropdown menus to suit the unique resources and
programs available in the school district.  The web based system gives all staff working with a
student access to the records electronically which means multiple staff members working with a
student file can simultaneously input student performance data, create goals and objectives or
add recommend program modifications to the IEP.  The system also enables central office staff
to monitor the compliance with state mandated timelines for meeting and evaluations as well as
view any record in the district.

Teachers, pupil service personnel and central office supervisors were trained in the use of
IEPDirect prior to its implementation in September 2007.  Additional training was offered
during the year at the request of staff.  The expectation of the director and supervisors was to
have all IEPs completed in the district using the IEPDirect during the 2007-08 school year.

In Norwalk, the case manager, usually a special education teacher is responsibility for
developing the IEP.  Using IEPDirect the case manager develops a draft document which is
presented as the proposed program at the PPT meeting.   Responsibility for taking the minutes of
the meeting and summarizing program recommendations varies by meeting.  Pupil services staff
such as speech therapists and social workers, are responsible for creating their goals and
objectives for the IEP as well as completing positions of the IEP (i.e., Present Levels of
Performance) relevant to their discipline using IEPDirect.  Following the PPT, the case manager
completes the revisions to the document based on the input of team members.  The responsibility
of sending the completed IEP to the parents within the required five day timeline rests with the
case manager or staff at the building level.

Before a document is complete, IEPDirect provides a two-step process to ensure all fields are
complete. The first step, ‘validate’, will identify any missing data or empty fields.  The case
managers can then go back and enter the data.  When everything is complete, the document is
‘finalized’.  Once a document has been finalized the case manager can no longer make changes
to the document.

Generally, authorization to ‘finalize’ a document is given to a supervisor to ensure a final review.
In Norwalk the supervisor or director attends many PPT meetings and in these cases they review
and ‘finalize’ the IEP to ensure it is complete and accurately reflects the decision of the meeting.
However, many case managers have also been given authorization to ‘finalize’ documents.  In
these cases, the IEP is sent to parents without a review by a supervisor to ensure it is complete
and accurate.

In all files reviewed by CREC, each IEP was developed using IEPDirect.  Upon further
examination, many IEPs were found to be incomplete due to either boxes not being filled in or to



narrative data not being recorded.  For example, on page 11 of some IEPs, the responsible staff
person was not identified for specific goals or goals are not assigned to staff.  Therefore,
additional professional development to reinforce the importance of using the ‘validate’ function
may be helpful to ensure all data fields are completed.

A review of the student fields revealed inconsistent use of state forms used by the PPT to
determine eligibility for specific disabilities.  It is not clear if staff members are unaware of the
use of these forms within IEPDirect or unsure of when to use these forms during the eligibility
process.

The goals and objectives contained in the IEPs reviewed by CREC reflected the use of the goal
and objective data base within the IEPDirect system.  Evaluation Procedures and Performance
criteria were recorded on the goal pages of the IEP. Although IEPDirect contains a progress
report program, concerns have been raised by staff that the report may be too cumbersome and
lengthy.  Therefore, the director along will the supervisors will need to make a decision about the
use of this progress report option early in the school year.

Recommendations:
· Provide on-going training to new and veteran staff to ensure the effective and continuous

implementation of the IEPDirect.  In addition to a review of completing the IEP, training
should include the appropriate use of the state forms, such as the eligibility guidelines, on
the system - how and when to use them.  Supervisors are in a good position to provide
this training to staff.

· Clarify with all appropriate staff the process of using the ‘validate’ function so they can
check to be sure all fields on the IEP are filled in.

· Review which individuals have authorization to ‘finalize’ documents.  If authorization
needs to be expanded beyond the supervisor level, those individuals should receive
additional training in the use of this function to ensure final documents are complete and
accurately reflect the PPT decisions.

· Clarify the role of each member of the PPT for completing sections of the IEP and PPT
Meeting Summary on IEPDirect.

· Outline the process used in each building to send parents the completed IEP and PPT
documents to ensure it is within the required five day timeline.

· The director and supervisors should periodically review IEPs to verify the consistent
implementation of the system and the quality of the documents being developed.   This
review would be helpful to determine staff development needs and identify fields that
need to be customized to suit Norwalk’s programs.  In addition, the director and
supervisors can provide guidance to staff members completing the narrative sections of
the IEP, such as Parent Input and Present Levels of Performance, to improve the quality
of the IEP.

· While district personnel appears to be using the IEPDirect data base to produce standards
based goals and objectives, additional training may be warranted to help them make
appropriate decisions about how to select objectives consistent with district learning
benchmarks and how to measure student progress.  This process will allow the director
and supervisors to clarify the expectations for reporting progress to parents.



Guidelines for Best Practices
 Determining hours of specialized instruction support for students with disabilities

v The following information is a based on professional literature, survey of best practices
and is to be used judiciously.  Any questions or concerns should be directed to your
supervisor.  These guidelines are just that: guidelines.  As always, student’s individual
needs must always be considered and directed by the IEP planning and placement team
meeting.

v Out of a 31.25 hour week (at the elementary level), a student spends approximately 10-
12.5 hours in school related activities, during which specialized instruction may not be
necessary:  lunch, recess, homeroom, end of the day rituals, specials…

v That leaves about 20-22.5 hours of “academic time” through which the team would
consider infusing “specialized instruction.”

v Page 11 should reflect specialized instruction and presupposes that INSTRUCTION is
taking place based on the goals and objectives and is infused into the general education
curriculum…from the law….

(3) Specially-designed instruction means adapting, as appropriate to the needs of an
eligible child under this part, the content, methodology, or delivery of instruction-

(i) To address the unique needs of the child that result from the child's disability;
and (ii) To ensure access of the child to the general curriculum, so that he or she
can meet the educational standards within the jurisdiction of the public agency
that apply to all children.

v This instruction can be provided by whoever is listed as the “implementer” in the IEP and
is a shared responsibility in most cases.  In the event of shared responsibility, an
instructional trans-disciplinary matrix* should be completed as the working document
(not attached to the IEP).

Examples of disability types Hours per day of service Hours per week
LD,SED, ID - LRE

(no behavioral supports needed or
minor behavior instruction needed)

45 min per day 3 times per
week

2.15

LD, SED, ID - LRE
(behavior instruction needed)

45 min per day 5 times per
week

4.15

SED, ID –“Resource”
(intense instruction needed, both

behavioral and academic)*

1-2 hours a day 5 days a week
(note:  2 hours per day is in essence

50% of  instructional time)

Between 5 and 10 hours per
week

More than 6.5 hours per week of supports (80% of 32.5 hours week) should be discussed with
your supervisor to determine least restrictive environment options.

Least restrictive environment 80% or more of the school day twndp (out of 6.25
hours 80% = 5+ hours per day twndp)
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APPENDIX H
Full time equivalent special education certified staff by building November 2008

Position School FTE School FTE School
Early Childhood Eval. District wide 1.0
Hearing Impaired District wide 1.0
Hearing Impaired District wide 1.0
School Psychologist Columbus Elementary 0.5 Tracey Elementary 0.5
School Psychologist Brien McMahon HS 1.0
School Psychologist Marvin Elementary 0.6 Cranbury Elementary 0.4
School Psychologist West Rocks MS 0.6 Jefferson Elementary 0.4
School Psychologist Naramake Elementary 0.5 Wolfpit Elementary 0.5

School Psychologist Roton MS 0.6 Side by Side (Charter) 0.2
Central Office
(Bil)

School Psychologist Norwalk High 1.0
School Psychologist Kendall Elementary 0.5 Rowayton Elementary 0.5
School Psychologist Brookside Elementary 0.5 Fox Run Elementary 0.5
School Psychologist Nathan Hale MS 0.6 Preschool 0.4
School Psychologist Ponus Ridge MS 0.6 Silvermine Elementary 0.4
School Social Worker Silvermine Elementary 1.0
School Social Worker Brien McMahon HS 1.0
School Social Worker Fox Run Elementary 1.0
School Social Worker Wolfpit Elementary 0.8 Central Office 0.2
School Social Worker Tracey Elementary 1.0
School Social Worker Rowayton Elementary 1.0
School Social Worker Marvin Elementary 1.0
School Social Worker Columbus Elementary 1.0
School Social Worker Brien McMahon HS 0.6 Norwalk HS 0.4
School Social Worker West Rocks MS 1.0
School Social Worker Naramake Elementary 1.0
School Social Worker Briggs HS 0.6 Ponus Ridge MS 0.4
School Social Worker Kendall Elementary 1.0
School Social Worker Nathan Hale MS 0.6 Norwalk HS 0.2 Early Childhood
School Social Worker Norwalk High 1.0
School Social Worker Brookside Elementary 0.6 Early Childhood 0.4
School Social Worker Jefferson Elementary 1.0
School Social Worker Roton MS 0.6 Ponus Ridge MS 0.4
School Social Worker Cranbury Elementary 1.0
Special Education Naramake Elementary 1.0
Special Education Fox Run Elementary 1.0
Special Education Brookside Elementary 1.0
Special Education Brien McMahon HS 1.0
Special Education West Rocks MS 1.0
Special Education Rowayton Elementary 1.0
Special Education Roton MS 0.5
Special Education Rowayton Elementary 0.5
Special Education West Rocks MS 1.0
Special Education Brien McMahon HS 1.0
Special Education Ponus Ridge MS 1.0
Special Education Ponus Ridge MS 1.0
Special Education Cranbury Elementary 1.0
Special Education Tracey Elementary 1.0
Special Education Kendall Elementary 0.5



Special Education Norwalk High 1.0
Special Education Silvermine Elementary 1.0
Special Education Brien McMahon HS 1.0
Special Education West Rocks MS 1.0
Special Education Kendall Elementary 1.0
Special Education Norwalk High 1.0
Special Education Columbus Elementary 0.8
Special Education Fox Run Elementary 1.0
Special Education Cranbury Elementary 1.0
Special Education Nathan Hale MS 1.0
Special Education Ponus Ridge MS 1.0
Special Education Brien McMahon HS 1.0
Special Education Rowayton Elementary 1.0
Special Education Brien McMahon HS 1.0
Special Education Cranbury Elementary 1.0
Special Education Norwalk High 1.0
Special Education Tracey Elementary 1.0
Special Education Brookside Elementary 1.0
Special Education Nathan Hale MS 1.0
Special Education Roton MS 1.0

Special Education
District wide (Adaptive
PE) 1.0

Special Education Marvin Elementary 1.0
Special Education Nathan Hale MS 1.0
Special Education Norwalk High 1.0
Special Education Brookside Elementary 1.0
Special Education West Rocks MS 1.0
Special Education Tracey Elementary 1.0
Special Education Norwalk High 1.0
Special Education Wolfpit Elementary 1.0
Special Education Rowayton Elementary 1.0
Special Education West Rocks MS 1.0
Special Education Fox Run Elementary 1.0
Special Education Norwalk High 1.0
Special Education Roton MS 1.0
Special Education Columbus Elementary 1.0
Special Education Brien McMahon HS 1.0
Special Education Brien McMahon HS 1.0
Special Education Marvin Elementary 1.0
Special Education Naramake Elementary 0.5
Special Education Rowayton Elementary 1.0
Special Education Norwalk High 1.0
Special Education Nathan Hale MS 1.0
Special Education Norwalk High 1.0
Special Education Jefferson Elementary 1.0
Special Education Norwalk High 1.0
Special Education Nathan Hale MS 1.0
Special Education Silvermine Elementary 1.0
Special Education Side by Side (Charter) 0.8 All Saints 0.2
Special Education Kendall Elementary 1.0
Special Education Head Start/Ben Franklin 1.0
Special Education Roton MS 1.0
Special Education Fox Run Elementary 1.0



Special Education Kendall Elementary 1.0
Special Education Brien McMahon HS 1.0
Special Education Rowayton Elementary 1.0
Special Education Ponus Ridge MS 1.0
Special Education Briggs HS 0.5
Special Education Ponus Ridge MS 1.0
Special Education Norwalk High 1.0
Special Education Cranbury Elementary 1.0
Special Education Brien McMahon HS 1.0
Special Education Norwalk High 1.0
Special Education Brien McMahon HS 1.0
Special Education Wolfpit Elementary 1.0
Special Education Ponus Ridge MS 1.0
Special Education Brien McMahon HS 1.0
Special Education Marvin Elementary 1.0
Special Education Wolfpit Elementary 1.0
Special Education Briggs HS 1.0
Special Education Nathan Hale MS 1.0
Special Education Jefferson Elementary 1.0
Speech & Lang. Path. Norwalk High 1.0
Speech & Lang. Path. Cranbury Elementary 1.0

Speech & Lang. Path. Silvermine Elementary 0.6
Head Start(Nathaniel
Ely) 0.4

Speech & Lang. Path. Ponus Ridge MS 0.8 Fox Run Elementary 0.2
Speech & Lang. Path. Pre-School 0.6
Speech & Lang. Path. Marvin Elementary 1.0
Speech & Lang. Path. Brien McMahon HS 1.0
Speech & Lang. Path. Brookside Elementary 1.0
Speech & Lang. Path. Naramake Elementary 0.6 Side by Side (Charter) 0.4
Speech & Lang. Path. Tracey Elementary 0.8 Central Office (Pre-K) 0.2
Speech & Lang. Path. Roton MS 0.6 Columbus Elementary 0.4
Speech & Lang. Path. Nathan Hale MS 1.0
Speech & Lang. Path. Wolfpit Elementary 0.8 Tracey Elementary 0.2
Speech & Lang. Path. Jefferson Elementary 0.8 All Saints 0.2
Speech & Lang. Path. Kendall Elementary 1.0
Speech & Lang. Path. Rowayton Elementary 1.0
Speech & Lang. Path. Fox Run Elementary 1.0
Speech & Lang. Path. District wide 1.0
Speech & Lang. Path. District wide 0.4
Visually Impaired District wide 1.0



November 2008 Paraprofessionals FTE
ID SCHOOL/LOCATION NAME FUNDING SOURCE TOTAL FTE
03 Brien McMahon High School IDEA 0.733

SPED 6.468
SPEECH/LANG 0.16
MUSIC THERAPIST 0.08

TOTAL ID 03 7.441

04 Briggs High School IDEA 0
SPED 0
SPEECH/LANG 0
MUSIC THERAPIST 0

TOTAL ID 04 0

05 Norwalk High School SPED 1.466
SPEECH/LANG 0.16
MUSIC THERAPIST 0.04

TOTAL ID 05 1.666

14 Nathan Hale Middle School IDEA 0.733
SPED 7.4
SPEECH/LANG 0
MUSIC THERAPIST 0.04

TOTAL ID 14 8.173

16 Ponus Ridge Middle School IDEA 1.533
SPED 5.307
SPEECH/LANG 0
MUSIC THERAPIST 0

TOTAL ID 16 6.84

18 Roton Middle School IDEA 1.467
SPED 3.667
SPEECH/LANG 0
MUSIC THERAPIST 0

TOTAL ID 18 5.134

19 West Rocks Middle School IDEA 2.933
SPED 7.293
SPEECH/LANG 0
MUSIC THERAPIST 0

TOTAL ID 19 10.226

22 Brookside IDEA 0.8
BESBY 0.853
SPED 5.787
SPEECH/LANG 0.32
MUSIC THERAPIST 0.12

TOTAL ID 22 7.88

24 Columbus IDEA 0
SPED 1.2
SPEECH/LANG 0.16



MUSIC THERAPIST 0
TOTAL ID 24 1.36

25 Cranbury IDEA 1.667
SPED 4.533
SPEECH/LANG 0.16
MUSIC THERAPIST 0.08

TOTAL ID 25 6.44

28 Fox Run IDEA 0.853
SPED 5.533
SPEECH/LANG 0
MUSIC THERAPIST 0.08

TOTAL ID 28 6.466

32 Jefferson IDEA 0
SPED 3.867
SPEECH/LANG 0
MUSIC THERAPIST 0

TOTAL ID 32 3.867

34 Kendall IDEA 0
SPED 4.7
SPEECH/LANG 0
MUSIC THERAPIST 0.08

TOTAL ID 34 4.78

37 Marvin IDEA 0
SPED 6.333
SPEECH/LANG 0.16
MUSIC THERAPIST 0.08

TOTAL ID 37 6.573

39 Naramake IDEA 1.467
SPED 2.266
SPEECH/LANG 0
MUSIC THERAPIST 0

TOTAL ID 39 3.733

43 Rowayton IDEA 0.733
SPED 7.733
SPEECH/LANG 0.32
MUSIC THERAPIST 0.08

TOTAL ID 43 8.866

44 Silvermine IDEA 0.733
SPED 4.767
SPEECH/LANG 0
MUSIC THERAPIST 0

TOTAL ID 44 5.5

45 Tracey IDEA 1.467
SPED 6.573



SPEECH/LANG 0.16
MUSIC THERAPIST 0.12

TOTAL ID 45 8.32

49 Wolfpit IDEA 0.733
SPED 5.013
SPEECH/LANG 0
MUSIC THERAPIST 0.08

TOTAL ID 49 5.826

68 Ben Franklin SPEECH/LANG 0.32
Head Start SPEECH/LANG 0.48

SPED 0.733
TOTAL ID 68 1.533

TOTAL DISTRICT WIDE FTE 110.624
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