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Norwalk Executive Summary 

Special Education Review 
July 2012 

 
 

SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS 
 

This review, commissioned by the Norwalk Leadership through the Director of Pupil Services in 2012 is intended 

to provide information to the district on progress made since the last evaluation that was conducted by CREC in 

2008, as well as answer questions related to effective utilization of resources. Leadership expressed the desire to 

have an external evaluation to assist the district in their ongoing reflection and improvement process.  This review 

was conducted February to July 2012 by five Capitol Region Education Council (CREC) consultants experienced 

in program reviews and special education. Data collected to answer the evaluation questions were from the 

following sources: State and Local Documents,  (20) IEP Reviews, (20) In-depth Student Reviews, (8) Classroom 

Observations, (20) Focus Group Interviews with (46) parents and (21) staff.  

 

Evaluation Questions 

The Norwalk Leadership posed the following three questions for this review: 

 

1) To what extent do special education staffing ratios, prevalence and out of district data, and percent of special 

education expenditures in Norwalk compare to the district reference groups (DRG) and comparable towns?  

 

Findings: Overall, Norwalk is operating a very lean and under-funded special education program. Norwalk’s 

percent of the budget spent on special education is less than the state and DRG averages. In addition, the district 

budget figures that we used for the comparative study do not accurately reflect the actual special education 

expenditures. Sixteen percent of the 2011 budget is spent on general education expenses that would typically not 

be in a special education budget. The ratio of staff to students in the areas of special education teachers, special 

education aides, speech and language pathologists, social workers, school psychologists, and school nurses 

compared to DRG, state, and other comparable districts are much less, indicating that Norwalk has fewer staff in 

these areas per student than the DRG, state and comparable districts. This ratio of staff to students is anticipated to 

become worse since two full time positions were cut from the 2013 budget. Norwalk’s prevalence of special 

education students is one of the lowest in the DRG, indicating that Norwalk is not expending funds needlessly on 

students who do not qualify for services and may even be under identifying students as special education. The 

number of Norwalk students placed out of district by the district is higher than the DRG and state averages, as a 

result of insufficient in district program options for students with emotional disturbance and autism.  The district 

could realize a cost savings of $150,000 in the first year by developing program in district for 6 students with 

emotional disturbance and bringing them back from out of district placements (see recommendations). 

 

2) Are the Norwalk special education staff utilized effectively and efficiently?  

 

Findings: The effective utilization of special education staff is impacted by the same three factors that were 

identified in the 2008 evaluation.  The overriding factors effecting efficiency and effectiveness are 1) lack of a 

balanced centralized and decentralized system, 2) diminished Special Education Central Office decision making 

authority, and 3) inadequate special education funding.   Since there have been numerous changes in both Central 

Office and Building Administrators since 2008, it is apparent that these factors are deeply embedded in the culture 

of the organization and it will take a concentrated effort from all the administrators and support from the 

Superintendent and Board of Education to make the necessary changes to improve the effectiveness and 

efficiency of the special education programs and services.  

 

The eight decentralized locations of the preschool programs causes significant problems inefficient utilization of 

staff. 
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3) What progress has Norwalk made on the recommendations from the CREC Special Education Report 

conducted in 2008?  

 

Findings: Overall, the system has made some improvement in becoming more consistent in implementation of 

special education processes and practices.  However, numerous inconsistencies among the schools continue to 

create problems of inequity of services and in communication among staff and between staff and parents. 

Inconsistencies in the processes for identification and assessment, resource allocation, caseload allocation, staff 

evaluation, special education service delivery model and service hours still exist.  The custom of building based 

decision overriding central office decisions on use of special education resources and compliance issues is 

problematic. 

 

Educational Benefit data indicate that overall, students with special needs in Norwalk are not receiving an 

increased educational benefit to their programs and services, with only 20% of the IEPs written to Educational 

Benefit standard. Problems with the way that the IEPs were written and implemented include: poorly established 

baseline or the aspect of the disability that impacts performance, too many goals are measured by mastery of the 

objectives, inadequate number of hours of service for students with mild disability. Students with low incidence 

disability could benefit from more time with non-disabled peers and more inclusive practices in the school 

community, as a whole. Educational benefit at Briggs is hard to determine as there are no benchmarks 

assessments.  Norwalk does present an interesting profile when analyzing CMT and CAPT data from 2008 to 

2012. Although the majority of Norwalk special education students are still below the state average of “at or 

above proficient”, the growth that these students have made exceeds the state average growth points in reading 

and math. Compared to the 2012 district average CAPT scores, Norwalk is higher than all three comparable 

districts in math, science, reading and writing. These data indicate that the efforts that Norwalk is applying to 

increasing CMT and CAPT scores of special education students is having an effect. The time that these changes 

have taken and the end result indicate that there still is much to be done.  

 

Communication has improved in some areas and stayed the same in others. There is increased collaboration 

between the parents and the Special Education Central Office. The Special Education Department has put in place 

a number of forums with building administrators, unfortunately it is optional and so less than half the 

administrators attend. Communication between some schools and parents continues to be problematic, with 

parents indicating that they are treated like they and their child are a burden on the school. Inequities in resources 

and inconsistencies in practice also add to problems in communication within some of the schools. There continue 

to be concerns about communication with parents who are English language learners.  There has been a turnover 

of special education administrators, causing internal communication issues. 

 

 

COMMENDATIONS 
 

The CREC evaluation team appreciates the assistance provided by the Special Education Department Office of 

Pupil Services in conducting this review. Staff members in the buildings were very helpful in providing both time 

and information. Parents of students with disabilities in Norwalk contributed enormously to this report through 

their comments and feedback.   

 

We saw good effort from the Special Education Department to work more closely with parents and to use them to 

help work on some of the issues in the district. We commend the Norwalk Leadership for authorizing this review 

as part of their continuous improvement and reflection process. 

 

There have been efforts by the Special Education Department to bring new information to the district in order to 

improve instruction, programs and services. Professional development opportunities for paraprofessionals, special 

education teachers, related services staff and building administrators range from reading, PPT academy, futures 

planning, and roles and responsibilities of paraprofessionals. 
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The process for utilizing a paraprofessional has been defined and building staff are strongly encouraged to follow 

the guidelines. Other processes that have been developed and utilized include implementing an evidence-based 

curriculum to develop the instructional skills of all paraprofessionals to increase and improve student 

achievement. 

 

The Director of Pupil Services has developed a proactive plan to decrease the number of students with autism and 

emotional disturbance that is placed in out of district placements by Norwalk, thus reducing cost and improving 

the district’s ability to provide educational programs in the least restrictive environment. 

 

Types of services required by a student are recommended appropriately at the elementary level and 

communication seems to have improved at the elementary building and parent-level in some schools with some 

parents. There continue to be concerns about communication with parents who are English Language Learners.  

 

The staff at Briggs work to best meet the needs of all the special education students with limited resources and 

there is a high level of communication between the special education teacher and parents.  Students are consulted 

on their needs and the effectiveness of the program available to them.  Briggs staff expresses interest in 

professional development to improve their instructional practice for students who receive special education 

services. We were pleased to hear that the district is considering redesigning Briggs School and hope that a more 

therapeutic program will be available for students who presently attend Briggs that need more intensive 

programming and support. 

 

The staff at all the middle schools and high schools was very helpful and accommodating in sharing information 

and setting up observations for the on-site visits. Co-teaching seems well established and effective at both the 

middle schools and high schools. Many of the middle school classrooms utilized varied instructional groupings 

for instruction. General education teachers were observed actively incorporating strategies into their instruction at 

the middle and high school levels. IEP goals, objectives and service hours matched identified student needs at 

both levels. Students at all middle schools were well behaved and staff was very visible in class and during 

transitions. 

  

  

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

A three year plan should be developed and implemented, using recommendations from this report. The plan 

should be used to inform school improvement plans and determine staff goals, supervision and monitoring 

activities. Special education programs and services are reliant on the practices that are used in the district for all 

students.  Therefore, the special education plan should be supported by, and part of the district and school 

improvement plans. Because the district utilizes a decentralized system, it will be very important for the 

Superintendent and Assistant Superintendent to support the Director of Pupil Services in monitoring and working 

with building administrators in consistent utilization of processes determined by the three year plan. We continue 

to be very concerned, as we were in 2008, about inadequate special education resources. The three year plan will 

need support from the Board of Education and Superintendent in finding funding for staff and materials.  

 

The Director of Pupil Services will work with stakeholders to develop, monitor and communicate the plan to 

parents, Board of Education and staff.  As the plan is implemented, the director and district leadership team will 

use the data to continuously monitor progress and make changes in the plan as needed. It is expected that the plan 

will be a living document and as data dictate, changes in the plan’s activities should occur. Key to the success of 

this plan is time from the central office administrators to plan proactively. We have been impressed with their 

skills and are confident that if they could spend less time in PPTs and responding reactively to situations, they 

will be able to support improved processes and teaching and learning in the district. We recommend that all  
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central office special education administrators be 11 month employees in order to support the three year plan. We 

also recommend that the district hire an educational consultant skilled in special education IEP and observational 

protocol to assist in development of tools and training of staff 

 

Three Year Goals:  
 

1) Increase the focus on teaching and learning, high quality services, and fidelity of implementation for 

students with disabilities. 

2) Implement and monitor consistent standards across the district for parent communication, service hours, 

and development of service delivery model, data collection, and analysis and sharing. 

3) Centralize the preschool programs. 

4) Increase opportunities within the district for students with autism and emotional disturbance. 

5) Obtain additional funding or reallocate district funding for special education by eliminating in the budget 

non special education services, developing in district programs and seeking additional funding from 

alternate sources. 

6) Develop a decision making hierarchy that balances central office and building based authority in special 

education. 

7) Improve communication between parents of special education children and school staff. 

 

 

Goal #1: Increase the focus on teaching and learning, high quality services, and fidelity of implementation for 

students with disabilities. 

 
Educational Benefit Academy  

The Academy would follow the design of the PPT Academy, but focus on instruction and educational benefit to 

students receiving special education. It should be required that one building administrator from each school attend 

and follow up with IEP monitoring and classroom observations, utilizing the established protocol. The Academy 

would provide administrators across the district with common language and a vehicle to determine progress. The 

central office administrators should regularly review special education student data to look for trends. This 

information should be shared at the Educational Benefit Academy.  

 

Phase 1 Summer and Fall, 2012 

Utilize central office administrator meetings to analyze student data, develop protocols for IEP reviews 

and classroom observations and share results of reviews and observations. The observation and IEP 

protocol should include reviews of and training in differentiated instructional practices at the high school 

level, use of instructional technology in the general education classrooms in middle and high schools, 

increase of student independence from special education aides and utilization of aides, SRBI processes to 

determine special education identification and out of district placement, along with other issues that 

central administrators discover after reviewing the data. 

 

Train administrators on how to monitor IEPs and implementation of IEPs to ensure educational benefit 

utilizing protocol developed in Phase 1. Central office and building administrators would be expected to 

regularly review both the IEPs and the classroom instruction, utilizing established protocol.  

 

Phase 2 Fall, 2012 

Train special education teachers and related staff on how to write and implement an effective IEP and the 

protocol that will be used for IEP review and for classroom observations. Train related service staff 

regarding inclusion and transdisciplinary services. 

 

Superintendent, Assistant Superintendent, and Director of Pupil Services review special education 

administrator job descriptions and how they spend their day in order to shift more time to program 

development and monitoring instruction 
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Goal #2: Implement and monitor consistent standards across the district for parent communication, service hours, 

and development of service delivery model, data collection, and analysis and sharing. 

 
Special Education Central Office Administrators should develop, train building administrators and staff through 

the Educational Benefit Academy and monitor the following procedures: 

  Clear communication protocols for staff to use with parents and other staff 

 Use of paraprofessional support to increase student independence and maximize efficient use of personnel 

 More inclusive instructional practices for students with more significant disabilities and provision of 

planning and collaboration time for general and special educators to meet.   

 Service hours and service delivery model and train staff on their use and utilizing the administrator’s 

meetings to discuss consistent implementation.  

 Use of Assistive Technology 

 
Goal #3:  Centralize the preschool programs  

 

The preschool programs are currently in eight locations across the district, we recommend that 2012 be used to 

develop the plan for centralizing these locations and the actual implementation would occur in 2013-14.  

 

Phase 1  Summer and Fall, 2012 

Director of Pupil Services will gather data on anticipated preschool population and determine what would 

be needed for space and staffing. Utilizing tuition from preschool non special education students, hire a 

full time preschool coordinator to assist in the development of a centralized program. 

 

Director will form a committee representing parents of preschool students, administrators and staff to 

review the data from Phase 1 and develop a plan of implementation. The committee will present their 

recommendations to the Board of Education for approval.  

 

Phase 2  Fall 2013 

Implement the plan approved by the Board of Education 

 

Goal #4  Increase opportunities within the district for students with autism and emotional disturbance to be 

served. 

 

This year the Director of Pupil Services recommended to the Board of Education a plan to expand district 

programs for students with autism and emotional disturbance. We think this plan to be very sound and that it will 

result in cost savings for the district, by both bringing some students back from out of district placements and 

keeping other students from going into these costly placements.  This is especially important given the redesign of 

Briggs into a magnet school rather than an alternative program.  

 

Phase 1  Fall 2012 

Develop a plan of action for implementation of a high school therapeutic program for students with 

emotional disturbance. This can be accomplished at no additional cost to the district and, in fact it would 

save the district money.  If six students are returned from out of district placement the $360,000 spent on 

tuition and transportation can go to hiring a special education teacher, social worker, and psychiatric 

consultant at a cost of $250,000, for a cost savings of $150,000 in the first year. 

 

Phase 2  Winter 2012 

Obtain Board of Education approval for program development and staff. 

Build capacity for assistive technology (AT) supports and services.  Ensure budget for AT is sufficient 

and develop a process for consideration and use of assistive technology. 
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Phase 3  Fall 2013 

Implement a high school therapeutic program for students with emotional disturbance. Develop proposal 

for expanding programs for students with autism. Obtain Board approval. 

 

Phase 4  Fall 2014 

Implement program for autistic students 

 

Goal #5  Obtain additional funding or reallocate district funding for special education by eliminating in the budget 

non special education services, developing in district programs and seeking additional funding from alternate 

sources. 

 

Work with the Norwalk grant department, RESCs and the state department to find and procure grant funding for 

special education programs and services. The Director of Pupil Services, Assistant Superintendent and 

Superintendent review the IDEA and district budgets and take out budget items that are not for the benefit of the 

special education students. 

 

Goal #6  Develop a decision making hierarchy that balances central and de-central authority in special education 

 

The system should have some activities that are centralized and some that are decentralized and the district should 

ensure that the Office of Special Education has the decision making authority in issues of resource allocation, 

budget and special education compliance. The Superintendent and Assistant Superintendent should work with the 

Director of Pupil Services to identify those areas such as resource allocation and compliance where the Director 

should have the decision making authority over building administrators. This should be shared by the 

Superintendent with all building administrators and reinforced by the Superintendent and Assistant 

Superintendent. Additionally, regular meetings with the business services department, Director of Pupil Services 

and Assistant Superintendent should be held to monitor the budget.  

 

Goal #7   Improve communication between parents of special education children and school staff 

 

Communication between parents and the school staff continues to be problematic in some schools. We were 

struck with the differences in communication practices and in how programs are run and what resources are 

available from school to school. Development and implementation of standard communication practices and 

improved consistency among schools as described in Goal #2 will assist with the communication problem. 

Additionally, since the concerns seem to be about certain schools, we recommend that the district conduct a 

parent survey to identify the problem areas and then work directly with staff in those schools to improve 

communications and relationships. 

 

The special education administrators should meet regularly with the special education office staff to review 

procedures and to develop a written procedures manual for all to use. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

Background Information 

Norwalk Director of Pupil Services, Pauline Smith contacted CREC on behalf of the Norwalk leadership 

in January, 2012, to request a review of special education services in Norwalk Public Schools as part of 

their ongoing improvement process. This review would provide information to the district on progress 

made since the last review that was conducted by CREC in 2008, as well as answer questions related to 

effective utilization of resources.  A program review is a broad investigation that considers a variety of 

data sources.  Its purpose is to provide feedback that can be used to direct program change, validate 

program progress, or, as in many cases, both.  This review was conducted February to June 2012 by five 

Capitol Region Education Council (CREC) consultants.  

 

Evaluation Questions 

The Norwalk leadership posed the following three questions for this review: 

1) To what extent do special education staffing ratios, prevalence and out of district data, and 

percent of special education expenditures in Norwalk compare to those of the DRG and 

comparable towns? 

2) Are the Norwalk special education staff (including related services staff and paraprofessionals) 

utilized effectively and efficiently?  

3) What progress has Norwalk made on the recommendations from the CREC Special Education 

Report conducted in 2008? 
 

Methodology  

A variety of data were collected and analyzed in order to answer the evaluation questions. Please see 

Table 1 Matrix.  
 

Documents and Reports 

 Aggregate and disaggregate trend data at the state, DRG, and local level regarding special 

education  

 District budget, staffing, in-district and out-of-district placement information 

 Reports from the district and state on state indicators from the State Performance Plan (SPP) 

 Student achievement data 

 Staff caseloads and staff and student schedules  

 Individual Education Plans (IEPs) 
 

Student IEP Review 

A representative sample of 20 special education student IEPs was selected and reviewed utilizing 

established protocol designed to assess educational benefit. See appendix for description of sample and 

protocol. 
 

In-depth Student Review 

Eight special education students representing various disability categories and ages were randomly 

selected for in-depth reviews. See appendix for description of sample and protocol. These students were 

observed in classrooms, their confidential file was reviewed, and staffs were interviewed. 
 

Individual and Group Focus Interviews 

Input from the following 46 stakeholders was obtained through individual and focus group interviews 

during April, May, and June 2012. Focus group participants include: 

 Twenty-five parents of students receiving special education services 

 Twenty-one building and central office staff, including paraprofessionals, administrators, special 

education and general education teachers, and related services staff.  

For additional information see appendix.  
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Observation of Classrooms  

Twenty classroom observations were conducted in the district to assess the learning environment for 

inclusion and instructional practices, school/classroom climate, and implementation of the IEP.  

 

Table 1: Matrix of key questions with a cross-walk of data sources 

 

IEP and In-

depth Student 

Review 

Classroom 

Observations 

District and 

State Data 

 

Focus 

Interviews 

 

1) To what extent do special 

education staffing ratios, 

prevalence and out of district 

data, and percent of special 

education expenditures in 

Norwalk compare to those of the 

DRG and comparable towns? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

X 

 

 

2) Are the Norwalk special 

education staff (including related 

services staff and 

paraprofessionals) utilized 

effectively and efficiently?  

 

 

X 

 

X 

 

X 

 

X 

3) What progress has Norwalk 

made on the recommendations 

from the CREC Special 

Education Report conducted in 

2008? 

 

 

X 

 

X 

 

X 

 

X 

  

20 IEPs 

reviewed for 

educational 

benefit  

in-depth review 

conducted on 8 

students 

 

 

20 classrooms 

were observed 

in the district’s  

schools 

 

SDE 

statistics: 

special 

education 

prevalence, 

out-of-district 

placements, 

CMT/CAPT 

 

21 staff, and 

25 parents 

were 

interviewed= 

46 
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KEY FINDINGS 
 

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

appendix.  

 

Question 1  

Comparative Study  

IEP 

And In-depth 

Student 

Review 

Classroom 

Observations 

District 

and State 

Data 

Focus 

Interviews 

 

1) To what extent do special 

education staffing ratios, 

prevalence and out of district 

data, and percent of special 

education expenditures in 

Norwalk compare to those of the 

DRG and comparable towns? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

X 

 

 

 

Findings:  Overall, Norwalk is operating a very lean and under-funded special education program. 

Norwalk’s percent of the budget spent on special education is less than the state and DRG averages. In 

addition, the district budget figures that we used for the comparative study do not accurately reflect the 

actual special education expenditures. Sixteen percent of the 2011 budget is spent on general education 

expenses that would typically not be in a special education budget. The ratio of staff to students in the 

areas of special education teachers, special education aides, speech and language pathologists, social 

workers, school psychologists, and school nurses compared to DRG, state, and other comparable districts 

are much less, indicating that Norwalk has fewer staff in these areas per student than the DRG, state and 

comparable districts. This ratio of staff to students is anticipated to become worse since two full time 

positions were cut from the 2013 budget. Norwalk’s prevalence of special education students is one of the 

lowest in the DRG, indicating that Norwalk is are not expending funds needlessly on students who do not 

qualify for services and perhaps may even be under identifying students as special education. The number 

of Norwalk students placed out of district by the district is higher than the DRG and state averages, as a 

result of insufficient in district program options for students with emotional disturbance and autism.  The 

district could realize a cost savings of $150,000 in the first year by developing an in district program for 6 

students with emotional disturbance and bringing them back from out of district placements (see 

recommendations). 
 

Special Education Prevalence Rate 

The Norwalk rate of students identified as special education has continued to stay in the 10% range over 

the past three years. The percent is lower than the state and District Reference Group (DRG) average 

(Table 1). When compared with eight similar districts, Norwalk’s percent of identified special education 

students in 2010 ranks seventh lowest out of nine. Ansonia, Danbury, East Hartford, Meriden, Norwich, 

and West Hartford all had higher percent (1-4%) of students identified as special education than Norwalk. 

Derby and Stamford were 1% lower than Norwalk. 

 
Table 1 Percent Identified Special Education Students 2008-10 

 

2008-9 2009-10 2010-11 

Norwalk Rate 10.6 10.3 10.1 

DRG Mean Rate 11.5 11.5 11.4 

Statewide Rate 11.6 11.6 11.6 
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Norwalk’s prevalence by disability for 2009-10 is within the state and DRG averages for all disabilities, 

except learning disabilities where it is slightly higher than the DRG and state averages (Table 2). These 

data are consistent with comparisons to state and DRG averages from 2006-08 (appendix H). 

 

 

 

Table 2   Percent Identified by Disability 2009-10 

  LD SI ED ID OHI Other Autism 

Norwalk  4.6 2.5 0.4 0.4 1.3 0.8 0.6 

DRG 4.1 2.4 0.5 0.5 1.8 1.2 0.6 

STATE 4.0 2.4 0.5 0.5 2.1 0.9 0.7 

 

 

State monitoring reports in 2008 indicated that Norwalk had a disproportionate identification of black 

male students identified as emotionally disturbed. The Norwalk Special Education Report conducted by 

CREC in 2008 confirmed the state’s conclusion through interviews with staff, IEP reviews, and 

comparative data analysis. The CREC report indicated that, “the district was not consistently following 

the criteria and processes for identifying students requiring special education”. Table 3 provides a 

comparison of the 2008 identification rate of Black African Americans (in bold) to the 2010 rate. There 

has been significant reduction in Black African Americans in all disability categories except learning 

disabilities where the percent increased from 40.7% to 47.1%. We found that most goals and objectives 

were not fully aligned with present level of performance and a lack of useful data to define the present 

level indicated that there were not adequate interventions tried prior to identification. This could affect the 

increase of students with learning disabilities. 

 

 
Table 3 Disability Counts and Percents by Race/Ethnicity 2010-11 

 LD ID ED SLI OHI Autism 
Other 

Disabilities 

Race/Ethnicity # % # % # % # % # % # % # % 

Asian 3 10.0 1 3.3 1 3.3 10 33.3 0 0.0 8 26.7 7 23.3 

Black/African 

American 
180 

47.1 

40.4 
9 

2.4 

31.3 
16 

4.2 

57.6 
68 

17.8 

35.4 
60 

15.7 

27.7 
16 

4.2 

23.6 
33 8.6 

Hispanic/Latino 143 35.4 14 3.5 4 1.0 125 30.9 38 9.4 29 7.2 51 12.6 

Two or more 

races 
1 16.7 0 0 0 0.0 1 16.7 1 16.7 1 16.7 2 33.3 

White 136 34.9 9 2.3 12 3.1 61 15.6 85 21.8 55 14.1 32 8.2 

District-wide 

Prevalence 
463 38.2 33 2.7 33 2.7 265 21.9 184 15.2 109 9.0 125 10.3 

 
District Special Education Expenditures 

The portion of the district’s budget for special education has consistently been below, since 2003, the 

state and DRG averages (Table 4). When conducting the 2008 review, CREC discovered expenses that 

were inappropriately charged to the Norwalk special education budget. Therefore, the actual percent of 

the districts expenditures for special education were even lower than the 18.3%. In the current review, the 

use of special education budget for what typically are considered general education expenses continues to 

be a practice in Norwalk, resulting in a budget that misrepresents and inflates the actual amount spent for 

special education students.  
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Table 4 Percent District Expenditures for Special Education 2003-9 

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) 21.1 20.1 

2008-9 18.3($30,864,901) 21.1 20.7 

 

A review of the district special education budget indicates that 53% is spent on staff salaries.  In a 

comparison of Norwalk’s staffing ratios to the DRG and state averages the ratios of special education 

teachers, special education aides, and school nurses (non-certified) to students were much lower than both 

the DRG and state averages. Related staff to student, such as social workers, psychologists, speech 

pathologists, and counselors is fewer than the state comparison (Table 5).  Since the CREC staffing report 

in 2008, most staff ratios have stayed the same with the exception of a slight increase in the ratio of 

special education teachers and an increase in special education aides. It is notable, however, that the 

increases still do not put Norwalk’s ratios in line with those of the DRG and state, where there is a 

difference of 2-3 special education teachers per 1,000 and 4-6 special education aides per 1,000 students.  

 

 
 

Table 5   2010-11 Comparative Staffing Ratios 

 
Per 1,000 student population 

  Norwalk 2010 Norwalk 2007 DRG State 

Special Education Teachers 7.7 7.1 9.8 10.3 

Speech Pathologists 1.6 1.5 1.7 1.8 

School nurses (non-certified) 1.7 1.8 2.0 2.2 

School Psychologists 1 1.0 1.5 1.7 

School Social Workers 1.6 1.6 1.7 1.6 

School Counselors 2.4 2.7 2.2 2.5 

Special Education Aides 11.6 9.5 15.4 17.2 
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In a comparison of special education aide ratios by district in 2009-10, Norwalk’s ratio was lower than the 

DRG average and second from the lowest in the 7 other districts compared  indicated fewer education 

aides per 100 students than the district average (Table 6). 

 

 

Table 6   2009-2010 DRG Comparison of Sped Aides Ratio 

  District 

#  

Special Ed.  

Students 

# 

Paraprofessionals Ratio of Sped Aides per 100 students 

  Norwalk 1,078 114 10.6 

Other 

Districts in 

DRG H 

A 256 30 11.7 

B 1,119 193 17.2 

C 129 9 7.0 

D 1,108 104 9.4 

E 379 62 16.4 

F 556 67 12.1 

G 1,281 186 14.5 

H 669 105 15.7 

DRG MEAN 12.7 

 

 

A comparison of central office support staff and administrators revealed that Norwalk’s central office 

staff is higher in two districts and lower in three.  Most districts have a full time preschool coordinator as 

non-certified where Norwalk does not.  Also, most districts have certified special education administrator 

work 11 months and Norwalk’s staff work 10 (Table 7).  

 

 

Table 7  2011-2012 Comparison of Special Education Central Office Staff Ratio 

District 

# Special 

Education 

Students 

# Certified 

Special 

Education 

Admin. 

Ratio of 

Education 

Admin.  # Non-

Certified 

Leaders 

Ratio of 

Non-

certified 

Leaders 

# Special 

Education 

Office 

Staff in 

Central 

Office 

Ratio of 

Office 

Staff in 

C. O. 

Total 

Staff: 

Student 

Ratio 

Ansonia 346 1 346:1 0 0 0 0 346:1 

Derby 177 1 177:1 0 0 1 177:1 89:1 

East Hartford 1,132 3 
 

377:1 
0 

 

0 

 

4 

 

283:1 162:1 

Meriden 1,380 6 230:1 2 690:1 3 460:1 125:1 

Norwalk 1,224 4 306:1 2 612:1 5 245:1 122:1 

Norwich 900 1 900:1 0 0 3 300:1 225:1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

CREC Special Education Review of Norwalk Public Schools:    www.crec.org     Page 7 

 

 

Out of District Placements 

The number of special education students placed in out of district placements by Norwalk has been in the 

70s for the past 3 years. The percent of students placed by Norwalk and other agencies has been 

consistently lower over the past five years than the state average percent (Table 8). Over the past three 

years Norwalk has spent approximately $6,000,000 each year on out of district placements with an 

increase of $760,233 from 2009 to 2010. The increase in expenditures is a result of increases in tuition 

and transportation, not increases in the number of students placed. In 2010, 75% of the expenses were 

paid to private special education facilities and 25% to other Local Education Agencies.  

 

2009-10 $5,866,144 

2010-11 $6,626,377 

2011-12 $6,461,316 (as of March 2012) 

 
Table 8 Special Education Students Placed Out of District  

Year Placed by 

Norwalk 

Number placed by 

other parties 

Norwalk % State % 

2010-2011 72 9 7.0 7.8 

2009-10 77 10 7.6 7.8 

2008-9 68 7 6.5 7.5 

2007-8 82 26 5.2 6.8 

2006-7 88 44 5.4 6.9 

2005-6 75 47 6.4 6.7 

 

 

 

Table 9 indicates that Norwalk places more students out of district than their DRG and state averages and 

has fewer students placed by agencies than the averages of the DRG and state.  

 

Table 9   2011 Comparison of Out of District by DRG 

Party 

Placing 

Student 

Out-of-

district 

School 

Year 

Ansonia 

School 

District 

Danbury 

School 

District 

Derby 

School 

District 

East 

Hartford 

School 

District 

Meriden 

School 

District 

Norwalk 

School 

District 

Norwich 

School 

District 

Stamford 

School 

District 

West 

Haven 

School 

District State 

 

 

 

 

DRG 

Average 

District 
2010-

11 
87.5 78.5 92.3 86.2 88.2 90.4 76.9 91.9 97.6 86 

 

87.7 

Other 

Parties 

2010-

11 
12.5 21.5 7.7 13.8 11.8 9.6 23.1 8.1 2.4 14 

 

12.3 

 

 

  



 

CREC Special Education Review of Norwalk Public Schools:    www.crec.org     Page 8 

 

 

Question 2 

Resource Allocation 

Ed Benefit & 

In-depth 

Student 

Review 

Classroom 

Observations 

District 

and State 

Data 

Focus 

Interviews 

and Parent 

Survey 

2)  Are special education staff (including 

related services staff and 

paraprofessionals) utilized effectively and 

efficiently?  

 

 

X 

 

X 

 

X 

 

X 

 

Findings: The effective utilization of special education staff is impacted by three factors. Of note, these 

three factors are the same factors that CREC evaluation team found when conducting the 2008 program 

review. Since there have been numerous changes in both Central Office and Building Administrators 

since 2008, it is apparent that these factors are deeply embedded in the culture of the organization and it 

will take a concentrated effort from all the administrators and support from the Superintendent and Board 

of Education to make the necessary changes to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of the special 

education programs and services. The overriding factors effecting efficiency and effectiveness are 1) lack 

of a balanced centralized and decentralized system, 2) diminished Special Education Central Office 

decision making authority, and 3) inadequate special education funding.  

 

1) Special Education Staffing 

 

Comparative data indicate that Norwalk has fewer special education teachers, aides and nurses than the 

DRG and state averages. Observations of classrooms, focus group interviews, and analysis of caseloads 

support the fact that staffing is inadequate. Also, utilization of staff is problematic. At the elementary 

level it was difficult for special education staff to be utilized effectively and efficiently, given the lack of 

collaboration time, lack of consistency in the process of identification and determination of special 

education supports, and the lack of specially designed instruction defined within student programming.  

 

Elementary special education staff indicated that they have little time for collaboration and they feel that 

they can’t ask for equipment or technology, due to budget issues. In the middle and high schools, better 

distribution of caseloads would have a positive impact on service delivery.  Paraprofessionals are not 

utilized efficiently or effectively at the elementary, middle and high school levels where too many 

paraprofessionals are assigned inappropriately, with little time spent in supporting instruction, collecting 

data or managing behavior. It was not always possible to establish a purpose for their presence in a 

classroom.  

 

Briggs had a high population of students identified in need of special education services.  Unfortunately, 

lack of appropriate support (part time social worker, no speech and language clinician, one special 

education teacher and one paraprofessional) results in students receiving minimal support.   

 

2) Preschool Configuration 

 

The district utilizes eight district schools to house the preschool programs for students with special needs. 

This requires moving students often from school to school, transporting young children throughout the 

town, in addition to creating problems in staff schedules and in coordination and supervision of the 

preschool programs district-wide. Staffing of the preschool program is not adequate. Parents of preschool 

children indicate that the number of transitions and bussing is problematic.  Staff indicates that 

communication with administrators is difficult and inconsistent 
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Question 3 

Progress  

Ed Benefit  

In-depth 

Student 

Review  

Classroom 

Observations 

District 

and State 

Data 

Focus 

Interviews 

 

3) What progress has Norwalk made on 

the recommendations from the CREC 

Special Education Report conducted in 

2008? 

 

 

X 

 

X 

 

X 

 

X 

 

Findings: Overall, the system has made some improvement in becoming more consistent in 

implementation of special education processes and practices.  However, numerous inconsistencies among 

the schools continue to create problems of inequity of services and in communication among staff and 

between staff and parents. Inconsistencies in the processes for identification and assessment, resource 

allocation, caseload allocation, staff evaluation, special education service delivery model and service 

hours still exist. 

 

Educational Benefit data indicate that overall, students with special needs in Norwalk are not receiving an 

increased educational benefit to their programs and services, with only 20% of the IEPs written to 

Educational Benefit standard. Problems with the way that the IEPs were written and implemented 

include: poorly established baseline or the aspect of the disability that impacts performance, too many 

goals are measured by mastery of the objectives, inadequate number of hours of service for students with 

mild disability. Students with low incidence disability could benefit from more time with non-disabled 

peers and more inclusive practices in the school community, as a whole. Educational benefit at Briggs is 

hard to determine as there are no benchmarks assessments.  Norwalk does present an interesting profile 

when analyzing CMT and CAPT data from 2008 to 2012. Although the majority of Norwalk special 

education students are still below the state average of “at or above proficient”, the growth that these 

students have made exceeds the state average growth points in reading and math. Compared to the 2012 

district average CAPT scores, Norwalk is higher than all three comparable districts in math, science, 

reading and writing. These data indicate that the efforts that Norwalk is applying to increasing CMT and 

CAPT scores of special education students is having an effect. The time that these changes have taken and 

the end result indicate that there still is much to be done.  

 

Communication has improved in some areas and stayed the same in others. There is increased 

collaboration between the parents and Special Education Central Office. Also the Special Education 

Department has put in place a number of forums with building administrators, unfortunately it is optional 

and so less than half the administrators attended. Communication between some schools and parents 

continues to be problematic, with parents indicating that they are treated like they and their child are a 

burden on the school. Inequities in resources and inconsistencies in practice also add to problems in 

communication within some of the schools. There continue to be concerns about communication with 

parents who are English language learners. 

 

1) Organizational Structure 

 

Decentralized System 

2008 CREC Review: We noted inconsistencies from school to school regarding both the responsibilities 

of the staff and the processes used in special education due to a primarily decentralized system. Overall, 

Central Office responsibilities in Norwalk were diminished over the years to only coordination and 

support functions. The functions to set direction, exercise oversight, and to provide quality assurance to 

promote best practice were not encourage, practiced or supported within the district.  
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Current: There have been some changes to encourage a more centralized approach to special education, 

such as regular district wide meetings with special education staff and building administrators and district 

wide analysis of issues such as out of district placements and needs for new programs and services. A 

PPT Academy to build understanding of the process within the district and increased professional 

development options for staff has been provided through the Special Education Department.  Areas that 

have not made needed progress include a district-wide strategic plan for special education, consistent 

identification and service delivery processes. Parents and staff indicated that there continue to be 

significant differences in the special education process, quality of programs and services, resources 

available and in communication issues related to special education students depending upon the school, 

with some schools considered to be much better than others. The inconsistencies in process and the 

inequities that exist from school to school are still problematic in the district. This has a huge affect 

on the parents and students who are uncertain of the level and quality of services from school to 

school. 

 

Staffing and Human Relations Issues 

2008 CREC Review: The 2008 review reported concerns regarding Human Relations including an 

efficient hiring process, out dated job descriptions, lack of a HR database, problems in finding hard to 

find staff, frequent administrator turnover, and inefficient utilization of special education administrators. 

 

Current: A new Superintendent & new Director of Pupil Services have been in the district since 2009. In 

addition, there have been numerous changed in special education supervisors. The current Director of 

Pupil Services reorganized the special education supervisors’ responsibilities as recommended in the 2008 

report for greater efficiency. There has been no change in the administrative job descriptions and 

therefore, they continue to not reflect actual practice. The hiring practice is still time consuming and the 

HR department still does not have an efficient database, which causes the special education department to 

spend time unnecessarily tracking staff that come and go from the district. The special education 

department has developed a relationship with an outside staffing agency to obtain hard to find staff and 

this has resulted in filling of staff positions in a much more timely way. Caseloads for middle and high 

school special education teachers and related service personnel seem to vary by building and by program.  

High caseloads would significantly impact the quality of service delivery.  It was not unusual to find 

teachers in one building with a caseload of 12 – 15 while a teacher in another building could have a 

caseload as high as 30 or 40.  The middle school divides caseloads by grade.  The service delivery model 

may need to change with some teachers providing support across more than one grade. 

 

2) Special Education Processes 

 

 Consistency across the district in following special education processes 

2008 CREC Review: Inconsistencies in the processes for identification and assessment, early intervention 

(SRBI), budget process and resource allocation, caseload allocation, staff evaluation, special education 

service delivery model and service hours result in inequities across the district. Hire an evaluation 

coordinator to develop and monitor the evaluation process and provide needed professional development 

to staff on identification issues. 

 

Current: A more consistent process has been sought through the use of a paraprofessional one on one 

form, SRBI, monitoring IEPs and service hours. There continues to be lack of consistency in the 

identification process of students with disabilities as well as the determination of service delivery. 

Resource allocation across the districts’ schools is not aligned with standard practice. For example, the 

requirement entry is not standardized for Briggs.  There does not seem to be consistent documentation, 

different district staff may have different requirements and the teacher in the program is not consistently 

involved in the IEP meeting in which a student entry may be discussed.  Additionally, a number of staff 

indicated that resources for students (e.g., services, technology, etc.) are determined by how vocal and 
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informed a student’s parent may be, rather than the following of a particular process.  The division of 

caseloads is not equitable.  Caseloads should be predictable from year to year across the district. 

The district did not hire an evaluation coordinator. 

 

 

2) Communication 

 

Communication within district on all levels and with outside agencies and parents 

2008 CREC Review: The communication among and between all stakeholders was very poor, with staff 

and parents uncertain of the direction of the special education programs and services and a feeling that the 

Board of Education was not supportive of the programs and services.  

 

Current: The Department of Special Education has established regular meetings with parents and staff for 

the purpose of improving communication and receiving feedback. Parents indicate that there have been 

numerous useful professional development offerings and they would like to see more parents and staff 

attend in the future. Inconsistencies in communication were noted between schools with staff and parents 

and staff and administration at the elementary level.  Middle and high school communication between 

central office and building staff still appears to be weak.  Although all staff was very welcoming and 

cooperative, it was very difficult to set up on site visits despite advance scheduling and notice from 

Central Office.  The school staff did not seem aware that the consultant was coming until we arrived at 

each building.  Communication within the buildings seems to work well, as it was very easy to interact 

with staff, locate students and get information. 

 

The focus interviews revealed that the communication at and with Briggs continues to be a problem.  

Students arrive at Briggs without the special education teacher as part of an entrance Planning and 

Placement Team meeting.  There does not appear to be consistent process for entry into the program. The 

special education teacher reports having attended 61 IEP meetings (September to April 13
th
) with 12 

annual reviews to be completed before the end of the school year.  Especially concerning is the lack of 

transition services for students at Briggs. Consistent and effective communication between Briggs and 

special services administration is problematic.  Staff reports that questions remain unanswered; materials 

are needed and prompt response by special services administration is lacking.  

 

Parents attending the focus interviews indicated that in some schools the communication is very good and 

in others it is not. They feel that in some schools they and their children are considered a burden and they 

do not feel part of the school community. The inconsistencies in programs and services, staffing and the 

way they are treated causes parents interviewed a great deal of frustration and lack of confidence in the 

district and the district staff. 

 

4) Educational Benefit 

 

Educational Benefit to students with disabilities 

2008 CREC Review: IEPs were not well aligned, the link between student achievement and instruction 

was weak with little data used to inform instruction, use of assistive technology was inadequate, and 

CMT and CAPT scores for students with disabilities were below the state targets. The district was not 

conducting strategic analysis of the programs and services in district to reduce unnecessary out of district 

placements and to provide quality in district programs to all students.  

 

 Current: Data indicate that overall, students with special needs in Norwalk are not receiving an 

increased educational benefit to their programs and services, with only 20% of the IEPs written to 

Educational Benefit standard. Problems with the way that the IEPs were written and implemented 

include: poorly established baseline or the aspect of the disability that impacts performance, too 

many goals are measured by mastery of the objectives, inadequate number of hours of service for 
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students with mild disability. Students with low incidence disability could benefit from more time 

with non-disabled peers and more inclusive practices in the school community, as a whole. 

Educational benefit at Briggs is hard to determine as there are no benchmarks assessments.  

Norwalk does present an interesting profile when analyzing CMT and CAPT data from 2008 to 

2012. Although the majority of Norwalk special education students are still below the state 

average of at or above proficient, the growth that these students have made exceeds the state 

average growth points in reading and math. Compared to the 2012 district average CAPT scores, 

Norwalk is higher than all three districts in math, science, reading and writing. These data 

indicate that the efforts that Norwalk is applying to increasing CMT and CAPT scores of special 

education students is having an effect. The time that these changes have taken and the end result 

would indicate that there still is much to be done.  
 

CMT and CAPT Scores 

Data from the most current available Connecticut State Department of Education, Bureau of Pupil 

Services State Annual Performance Reports (APR), and CMT/CAPT reports for 2008 - 2012 were 

analyzed. 

 

There has been an increase in the percent of special education students at or above proficiency from 2008 

to 2012:  

 In math all grade levels demonstrated increased proficiency percent, with marked improvement of 

over 30 points in all grades, except grade 10 where there was a less than 2% decrease.  

 In reading, all grade levels demonstrated increased proficiency percent with improvement ranging 

from 6% in grade 10 to 27% in grade 4. 

 All grade levels in writing increased in proficiency from less than 1% in grade 10 to 14% in grade 

7. 

 CAPT scores for Briggs show very poor passing average in 2011. 

 Norwalk met state target in 2008 and 2010 for participation rate on the CMT.  

 

A comparative analysis Norwalk CMT and CAPT scores that were at or above proficient with the state 

percent in 2012 (Table 11) revealed that the students receiving special education in Norwalk are below 

the state average in all areas and grade levels with the exception of grades 3 and 4 math and grade 7 

writing. 

 In math grades 3 and 4 were above the state average, while the other grades were 7% to 9% 

below the state average. 

 All grade levels scored below the state average in reading, with percent below ranging from 3% 

to 14%. 

 Grade 7 exceeded the state average in writing by 1%, while all other grades were below the state 

average.  

 While the district continues to be below the state average for percent at or above proficient, it is 

worth note that the discrepancy between the district and state is becoming less. 
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Table 10 

Comparison 2008 to 2012:CMT/CAPT Special Education 

   
MATH READING WRITING 

   

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 Norwalk 2008 59 187.2 27.1 56 173.4 12.5 57 187.1 15.8 

 

Norwalk 2012 53 226.4 62.3 49 201.7 28.6 67 210.2 38.8 

   

  

 

    

 

    

 

  

      Grade 4 Norwalk 2008 84 198.8 35.7 83 185.6 14.5 83 194.9 32.5 

 

Norwalk 2012 53 229.2 66 43 216.5 41.9 72 208.7 52.8 

   

  

 

    

 

    

 

  

      Grade 5 Norwalk 2008 90 192.6 18.9 90 185 18.9 90 206 46.7 

 

Norwalk 2012 39 218 51.3 39 202.8 35.9 65 208.2 49.2 

   

  

 

    

 

    

 

  

      Grade 6 Norwalk 2008 103 202.1 37.9 103 198.7 27.2 103 196.5 29.1 

 

Norwalk 2012 65 215.6 49.2 62 216.7 45.2 87 200.3 31 

   

  

 

    

 

    

 

  

      Grade 7 Norwalk 2008 72 207 37.5 72 185.5 31.9 72 194.6 30.6 

 

Norwalk 2012 48 214.5 54.2 44 206.5 56.8 72 204.1 44.4 

   

  

 

    

 

    

 

  

      Grade 8 Norwalk 2008 86 199.6 29.1 87 195.6 23 84 199.5 35.7 

 

Norwalk 2012 59 216.7 49.2 54 215.9 46.3 77 205.3 37.7 

   

  

 

    

 

    

 

  

    Grade 10 Norwalk 2008 77 199.1 41.6 77 189.7 33.8 77 211.2 51.9 

 

Norwalk 2012 74 207.1 39.2 78 205.8 39.7 80 218 52.5 

   
Bold Indicates increase in Proficiency % from 2008 
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Table 11 

 CMT/CAPT 2012 Special Education 

   

MATH READING WRITING 

   

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 2012 2946 225.3 62.3 2535 210.7 42.1 4024 207 42.4 

 

Norwalk 2012 53 226.4 62.3 49 201.7 28.6 67 210.2 38.8 

 

                      

       Grade 4 
State 2012 3083 226.8 60 2583 221.9 45.7 4387 203.8 42.1 

 

Norwalk 2012 53 229.2 66 43 216.5 41.9 72 208.7 52.8 

   

                            

       Grade 5 
State 2012 3287 227.6 58.2 2869 213.3 48.2 4845 213.8 54 

 

Norwalk 2012 39 218 51.3 39 202.8 35.9 65 208.2 49.2 

   

                  

       Grade 6 
State 2012 3316 226.2 62.1 3029 224 54.2 4814 209.7 46.5 

 

Norwalk 2012 65 215.6 49.2 62 216.7 45.2 87 200.3 31 

   

                  
         

Grade 7 

State 2012 3400 226.6 59.8 3153 218.8 61.9 4936 207.4 43.4 

 

Norwalk 2012 48 214.5 54.2 44 206.5 56.8 72 204.1 44.4 

   

                  

      Grade 8 
State 2012 3346 225.5 61.2 3200 227 58.7 4730 211.5 48 

 

Norwalk 2012 59 216.7 49.2 54 215.9 46.3 77 205.3 37.7 

   

                  

     Grade 10 
State 2012 3189 213.7 46 3302 205.9 48.6 4167 215.4 54.4 

 

Norwalk 2012 74 207.1 39.2 78 205.8 39.7 80 218 52.5 

  

Bolded Proficiency %  indicates that Norwalk equaled or exceeded State 
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Norwalk’s special education students who scored at or above proficiency on the 2012 CAPT were 

compared to Norwalk’s 2008 percent and also compared to similar districts and the state average percent 

(Table 12). Results indicate the following: 

 Since 2008, Norwalk’s special education population has made slight gains in CAPT writing and 

science (1.2% and 3.7% respectively). 

 Since 2008 there has been a 17% gain in percent of special education students reading at or above 

proficiency. 

 Since 2008 there has been a 5.8% decrease in students’ math CAPT scores in Norwalk. 

 Compared to the 2012 state average CAPT scores at or above proficient, Norwalk is lower in 

math, science, and reading and higher in writing. 

 Compared to the 2012 district average CAPT scores, Norwalk is higher than all three districts in 

math, science, reading and writing. 

 

 
Table 12 

2012 CAPT Comparative Data 

 
MATH Science Reading Writing 

 

Number 

Tested 

% 

At/Above 

Proficiency 

Number 

Tested 

% 

At/Above 

Proficiency 

Number 

Tested 

% 

At/Above 

Proficiency 

Number 

Tested 

% 

At/Above 

Proficiency 

 

                

Norwalk 74 39.2 84 33.3 78 39.7 80 52.5 

Chg since 

2008 

  

-5.8%   3.7%   17.5%   1.2% 

                  

Stamford 81 30.9 115 28.7 79 32.9 116 55.2 

Meriden 39 35.9 54 27.8 39 33.3 53 41.5 

Danbury 42 28.6 57 29.8 46 28.3 56 41.1 

 

                

State 3189 46 4250 43.8 3302 48.6 4167 54.4 

 

 

CMT scores of Norwalk’s special education student scores were analyzed for longitudinal information 

using the state vertical scale analysis (Appendix F). This analysis allows for review of individual student 

scores over a 2 year period (2010-12) to assess growth compared to state growth averages. Results of this 

analysis are provided below: 

 

 Norwalk’s special education student reading growth points on the vertical scale analysis grew more 

than the state average growth points grades 3-5 and 6-8. The Norwalk special education students in 

grades 3-5 2010-12 had an average growth point in reading of 81 compared to the state average 

growth point of 64. Grade 6-8 reading scores in Norwalk grew by 31 compared to a 29 growth point 

state average.  

 Norwalk’s special education student math growth points (42%) on the vertical scale analysis grew 

more than the state average growth points (31%) in grades 6-8. In grades 3-5 Norwalk’s growth 

points were 1 less than the state average. 
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IEP Review 
A representative sample of 20 IEPs was randomly selected for review to determine if they were 

reasonably calculated to ensure educational benefit.  The protocol used to determine educational benefit 

reviews the alignment of present level of performance, goals and objectives, services, and progress on 

goals and objectives in addition to compliance requirements, such as current and complete IEPs (see 

Appendix A for protocol).  Five IEPs out of 20 (20%) met Educational Benefit requirements as described 

in Appendix A.  None of the 10 elementary (0%)  IEPs met educational benefit and five (50%) of the 

middle and high school IEPs met educational benefit.  Low scores were a result of a variety of factors, 

including lack of specially designed instruction, lack of alignment of goals, need, and services, and 

unmeasurable goals. Results are detailed below. 

 

Elementary 

 Positive Practice: 

o Adequate type of services provided 

o Needs of children addressed 

 Areas of concern: 

o Often services not provided within the inclusive environment 

o Specially designed instruction was rarely noted within IEP goals and objectives 

o IEP goals and objectives not often measurable or standards-based 

o Present Level of Academic Performance and impact statements are not clearly 

defined/completed 

o Oftentimes too much service given based on disability/need 

MS/HS 

 Positive Practice: 

o Goals and objectives were based on standards. 

o Service hours did not exceed recommendations. 

o IEP documents were up to date. 

o Parent input and participation was carefully documented. 

Areas of concern: 

o Very few objectives included the specially designed instruction. 

o Almost all goals were measured by mastery of the objectives, yet there were many 

objectives that were not mastered.   

o Goals were not specific.  Goals needed to include whether the expected behavior was an 

increase or decrease from the current present level of performance and the level of 

mastery expected.  Mastery of the objectives does not insure an increase in achievement 

or performance. 

o Many IEP documents had a PLAAFP where current performance did not cite data as a 

baseline.  Impact statements did not identify the aspect of the disability or the impact of 

the disability on the child’s ability to access and perform in the general education 

curriculum. 

o  Many students had some mention of low or high tech assistive technology on 

accommodations and modifications page but were always also marked “no assistive 

technology needed” 

o There were several concerns with alignment between the PLAAFP and goals. 

o “Age appropriate” was often marked in the vocational area with some variability as to 

whether there were vocational goals or not. 
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In Depth Student Review 

Ten students representing various disability categories and grade levels were selected randomly for an in-

depth review that included IEP review, observations of the student in class, review of student work and 

schedule, and interview with staff, and student (as appropriate). A protocol was used to determine if the 

student received educational benefit from their programs (Appendix B). See below for positive practices 

that were observed and areas for growth. 

 

Elementary 

 Positive Practice: 

o Needs of students identified 

o Type of services given appropriately 

 Areas of concern: 

o Amount of services oftentimes too much and/or not within the inclusive environment 

o Specially designed instruction was rarely noted within IEP goals and objectives 

o IEP goals and objectives not often measurable or standards-based 

o PLAAFP and impact statements are not clearly defined/completed 

o Services not delivered within the inclusive environment 

o Assistive technology (AT) mentioned within accommodations and modifications but not 

considered “required.”  Staff indicated that they were discouraged from considering AT 

for students due to the perceived expense.   

o Teachers/staff noted there is not enough time in the day for collaboration and preparation, 

making the provision of inclusive services very difficult, if not impossible.   

 

MS/HS 

 Positive Practice: 

o All students appeared appropriately engaged in classroom instruction at the time of the 

observation.  All students contributed to classroom discussion and responded correctly to 

questions asked by the teacher.  All students interacted positively and appropriately with 

peers and adults.  Both special education and general education teachers checked in with 

students as a whole group and individually to monitor progress and understanding of the 

content.  Both special and regular education teachers were observed delivering instruction 

 Areas of concern: 

o It was very difficult to determine the specially designed instruction in any of the classes 

observed for these students.  In one high school film class with a student who is identified 

as special education and an English Language Learner, the typical students were unable 

to explain the purpose of the lesson while the class was watching film with Italian with 

subtitles. 

 

o One student had significant issues with written language, yet there were no visible 

accommodations or assistive technology, despite recommendations for this in the IEP.  A 

paraprofessional assigned to this student during class did not provide support or 

assistance to the student or classroom teacher. 

 

o Paraprofessional support appeared to be very ineffective across all observations, with one 

exception. Two paraprofessionals in one class sat at a table in the back of the room and 

never participated in any instruction.  They did not appear to be collecting data or 

adapting materials for future classes under the teacher’s direction.  One paraprofessional 

in another middle school class sat in the back of the room with a student and engaged in 

off task, social conversation during instruction.   
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Classroom Observations 
Thirty observations of general education and special education classrooms were conducted across eight 

district schools to assess the learning environment for inclusion and instructional practices, 

school/classroom climate, and implementation of the IEP.  Overall, we saw evidence of staff who knew 

the strengths and areas of concern of the students. Effective co teaching practices were also observed. 

We did not see evidence of specially designed instruction, strategies and tools to promote independence, 

effective utilization of paraprofessionals, and sufficient opportunities for inclusion and collaboration. 

See additional information below.  

 

Elementary 

 Areas of commendation: 

o Needs of children identified 

o Some students integrated well into the general education classroom 

o When students included in the classroom, they are obvious members of the community  

 Areas of concern: 

o Strategies and tools for independence rarely noted 

o Behavioral classroom: academic special education services given to student academically 

age appropriate, focus should be on inclusion in the general education classroom 

o Speech services provided outside class with no time for collaboration often cited by staff.   

o No specially designed instruction observed. 

o Staff as a whole indicated that there is very little time for collaboration.   

 

MS/HS 

 Areas of commendation:   

o The co-taught, English Language Arts class at West Rocks Middle School uses a reader’s 

workshop model that supports differentiation and individualization of instruction for a 

diverse group of learners.  The co-taught math class at Brien McMahon utilized the skills 

of both the general and special educator equally and efficiently.  The students in co-

taught classes at both sites respected and sought out assistance from both teachers 

equally.   

o All teachers were concerned about provided quality services to the students on their 

caseload.  All teachers had a thorough understanding of student strengths and concerns.  

All classrooms were well structured with clear expectations for learning.  Teachers 

observed student behaviors and provided appropriate supervision.  All teachers interacted 

positively with students and provided appropriate redirection and/or correction when 

needed. 

o The child development teacher at Norwalk high school used many effective teaching 

strategies with a challenging group of students.  The social studies teacher at the Nathan 

Hale Middle School also used a variety of instructional strategies, media and groupings. 

o One paraprofessional at the high school was observed providing appropriate assistance by  

re-wording and scaffolding instruction in a class while the teachers were also instructing.  

This same paraprofessional moved on to support other students in the class after 

providing this service. 

 Areas of concern: 

o There was not clear evidence of specially designed instruction in any of the classes 

observed.   

o Paraprofessional support was not utilized efficiently and effectively in any of the four 

school sites visited for this report.  Paraprofessionals were routinely observed standing or 

sitting in the classroom without being engaged in any specific instructional report.  At  
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times, there was more than one paraprofessional in a classroom that did not seem to have 

a specific purpose to support instruction.  Paraprofessionals were observed engaged in 

social interaction with one another or students during instructional time.   

o There was no clear evidence of the use of assistive technology though IEP reviews cited a 

need for it. 

o Most classes at the middle school and high school were taught in a whole class, lecture 

format.   

 

 

District Programs and Services 

There has been a positive change in the district’s ability to strategically analyze the needs of students and 

in March 2012 the Director of Pupil Services provided an analysis of the needs of special education 

students in the future and recommended a phase in of programs in district for students with autism and 

emotional disturbance.  

Preschool: 

- need for consistent space, complaints program kept getting moved 

- need for specially designed instruction 

Autism: 

- Staff will need training re: how to best teach students with ASD and what supports and 

strategies they require. 

- District will need to spend money on appropriate AT devices and software to help students 

with ASD access the equipment, as well as on training and technical assistance for AT 

implementation.   

 
 

5) Budget Process, Management and Authority 
 

2008 Report Recommendations 

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. 

 

Current Status 

The budget process continues to be unclear, with little authority of the budget given to the director of 

pupil services. There has been no review of 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. There continue to be expenditures 

in the special education budget that we question are appropriate for this budget. 
 

Our observations indicate that resources are limited in all settings.  There were no interactive white 

boards in any of the middle and high school classes observed.  While there are enough text books, it 

seems that teachers create many supplemental materials.  Teachers report that they supply many of the 
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instructional materials that they use on a daily basis.  There were computers in the resource room 

observed, but not in the general education classrooms.  The life skills classroom at Brien McMahon did 

not seem conducive for teaching functional life and vocational skills.  Briggs has some technology 

available such as a computer lab and some smartboards, however technology is not available for student 

specific needs. Materials for students at the elementary level in terms of tools for independence, such as 

AT were limited, if not non-existent.  Staff indicated they were discouraged from initiating conversations 

regarding AT given its perceived cost. There are limited funds for professional development therefore; 

special education staff is not receiving all of the professional learning opportunities that they require.  

 

 

7) Focus Group Interviews 

 

Twenty-one staff and twenty-five parents were interviewed= 46 
 

Elementary Staff 

Focus Interview Themes: (the issue has come up numerous times across variety of staff) 

 Not enough time for collaboration 

 Not enough time for inclusion model given large caseloads 

 Communication with central office and board members continues to be a challenge 

 No consistency in terms of evaluation, provision of services, determination of eligibility 

 Those students who have parents that are the most vocal are the ones who get the most services 

and supports 

 Staff are discouraged to inquire/use assistive technology even if they think it’s appropriate or 

necessary, due to the costs 

 

MS/HS Staff 

Focus Interview Themes: (the issue has come up numerous times across variety of staff) 

Utilization of resources and high case load numbers were concerns of staff.  Staff had very high caseloads 

(30 or more) and they are working in numerous locations.  Staff reported that this made it nearly 

impossible to address the IEP appropriately.  Staff also noted a lack of appropriate instructional resources.   

Staff cited strong relationships and good communication with families that are involved in their children’s 

educational programs but noted that many families choose not to be involved.  It is not possible to know 

if families are satisfied or dissatisfied with their services in these cases. 

 

Staff indicated that caseloads vary widely across the district.  One high school special educator had a 

caseload of only 12 students while one middle school special educator had a caseload of 30.  A high 

school special educator reported having a caseload of 40 while she held a different position at one of the 

middle schools.  Staff reported that caseloads of that size impact the quality of IEP implementation.  Staff 

reported that they create or provide instructional resources due to a lack of resources provided by the 

district. 

 

Communication and responsiveness of central office staff was noted as a concern in the focus interviews.  

Staff felt that central office staff did not respond in a timely matter when notified of their concerns 

regarding service delivery and student programming.  In addition, staff reported that they had not been 

informed of the purpose of the special education review, focus interviews and student observations.   

 

Parent Interviews: (25) Parents reported that they felt unwelcome in some schools and that there was 

inequity in resources for their children from school to school.  The relationship of parents and school staff 

varied greatly.  With some schools identified by parents as not friendly and not providing quality 

programs for children with disabilities.  The parents of preschool children felt that many times the 

building administrator was not involved with their child’s program and that if it was not their child’s 
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home school.  They were not included. Parents also were concerned that when staff changes were made 

when children could not be seen because of staff vacancies.  The school did not notify them.   

Some parents indicated that they would like the school staff to be transparent.  Parents felt that is the 

district wanted to move forward with improved communication they needed to do the following: 

Be more consistent in the school with processes, availability and utilization of resources, roles and 

responsibilities of staff and writing of IEPs.  

 

Some parents were pleased with some of the activities that the Special Education Department has put in 

place for parents, such as workshops and monthly parent advisory meetings. Others felt that it was still 

very difficult to communicate with central office when they had a concern. 
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COMMENDATIONS 
 

The CREC evaluation team appreciates the assistance provided by the office of pupil services in 

conducting this review. Staff members in the buildings were very helpful in providing both time and 

information. Parents of students with disabilities in Norwalk contributed enormously to this report 

through their comments and feedback.   

 

We saw some good efforts from the Special Education Department to work more closely with parents and 

to use them to help work on some of the issues in the district. We commend the Special Education 

Department for authorizing this review as part of their continuous improvement and reflection process. 

 

There have been efforts by the Special Education Department to bring new information to the district in 

order to improve instruction, programs and services. Professional development opportunities for 

paraprofessionals, special education teachers, related services staff and building administrators range 

from reading, PPT academy, futures planning, and roles and responsibilities of paraprofessionals. 

The process for utilizing a paraprofessional has been defined and building staff are strongly encouraged to 

follow the guidelines. Other processes that have been developed and utilized include implementing an 

evidence-based curriculum to develop the instructional skills of all paraprofessionals to increase and 

improve student achievement. 

 

The Director of Pupil Services has developed a proactive plan to decrease the number of students with 

autism and emotional disturbance placed in out of district placements by Norwalk, thus reducing cost and 

improving the district’s ability to provide educational programs in the least restrictive environment. 

We were pleased to hear that the district is considering redesigning Briggs School and hope that a more 

therapeutic program will be available for students who presently attend Briggs that need more intensive 

programming and support. 

 

Type of services required by a student are recommended appropriately at the elementary level and 

communication seems to have improved at the elementary building and parent-level in some schools with 

some parents. There continue to be concerns about communication with parents who are English language 

learners.  

 

The staff at Briggs work to best meet the needs of all the special education students with limited resources 

and there is a high level of communication between the special education teacher and parents.  Students 

are consulted on their needs and the effectiveness of the program available to them. IEP goals and 

objectives are standards based. Briggs staff express interest in professional development to improve their 

instructional practice for students who receive special education services. We believe that the district is 

moving in the right direction to redesign Briggs. 

 

The staff at all the middle schools and high schools was very helpful and accommodating in sharing 

information and setting up observations for the on-site visits. Co-teaching seems well established and 

effective at both the middle schools and high schools. Many of the middle school classrooms utilized 

varied instructional groupings for instruction. General education teachers were observed actively 

incorporating strategies for the benefit of students with an IEP into their instruction at the middle and high 

school levels. IEP goals, objectives and service hours matched identified student needs at both levels. All 

school buildings were well cared for and attractive. Students at all middle schools were well behaved and 

staff was very visible in class and during transitions. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

A three year plan should be developed and implemented, using recommendations from this report. The 

plan should be used to inform school improvement plans and determine staff goals, supervision and 

monitoring activities. Special education programs and services are reliant on the practices that are used in 

the district for all students.  Therefore, the special education plan should be supported by, and part of the 

district and school improvement plans. Because the district utilizes a decentralized system, it will be very 

important for the Superintendent and Assistant Superintendent to support the Director of Pupil Services in 

monitoring and working with building administrators in consistent utilization of processes determined by 

the three year plan. We continue to be very concerned, as we were in 2008, about inadequate special 

education resources. The three year plan will need support from the Board of Education and 

Superintendent in finding funding for staff and materials.  

 

The Director of Pupil Services will work with stakeholders to develop, monitor and communicate the plan 

to parents, Board of Education and staff.  As the plan is implemented, the director and district leadership 

team will use the data to continuously monitor progress and make changes in the plan as needed. It is 

expected that the plan will be a living document and as data dictate, changes in the plan’s activities should 

occur. Key to the success of this plan is time from the central office administrators to plan proactively. 

We have been impressed with their skills and are confident that if they could spend less time in PPTs and 

responding reactively to situations, they will be able to support improved processes and teaching and 

learning in the district. We recommend that all central office special education administrators be 11 

month employees in order to support the three year plan. We also recommend that the district hire an 

educational consultant skilled in special education IEP and observational protocol to assist in 

development of tools and training of staff 

 

Three Year Goals:  
 

8) Increase the focus on teaching and learning, high quality services, and fidelity of implementation 

for students with disabilities. 

9) Implement and monitor consistent standards across the district for parent communication, service 

hours, and development of service delivery model, data collection, and analysis and sharing. 

10) Centralize the preschool programs. 

11) Increase opportunities within the district for students with autism and emotional disturbance. 

12) Obtain additional funding or reallocate district funding for special education by eliminating in the 

budget non special education services, developing in district programs and seeking additional 

funding from alternate sources. 

13) Develop a decision making hierarchy that balances central office and building based authority in 

special education. 

14) Improve communication between parents of special education children and school staff. 

 

 

Goal #1: Increase the focus on teaching and learning, high quality services, and fidelity of implementation 

for students with disabilities. 

 
Educational Benefit Academy  

The Academy would follow the design of the PPT Academy, but focus on instruction and educational 

benefit to students receiving special education. It should be required that one building administrator from 

each school attend and follow up with IEP monitoring and classroom observations, utilizing the 

established protocol. The Academy would provide administrators across the district with common 

language and a vehicle to determine progress. The central office administrators should regularly review 

special education student data to look for trends. This information should be shared at the Educational 

Benefit Academy.  
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Phase 1 Summer and Fall, 2012 

Utilize central office administrator meetings to analyze student data, develop protocols for IEP 

reviews and classroom observations and share results of reviews and observations. The 

observation and IEP protocol should include reviews of and training in differentiated instructional 

practices at the high school level, use of instructional technology in the general education 

classrooms in middle and high schools, increase of student independence from special education 

aides and utilization of aides, SRBI processes to determine special education identification and 

out of district placement, along with other issues that central administrators discover after 

reviewing the data. 

 

Train administrators on how to monitor IEPs and implementation of IEPs to ensure educational 

benefit utilizing protocol developed in Phase 1. Central office and building administrators would 

be expected to regularly review both the IEPs and the classroom instruction, utilizing established 

protocol.  

 

Phase 2 Fall, 2012 

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

and the protocol that will be used for IEP review and for classroom observations. Train related 

service staff regarding inclusion and transdisciplinary services. 

 

Superintendent, Assistant Superintendent, and Director of Pupil Services review special education 

administrator job descriptions and how they spend their day in order to shift more time to 

program development and monitoring instruction. 

 

 
Goal #2: Implement and monitor consistent standards across the district for parent communication, 

service hours, and development of service delivery model, data collection, and analysis and sharing. 

 
Special Education Central Office Administrators should develop, train building administrators and staff 

through the Educational Benefit Academy and monitor the following procedures: 

  Clear communication protocols for staff to use with parents and other staff 

 Use of paraprofessional support to increase student independence and maximize efficient use of 

personnel 

 More inclusive instructional practices for students with more significant disabilities and provision 

of planning and collaboration time for general and special educators to meet.   

 Service hours and service delivery model and train staff on their use and utilizing the 

administrator’s meetings to discuss consistent implementation.  

 Use of Assistive Technology 

 
Goal #3:  Centralize the preschool programs  

 

The preschool programs are currently in eight locations across the district, we recommend that 2012 be 

used to develop the plan for centralizing these locations and the actual implementation would occur in 

2013-14.  

 

Phase 1  Summer and Fall, 2012 

Director of Pupil Services will gather data on anticipated preschool population and determine 

what would be needed for space and staffing. Utilizing tuition from preschool non special 

education students, hire a full time preschool coordinator to assist in the development of a 

centralized program. 
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Director will form a committee representing parents of preschool students, administrators and 

staff to review the data from Phase 1 and develop a plan of implementation. The committee will 

present their recommendations to the Board of Education for approval.  

 

Phase 2  Fall 2013 

Implement the plan approved by the Board of Education 

 

Goal #4  Increase opportunities within the district for students with autism and emotional disturbance to 

be served. 

 

This year the Director of Pupil Services recommended to the Board of Education a plan to expand district 

programs for students with autism and emotional disturbance. We think this plan to be very sound and 

that it will result in cost savings for the district, by both bringing some students back from out of district 

placements and keeping other students from going into these costly placements.  This is especially 

important given the redesign of Briggs into a magnet school rather than an alternative program.  

 

Phase 1  Fall 2012 

Develop a plan of action for implementation of a high school therapeutic program for students 

with emotional disturbance. This can be accomplished at no additional cost to the district and, in 

fact it would save the district money.  If six students are returned from out of district placement 

the $360,000 spent on tuition and transportation can go to hiring a special education teacher, 

social worker, and psychiatric consultant at a cost of $250,000, for a cost savings of $150,000 in 

the first year. 

 

Phase 2  Winter 2012 

Obtain Board of Education approval for program development and staff. 

Build capacity for assistive technology (AT) supports and services.  Ensure budget for AT is 

sufficient and develop a process for consideration and use of assistive technology. 
 

Phase 3  Fall 2013 

Implement a high school therapeutic program for students with emotional disturbance. Develop 

proposal for expanding programs for students with autism. Obtain Board approval. 

 

Phase 4  Fall 2014 

Implement program for autistic students 

 

Goal #5  Obtain additional funding or reallocate district funding for special education by eliminating in 

the budget non special education services, developing in district programs and seeking additional funding 

from alternate sources. 

 

Work with the Norwalk grant department, RESCs and the state department to find and procure grant 

funding for special education programs and services. The Director of Pupil Services, Assistant 

Superintendent and Superintendent review the IDEA and district budgets and take out budget items that 

are not for the benefit of the special education students. 

 

Goal #6  Develop a decision making hierarchy that balances central and de-central authority in special 

education 

 

The system should have some activities that are centralized and some that are decentralized and the 

district should ensure that the Office of Special Education has the decision making authority in issues of 

resource allocation, budget and special education compliance. The Superintendent and Assistant 

Superintendent should work with the Director of Pupil Services to identify those areas such as resource 
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allocation and compliance where the Director should have the decision making authority over building 

administrators. This should be shared by the Superintendent with all building administrators and 

reinforced by the Superintendent and Assistant Superintendent. Additionally, regular meetings with the 

business services department, Director of Pupil Services and Assistant Superintendent should be held to 

monitor the budget.  

 

Goal #7   Improve communication between parents of special education children and school staff 

 

Communication between parents and the school staff continues to be problematic in some schools. We 

were struck with the differences in communication practices and in how programs are run and what 

resources are available from school to school. Development and implementation of standard 

communication practices and improved consistency among schools as described in Goal #2 will assist 

with the communication problem. Additionally, since the concerns seem to be about certain schools, we 

recommend that the district conduct a parent survey to identify the problem areas and then work directly 

with staff in those schools to improve communications and relationships. 

 

The special education administrators should meet regularly with the special education office staff to 

review procedures and to develop a written procedures manual for all to use. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

CREC Special Education Review of Norwalk Public Schools:    www.crec.org     Page 27 

 

 

Appendix Contents 

 

 

A: Educational Benefit File Review Protocol (as adapted from the CT State Dept. of Ed., and CA 

Dept. of Ed.)  

 

B: In-depth Student Review Protocol and Demographics 

 

C: Observations 

 

D: Focus Interview Demographics 

 

E: Staffing Ratios 

 

F: CMT Vertical Scale Scores 

 

G: Disability Prevalence 

 

H:  Quality Indicators for Alternative Education 

 

 

 

  



 

CREC Special Education Review of Norwalk Public Schools:    www.crec.org     Appendix A 

 

Appendix A 

Educational Benefit Findings and Protocol 

Educational Benefit Review Form (MacDonald 2007, as adapted from the CT Ed Benefit review 

process and the CA Ed Benefit review process) 

 
Special Education File Review Form  District:  Rocky: NFA   Reviewer:    Review date:   

Student Name:         Grade       Case Manager   School   Ethnicity  Gender:    

SECTION A          IEP Requirements      

 IEP date: School that developed IEP:  

YES NO Comments  

IEP is current     

IEP is complete     

Assistive technology to support goals     

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 

 

Academic  - Math                

Academic; Literacy                 

Behavior / Soc. 
Emotional 

 

               

Communication 

 

               

Vocational / Transition                

Health & Development                

Fine and Gross Motor 

 

               

Activities of 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 with other items    
NA not appropriate for item to be present 
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Comments: 

Section C                  Ed Benefit Review Summary YES NO Comments 

Assessment is complete    

Assessment data identifies  student need(s) 
   

Present performance identifies all needs identified in assessment(s) 
   

Adverse affect on Educational Performance is defined 
   

All student need(s) are addressed by appropriate goals and objectives 
   

Goals and Objectives are standards based, verb driven, measureable 
   

Goals / objectives list the condition or specialized instruction needed to achieve goal/objective 

   

Accommodations and modifications match the learning style and correspond with goals and objectives 

   

Service(s) support goals and objectives 
   

Types of assessment(s) were curriculum / performance based 
   

Student made yearly progress 
   

If did not make yearly progress, services were changed to assist student to make progress 

   

Sufficient services were provided to ensure student progress    

Presenting problems correspond with level and amount of service(s) 
   

OVERALL COMPLIANCE:  IEP was reasonably calculated to result in EDUCATIONAL BENEFIT 

   

 

SECTION C Total 
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Appendix B   

In-Depth Protocol 

 

 
Parent In-depth Interview Form 

Student’s Name:       Parent:      

Date of Interview:      

Interviewer:        School:       Grade:___ 

Hello, my name is ________ from the Capitol Region Education Council. We have been hired by the 

Norwalk Board of Education to review the special education programs and services. You child’s name 

was selected as part of a random sample for CREC to review. We will conduct a file review, parent and 

staff interviews, and observations in the school. I would like to ask you a few questions about 

________________’s educational program. This should only take 5-10 minutes and everything that you 

say to me will remain confidential and only the independent CREC review team will see your responses.  
 

Compliance 

Describe the process that was used to determine if your child needed special education services. 

Once your child was identified, what opportunities have you had to provide input into the development of his/her 

program?  

For high school students only 

How has the school worked with you, you child, and other agencies to prepare him/her for school or work after 

graduation?  

Positive Impact 

Please explain how the school informs you about your child’s progress. Follow up question, if needed: Do you 

receive quarterly progress reports about your child’s progress in meeting the IEP goals and objectives? 
 

Do you feel you have enough information to determine how your child is doing? If no, what else would you like 

to have? 

Resources 

Is your child getting all the services listed on his/her IEP? If no please explain 
 

If you think your child needs additional services, such as speech therapy, what would you do? 

Communication 

If you needed to speak to someone about a concern you have regarding your child’s program or progress, who 

would you contact and how would you contact them? 
 

Have you had any contact with your child’s teachers this year? If yes, what was the communication about and 

with whom? 
 

On a scale of 1 to 4 (1= not effective 4= very effective) how would you rate the communication about your child 

between the special education staff and you? 
 

On a scale of 1 to 4 (1= not effective 4= very effective) how would you rate the communication between Central 

Office Special Education and you? 

Overall Satisfaction 

On a scale of 1 to 4 (1= not effective 4= very effective) how would you rate the effectiveness in supporting 

positive learning outcomes of your child’s program?  If it is too soon to tell this year, please respond to the 

effectiveness of the program last year. 

Is there additional information you would like us to know about your child’s program? 

Thank you for taking the time to answer questions about your child’s program. The results of the review will be 

provided to the Board of Education in November and the information will be available to the public at that time. 
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Case Manager In-depth Interview Form 

Student’s Name:      Case Manager:       

Date of Interview:       

Interviewer:      School:        Grade: _____ 

Hello, my name is ________ from the Capitol Region Education Council. We have been hired by the 

Norwalk Board of Education to review the special education programs and services. ______________ 

(Name of student) was selected as part of a random sample for review. We will be conducting a file 

review, parent and staff interviews, and observations on this child. I would like to ask you a few questions 

about _________________’s educational program. This should only take 15-20 minutes and everything 

that you say to me will remain confidential and only the independent CREC review team will see your 

responses.  

Reviewer, you will need a copy of the student’s schedule and the case manager’s schedule 

Is the student receiving the programs and services that were recommended in the IEP? If no, why not. (if 

you see a conflict ask the case manager about it) 
 

As case manager how do you ensure that he/she receives all the required elements in the IEP? 
 

For high school students only 

How has the school worked with the parent and outside agencies to prepare this student for school or 

work after graduation? What transition service options are available to this student? 

Positive Impact 

What data do you use to develop and monitor goals and objectives for this student’s IEP? Can you show 

me an example of data collection for this student? 
 

Are you satisfied with the progress this student is making? Why? Why not? What would you do if the 

student were not making progress? 

Resources 

Do you have the resources required to implement the IEP? If no what do you need and why don’t you 

have it? 
 

What would you do if you needed more resources? 
 

What do you do to prepare the student and the receiving teacher for the following year? 

Communication 

How effective is the communication between school personnel regarding this student? How do you 

communicate with staff? 
 

Have you contacted this student’s parents this year? If yes, what was the communication about? 

 

On a scale of 1 to 4 (1= not effective 4= very effective) how would you rate the communication between 

you and the parent regarding this student?  

Overall Satisfaction 

On a scale of 1 to 4 (1= not effective 4= very effective) how effective are the programs and services for 

this student in supporting positive student outcomes?  If it is too soon to tell this year, please respond to 

the effectiveness of the program last year if you had this student. 

Is there additional information you would like to make sure we are aware of regarding this student? 

 

 

Thank you for taking the time to answer questions. The results of the review will be provided to the 

Board of Education in November. 
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General Education Teacher/PPS In-depth Interview Form 

Student’s Name:           

General education teacher or PPS:           

Date of Interview:       Interviewer:        

School:          Grade: _____ 

Hello, my name is ________ from CREC the Capitol Region Education Council. We have been hired by 

the Norwalk Board of Education to review the special education programs and services. 

_______________ (Name of student) was selected as part of a random sample for review. We will 

conduct a file review, parent and staff interviews, and observations on this student. I would like to ask 

you a few questions about ________’s educational program. This should only take 15-20 minutes and 

everything that you say to me will remain confidential and only the independent CREC review team will 

see your responses.  

Compliance 

What input do you have in developing this student’s IEP? 

 

Are you able to deliver the services and modifications listed on the IEP? If no, why not. What are they?  

 

For high school students only 

How has the school worked with the parent and outside agencies to prepare this student for school or 

work after graduation? What transition service options are available to this student? 

Positive Impact 

What data do you use to monitor progress on goals and objectives for this student’s IEP? Can you show 

me an example of data collection for this student? 

Are you satisfied with the progress this student is making? Why? Why not? What would you do if the 

student were not making progress? 

What do you do to prepare the student and the receiving teacher for the following year? 

Resources 

Do you have the resources required to implement the IEP? If no what do you need and why don’t you 

have it? 

 

What would you do if you needed more resources? 

Communication 

How effective is the communication between other school personnel regarding this student? What do you 

do to communicate? 

 

Have you contacted this student’s parents this year? If yes, what was the communication about? 

 

On a scale of 1 to 4 (1= not effective 4= very effective) how would you rate the communication between 

you and the parent regarding this student?  

Overall Satisfaction 

On a scale of 1 to 4 (1= not effective 4= very effective) how effective are the services you provide this 

student in supporting positive student outcomes? 

Is there additional information you would like to make sure we are aware of regarding this student? 

 

Thank you for taking the time to answer questions. The results of the review will be provided to the Board 

of Education the middle of November and the information will be available at that time.  
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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, progress monitoring 
data, 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.  

  0 = not effective 

  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) 

Norwalk Special Education Program Review  

In Depth Review 
In Depth Student Review Summary  
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In-depth Review - Observation Protocol 

 

Activity _____________________Location_________________Reviewer:___________________ 
 

# 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 

education 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. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4 Engagement on task: 

Student is actively engaged in the activity and demonstrates 

some level of understanding of the concept or application of 

the skill being instructed. 

Student is off task, not attending 

to the 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 group setting, student actively 

participates w/others 

demonstrating mastery orally, in 

writing, with manipulatives, or 

with the use of AT. 
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# Indicators Little or No Evidence 

 

Score pt. = 0 

Sufficient Evidence  

 

Score pt. = 1 

Score 

 

0 or 1 

Not 

Applic-

able 

(NA) 

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 EIP objective(s). Or, pre-

teaching of skills, vocabulary, 

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, equipment, 

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 required. 

Para assistance per IEP, Student 

utilizes AT, materials, books, 

equipment, etc. as depicted in EIP 

for the specific subject area class. 

Identified instructional strategies 

are evident. Modifications to 

work, tests, time, etc. are noted, as 

applicable. There is adherence to a 

behavior plan if required for the 

student. 

  

7 IEP – Specialized instruction: 

Specialized instruction is evident embedded in the lessons.  

Either the general education teacher, the special education 

teacher and/or paraprofessional are provided the specialized 

instruction services. 

Support is provided by looking 

of the student’s 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, re-clarify, 

question, assess or interact with 

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 paraprofessional 

assistance to clarify or correct.  

When not needed, the 

paraprofessional fades from the 

student. 

  

 

Total points ____ out of total applicable indicators _____
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Appendix C  

Observations  

Elementary 

 

 Total number of classroom observations: 6 

 

 Number by school, type of classroom re resource room, co-taught class, para supported gen ed class, etc.:  

o Tracey: 1 self-contained “behavioral” classroom with sped and para support    

o Cranbury:  1 preschool integrated program, 1 general education class with support from para 1 hour day, 

sped pull out   

o Silvermine:  1 preschool integrated program, 1 general education class with para support   

o Marvin:  1 general education class with some para support   

 

 Areas of commendation: 

o Needs of children identified 

o Some students integrated well into the general education classroom 

o When students included in the classroom, they are obvious members of the community  

 

 Areas of concern: 

o Strategies and tools for independence rarely noted 

o Behavioral classroom: academic special education services given to student academically age appropriate, 

focus should be on inclusion in the general education classroom 

o Speech services provided outside class with no time for collaboration often cited by staff.   

o No specially designed instruction observed. 

 

MS/HS 

 Total number of classroom observations: 11 

 Number by school, type of classroom re resource room, co-taught class, para supported gen ed class, etc.: 

 

Brien McMahon – 1 resource room, 1 co-taught math, 1 life skills class 

Norwalk High – 2 gen. ed. Classes 

Nathan Hale Middle School – 3 para supported gen. ed. Classes 

West Rocks Middle School – 1 co-taught class, 1 para supported gen. ed. Class, 1 gen. ed. class 

 

 Areas of commendation:   

The co-taught, English Language Arts class at West Rocks Middle School uses a reader’s workshop model that 

supports differentiation and individualization of instruction for a diverse group of learners.  The co-taught math class at 

Brien McMahon utilized the skills of both the general and special educator equally and efficiently.  The students in co-

taught classes at both sites respected and sought out assistance from both teachers equally.   

 

All teachers were concerned about provided quality services to the students on their caseload.  All teachers had a 

thorough understanding of student strengths and concerns.  All classrooms were well structured with clear expectations 

for learning.  Teachers observed student behaviors and provided appropriate supervision.  All teachers interacted 

positively with students and provided appropriate redirection and/or correction when needed. 

 

The child development teacher at Norwalk high school used many effective teaching strategies with a challenging 

group of students.  The social studies teacher at the Nathan Hale Middle School also used a variety of instructional 

strategies, media and groupings. 
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 Areas of concern: 

 

There was not clear evidence of specially designed instruction in any of the classes observed for this report.   

 

Paraprofessional support was not utilized efficiently and effectively in any of the four school sites visited for this report.  

Paraprofessionals were routinely observed standing or sitting in the classroom without being engaged in any specific 

instructional report.  At times, there was more than one paraprofessional in a classroom that did not seem to have a 

specific purpose to support instruction.  Paraprofessionals were observed engaged in social interaction with one another or 

students during instructional time.   

 

One paraprofessional at the high school was observed providing appropriate assistance by  re-wording and scaffolding 

instruction in a class while the teachers were also instructing.  This same paraprofessional moved on to support other 

students in the class after providing this service. 

 

There was no clear evidence of the use of assistive technology though IEP reviews cited a need for it. 

 

Most classes at the middle school and high school were taught in a whole class, lecture format.   
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Appendix D    

Focus Interviews 

 

Elementary 

 

 Total number of staff interviewed: 10 

 Number by title re # gen ed, sped, paras, administrators 

o 5 special educators 

o 4 general educators 

o 1 SLP 

 

Focus Interview Themes: (the issue has come up numerous times across variety of staff) 

 Not enough time for collaboration 

 Not enough time for inclusion model given large caseloads 

 Communication with central office and board members continues to be a challenge 

 No consistency in terms of evaluation, provision of services 

 Those students who have parents that are the most vocal are the ones who get the most services 

and supports 

 Staff feels they are discouraged to inquire/use assistive technology even if they think it’s 

appropriate or necessary, due to the costs 

 

MS/HS 

 Total number of staff interviewed: 2 (4 on site) 

 Number by title re # gen ed, sped , paras, administrators  

4 Special Educators 

1 School Social Worker 

1 Paraprofessional 

Focus Interview Themes: (the issue has come up numerous times across variety of staff) 

 The main concerns of the two staff that attended this after school session at central office were around 

utilization of resources and case load numbers.  Both staff had very high caseloads (30 or more) that may 

have been spread over more than one location.  Staff reported that this made it nearly impossible to 

address the IEP appropriately.  Staff also noted a lack of appropriate instructional resources.   Both staff 

people cited strong relationships and good communication with families that are involved in their 

children’s educational programs but noted that many families choose not to be involved.  It is not possible 

to know if families are satisfied or dissatisfied with their services in these cases. 

 

Staff that did not attend the focus interview sessions were also able to provide some information on site.  

Caseloads vary widely across the district.  One high school special educator had a caseload of only 12 

students while one middle school special educator had a caseload of 30.  A high school special educator 

reported having a caseload of 40 while she held a different position at one of the middle schools.  Staff 

reported that caseloads of that size impact the quality of IEP implementation.  These staff also felt that 

there was good communication and relationships with families of special education students.  Staff also 

reported that they create or provide instructional resources due to a lack of resources provided by the 

district. 

 

Communication and responsiveness of central office staff was also noted as a concern in the focus 

interviews.  Staff felt that central office staff did not respond in a timely matter when notified of their 

concerns regarding service delivery and student programming.  In addition, all staff reported that they had 

not been informed of the purpose of the special education review, focus interviews and student 

observations.   
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Appendix E  

Staffing Ratios 

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 

 

 

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 

 

 

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 
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Appendix F   

CMT CAPT vertical Scale Scores 
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Appendix G  Disability Prevalence 

 

Disability Counts and Percents by Race/Ethnicity 2006-7  

Race ED LD ID SLI OHI Autism 

 # % # % # % # % # % # % 

White 1

9 

28.8 162 34.1 13 27.1 99 31 72 52.6 27 49.1 

Black or 

African 

American 

3

8 
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 

6

6 

 475  48  319  137  55  

 

 

 

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 

 

 

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 

 

 

 
Percent Identified by Disability 2009-10 

 
LD SI ED ID OHI Other Autism 

Norwalk 4.6 2.5 0.4 0.4 1.3 0.8 0.6 

DRG 4.1 2.4 0.5 0.5 1.8 1.2 0.6 

STATE 4 2.4 0.5 0.5 2.1 0.9 0.7 
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Appendix H  Quality Indicators for Alternative Education 

 

Briggs: The administrator had a brief window of time available to speak to this observer.  She indicated 

the entire alternative program will be changed for next year.  It will become a magnet school that houses  

four specialized areas. The administrator is new to the building this year.   A major programmatic change 

was in the service model for special education students due to the large number of identified students (30) 

with one teacher available to provide services.  She hired a paraprofessional and put all the students in the 

inclusive environment.  The students receive services via a “pull out” model. Her goal was to improve the 

climate within the school and has worked to build expectations and common language within the school.  

No particular model was used but she was part of a PBIS team in her former school. 

Indicator 1: Mission and Purpose (Beginning) 

There was no mission and purpose statement specific to the alternative program.  The high school 

handbook has the district mission but there is nothing specifically relating to Briggs. 

Indicator 2: Leadership (Developing) 

The district has an on sight administrator.  There are limited resources available in the building to meet 

the needs of all students. 

There is no manual developed specific to Briggs. 

There is a collaborative partnership with some mental health agencies to provide wrap around services. 

There is collaboration between home and school. 

 (Not all of this indicator could be answered due to lack of available personnel.) 

Indicator 3: Culture and Climate (Developing) 

Alternative education services are somewhat efficiently organized into effective delivery systems. 

The program is housed in a safe, well maintained and esthetically pleasing environment. 

There are no rules or expectations clearly written specific to the alternative education program.  It was 

verbally stated that pro-social and appropriate behavior is monitored, recognized and rewarded. 

(Not all of this indicator could be answered due to lack of available personnel.) 

Indicator 4 Quality of Program 

Unable to determine 

Indicator 5 Curriculum and Instruction (Beginning) 

All students have access to the core curriculum 

Teachers are highly qualified according to state standards. 

Teachers and support requested further professional development. 

There are no individual student learning plans. 

Indicator 6 Student Assessment (Beginning) 

Unable to determine for the school at large. 

Special education students do not have benchmark assessments; the CAPT is looked at 

Data collection procedures are not clear 

Indicator 7: Transition Planning and Support (Beginning) 

There is no transition planning and support available. 

Indicator 8: Parent/Guardian Involvement 

Parent and guardian is recruited actively through PTO, Open House, phone calls and notes home. 

Unable to determine for the remainder of the indicator. 

Indicator 9: Collaboration:  

Unable to determine 

Indicator 10: Program Evaluation 

Unable to determine 

Conclusions: 

Although many components of the quality indicators were not fully answered overall Briggs is in the 

beginning stages of exemplary practices in alternative education.  There is a new administrator in the 

building who is redesigning the school for the 2012-2013 school year.  It is recommended the Exemplary 

Practices in Alternative Education Quality Indicators be utilized in the development of the program.  

 


