Update of Tables and Figures from the Reschly (2014, April) Report
The following figures and tables from the Reschly (2014, April) are updated below using more recent data from the State of
Connecticut, United States Department of Education 35® and 36® Annual Reports to Congress on the Implementation of the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, and the 2014 Digest of Educational Statistics. Sources for the updates are provided with
the figures and tables.

Figure 1 Updated. Students with Disabilities (SWD) Prevalence by State in 2012-2013 (Source Table 204.70, Digest of
Educational Statistics downloaded August 31, 2015 from https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/2014menu_tables.asp
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Note. The numerator is the SWD count age 3-21. The denominator is the school enrollment pre-school through grade 12

Significance: Connecticut prevalence of students with disabilities continues to be is slightly below the national average.




Table 2 Updated. Trends in the Prevalence of Students with Disabilities in Connecticut and

the USA age 3-21 as a Percent of Pre K through 12" Grade Enrollment.

Time/ All SLD ED ID OHI SP/L OTHER | AUTISM
Year SWD

US 2012-13 | 12.9% 4.6% 0.7% 0.9% 1.6% 2.7% 1.6% 1.0%
US 2000-01 | 13.5% 6.1% 1.0% 1.3% 0.6% 3.0% 1.2% 0.2%
Difference -0.6% | -1.5% -0.3% -0.4% +1.0% -0.3% +0.4% +0.8%
2012-13 less

2000-2001

CT2012-13 | 12.6% 3.9% 0.9% 0.4% 2.3% 2.1% 1.5% 1.3%
CT 2000-01 | 13.1% 5.5% 1.3% 0.7% 1.4% 2.7% 1.3% 0.2%
Difference -0.5% | -1.6% -0.4% -0.3% +0.9% -0.6% +0.2% +1.1%
2012-13 less

2000-2001

Notes:

1. 2000-2001 data for the US and CT are derived from the US DOE 24" Annual Report to
Congress on the Implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act.
2. US 2012-2013 data derived from Digest of Educational Statistics at
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/2014menu_tables.asp downloaded 8-31-2015.
3. CT data for 2012-13 derived from
http://sdeportal.ct.gov/Cedar/WEB/ct_report/CEDaR_DataTables 2011-12_2012-13.zi and
Digest of Educational Statistics (Enrollment), See Table 203.20 and 203.30 at

https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/20 14menu_tables.asp downloaded 8-31-150.

4. Abbreviations and definitions: SWD=Students with Disabilities; SLD=Specific Learning
Disability; ED=Emotional Disturbance; ID=Intellectual Disability; OHI=Other Health Impaired;

Sp/L=Speech Language Impaired; Other=the combined prevalence of Deaf-Blindness,

Developmental Delay, Hearing Impairment, Multiple Disabilities, Orthopedic Impairments,
Traumatic Brain Injury, and Visual Impairments.

Significance: Changes in the Connecticut distribution of disabilities are consistent with
national trends.




Table 3 Updated. Distribution of Disabilities Grades K-12 by School District 2012-13 Enrollment Categories

Significance: Connecticut continues to have many small enrollment school districts. Prevalence of students with disabilities

varies slightly by district size with very small districts with <500 student enrollment having the largest SWD prevalence.

All Disabilities Total Specific Learning Disability
Enrollment N Min.SWD Mean.SWD Median.SWD Max.SWD Min.SLD Mean.SLD Median.SLD Max.SLD
<500 28 7.6 13.1 12.3 21.0 0.7 4.1 3.8 7.9
500-999 19 7.5 10.9 10.2 15.6 1.6 3.6 34 6.2
1000-4999 89 6.9 11.8 11.7 19.4 2.0 3.8 3.6 6.2
>5000 30 Tl 12.0 11.8 17.1 2.0 3.9 3.9 6.7
Intellectual Disability Emotional Disability
Enrollment N Min.ID Mean.ID  Median.ID Max.ID Min.ED Mean.ED Median.ED Max.ED
<500 28 0.0 0.3 0.3 1.0 0.0 0.5 0.4 33
500-999 19 0.0 0.4 0.3 0.9 0.1 0.7 0.9 1.8
1000-4999 89 0.0 0.4 0.4 1.5 0.0 0.9 0.8 2.7
>5000 30 0.1 0.4 0.3 0.8 0.2 1.0 0.9 2.2
Speech Language Impairment Other Health Impaired
Enrollment N MinSpLang Mean.SplLang Median.SpLang Max.SpLang Min.OHI Mean.OHI Median.OHI = Max.OHI
<500 28 0.0 34 2.8 11.8 0.0 22 23 5.2
500-999 19 0.7 2.0 1.6 43 0.9 22 2 3.6
1000-4999 89 0.7 2.0 1.9 4.1 0.6 24 2.3 5.0
>5000 30 0.8 2.1 2.0 34 1.1 2.4 2.4 3.6
Autism Spectrum Disorder Other Disabilities (DB, HI, MD, OI, TBI, VI Combined)
Enrollment N Min.Autism Mean. Autism Median. Autism Max. Autism  Min.Other Mean.Other Median.Other Max.Other
<500 28 0.0 1.5 1.4 49 0.0 1.1 0.9 3.9
500-999 19 0.0 1.2 1.d 23 03 0.8 0.7 1.6
1000-4999 89 0.5 1.4 1.4 29 0.1 0.8 0.7 3.1
>5000 30 0.8 1.3 1.3 1Y 0.3 1.0 1.0 1.9
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Table 4a Updated. IDEA Part B (Age 6-21) US DOE Compliance Ratings for States in the
Northeast Regional Resource Center, 2007-2015

State/ | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 |[2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | Total
Year Citations

CT MR | NA | NA| MR | MR | MR | MR | NA | MR 3

ME NA | NA2 | NA2 | NA4 | NA2 | NI NA | NA2 | NA2

MA NA | NA2 | NA2 | NA4 |[NA2 | MR | NA | MR | MR

NH NA | NA2 | NA2 | NA4 | NA2 | NA2 | MR | MR | MR

NJ NA [ NA2 |NA2 | MR | NA | NA2 | MR | MR | MR

NY NA | NA2 | NA2 | NA4 | NA2 | NI | NA2 | NA2 [ NA2

PA MR | MR | MR | MR | MR | MR | MR | MR | MR

RI NA | NI NI NA |NA2| MR | MR | NA | MR

B N S| O L & | WO

VT | NA | MR | MR | NA2 | NA2 | NA2 | MR | MR | MR

Table 4b Updated. IDEA Part C (Age 3-5) US DOE Compliance Ratings for States in
the Northeast Regional Resource Center, 2007-2015.

State/ | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | Total

Year Citations
T MR MR | MR | MR | MR | MR | MR | MR | MR 0
ME NI | NI2 | NI2 | NA2 | NA2 | NA2 | NA2 | NA2 | NA2 9
MA NA | MR | MR | NI | MR | MR | MR | NA | NA2 4
NH NA | MR | MR | MR | MR | MR | MR | MR | MR 1
NJ NA | MR | MR | MR | NA | MR | MR | MR | MR 2
NY NI | NA2 | NA2 | NA4 | NA2 | NA2 | NA2 | NA | NA2 9
PA NA | MR | MR | MR | MR | MR | MR | MR | NA 2
RI NI | NA | NA| NA| MR | MR | MR | MR | NA 5
VT NA | NA2 | NA2 | MR | MR | MR | MR | MR | NA -+

Note: Data in Tables 4a and 4b are based on the US Department of Education Determination
Letters on State Implementation of IDEA, 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, and
2015

Note: MR means Meets Requirements, NA means Needs Assistance, NA2 means Needs
Assistance for two or more consecutive years, NI means Needs Intervention, and NI2 means
Needs Intervention two or more consecutive years.

Significance: Connecticut continues to be successful in implementing the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act based on evaluations by the US Department of Education.
Connecticut is more successful than most other states in the Northeast Region.



Table 6 Updated. Kind of SWD, Presumed Etiology, and US Prevalence

Disability Category Low, Identifiable USA 2012-2013
Moderate, High Biological Prevalence
Prevalence Basis

Deaf/Blind Low Yes 0.0% (rounds to zero)

Hearing Impaired and | Low Yes 0.2%, (2 per thousand)

Deaf

Multiple Disabilities | Low Yes 0.3% (3 per thousand)

Orthopedic Low Yes 0.1% (1 per thousand)

Impairment

Traumatic Brain Low Yes 0.1% (1 per thousand)

Injury

Visual Impairment Low Yes 0.1% (1 per thousand)

and Blindness

Autism Moderate Mix of causes 1.0% (8 per thousand)

Developmental Delay | Moderate Mix of causes 0.8% (7 per thousand)

Intellectual Disability | Moderate Mix of causes 0.9% (9 per thousand)

Other Health Impaired | High Mix of causes 1.6% (14 per
Increasingly thousand)
Functional/Behavioral

Emotional Moderate Functional/ 0.7% (8 per thousand)

Disturbance Behavioral

Specific Learning High Functional/Behavioral | 4.6% (49 per

Disability thousand)

Speech Language Functional/Behavioral | 2.7% (29 per

Impairment thousand)

Note. USA 2012-2013 SWD prevalence source, Table 204.30, downloaded August 31 from

https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/2014menu_tables.asp

Significance: The 2012-2013 distribution of students with disabilities over different kinds of
disabilities is consistent with prior years. Costs vary significantly by kind and etiology of

disability.
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Table 8 Updated. Average Student Expenditures, Poverty Levels, and SWD Prevalence in
Northeastern States and Maryland (Source Tables 236.65, 204.10, 204.30 downloaded
August 31, 2015 from https:/nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/20 14menu_tables.asp)

Significance: The strong Connecticut commitment to educational funding despite a
significant state and national recession is apparent from the following table and the figure
on the next page. Unlike most states, Connecticut increased educational funding during the
recent recession.

State Average Average Increase +/% | Poverty | Poverty | Poverty | SWD
Spending Spending | Decrease - FRPL FRPL | Change | Identifi
per Student | per Student | /% 2010- 2012- | +/-% | cation
2009-2010 | 2011-2012 2011 2013 2012-

2013

CT $16,133 17,403 +1,270/+8% | 34.5% | 36.6% | +2.1% | 12.7%

ME $14,008 12,736 -1,271/-9% | 43.0% | 45.0% | +2.0% | 17.1%

MA $15,411 15,327 -84/-.05% 342% | 37.0% | +2.8% | 17.5%

NH $13,424 14,222 +798/+6% 252% | 26.9% | +1.7% | 15.3%

NJ $18,060 18,567 +507/+3% 328% | 36.8% | +4.0% | 16.5%

NY $19,965 20,027 +62/+0.3% 483% | 479% | -04% | 16.6%

PA $13,078 13,517 +439/+3% 394% | 41.5% | +2.1% | 16.5%

RI $16,073 15,666 -407/-2% 429% | 46.2% | +3.3% | 17.6%

VT $16,946 17,193 +247+1% 36.8% | 39.0% | +2.8% | 14.4%

USA $11,445 11,014 -431/-4% 48.1% | 51.3% | +3.2% | 13.0%

Ave

MD $14,937 14,322 -615/-4% 40.1% | 42.8% | +2.7% | 12.1%

See Figure on next page from http://www.cbpp.org/research/most-states-still-funding-schools-

less-than-before-the-recession




Figure 1
Per-Student Spending Remains More Than 10% Lower Than 2008 in 14 States
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Ohio
Nebraska
Pennsylvania
New Hampshire
Oregon
New York
Missouri
Minnesota
Wyoming
Maryland
Rhode Island
Washington
Massachusetts
Delaware
Connecticut
Alaska
North Dakota

not avaiable.

Percent change in spending per student, inflation-adjusted, FY08 to FY15

Oklahoma
Alabama
Arizona
Idaho
Wisconsin
Kansas
North Carolina
Utah
Maine
Mississippi
Kentucky
Georgia
Virginia
South Carolina
Michigan
Texas
Winois
South Dakota
New Mexico
Florida
Arkansas
Nevada
California
Louisiana
Montana
West Virginia
Tennessee
New Jersey
Colorado
Vermont
0.3%
1.0%
1.1%
1.6%
2.3%
2.4%
3.6%
3.8%
4.0%
5.4%
5.6%
5.9%
6.3%
6.7%
9.1%
16.4%
31.6%

Note Hawail, Indana, and lowa are excluded because the necessary data to make a valid comparson are

Sources: CBPP budget analysis and National Center for Education Statistics envoliment estimates

Center on Budget and Policy Priorities | cbpporg




Figure 3 Updated. Relationship between District Poverty and Autism Prevalence in All CT
Districts Responsible for Special Education Expenditures in 2012-2013 (Correlation = 0.03,
N=166).
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Figure 4 Updated. Relationship of Total SWD Prevalence and District Poverty in 2012-
2013 (Correlation=0.53, N=166)
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Figure 5 Updated. Relationship between District Specific Learning Disabilities Prevalence
and District FRPL in 2012-2013 (Correlation=0.24, N=166).
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Figure 6 Updated. District Poverty and Prevalence of Intellectual Disability in 2012-2013
(Correlation=0.43, N=166).
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Figure 7 Updated. District Poverty and Prevalence of Emotional Disturbance in 2012-13
Correlation=0.53, N=166)
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Figure 8 Updated. District Poverty and Speech/Language Impairment Prevalence in 2012-
2013 (Correlation=0.04, N=166)
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Figure 9 Updated. District Poverty and OHI Prevalence in 2012-2013 (Correlation=0.16,

N=166).
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Figure 10 Updated. District Poverty and the Prevalence of Low Incidence Disabilities
(Correlation=0.32, N=166).
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Significance: The relationship of FRPL to the prevalence of different disability categories
continues to vary by category. The relationship is small to moderate for most categories

and near zero for autism spectrum disorders.



12

Table 10 Updated. Special Education Costs Per Pupil in 2011-2012
by District Enrollment

Enrollment N Min Mean Median Max
<500 28 16,545 25,662 24,555 39,558
500-999 21 18,493 29,309 30,242 40,646
1000-4999 88 19,392 26,104 25,108 42341
>5000 29 17,183 27,060 26,775 44,533

Source: CCJEF Suppressed Part 1/Finance/spexpl2.xls; CCJEF for total, FRL, SE and ELL enrollment by district
as of 03262014 _200910DistrUpdated.xls

Table 11 Updated. Special Education Costs Per Pupil in Plaintiff and
Non-Plaintiff Districts in 2011-2012.

Plaintiff N Min Mean Median Max
Non-
Plain 144 16,545 26,863 25,726 44,533

Plaintiff 22 17,183 24,894 24,506 35,400

Source: CCJEF Suppressed Part 1/Finance/spexpl2.xls

Figure 11. Updated. District Poverty and Special Education Per Student Expenditures in
2011-2012 (Correlation= -0.23, N=166)
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5 |
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Source: CCJEF Suppressed Part 1/Finance/spexpl2.xls; CCJEF for total, FRL, SE and ELL enrollment by district
as of 03262014_200910DistrUpdated xls

Significance: The levels of spending on students with disabilities continues to vary slightly
by district size and district FRPL levels. The correlation between district FRPL and per
student special education costs is slightly negative, meaning that districts with higher FRPL
levels per pupil have slightly lower per special education costs.



Table 13 Updated. Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) Profile for CT, MD, USA, and Northeast States in 2012-2013

Place- CT et T ME MA NH NI NY PA RI VT USA MD
ment State- Plain- Non
Option  wide  tiffs Plain-

tiffs
>80% 69% 67% 72% 56% 58% 73% 45% 57% 62% T72% 73% 61% 68%
40%- 16% 16% 17% 30% 19% 15% 26% 12% 24% 8% 13% 20% 10%
79%
<40% 6% 8% 5% 11% 15% 8% 17% 21% 9% 12% 7% 14% 13%
Separate 7% 9% 7% 3% 7% 3% 8% 6% 5% 6% 6% 3% 7%
Setting

Note. Percent rounded to the nearest whole number. Sources:
http://www2.ed.gov/fund/data/report/idea/partbspap/2014/ct-acc-statedatadisplay-12-13.pdf
http://www?2.ed.gov/fund/data/report/idea/partbspap/2014/me-acc-statedatadisplay-12-13.pdf
http://www?2.ed.gov/fund/data/report/idea/partbspap/2014/ma-acc-statedatadisplay-12-13.pdf
http://www?2.ed.gov/fund/data/report/idea/partbspap/2014/nh-acc-statedatadisplay-12-13.pdf
http://www?2.ed.gov/fund/data/report/idea/partbspap/2014/nj-acc-statedatadisplay-12-13.pdf
http://www2.ed.gov/fund/data/report/idea/partbspap/2014/ny-acc-statedatadisplay-12-13.pdf
http://www2.ed.gov/fund/data/report/idea/partbspap/2014/pa-acc-statedatadisplay-12-13.pdf
http://www2.ed.gov/fund/data/report/idea/partbspap/2014/ri-acc-statedatadisplay-12-13.pdf
http://www?2.ed.gov/fund/data/report/idea/partbspap/2014/vt-acc-statedatadisplay-12-13.pdf
http://www2.ed.gov/fund/data/report/idea/partbspap/2014/md-acc-statedatadisplay-12-13.pdf
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Significance: The Connecticut Least Restrictive Environment profile compares favorably to the US averages for each kind of

placement for students with disabilities. Both plaintiff and non-plaintiff districts have profiles that are superior to US
averages. There is no universally accepted consensus on the “correct” profile. The USDOE urges states to increase the

enrollment of SWD in the least restrictive option, full-time special education involving > 80% of the school day in general

education classrooms.

1 Based on 2011-2012 Data
2 Based on 2011-2012 Data
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Figure 12 Updated. The 2012-13 Relationship of
Poverty to Out-of-District Placements of SWD in
Non-Plaintiff Districts
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Source: CCJEF 2012 — Supp [(SWDs) Tbl4, (Placements) Tb129]; (%FRPL) CCJEF for total,
FRL, SE and ELL enrollment by district as of 03262014_200910DistrUpdated.xls (dist]1213);
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Figure 13B. The 2012-13 Relationship of Poverty
to Out-of-District Placements of SWD
in All CT Districts (N=166)
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Source: CCJEF 2012 — Supp [(SWDs) Tbl4, (Placements) Tb129]; (%FRPL) CCJEF for
total, FRL, SE and ELL enrollment by district as of 03262014_200910DistrUpdated.xls
(dist1213);

Significance: Figures 12, 13A, and 13B show results indicating that school district FRPL
levels are not related to proportion of students with disabilities served in out of district
placements for all districts and for plaintiff and non-plaintiff districts.



Update of Tables and Figures from the Reschly (2014, April) Report
The following figures and tables from the Reschly (2014, April) are updated below using more recent data from the State of
Connecticut, United States Department of Education 35 and 36" Annual Reports to Congress on the Implementation of the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, and the 2014 Digest of Educational Statistics. Sources for the updates are provided with
the figures and tables.

Figure 1 Updated. Students with Disabilities (SWD) Prevalence by State in 2012-2013 (Source Table 204.70, Digest of
Educational Statistics downloaded August 31, 2015 from https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/2014menu_tables.asp

20

18 US A Mean=12.9% CT12.7%

16 | 111USA Median=13.5% \

14 3220 R R RRRRRRRRR,. — \~

10 - H‘ ! | 111 J_Ju_l SRR RRORRERRRRRERRRRRRERRRRD.,

o N B OV
]

I N A —
I R —
| —
e e s ma— f—|
I I S —
I I —
L —"—_—
| I — —

[a i - O <3} = = w [ | = v = O N =0
EMZEZQE§=§z§QE§E 3%8m%§§ SEISSEELE §§uz§§<5zzuu<=u9

5 TX

Note. The numerator is the SWD count age 3-21. The denominator is the school enrollment pre-school through grade 12

Significance: Connecticut prevalence of students with disabilities continues to be is slightly below the national average.




Table 2 Updated. Trends in the Prevalence of Students with Disabilities in Connecticut and

the USA age 3-21 as a Percent of Pre K through 12" Grade Enrollment.

Time/ All SLD ED ID OHI SP/L OTHER | AUTISM
Year SWD

US 2012-13 | 12.9% 4.6% 0.7% 0.9% 1.6% 2.7% 1.6% 1.0%
US 2000-01 | 13.5% 6.1% 1.0% 1.3% 0.6% 3.0% 1.2% 0.2%
Difference -0.6% | -1.5% -0.3% -0.4% +1.0% -0.3% +0.4% +0.8%
2012-13 less

2000-2001

CT 2012-13 | 12.6% 3.9% 0.9% 0.4% 2.3% 2.1% 1.5% 1.3%
CT 2000-01 | 13.1% 5.5% 1.3% 0.7% 1.4% 2.7% 1.3% 0.2%
Difference -0.5% | -1.6% -0.4% -0.3% +0.9% -0.6% +0.2% +1.1%
2012-13 less

2000-2001

Notes:

1. 2000-2001 data for the US and CT are derived from the US DOE 24" Annual Report to
Congress on the Implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act.
2. US 2012-2013 data derived from Digest of Educational Statistics at
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/2014menu_tables.asp downloaded 8-31-2015.

3. CT data for 2012-13 derived from
http://sdeportal.ct.gov/Cedar/WEB/ct_report/CEDaR_DataTables 2011-12 2012-13.zi and
Digest of Educational Statistics (Enrollment), See Table 203.20 and 203.30 at

https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/2014menu tables.asp downloaded 8-31-150.

4. Abbreviations and definitions: SWD=Students with Disabilities; SLD=Specific Learning
Disability; ED=Emotional Disturbance; ID=Intellectual Disability; OHI=Other Health Impaired;

Sp/L=Speech Language Impaired; Other=the combined prevalence of Deaf-Blindness,

Developmental Delay, Hearing Impairment, Multiple Disabilities, Orthopedic Impairments,
Traumatic Brain Injury, and Visual Impairments.

Significance: Changes in the Connecticut distribution of disabilities are consistent with
national trends.




Table 3 Updated. Distribution of Disabilities Grades K-12 by School District 2012-13 Enrollment Categories

Significance: Connecticut continues to have many small enrollment school districts. Prevalence of students with disabilities

varies slightly by district size with very small districts with <500 student enrollment having the largest SWD prevalence.

All Disabilities Total Specific Learning Disability

Enrollment N Min.SWD  Mean.SWD  Median.SWD Max.SWD Min.SLD Mean.SLD Median.SLD Max.SLD

<500 28 7.6 13.1 12.3 21.0 0.7 4.1 3.8 7.9

500-999 19 7.5 10.9 10.2 15.6 1.6 3.6 3.4 6.2

1000-4999 89 6.9 11.8 11.7 19.4 2.0 3.8 3.6 6.2

>5000 30 7.7 12.0 11.8 17.1 2.0 3.9 3.9 6.7

Intellectual Disability Emotional Disability
Enrollment N Min.ID Mean.ID Median.ID Max.ID Min ED Mean.ED Median.ED Max.ED
<500 28 0.0 0.3 0.3 1.0 0.0 0.5 0.4 33
500-999 19 0.0 0.4 0.3 0.9 0.1 0.7 0.9 1.8
1000-4999 89 0.0 0.4 0.4 1.5 0.0 0.9 0.8 2.7
>5000 30 0.1 0.4 0.3 0.8 0.2 1.0 0.9 2.2
Speech Language Impairment Other Health Impaired
Enrollment N Min.SpLang Mean.SpLang Median.SpLang Max.SpLang Min.OHI Mean.OHI Median.OHI = Max.OHI
<500 28 0.0 34 2.8 11.8 0.0 2.2 2.3 52
500-999 19 0.7 2.0 1.6 43 0.9 2.2 2.1 3.6
1000-4999 89 0.7 2.0 1.9 4.1 0.6 24 2.3 5.0
>5000 30 0.8 2.1 2.0 34 il 2.4 2.4 3.6
Autism Spectrum Disorder Other Disabilities (DB, HI, MD, OI, TBI, VI Combined)

Enrollment N Min. Autism Mean. Autism Median.Autism Max. Autism  Min.Other Mean.Other Median.Other Max.Other
<500 28 0.0 1.5 1.4 49 0.0 ifl1 0.9 39
500-999 19 0.0 1.2 1.1 23 0.3 0.8 0.7 1.6
1000-4999 89 0.5 1.4 1.4 2.9 0.1 0.8 0.7 )
>5000 30 0.8 1.3 1.3 1.7 0.3 1.0 1.0 1.9
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Table 4a Updated. IDEA Part B (Age 6-21) US DOE Compliance Ratings for States in the
Northeast Regional Resource Center, 2007-2015

State/ | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 {2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | Total
Year Citations

CT MR | NA [ NA| MR | MR | MR | MR | NA | MR 3

ME NA | NA2 | NA2 | NA4 | NA2 | NI NA | NA2 | NA2

MA NA | NA2 | NA2 | NA4 [ NA2 | MR | NA | MR | MR

NH NA | NA2 | NA2 | NA4 | NA2 | NA2 | MR | MR | MR

NJ NA | NA2 | NA2 | MR | NA | NA2 | MR | MR | MR

NY NA | NA2 | NA2 | NA4 | NA2 | NI | NA2 | NA2 | NA2

PA MR | MR | MR | MR | MR | MR | MR | MR | MR

RI NA | NI NI NA |NA2 | MR | MR | NA | MR

B N S| O | & N WO

VT NA | MR | MR | NA2 | NA2 | NA2 | MR | MR | MR

Table 4b Updated. IDEA Part C (Age 3-5) US DOE Compliance Ratings for States in
the Northeast Regional Resource Center, 2007-2015.

State/ | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | Total
Year Citations

CT MR | MR| MR | MR | MR | MR | MR [ MR | MR 0

ME NI | NI2Z | NI2 | NA2 | NA2 | NA2 | NA2 | NA2 | NA2

MA NA | MR | MR | NI | MR | MR | MR | NA | NA2

NH NA | MR | MR | MR | MR | MR | MR | MR | MR

NY NI | NA2 | NA2 | NA4 | NA2 | NA2 | NA2 | NA | NA2

PA NA | MR | MR | MR | MR | MR | MR | MR | NA

9
4
1
NJ NA | MR| MR | MR | NA| MR | MR | MR | MR 2
9
2
5

RI NI | NA | NA | NA| MR | MR | MR | MR | NA

VT NA | NA2 |NA2 | MR | MR | MR | MR | MR | NA 4

Note: Data in Tables 4a and 4b are based on the US Department of Education Determination
Letters on State Implementation of IDEA, 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, and
2015

Note: MR means Meets Requirements, NA means Needs Assistance, NA2 means Needs
Assistance for two or more consecutive years, NI means Needs Intervention, and NI2 means
Needs Intervention two or more consecutive years.

Significance: Connecticut continues to be successful in implementing the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act based on evaluations by the US Department of Education.
Connecticut is more successful than most other states in the Northeast Region.



Table 6 Updated. Kind of SWD, Presumed Etiology, and US Prevalence

Disability Category Low, Identifiable USA 2012-2013
Moderate, High Biological Prevalence
Prevalence Basis

Deaf/Blind Low Yes 0.0% (rounds to zero)

Hearing Impaired and | Low Yes 0.2%, (2 per thousand)

Deaf

Multiple Disabilities Low Yes 0.3% (3 per thousand)

Orthopedic Low Yes 0.1% (1 per thousand)

Impairment

Traumatic Brain Low Yes 0.1% (1 per thousand)

Injury

Visual Impairment Low Yes 0.1% (1 per thousand)

and Blindness

Autism Moderate Mix of causes 1.0% (8 per thousand)

Developmental Delay | Moderate Mix of causes 0.8% (7 per thousand)

Intellectual Disability | Moderate Mix of causes 0.9% (9 per thousand)

Other Health Impaired | High Mix of causes 1.6% (14 per
Increasingly thousand)
Functional/Behavioral

Emotional Moderate Functional/ 0.7% (8 per thousand)

Disturbance Behavioral

Specific Learning High Functional/Behavioral | 4.6% (49 per

Disability thousand)

Speech Language Functional/Behavioral | 2.7% (29 per

Impairment thousand)

Note. USA 2012-2013 SWD prevalence source, Table 204.30, downloaded August 31 from
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/2014menu_tables.asp

Significance: The 2012-2013 distribution of students with disabilities over different kinds of
disabilities is consistent with prior years. Costs vary significantly by kind and etiology of

disability.
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Table 8 Updated. Average Student Expenditures, Poverty Levels, and SWD Prevalence in
Northeastern States and Maryland (Source Tables 236.65, 204.10, 204.30 downloaded
August 31, 2015 from https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/2014menu_tables.asp)

Significance: The strong Connecticut commitment to educational funding despite a
significant state and national recession is apparent from the following table and the figure
on the next page. Unlike most states, Connecticut increased educational funding during the
recent recession.

State Average Average Increase +/% | Poverty | Poverty | Poverty | SWD
Spending Spending Decrease - FRPL FRPL | Change | Identifi
per Student | per Student | /% 2010- 2012- | +/-% | cation
2009-2010 |2011-2012 2011 2013 2012-

2013

CT $16,133 17,403 +1,270/+8% | 34.5% | 36.6% | +2.1% | 12.7%

ME $14,008 12,736 -1,271/-9% 43.0% | 45.0% | +2.0% | 17.1%

MA $15.411 15,327 -84/-.05% 342% | 37.0% | +2.8% | 17.5%

NH $13,424 14,222 +798/+6% 252% | 269% | +1.7% | 15.3%

NI $18,060 18,567 +507/+3% 328% | 36.8% | +4.0% | 16.5%

NY $19,965 20,027 +62/+0.3% 483% | 47.9% | -04% | 16.6%

PA $13,078 13,517 +439/+3% 394% | 41.5% | +2.1% | 16.5%

RI $16,073 15,666 -407/-2% 42.9% | 46.2% | +3.3% | 17.6%

VT $16,946 17,193 +247/+1% 36.8% | 39.0% | +2.8% | 14.4%

USA $11,445 11,014 -431/-4% 48.1% | 51.3% | +3.2% | 13.0%

Ave

MD $14,937 14,322 -615/-4% 40.1% | 42.8% | +2.7% | 12.1%

See Figure on next page from http://www.cbpp.org/research/most-states-still-funding-schools-
less-than-before-the-recession




Figure 1
Per-Student Spending Remains More Than 10% Lower Than 2008 in 14 States

-23.6%
-17.8%
-17.5%
-16.2%
-14.6%
-14.6%
-14.5%
-13.7%
-13.3%
-12.3%
-11.4%
-11.0%
-11.0%
-10.2%
-9.5%
-9.4%
-9.3%
-8.1%
-8.1%
-6.4%
-4.5%
-3.8%
-3.2%
-3.2%
-2.2%
-2.2%
-0.8%
-0.3%
-0.2%
-0.1%
Ohio
Nebraska
Pennsylvania
New Hampshire
Oregon
New York
Missouri
Minnesota
Wyoming
Maryland
Rhode Island
Washington
Massachusetts
Delaware
Connecticut
Alaska
North Dakota

not available,

Percent change in spending per student, inflation-adjusted, FY08 to FY15

Oklahoma
Alabama
Arizona
Idaho
Wisconsin
Kansas
North Carolina
Utah
Maine
Mississippi
Kentucky
Georgia
Virginia
South Carolina
Michigan
Texas
inois
South Dakota
New Mexico
Florida
Arkansas
Nevada
California
Louisiana
Montana
West Virginia
Tennessee
New Jersey
Colorado
Vermont
0.3%
1.0%
1.1%
1.6%
2.3%
2.4%
3.6%
3.8%
4.0%
5.4%
5.6%
5.9%
6.3%
6.7%
9.1%
16.4%
31.6%

Note: Hawaii, Indana, and lowa are excluded because the necessary data to make a valid comparison are

Sources: CBPP budget analysis and Nationa! Center for Education Statistics enrciiment estmates

Center on Budget and Policy Priorities | cbpp.org




Figure 3 Updated. Relationship between District Poverty and Autism Prevalence in All CT
Districts Responsible for Special Education Expenditures in 2012-2013 (Correlation = 0.03,
N=166).
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Source (%FRPL) CCJEF for total, FRL, SE and ELL enrollment by district as of
03262014 _200910DistrUpdated.xls (dist1213); (Prevalence) CCJEF 2012 - Supp.xls (Thi39)

Figure 4 Updated. Relationship of Total SWD Prevalence and District Poverty in 2012-
2013 (Correlation=0.53, N=166)

District SWD Prevalence
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% Eligible for Free/Reduced Priced Lunch

Source (%FRPL) CCJEF for total, FRL, SE and ELL enrollment by district as of
03262014 _200910DistrUpdated.xls (dist1213); (Prevalence) CCJEF 2012 - Supp.xls (Thi39)



Figure 5 Updated. Relationship between District Specific Learning Disabilities Prevalence
and District FRPL in 2012-2013 (Correlation=0.24, N=166).

SLD Prevalence
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% Eligible for Free/Reduced Priced Lunch
Source (%FRPL) CCJEF for total, FRL, SE and ELL enrollment by district as of
03262014 _200910DistrUpdated.xls (dist1213); (Prevalence) CCJEF 2012 - Supp.xls (Thi39)

Figure 6 Updated. District Poverty and Prevalence of Intellectual Disability in 2012-2013
(Correlation=0.43, N=166).
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03262014_200910DistrUpdated.xls (dist1213); (Prevalence) CCJEF 2012 - Supp.xls (Thi39)
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Figure 7 Updated. District Poverty and Prevalence of Emotional Disturbance in 2012-13
Correlation=0.53, N=166)
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Source (%FRPL) CCJEF for total, FRL, SE and ELL enrollment by district as of
03262014_200910DistrUpdated.xls (dist1213); (Prevalence) CCJEF 2012 - Supp.xls (Thi39)

Figure 8 Updated. District Poverty and Speech/Language Impairment Prevalence in 2012-
2013 (Correlation=0.04, N=166)
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Figure 9 Updated. District Poverty and OHI Prevalence in 2012-2013 (Correlation=0.16,
N=166).
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Source (%FRPL) CCJEF for total, FRL, SE and ELL enrollment by district as of
03262014 _200910DistrUpdated.xls (dist1213); (Prevalence) CCJEF 2012 - Supp.xls (Thi39)

Figure 10 Updated. District Poverty and the Prevalence of Low Incidence Disabilities
(Correlation=0.32, N=166).
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Source (%FRPL) CCJEF for total, FRL, SE and ELL enrollment by district as of
03262014_200910DistrUpdated.xls (dist1213); (Prevalence) CCJEF 2012 - Supp.xls (Thi39)

Significance: The relationship of FRPL to the prevalence of different disability categories
continues to vary by category. The relationship is small to moderate for most categories
and near zero for autism spectrum disorders.
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Table 10 Updated. Special Education Costs Per Pupil in 2011-2012
by District Enrollment

Enrollment N Min Mean Median Max
<500 28 16,545 25,662 24,555 39,558
500-999 21 18,493 29,309 30,242 40,646
1000-4999 88 19,392 26,104 25,108 42,341
>5000 29 17,183 27,060 26,775 44,533

Source: CCJEF Suppressed Part 1/Finance/spexpl2.xls; CCJEF for total, FRL, SE and ELL enrollment by district
as of 03262014 _200910DistrUpdated xls

Table 11 Updated. Special Education Costs Per Pupil in Plaintiff and
Non-Plaintiff Districts in 2011-2012.

Plaintiff N Min Mean Median Max
Non-
Plain 144 16,545 26,863 25,726 44,533

Plaintiff 22 17,183 24,894 24,506 35,400

Source: CCJEF Suppressed Part 1/Finance/spexpl2.xls

Figure 11. Updated. District Poverty and Special Education Per Student Expenditures in
2011-2012 (Correlation=-0.23, N=166)
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Source: CCJEF Suppressed Part 1/Finance/spexpl2.xls; CCJEF for total, FRL, SE and ELL enrollment by district
as of 03262014_200910DistrUpdated.xls

Significance: The levels of spending on students with disabilities continues to vary slightly
by district size and district FRPL levels. The correlation between district FRPL and per
student special education costs is slightly negative, meaning that districts with higher FRPL
levels per pupil have slightly lower per special education costs.
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Table 13 Updated. Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) Profile for CT, MD, USA, and Northeast States in 2012-2013

Place- CT ‘T T ME MA NH NJ NY PA RI VI USA MD
ment State- Plain- Non
Option  wide  tiffs Plain-

tiffs
>80% 69% 67% 72%  56% 58% 73% 45% 57% 62% T72% 73% 61% 68%
40%- 16% 16% 17% 30% 19% 15% 26% 12% 24% 8% 13% 20% 10%
79%
<40% 6% 8% 5% 11% 15% 8% 17% 21% 9% 12% 7% 14% 13%
Separate 7% 9% 7% 3% T% 3% 8% 6% 5% 6% 6% 3% 7%
Setting

Note. Percent rounded to the nearest whole number. Sources:
http://www2.ed.gov/fund/data/report/idea/partbspap/2014/ct-acc-statedatadisplay-12-13.pdf
http://www?2.ed.gov/fund/data/report/idea/partbspap/2014/me-acc-statedatadisplay-12-13.pdf
http://www2.ed.gov/fund/data/report/idea/partbspap/2014/ma-acc-statedatadisplay-12-13.pdf
http://www2.ed.gov/fund/data/report/idea/partbspap/2014/nh-acc-statedatadisplay-12-13.pdf
http://www2.ed.gov/fund/data/report/idea/partbspap/2014/nj-acc-statedatadisplay-12-13.pdf
http://www2.ed.gov/fund/data/report/idea/partbspap/2014/ny-acc-statedatadisplay-12-13.pdf
http://www?2.ed.gov/fund/data/report/idea/partbspap/2014/pa-acc-statedatadisplay-12-13.pdf
http://www?2.ed.gov/fund/data/report/idea/partbspap/2014/ri-acc-statedatadisplay-12-13.pdf
http://www2.ed.gov/fund/data/report/idea/partbspap/2014/vt-acc-statedatadisplay-12-13.pdf
http://www?2.ed.gov/fund/data/report/idea/partbspap/2014/md-acc-statedatadisplay-12-13.pdf

Significance: The Connecticut Least Restrictive Environment profile compares favorably to the US averages for each kind of
placement for students with disabilities. Both plaintiff and non-plaintiff districts have profiles that are superior to US
averages. There is no universally accepted consensus on the “correct” profile. The USDOE urges states to increase the
enrollment of SWD in the least restrictive option, full-time special education involving > 80% of the school day in general
education classrooms.

1 Based on 2011-2012 Data
2 Based on 2011-2012 Data
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Figure 12 Updated. The 2012-13 Relationship of
Poverty to Out-of-District Placements of SWD in

Non-Plaintiff Districts
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Figure 13A Updated. The 2012-13 Relationship
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Source: CCJEF_2012 — Supp [(SWDs) Tbl4, (Placements) Tbl29]; (%FRPL) CCJEF for total,
FRL, SE and ELL enrollment by district as of 03262014_200910DistrUpdated.xls (dist1213);
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Figure 13B. The 2012-13 Relationship of Poverty
to Out-of-District Placements of SWD
in All CT Districts (N=166)
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Source: CCJEF_2012 — Supp [(SWDs) Tbl4, (Placements) Tbl129]; (%FRPL) CCJEF for
total, FRL, SE and ELL enrollment by district as of 03262014_200910DistrUpdated.xls

(dist]1213);

Significance: Figures 12, 13A, and 13B show results indicating that school district FRPL
levels are not related to proportion of students with disabilities served in out of district
placements for all districts and for plaintiff and non-plaintiff districts.
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Significance: Reading levels are improving in Connecticut slightly more rapidly than in the
USA overall. It appears that the reading projects and requirements established by the State
of Connecticut are successful.

Figure 14 Updated. NAEP 4TH Grade 1992-2013
Change
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Table 20 Updated. Students with Disabilities (SWD) Ratio to Teachers (Tchr),
Speech/Language Therapists (Sp/L), and School Psychologists in the USA and Connecticut.

17

Gov Unit SWD Teacher: Ratio Sp/L Ratio Sch SWD:Sch

Total N SWD:Tchr | Total N | SWD:SpL | Psych N Psych
Number Ratio Rati Ratio

(N)

USA 5,823,894 | 372,726 15.6t0 1 64,024 | 91.0to 1 33,466 | 174.0to 1

CT-All 63,880 5,206 123 to0 1 976 | 654to1l 872 732tol

Districts

CT Non- 42,502 3,578 119to 1 708 | 60.0to1 636 | 66.8to01

Plaintiff

CT 21,378 1,628 13.1t0/1 268 | 79.8to1 236 | 90.6to 1

Plaintiff

SWD:Tchr means number of students with disabilities per special education teacher.
SWD:SpL means number of students with disabilities per speech/language specialist.
SWD:Sch Psych means the number of students with disabilities per school psychologist.

Sources: CCJEF Req Staff 2012.xlsx FTE by type (no GET); CCJEF for total, FRL, SE and
ELL enrollment by district as of 03262014 .xls (dist1213).
USA teacher data from USDOE 35™ Annual Report, Exhibit 56 p. 112 and Exhibit 70 p. 158
USA speech/language pathologists and school psychologists from USDOE 36™ Annual Report
Exhibit 40 p.64, and USA total SWD from Table 204.70, Digest of Educational Statistics,

downloaded September 1, 2015 from https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/2014menu_tables.asp;

Significance: Although Connecticut ratios of students with disabilities to teachers,
speech/language therapists, and school psychologists vary among districts within the state;
all comparisons to national USA levels indicate that Connecticut districts are well staffed to
deliver educational and related services to students with disabilities.



Addendum

Evaluation of Special Education Funding, Costs, Achievement, and Implementation of the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (2004)

Daniel J. Reschly
Professor of Special Education and Psychology, Emeritus
Vanderbilt University

April 2014 (Main Report)

November 3, 2014 (Addendum)

Overview

This addendum applies to page 41 in the Main Report, dated April 2014. Errors in the
analysis reported in Table 13, p. 41 of the Main Report were identified on November 2, 2014. A
subsequent analysis revealed that a mistake was made in coding the Free Reduced Price Lunch
(FRPL) data for the Plaintiff districts. The data were corrected and a re-analysis completed. The

raw data and the results of the re-analysis appear on subsequent pages.

In the new Figure 13, see next page, the relationship between FRPL and Proportion of
Students with Disabilities placed out of district (OOD) is depicted. First, there were no ODD
placements in one Plaintiff district (East Granby), so 21 rather than 22 points appear on the chart.
Second, there is a restriction in range on the FRPL variable, varying from about 46% to 99%. A
broader range might have yielded a stronger relationship. The relationship, however, is small and
slightly negative, meaning that Plaintiff districts with higher FRPL had slightly lower ODD. The
relationship is not in the direction hypothesized in the Plaintiffs” expert report (McLaughlin,
2014).

The next chart, Figure 13a, replacing Figure 12 in the Main Report. depicts the absence
of any relationship between FRPL and ODD for Non-Plaintiff districts. Although there is
sufficient variability on both FRPL and ODD, there simply is no relationship between FRPL and

the use of out of district placements for students with disabilities.

PLAINTIFF’S
g EXHIBIT
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Figure 13. 2012 Relationship between % of SWDs Eligible
for FRPL (x-axis) and % of SWDs Placed Out of District
(by District) (y-axis) Plaintiff Districts
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Figure 13a. 2012 Relationship between % of SWDs Eligible for
FRPL (x-axis) and % of SWDs Placed Out of District (by District)
(y-axis) Non-Plaintiff Districts
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In Figure 13b, on the next page, the relationship between FRPL and ODD is depicted
for all Connecticut districts, both Plaintiff and Non-Plaintiff. There is no relationship
between school district FRPL and the use of out of district placements. High and low rates
of ODD occur at all levels of district FRPL. District wealth, as represented by FRPL, simply is

not related to the use of the typically more expensive out of district placements.
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% Total

Pariy Total SWDs SWDs % SWDs
Se.Nexus District . Placed Out  Total SWDs L Placed OOD Plaintiff
Pising of District Eligible by District
for FRPL
Ansonia District a4 334 71.3% 13.2% N
Avon District 17 383 13.8% 4.4% N
Berlin District 20 328 23.2% 6.1% N
Bethel District 22 340 24.1% 6.5% N
Branford District 31 476 31.7% 6.7% N
Bristol District 88 1328 52.5% 6.5% N
Brookfield District 17 305 15.1% 9.0% N
Brooklyn District 16 159 39.6% 6.6% N
Canterbury District 12 72 19.4% 5.6% N
Cheshire District 27 499 14.6% 10.1% N
Clinton District 12 213 26.3% 16.7% N
Colchester District 20 379 23.5% 5.4% N
Columbia District 11 75 17.3% 5.6% N
Coventry District 18 227 31.7% 5.3% N
Cromwell District 16 207 22.7% 14.7% N
Darien District 26 626 7.9% N
Derby District 29 210 53.8% 7.7% N
East Haven District 53 472 48.3% 4.5% N
East Windsor District 22 213 46.5% 4.2% N
Ellington District 14 308 18.8% 13.8% N
Enfield District 38 808 47.3% 2.1% N
Fairfield District 44 1193 16.7% 11.2% N
Farmington District 36 461 20.4% 10.3% N
Glastonbury District 31 649 18.8% 4.5% N
Greenwich District 28 907 28.0% 4.7% N
Griswold District 18 260 48.8% 3.7% N
Groton District 52 762 48.6% 7.8% N
Guilford District 42 382 12.0% 4.8% N
Ledyard District 23 360 22.5% 3.1% N
Litchfield District 16 121 14.0% 6.9% N
Madison District 20 376 9.3% 6.8% N
Meriden District 126 1399 74.0% 11.0% N
Milford District 58 869 31.1% 13.0% N
Monroe District 21 389 10.8% 12.9% N
Montville District 12 309 43.7% 15.2% N
Naugatuck District 11 616 56.3% 6.4% N
New Canaan District 14 407 13.2% N
New Milford District 31 623 30.8% 5.3% N
Newington District 32 582 22.9% 7.0% N
Newtown District 36 430 10.7% 9.0% N



North Branford
North Haven
Old Saybrook

Oxford
Plainville
Plymouth
Portland
Preston
Region 10
Region 12
Region 14
Region 15
Region 16
Region 5
Region 7
Region 9
Ridgefield
Rocky Hill
Shelton
Simsbury
Somers

South Windsor

Southington
Stafford
Stonington
Suffield
Thomaston
Thompson
Tolland
Trumbull
Vernon
Wallingford
Waterbury
Waterford
Watertown

West Hartford

West Haven
Westport
Wethersfield
Wilton
Windsor
Windsor Locks
Wolcott
Bloomfield

District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District
District

11
54
11
14
19
15
11
12
16
17
24
23
15
32
13
23
33
12
36
51
14
56
61
13
42
19
13
19
25
39
41
63

189
24
28
75

114
27
44
24
48
18
11
16

302
372
227
168
345
262
138
82
276
132
207
535
296
278
113
123
466
231
606
562
176
586
850
198
323
263
151
139
337
655
480
829
3122
374
367
1180
940
598
494
534
619
214
240
240

22.2%
21.8%
30.4%
9.5%
30.1%
41.6%
26.8%
24.4%
13.4%
17.4%
11.6%
9.2%
20.3%
8.3%
15.0%
4.9%
6.2%
14.7%
31.2%
15.1%
11.9%
17.9%
25.3%
42.4%
28.2%
18.3%
19.2%
38.8%
13.1%
14.0%
49.4%
22.9%
85.1%
26.2%
30.8%
29.1%
61.4%
9.0%
29.6%
3.4%
42.0%
47.7%
38.8%
59.6%

16.7%
6.7%
5.4%
3.9%
1.8%
6.3%
3.4%
8.3%
9.6%
5.0%
5.5%
8.4%
3.6%

14.5%
8.4%

11.9%
4.8%
8.3%
9.5%
5.5%
5.7%
8.0%

14.6%
5.6%
5.8%

12.9%

11.6%
4.3%
5.1%

11.5%

11.5%

18.7%
7.1%
5.2%
5.9%
9.1%
8.0%
9.6%
7.2%
6.6%
7.6%

13.0%

14.1%
7.2%
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Bridgeport District 270 3011 97.8% 8.6% Y
Danbury District 55 1209 57.7% 13.7% ¥
East Hartford District 24 1147 67.0% 7.4% Y
Hamden District 113 869 48.0% 12.1% Y
Hartford District 472 3669 93.4% 6.0% X
Killingly District 60 394 52.0% 8.5% Y
Manchester District 69 991 63.5% 7.6% Y
Middletown District 110 657 49.9% 6.1% ¥
New Britain District 112 1768 81.7% 6.4% Y
New Haven District 204 2472 75.1% 7.6% ¥
New London District 65 674 91.2% 6.4% ¥
Norwalk District 108 1291 54.3% 12.1% ¥
Norwich District 115 968 59.7% 4.5% Y
Plainfield District 30 317 60.3% 8.9% Y
Putnam District 11 196 67.3% 4.5% b
Stamford District 124 1636 58.6% 11.8% Y
Stratford District 108 764 46.9% 9.7% ¥
Torrington District 95 782 56.4% 7.8% Y
Winchester District 32 271 60.5% 8.4% 'd
Windham District 54 556 76.4% 4.6% Y

East Granby does not appear in the raw data for the Plaintiff districts because there were
no out of district placements in that district.



Reschly Interviews Notes with Special Education Directors:
Derby Public Schools April 22,2014

Questions: Semi-Structured Interview: Person/District Dr. Stacey Chambers
New at Derby in 2013-2014

1. Primary implementation challenges?

Strength in CT is local district discretion on how sp ed monies are used.

CT state dept is very helpful

Challenge is the continuum of services; previously had less of a continuum. Staffing
and continuum is a challenge. Overcoming prior CT pattern of more segregated
programs.

Derby cited for some number of students sent out; Working hard on pre-school ASD
programs, earlier intervention,

Has monies to do PD greater integration of students; SERC assistance on PD has
been very helpful

Has grant from CT DE Ellen Cohn office to do DIBELS Next

Very technology oriented district

Paperless district;

Smarter Balance implemented, all grades except 10, 11. Funded with regular
school money, plus grants

Derby has been aggressive in seeking additional monies

2. Compliance Monitoring: CT process? Main challenges? Citations last 5
years? How to improve?
History of some compliance problems due to staff turnover, esp the chief accountant,
etc. Doing much better with compliance now; Some issues with total consistency of
data. Doing much better now. Prior problems due to staff turnover and absence of
clear lines of responsibility for ensuring compliance
Appointed 2 sp ed supervisors to ensure compliance, they are clearly responsible

Need training on efficient documentation to avoid litigation

Avoiding sending out kids. LRE challenges; Need more help with autism and behavior.
3. SWD prevalence in district? Growing? Declining? Reasons?

Prevalence is stable; believe they are not over identifying;

Thinks it is steady--

4. Autism prevalence? Autism costs? Autism Spectrum?
Challenges? Some students with ASD are not a challenge re programming



Main challenges is with ASD in early grades—behavior and good curriculum;
Teacher knowledge gap re behavior and appropriate interventions is a problem

5. Cost of SWD by category? Do costs vary between categories? Do costs vary
within categories?
Does not do costs by category; Depends on severity within categories

6. Out of district placements? Costs compared to within district costs? Kinds of
students placed outside of district?

Working to reduce out of district placement—Note LRE efforts

Also courts placing kids in programs without district participation

7. Procedural Safeguards Challenges?
Nota lot of challenges, due to their structure; 2 sp ed supervisors manage that

8. 1EP Compliance?
Improving IEPs with PD

9. Timely evaluations timelines---

major challenge is the changing number of days to complete all work;

do not have trouble meeting the timelines due to the supervisors in schools who are
responsible for ensuring compliance

10. Adequacy of resources to implement the law?
More money to improve programs? YES, additional money would go to more
intertervention programs in general and special education programs. Must
spend it smartly! Need more of a network of people working together.

11. Funding for sp ed? How determined locally? Any 4.5 students? How to
improve Sp Ed funding?

Thinks they have some, cannot say numbers, mostly out of district placements; At

middle and high school have less than 10.

Largest challenge is severe behavior

12. Other challenges?

Compliance problems due to organization and monitoring in district; Improving now
and will be off the list of districts needing assistance



Bristol Public Schools April 22, 2014

Questions: Semi-Structured Interview: Person/District Mrs. Kim Hapken (Director
of Special Education and Dr. Ellen Solek (Bristol Superintendent)

1. Primary implementation challenges?
Many challenges; District of ab 9,000; Have been level funded in IDEA, SO HAVE TO
CHANGE IDEA FUNDED TO REGULAR funding; Increasing poverty rate, from 20% 20
years ago to 45% today. More children with large behavior needs ASD particularly.
More family poverty and wide spread family problems with poorer children.

Sp ed funding has sig impact on general ed funding.

Prevalence rate is 15% bec of ch with greater needs moving to the city. Sig number of
children moving into Bristol group homes, many already placed in out of district
options

Out of district placements 119 out of about 1300 SWD in out of district placements.
Many were placed in sp ed before being in Bristol.

Problem of magnet and charter districts get the ECS ADA money; but regular district is
responsible for sp ed costs

2. Compliance Monitoring: CT process? Main challenges? Citations last 5
years? How to improve?
Depends on the state’s focus monitoring priorities; e.g., Bristol was overrep in ASD
white students

Current issue re cleaning file re LRE and implementing IEP; Issues with the system of
reporting in Bristol, changed software vendors and some of info lost re LRE status
leading to citations for compliance problems

SDE Bureau was marginally helpful
State fails to provide funding for focused monitoring interventions mandated

3. SWD prevalence in district? Growing? Declining? Reasons? Growing
somewhat; At 11% 20 years ago, in past 7 years the prevalence has been
growing, a major factor is children moving in with existing eligibility and
IEPs.

No added staff in 7 years due to level funding—TIost 5 staff mbrs a few years ago.

Lacks sufficient staff to meet kids’ needs. General ed is strapped as well

High cost students >4.5 as well as state-placed kids, Excess costs go to the city, when
funding gap exists betw sp ed funding and ECS, funds go to the city of Bristol. Typically
the city does not move those funds to the district.



4. Autism prevalence? Autism costs? Autism Spectrum?
ASD population has grown over last 15 years; Bristol has a strong ASD program;
Many have severe academic and behavioral problems. Challenged to meet the needs of
children with ASD.

ASD programs compromised due to limited resources

IDEA funds have not changed in last 7 years. IDEA monies previously could be used for
both personnel and materials/supplies. Less monies for PD sponsored by district.

Funding gap with IDEA coupled by growing SWD needs, plus flat funding by city
Bristol

Does not see the phenomenon of diagnostic substitution. Has done ADOS training;
Have teams trained incl SP/L and sch psychologists;

5. Cost of SWD by category? Do costs vary between categories? Do costs vary
within categories?

Kids with ASD are costlier, but ED also due to the extensive tmt for behavior.
Beh issues are more difficult today

6. Out of district placements? Costs compared to within district costs? Kinds of
students placed outside of district?
More costly; etc.
Also students with severe mental health issues are sometimes diagnosed by another
agency (DCF) and placed out of state; School has to pay
More SWD placed out of district, grown annually each year over last 7 years

7. Procedural Safeguards Challenges?
Changes in law shortens time frame to complete referral, diagnosis, IEP proposal,
Now is about 30 school days. Difficult to schedule meetings, conduct the evaluation,
etc.

8. 1EP Compliance?
Believe services consistent with IEPs are implemented

9. Timely evaluations timelines
see notes above

10. Adequacy of resources to implement the law?
Need more resources to implement the law fully



11. Funding for sp ed? How determined locally? Any 4.5 students? How to
improve Sp Ed funding?
See notes above re excess cost monies kept by town

12. Other challenges?



Newington April 22,2014

Questions: Semi-Structured Interview: Person/District _Newington Martha
Hartranft

SWD=560 and about 4500

1.
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4.

Primary implementation challenges?
Budgetary, cites excess cost issues, getting 78% rather than 100% of the excess
costs; per state placed yields $14,000, PPT (DISTRICT) ? $65,000
Multiple roles of SDE people, getting less specialized services
Multiple and increasing numbers of state reports
Increasingly complex students with greater needs, over 11 years went from 20
ASD to 70 ASD
Strong positive district support, good culture,
Need more PD monies
Compliance Monitoring: CT process? Main challenges? Citations last 5
years? How to improve?
No problems, occasionally have a mediation. 2 due process hearings in past 11
years, none in past 9 years
Uses IEP Direct software; technology tools have helped tremendously
CMT scores have improved; both for SWD and Gen’l ed
Autism prevalence? Autism costs? Autism Spectrum?
ASD are highly variable in terms of needs, from Asburger’s to severe
Serve all but 3 or 4 ASD students within district
Improving staff re autism
Going to model next year for alternative Tuesday afternoons for 90 min PD;
Mostly in district resources and funds for PD

Seeing more Down'’s Syndrome

Cost of SWD by category? Do costs vary between categories? Do costs vary
within categories?

High cost students usually have multiple disabilities or severe behavior problems.
Sometimes leads to out of district placements.

5.

6.

Out of district placements? Costs compared to within district costs? Kinds of
students placed outside of district?

Procedural Safeguards Challenges?

Doing well, 1IEP Direct has helped with data management; IEP Direct started in NY,
Used in NJ then to CT Software also translates IEP into any language; great help with
non English speaking families

7.

IEP Compliance?



See above
May go to electronic with all records
Dealing with parental expectations, wanting more effective programs.

. Timely evaluations timelines
Largely resolved with better monitoring

. Adequacy of resources to implement the law?

Resources are adequate, but much more could be done if more resources were
available

Funding for excess costs >4.5; Town receives the monies, but assigns to schools.
Attempting to reduce out of district placements in order to save money AND
provide better programming in integrated settings.



Norwich April 23,2014

Questions: Semi-Structured Interview: Person/District MARY DONNELLY
NORWICH

Norwich is a reform school district due to low ach on CMT; some Alliance Schools due
to specific groups being identified as being esp low ach.

77% of students are FRCL; Large lunch program incl in the summer

One cause of poverty here is casino workers who are paid low wages; many work in
casinos;

1. Primary implementation challenges?
Challenge of unfunded mandates--
Funding always an issue, but do provide appropriate programs.
Gave me a list of unfunded mandates to local districts, nearly all listed apply to
all districts
2. Compliance Monitoring: CT process? Main challenges? Citations last 5
years? How to improve?
Have issues with some of the timelines, 45 day rule re completing initial
evaluations.
Bilingual evaluations—have 34 spoken languages in district so harder to do
bilingual eval, esp if not Spanish, have several staff with Spanish and some
other language competencies
3. SWD prevalence in district? Growing? Declining? Reasons?
Identification rates are higher in Norwich; Cited for disprop due to white males in
autism
Have increasing autism; ABA program that can accommodate 12 students; Need more
resources to support growing numbers of ASD. Needs for more 1 to 1 aides and adult
supports for children with severe behavior
More behavioral issues today than previously
More training for staff on de-escalation procedures to defuse tense situations
4, Autism prevalence? Autism costs? Autism Spectrum?
Notes increase
Some fewer students in ID, although varies by age; More Mild 1D identified later in
high schools
Some decline in orthopedic impairment
5. Cost of SWD by category? Do costs vary between categories? Do costs vary
within categories?
Yes and NO—More SLD students going to resource; SRBI non responders;
Have interventionists at every grade level; Doing SBRI, generally well. Reduces Sld
prevalence
6. Out of district placements? Costs compared to within district costs? Kinds of
students placed outside of district?
Excess cost kids and monies; District gets ab $2m per year, will need more this year
due to high needs kids moving in to Norwich. Town has to meet district request.



Norwich school does not get all of the excess monies, but receives what is
requested.

Problems of students coming in after funding cutoff, after March, then cannot get
funding for last few months of services

7. Procedural Safeguards Challenges?

Never been cited for implementation problems in consecutive years, that is, have
always responded immediately

Largest needs? Priorities if more money was available: 1. Tchrs doing more push
in rather than pull out, 2. More training for paraprofessionals, 3: Improve LRE,
fewer special class placements, 4 More creative in using resources, 5 Better space
to reduce moving around during the school year.

8. IEP Compliance? See above

9. Timely evaluations timelines See above

10. Adequacy of resources to implement the law? Can implement the law with
current resources, but need additional resources to implement the law fully.

11. Funding for sp ed? How determined locally? Any 4.5 students? How to
improve Sp Ed funding?

See above

12. Other challenges?



Bridgeport April 23,2014
Questions: Semi-Structured Interview: Person/District _Robert Arnold

22K students; sp ed=3200, poverty FRCL 100% free and reduced lunch
Economic base is limited; 2 sports teams, Peoples Bank; Very limited econ base
beyond those two

1. Primary implementation challenges?
Resources limited; Need more staff, huge case loads for special services personnel,
starting salaries are about $10K lower than adjacent districts
N=32 school psych; Delivering PD, limited time available and limited resources
Do not have adequate days in schedule for example to do a full day SERC training
Limited supervision resources for PD esp Sp Ed teachers

2. Compliance Monitoring: CT process? Main challenges? Citations last 5
years? How to improve?

Have some citations from state; He asked them to come in early for monitoring
Changed software, many problems. Going to IEP Direct

3. SWD prevalence in district? Growing? Declining? Reasons?
Prevalence is stable; It is average for their resource group District Resource Group—
DRG—
At 12-14%

4. Autism prevalence? Autism costs? Autism Spectrum?
Increasing, one supervisor focuses on autism exclusively; Have 32 autism home bases;
recently hired 5 ABA therapists, cannot find fully credentialed BCBA (Board Certified
Behavior Analysts)
Autism in one of best programs;

5. Diagnostic substitution? ID to Autism? ED to Autism?
Not much if at all; Have some psychs who are autism trained, ADOS

6. Cost of SWD by category? Do costs vary between categories? Do costs vary
within categories?
High cost students are the medically fragile; highest cost student is $180,000; have
one deaf/blind
7. Out of district placements? Costs compared to within district costs? Kinds of
students placed outside of district?
It is a big issue bec many parents do not have faith in the public ed system.
Have 260 students placed out of district, some by DCS, some by MDs, Hallbrook in
Westport is a psychiatric facility where MDs sometime place students



Have developed now programs to keep students within district. Likely will reduce
numbers of out of district placements in future

Strong advocate for integration of SWD

8. Procedural Safeguards Challenges?
Huave some issues with timelines, due to truancy, absence of PD with staff; large within
district movement each year, 32% of students change attendance site during the year
I

9. IEP Compliance?
Challenges with IEP compliance; main problem is annual review; addressing
transition, lack of staff
10. Timely evaluations timelines See above
11. Adequacy of resources to implement the law?
Yes, can implement the law, but barely hanging on!!
12. Funding for sp ed? How determined locally? Any 4.5 students? How to
improve Sp Ed funding?
Yes, have many 4.5 kids, many are out of the district, some in district, e.g., student
given 1 to 1 ABA; Another student with full-time nurse
Excess cost money goes to city, some problems with getting the money returned to the
school

13. Other challenges?
Tough in urban district; Always have to struggle with resources compared to needs



Sharon Bremner East Hartford April 23, 2014
Questions: Semi-Structured Interview: Person/District __ Dr. Sharon Bremner

East Hartford (EH)

Students=7000, ab. 1200 SWD; highly transient population; lots moving in and out
Traditionally EH was a blue collar, Italian and Irish, workers at Pratt Whitney;
Characterized now as an inner ring suburb with urban characteristics

429% Hispanic, 34%, black, 17% white, with 5% Asian

Many ELL

High poverty is 67% FRPL

Sch psych is 14

1. Primary implementation challenges?
Unfunded mandates in CT
Appropriate programs vs families wanting “Cadillac” of programs
Some unrealistic advocates; and litigious climate
EH looking at budget cuts
Could use more money; but not biggest challenge, which is litigation
Many children come into district already identified, some should not be identified

2. Compliance Monitoring: CT process? Main challenges? Citations last 5
years? How toimprove?
Good relationship with CT DOE
Over identified black males in discipline; so anticipate some citation from state
Few problems in the past; Had an issue last yr re restraint/seclusion due to definitional
problems, resolved to large degree this year.

3. SWD prevalence in district? Growing? Declining? Reasons?
It is increasing now; 1206 id in sp ed;

4. Autism prevalence? Autism costs? Autism Spectrum? Ing
Not over identifying in this district; Good LRE with most ASD. Have 4 self-contained
autism classes. Also EH district has the segregated Woodland program, public school
program that deals with most behaviorally severe. Also takes students from other
districts who pay tuition to EH to place students at Woodland
Does not have an increase in autism

5. Diagnostic substitution? ID to Autism? ED to Autism?
Now seems like fewer Down’s Syndrome children now. Decrease in ID
Families sometimes seeking ASD diagnosis from medical facilities, even though the
school does not see the need for sp ed or ASD diagnosis. More families are seeking ASD.
Some MDs are diagnosing ASD and “prescribing” sp ed
ASD less stigmatizing
Parents also prefer the SP/L diagnosis, some have lots of services and support; SpL
often is not a proper primary diagnosis



6. Costof SWD by category? Do costs vary between categories? Do costs vary
within categories?
High cost kids; Kids at >4.5; usual diagnoses are ED. Spending $1.7 million + on out of
district placements—Some referrals to Grace Web, etc.
Out of district placements from district are ED; Also DCS also places students from
district in out of district placements
Providing effectively for ASD so fewer out of district placements
7. Out of district placements? Costs compared to within district costs? Kinds of
students placed outside of district?
Out of district costs typically are much larger
8. Procedural Safeguards Challenges?
Recent state change in document to parents, longer now
Only one hearing in past 5 years; had mediation; negotiated a settlement

9. 1EP Compliance?

10. Timely evaluations timelines
Some issues with timelines; usually due to communication; IEP software was a
problem; Now in IEP Direct; Will help a lot with timeframes. Always learning curve
with new software.
Changed from 60 to a 45 day to complete evals.

11. Adequacy of resources to implement the law?
12. Funding for sp ed? How determined locally? Any 4.5 students? How to
improve Sp Ed funding?

Excess cost kids; Excess costs go to the town; EH town is not giving to district bec. the
district derives $5m per year in tuition from other districts that district keeps

13. Other challenges?
RTl is getting better in district; Tier 1 id getting better; Lexia rdg program; IF used
with fidelity, children will learn to read. Problem is fidelity of implementation.

Problems with tchr trning, not prepared to teach reading; Lots of support to teachers
re RTl and behavior



Willington Ms. Holly McCarthy April 24, 2014

Questions: Semi-Structured Interview: Person/District Holly McCarthy, Willington,
CT, 860-429-1969

Hall Memorial School, 111 River Rd., Willington (Park across the street)

Sp dir for 10 yrs, 5 in this distict; also has other assignments incl testing and 504
Enrollment N=480; P-8" grade; go to Regional High School; Has 79 SWD on IEP

1. Primary implementation challenges?
Small district, limited resources, also rural district kids are spread out, so that adds
some costs; Some students with sig needs need to offer more specialized programs;
Example one student on 1 to 1 instruction due to poor rdg ach, now has made 2 yrs
growth;

2. Compliance Monitoring: CT process? Main challenges? Citations last 5
years? How to improve?
No citations; real careful with timelines, monitors carefully timelines; Uses IEP
Direct; Provides warning Thinks 80% of state uses IEP Direct

3. SWD prevalence in district? Growing? Declining? Reasons?

Says they are stable; LD is going down, ASD is going up SBRI is helping with SLD
prevalence
Implementing SBRI well, catching kids early;
4. Autism prevalence? Autism costs? Autism Spectrum?
ASD increasing
Seems like there are more kids with serious mental health issues, both internalizing
and externalizing
1 ASD student five years ago; Has 7 now. Only one placed out of district
5. Diagnostic substitution? ID to Autism? ED to Autism?

6. Cost of SWD by category? Do costs vary between categories? Do costs vary
within categories?

7. Out of district placements? Costs compared to within district costs? Kinds of
students placed outside of district?
3 students in out of district placements; Get the excess costs back from town. No
problem; Last yr gave some excess costs back bec did not need all; Have not stressed
budget so far, but may be a problem in future

8. Procedural Safeguards Challenges?
Have had some issues, but never have had a hearing; So have figured out how to settle.



Never cited by state
9. IEP Compliance?

10.

11. Timely evaluations timelines

12. Adequacy of resources to implement the law?
Have sufficient resources to implement law;

13. Funding for sp ed? How determined locally? Any 4.5 students? How to
improve Sp Ed funding?
14. Other challenges?
Biggest challenge is behavior! Have challenging cases, but can produce good program
with extensive collaboration.
Has one school psych; Also a UCONN sch psych intern; so psych does counseling



New London Miriam Morales-Taylor April 24, 2014
Questions: Semi-Structured Interview: Person/District, 37 Beech Drive, New
London (NL), 860-439-7856; Cell=860-910-6553
New London 3300 students; swd=640; FRCL==high 90%; Sp ed dir here since 2012

1. Primary implementation challenges?
Money; NL has been flat funded for 5 yrs; Problems in city with budget; Not sufficient
funds for sp ed. Prior years there was high rate of non-compliance re IEP provisions;
Since 2012 lots of catching up in implementing IDEA provisions
Since 2012 have established procedures, ongoing effort to improve procedures;

Have 9.5 school psychologists
Major challenge with behavior, esp in K, 1, and 2 grades; Other districts report similar
challenges

2. Compliance Monitoring: CT process? Main challenges? Citations last 5
years? How toimprove?

No citations from SDE re not implementing the law
Unlike Hartford where she worked previously, where there were a lot of problems
Working with SERC-did audit in NL on education benefit of IEPs, FBAs, assistive
technology, behavior supports, and SRBI process. She invited them into district to do
this audit.
SERC provided training on the FBAs; Also training on de-escalation; Trainers in
district now can do the training "growing their own” Doing application for SPDG to
help with SBRI implementing; Every principal has written their part of grant

3. SWD prevalence in district? Growing? Declining? Reasons?
4. Autism prevalence? Autism costs? Autism Spectrum?

Increasing number of ASD, have to add programs
Had to establish a middle school program
Another program for K-2

Need to add program for ktg and preschool

Need to add Z programs next year

5. Diagnostic substitution? ID to Autism? ED to Autism?ey
No decline in categories; Will audit soon the number of Sp/L referrals; All schools have
SP/L, Will audit soon the identification of Sp/L students and whether there are
excessive referrals and identification

6. Cost of SWD by category? Do costs vary between categories? Do costs vary
within categories?
High cost kids are the out of district placements
Example of one student who is costing $78K for the program and $55K for
transportation



Is finding transportation savings in future by going to a different vendor

7. Out of district placements? Costs compared to within district costs? Kinds of
students placed outside of district?

Have 27 out of district placed by the district; 30-35 placed by DCF; Some placed by
courts in residential places,
Is reducing the school placed students out of district; Reducing out of district through
better programs in school.
Using High Road Program---within the district—trained NL staff---better results---
High Road is a private program operating within the district that saves a lot of money

8. Procedural Safeguards Challenges?
Had one due process hearing since 2012—State ruled in favor of the district
2 mediations that resolved concerns

9. IEP Compliance?
No compliance problems

10. Timely evaluations timelines
No compliance problems

11. Adequacy of resources to implement the law?
Can implement the law, but need more resources

12, Funding for sp ed? How determined locally? Any 4.5 students? How to
improve Sp Ed funding?

Do receive the excess cost monies, the state gives them 70% of the 4.5 cost. So it is not
adequate

13. Other challenges?
Need to do more re mental health, more and more students with all kinds of MH
problems. Need to have psychiatric evals and treatments for the MH problems.

Also dealing with unrealistic parental expectations for school to fix serious mental
health problems.



Windham April 24, 2014

Questions: Semi-Structured Interview: Person/District LeAnn Packer, Windham
(Willimantic) 322 Prospect St. 860-465-2512

Enrollment ab 3000 to 3200; one HS, one MS, Stem Magnet 4-8, Elementary schools =4
and Preschool; SWD =459; FRCL= is very high probably also on universal feeding,
even have a high school dinner program Ms. Packer’s first yr as director

Generally poor population in district with little commercial tax base

1. Primary implementation challenges?
Major challenges are budget problems and losing staff
Goal to improve LRE; Reduce number placed out of district; Shortage of SpL due in
part to salary; OK with School psychologists; Have 4 sch psych now, doing evals only
2. Compliance Monitoring: CT process? Main challenges? Citations last 5
years? How to improve?
Part of focused monitoring group of districts; Asked to participate, involves staff and
SDE people. Problems with over-identification of SpL, truancy level, and graduation
rates

3. SWD prevalence in district? Growing? Declining? Reasons?
SWD prevalence is declining, except identified Sp/L which is higher than it should be,
perhaps bec of ELL students, SpL is less stigmatizing so it is acceptable to parents
Implementing SRBIL implemented for 2-3 years, early intervention process is reducing
SLD

4. Autism prevalence? Autism costs? Autism Spectrum?
Increasing ASD, says they are doing well with ASD programming, esp at middle and
high school. Has started program at elementary with help from East Conn-the
regional educational service provider. EAST CONN has BCBA, and other specialized
personnel who do training of tchrs and paras.

Has had good Pre-K ASD for several years.
Also have ASD milder doing well in general education

5. Diagnostic substitution? ID to Autism? ED to Autism?
SLD is declining; getting better at the eval of SLD; Current prevalence SLD=4.4%;
OHI=2.8%
Overall prev is getting better
Concerns ab ED—hardest to program, more severe aggressive beh at younger ages

6. Cost of SWD by category? Do costs vary between categories? Do costs vary
within categories?

7. Out of district placements? Costs compared to within district costs? Kinds of
students placed outside of district?



Out of district; Trying to reduce out of district placements; Have brought some
kids back; Attempting to improve district options
Haope to develop an agreement with another agency to obtain 30 day
sophisticated eval focusing on beh and interventions that can be taken back to
the school.
8. Procedural Safeguards Challenges?
Had some complaints, reducing number, all have been workable; had one resolution
this year. No due process hearings for a long time

9. 1EP Compliance?
Uses IEP Direct---good for improving consistency and meeting timelines;

10. Timely evaluations timelines

IEP Direct helps; Not a problem now
11. Adequacy of resources to implement the law?
Resources are adequate to implement the law; have no choice, HAVE to implement it.
But need more resources! Competition with general education

Problem of unfunded mandates including IDEA and others

12. Funding for sp ed? How determined locally? Any 4.5 students? How to
improve Sp Ed funding?

Excess costs never fully funded by the state. And those monies come directly to the

district.

13. Other challenges?
Priorities if more monies were available? Major MH needs that affect school, but
school does not have enough resources More challenges in this area
More Department of Children and Families (DCF) referrals, DCF sometimes places
students out of district in costly programs that the district has to pay
Greater array of materials and technology.
More in-house programs



Hartford Public Schools April 24, 2014

Questions: Semi-Structured Interview: Person/District Clare Kennedy, 960 Main
St., 8" Floor; (use rear elevators) Park in LAZ Lot, a parking garage on Market
St. 860-695-8432

Enrollment is ab 25000, SWD=4000; Could not estimate FRCL, probably 100%
Director about 2 years; was in West Hartford;

1. Primary implementation challenges?
Parental involvement, attending meetings, signing documents, meeting timelines in a
large district; Over-identification complicated by kids moving in and out

2. Compliance Monitoring: CT process? Main challenges? Citations last 5
years? How toimprove?
Compliance problems due to timely delivery of services; Were monitored in ECE and
doing well there now; Too many students being put in Home Bound or out of district;
Sending data to the state weekly to improve monitoring and compliance.

Issues with seclusion and restraint; Improving, but still have a ways to go
Increasing cooperation with state
IEP Direct is being used now and it is helping, reduced concerns ab records
transmission now
Out of district placements-kids waiting too long
3. SWD prevalence in district? Growing? Declining? Reasons?
Problem of over-1D with Hispanic males in ED; OK in other categories; Overall
prevalence is high, perhaps 17%; Why? High due to slow adoption of RT],
implementing RTl in all schools, seeing changes with implementation and with
new reading initiatives; Implementing Orton Gillingham; reading is high
priority. Getting help from state re training, Also CRACK. Schools at different
levels of RT1
4. Autism prevalence? Autism costs? Autism Spectrum?
Several programs including continuum of services. ABA interventions; High school
learning center program resource; two autism consultants who work with
teachers/kids who are fully included
5. Diagnostic substitution? ID to Autism? ED to Autism?
SLD is going down, ASD up
6. Cost of SWD by category? Do costs vary between categories? Do costs vary
within categories?
ASD more expensive, particulary in out of district; also in district with paras 1 to 1

Also contract with Creative Interventions for PD for teachers and paras on ASD, also
provide support to parents of students with ASD
7. Out of district placements? Costs compared to within district costs? Kinds of
students placed outside of district?



Reducing out of district; Added 100 places for kids with a variety of disabilities
including ASD, ED, and Multiple disabilities more in district programs to reduce out of
district; all in district programs involve integration based on kids’ needs

8. Procedural Safeguards Challenges?
Met most complaints with mediation or resolution
No due process hearings in last year; May have a couple of current cases that will go to
hearing. Issues that may go to hearing are requests from parents for residential
placements

9. IEP Compliance?
Direct IEP is improving
10. Timely evaluations timeline
Improving, now at 95% compliance for timely evaluations
11. Adequacy of resources to implement the law?
Can implement the law-have adequate resources

12, Funding for sp ed? How determined locally? Any 4.5 students? How to
improve Sp Ed funding?
Yes have those; Money goes directly to the Hartford Schools Budget,

13. Other challenges?
Legal requirements with SHEFF v O'Neil case; Kids sent to other districts, that district
does the IEP, but Hartford has pay for the services they specify, without much if any
input. So some students get placed out of district when Hartford has an appropriate
program

Managing kids in magnet schools—Hartford responsible for paying for sp ed, but
sometimes do not have appropriate input and influence.

Have 20 school psychs FTE,
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Executive Summary

The following conclusions are supported by the analyses and results described in this report.

1.

The State of Connecticut and the school districts in Connecticut are successful in
implementing the federal Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA).
Connecticut has a more favorable record in implementing the IDEA than nearly all other
states in the northeast region.

The funding of special education in Connecticut is sufficient to support Connecticut
school districts’ implementation of the federal IDEA and the parallel Connecticut special
education statutes and rules.

The proportion of the general student population classified with education-related
disabilities in Connecticut is consistent with traditional estimates of disability prevalence,
and significantly below prevalence levels in most states.

Large differences in disability identification rates exist among Connecticut districts,
including those that are and are not plaintiff districts.

District poverty is not related to the prevalence of Autism. Overall district poverty is
slightly related to district disability prevalence.

Expenditures to deliver appropriate special education are lower in plaintiff than non-
plaintiff districts. The difference in expenditures is approximately $2000, possibly
attributable in large part to economies of scale.

District directors of special education generally agreed that the current Connecticut
funding was adequate to deliver appropriate education programs to students with
disabilities. Directors advocated for increased funding to fu/ly implement IDEA and
expressed concerns about the funding of excess costs for the extremely expensive
programs for students with disabilities with severe and complex needs. Districts
expressed concerns about the town’s transfer to them of Excess Cost funds received from
the state.

Connecticut Education Reform legislation in 2012 is intended to improve school
achievement through implementation of response to intervention systems and scientific
research-based instruction, particularly in reading. The provisions of this law, once fully
implemented, have significant potential to improve teacher preparation and achievement

in general and special education,
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Introduction

This report was developed by the author at the request of the Office of the Attorney
General, State of Connecticut. The findings may be used in the pending litigation, Connecticut
Coalition for Justice in Educational Funding v Rell. In this report claims made on behalf of the
plaintiffs in a report concerning special education in Connecticut (McLaughlin, Kolbe, &
O’Reilly, 2012) are analyzed. On some points I agree with the content of that report and on other
matters I respectfully disagree.

One of our basic disagreements with McLaughlin et al. is methodology. Many of the
analyses contained in their report use categories of CT educational entities organized into five
categories called Quintiles based on the proportions of students eligible for free or reduced price
school lunch (FRPL), an approximate indicator of poverty status. The FRPL parameters for each
category are never stated and, more troubling, the listings in Quintile 5, purporting to represent
the most impoverished districts in Connecticut, include many atypical educational entities.
Quintile 5 is composed of 31 entities of which about half are typical Connecticut districts and the
other half (N=15) are various kinds of magnet and charter schools. The problem is that the
magnet and charter schools are not financially responsible for the special education services that
they provide; in fact, those services are financially supported by the student’s residence district.
Moreover, each of the magnet or charter schools is a unique entity that is not regulated in quite
the same way as typical Connecticut districts.

These artificial categories of districts are used to make claims that districts with higher
poverty statistics have more students with disabilities, particularly more students with Autism,
who are then described as requiring greater expenditures. The Autism claim is analyzed later, but
it makes no sense to make claims about the costs of students with disabilities for entities in
Quintile 5 when nearly half of the members of that category (15 of 31) have no financial
responsibility for paying for any special education programs including the programs for students
with Autism,

Our analyses will focus on contrasting named plaintiff and non-plaintiff Connecticut
school districts, which actually are responsible for paying for the costs of special education
programs. Depending on the question, we designed analyses using continuous distributions such

as FRPL and district prevalence of different disabilities. In other analyses we will compare
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plaintiff with non-plaintiff districts. The districts designated as “Plaintiff” are listed in Table 9 of
this report.

We reach the conclusion that the State of Connecticut and school districts in Connecticut
are successful in implementing the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act and the parallel
Connecticut special education statute and state rules. The current resources are adequate to meet
the statutory requirements of the state and federal legislation.

The sources of information for this report are listed in an appendix and in the body of the
report as appropriate to explain the sources of information for analyses and tables. The
conclusions in this report may be modified if additional relevant information becomes available.
One specific source of information is further interviews of district directors of special education.
It is unlikely that new information will produce substantive changes in this report, but that

possibility even if unlikely must be recognized.
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Special Education Overview

Approximately 6.4 million children and youth age 3-21 participated in special education
programs and services out of the approximately 49.5 million public school students (Pre-K
through 12" grade) in the 2010-2011 school year (Snyder & Dillow, 2013). The students with
disabilities (SWD) prevalence in US public schools is approximately 13.0%, an easily
misunderstood number (see later discussion of SWD prevalence). The total special education
expenditures at all local, state, and federal governmental levels sum to approximately $90 billion,
with approximately $12.5 billion allocated by the federal government (Lomax & Lordeman,
2011). The $12.5 billion federal appropriation to support the implementation of the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA; 2004) represents approximately one-third of all federal
funding for elementary and secondary education.

IDEA has been characterized as a grant awarding statute to state and local education
agencies to support special education services contingent on implementing complex legal
requirements. The IDEA is the primary source of these legal requirements, most of which
originated in landmark legal cases on behalf of SWD in the early 1970s (Reschly & Bersoff,
1999; Yell, 2012). The IDEA is the successor o the origina<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>