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About This Report  

This report was funded through the Disability Program Navigator (DPN) initiative, 

Employment and Training Administration, U.S. Department of Labor. The report is the 

result of a comprehensive assessment of the disability services available in the CT-NY 

Talent for Growth region consisting of southwestern Connecticut and Westchester and 

Putnam Counties in New York, and federal initiatives developed to address some of the 

challenges identified. 

Research results relating to individuals with disabilities including detailed demographic 

analyses, description of the educational pipeline, results of a needs analysis, survey results, 

and employer best practices for the CT-NY Talent for Growth region are located in the 

Appendices at www.TheHiddenWorkforce.com. 

The research team consisted of Jill Casner-Lotto, a consultant conducting research through 

Westchester Community College and Wenda Sheard, J.D., Ph.D. a research specialist at 

Norwalk Community College. Nancy DeRiggi, Associate Dean at Westchester Community 

College, directed the work of Ms. Casner-Lotto. Vanessa Smith Morest, Ph.D., Dean for 

Institutional Effectiveness at Norwalk Community College, directed the work of Dr. Sheard, 

who is the lead author of this southwestern Connecticut report. 

The steering committee included the research team and the following individuals: 

Joyce Barcley, The WorkPlace, Inc.  

Jo Shute, The WorkPlace, Inc.  

Chris Bruhl, The Business Council of Fairfield County 

Bob Stokes, The Business Council of Fairfield County 

Robert B. Cole, Cole Communications, representing The Business Council of Westchester  

Nancy DeRiggi, Westchester Community College 

Ann Rubenzahl, Westchester Community College 

Vanessa Smith Morest, Ph.D, Norwalk Community College 

 

The WorkPlace , Inc., a private, not-for-profit organization,  serves as the Workforce 

Investment Board for southwestern Connecticut and manages the project grant. The 

mission of The WorkPlace, Inc. is to develop a well-educated, well-trained, and self-

sufficient workforce that can compete in the changing global marketplace. The Business 

Council of Fairfield County is a nonprofit organization committed to strengthening the 

economic vitality of Fairfield County, Connecticut, through research-based public policy 

initiatives, information services, and network-building programs. The Business Council of 

Westchester is a membership organization committed to helping businesses market, learn, 

advocate, and grow. 

http://www.thehiddenworkforce.com/
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Jill Casner-Lotto and Wenda Sheard conducted the demographic analyses, asset mapping, 

interviews, focus groups, and surveys beginning in December 2008 and ending with the 

completion of this report in June 2009.   
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DISABILITY PROGRAM NAVIGATOR INITIATIVE : 

ADDRESSING CHALLENGES 
 

Under the Workforce Investment Act of 1998, the U.S. Department of Labor Employment 

and Training Administration (DOLETA) directed funds and resources to improve workforce 

services for individuals with disabilities.  

In 2003 the DOLETA and the Social Security Administration (SSA) jointly funded the 

ÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ $ÉÓÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ 0ÒÏÇÒÁÍ .ÁÖÉÇÁÔÏÒ ɉ$0.Ɋ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ $/,ȭÓ /ÎÅ-Stop Career Centers 

in response to barriers to One-Stop services including physical and program accessibility, 

and to promote meaningful and effective participation of job seekers in the workforce 

investment system. Since 2003, the DOL/ETA has allocated about $112 million, along with 

$12 million from the SSA to jointly fund, implement, and evaluate the DPN Initiative within 

the state level workforce investment system. There are now 450 DPNs across 43 states, the 

District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, the U.S. Virgin Islands, and Guam.  

The DPN Initiative focuses on developing new and ongoing partnerships to achieve 

seamless, comprehensive, and integrated access to services, creating systemic change, and 

ÅØÐÁÎÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÍÅÎÔ ÓÙÓÔÅÍȭÓ ÃÁÐÁÃÉÔÙ ÔÏ ÓÅÒÖÅ ÃÕÓÔÏÍÅÒÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÄÉÓÁÂÉÌÉÔÉÅÓ 

and employers. 

The role of the DPN is to: 

 Improve access to programs and services in the One Stops for job seekers with 
disabilities; 

 Facilitate integrated, seamless, and comprehensive services that are individualized 
to meet the needs of job seekers with disabilities; 

 Improve linkages to the employer community; 
 Bring together multiple partners to foster a collaborative effort by building 

Interagency Action Committees (IACs) to address systems-level barriers and 
Integrated Resource Teams (IRTs) to address individual-level barriers to 
employment that job seekers with disabilities experience. 

 

IRTs, one of ÔÈÅ $0.Óȭ ÍÏÓÔ ÓÕÃÃÅÓÓÆÕÌ ÐÒÏÍÉÓÉÎÇ ÐÒÁÃÔÉÃÅÓȟ ÂÒÉÎÇ ÔÏÇÅÔÈÅÒ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÁÎÄ 

private sector representatives at the local One-Stop community level to improve 

communication and coordination of services for individual job seekers. As part of this team, 
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the individual job seeker is also assigned responsibilities to achieve his/her employment 

goals. The goals and activities of an IRT differ from those of an IAC, which focuses on 

systems coordination, problem solving, and collaboration to create universal access to 

services and services delivery for the benefit of all job seekers with disabilities on a 

community-wide level. 

According to the ETA, nationwide data collected over the past six years show changes in 

the workforce investment system attributed to the Navigator, including increased 

accessibility to One Stops, more staff tools and resources to serve all customers, 

improvements in connecting youth with disabilities to the workforce investment system, 

and assistance in building bridges between partner and community agencies and One-

Stops to reduce duplication of services. 

.Å× 9ÏÒË ÅÎÔÅÒÅÄ ÔÈÅ $0. )ÎÉÔÉÁÔÉÖÅ ÉÎ ςππσȾςππτ ÁÎÄ #ÏÎÎÅÃÔÉÃÕÔ ÉÎ ςππχȢ "ÏÔÈ ÓÔÁÔÅȭÓ 

Lead DPNs are engaging the regional DPNs in programs and initiatives to address several of 

the challenges cited in this report. 

Two DPN websites with additional information and resources are: 

 %4!ȭÓ /ÆÆÉÃÅ ÏÆ 7ÏÒËÆÏÒÃÅ )ÎÖÅÓÔÍÅÎÔȭÓ $ÉÓ!ÂÉÌÉÔÙ ×ÅÂ ÓÉÔÅ ÁÔ 
www.doleta.gov/disability/ . Includes information on how to connect with state and 
local DPNs and also includes disability and employment resources, promising 
practices, products, curricula, and federal laws and regulations. 

 

 .ÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ $ÉÓÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ )ÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÅȟ )ÎÃȢȭÓ ɉ.$)Ɋ ×ÅÂ ÓÉÔÅ ÁÔ www.dpnavigator.net.  Includes 
information about the DPN Initiative and training and technical assistance 
resources, such as online training series to help DPNs improve employment 
opportunities for job seekers with disabilities. Examples of topics include: Ticket to 
Work/Employment Networks, Mental Health in the Workplace, Asset Development, 
ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ /ÎÅ 3ÔÏÐ 4ÏÏÌËÉÔ Ȱ2ÅÓÏÕÒÃÅÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 7ÅÅËȟȱ Á ÃÏÎÔÉÎÕÁÌÌÙ ÕÐÄÁÔÅÄ ÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÏÎ 
of websites, publications, and other resources to help improve employment 
opportunities for people with disabilities. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.doleta.gov/disability/
http://www.dpnavigator.net/
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PREFACE 
 

The objective of our research is to increase the number of people with disabilities in the 

southwestern Connecticut workforce, and to increase employment opportunities for 

people with disabilities in southwestern Connecticut and Westchester and Putnam 

Counties in New York. In furtherance of our objective, we have conducted an analysis of the 

strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats facing people with disabilities in 

southwestern Connecticut and the agencies and institutions that serve their educational 

and workforce needs.   

The five chapters in this report constitute the five deliverables mandated by the Scope of 

7ÏÒË ÄÏÃÕÍÅÎÔ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ ÔÅÁÍȭÓ ×ÏÒË ÕÎÄÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÇÒÁÎÔȢ "ÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÔÈÅ five 

deliverables were intended as stand-alone documents, readers will notice some overlap 

among the chapters. Because the provider and educator surveys included responses from 

both New York and Connecticut, and because some respondents work in both states, this 

southwestern Connecticut report includes survey results from the entire CT-NY Talent for 

Growth region, which includes 20 towns in southwestern Connecticut (in Fairfield and New 

Haven Counties) and all of Westchester and Putnam Counties.  

The fourth chapter, which is our gaps and needs analysis, includes detailed information on 

our sources of data, and the limitations of the data. The fifth chapter places the results from 

the first four chapters and information about available resources in a summary form 

designed for action and advocacy. Readers who have read the final report, The Hidden 

Workforce, for the CT-NY Talent for Growth region as a whole will notice that the fifth 

chapter in this report is the regional report striped of components applicable solely to the 

New York area of the CT-NY Talent for Growth region. 

We hope that both the final CT-NY Talent for Growth regional report and this final 

southwestern Connecticut report will provide workforce service providers, government 

agencies, educators, people with disabilities, parents of children with disabilities, and 

others with information useful for advocacy and action.   

We thank all who participated in our research, whether by giving background information, 

responding to a survey, participating in a focus group, or granting an interview. Without 

your contributions, this report would not exist. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

Three major themes emerged from our research. The major themes appeared nearly 

everywhere we lookedɂin schools, in transition services, in the workplace, and in the 

community. We mention the major themes here because filling the gaps and meeting the 

needs described in this report can only occur if policymakers and program developers take 

action to address the major themes in the context of their policy making and program 

developing. 

The first major theme is that discrimination against people with disabilities continues to 

exist. People interviewed recounted incidents of discrimination involving education, 

extracurricular activities, volunteer work, transportation, employment, and voter 

registration. Many complained that employers and others in our society think first about 

the disabilities and only later about the assets of people with disabilities. Others 

complained that our society views disability through a medical lens where the individual 

has a problem that requires intervention on behalf of that individual, rather than through a 

social lens where we recognize that disability is part of our diversity and we create 

enabling environments to eliminate or mitigate the effect of disabilities. 

The second major theme is that many of the people interviewed expressed reluctance to 

disclose their disabilities, even in circumstances where disclosure would entitle them to 

accommodations in education or workforce settings. The reluctance to disclose not only 

precludes the provision of accommodations; the reluctance obscures the true numbers of 

adults with disabilities in colleges and in the workforce.  

The third major theme is positive. Everyone we interviewed expressed genuine concern 

and appreciation for people with disabilities. All appeared to believe that it is possible to 

increase the number of people with disabilities in the workforce, and all appeared to 

believe that it is possible to increase employment opportunities for people with disabilities. 

People participating in the focus groups shared empathy, compassion, and concern. During 

individual interviews, people shared stories of success and reasons to hope for the future.  

They hoped for an end to discrimination, a focus on the talents of people with disabilities, 

and the application of universal design principles in an effort to make schools, colleges, 

workplaces, and communities accessible to all. Here are a few poignant quotes from people 

who shared their insights: 

Ȱ/ÕÒ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÉÔÙ ÈÁÓ Á ÂÒÏÁÄ ÍÉÓÓÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÄÉÖÅÒÓÉÔÙȢ 7Å ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅ ÁÌÌ ÍÁÎÎÅÒ ÏÆ 

divÅÒÓÉÔÙȢ 3ÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÄÉÓÁÂÉÌÉÔÉÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ ÄÉÖÅÒÓÉÔÙ ÍÉÓÓÉÏÎȢȱ 
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"You can inspire care.  Sometimes you see a place and everyone is so caring. It's 

usually the head of the place who is the one who cares and inspires others to 

ÃÁÒÅȢȱ 

Ȱ) ÕÓÅÄ ÔÏ ÌÏÖÅ ÔÏ watch Special Olympics students swim, because I can't swim 

and dive and do it that beautifully. I started to see the amount of trust and 

acceptance that they were willing to give me when I worked with them. There 

were qualities and attributes and talents that these folks have that many 

people ÄÏÎ΄Ô ÈÁÖÅȢȱ 

Ȱ) ×ÉÓÈ ×Å ÃÏÕÌÄ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÈÁÖÅ Á ×ÈÏÌÅ ÁÒÒÁÙ ÏÆ ÔÁÌÅÎÔÓȢȱ 
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CHAPTER ONE: DEMOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS 
     

This demographic analysis includes information about people with disabilities in 

Southwestern Connecticut, including the southern fifteen towns in Fairfield County and five 

towns in the Upper Naugatuck Valley region of New Haven County. This report also includes 

an analysis of the data available, and an analysis of the many definitions, sources, and sample 

sizes of that data. Rather than rely exclusively on data provided by the Connecticut State Data 

Center, this report also incorporates data from the 2007 American Community Survey 

ÒÅÌÅÁÓÅÄ ÉÎ .ÏÖÅÍÂÅÒ ςππψ ÉÎ ÒÅÐÏÒÔÓ ÂÙ #ÏÒÎÅÌÌ 5ÎÉÖÅÒÓÉÔÙȭÓ 2ÅÈÁÂilitation Research and 

Training Center on Disability Demographics and Statistics. 

 

A. MANY DEFINITIONS, MANY SOURCES 

Executive Order 13078 signed by the United States President on May 13, 1998, required the 

Bureau of Labor Statistics of the Department of Labor and the Census Bureau of the 

$ÅÐÁÒÔÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ #ÏÍÍÅÒÃÅȟ ÉÎ ÃÏÏÐÅÒÁÔÉÏÎ ×ÉÔÈ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÄÅÐÁÒÔÍÅÎÔÓ ÁÎÄ ÁÇÅÎÃÉÅÓ ȰÔÏ ÄÅÓÉÇÎ 

and implement a statistically reliable and accurate method to measure the employment rate 

of adults with disabilities as soon as possiblÅȢȱ $ÅÓÐÉÔÅ ÔÈÅ ÍÁÎÄÁÔÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ρωωψ %ØÅÃÕÔÉÖÅ 

Order, the method of defining and measuring the numbers of adults with disabilities remains 

uncertain.   

A 2005 analysis of six methods of determining the percentage of people with disabilities in 

the population found the discrepancies apparent in the following table. 

      
Estimated United States Population of Persons Ages 18 to 64 with Disabilities, by Data Source, Numbers in Thousands 

 % with 
Disabilities 

No 
Disability 

Any 
Disability 

Employment 
Disability 

Mental 
Disability 

Physical 
Disability 

Sensory 
Disability 

American Community Survey, 2003    11.7% 155,786 20,610 11,680 7,093 12,648 4,757 
Census, 2000   9.9 154,091 16,861 NA 6,450 11,039 4,046 
Current Population Survey, March 2004   7.9 164,935 14,197 14,197 NA NA NA 
National Health Interview Survey, 2002 15.8 145,399 27,363 15,934 5,558 16,871 3,119 
Panel Study on Income Dynamics, 2001 14.7 130,309 22,429 22,429 NA NA NA 
Survey of Income and Program Participation 17.9 144,678 31,627 17,126 5,723 21,938 7,695 

From: Table 11, A Guide to Disability Statistics from the American Community Survey, by Robert R. Weathers II, Employment and 

Disability Institute , Cornell University, May 2005, retrieved January 20, 2009 from 

http://digitalcommons.ilr.cornell.ed u/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1123&context=edicollect. 

 

The U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) continues to cooperate in efforts to refine the method.  

4ÈÅ $/,ȭÓ /ÆÆÉÃÅ ÏÆ $ÉÓÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ %ÍÐÌÏÙÍÅÎÔ 0ÏÌÉÃÙ ÈÁÓ ÂÅÅÎ ÃÏÌÌÁÂÏÒÁÔÉÎÇ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ $/,ȭÓ 
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Bureau of Labor StatiÓÔÉÃÓ ÔÏ ÉÍÐÒÏÖÅ ÔÈÅ #ÕÒÒÅÎÔ 0ÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ 3ÕÒÖÅÙȭÓ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 

unemployment rate of people with disabilities.1  

The United Nations has been testing disability questions for use in surveys worldwide.  After 

initial work by the UN International Seminar on Measurement of Disability in 2001, the 

United Nationsȭ Washington Group on Disability Measurement developed a set of six 

questions in 2007. The questions ask whether a respondent has difficulty 1) seeing, 2) 

hearing, 3) walking or climbing steps, 4) remembering or concentrating, 5) washing or 

dressing, or 6) communicating. Each question asks whether the respondent has no difficulty, 

ÓÏÍÅ ÄÉÆÆÉÃÕÌÔÙȟ Á ÌÏÔ ÏÆ ÄÉÆÆÉÃÕÌÔÙȟ ÏÒ ȰÃÁÎÎÏÔ ÄÏ ÁÔ ÁÌÌȢȱ  

By contrast, the 2000 U.S. Census required yes or no answers to the following questions 

about six types of disabilities including sensory disability, physical disability, mental 

disability, self-care disability, go-outside-home disability, and employment disability. 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

American Community Survey (ACS), which the U.S. Census Bureau designed in 1996 to 

replace the US Census decennial census long form, also collects information about those six 

types of disability. The following table compares the questions, sample sizes, and other 

information relative to the 2005 U.S. Census long form, the ACS, and other surveys. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                             
1 Disability Employment Rate, http://www.dol.odep/categories/research/index.htm , Retrieved January 8, 2009. 

16. Does this person have any of the following long -lasting conditions:  

a. Blindness, deafness, or a severe vision or hearing impairment? 

b. A condition that substantially limits one or more basic physical activities such as walking, 

climbing stairs, reaching, lifting, or carrying? 

17. Because of a physical, mental, or emotional condition lasting 6 months or more, does  

this person have any difficulty in doing any of the following activiti es: 

a. Learning, remembering, or concentrating? 

b. Dressing, bathing, or getting around inside the home? 

c. (Answer if this person is 16 YEARS OLD 

/2 /6%2ȢɊ 'ÏÉÎÇ ÏÕÔÓÉÄÅ ÔÈÅ ÈÏÍÅ ÁÌÏÎÅ ÔÏ ÓÈÏÐ ÏÒ ÖÉÓÉÔ Á ÄÏÃÔÏÒȭÓ ÏÆÆÉÃÅȩ 

d. (Answer if this person is 16 YEARS OLD OR OVER.) Working at a job or business? 
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Comparison of Data Sources 

Source Disability Questions Sample Size Notes 

2000 Census Long Form 6 15.8% Temporary employees used as interviewers, 

long form obsolete.  

American Community 

Survey 2005+ 

6 2.5% Highly trained interviewers, improved 

disability questions after 2005. 

American Community 

Survey Multi-year, 2005-

2009   

6 12.5% Increased sample size, not yet available. 

Current Population Survey 

Pre-2008 

1 <.1% Small sample, omits people in institutional 

group quarters, only one disability question. 

Current Population Survey 

2008 

6 <.1% Small sample, omits people in institutional 

group quarters. 

 

The ACS included the same U.S. Census questions on disability until 2003 when, after an 

analysis of the questions revealed the likelihood that some people were interpreting 

questions 17c and 17d without the introductory phrase in question 17, the ACS restructured 

question 17 into two questions. The restructuring lessened the possibility, for example, that 

some people might interpret question ρχÄ ÁÓ ÓÉÍÐÌÙ ÁÓËÉÎÇ Ȱ!ÒÅ ÙÏÕ ×ÏÒËÉÎÇ ÁÔ Á ÊÏÂ ÏÒ 

ÂÕÓÉÎÅÓÓȩȱ  

Results from the 2003 ACS with the new disability questions showed a major change in the 

prevalence rates of people with disabilities. For example, in 2002 and 2003, the prevalence 

rate for people ages 18 to 24 dropped from 7.7 percent to 6.5 percent, and the prevalence 

rate for persons ages 25 to 61 dropped from 13.7 percent to 11.9 percent. These percentage 

point drops were 4 and 3 times larger than similar drops in any other year.  At least one 

analyst suggests that it is possible that the change in survey results between 2002 and 2003 

was due to the restructuring of the survey.2   

For this reason it is likely that the pre-2003 ACS disability rates and the 2000 U.S. Census 

disability rates are overstated in the categories affected by the restructured questionɂ

overall disability, go-outside-home disability, and employment disability. For that reason, 

ACS disability statistics from data gathered in 2003 or later is superior to disability statistics 

from ACS data and U.S. Census data gathered before 2003.   

Because of the superiority of ACS data, this report includes information taken from the 2007 

ACS and reported in the United States, Connecticut, and New York 2007 Disability Status 

                                                             
2 Weathers, Robert R. II, A Guide to Disability Statistics from the American Community Survey, 2005. Employment 

and Disability Institute, Cornell University.    



 

17 | P a g e 

 

Reports released on November 18, 2008, ÂÙ #ÏÒÎÅÌÌ 5ÎÉÖÅÒÓÉÔÙȭÓ 2ÅÈÁÂÉÌÉÔÁÔÉÏÎ 2ÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ ÁÎÄ 

Training Center on Disability Demographics and Statistics.3 Because 2000 U.S. Census data 

provided by the Connecticut State Data Center includes data specific to our CT-NY Talent for 

Growth region, this report also includes that data. 

 

B. WHAT IS THE PREVALENCE OF DISABILITY? 

The following two tables show disability prevalence as found by the American Community 

Survey in 2007 for the population ages five and older. 

Percent People Ages 5 and over by Disability Type, 
American Community Survey, 2007 

Disability Type  Connecticut  New York  United States  

Any Disability  12.8  14.2  14.9  
Sensory    3.5    3.7   4.2  
Physical    7.8    9.0   9.4  
Mental    4.8    5.4   5.8  
Self-Care    2.5    3.0   3.0  
Go-Outside    4.6    5.5   5.4  
Employment    5.4    6.5   7.1  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                             
3 Erickson, W., & Lee, C. (2008). 2007 Disability Status Report: United States. Ithaca NC: Cornell University 

Rehabilitation Research and Training Center on Disability Demographics and Statistics. See, also, Erickson, W., & 

Lee, C. (2008). 2007 Disability Status Report: Connecticut. Ithaca NC: Cornell University Rehabilitation Research 

and Training Center on Disability Demographics and Statistics, and Erickson, W., & Lee, C. (2008). 2007 

Disability Status Report: New York. Ithaca NC: Cornell University Rehabilitation Research and Training Center 

on Disability Demographics and Statistics. 
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Disability Percents by Demographic Characteristics, 

People Ages 5 and older, American Community Survey, 2007 

Characteristic  Connecticut  New York  United States  

Age     

Age 5+  12.8%  14.2%  14.9%  

Ages 5-15    5.8    6.0    6.3  

Ages 16-20    5.8    6.3    6.8  

Ages 21-64  10.4  11.7  12.8  

Ages 65-74  22.8  27.2  29.7  

Age 75+  48.8  52.7  52.9  

Gender     

Male  12.1  13.3  14.3  

Female  13.5  15.0  15.5  

Hispanic Origin     

Hispanic  12.6  14.1  10.7  

Non-Hispanic  12.8  14.2  15.6  

Race     

White  10.1  11.5  12.6  

Black  12.4  13.9  17.0  

Asian    4.2    6.4    6.3  

Native American  17.3  25.0  22.5  

Other  14.9  13.6  11.7  

 

The following table compares prevalence rates for our CT-NY Talent for Growth region from 

the 2000 U.S. Census with prevalence rates from the 2007 American Community Survey for 

Connecticut, New York, and the United States as a whole. The 2000 U.S. Census data is 

complete to the extent it was provided by the Connecticut State Data Center. 
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Demographic 
Characteristics 

2000 US Census 2007 American Community Survey 
Southwestern Connecticut 

Connecticut New York 
United 
States 

 Number 
with and 
without 

Disabilities  

Number 
With 

Disabilities 

% with 
Disabilities 

   

Age 5+     699,121      121,284 17.3%   12.8%   14.2%    14.9% 
Ages 16-64 478,074 78,588 16.4    
Ages 5-15 120,368 5,997 5.0   5.8   6.0   6.3 
Ages 16-20 40,868 5,580 13.7   5.8   6.3   6.8 
Ages 21-64 437,206 73,008 16.7 10.4 11.7 12.8 
Ages 65-74 52,872 13,249 25.1 22.8 27.2 29.7 
Age 75+ 47,807 22,804 47.7 48.8 52.7 52.9 

Gender(Ages 5+)       
Male 335,196 57,853 17.3 12.1 13.3 14.3 
Female 363,925 63,431 17.4 13.5 15.0 15.5 

Hispanic Origin       
Hispanic  15,668  12.6 14.1 10.7 
Non-Hispanic  62,920  12.8 14.2 15.6 

Race       
White  46,057  10.1 11.5 12.6 
Black   12,413  12.4 13.9 17.0 
Asian  2,324    4.2   6.4   6.3 
Native 
American  

 NA  17.3 25.0 22.5 

Other  2,126  14.9 13.6 11.7 
Disability Type & 
Age              

      

Any Disability    12.8 14.2 14.9 

Sensory 5+ 699,121 19,205 2.7 3.5 3.7 4.2 

Physical 5+ 699,121 42,776 6.1 7.8 9.0 9.4 

Mental 5+ 699,121 25,100 3.4 4.8 5.4 5.8 

Self-Care 5+ 699,121 15,485 2.2 2.5 3.0 3.0 

Go-Out 16+ 578,753 48,760 8.4 4.6 5.5 5.4 

Employment 
21-64 

457,237 54,341 
 

11.9 
5.4 6.5 7.1 

Two Plus    
   

Total Population 
Ages 16-64 Per 
Disability Status File  

473,677 78,588 16.6 
   

Total Population 
Ages 5 and over Per 
CT Disability Data 
File 

 
699,121 

 
121,284 

 
17.3 

 

   

 

According to the 2007 American Community Survey, the disability rates for people ages five 

and over in the United States is 14.9 percent, but in Connecticut is 12.8 percent. Women and 

minorit ies, except Asians, have higher disability rates than men and whites.  

The tables above reveal that the prevalence of disability increases with age. Assuming the 

median age of people within the United States, Connecticut, and New York increases 

approximately four years between 2000 and 2030 as predicted by the U.S. Census Bureau, 

the prevalence of disability within the population of our CT-NY Talent for Growth region will 

also increase.   
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C. HOW MANY WORKING AGE ADULTS WITH DISABILITIES? 
 

According to the 2000 U.S. Census data in the following two tables, more than 60 percent of 

the people with disabilities aged 16-64 in our CT-NY Talent for Growth region are employed. 

This figure is surprisingly high, given figures that show much lower employment rates of 

people with disabilities in places outside of our CT-NY Talent for Growth region.   

 
Numbers and Percents of People with Disabilities Employed and Not Employed, by Age and by Gender, 

Source:  U.S. Census, 2000 
   Total Population of 

People with 
Disabilities 

Total Employed Total Not Employed 

   # # % # % 
Westchester County  98,120 59,519 60.7 38,601 39.3 
 16-20     2,706   4.5   4,088 10.6 
 21-64   56,813 95.5 34,513 89.4 
 Female   27,086 45.5 21,345 55.3 
 Male   32,433 54.5 17,256 44.7 
Putnam County    8,469   5,299 62.6   3,170 37.4 
 16-20         235   4.4      357 11.3 
 21-64     5,064 95.6   2,813 88.7 
 Female     2,339 44.1   1,430 45.1 
 Male     2,960 55.9   1,740 54.9 

 
Numbers and Percents of People with Disabilities Employed and Not Employed, by Age and by Gender, 

Source U.S. Census 2000 
 Total Population of 

People with 
Disabilities 

Total Employed Total Not Employed 

# # % # % 
Southwestern Connecticut 78,588 50,380 64.1 28,208 35.9 
 16-20     2,654   5.3   2,926 10.4 
 21-64   47,736 94.8 25,282 89.6 
 Female   23,279 46.2 15,782 55.9 
 Male   27,101 53.8 12,426 44.1 

 

 
American Community Survey 2007 data from Connecticut, New York, and the United States 

as a whole shows employment rates of 42.7, 34.0, and 36.9 percent, respectively, for non-

institutionalized people with disabilities ages 21-64. The first table below shows the 

employment rate, the second table shows the employed full-time, full-year rate, and the third 

table shows rates of people who are not currently working but actively looking for work.    

2000 & Projected Median Age of Populations 

Year Connecticut New York 
United 

States 

2000 37.4 35.9 35.3 

2010 39.6 37.9 37.0 

2020 39.7 38.6 38.0 

2030 41.1 39.9 39.0 
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Employment Rate of Non-Institutionalized People Ages 21 to 64 with and without 
Disabilities 

Disability Type 
2007 American Community Survey Data 

Connecticut New York United States 
No Disability   82.2%    78.6%    79.7% 
Any Disability  42.7 34.0 36.9 
Sensory  52.2 45.6 46.4 
Physical 35.7 29.3 31.3 
Mental 35.6 25.6 28.0 
Self-Care 20.6 15.6 16.7 
Go-Outside Home 19.4 16.0 16.6 
Employment Disability 22.2 15.5 17.0 

 
Full-Time, Full-Year Employment Rate of Non-Institutionalized People Ages 21 to 64 

with and without Disabilities  

Disability Type 
2007 American Community Survey Data 

Connecticut New York United States 
No Disability    58.4%    56.4%   56.7% 
Any Disability  22.7 19.7 21.2 
Sensory  35.0 30.9 30.6 
Physical 19.3 17.3 17.7 
Mental 14.0 11.6 13.0 
Self-Care 10.3 8.1   7.9 
Go-Outside Home   6.6 7.1   6.9 
Employment Disability   8.2 6.7   7.2 

 
Not Working But Actively Looking For Work 

Non-Institutionalized People Ages 21 to 64 with and without Disabilities 

Disability Type 
2007 American Community Survey Data 

Connecticut New York United States 
No Disability    23.4% 19.1%  20.1% 
Any Disability  10.6 7.1 8.4 
Sensory  11.5 6.7 8.8 
Physical   7.3 5.8 6.4 
Mental 10.7 6.3 7.9 
Self-Care   2.2 3.3 3.3 
Go-Outside Home   2.7 3.0 3.6 
Employment Disability   7.4 4.5 5.3 

 
Differences exist in the employment rates of people with different types of disabilities. The 

first table shows that 52.2 percent of Connecticut people with sensory disabilities are 

employed, but only 35.7 and 35.6 percent of Connecticut people with physical and mental 

disabilities are employed. The third table tells a different storyɂthat greater percentages of 

people with sensory and mental disabilities are looking for work than people with other 

types of disabilities. 

 

D. WHAT IS THE EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT OF PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES? 
 

People with disabilities in our CT-NY Talent for Growth region have a higher level of 

education than people with disabilities elsewhere in the United States. The following  table 

shows that according to 2000 U.S. Census data 31.3 percent of people with disabilities ages 

18-34 in Southwestern Connecticut have a college degree.   
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Number and Percent of People Ages 18-34 with Disabilities at Different Educational Levels by Gender in Southwestern Connecticut (2000) 
 Total 

Populatio
n 

No High School Completed High School Some College College or Graduate 
School 

 # % # % # % # % 
 Female 11,200 2,387 21.3 2,537 22.7 2,784 24.9 3,492 31.2 
 Male 12,510 2,917 23.3 3,131 25.0 2,531 20.2 3,931 31.4 
 Total 23,710 5,304 22.4 5,668 23.9 5,315 22.4 7,423 31.3 

 

The following table shows that according 2007 American Community Survey data, 16.6 

percent of people with disabilities in Connecticut ages 21-64 have a college degree, but only 

12.5 percent of people with disabilities in the United States have a college degree: 

Educational Attainment of Non-Institutionalized People Ages 21 to 64 with and without Disabilities 

Educational  
Attainment  

2007 American Community Survey Data 
Connecticut New York United States 

With Disabilities    
High School Diploma or 
Equivalent 

  36.2%   33.2%     35.3% 

Some College or Associate 
Degree 

25.7 24.7 27.9 

"ÁÃÈÅÌÏÒȭÓ $ÅÇÒÅÅ ÏÒ -ÏÒÅ 16.6 15.3 12.5 
Without Disabilities    

High School Diploma or 
Equivalent 

27.2 26.6 28.1 

Some College or Associate 
Degree 

27.0 26.6 30.2 

"ÁÃÈÅÌÏÒȭÓ $ÅÇÒÅe or More 22.4 36.1 30.8 

 

Although the American Community Survey figure of 16.6 percent of people with disabilities 

aged 21-64 who have a college degree or graduate school level of educational attainment in 

Connecticut is lower than the figure of 31.3 percent of people with disabilities ages 18-34 

with a college education in 2000 U.S. Census data for our CT-NY Talent for Growth region, the 

16.6 percent !ÍÅÒÉÃÁÎ #ÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙ 3ÕÒÖÅÙ ÒÅÓÕÌÔ ÆÏÒ #ÏÎÎÅÃÔÉÃÕÔ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ȰÂÁÃÈÅÌÏÒÓ ÄÅÇÒÅÅ ÏÒ 

ÍÏÒÅȱ ÃÁÔÅÇÏry for people with disabilities is significantly higher than the 12.5 percent for 

the country as a whole. Both tables reveal that people with disabilities in our CT-NY Talent 

for Growth region have higher levels of educational attainment than people with disabilities 

in other regions of the United States. 

 

E. How Many Children With Disabilities? 
 

Although the population of children with disabilities is not the same as the population of 

children enrolled in special education programs, the overlap is large enough to warrant 

displaying the following table of the 12,842 children in southwestern Connecticut enrolled in 

special education programs during the 2007-2008 school year. 
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F. WHAT ARE THE CAREER SECTORS AND INDUSTRIES WHERE PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES ARE 

WORKING?    

The tables on the following page answer this question.  The tables, however, show data from 

selected PUMAs, which are not the same as our CT-NY Talent for Growth region. The Fairfield 

County PUMAs in Connecticut cover only the fifteen Fairfield County Towns included in the 

CT-NY Talent for Growth region that is the subject of this study. The New Haven County 

PUMAs cover only three of the five New Haven County towns included in the CT-NY Talent 

for Growth region and cover many other towns in both New Haven County and Middlesex 

County that are not included in this CT-NY Talent for Growth Region.  

The Putnam and Westchester County PUMAs in New York included in the table cover only 

parts of Westchester County, all of Putnam County, and all of Dutchess County. We include 

the New York table in this report in order to allow readers to compare data from the two 

parts of our CT-NY Talent for Growth region. Some of the differences are large; we have not 

determined why the differences exist. 

 

Special Education Enrollments in Southwestern Connecticut 
2007-2008 School Year 

Grade Level 
Special Education 

Enrollment 
Pre-Kindergarten 970 

Kindergarten 659 
1 679 
2 713 
3 899 
4 1060 
5 952 

Elementary School Total 4,303 
6 1,077 
7 1,004 
8 969 

Middle School Total 3,050 
9 1,075 

10 971 
11 923 
12 891 

High School Total 3,860 
Total Pre-K to 12 12,842 



 

24 | P a g e 

 

 

 

 

Southwestern Connecticut, Selected PUMAs: Occupations and Industries of People with Disabilities 

    Total          With Disabilities    Without Disabilities 
Occupation         #          %      #           % 
 Construction, extraction, maintenance, & repair 57,393 2,605 4.5 54,788 95.5 
 Farming, fishing & forestry 554 0 0.0 554 100.0 
 Management, professional, & related 258,800 9,084 3.5 249,716 96.5 
 Military  328 0 0.0 328 100.0 
 Production, transportation, & material moving 59,096 3,869 6.5 55,227 93.5 
 Sales & office 150,182 8,863 5.9 141,319 94.1 
 Service 84,862 7,506 8.8 77,356 91.2 
 Total 611,215 31,927 5.2 579,288 94.8 
Industry           #          %      #           % 
 Active duty military  504 0 0.0 504 100.0 
 Agriculture, forestry, fishing, hunting & mining 1,828 154 8.4 1,674 91.6 
 Arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation, & food 

service 
33,665 2,556 7.6 31,109 92.4 

 Construction 51,207 1,901 3.7 49,306 96.3 
 Educational service, health care & social assistance 138,180 8,091 5.9 130,089 94.1 
 Financial & insurance services, real estate, rental and 

leasing 
70,601 3,694 5.2 66,907 94.8 

 Information services 17,253 657 3.8 16,596 96.2 
 Manufacturing 74,891 3,656 4.9 71,235 95.1 
 Other services (except public assistance) 26,839 2,229 8.3 24,610 91.7 
 Professional, scientific, management, administration and 

waste management 
81,366 2,469 3.0 78,897 97.0 

 Public administration 19,719 815 4.1 18,904 95.9 
 Retail trade 59,815 4,792 8.0 55,023 92.0 
 Transportation, warehousing & utilities 23,438 497 2.1 22,941 97.9 
 Wholesale trade 2,146 316 14.7 1,830 85.3 
 Total 601,452 31,827 5.3 569,625 94.7 

Westchester and Putnam Counties, Selected PUMAs :  Occupations and Industries of People with Disabilities 

   Total          With Disabilities    Without Disabilities 
Occupation            #          %       #                % 
 Construction, extraction, maintenance, & repair 35,201 1,561 4.4 33,640 95.6 
 Farming, fishing & forestry 971 0 0.0 971 100.0 
 Management, professional, & related 207,089 4,348 2.1 202,741 97.9 
 Military  54 0 0.0 54 100.0 
 Production, transportation, & material moving 26,770 1,811 6.8 24,959 93.2 
 Sales & office 101,454 3,842 3.8 97,612 96.2 
 Service 72,018 3,554 4.9 68,464 95.1 
 Total 443,557 15,116 3.4 428,441 96.6 
Industry          #          %       #           % 
 Active duty military  343 0 0.0 343 100.0 
 Agriculture, forestry, fishing, hunting & mining 313 0 0.0 313 100.0 
 Arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation, & food 

service 
26,417 1,219 4.6 25,198 95.4 

 Construction 32,481 1,479 4.6 31,002 95.4 
 Educational service, health care & social assistance 113,603 3,483 3.1 110,120 96.9 
 Financial & insurance services, real estate, rental and 

leasing 
49,283 1,025 2.1 48,258 97.9 

 Information services 17,171 108 0.6 17,063 99.4 
 Manufacturing 20,258 435 2.1 19,823 97.9 
 Other services (except public assistance) 24,949 758 3.0 24,191 97.0 
 Professional, scientific, management, administration and 

waste management 
71,556 2,332 3.3 69,224 96.7 

 Public administration 18,522 1,033 5.6 17,489 94.4 
 Retail trade 36,044 1,736 4.8 34,308 95.2 
 Transportation, warehousing & utilities 19,172 816 4.3 18,356 95.7 
 Wholesale trade 13,455 692 5.1 12,763 94.9 
 Total 443,567 15,116 3.4 428,451 96.6 
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For southwestern Connecticut, the occupation category with the greatest number of people 

with disabilities ( 9,084) is the management, professional, & related category, but the 

occupation category with the greatest percent of people with disabilities (8.8 percent) is the 

service category.  The industry category in southwestern Connecticut with the greatest 

number of people with disabilities (8,091) is the educational service, health care & social 

assistance category, but the industry category with the highest percentage of people with 

disabilities (14.7 percent) is the wholesale trade category. By contrast, the New York table 

shows that people with disabilities comprise only 5.1 percent of people in the wholesale 

trade category.  

 

G. WHAT NUMBERS AND PERCENTS OF PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES RECEIVE SSI AND OASDI 

PAYMENTS? 

Earlier tables in this report showed that 10.4 percent (2007 American Community Survey) of 

the people in Connecticut ages 21-64 or 16.7 percent (2000 U.S. Census) of people in the 

Southwestern Connecticut portion of our CT-NY Talent for Growth region ages 21-64 have 

disabilities. The following table illustrates that a far smaller percent of employed people  in 

Fairfield County receive SSI (1.0 percent) and OASDI (3.6 percent). The Fairfield County 

PUMAs comprise the same fifteen towns from Fairfield County that are part of our CT-NY 

Talent for Growth region. 

 

 

 

SSI and OASDI Recipient Status of Employed People Ages 21-64 with and without Disabilities 

Selected PUMAs Support Type 
Percent of Total 

Population 
Number 

with 
Disabilities 

Number  
Without 

Disabilities 

Total in 
Category 

Fairfield County 
Selected PUMAs No OASDI 

 
  96.4% 35,130 472,885 508,015 

    Total Population:  No SSI 99.0 38,477 483,027 521,504 
     527,030 No SSI and/or OASDI 95.5 30,263 472,885 503,148 
 OASDI Recipients   3.6 8,873 10,142 19,015 
 SSI and/or OASDI Recipients   4.5 13,740 10,142 23,882 
 SSI Recipients   1.0 5,526 0 5,526 
New Haven County 
Selected PUMAs No OASDI 94.4 25,127 235,398 260,525 
    Total Population: No SSI 98.3 30,355 240,996 271,351 
    276,071 No SSI and/or OASDI 93.0 21,495 235,211 256,706 
 OASDI Recipients   5.6 9,761 5,785 15,546 
 SSI and/or OASDI Recipients   7.0 13,393 5,972 19,365 
 SSI Recipients   1.7 4,533 187 4,720 
Putnam and Westchester 
Counties All PUMAs No OASDI 95.7 31,521 543,395 574,916 
    Total Population: No SSI 99.0 35,965 558,684 594,649 
     No SSI and/or OASDI 94.9 26,614 543,395 570,009 
 OASDI Recipients   4.3 10,197 15,432 25,629 
 SSI and/or OASDI Recipients   5.1 15,104 15,432 30,536 
 SSI Recipients   1.0 5,753 143 5,896 
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CONCLUSION 

Although the definition of disability varies from data source to data source, we are able to 

draw the following conclusions about the people with disabilities in southwestern 

Connecticut: 

 Because the prevalence of disability increases with age, and because the U.S. Census 

Bureau predicts that the median age in Connecticut will increase four years between 

2000 and 2030, the percentage of people with disabilities in southwestern 

Connecticut will increase during that time frame. 

 According to 2000 U.S. Census data, more than 60 percent of the people with 

disabilities aged 16-64 in our CT-NY Talent for Growth region are employed. This 

figure is surprisingly high, given figures that show much lower employment rates of 

people with disabilities in places outside of our region.  

 Although 52.2 percent of Connecticut people with sensory disabilities are employed, 

only 35.7 and 35.6 percent of Connecticut people with physical and mental disabilities 

are employed. People with sensory and mental disabilities are looking for work at 

higher rates than people with other types of disabilities are looking for work. 

 Although 16.6 percent of people with disabilities in Connecticut ages 21-64 have a 

college degree, only 12.5 percent of people with disabilities in the United States have a 

college degree. 

 There were 12,842 children in southwestern Connecticut enrolled in special 

education programs during the school year 2007-2008. 

 For southwestern Connecticut, the occupation category with the greatest number of 

people with disabilities (9,084) is the management, professional, & related category, 

but the occupation category with the greatest percent of people with disabilities (8.8 

percent) is the service category.   

 The industry category in southwestern Connecticut with the greatest number of 

people with disabilities (8,091) is the educational service, health care & social 

assistance category, but the industry category with the highest percentage of people 

with disabilities (14.7 percent) is the wholesale trade category.  
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CHAPTER TWO: ASSET MAPPING 
 

A. SOUTHWESTERN CONNECTICUT ASSET MAP 

This entire report comprises the asset map for southwestern Connecticut.  

Asset mapping, at its best, goes beyond merely listing resources. The U.S. Department of 

Labor Employment and Training Administration (ETA) commissioned an asset mapping 

ȰÒÏÁÄÍÁÐȱ ÔÏ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ ÇÕÉÄÁÎÃÅ ÔÏ 7)2%$ ÒÅÇÉÏÎÓ ÓÅÅËÉÎÇ ÔÏ strengthen their competitive 

position in the global economy. That roadmap, Asset Mapping Roadmap: A Guide to Assessing 

Regional Development Resource, describes three different levels of asset mapping.  The first 

level is identification of resources, the second is evaluation of the resources, and the third is a 

comprehensive assessment of the resource gaps and needs of the region.      

Although the asset map spreadsheet we completed in March 2009 as part of our research 

represents the most basic level of asset mapping, a listing of resources, this entire reportɂ

particularly the gaps and needs analysis, the workforce pipeline analysis, and the summative 

fifth chapterɂrepresents the highest level of asset mapping with respect to the educational 

and workforce pipelines of people with disabilities. As the WIRED Asset Mapping Roadmap 

ÉÎÄÉÃÁÔÅÓȟ ÔÈÅ ÈÉÇÈÅÓÔ ÌÅÖÅÌ ÏÆ ÁÓÓÅÔ ÍÁÐÐÉÎÇ ÉÓ ȰÁ more comprehensive asset mapping 

initiative  [that] will provide a deep understanding of the key networks and cultural attitudes 

thaÔ ÓÈÁÐÅ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÇÉÏÎÁÌ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÙȟ ÉÎÄÉÃÁÔÅ ȬÇÁÐȭ ÁÒÅÁÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅ ÆÕÒÔÈÅÒ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÍÅÎÔȟ ÁÎÄ 

ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ Á ÂÁÓÅÌÉÎÅ ÂÙ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÔÏ ÊÕÄÇÅ ÆÕÔÕÒÅ ÐÒÏÇÒÅÓÓ ÔÏ×ÁÒÄ ÒÅÇÉÏÎÁÌ ÐÒÏÓÐÅÒÉÔÙȢȱ   

Our asset mapping process, therefore, includes not only the raw data represented in the asset 

map spreadsheet, but also includes this entire report. In other words, this final report, in and 

of itself, constitutes an asset map of the highest level.  

 

B. DISSEMINATION OF THE ASSET MAP 

The WIRED Asset Mapping Roadmap identifies five key questions that a WIRED region asset 

mapping team must address. The first four questions (about the learning objectives, the level 

of asset mapping, the funding available, and the stakeholders participating) were answered 

before our research team commenced worËÉÎÇȢ 4ÈÅ ÆÉÆÔÈ ÑÕÅÓÔÉÏÎ ÁÓËÓȟ ȰÔÏ ×ÈÏÍ ÁÎÄ ÈÏ× 

ÓÈÏÕÌÄ ÔÈÅ ÁÓÓÅÔ ÍÁÐ ÂÅ ÄÉÓÓÅÍÉÎÁÔÅÄȩȱ 4ÈÅ ÓÔÅÅÒÉÎÇ ÃÏÍÍÉÔÔÅÅ ÈÁÓ ÐÌÁÎÓ ÆÏÒ ÄÉÓÓÅÍÉÎÁÔÉÎÇ 

the final regional report (our regional level three asset map). 
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C. OTHER CONNECTICUT LISTS OF RESOURCES 

Another factor that we considered was whether our list of resources duplicates or augments 

other lists of resources.  We have discovered three other level one asset mapping projects 

that include resources for people with disabilities in southwestern Connecticut.  Two of the 

three projects are significant assets in themselves, and have created lists of resources far 

more comprehensive than our March 2009 asset map spreadsheet. A third project aspires to 

be more comprehensive, and aspires to exist beyond the period of our research timetable.  

Here are descriptions of the three asset mapping projects, including information about 

whether they duplicate or augment our asset map spreadsheet: 

 4ÈÅ #ÏÎÎÅÃÔÉÃÕÔ )ÎÆÏ ,ÉÎÅ 3ÙÓÔÅÍȟ ËÎÏ×Î ÁÓ Ȱ2-1-ρȱ ÉÓ Á ÆÒÅÅ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅ 

administered by the United Way of Connecticut. It is supported by the State of 

Connecticut and Connecticut United Way. People can access information in the system 

ÖÉÁ )ÎÔÅÒÎÅÔ ÏÒ ÔÅÌÅÐÈÏÎÅȢ 3ÅÁÒÃÈÉÎÇ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÄ ȰÄÉÓÁÂÉÌÉÔÉÅÓȱ ÂÒÉÎÇÓ ÕÐ ÎÕÍÅÒÏÕÓ 

resources, including a great many, but not all, of the resources listed on our asset map 

spreadsheet. Trained referral specialists answer the 2-1-1 phone number around the 

clock. The nine data fields include name, address, phone, email, website, services, 

hours, eligibility, and description. The 2-1-1 website explains their continual updating 

process.  

 The Ȱ#4 3ÃÈÏÏÌ ÔÏ 7ÏÒË 4ÒÁÎÓÉÔÉÏÎ '03ȡ 2ÏÁÄ -ÁÐ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ &ÕÔÕÒÅȱ ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÉÓ ÏÎÌÉÎÅ ÁÔ 

www.ctschooltowork.com. Eleven state agencies and one tribal nation are listed as 

participants in that project. Only 28 programs are listed, and visitation to that 

statewide site has been limited. Most of the programs listed are in the Hartford area.  

Data fields include most or all of the 2-1-1- data fields, four age range fields, thirty-

four service option fields, and twenty types of disability fields. The website does not 

explain an updating process. The website includes many more fields that our asset 

mapping spreadsheet includes. 

 The WorkPlace, Inc., has a consultant working on an asset mapping project.  The 

project, when complete, may involve most of the 2-1-1 data fields and some others, 

including two fields recommended by WIRED specialistsɂagency partners and 

agency capacity.  The project will hopefully be available online, continually updated, 

and easily searchable, and will hopefully include resources specifically for people with 

disabilities.  
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CHAPTER THREE: WORKFORCE PIPELINE 

ANALYSIS 
 

We analyzed the workforce and educational pipelines of people with disabilities in our region 

by examining the numbers of people with disabilities in our region and the educational and 

workforce experiences of those people. Our analysis of the educational pipeline includes the 

numbers of children in special education programs from preschool through high school, as 

well as estimates of the numbers of adults with disabilities in college and graduate school. 

The workforce pipeline analysis includes the numbers of people with disabilities in the 

workforce pipeline up through retirement.  

We attempt to answer the following questions: 

A. What is the number of people with disabilities on SSI and SSDI in southwestern 

Connecticut? 

B. What projections have been made regarding the future numbers of people with 

disabilities on SSI and SSDI in southwestern Connecticut? 

C. How many disabled veterans are in southwestern Connecticut? 

D. What is the number of people with disabilities in local universities, community 

colleges, high schools, middle schools, and elementary schools in southwestern 

Connecticut? 

E. What does the workforce pipeline look like for students with disabilities?  

F. What does the transitioning youth with disabilities picture look like?  

G. Are students being educated in high-growth sectors?  

H. Are students being informed of the evolving economy and engaged in the world 

of work at an early age?  

 

To answer these questions, we examined both quantitative and qualitative data. Answers to 

the first three questions require quantitative data. Sources of the quantitative data include 

the 2000 U.S. Census, the 2005 American Community Survey, the U.S. Social Security 

Administration, the Connecticut State Department of Education, and other governmental 

sources.  

Answers to the last four questions depend primarily on qualitative data. The qualitative 

component of our analysis draws on data we collected from surveying 45 educators and 92 

service providers in our CT-NY Talent for Growth region, and from interviewing 114 people 

in southwestern Connecticut, including 49 educators, 30 non-governmental providers, 11 

governmental providers, 12 parents of people with disabilities, 2 advocates for people with 
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disabilities, and 10 people with disabilities who are not also in any of the other categories. 

The educators work in from 14 school districts, 8 post-secondary institutions, 3 special 

education schools, and 2 vocational technical schools. We interviewed 92 of those people 

individually, and interviewed the rest only in focus groups. Fifteen of the people interviewed 

individually also participated in focus groups. 

Autism was the disability of primary concern for 17 of those interviewed. Other primary 

concern categories included learning disabilities in general (25), K-12 special education in 

general (23), all disabilities in general (18), intellectual disabilities (11), mental health 

disabilities (10), physical disabilities (8), and sensory disabilities (5).  

Because the service providers who answered our survey questions and participated in our 

interviews and focus groups primarily serve disadvantaged populations, we suspect our 

service provider results might suffer from bias in that direction. Because most of the parents 

×Å ÉÎÔÅÒÖÉÅ×ÅÄ ÈÁÖÅ ÂÅÅÎ ÁÃÔÉÖÅ ÉÎ ÁÄÖÏÃÁÔÉÎÇ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȭÓ ÓÐÅÃÉÁÌ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÎÅÅÄÓȟ 

we know that our results do not include direct information from parents who, for whatever 

ÒÅÁÓÏÎȟ ÈÁÖÅ ÎÏÔ ÂÅÅÎ ÁÓ ÖÏÃÁÌ ÉÎ ÁÄÖÏÃÁÔÉÎÇ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȭÓ ÎÅÅÄÓȢ !ÌÔÈÏÕÇÈ ×Å received 

only 45 responses (6 percent) to the educator survey that we emailed to 735 educators in 

our region including the principals of public and private schools as well as district-level 

special education coordinators and transition coordinators, we interviewed a wide range of 

K-12 educators, including educators from large and small school districts, from wealthy and 

poor school districts, and from public, private, and vocational-technical schools. We received 

a 31 percent response rate from service providers; of the 299 surveys we emailed to service 

providers, we received 92 responses. 

 

A. WHAT IS THE NUMBER OF PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES ON SSI AND SSDI IN 

SOUTHWESTERN CONNECTICUT? 

Tables in the demographic analysis report show that 10.4 percent (2007 American 

Community Survey) of the employed people in Connecticut ages 21-64 or 16.7 percent (2000 

US Census) of people in the Southwestern Connecticut portion of our CT-NY Talent for 

Growth region ages 21-64 have disabilities. The following table from 2000 U.S. Census data 

supplied by the Connecticut State Data Center illustrates that a far smaller percent of 

employed people in selected PUMAs in Fairfield County receive Supplemental Security 

Income (1.0 percent) and Old Age Survivors and Disability Insurance (3.6 percent). (The 

Fairfield County PUMAs comprise the same fifteen towns from Fairfield County that are part 

of our CT-NY Talent for Growth region.) 

The percentage of employed people with disabilities in southwestern Connecticut receiving 

Old Age Survivors and Disability Insurance (OASDI) and Supplemental Security Income (SSI) 

may be even smaller than the numbers listed in the next table. According to the Social 
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Security AdÍÉÎÉÓÔÒÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ Fast Facts & Figures about Social Security, 2008, only 84 percent of 

people receiving SSI benefits have disabilities (not 100 percent as evident in the next table), 

and only 16.6 percent of the people receiving OASDI benefits have disabilities (not 46.6 

percent as evident in the next table). Using the 84 percent and 16.6 percent figures from the 

Social Security Administration, and assuming that the disability rates are the same for SSI  

 

and OASDI recipients in southwestern Connecticut as they are in the rest of the nation, it 

appears that the numbers of employed southwestern Connecticut people with disabilities 

who received SSI and OASDI at the time of the 2000 U.S. Census might have been as low as 

4,642 and 3,156, respectively, not the 5,526 and 8,873 listed in the table above.  

 

B. WHAT PROJECTIONS HAVE BEEN MADE REGARDING THE FUTURE NUMBERS OF PEOPLE 

WITH DISABILITIES ON SSI AND SSDI IN SOUTHWESTERN CONNECTICUT? 

The Social Security Administration predicts that the number of people with disabilities 

receiving Supplemental Security Income (SSI) and Social Security Disability Income (SSDI, the 

disability insurance part of the OASDI program) will increase. See, Trends in the Social 

Security and Supplemental Security Income Disability Programs (2006) retrieved December 

11, 2008 from http://www.ssa.gov/policy/docs/chartbooks/disability trends/sect06.html. 

We were unable to locate projections for southwestern Connecticut in particular.  

Although the question here asks for future projections of numbers of SSI and SSDI recipients 

in southwestern Connecticut, a far more important question is whether the SSI and SSDI 

funds will continue to exist. In the Trends in the Social Security and Supplemental Security 

Income Disability Programs (2006), the U.S. Social Security Administration found that 

although it appears that the SSI disability program will remain stable, the SSDI trust fund 

×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅÃÏÍÅ ÉÎÓÏÌÖÅÎÔȢ 4ÈÅ ÒÅÐÏÒÔ ÎÏÔÅÓȟ ȰThe root cause of future insolvency in the SSDI 

program, as in the retirement program, is the increasing number of beneficiaries relative to 

ÔÈÅ ÎÕÍÂÅÒ ÏÆ ×ÏÒËÅÒÓ ÐÁÙÉÎÇ ÉÎÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÓÙÓÔÅÍȢȱ  

The news grew even bleaker on May 12, 2009, with the release of The 2009 Annual Report of 

The Board of Trustees of The Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance and Federal Disability 

SSI and OASDI Recipient Status of Employed People Ages 21-64 with and without Disabilities 

Selected PUMAs Support Type 
Percent of Total 

Population 
Number 

with 
Disabiliites 

Number  
Without 

Disabilities 

Total in 
Category 

Fairfield County 
Selected PUMAs No OASDI 

 
  96.4% 35,130 472,885 508,015 

    Total Population:  No SSI 99.0 38,477 483,027 521,504 
     527,030 No SSI and/or OASDI 95.5 30,263 472,885 503,148 
 OASDI Recipients   3.6 8,873 10,142 19,015 
 SSI and/or OASDI Recipients   4.5 13,740 10,142 23,882 
 SSI Recipients   1.0 5,526 0 5,526 
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Insurance Trust Funds. In that report, the Social Security Administration noted that the 

Disability Insurance Fund of the OASDI program will attain its maximum fund ratio 2009, and 

will be exhausted in 2020. Table 11.D1 from that report, reproduced below, shows the 

figures for the old age fund, the disability fund, and the two funds together. 

 
Table II.D1.ɂProjected Maximum Trust Fund Ratios Attained and 

Trust Fund Exhaustion Dates Under the Intermediate Assumptions 

                                                                                                 OASI        DI      OASDI 

Maximum trust fund ratio (percent). . . . . . . . . . . . . .    422      179       369 

Year attained. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2012    2009     2012 

Year of trust fund exhaustion. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2039    2020     2037 

 

It appears that during the coming decade massive action by federal government will be 

necessary to continue the Social Security Disability Insurance program. The fate of the SSI 

program, which is funded by general tax revenue and not by Social Security Administration 

funds, may be better or worse depending on the federal budget during the coming years. 

 

C. HOW MANY DISABLED VETERANS ARE IN SOUTHWESTERN CONNECTICUT? 

Although the U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs forecasts that the number of veterans in the 

United States will decrease 8.8 percent during the next five years and 17.4 percent during the 

next ten years, the decrease will not be uniform throughout the country. In the four counties 

in the CT-NY Talent for Growth region that includes southwestern Connecticut, the decrease 

will be nearly twice the national rate: 17.4 percent during the next five years and 31.2 

percent during the next ten years. Although there are approximately 47,000 veterans in 

Fairfield County today, the U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs predicts there will be 38,000 

veterans in Fairfield County in five years, and 32,000 in ten years. See 

http://www1.va.gov/ vetdata/docs/VP2007_cntyvisn.htm, retrieved December 11, 2008. See, 

also, Veteran Population Model VetPop 2007 Office of the Assistant Secretary for Policy and 

Planning Office of Policy (008A2), retrieved December 11, 2008 from 

http://www1.va.gov/vetdata/docs/VetPop07 -ES-final.pdf  

Although the overall numbers of veterans is expected to decrease, the percentage of veterans 

with disabilities is expected to increase. According to October 27, 2008 figures from the U.S. 

Department of Veterans Affairs, 12.6 percent of the 23.4 million veterans in our country 

receive disability compensation from the U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs. That 

percentage has likely increased since October 2008, and will likely continue to increase. The 

primary reason for the increase is the fact that one in five soldiers leaving Iraq and 

Afghanistan has returned with partial  disabilities. The percentage of veterans returning from 
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those regions and applying for disability benefits is expected to climb as veterans grow older 

and problems originating from their injuries becoming disabling.  

The good news is that veterans with disabilities are able to benefit from laws and programs 

not available to other people with disabilities. Title I of the Americans with Disabilities Act 

(ADA), which the U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) enforces, 

prohibits private , state, and local government employers with fifteen or more employees 

from discriminating against individuals on the basis of disability. In addition to being 

protected by Title I of the American with Disabilities Act, veterans with disabilities are 

protected by the Uniformed Services Employment and Reemployment Rights Act (USERRA), 

which sets forth the requirements for reemploying veterans with and without service-

connected disabilities. The U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs provides dozens of programs 

for veterans in general and for disabled veterans in particular. Helping veterans in 

southwestern Connecticut to avail themselves of programs specifically for veterans to the 

largest extent possible might preserve other resources in southwestern Connecticut for non-

veterans. 

 

D. WHAT IS THE NUMBER OF PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES IN LOCAL UNIVERSITIES, 

COMMUNITY COLLEGES, HIGH SCHOOLS, MIDDLE SCHOOLS, AND ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS IN 

SOUTHWESTERN CONNECTICUT? 

According to 2000 U. S. Census data supplied by the Connecticut State Data Center, there are 

8,019 people (4,230 males and 3,789 females) with disabilities in universities, community 

colleges, high schools, middle schools, and grammar schools in southwestern Connecticut. Of 

those, 4,744 are children and young adults enrolled in schools, and the remaining 3,275 are 

college or graduate school students. We note that the U.S. Census numbers are nearly ten 

years old, and we note that the 2000 U.S. Census defined people as having disabilities 

pursuant to answers to following two questions: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

16. Does this person have any of the following long -lasting conditions:  

a. Blindness, deafness, or a severe vision or hearing impairment? 

b. A condition that substantially limits one or more basic physical activities such as walking, 

climbing stairs, reaching, lifting, or carrying? 

17. Because of a physical, mental, or emotional condition lasting 6 months or more, does  

this person have any difficulty in doing any of the following activities:  

a. Learning, remembering, or concentrating? 

b. Dressing, bathing, or getting around inside the home? 

c. (Answer if this person is 16 YEARS OLD 

/2 /6%2ȢɊ 'ÏÉÎÇ ÏÕÔÓÉÄÅ ÔÈÅ ÈÏÍÅ ÁÌÏÎÅ ÔÏ ÓÈÏÐ ÏÒ ÖÉÓÉÔ Á ÄÏÃÔÏÒȭÓ ÏÆÆÉÃÅȩ 

d. (Answer if this person is 16 YEARS OLD OR OVER.) Working at a job or business? 
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The 2000 U.S. Census figure of 4,744 school students with disabilities differs significantly 

from disability figures available from the Connecticut State Department of Education. 

According to data from the Connecticut State Department of Education, there are 12,056 

students with disabilities in southwestern Connecticut school districts who received special 

education services during the 2007-2008 school year. The criteria used by schools to decide 

whether to provide special education services to a student is not the same the question of 

whether the student has a disability. The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) 

ensures that services to children with disabilities are provided when those services are 

needed by a child to ensure that the child has a free and appropriate public education that 

prepares the child for further education, employment, and independent living. Children are 

eligible for IDEA services when they are having some sort of difficulty in school. The difficulty 

might be academic troubles, behavioral problems, physical issues, or other difficulties that 

ÁÄÖÅÒÓÅÌÙ ÁÆÆÅÃÔ ÔÈÅ ÃÈÉÌÄȭÓ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅȢ )Æ Á ÃÈÉÌÄȭÓ ÄÉÓÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÄÏÅÓ ÎÏÔ ÉÎÔÅÒÆÅÒÅ 

×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÃÈÉÌÄȭÓ ÁÃÃÅÓÓ ÔÏ Á ÆÒÅÅ ÁÎÄ ÁÐÐÒÏÐÒÉÁÔÅ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÔÈÅÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÈÉÌÄ ÉÓ ÎÏÔ ÃÏÖÅÒÅÄ 

under IDEA.  

The IDEA provisions govern how state governments and schools provide early intervention, 

special education, and related services to eligible infants, toddlers, children, and young adults 

with disabilities in our country. Infants and toddlers with disabilities (birth to 3) and their 

families receive early intervention services under IDEA Part C. Children and youth (ages 3-

21) receive special education and related services under IDEA Part B. 

1. EARLY INTERVENTION 

Because disability often begins at birth and 

can begin during the preschool years, we 

discuss the number of southwestern 

Connecticut children from birth to three who 

are enrolled in the Connecticut State 

$ÅÐÁÒÔÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ %ÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ "ÉÒÔÈ ÔÏ 4ÈÒÅÅ 

early intervention program, and the numbers 

of children ages three and four who are 

receiving special education services in 

southwestern Connecticut.  

The number of children in the Birth to Three 

program in southwestern Connecticut has 

varied during 2000-2008 from 1,481 in 2000 

to 2,261 in 2003. If we assume that one-third 

of the children enrolled in the Birth to Three program are two years old, we notice that not 

all of those children enroll in special education when they are three years old. In fact, 

 
Southwestern Connecticut Population with 

Disabilities  Ages 0-4  
 

YEAR Ages 0-2 
1/3 rd of 
Ages 0-2 

Age 3 Age 4 

2000 1,481 494 334 543 

2001 1,793 598 410 508 

2002 2,061 687 417 551 

2003 2,261 754 217 604 

2004 1,779 593 434 555 

2005 1,918 639 399 610 

2006 1,852 617 297 515 

2007 1,968 656 442 564 

2008 2,143 714 N/A N/A 
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assuming that one-third of the children in the Birth to Three program are two years old, the 

table above reveals that fewer than 60 percent of two year olds in southwestern Connecticut 

move from the Birth to Three program into special education services when they turn three 

years old.    

The Connecticut State Data Center researchers who provided the early intervention data 

ÁÓËÅÄ ,ÉÎÄÁ 'ÏÏÄÍÁÎȟ ÄÉÒÅÃÔÏÒ ÏÆ #ÏÎÎÅÃÔÉÃÕÔȭÓ "ÉÒÔÈ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ 4ÈÒÅÅ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ 

variation between the numbers of children participating in the Birth to Three program and 

the numbers of three and four year old children participating in special education programs. 

In response, Goodman noted that the Birth to Three program is quite successful in helping 

children move into mainstream education, rather than continuing needing special education 

services. Assuming Goodman is correct, a question remainsɂif the Birth to Three program is 

successful, why do the numbers of young children enrolled in special education increase 50 

percent from age three to age four? Why is there a 60 percent drop from ages two to three, 

but a 50 percent rise from age three to four? 

Part of the rise from age three to four might be due to children who were not served in the 

Birth to Three program. An early childhood policy analyst active in southwestern Connecticut 

noted that although the Birth to Three program works hard to receive referrals from 

hospitals, doctors, parents, and others about newborns, infants, and toddlers who need Birth 

to Three services, the program is unable to identify all children in need who move into the 

ÁÒÅÁ ÁÆÔÅÒ ÂÉÒÔÈȢ 4ÈÅ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍ ÉÓ ÃÏÍÐÏÕÎÄÅÄ ×ÈÅÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȭÓ ÐÁÒÅÎÔÓ ÁÒÅ 

ÒÅÃÅÎÔ ÉÍÍÉÇÒÁÎÔÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÆÕÒÔÈÅÒ ÃÏÍÐÏÕÎÄÅÄ ×ÈÅÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȭÓ ÐÁÒÅÎÔÓ ÁÒÅ ÉÌÌÅÇÁÌ 

immigrants. 

Part of the decline in service from age two to three might due to the complexity of the 

transition process. A National Early Childhood Transition Center (2009) report titled A 

Review of Research in Early Childhood Transition: Child and Families Studies highlights some of 

the difficulties inherent in the transition process and calls for further research into transition 

procedures, implementation of those procedures, and variables affecting the success of the 

transition process for families and children.   

2. THE SCHOOL YEARS 

After a child leaves the Birth to Three program and begins receiving special education 

services, the child is counted in the Strategic School Profiles submitted by all school districts 

in Connecticut each year. Information submitted in the 2007-2008 profiles available from on 

the Connecticut Department of Education website reveals that 12,056 children in 

southwestern Connecticut received special education services that year, as detailed in the 

next table. 
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Number  
Special 

Education  

Number 
with 

Autism  

Number 
with 

Learning 
Disabilitie s 

Number 
with 

Intellectual 
Disability  

Number 
with 

Emotional 
Disturbance  

Number 
with Speech 
Impairment  

Number 
with Other 

Health 
Impairment  

Number 
with Other 
Disabilities  

ANSONIA 268 25 93 14 30 66 38 19 

BRIDGEPORT 1,735 83 979 125 250 437 333 291 

DARIEN 426 33 172 9 9 144 98 28 

DERBY 166 10 27 9 12 39 23 12 

EASTON 137 9 29 1 2 22 21 11 

FAIRFIELD 931 98 362 29 39 205 196 29 

GREENWICH 808 81 368 27 81 242 188 27 

MONROE 440 25 55 21 13 93 165 17 

NEW CANAAN 346 29 152 8 8 156 82 33 

NORWALK 1,018 64 487 42 42 265 138 85 

OXFORD 231 15 52 6 7 20 26 15 

SEYMOUR 367 18 52 10 10 36 26 21 

SHELTON 393 35 97 11 19 98 84 49 

STAMFORD 1,583 74 491 45 45 357 238 179 

STRATFORD 811 52 251 30 52 59 148 96 

TRUMBULL 765 48 213 28 34 110 145 55 

WESTON 332 26 84 8 5 33 51 3 

WESTPORT 567 40 289 6 34 102 57 40 

WILTON  436 44 205 9 4 61 87 31 

REGION #16 295 21 70 8 11 54 48 24 

Total SW CT 12,056 829 4,529 444 708 2,601 2,192 1,063 

PERCENTS  6.9% 37.6% 3.7% 5.9% 21.6% 18.3% 8.8% 

 

The learning disabilities category comprises the largest category of special education 

students in southwestern Connecticut. Because many children carry their learning 

disabilities into adulthood, perhaps workforce training programs for adults should include 

accommodations and modifications suitable for adults with learning disabilities. Qualitative 

data collected as a part of this research supports the notion that workforce training programs 

should be adapted in order to successfully train adults with learning disabilities. We discuss 

that concern further in the gap and needs analysis and in our summative chapter five. 

When we examine the percentages of students with disabilities in southwestern Connecticut 

school districts, we find variations between school districts. The rate of students receiving 

special education services varies from a low of 7 percent in Shelton to a high of 12 percent in 

Bridgeport. Not only do those percentages vary, but also the percentages within each 

category of disability vary. For example, Derby and Bridgeport report a six times larger 

percentage of students with intellectual disabilities (0.6 percent) than do Easton and 
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Westport (0.1 percent). The percentages of students receiving special education services for 

speech impairments varies from highs of 3.8 percent in New Canaan and 3.1 percent in 

Darien, to lows of 0.8 percent in Stratford and 1.1 percent in Oxford.  

 
% Special 
Education  

% 
Autism  

% 
Learning 
Disability  

% 
Intellectual 
Disability  

% Emotional 
Disturbance  

% Speech 
Impairment  

% Other 
Health 

Impairment  
% Other 

Disabilities  

ANSONIA 10.2 0.9 3.4 0.5 1.1 2.4 1.4 0.7 

BRIDGEPORT 12.0 0.4 4.7 0.6 1.2 2.1 1.6 1.4 

DARIEN 10.9 0.7 3.7 0.2 0.2 3.1 2.1 0.6 

DERBY 8.7 0.7 1.9 0.6 0.8 2.7 1.6 0.8 

EASTON 8.6 0.8 2.5 0.1 0.2 1.9 1.8 0.9 

FAIRFIELD 10.5 1.0 3.7 0.3 0.4 2.1 2.0 0.3 

GREENWICH 11.1 0.9 4.1 0.3 0.9 2.7 2.1 0.3 

MONROE 9.6 0.6 1.3 0.5 0.3 2.2 3.9 0.4 

NEW CANAAN 11.9 0.7 3.7 0.2 0.2 3.8 2.0 0.8 

NORWALK 10.4 0.6 4.6 0.4 0.4 2.5 1.3 0.8 

OXFORD 8.0 0.8 2.8 0.3 0.4 1.1 1.4 0.8 

SEYMOUR 7.1 0.7 2.0 0.4 0.4 1.4 1.0 0.8 

SHELTON 7.0 0.6 1.7 0.2 0.3 1.7 1.5 0.9 

STAMFORD 9.4 0.5 3.3 0.3 0.3 2.4 1.6 1.2 

STRATFORD 9.1 0.7 3.4 0.4 0.7 0.8 2.0 1.3 

TRUMBULL 9.0 0.7 3.1 0.4 0.5 1.6 2.1 0.8 

WESTON 7.7 1.0 3.3 0.3 0.2 1.3 2.0 0.1 

WESTPORT 10.0 0.7 5.1 0.1 0.6 1.8 1.0 0.7 

WILTON  10.0 1.0 4.7 0.2 0.1 1.4 2.0 0.7 

REGION #16 9.1 0.8 2.6 0.3 0.4 2.0 1.8 0.9 

 

Although the autism category comprises only 6.9 percent of students in southwestern 

Connecticut receiving special education services, the category merits special mention 

because (1) the number of students with autism is increasing dramatically, (2) the cost of 

serving students with autism is higher than the costs of serving most other students with 

disabilities, (3) the cost of providing state rehabilitative services to adults with autism is 

higher than the cost of providing similar services to adults with other disabilities, and (4) 

agency providers in southwestern Connecticut have reported that adults with autism are 

among the most difficult types of adults with disabilities to place in jobs.  

The Connecticut State Department of Education, in its 2005 Guidelines for Identification and 

Education of Children and Youth with Autism, reported that the prevalence rate of students 

with autism in Connecticut rose from 1.2 per thousand in 1996 to 3.7 per thousand in 2003. 

4ÈÁÔ ςππυ ÒÅÐÏÒÔ ÎÏÔÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ȰÂÁÓÅÄ ÏÎ ÓÔÁÔÉÓÔÉÃÓ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ 5Ȣ3Ȣ $ÅÐÁÒÔÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ %ÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ 

other governmental agencies, autism is growing at a rate of 10-17 percent ÐÅÒ ÙÅÁÒȢȱ "ÁÓÅÄ 

on figures we gleaned from Connecticut State Department of Education Strategic School 
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Profiles, we find that the prevalence of autism grew at an average annual rate of 17 percent 

in southwestern Connecticut from the 2002-2003 school year until the 2008-2009 school 

year. The number of students with autism in our region has nearly tripled during the past six 

years, from 376 students to 969 students. 

 

Not only do the disability prevalence rates vary from one school district in southwestern 

Connecticut to another, but the services provided to students with disabilities also vary. 

When we divide the school districts in southwestern Connecticut into groups according to 

percentages of their students who are eligible for free or reduced price meals (a commonly 

used measure of socioeconomic status), we find a relationship between the socioeconomic 

status of children in the districts and the inclusion of special education students in regular 

classrooms. The rates of inclusion are important not only for reasons of federal law, 

education policy, and future success in the workforce, but also because of a lawsuit 

(commonly known as the Ȱ0* ÌÁ×ÓÕÉÔȱɊ won by parents of special education students in 

Connecticut to enforce mandates in the federal Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 

(IDEA) relative to inclusion.   

District  
2002 -
2003  

2003 -
2004  

2004 -
2005  

2005 -
2006  

2006 -
2007  

2007 -
2008  

2008 -
2009  

ANSONIA                                   7 15 16 18 21 27 30 

BRIDGEPORT                                   25 29 42 57 69 93 121 

DARIEN                                       22 23 24 25 29 33 40 

DERBY                                        4 7 8 10 10 10 10 

EASTON                                       3 4 5 4 6 9 10 

FAIRFIELD                                    31 41 48 72 83 98 114 

GREENWICH                                    52 57 65 75 79 76 85 

MONROE                                       12 13 13 16 18 23 29 
NEW 
CANAAN                                   19 20 22 22 25 30 41 

NORWALK                                      25 25 35 45 51 60 91 

OXFORD                                       1 3 4 6 13 17 18 

SEYMOUR                                      5 8 8 14 19 18 22 

SHELTON                                      17 22 25 29 33 35 47 

STAMFORD                                     48 59 62 65 70 78 89 

STRATFORD                                    17 20 24 32 46 56 74 

TRUMBULL 18 21 26 28 35 43 54 

WESTON                                       18 17 18 21 25 25 30 

WESTPORT                                     24 31 31 37 42 39 36 

WILTON                                       19 18 26 29 30 43 50 

REGION #16                               9 12 15 16 18 21 32 

TOTAL 376 445 517 621 722 834 969 

YEARLY INCREASE 18.4% 16.2% 20.1% 16.3% 15.5% 16.2% 
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Student 

Enroll -

ment  

% Students 

Eligible for 

Free/Reduced 

Price Meals 

% PK-12 

Students 

Receiving 

Special Educ. 

Services in 

District  

% 

Inclusion           

79.1 to 

100 

Percent 

of Time  

% 

Inclusion       

40.1 to 

79.0 

Percent 

of Time  

% 

Inclusion               

0.0 to 

40.0 

Percent 

of Time  

% 

Private 

Schools 

or 

Other 

Settings 

% 

Inclu sion 

Less than 

80% of 

the Time  

BRIDGEPORT 20,821 95.0 12.0 56.1 26.9 17.0 8.8 43.9 

Group Total  20,821               

Group 

Average 
    12.0 56.1 26.9 17.0 8.8 43.9 

ANSONIA 2,733 47.9 10.2 71.1 17.4 11.5 11.1 28.9 

STAMFORD 14,884 40.9 9.4 67.3 20.2 12.5 8.0 32.7 

DERBY 1,446 40.7 8.7 71.7 10.9 17.4 17.4 28.3 

STRATFORD 7,383 31.1 9.1 78.5 7.6 13.9 11.8 21.5 

NORWALK 10,591 29.7 10.4 85.2 6.7 8.1 6.0 14.8 

Group Total  37,037               

Group 

Average 
    9.6 74.8 12.6 12.7 10.9 25.2 

SEYMOUR 2,603 14.3 7.1 81.5 7.7 10.7 8.3 18.4 

SHELTON 5,644 11.3 7.3 77.4 17.0 5.6 3.8 22.6 

GREENWICH 8,968 8.9 11.1 80.3 10.4 9.2 5.6 19.6 

REGION #16 2,685 7.9 9.1 70.2 23 6.8 4.3 29.8 

OXFORD 1,850 6.5 8.0 74.5 16.8 8.7 8.1 25.5 

FAIRFIELD 9,776 5.0 10.5 80.9 14.4 4.7 2.9 19.1 

TRUMBULL 6,883 3.4 9.0 72.5 19.7 7.7 6.4 27.4 

MONROE 4,221 3.2 9.6 70.2 25.9 4.0 4.2 29.9 

WESTPORT 5,668 1.9 10.0 75.4 17.6 7.1 4.6 24.7 

DARIEN 4,648 1.7 10.9 79.4 15.2 5.5 4.0 20.7 

WESTON 2,558 0.7 7.7 62.2 25.8 12.0 12.9 37.8 

WILTON  4,362 0.6 10.0 63.9 27.6 8.4 5.9 36.0 

EASTON 1,178 0.5 8.6 71.6 16.6 11.8 4.3 28.4 

NEW CANAAN 4,116 0.0 11.9 78.8 14.1 7.1 3.9 21.2 

Group Total  65,160               

Group 

Average 
    9.3 74.2 18.0 7.8 5.7 25.8 

STATE  28.7 11.4 71.6 16.6 11.8   

The chart reveals that in Bridgeport, where over 95 percent of students are eligible for free 

or reduced price meals, only 56.1 percent of special education students are included in 

regular classrooms at least 80 percent of the time. In all other districts, where less than 50 

percent of the students are eligible for free or reduced price meals, over 74 percent of special 

education students are included in regular classrooms at least 80 percent of the time.  
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There are differences between school districts not only in the 80 percent or higher inclusion 

category, but also in the category of students placed outside the district. The middle group of 

school districts, where approximately 30 percent to 50 percent of students are eligible for 

free or reduced price meals, places 10.9 percent of special education students in private 

schools or other settings. By contrast, the last group of school districts, where less than 15 

percent of students are eligible for free or reduced price meals, places only 5.7 percent of 

special education students in private schools or other settings.  

The special education pipeline is not equal from school district to school district. As we 

discuss in the gap and needs analysis, these inequalities and other inequalities in the 

educational pipeline have educational and workforce consequences after the students 

graduate from high school.  

3. THE COLLEGE YEARS 

According to data provided by the Connecticut State Data Center, the 2000 U.S. Census found 

that there are 3,275 college and graduate school students with disabilities in Southwestern 

Connecticut. Although we were able to find exact numbers of students receiving special 

education services in southwestern Connecticut schools, there are no similar numbers for 

college and graduate school students.  

The primary reason for the lack of numbers is because the federal Individuals with 

Disabilities in Education Act (IDEA) does not apply to colleges and universities. Although two 

other federal laws require colleges and graduate schools to assist students with disabilities, 

neither law requires students to reveal their disabilities, and neither law provides students 

with free diagnosis of their disabilities. College educators and disability coordinators whom 

we interviewed indicated that the prevalence of college students with disabilities is likely far 

higher than the numbers of students who seek and qualify for services. We discuss this issue 

further in our gaps and needs analysis chapter. 
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E. WHAT DOES THE WORKFORCE PIPELINE LOOK LIKE FOR STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES? 

What the workforce pipeline looks like for students with disabilities depends five major 

factors: (1) the type of disability, (2) whether the student is headed to the workforce directly 

after high school or after post-secondary training, (3) whether the student has the cognitive, 

financial, and self-advocacy resources to succeed in post-secondary education, (4) whether 

the student has the cognitive, financial, and physical resources necessary to access 

transportation to work, and (5) whether the student can find enjoyable employment with 

appropriate accommodations and suitable support from the managers, coworkers, and 

others in the workplace. Because this pipeline analysis primarily concerns numbers, we 

estimate some numbers here and leave our in-depth analysis of the efficiency of the pipeline 

to our gaps and needs analysis chapter. 

Although the Connecticut State Department of Education requires school districts to report 

the percent of all students in their district who proceed to college, school districts are not 

required to report the percent of special education students in their district who proceed to 

college. As a result, we do not know how many special education students attend college and 

how many attempt to enter the workforce upon graduation from high school. We can, 

however, examine Connecticut State Department of Education figures from the school district 

2007-2008 strategic school profiles. The figures in the table on the next page reveal that 

1,873 students with disabilities in southwestern Connecticut did not graduate from high 

school with a standard diploma.  

The table on the next page also reveals that the special education graduate rate varies widely 

from district to district in southwestern Connecticut. Although four districts reported that all 

of their students with disabilities who receive special education services graduated from high 

school with a standard diploma during the year in question, four of the districts reported that 

over 30 percent of their special education students did not graduate from high school with a 

standard diploma.  
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2007-2008 
Strategic School 

Profiles 

Total 
Enrollment 

Special 
Education 
Enrollment 

% 
Pursuing 
Higher 

Education  

% Pursuing 
Employment 

After 
Graduation 

Special 
Education 
Graduation 

Rate 
(Standard 
Diploma) 

% Special 
Education 

Not 
Graduated 
(Standard 
Diploma) 

Number 
Special 

Education 
Not 

Graduated 
(Standard 
Diploma) 

EASTON 1,178 137 NA NA NA NA NA 

DERBY 1,446 166 76.4 16.0 100.0 0.0 0 

NEW CANAAN 4,116 346 95.4 1.4 100.0 0.0 0 

OXFORD 1,850 231 NA NA 100.0 0.0 0 

WILTON  4,362 436 97.7 1.0 100.0 0.0 0 

GREENWICH 8,968 808 89.7 5.5 97.6 2.4 19 

NORWALK 10,591 1,018 83.2 11.3 94.4 5.6 57 

WESTPORT 5,668 567 97.3 1.6 93.3 6.7 38 

DARIEN 4,648 426 93.1 1.3 92.9 7.1 30 

MONROE 4,221 440 94.3 4.4 92.6 7.4 33 

STAMFORD 14,884 1,583 85.3 4.9 91.4 8.6 136 

STRATFORD 7,383 811 87.7 10.1 88.0 12.0 97 

FAIRFIELD 9,776 931 90.2 3.3 87.3 12.7 118 

REGION #16 2,685 295 85.6 11.0 82.4 17.6 52 

TRUMBULL 6,883 765 87.0 3.1 77.1 22.9 175 

ANSONIA 2,733 268 73.1 26.2 76.9 23.1 62 

SHELTON 5,644 393 89.0 11.0 69.2 30.8 121 

SEYMOUR 2,603 367 80.4 6.7 63.6 36.4 134 

BRIDGEPORT 20,821 1,735 71.1 18.6 61.5 38.5 668 

WESTON 2,558 332 97.0 0.6 60.0 40.0 133 

TOTALS   83.4 12.3   1873 

 

Although we include information in the table concerning the percentages of graduates from 

each school district who pursue higher education and the percentages of graduates who 

pursue employment, we discern no pattern indicating that the rate of special education 

graduation might be related to the rates of graduates pursuing higher education or 

employment. Nor do we discern any patterns indicating that the size or socioeconomic status 

of a town might play a role in the graduate rate of special education students in that town. 

The best information we glean from the chart is the fact that nearly 2,000 students with 

disabilities leave school without a standard diploma each year in southwestern Connecticut.  
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F. WHAT DOES THE TRANSITIONING YOUTH WITH DISABILITIES PICTURE LOOK LIKE? 

Many school districts in Connecticut have recently hired transition coordinators to fulfill the 

mandate of the federal Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) amendments that 

ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅ ÔÒÁÎÓÉÔÉÏÎ ÐÌÁÎÓ ÔÏ ÂÅ Á ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÅÖÅÒÙ ÓÐÅÃÉÁÌ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔȭÓ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁl education 

plan before age sixteen. 4ÈÅ ÎÅ× ÐÁÇÅ ÓÉØ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ #ÏÎÎÅÃÔÉÃÕÔ $ÅÐÁÒÔÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ %ÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ 

independent education plan document was released this spring, just before the schools 

across Connecticut began their holding their annual planning and placement team (PPT) 

meetings for every child receiving special education services. Page six requires statements of 

the child's post school outcome goal statements relating to post secondary education or 

training, employment, and, if appropriate, independent living skills. 

Many of the people interviewed individually and in focus groups indicated that the large 

urban school districts in southwestern Connecticut lack adequate funding to create and 

implement effective transition plans for special education students. One large school district 

struggles to find transportation to bring transitioning students to job experiences. In one 

district, the job experiences, at best, can only be called job sampling because the 

transportation is limited to one trip for each student every two weeks.   

By contrast, some of the smaller school districts have the funding and flexibility to create and 

implement comprehensive transition plans for their students. One small school district has a 

comprehensive program for special education students ages 18 to 21. The program begins 

each morning with two hours of exercise at one location, includes work experiences at other 

locations, and also includes one or two courses at a community college for some of the 

students. A school employee accompanies students to the community colleges and other 

locations each day and helps students meet certain objectives such as learning how to 

navigate the campus, learning how to find and utilize college resources, learning how to buy 

lunch and count their change, and learning what to do if an instructor does not show up for 

class. Officials at one community college had no knowledge that the program existed on their 

campus. 

Some school districts have circumvented the lack of transportation by creating job 

opportunities on campus for students with disabilities. One school has on-campus jobs 

ranging from work in the school store, work operating a coffee cart, and work accepting 

garments for cleaning by a local dry cleaning business. Other schools use paraprofessionals 

to accompany special education students to volunteer in job opportunities out in the 

community. Some school districts hire outside contractors to teach independent living skills 

and other lessons to their transitioning students.  

The transition plans implemented by schools in southwestern Connecticut this past school 

year include a wide range of job placements, internships, job shadowing, job coaching, 

volunteer work, independent living skills training, and public transportation mobility 
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training. It is still too early to tell what effect the new transition requirements will have on 

workforce development in southwestern Connecticut.   

 

G. ARE STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES BEING EDUCATED IN HIGH-GROWTH SECTORS?  

This question inquires about students being educated in high growth sectors; the question 

does not ask about students leaving their education after high school in order to work in high 

growth sectors that do not require particular educational paths, such as the retail sector. The 

high growth sectors implied by the question are those that require particular educational 

paths that extend beyond high school.  

The overwhelming answer to this question is no, students with disabilities are not being 

educated in high growth sectors in our region. None of the people we interviewed knew of 

any programs designed to educate students with disabilities in high growth sectors. One 

community college educator explained that of the 85 percent of students who start at that 

community college in developmental classes, only a few enter high growth sectors. He further 

explained that if you have a learning disability or cognitive disability, it is difficult to enter the 

high growth sectors that require high levels of academic preparation.  

The service providers we interviewed voiced similar concerns about the lack of ability on the 

part of students with cognitive disabilities to enter high growth sectors that require a great 

ÄÅÁÌ ÏÆ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎȢ /ÎÅ ÎÏÔÅÄȟ ȰÐÅÏÐÌÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÌÏ× ÆÕÎÃÔÉÏÎÉÎÇ ÌÅÁÒÎÉÎÇ ÄÉÓÁÂÉÌÉÔÉÅÓ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÐÕÒÓÕÅ 

postsecondaÒÙ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎȢȱ 3ÈÅ ÁÌÓÏ ÎÏÔÅÄ ȰÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÉÎ ÒÅÃÏÖÅÒÙ ×ÁÎÔ ÔÏ ÓÏÍÅÔÉÍÅÓ ÐÕÒÓÕÅ 

ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ×ÏÒË ÔÏ ÇÉÖÅ ÂÁÃË ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙȢȱ !ÎÏÔÈÅÒ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅÒ ÃÏÍÍÅÎÔÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ 

employment services are mostly based on the choices of the customers, and the customers 

with disabilities usually want quick fix, short-term training, rather than long-term education 

plans that might lead to jobs in high growth sectors.  

Because the service providers who answered our survey questions and participated in our 

interviews and focus groups primarily serve low income and low cognitive populations, we 

suspect our results on this question suffer from bias. We suspect that it is possible that 

college students with physical disabilities only, and college students who successfully self-

advocate for appropriate educational accommodations, are being educated in high growth 

sectors at the same rate that students without disabilities are being educated in high growth 

sectors.  

Only two people interpreted the question as including high growth sectors that do not 

require post-secondary educationɂfor example, the retail sector. One high school educator 

ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÅÄȟ Ȱ&ÏÒ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÓÉÇÎÉÆÉÃÁÎÔ ÄÉÓÁÂÉÌÉÔÉÅÓȟ ÔÈÅÒÅ ×ÉÌÌ ÁÌ×ÁÙÓ ÂÅ ÊÏÂÓ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅÍ 

because those are the entry-ÌÅÖÅÌ ÊÏÂÓȢȱ (Å ÆÕÒÔÈÅÒ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÅÄȟ Ȱ) ÈÁÔÅ ÆÏÒ ÉÔ ÔÏ ÓÏÕÎÄ ÌÉËÅ )ȭÍ 

ÌÉÍÉÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅÍȠ ÔÈÏÓÅ ÔÅÎÄ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÔÈÅ ÊÏÂÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÍÙ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ ÃÁÎ ÄÏ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÙ ÅÎÊÏÙȢȱ /ÎÅ ÊÏÂ 
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ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÅÒ ×ÉÔÈ Á ÐÒÉÖÁÔÅ ÁÇÅÎÃÙ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÅÄȟ Ȱ4ÈÅ ÓÐÅÃÉÁÌÉÚÁÔÉÏÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÅÍÐÌÏÙÅÒÓ ÁÒÅ ÌÏÏËÉÎÇ ÆÏÒ 

ÉÔȭÓ ÓÏ ÈÁÒÄ ÔÏ ÇÅÔ ÃÌÉÅÎÔÓ ÔÒÁÉÎÅÄȟ ÁÎÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÔÉÍÅ ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÔÒÁÉÎÅÄȟ ÎÅ× ÔÒÁÉÎÉÎÇ ÉÓ ÎÅÅÄÅÄȢȱ 

In summary, students with significant cognitive or other learning-related disabilities are not 

being educated in high growth sectors that require high levels of academic preparation. 

Students with disabilities that can be overcome with appropriate accommodations, and who 

have the resources necessary for pursuing higher education, might be pursing high growth 

sector careers at the same rates that similar students without disabilities are pursing high 

growth sector careers. 

 

H.  ARE STUDENTS BEING INFORMED OF THE EVOLVING ECONOMY AND ENGAGED IN THE 

WORLD OF WORK AT AN EARLY AGE? 

Although many educators indicated that students with disabilities in southwestern 

Connecticut are being engaged in the world of work at an early age, not one respondent 

indicated that students with disabilities are being informed of the evolving economy in a 

manner differently from how students without disabilities are being informed of the evolving 

economy. One respondent explÁÉÎÅÄȟ Ȱ7Å ÄÏÎȭÔ ÔÅÁÃÈ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ ÈÉÇÈ-growth sectors or the 

ÅÖÏÌÖÉÎÇ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÙ ÓÅÐÁÒÁÔÅÌÙ ÆÏÒ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÄÉÓÁÂÉÌÉÔÉÅÓȢȱ !ÎÏÔÈÅÒ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÅÄȟ Ȱ9ÏÕ ÊÕÓÔ 

ÄÅÓÃÒÉÂÅÄ ÏÕÒ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÓÔÕÄÉÅÓ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍȢȱ  

Several community college educators described the career-related programs their colleges 

offer to students. One community college has an academic support skills class in which 

students must write a career paper showing they understand the career and the salaries 

typical for that career. Another requires all students to take career planning workshops 

where they learn about opportunities in math and finance and where they take a personality 

test. One community college educator explained that the evolving economy message is being 

sent to everyone across the board, but sometimes results in difficult conversations because, 

Ȱ7ÅȭÒÅ ÇÉÖÉÎÇ ÔÈÅÍ ÔÈÅ ÍÅÓÓÁÇÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÓ ×ÏÒÔÈ ÓÏÍÅÔÈÉÎÇȟ ÁÎÄ ÙÅÔ ×ÅȭÒÅ 

ÔÅÌÌÉÎÇ ÔÈÅÍ ÔÏ ÁÃÃÅÐÔ ÆÒÅÅ ÉÎÔÅÒÎÓÈÉÐÓ ÉÎ ÏÕÒ ÃÕÒÒÅÎÔ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÙȢȱ 

Most of the K-12 educators questioned noted that their schools are engaging high school 

students in the world of work at ages as early as ninth-grade. Many cited their work 

experience programs as strengths. An educator from one small school district explained that 

his high school provides work experiences on an individualized basis for special education 

students. An educator from an urban district explained that some students in his district 

spend time working in food service, in pet shops, and in video stores.  

An educator from another high school offers internships and job shadowing experiences for 

all students, and has a vocational program specifically for students with disabilities. The 

vocational program includes a school store, a coffee cart, and a dry-cleaning drop-off point on 

the school premises where teachers can bring their clothing for the students to prepare for 
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pickup by a dry-cleaning store. The educator explained that the school is currently trying to 

start a greenhouse business on the school property where the students can grow plants and 

sell them. The job opportunities at that school are located on campus primarily due to lack of 

public transportation in that area.  

Several districts have recognized that education about the world of work should begin earlier 

than high school. One school district begins by doing futures planning for special education 

students at the elementary school level. Another school district starts prevocational training 

in eighth grade. Some of the eighth graders in that district help teach other students, and a 

few of the eighth graders work in the school kitchen. The educator explained that one child 

was first taught to count in math class and then taught to transfer the counting skill into the 

school kitchen.  

Eighth graders in all area schools who wish to attend a vocational technical high school must 

apply during the eighth grade year. Once in a vocational technical high school, the students 

experience a great deal about the world of work. One vocational-technical school educator 

explained that her school has co-op work experiences where students get on-the-job training. 

Sophomores in the school leave the school for work experiences occasionally, and juniors 

leave the school three times a week for the entire day. Seniors work every day. 

Students attending special education schools in our area also benefit from experiences in the 

world of work. In one high school, students are exposed to two different work environments. 

4ÈÅ ÅÍÐÌÏÙÅÒÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍ ÔÁÉÌÏÒ ÓÏÍÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÊÏÂ ÏÐÐÏÒÔÕÎÉÔÉÅÓ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔÓȢ 

One mother explained that her son delivered mail at a Jewish home one day a week. Another 

day he opened cardboard boxes at a pizza place. The young man also worked at a muffin 

store inside the school.  

Two educators and several parents expressed concern about students with disabilities 

working on the school grounds at jobs that are not available to all students. One veteran 

special education teacher noted that special education students suffer more bullying when 

other students see them working around the school, particularly if the jobs include janitorial 

services. The educator also noted that many teachers are unaware of the bullying that occurs 

ÉÎ ÔÈÉÓ ÒÅÇÁÒÄȢ /ÎÅ ÐÁÒÅÎÔ ÎÏÔÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÁÎÏÔÈÅÒ ÐÁÒÅÎÔȭÓ ÄÁÕÇÈÔÅÒ ×ÁÓ ÒÅÆÕÓÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÇÏ ÔÏ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ 

on Tuesdays. The daughter's mother finally figured out that Tuesday was the day that the 

daughter was required to work in the school cafeteria as part of her special education plan, 

and suffered teasing from the other students as a result. A third parent noted that her 

daughter suffered similar teasing when given employment opportunities at her high school. 

One partial solution to the teasing problem might be to make sure that work experiences on 

school property are available and valuable to all students, not just students with disabilities. 
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CONCLUSION 

The education and workforce pipelines of people with disabilities in southwestern 

Connecticut include rough edges, sad stories, and exciting possibilities. For more detail about 

gaps and needs in the education and workforce pipelines, see the gaps and needs analysis 

chapter of this report. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: GAPS AND NEEDS ANALYSIS 
 

The objective of our research is to increase the number of people with disabilities in the 

southwestern Connecticut workforce, and to increase employment opportunities for people 

with disabilities in southwestern Connecticut. In furtherance of our objective, we have 

conducted an analysis of the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats facing people 

with disabilities in southwestern Connecticut and the agencies and institutions that serve 

their educational and workforce needs. In this gaps and needs analysis, we report on our 

findings. 

 

A. MAJOR THEMES 

Three major themes emerged from our research. The major themes appeared nearly 

everywhere we lookedɂin schools, in transition services, in the workplace, and in the 

community. We mention the major themes here because filling the gaps and meeting the 

needs described in this report can only occur if policymakers and program developers take 

action to address the major themes in the context of their policy making and program 

developing. 

The first major theme is that discrimination against people with disabilities continues to 

exist. People interviewed recounted incidents of discrimination involving education, 

extracurricular activities, volunteer work, transportation, employment, and voter 

registration. Many complained that employers and others in our society think first about the 

disabilities and only later about the assets of people with disabilities. Others complained that 

our society views disability through a medical lens where the individual has a problem that 

requires intervention on behalf of that individual, rather than through a social lens where we 

recognize that disability is part of our diversity and we create enabling environments to 

eliminate or mitigate the effect of disabilities. 

The second major theme is that many of the people interviewed expressed reluctance to 

disclose their disabilities, even in circumstances where disclosure would entitle them to 

accommodations in education or workforce settings. The reluctance to disclose not only 

precludes the provision of accommodations; the reluctance obscures the true numbers of 

adults with disabilities in colleges and in the workforce.  

The third major theme is positive. Everyone we interviewed expressed genuine concern and 

appreciation for people with disabilities. All appeared to believe that it is possible to increase 

the number of people with disabilities in the workforce, and all appeared to believe that it is 

possible to increase employment opportunities for people with disabilities. People 
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participating in the focus groups shared empathy, compassion, and concern. During 

individual interviews, people shared stories of success and reasons to hope for the future.  

They hoped for an end to discrimination, a focus on the talents of people with disabilities, and 

the application of universal design principles in an effort to make schools, colleges, 

workplaces, and communities accessible to all. Here are a few poignant quotes from people 

who shared their insights: 

Ȱ/ÕÒ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÉÔÙ ÈÁÓ Á ÂÒÏÁÄ ÍÉÓÓÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÄÉÖÅÒÓÉÔÙȢ 7Å ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅ ÁÌÌ ÍÁÎÎÅÒ ÏÆ 

ÄÉÖÅÒÓÉÔÙȢ  3ÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÄÉÓÁÂÉÌÉÔÉÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ ÄÉÖÅÒÓÉÔÙ ÍÉÓÓÉÏÎȢȱ 

"You can inspire care.  Sometimes you see a place and everyone is so caring. It's 

usually the head of the place who is the one who cares and inspires others to 

ÃÁÒÅȢȱ 

Ȱ) ÕÓÅÄ ÔÏ ÌÏÖÅ ÔÏ ×ÁÔÃÈ 3ÐÅÃÉÁÌ /ÌÙÍÐÉÃÓ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ Ó×ÉÍȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ) ÃÁÎ΄Ô Ó×ÉÍ ÁÎÄ 

dive and do it that beautifully. I started to see the amount of trust and acceptance 

that they were willing to give me when I worked with them. There were qualities 

and attributes and talents that these folks have that many people ÄÏÎ΄Ô ÈÁÖÅȢȱ 

Ȱ) ×ÉÓÈ ×Å ÃÏÕÌÄ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÈÁÖÅ Á ×ÈÏÌÅ ÁÒÒÁÙ ÏÆ ÔÁÌÅÎÔÓȢȱ 

 

B. SOURCES OF DATA 

Our research involves both quantitative and qualitative data. The quantitative data include 

2000 U.S. Census data, 2005 American Community Survey data, Connecticut Department of 

Education data, results from the survey we distributed to school principals as well as to 

district level special education coordinators and transition coordinators, results from a 

survey we distributed to service providers, and data from other sources. The Connecticut 

State Data Center at the University of Connecticut in Storrs compiled the 2000 U.S. Census 

and American Community Survey data for our analysis.   

The qualitative component of our analysis draws on data we collected from surveying 45 

educators and 92 service providers in our CT-NY Talent for Growth region, and from 

interviewing 114 people in southwestern Connecticut, including 49 educators, 30 non-

governmental providers, 11 governmental providers, 12 parents of people with disabilities, 2 

advocates for people with disabilities, and 10 people with disabilities who are not also in any 

of the other categories. The educators work in 14 school districts, 8 post-secondary 

institutions, 3 special education schools, and 2 vocational technical schools. We interviewed 

92 of those people individually, and interviewed the rest only in focus groups. Fifteen of the 

people interviewed individually also participated in focus groups.  

Autism was the disability of primary concern for 17 of those interviewed. Other primary 

concern categories included learning disabilities in general (25), K-12 special education in 
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general (23), all disabilities in general (18), intellectual disabilities (11), mental health 

disabilities (10), physical disabilities (8), and sensory disabilities (5).  

 

C. LIMITATIONS OF DATA 

For several reasons, our results might suffer from bias. First, because more than a few of the 

service providers who answered our survey questions and participated in our interviews and 

focus groups primarily serve disadvantaged populations, we suspect our service provider 

results might suffer from bias in that direction. During the course of our interviews with 

transition educators, we learned that some wealthy parents reject help from government 

ÁÇÅÎÃÉÅÓȟ ÓÁÙÉÎÇȟ Ȱ×ÅȭÌÌ ÆÉÎÄ ÈÅÌÐ ÆÏÒ ÏÕÒ ÃÈÉÌÄ ÂÙ ÏÕÒÓÅÌÖÅÓȢȱ 3ÏÍÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÅÒvice providers we 

interviewed told us that the majority of people with disabilities on their caseloads have 

criminal records related to their disability, or related to their poverty, which in turn is related 

to their disability. In other words, our results likely relate more to disadvantaged populations 

than to the population of southwestern Connecticut as a whole. 

Second, because most of the parents we interviewed have been active in advocating for their 

ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȭÓ ÓÐÅÃÉÁÌ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÎÅÅÄÓȟ ×Å ËÎÏ× ÔÈÁÔ ÏÕÒ results do not include information from 

ÐÁÒÅÎÔÓ ×ÈÏȟ ÆÏÒ ×ÈÁÔÅÖÅÒ ÒÅÁÓÏÎȟ ÈÁÖÅ ÎÏÔ ÂÅÅÎ ÁÓ ÖÏÃÁÌ ÉÎ ÁÄÖÏÃÁÔÉÎÇ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȭÓ 

needs. Because the parents we interviewed indicated that advocacy has financial costs and 

requires a certain level of knowledge on the part of the parents, we know that the parents we 

interviewed did not include a representative sample of low-income parents, and did not 

include a representative sample of low knowledge parents. 

Third, the response rate to our educator survey was extremely low. We received only 45 

responses (6 percent) to the educator survey that we emailed to 735 educators in our CT-

Talent for Growth region including the principals of public and private schools as well as 

district level special education coordinators and transition coordinators. By contrast, we 

received 92 responses (31 percent) to the service provider survey that we emailed to 299 

service providers in our CT-NY Talent for Growth region. 

When we inquired of educators and others about the low response rate, we learned that 

school principals, who were the primary targets of our survey effort, receive an abundance of 

requests to complete surveys. Nearly a majority of the secondary targets of our educator 

survey, district level special education coordinators, allowed us to interview them 

individually by telephone. One person predicted that we were unlikely to receive a response 

from the special education coordinator in the Norwalk Public Schools because of 

ȰÓÅÎÓÉÂÉÌÉÔÉÅÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔ ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎÉÎÇ ÓÐÅÃÉÁÌ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎȱ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÓÕÌÔÓ ÏÆ Á 

November 2008 Connecticut State Department of Education report finding Norwalk Public 

Schools out of compliance with various federal and state special education mandates.   



 

51 | P a g e 

 

Although we received a low response rate on the educator surveys, we interviewed a wide 

range of K-12 educators, including educators from large and small school districts, from 

wealthy and poor school districts, and from public, private, and vocational-technical schools. 

We also interviewed parents who children attend or recently attended a wide range of 

schools and school districts in the area. The people we interviewed spoke with candor. We 

believe that our robust interview results well supplement our lackluster educator survey 

results. 

The fourth reason that our results might suffer from bias is because of the impossibility of 

interviewing some of the subjects of our research. Although we had no difficulty interviewing 

adults with physical or sensory disabilities, we were unable to interview adults with severe 

cognitive disabilities and communicative disabilities and we did not interview any children. 

We turn now to the results of our research. We discuss the education results first, and then 

discuss the workforce results. Within both sections we begin by discussing strengths, and 

then discuss weaknesses and gaps in service.   

 

D. EDUCATION GAPS AND NEEDS 

Parents, educators, and disability advocates in southwestern Connecticut agree that despite 

the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act mandating K-12 special education services 

and the American with Disabilities Act mandating accommodations during college, students 

with disabilities often receive less than optimum educational experiences. Discrepancies 

exist between the ideals of the federal law and the realities of what happens in educational 

institutions in our  area. The law/reality discrepancies have K-12, transition, college, and 

lifelong learning consequences. 

The discrepancies are financial, pedagogical, and technical in nature. Schools and colleges 

lack resources necessary to employ assistive technology for all students with disabilities. 

Educators unfamiliar with special education methods and universal design principles miss 

opportunities to make their lessons and assessments more conducive to the success of 

students with disabilities. Differences exist among the special education services and 

transition services provided by different school districts and sometimes by different schools 

within the same district. 

 

STRENGTHS 

Before we begin discussing the gaps and needs in the education system in southwestern 

Connecticut, we emphasize that although our stated task is to find gaps and needs in the 

educational system in southwestern Connecticut, we found numerous strengths as well. The 
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were the people we interviewedɂthe educators, parents, and service providers, many of 

whom have dedicated themselves to the education of children and adults with disabilities.  

Other strengths include parent groups with numerous programs to support parents of 

children with disabilities, pilot programs for people with autism, innovative transition 

programs for young adults, community college academic support programs, planning for 

innovative enclave programs for adults with disabilities, school district professional 

development efforts aimed reducing the need for special education, research underway 

aimed at investigating why some children have difficulties learning to read, and much more.   

One school schedules a resource period not just for students in the special education 

program, but also for all students. That school also endeavors to design other aspects of its 

curriculum and instruction using universal design features that benefit not just students with 

disabilities, but benefit all students. Some small school districts have comprehensive and 

individualized transition programs with teacher-student ratios as small as 1:1 or 1:2.  These 

transition programs involve detailed assessments of student abilities, skills, and interests, 

and careful planning in order to make optimum use of available community resources.   

When asked what schools do best to prepare students with disabilities for postsecondary 

education or employment, most respondents and people interviewed said that schools do 

academics best. Other strengths of schools included diagnostic testing for identifying 

disabilities in students, and various aspects of transition planning, including involving 

parents in transition planning.   

We included a question on both the educator survey and the provider survey about what K-

12 schools do best to prepare students in special education programs and students with 

disabilities for employment or post-secondary education. The results from our CT-NY Talent 

for Growth region are listed in the two tables on the following page. About half of the 

respondents answered that schools provide academic instruction best. About half of the 

educator respondents and almost 40 percent of provider respondents said schools provide 

diagnostic testing for disability indication  best. About 40 percent of the educators responded 

that schools do best at college counseling and providing personalized counseling to match 

interests, aptitudes, and skills with job opportunities. 

 

Provider Survey Question:   
What do K-12 schools do best to prepare students in special education programs and 

students with disabilities for employment or post -secondary education?  
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Educator Survey Question:    

Which of the following does your school(s) do best to prepa re students with 

disabilities for post -secondary education or employment?  

    Count Column N       

% 

Academic courses Yes 23 51.1% 

Diagnostic testing for disability indication Yes 21 46.7% 

Personalized counseling to match interests, aptitudes, 

and skills with job opportunities 
Yes 18 40.0% 

College counseling Yes 17 37.8% 

Workforce readiness training Yes 13 28.9% 

Mentorships and internships Yes 10 22.2% 

Self-advocacy training Yes 9 20.0% 

Assistive technology training Yes 6 13.3% 

Job search training Yes 3 6.7% 

Computer training Yes 0 0.0% 

 

 

 

 

SURVEY GAPS AND NEEDS RESULTS FROM OUR CT-NY TALENT FOR GROWTH REGION 

We included questions on both the educator survey and the provider survey about what K-12 

schools need to improve to prepare students with disabilities for employment or post-

    
Count 

Column N 
% 

Provide academic instruction Yes 44 47.8% 

Provide diagnostic testing for disability indication Yes 34 37.0% 

Involve parents in transition planning Yes 31 33.7% 

Help students understand the work world through classroom 
curriculum Yes 19 20.7% 

Help students understand the work world through field 
activities, special projects, guest speakers, etc. Yes 18 19.6% 

Equip students with workforce readiness skills Yes 20 21.7% 

Provide college counseling, including counseling about 
assistance available to students with disabilities Yes 13 14.1% 

Equip teachers with workforce-readiness curriculum resources Yes 11 12.0% 

Equip students with college readiness skills Yes 10 10.9% 

Help students understand their legal rights and become better 
self advocates 

Yes 8  8.7% 
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secondary education. Nearly 50 percent of the providers answered that schools need to help 

students with disabilities understand the work world through field activities, special projects, 

guest speakers, etc., and need to equip students with workforce readiness skills.   

Provider Survey Question:   
What do K-12 schools need to improve to prepare students in special education programs 

and students with disabilities for employment or post -secondary education?  
    Count Column N 

% 
Help students understand the work world through field 
activities, special projects, guest speakers, etc. 

Yes 42 45.7% 

Equip students with workforce readiness skills Yes 39 42.4% 
Equip teachers with workforce-readiness curriculum 
resources 

Yes 32 34.8% 

Involve parents in transition planning Yes 26 28.3% 
Help students understand the work world through 
classroom curriculum 

Yes 25 27.2% 

Help students understand their legal rights and become 
better self advocates 

Yes 22 23.9% 

Provide college counseling, including counseling about 
assistance available to students with disabilities 

Yes 22 23.9% 

Equip students with college readiness skills Yes 16 17.4% 
Provide diagnostic testing for disability indication Yes 14 15.2% 
Provide academic instruction Yes 14 15.2% 

 

Educator Survey Question:  
Which of the following does your school(s) need to improve in order to better prepare 

students with disabilities for post -secondary education or employment?  

    
Count Column N % 

Workforce readiness training Yes 23 51.1% 
Mentorships and internships Yes 20 44.4% 
Job search training Yes 19 42.2% 
Self-advocacy training Yes 19 42.2% 
Personalized counseling to match interests, 
aptitudes, and skills with job opportunities 

Yes 15 33.3% 

Assistive technology training Yes 12 26.7% 
College counseling Yes 10 22.2% 
Academic courses Yes 5 11.1% 
Diagnostic testing for disability indication Yes 4 8.9% 
Computer training Yes 4 8.9% 

 

Over one third of providers answered that schools need to equip teachers with workforce-

readiness curriculum resources and almost a third said teachers need to involve parents in 

transition planning. 
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Over half of the educators who responded to our educator survey agreed that their schools 

need to improve workforce readiness training. Over 40 percent of the educators agreed that 

their schools need to improve mentorships and internships, job search training, and self-

advocacy training in order to better prepare students with disabilities for post-secondary 

education or employment. 

 

1. DISCREPANCIES AMONG SCHOOL DISTRICTS  

According to results of the National Assessment of 

Educational Progress, Connecticut has the largest 

achievement gap in the nation between poor and non-

poor students. As one community college educator 

explained, some students coming from school districts 

×ÉÔÈ ÌÏ× ÁÃÈÉÅÖÅÍÅÎÔ ÓÃÏÒÅÓ ȰÐÒÏÂÁÂÌÙ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÁÎ 

individual education plan because for the mainstream 

ÏÆ ×ÈÅÒÅ ÔÈÅÙ ÃÁÍÅ ÆÒÏÍȟ ÔÈÅÙ ×ÅÒÅ ÏËȢȱ !Î ÅÄÕÃÁÔÏÒ 

ÆÒÏÍ Á ×ÅÁÌÔÈÙ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÅÄȟ Ȱ)Î ×ÅÁÌÔÈÙ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔÓ 

parents will demand sÅÒÖÉÃÅÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÙȭÌÌ ÂÁÃË ÕÐ ÔÈÅÉÒ 

ÄÅÍÁÎÄÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÁÔÔÏÒÎÅÙÓȢȱ !Î ÅÄÕÃÁÔÏÒ ÆÒÏÍ ÁÎ ÕÒÂÁÎ 

ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔ ÁÄÍÉÔÔÅÄȟ Ȱ7ÈÅÎ ÙÏÕȭÒÅ ÍÁÎÁÇÉÎÇ ÌÁÒÇÅ 

numbers, you prioritize where the resources go, and 

×ÈÁÔȭÓ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔ ÔÈÅ ÌÁÒÇÅÒ ÇÒÏÕÐ ÖÅÒÓÕÓ ÔÈÅ 

ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌȢȱ  

The largest challenge in serving children with 

disabilities is financialɂschool districts need money to 

fully implement the provisions of the Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Act. Due to the 17 percent 

increase in the prevalence of autism in our area over 

the past six years, the financial difficulties of fully 

implementing the law have been increasing and will 

continue to increase. 

According to parents we interviewed, another large 

challenge is that not all teachers and administrators 

comply with mandates of the Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Act or with the provisions of 

individual education plans created pursuant to the law. 

Some of the compliance failures occur due to lack of 

resources. Other compliance failures occur due to lack 

Quotes from Educators: 

Ȱ'ÉÖÅÎ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÓÏÕÒÃÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÈÏ× ÔÈÅÙ ÁÒÅ 

prioritized sometimes, you question 

decision-ÍÁËÉÎÇȟ ÂÕÔ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÔÈÅ ÎÁÔÕÒÅ ÏÆ Á 

ÌÁÒÇÅ ÕÒÂÁÎ ÓÅÔÔÉÎÇȢȱ   

 Ȱ4ÈÅ ÐÁÒÁÄÏØ ÉÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÎ ÌÏ× ÓÏÃÉÏÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ 

status schools you have a higher need to 

identify students with disabilities, but you 

have more students identified in high 

ÓÏÃÉÏÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ ÓÔÁÔÕÓ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓȢȱ   

Ȱ)Æ  ÙÏÕȭre in a wealthy town and you go on 

big vacations and your child comes home 

ÁÎÄ ÃÁÎȭÔ ÒÅÁÄȟ ÙÏÕ ÇÏ ÁÎÄ ÃÏÍÐÌÁin and ask 

for testing. In Bridgeport and Norwalk the 

ÐÁÒÅÎÔÓ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÈÁÖÅ Á ÈÉÇÈ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ 

ÁÎÄ ÄÏÎȭÔ ËÎÏ× ÈÏ× ÔÏ ÃÏÍÐÌÁÉÎȢȱ  

 Ȱ)Æ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙ ÃÏÌÌÅÇÅ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ ÁÒÅ ÃÏÍÉÎÇ 

from New Canaan, Westport, Greenwich, or 

Wilton, they are fine. Norwalk is a disaster. I 

have students from Norwalk and Stamford 

who have no clue. I do notice a difference 

ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔÓȢȱ  

Ȱ)ȭÖÅ ÔÁÕÇÈÔ ÉÎ "ÒÉÄÇÅÐÏÒÔ ÁÎÄ )ȭÖÅ ÔÁÕÇÈÔ ÉÎ 

Wilton. If most of the special education I had 

in Wilton lived in Bridgeport, they would not 

be special education students; they would 

just be in the general education 

ÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢȱ   
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of knowledge about the education needs of students with disabilities and the provisions of 

the law. 

 

2. ACCESSIBLE TECHNOLOGY  

Educators and parents reported that many school districts lack funding for appropriate 

technological accommodations for students, accommodations that can help their disabilities 

ȰÄÉÓÁÐÐÅÁÒȢȱ %ÖÅÎ ×ÈÅÎ ÔÅÃÈÎÏÌÏÇÙ ÉÓ ÁÖÁÉÌÁÂÌÅȟ 

educators have difficulty using it; survey results 

from our CT-NY Talent for Growth region in the 

following table reveal that 26.7 percent of 

educators ranked technology the second lowest 

in ease-of-use.  As several educators and parents 

explained, before schools can implement 

accessible technology, educators need to explore 

it, share information about it, ask for money to 

fund it, order it, wait for it, arrange training on it, 

and then teach it to students. One educator 

explained that accessible technology, though expensive to purchase, can make a huge 

difference in the life of a student with disabilities. 

 

Overall, how easy or difficult is it for your school(s) to provide t he following 

accommodations to students with disabilities?  

    Count Column 

N % 

Modifications to the curriculum Very easy 18 40.0% 

Modified assessments Very easy 18 40.0% 

Modified in-class assignments Very easy 17 37.8% 

Extra time with a teacher or other 

professional 

Very easy 17 37.8% 

Modified homework assignments Very easy 15 33.3% 

Modifications to the physical environment Very easy 12 26.7% 

Technology to help students function in the 

school 

Very easy 12 26.7% 

Modifications to the school's discipline 

system 

Very easy 10 22.2% 

 

 

 Ȱ!ÃÃÅÓÓÉÂÌÅ ÔÅÃÈÎÏÌÏÇÙ ÉÓ Á ÂÉÇ ÇÁÐȢ )ÔȭÓ ÅØÐÅÎÓÉÖÅ 

×ÈÅÎ Á ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔ ÓÔÁÒÔÓ ÔÏ ÕÓÅ ÉÔȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ 

on the hook for everybody. But the difference in 

our students who have been exposed to it in terms 

of their self-image, in terms of their production, 

and in terms of the quality of their work is 

ÍÁÇÎÉÆÉÃÅÎÔȢȱ   
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3. PARENT AND SCHOOL DIFFICULTIES 

4ÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÁÎ ÁÄÖÅÒÓÁÒÉÁÌ ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈ ÔÏ ÓÐÅÃÉÁÌ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ 

in our region; the approach should be collaborative. 

The special education services provided to a child 

often depend not only on the wÅÁÌÔÈ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÈÉÌÄȭÓ 

school district, but sometimes on the circumstances of 

ÔÈÅ ÃÈÉÌÄȭÓ ÐÁÒÅÎÔÓ ÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÃÈÉÌÄȭÓ ÓÃÈÏÏÌȟ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ 

ÌÉËÅÌÉÈÏÏÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÃÈÉÌÄȭÓ ÐÁÒÅÎÔÓ ×ÉÌÌ ÔÁËÅ ÁÎ ÁÃÔÉÖÅ 

ÐÁÒÔ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÈÉÌÄȭÓ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÈÁÖÅ Á ÒÅÁÌÉÓÔÉÃ ÖÉÅ× 

of the chilÄȭÓ ÁÂÉÌÉÔÉÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÓËÉÌÌÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÌÉËÅÌÉÈÏÏÄ 

ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÃÈÉÌÄȭÓ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ×ÉÌÌ ÈÁÖÅ ÔÈÅ ÆÕÎÄÓȟ ËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅȟ 

and resources necessary to provide the child with an 

optimum education.  

Although federal law requires schools to provide with 

special education services through age 21 for some 

students with disabilities, it appears that some school 

districts save money by graduating special education 

students at age 18 instead of providing them with 

services until age 21. When asked about the lack of 

parent objection to the early graduation phenomenon, 

a community college program director explained, 

Ȱ4ÈÅÒÅ ÍÁÙ ÂÅ ÏÎÅ ÏÕÔ ÏÆ ÔÅÎ ÐÁÒÅÎÔÓ ÈÅÒÅ ×ÈÏ ÓÁÙÓ 

something about the fact that a school district here 

graduates kids at age 18 rather than serving them 

until age 21, but unless you have an attorney to speak 

up and the financial means to hire an attorney and go 

ÁÆÔÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔȟ ÙÏÕ ÄÏ ÎÏÔÈÉÎÇȢȱ  

Two recent reports support our findings. A 

unpublished December 9, 2008, review of the special 

education transition services in the Bridgeport Public Schools found that in many families, 

ȰÐÁÒÅÎÔÓ ÁÒÅ ÁÂÓÅÎÔ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔȭÓ ÌÉÆÅȟ ÄÉÓÔÒÁÃÔÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÉÂÉÌÉÔÉÅÓ ÏÆ ÅÁÒÎÉÎÇ Á 

ÌÉÖÉÎÇ ÏÒ ÔÈÅÍÓÅÌÖÅÓ ɍÅÌÉÇÉÂÌÅ ÆÏÒɎ ÓÐÅÃÉÁÌ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎȢȱ A November 21, 2008, review of the 

Norwalk PuÂÌÉÃ 3ÃÈÏÏÌÓ ÓÐÅÃÉÁÌ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍ ÆÏÕÎÄ ÁÓ ÆÏÌÌÏ×Óȟ ȰWe reviewed two 

student files with similar profiles who attended different schools. One student received 20 

hours more service than the other student. No guidelines are currently used to determine 

aÍÏÕÎÔ ÏÆ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅ ÏÒ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅ ÄÅÌÉÖÅÒÙ ÍÏÄÅÌÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓȢȱ Retrieved May 15, 2009 from 

http://www.norwalkpublicschools.org/  specialeducation.html  

Ȱ4ÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÎÏ ×ÁÙ Á ÐÁÒÅÎÔ ÃÁÎ ËÎÏ× ×ÈÁÔȭÓ 

going on in school. I once saw the physical 

therapy schedule posted on the physical 

ÔÈÅÒÁÐÉÓÔȭÓ ÄÏÏÒ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÈÏÏÌȢ -Ù ÓÏÎ ×ÁÓ 

supposed to have two half hours, lots of 

physical therapy every day, but I saw him on 

the schedule for only one half hour. When I 

gently confronted the physical therapist, she 

told me thaÔ Ȭ) ÊÕÓÔ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÔÈÅ ÔÉÍÅȢȭ 

People write things up in the individual 

ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÐÌÁÎ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÎ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÆÆ 

ÔÏ ÆÏÌÌÏ× ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈȢȱ  0ÁÒÅÎÔ   

Ȱ9ÏÕ ÄÏÎȭÔ ×ÁÎÔ ÔÏ ÄÉÓÓÕÁÄÅ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȟ ÂÕÔ 

sometimes the parents have grandiose ideas 

about what their adult children with 

ÄÉÓÁÂÉÌÉÔÉÅÓ ÃÁÎ ÄÏȢ  4ÈÅÒÅȭÓ Á ÇÁÐ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ 

expectations and realityȢȱ  %ÄÕÃÁÔÏÒ 

Ȱ4ÈÅ ÇÁÐ ÅØÉÓÔÓ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÏÆ ÐÁÒÅÎÔÓȭ 

unrealistic expectations for their children.  I 

know of one child who is doing college with 

a lot of support, but probably would have a 

ÂÅÔÔÅÒ ÌÉÆÅ ÓÏÍÅ×ÈÅÒÅ ÅÌÓÅȢ  )ÔȭÓ ÆÒÕÓÔÒÁÔÉÎÇ 

×ÈÅÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÁÒÅÎÔÓȭ ÄÒÅÁÍÓ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÍÁÔÃÈ ×ÈÏ 

ÔÈÅÉÒ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ ÁÒÅȢȱ  0ÁÒÅÎÔ ÏÆ !ÄÕÌÔ #ÈÉÌÄ 

with Disabilities 

 



 

58 | P a g e 

 

Ironically, school districts with good reputations for serving the needs of students with 

disabilities attract more families with students with disabilities into their districts , and thus 

must increase their special education spending, while school districts with poor reputations 

are rewarded financially when families decide to leave their districts . A special education 

ÁÄÖÏÃÁÔÅ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÅÄȟ Ȱ)ÔȭÓ ÅÁÓÉÅÒ ×ÈÅÎ ÙÏÕ ÈÁÖÅ Á ×ÅÁÌÔÈÙ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔȟ ÂÕÔ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÒÕÎ ÆÒÏÍ ÏÎÅ ÏÆ 

ÔÈÅ ×ÅÁÌÔÈÙ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔÓ ÉÎ ÏÕÒ ÁÒÅÁȢ )ÔȭÓ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÓÔ ÐÌÁÃÅ ÔÏ ÂÅȢ !ÎÏÔÈÅÒ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔȟ 3ÔÁÍÆÏÒÄȟ ÈÁÓ 

become the district of choice. They have an incredibly decent special education director 

ÔÈÅÒÅȢȱ  

 

4. VOCATIONAL EDUCATION VACUUMS 

Parents and educators report there is a growing shortage of vocational and technical 

programs available to high school students with disabilities whose grades or standardized 

test scores are below average. Although some parents want their children to avoid vocational 

programs and instead focus on academics, others want their children to focus on practical 

skills. 

In 2004 the Connecticut Vocational Technical High School system adopted admission 

standards that bar the more that 70 percent of Bridgeport eighth graders who failed their 7th 

grade reading or math Connecticut Mastery Tests from applying to vocational technical high 

schools. In other southwestern Connecticut school districts, from 6 percent to 62 percent of 

students are now ineligible. The table on the following page, which shows the most recent 

information available on the Connecticut Department of Education website, reveals that if the 

current 7th grade reading and math test passage rates hold constant over time, at least 43,612 

of the 123,018 students (35.4 percent) currently enrolled in southwestern Connecticut 

schools have been or will be ineligible to enroll in the Connecticut Vocational Technical High 

School system. (The actual figure will likely be higher because the 35.4 percent figure does 

not include students who pass the math section of the test but fail the reading section in the 

18 towns where more students pass the reading section than pass the math section, and does 

not include students who pass the reading section but fail the math section in the 2 towns 

where more students pass the math section than pass the reading section.) 

Although students with disabilities that interfere with academic program success often 

flourished in vocational and technical high schools in the past, the new admission 

requirements bar many such students from the vocational and technical high schools in 

Connecticut. 
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Vocational education happens not only at vocational and technical high schools. Regular high 

schools sometimes offer some vocational courses. According to educators we interviewed, 

some of the regular high schools in southwestern Connecticut have reduced their technical, 

vocational, and other hands-on course offerings in recent years. The problem is particularly 

severe in wealthy communities where many residents assume that all students are bound for 

college. /ÎÅ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÏÒ ÒÅÐÏÒÔÅÄȟ Ȱ/ÕÒ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÉÓ ×ÅÌÌ ÆÕÎÄÅÄ and in a very supportive 

community, but we are so academically focused that we fall back on hands-on courses that 

ÍÉÇÈÔ ÔÅÁÃÈ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ ×ÈÏ ÁÒÅÎȭÔ ÔÈÅ ÏÎÅ ×ÈÏ ÁÒÅ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÍÅÅÔ ÁÃÁÄÅÍÉÃ ÂÅÎÃÈÍÁÒËÓȢȱ   

Another problem is that students must decide relatively early in their lives whether to 

pursue vocational education. Students generally have only one chance to apply to a 

vocational high schoolɂduring eighth grade. /ÎÅ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÏÒ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÅÄȟ Ȱ4ÈÅ ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍ ×ÉÔÈ 

ÖÏÃÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÔÅÃÈÎÉÃÁÌ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓ ÉÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÆ ÙÏÕ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÍÁËÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÄÅÃÉÓÉÏÎ ÉÎ ÅÉÇÈÔÈ ÇÒÁÄÅȟ ÉÔȭÓ ÇÏÉÎÇ 

    

NOTE: These columns assume 7th grade goal-meeting 

rates have been and will be the same for all K -12 

students currently enrolled in SW CT schools.  

District  Enrollment  

% NOT 

Meeting 

State 7th 

Grade 

Goal in 

Reading 

% NOT 

Meeting 

State 7th 

Grade 

Goal in 

Math 

#K-12 Students 

Ineligible for 

Vocational 

Technical High 

Schools Based 

on Reading 

Score 

#K-12 Students 

Ineligible for 

Vocational 

Technical High 

Schools  Based 

on Math Score 

Total # K-12 

Students 

Ineligible  

(highest 

number, math 

or reading)  

ANSONIA 2,733 50.7 62.0 1,386 1,694 1,694 

BRIDGEPORT 20,821 59.1 71.1 12,305 14,804 14,804 

DARIEN 4,648 6.2 5.9 288 274 288 

DERBY 1,446 33.3 58.3 482 843 843 

EASTON 1,178 8.9 13.7 105 161 161 

FAIRFIELD 9,776 14.2 17.2 1,388 1,681 1,681 

GREENWICH 8,968 12.1 19.6 1,085 1,758 1,758 

MONROE 4,221 16.6 24.0 701 1,013 1,013 

NEW CANAAN 4,116 7.2 8.3 296 342 342 

NORWALK 10,591 38.7 45.0 4,099 4,766 4,766 

OXFORD 1,850 15.0 28.3 278 524 524 

SEYMOUR 2,603 29.6 40.4 770 1,052 1,052 

SHELTON 5,644 18.1 28.2 1,022 1,592 1,592 

STAMFORD 14,884 33.3 47.0 4,956 6,995 6,995 

STRATFORD 7,383 25.6 35.9 1,890 2,650 2,650 

TRUMBULL 6,883 12.9 19.4 888 1,335 1,335 

WESTON 2,558 6.8 8.8 174 225 225 

WESTPORT 5,668 8.0 5.2 453 295 453 

WILTON  4,362 8.7 10.2 379 445 445 

REGION #16 2,685 15.8 36.9 424 991 991 

K-12  TOTALS  123,018   33,369 43,440 43,612 



 

60 | P a g e 

 

to be really hard to get in later on because 

the vocational technical programs are so 

prescribed.  How many kids know in eighth 

ÇÒÁÄÅ ×ÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÙ ×ÁÎÔ ÔÏ ÄÏȩȱ /ÔÈÅÒ 

educators noted that at eighth grade age, 

many students with intellectual disabilities 

are functioning on lower than eighth grade 

levels. 

Yet another concern expressed during 

interviews and focus groups is the fact that 

job developers, most of whom entered their 

profession via academia, often have little 

understanding of the paths from vocation 

schools or regular high schools into the 

trades.  

 

5. THE TRIALS OF TRANSITION    

The Individuals with Disabilities Education 

Act requires schools to formulate and follow 

transition plans for students with disabilities before their sixteenth birthdays. School 

districts have been gradually implementing the transition provisions of IDEA with various 

degrees of success. 

The lack of workforce readiness training is a major challenge in school-to-work transition s 

for young people. Often there is a lack of parental understanding of the time needed for job 

training, and a lack of school district capacity to provide appropriate job training.  The best 

that some school districts with large numbers of students and limited funds can do is to 

provide brief visits to various worksites in lieu of genuine workforce experiences. 

During interviews parents and service providers explained that in Connecticut there is often 

a three to six month time gap that occurs between graduation in the spring and the time 

when the Bureau of Rehabilitative Services and the Department of Developmental Services 

ÂÅÇÉÎ ÈÅÌÐÉÎÇ ÒÅÃÅÎÔ ÇÒÁÄÕÁÔÅÓȢ  3ÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÃÏÇÎÉÔÉÖÅ ÄÉÓÁÂÉÌÉÔÉÅÓ ÃÁÎ ÌÏÓÅ Á ÙÅÁÒȭÓ ×ÏÒÔÈ ÏÆ 

skills, or more, while sitting at home during the summer and fall months awaiting adult 

services. 

Ȱ7Å ÈÁÖÅ ÔÒÉÅÄ ÔÏ ÆÏÒÇÅ Á ÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎÓÈÉÐ ×ÉÔÈ 7ÒÉÇÈÔ 

Technical High School in Stamford.  But a student has to 

ÇÏ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÆÕÌÌ ÔÉÍÅ ÁÎÄ ÐÁÒÅÎÔÓ ÉÎ ÏÕÒ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙ ÄÏÎȭÔ 

want to give up the high school diploma from our 

community. Our community feels that every student goes 

ÔÏ ÃÏÌÌÅÇÅȟ ÂÕÔ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÎÏÔ ÔÈÅ ÃÁÓÅȢ 7Å ÈÁÖÅ ωϻ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ 

students who need training, nÏÔ ÃÏÌÌÅÇÅȢȱ  %ÄÕÃÁÔÏÒ 

Ȱ)Î ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÔÈÅÙ ÓÔÉÌÌ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÓÔÁÒÔ ÔÒÁÉÎÉÎÇ ÅÁÒÌÙ ÅÎÏÕÇÈȢ  

They focus too much on academics that the student with 

disabilities will not need.  My child can do quantitative 

ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÉÎ ÍÁÔÈȟ ÂÕÔ ÈÅ ÄÏÅÓÎȭÔ ËÎÏ× ×ÈÁÔ ÍÏÎÅÙ 

ÉÓȢȱ  Parent      

 Ȱ3ÏÍÅ ÐÁÒÅÎÔÓ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÌÉËÅ ÔÈÅ ÖÏÃÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÒÏÕÔÅ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ 

they want their kids to have the academics. Then when 

ÔÈÅ ÐÁÒÅÎÔÓ ÄÅÃÉÄÅ ÔÏ ÈÁÖÅ ÔÈÅ ÖÏÃÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÐÉÅÃÅȟ ÉÔȭÓ ÔÏÏ 

ÌÁÔÅȢ 4ÈÅ ËÉÄÓ ÇÏ ÔÏ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÕÎÔÉÌ ÁÇÅ φυȟ ÂÕÔ ÉÔȭÓ ÓÔÉÌÌ ÔÏÏ 

ÌÁÔÅȢȱ  %ÄÕÃÁÔÏr 
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Another problem is that few transition 

programs exist for students ages 18-21. 

Parents and educators report that some 

school districts with predominately passive 

parent populations graduate some 18-year-

old students rather than continue their 

special education services until age 21. Other 

school districts provide services for students 

age 18-21 on the school campus, which some 

educators and parents noted can cause the 

students embarrassment. Still other school 

districts locate their age 18-21 programs on 

the campuses of community colleges, without 

formal involvement or knowledge on the part 

of the community college. 

Because the transition provisions of the 

federal law are relatively new and because 

the provisions came without sufficient 

funding to fully implement the law, many 

school districts are currently focusing on 

compliance, documentation, and paperwork 

issues more than they are focusing on 

developing exemplary programs for 

transitioning students. Transportation 

difficulties, lack of certification for transition 

planners, and lack of personnel hinder 

transition efforts in large urban school 

districts.  

Fewer than half of respondents to our 

educator survey indicated that they use 

nonprofit  and government agencies for 

vocational assessment, job training, job placement, and job support, and even fewer rely on 

businesses for those services.  The charts on the following page indicate that most schools in 

our CT-NY Talent for Growth region use school employees for those tasks.  

 

 

What types of personnel, organizations, or agencies does our school(s) use to help 

students with disabilities in the area of vocational assessment?  

Ȱ7Å ÈÁÖÅ υότ ÓÅÎÉÏÒÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÄÉÓÁÂÉÌÉÔÉÅÓȢ  (Ï× ÄÏ ×Å ÇÉÖÅ 

them exposure to career and life experiences? We 

struggleɂ×Å ÄÏÎȭÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÔÈÅ ÊÏÂ ÐÌÁÃÅÍÅÎÔÓ ÏÒ ÊÏÂ 

ÃÏÁÃÈÅÓȢ 4ÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÃÁÓÅ ÍÁÎÁÇÅÒÓ ÁÒÅ ÔÅÁÃÈÅÒÓ ÁÎÄ 

have a full load themselves. This is a significant deficiency 

ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÙÓÔÅÍȢȱ   

Ȱ"ÁÓÉÃÁÌÌÙ ÔÈÅÙ ÊÕÓÔ ×ÁÎÔ ËÉÄÓ ÔÏ ÒÅÔÕÒÎ ÔÏ ÈÉÇÈ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ 

after 12th grade and take some courses and do some job 

ÓÁÍÐÌÉÎÇȢ 4ÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÎÏ ×ÁÙ )ȭÌÌ ÌÅÔ ÍÙ ÄÁÕÇÈÔÅÒ ÄÏ ÔÈÁÔȢ  

3ÈÅ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÔÏÏ ÅÍÂÁÒÒÁÓÓÅÄȢȱ   

Ȱ)ÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌÓ ×ÉÔÈ cognitive disabilities struggle with 

generalizing skills they learn in one setting to another 

setting. Functional skills need to be taught in a 

community setting. But how do we do that?  Do we buy 

space in a community college or at another setting?  And 

at age 21, what are we transitioning to?    

Ȱ!Ó ×Å ÁÒÅ ÂÅÔÔÅÒ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÅÄ ÏÒ ÂÅÔÔÅÒ ÅÑÕÉÐÐÅÄ ÔÏ ÄÏ 

improved transition planning for students, we become 

more creative.  We want to put students in front of new 

opportunities. It takes a village to get them to that. 

7ÈÅÔÈÅÒ ÉÔȭÓ ÔÒÁÎÓÐÏÒÔÁÔÉÏÎȟ ×ÈÅÔÈÅÒ ÉÔȭÓ ÔÈÅ ÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÔÏ 

ÍÁËÅ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÎÅÃÔÉÏÎÓȟ ×ÈÅÔÈÅÒ ÉÔȭÓ ÔÈÅ ÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÔÏ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ 

ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÎÅÃÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÎÃÅ ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÔÈÅÒÅȟ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÓ Á ÖÅÒÙ 

expensive resource and a significant human resource 

ÃÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÅȢȱ   

Ȱ) ÔÈÉÎË ×Å ÎÅÅÄ ÔÏ ÉÄentify students out of middle school 

who need more education about careers and jobs if 

ÔÈÅÙȭÒÅ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ÒÏÕÔÅȢ We need to introduce them to 

ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÌÄ ÏÆ ×ÏÒËȢȱ  
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    Count Column 

N % 

School employees for vocational training Yes 35 77.8% 

Non-profit  organizations for vocational 

training 

Yes 17 37.8% 

Government agencies for vocational training Yes 16 35.6% 

Consultants for vocational training Yes 12 26.7% 

Businesses for vocational training Yes 6 13.3% 

What types of personnel, organizations, or agen cies does our school(s) use to help 

students with disabilities in the area of job training?  

    Count Column 

N % 

School employees for job training Yes 32 71.1% 

Non-profit organizations for job training Yes 17 37.8% 

Government agencies for job training Yes 14 31.1% 

Businesses for job training Yes 12 26.7% 

Consultants for job training Yes 10 22.2% 

What types of personnel, organizations, or agencies does our school(s) use to help 

students with disabilities in the area of job placement?  

    Count Column 

N  % 

School employees for job placement Yes 26 57.8% 

Government agencies for job placement Yes 17 37.8% 

Non-profit organizations for job placement Yes 16 35.6% 

Businesses for job placement Yes 13 28.9% 

Consultants for job placement Yes 7 15.6% 

What types of personnel, organizations, or agencies does our school(s) use to help 

students with disabilities in the area of job support?  

    Count Column 

N  % 

School employees for job support Yes 26 57.8% 

Non-profit organizations for job support Yes 17 37.8% 

Government agencies for job support Yes 13 28.9% 

Businesses for job support Yes 9 20.0% 

Consultants for job support Yes 7 15.6% 

 

Perhaps as transition programs mature, schools will acquire the resources, connections, and 

knowledge necessary for incorporating more assistance from nonprofit organizations, 

government agencies, and businesses for support with transition programs. 

 

6. COLLEGE: SINK OR SWIM 
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Many people we interviewed reported that students with disabilities who move from the K-

12 system of special education under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 

experience difficulties adapting to the college system of disability service provision under the 

Americans with Disabilities Act. The K-12 system expects schools and teachers to provide 

services; in college, disability services are only provided if students take the initiative to 

reveal and to prove their disability and request appropriate accommodations.  

College students with disabilities that require accommodation need self-advocacy skills, need 

to be willing to disclose their disabilities, and need to be able to succeed despite the limited 

menu of accommodations available in some colleges. Few college instructors have special 

education training, and few colleges have programs for students with severe learning 

disabilities or low cognitive ability. Funding is scarce for new technological innovations that 

ÃÁÎ ÈÅÌÐ ÄÉÓÁÂÉÌÉÔÉÅÓ ȰÄÉÓÁÐÐÅÁÒȢȱ #olleges have little or no funding for disability diagnosis 

testing. Adults over age 40 who attended K-12 before the implementation of the Individuals 

with Disabilities Act often do not have professional 

diagnoses of learning disabilities, and sometimes are 

unaware that they have a learning disability.   

Some educators we interviewed described programs 

they have implemented to try to teach students with 

disabilities and their parents about the difference 

between K-12 special education and college disability 

accommodation, and to try to foster self-advocacy 

skills in the students. One special education advocate 

includes even kindergarten students with disabilities 

in federally mandated meetings with parents and 

teachers. 

One small school district transports a few special 

education students to community colleges for course 

work and for exposure to the college environment. An 

educator from that district accompanies the students 

to the community college where they are succeeding in 

their courses. Those students, who are currently ages 

18 to 21, have not yet graduated from high school and 

are still receiving services from their local school 

districts pursuant to the Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Act. The educator accompanies the students to the community college in order to 

help them meet certain objectives, which include learning how to navigate inside campus 

buildings, learning how to use college resources including tutoring and disability services, 

Ȱ/ÎÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÔÈÉÎÇÓ ÔÈÁÔ ×Å ÓÅÅ ÉÓ 

students who were over supported in a 

secondary school environment, some of 

the specialized learning disability 

schools that we get students out of, are 

×ÏÒÓÅ ÏÆÆ ÔÈÁÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÄÉÄÎȭÔ 

have as many resources.  )ÔȭÓ ÓÏÒÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÉÓ 

ÉÒÏÎÙ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ ÔÈÉÓ ÍÉÄÄÌÅ ÇÒÏÕÎÄ 

with just enough support that allows 

for independence without too much 

support so as to create some of that 

ÐÁÓÓÉÖÉÔÙȢȱ   

Ȱ)Î "ÒÉÄÇÅÐÏÒÔ ÁÎÄ .ÏÒ×ÁÌË ÔÈÅÒÅ ÁÒÅ 

an inordinate number of students who 

ÃÏÍÅ ÈÅÒÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÌÏ× )1ȭÓȢ ) ÓÅÅ ÔÈÅ 

disability coordinator advise the 

parents not to send them here.  The 

disability coordinator can advise, but 

ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ ÃÁÎ ÃÏÍÅ ÈÅÒÅ ÁÎÙ×ÁÙȢȱ  
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learning how to buy lunch and count change received from 

the cashier, and learning how to cross the street from one 

building to another between classes in a safe and timely 

manner. 

Educators from the two community colleges in southwestern 

Connecticut noted problems have occurred when students 

with intellectual disabilities enroll in college courses. Some of 

the students are unable to pass the courses despite their best 

efforts and despite tutoring assistance. The failure to pass 

despite best efforts causes emotional hardships and self-

esteem problems for some students. One community college 

educator reported that a student tried to pass a math course 

three or four times before giving up. 

Although some students with disabilities fail to succeed in college, many do succeed.  People 

we interviewed shared success stories about students with physical disabilities, sensual 

disabilities, and learning disabilities who have succeeded in college. College thus appears to 

be a sink or swim proposition for students with disabilities: if a student can afford college, is 

academically prepared for college, has self-advocacy skills, discloses his or her disability to 

the appropriate people at the college, and receives appropriate accommodations, success 

occurs.  If any of those ingredients are lacking, the student may have difficulty succeeding in 

college. 

  

7. READING DIFFICULTIES IN CHILDHOOD AND ADULTHOOD 

During the 2007-2008 school year, only 55.9 percent of 

fourth graders in Connecticut passed the statewide fourth 

grade reading test and only 44.5 percent of tenth graders 

passed the statewide tenth grade reading test. Several 

educators we interviewed noted that K-12 schools generally 

teach reading only during the elementary school years, 

despite the fact many students have not met elementary 

school level reading goals before they are advanced into 

middle school and high school.  

Certification of K-12 teachers in Connecticut does not 

currently include testing of whether teachers know 

scientifically based methods of teaching reading to students 

with reading difficulties. A new state law aims to increase the 

numbers of new elementary school teachers who have 

Ȱ6ÅÒÙ ÆÅ× ÔÅÁÃÈÅÒÓ ÈÁÖÅ ÂÅÅÎ 

given instruction they need to 

teach kids phonemic retrieval and 

alphabet learning. A lot of kids 

never get the sound connections 

ÏÆ ×ÏÒÄÓȢȱ   

Ȱ,ÉÔÅÒÁÃÙ ÖÏÌÕÎÔÅÅÒÓ ÄÏ ÎÏÔ ×ÏÒË 

with people with disabilities. They 

are not trained to work with 

people who have real reading 

ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍÓȢ 4ÈÅÒÅ ÁÒÅÎȭÔ ÁÎÙ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ 

trained in the adult education field 

to work with thesÅ ÐÅÏÐÌÅȢȱ 

 

Ȱ.ÏÔ ÅÎÏÕÇÈ ÏÐÐÏÒÔÕÎÉÔÙ ÆÏÒ ÒÅÁÌ 

reading happens in K-12. Literacy 

skills are the key to success. 

3ÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÇÅÔ ÅÎÏÕÇÈ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ 

in K-12 or in college with their 

literacy skills.  Reading instruction 

ends in fifth grade or eighth grade 

ÄÅÐÅÎÄÉÎÇ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔȢȱ  

Former School Superintendent. 
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reading instruction knowledge and skills. The law requires that teacher candidates in 

Connecticut applying for an Integrated Early Childhood, NKɀ3 Endorsement or Elementary 

Education Grades Kɀ6 Endorsement must take and pass the Connecticut Foundations of 

Reading test, a test of reading instruction knowledge and skills.  

The failure of large numbers of students with and without disabilities to pass state 

standardized reading tests is a major concern not only in schools, but also in community 

colleges. Community college educators we interviewed reported that many students have 

reading difficulties that impede their academic success in college.  

Service providers reported that the lack of training or continuing education programs to 

accommodate adults with reading difficulties is a major concern. One service provider 

mentioned that some people with disabilities have difficulty with job training packages 

meant to serve average learners. 4ÈÅ ȰÏÆÆ-the-ÓÈÅÌÆȱ ÐÁÃËÁÇÅÓ ÄÏ ÎÏÔ ÔÁËÅ ÉÎÔÏ ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔ ÔÈÅ 

different learning needs of some people with disabilities. There are no literacy programs for 

adults with reading-related disabilities. Community college developmental course instructors 

generally do not have special education training or reading instruction training. 

 

8. EARLY CHILDHOOD  

When interviewing experts involved with early childhood education in southwestern 

Connecticut, we learned that there are not enough daycare slots available to preschoolers 

with disabilities. There are also shortages of occupational therapists, physical therapists, and 

speech pathologists needed to serve preschoolers with disabilities in early intervention 

programs.  

The Birth-to-Three program does not serve all children in that age group with disabilities. 

Children with mild delays are not eligible. Children who have risk factors that may lead to 

delays are not eligible. Also, children with behavioral issues that fall into mental health and 

social/emotional areas do not receive services in the Birth to Three program. As we 

discussed in chapter three, there is a 60 percent drop from the number of children served in 

the Birth to Three program to the number of children served in special education programs 

at age three, and then a 50 percent rise in the number of special education students served at 

age three to the number of special education students served at age four.  

One interviewee noted a critical difference between K-12 education and preschool education.  

The interviewee ÓÁÉÄȟ Ȱ7Å ÄÏÎȭÔ Ï×Î ÐÒÅÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÌÉËÅ ×Å Ï×Î +-ρςȢȱ  4ÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅ ÈÁÓ ÎÏ 

authority over licensure or qualifications of providers as it does K-12.  The interviewee also 

ÓÁÉÄȟ Ȱ0ÒÅÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÉÓ ÏÎÌÙ Á ÓÈÏÒÔ ÓÔÏÐ ÂÕÔ ×ÈÁÔ ×Å do is going to influence K-ρςȢȱ 
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E. WORKFORCE GAPS AND NEEDS 

In September 2009, the unemployment rate of people with disabilit ies was 16.2 percent, 

compared with 9.2 percent for people with out disabilit ies. During the same month, 64.1 

percent of people without disabilities were employed, but only 18.4 percent of people with 

disabilities were employed.  Retrieved October 6, 2009 from http://www.bls.gov/  

cps/cpsdisability.htm 

Many people with disabilities in southwestern Connecticut enjoy satisfying and productive 

workforce lives, but others face workforce challenges including transportation difficulties, 

complex online job application processes, multifaceted job descriptions, unaccommodating 

managers, unsupportive coworkers, and unmodified training programs. Systemic challenges 

include lack of funding for the agencies that assist people with disabilities, and high turnover 

rates for job developers employed by private agencies. 

 

STRENGTHS 

Before we begin discussing the gaps and needs in the workforce system in southwestern 

Connecticut, we emphasize that although our stated task is to find gaps and needs in the 

workforce system in southwestern Connecticut, we found numerous strengths as well. The 

largest strengths we found were the people we interviewedɂthe people with and without 

disabilities, the government employees, the nonprofit agency employees, the job coaches, and 

the disability navigators, many of whom have dedicated themselves to helping people with 

disabilities experience employment success and independence.    

 

SURVEY GAPS & NEEDS RESULTS FROM OUR CT-NY TALENT FOR GROWTH REGION 

In an effort to discover which employer factors, employee factors, and service provider 

factors are most challenging to people with disabilities, we included a series of three 

questions on the service provider survey. When we ranked the employer factors according to 

the number of respondents who rated each ÆÁÃÔÏÒ ÁÓ ȰÖÅÒÙ ÃÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÉÎÇȟȱ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÓÔ ÃÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÉÎÇ 

factor was lack of public transportation to the employment site. Other challenging employer 

factors included the increasing complexity of work roles, and lack of knowledge about people 

with disabilities. TÈÅ ÌÅÁÓÔ ÃÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÉÎÇ ÆÁÃÔÏÒ ×ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÓÔ ÔÏ ÁÃÃÏÍÍÏÄÁÔÅ ÅÍÐÌÏÙÅÅÓȭ 

disabilities. 

 

 

 



 

67 | P a g e 

 

How challenging are the following employer -related factors in finding and/or retaining 
jobs for people with disabilities?  

   Count Column N % 

Lack of adequate public transportation to the 
employment site Very challenging 52 56.5% 

Increased complexity of work roles Very challenging 46 50.0% 
Lack of knowledge about people with 
disabilities Very challenging 32 34.8% 

Lack of flexible work hours Very challenging 27 29.3% 

Negative perceptions of people with disabilities Very challenging 25 27.2% 

Lack of suitable training resources Very challenging 16 17.4% 
Fear of legal repercussions Very challenging 17 18.5% 

Lack of advancement opportunities Very challenging 14 15.2% 

Cost to accommodate disability Very challenging 11 12.0% 

 

When we ranked the employee related factors according to the number of respondents who 

ÒÁÔÅÄ ÅÁÃÈ ÆÁÃÔÏÒ ÁÓ ȰÖÅÒÙ ÃÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÉÎÇȟȱ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÓÔ ÃÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÉÎÇ ÆÁÃÔÏÒ ×ÁÓ ÌÁÃË ÏÆ ÓËÉÌÌÓȟ 

education, or experience to match available openings. Other challenging employee related 

factors included fear of losing government support benefits and lack of ability to navigate 

complex employment systems.  

How challenging are the following employee -related factors in finding and/or retaining 
jobs for people with disabilities?  

   Count Column N % 

Lack of skills, education, or experience to match 
available openings Very challenging 47 51.1% 

Fear of losing government support benefits Very challenging 42 45.7% 

Lack of ability to navigate complex employment 
systems Very challenging 42 45.7% 

Lack of job search skills Very challenging 30 32.6% 
Unrealistic expectations for the type of job and 
salary Very challenging 31 33.7% 

Increased incidence of emotional problems Very challenging 29 31.5% 
Lack of awareness of government support 
benefits Very challenging 27 29.3% 
Increased incidence of drug/alcohol addiction 
and/or abuse Very challenging 21 22.8% 

 
When we ranked the provider related factors according to the number of respondents who 

ÒÁÔÅÄ ÅÁÃÈ ÆÁÃÔÏÒ ÁÓ ȰÖÅÒÙ ÃÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÉÎÇȟȱ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÓÔ ÃÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÉÎÇ ÆÁÃÔÏÒ ×ÁÓ ÆÕÎÄÉÎÇ ÃÕÔÓȢ !ÎÏÔÈÅÒ 

challenging provider related factor was lack of personnel to adequately serve the client load.   
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How challenging are the following provider -related fact ors in finding and /or retaining 
jobs for people with disabilities?  

   Count Column N % 

Funding cuts Very challenging 46 50.0% 
Lack of personnel to adequately serve client 
load Very challenging 34 37.0% 

Accountability changes that interfere with the 
provision of services Very challenging 20 21.7% 
Overlap or duplication of services Very challenging 11 12.0% 

 
Respondents to the service provider survey have had their greatest success placing people 

with disabilities in retail sales positions, and have also had success with placements in 

administrative support positions.  

 
We asked educators to tell us which from a list of resources or strategies are most needed to 

help students with disabilities learn about their post-high school options. The educators 

placed individual transition plans at the top of the list, followed by mentorships or 

internships, and guidance counselors.  

 

Which of the following resources or strategies are most ne eded to help students 

with disabilities learn about their post -high school options?  

   Count Column N % 

Individual transition plans Yes 39 86.7% 

Mentorships or internships Yes 36 80.0% 

Guidance counselors Yes 31 68.9% 

Visits to colleges Yes 18 40.0% 

Visits to local businesses Yes 13 28.9% 

Internet resources Yes 13 28.9% 

Job fairs Yes 12 26.7% 

Visits from employment agency personnel Yes 10 22.2% 

Visits from college admissions counselors Yes 10 22.2% 

Parent or community volunteers Yes 8 17.8% 

Visits to employment agencies Yes 4   8.9% 

In what positions has your agency had the greatest success with placement of people 
with disabilities?  

   Count Column N % 
Retail sales Yes 60 65.2% 
Administrative support  Yes 33 35.9% 
Construction, maintenance or repair Yes 22 23.9% 
Production or transportation Yes 21 22.8% 
Professional Yes 9 9.8% 
Management Yes 5 5.4% 
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The service providers, educators, and others interviewed individually and during focus 

groups in southwestern Connecticut gave us information consistent with the survey results. 

We next discuss the interview and focus group results issue by issue. 

 
1. THE COMPLEXITY OF THE SERVICE SYSTEM 

In a January 15, 2009, memorandum, Neil Romano, who at the time was Assistant Secretary 

ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 5Ȣ3Ȣ $ÅÐÁÒÔÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ,ÁÂÏÒȭÓ /ÆÆÉÃÅ ÏÆ $ÉÓÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ 

Employment Policy, noted that the greatest challenges for 

improving employment for people with disabilities lie not with 

employers or the people with disabilities themselves, but rather 

lie with our public system of disability assistance. See 

Ȱ%ÍÐÌÏÙÍÅÎÔ &ÉÒÓÔȡ Creating Opportunities to Move to 

Integrated Employment.ȱ January 15, 2009. Memorandum from 

Neil Romano, Assistant Secretary, Office of Disability 

Employment Policy, U.S. Department of Labor, retrieved June 11, 

2009, from http://www.dol.gov/odep/events/employmentfirst  

/employmentfirst.ht m. Romano highlighted problems with 

system, including limited coordination of benefits and services 

across agencies and conflicting policies.   

! ςππφ ÒÅÐÏÒÔ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ 3ÔÁÔÅ ÏÆ #ÏÎÎÅÃÔÉÃÕÔȭÓ ÔÒÁÎÓÉÔÉÏÎ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅÓ 

for youth with disabilities similarly noted, ȰÔhere is a significant 

overlap in the types of services offered by participating 

ÁÇÅÎÃÉÅÓȢȱ 4ÈÅ ÒÅÐÏÒÔ ÁÌÓÏ ÎÏÔÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ȰÓÅÒÖÉÃÅÓ ÔÅÎÄ ÔÏ ÂÅ 

provided based on who the client is (e.g. what disability the 

client has, what age the client is), rather than on what the client 

needs (e.g. job training).ȱ The report noted that the overlap was 

made more difficult by the many different data systems that 

preclude data sharing, and the differing definitions of disability 

currently used by some agencies. See State of Connecticut, 

.ÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ 'ÏÖÅÒÎÏÒȭÓ !ÓÓÏÃÉÁÔÉÏÎȢ ɉςππφɊȢ Transition Services for 

Youth with Disabilities. Retrieved April 17, 2009, from 

http://www.brs.state.ct.us/PDFs/ 

ExecutiveSummaryResourceMap.pdf. 

Although many service providers we interviewed denied that 

any overlap of services exists, others noted that overlaps not 

only exist but also create problems for people with disabilities. 

Ȱ7ÈÅÎ ) ×ÁÓ ÆÉÒÓÔ ÈÕÒÔȟ ÔÈÅÙ 

called me about Medicaid.  So I 

enrolled in Medicaid. No one 

told me I could get food stamps 

or Social Security. No one told 

me for three years about the 

personal care assistant waiver 

program. No one told me about 

BRS. No one told me that I 

could get help getting a ramp 

built at my house.  It was four 

years before I had educated 

myself about everything I had 

ÃÏÍÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÍÅȢȱ 

 

Ȱ)Î (ÁÒÔÆÏÒÄȟ ) ÏÎÃÅ ÄÉÄ Á 

meeting of people from different 

agencies.  I threw out a name 

and everyone had seen that 

person. We need to make sure 

services are not duplicated for 

ÐÅÏÐÌÅȢȱ 

Ȱ4ÈÅÒÅ ÁÒÅ υττ ÊÏÂ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÅÒÓ ÉÎ 

Southwestern Connecticut 

looking for jobs, knocking on the 

doors of employers. No wonder 

ÅÍÐÌÏÙÅÒÓ ×ÉÌÌ ÒÕÎȢȱ 
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There is competition between state agencies and private providers for attention from 

employers. There is no common database of employment openings available to people with 

disabilities.  

One interviewee noted that are approximately 100 job developers in southwestern 

Connecticut whose clientele overlap. The interviewee further noted that the job developers 

ÈÁÖÅÎȭÔ ÍÅÔ ÔÏÇÅÔÈÅÒ ÉÎ ÏÖer three years, and seem reluctant to share job leads because they 

all are required to improve their own numbers of clients placed in jobs. Another interviewee 

ÍÅÎÔÉÏÎÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ Á ÌÏÔ ÏÆ ÄÕÐÌÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÓÏÕÒÃÅÓȢ  Ȱ)Ô ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÇÒÅÁÔ ÉÆ 

pÅÏÐÌÅ ×ÏÒËÅÄ ÔÏÇÅÔÈÅÒ ÁÎÄ ÕÓÅÄ ÄÏÌÌÁÒÓ ×ÉÓÅÌÙȠ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÆÒÅÅ ÕÐ ÓÏÍÅ ÒÅÓÏÕÒÃÅÓȢȱ !Ô ÏÎÅ 

meeting of job developers in Hartford, a service provider threw out the name of person and 

everyone in the room had seen that person as a client.  

The disability service system is complex and overlapping. Few people we interviewed fully 

understand all programs and services available to people with disabilities in southwestern 

Connecticut. The complexity exists not only on the regional and state levels; the complexity 

also exists on the federal level.  

 

2. SERVICE PROVIDER FUNDING, TRAINING AND TENURE CONCERNS 

Two front-line positionsɂjob coaches and job developersɂperform vital functions in 

helping people with disabilities find the right 

job match and succeed on the job. Three 

quarters of providers (75.0 percent) in our 

CT-NY Talent for Growth region cite on-site 

job coaching as the most helpful strategy in 

finding and retaining jobs, while over half 

(58.7 percent) cite job coaches as the most 

needed employment resource.  

Because the pay of job coaches and job 

developers in southwestern Connecticut can 

be as low as $12 per hour for college 

ÇÒÁÄÕÁÔÅÓȟ ÔÈÅÒÅȭÓ Á ÈÉÇÈ ÔÕÒÎÏÖÅÒ rate. The 

turnover rate may be obstructing the most 

critical element for success in job 

placements: the building of relationships 

with employers. Almost three-quarters (73.9 

percent) of providers in our CT-NY Talent for 

Growth region who responded to our survey 

indicated that ȰÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅÄ ÃÏÎÔÁÃÔ ÏÒ 

Ȱ-ÁÒËÅÔÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ sales skills are important. You need to 

build rapport with employers before discussing 

ÃÌÉÅÎÔÓȢȱ 

Ȱ4ÈÅ ÂÉÇÇÅÓÔ ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍ ÉÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÊÏÂ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÅÒÓ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÓÔÁÙ 

on the job. The average time on the job for job 

developers 1½ years. How successful you are depends 

on the connections you have to make.ȱ 

 Ȱ*ÏÂ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÅÒÓ ÔÅÎÄ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÆÒÏÍ ÈÕÍÁÎ ÒÅÓÏÕÒÃÅ 

fields, and they tend to be recent graduates. Ideally 

sales would be a better background, but salespeople 

ÅÁÒÎ ÍÏÒÅȢȱ 

 Ȱ)ÔȭÓ ÄÉÆÆÉÃÕÌÔ ÆÏÒ ÊÏÂ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÅÒÓ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÔÈÅÙ 

approach their task as a clinician, and they are very 

ÅÎÇÒÏÓÓÅÄ ÉÎ ×ÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÓÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÉÓȟ ×ÈÁÔȭÓ ÇÏÏÄ ÆÏÒ 

their ÃÏÎÓÕÍÅÒȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ ÏÎÅ ÔÈÉÎÇȢ  When you go 

out to job develop, you have to put on a different hat.ȱ  
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ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ×ÉÔÈ ÅÍÐÌÏÙÅÒÓȱ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÈÅÌÐ ÊÏÂ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÅÒÓ most to better serve people with 

disabilities. Here are other resources that over half of respondents indicated would help job 

developers the most to better serve people with disabilities:  

Ɇ Online shared databases of disability employment resources (66.3 percent) 

Ɇ Increased collaboration with other disability service providers (64.1 percent) 

Ɇ Information on local and regional business and workforce trends (60.9 percent) 

Ɇ Improved sales and marketing skills (56.5 percent) 

Budget cuts have reduced job development services in southwestern Connecticut. One job 

developer noted that his program is funded only through July 1, 2009. He and other job 

developers are uncertain if their own jobs will continue after that time. His organization, for 

the first time in 25 years, must apply and complete for funds. One person we interviewed in 

the winter has been furloughed for most of the summer. The shift from block grants has 

hampered agency planning. Future funding might pay only for direct time spent with clients, 

not time developing job leads and conversing with employers about clients and their jobs. 

Job developers and job coaches generally have a social service background, but might benefit 

from having a sales background when selling employers on the reasons to hire employees 

with disabilities. The job developers we interviewed know they need to sell employers on the 

abilities of their clients, not the disabilities of their clients.  

Another interviewee wished that job developers knew more about the trades, and thus were 

better equipped to help people with disabilities enter the trade professions including 

carpentry, welding, plumbing, refrigeration work, and electrical work. The interviewee noted 

that most job developers and job coaches come from academia, not from the trades and not 

from other non-college professions. 

We asked service providers in our CT-NY Talent for Growth region to tell us which from a list 

of strategies are most needed to help people with disabilities  find and retain jobs. The 

respondents, as a group, placed on-site job coaching at the top of the list, followed by 

personalized counseling to match interests, aptitudes, and skills with job opportunities.   

What additional employment resources are most needed to find and/or retain jobs 
for people wi th disabilities?  

   Count Column N % 
On-site job coaching Yes 54 58.7% 
Personalized counseling to match interests, 
aptitudes, skills with job opportunities  

Yes 48 52.2% 

Disability awareness training for employers Yes 44 47.8% 
Mentoring and internships Yes 43 46.7% 
Workforce readiness training Yes 28 30.4% 
Computer training Yes 23 25.0% 
Online databases of disability employment Yes 22 23.9% 
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resources 

 

From the interview, focus group, and survey results, we find that improved funding, 

improved traini ng, and longer tenure of job developers and job coaches will help increase the 

employment rate of people with disabilities in southwestern Connecticut. 

 

3. THE INCREASING COMPLEXITY OF THE JOB APPLICATION PROCESS 

 
The increasing prevalence of online application processes is problematic because the 

processes take a long time to complete, limit those who may not have regular access to 

computers, and increasingly include personality tests which tend to screen out people with 

disabilities, thus preventing them from getting to the interview 

stage.  

The time needed to apply for a job has increased dramatically 

in recent years. One job developer reported that many of the 

new online applications for standard retail jobs take him and 

his clients more than an hour and a half to complete. He noted 

that even if clients are able to use a computer to complete an 

online application, they might not be able to return to the 

computer on a regular basis to check email that employers 

typically send in response to online applications. 

Last year the Office of Federal Contract Compliance Programs 

made clear the fact that federal law protects people with 

disabilities from some overly burdensome online job 

application processes.  The office declared on July 10, 2008, 

ÔÈÁÔ Ȱ%ffective immediately, all compliance evaluations shall 

include a review of the contractor's online application systems to ensure that the contractor 

is providing equal opportunity to qualified individuals with disabilities and disabled 

veterans. The review should include whether the contractor is providing reasonable 

accommodation, when requested, unless such accommodation would cause an undue 

hardshiÐȢ )Î ÔÈÉÓ ÄÉÒÅÃÔÉÖÅȟ ÔÈÅ ÔÅÒÍ Ȭonline systemȭ shall include, but not be limited to, all 

electronic or web-based systÅÍÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÔÒÁÃÔÏÒ ÕÓÅÓ ÉÎ ÁÌÌ ÏÆ ÉÔÓ ÐÅÒÓÏÎÎÅÌ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓȢȱ  

Office of Federal Contract Compliance Programs (OFCCP). (2008). OFCCP Directive 

Transmittal Number: 281 DATE: July 10, 2008.  

 

4. THE INCREASING COMPLEXITY OF JOBS 

Ȱ!ÎÄ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÔÈÏÓÅ ÏÎÌÉÎÅ 

applications---if you ÄÏÎȭÔ ÈÁÖÅ 

money for food, you certainly 

ÄÏÎȭÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÍÏÎÅÙ ÆÏÒ Á 

ÃÏÍÐÕÔÅÒȢȱ 

Ȱ-ÏÓÔ ÏÆ ÍÙ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÈÁÖÅ 

computers or email addresses 

or the ability to check email 

often. It takes 1 ½ hours to 

apply for a retail position. The 

time investment has increased 

ÄÒÁÍÁÔÉÃÁÌÌÙȢȱ 
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Not only has the job application process become complex; jobs themselves have become 

complex. One interviewee noticed during his thirty years as a job developer that years ago 

employers hired people to perform only one or two tasks on a 

job, but today employers want workers who have a variety of 

skills. Employers seem unwilling to carve jobs to fit a person 

with disabilities who can perform some, but not all of the tasks 

listed in the wide-ranging job descriptions that are typical today. 

In the past an employer might hire one person to run the cash 

register, another person to stock the shelves, and yet a third 

person to do janitorial work. Today employers expect every 

employee to be able to run the cash register, stock the shelves, 

and do some janitorial work.   

Many people interviewed, including educators, service 

providers, and parents, noted that students who choose to enter 

the workforce immediately after high school face difficulties that 

similar students in prior generations did not face. The difficulties 

include the fact that manufacturing jobs have moved from 

Connecticut to other states. The difficulties also include the fact 

that several manufacturing firms in southwestern Connecticut 

have changed to 24-hour production schedules on 12-hour shifts 

that rotate on a 14-day schedule including weekends. Long shifts 

create problems for people with disabilities who have difficulty 

working long hours or who rely on public transportation 

schedules more geared toward regular weekday hours. Yet 

another difficulty is the fact that computer skills are increasingly 

considered basic skills in many companies.  

Although job developers try to convince employers to carve jobs 

to fit the abilities of particular employees, in our current 

economy employers are rarely willing to carve jobs to fit the particular needs of people with 

disabilities, even when the requested job carving likely falls within the requirements of the 

American with Disabilities Act. One parent reported that his son, who suffers from cerebral 

palsy, was unable to convince his fast food employer to allow the young man to rest on a stool 

when operating the cash register. The employer reasoned that if he allowed the young man to 

rest on a stool when operating the cash register, other employees would ask permission to 

rest on a stool. The employer didn't seem to understand that the American with Disabilities 

Act requires employers to make reasonable accommodations for employees with disabilities.  

Several interviewees noted that there exist a wide variety of disabilities and a wide variety 

people with disabilities. Agencies, employers, and programs all need to be cognizant of the 

ȰCompanies are looking for people 

who have a myriad of skills, not 

just one skill.  Now employers 

want employees who can do a 

multitude of tasksɂreturn carts, 

bag groceries, handle the bottle 

and can room, and do cleaning.  

)ÔȭÓ ÍÕÃÈ ÍÏÒÅ difficult to find a 

company willing to hire an 

employee to just do one skill.ȱ 

Ȱ4ÈÅ ÒÅÁÌÉÔÙ ÉÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÍÁÊÏÒÉÔÙ ÏÆ 

people with cognitive disabilities 

are going to be in routine service 

work that has structure and give 

them opportunities to use one 

particular skill.  Finding 

employment is a struggle because 

employers need employees who 

ÃÁÎ ÍÕÌÔÉÔÁÓËȢȱ 

Ȱ4×ÅÎÔÙ ÙÅÁÒÓ ÁÇÏ ×ÁÓ ÓÏ 

different; we had a lot of 

manufacturing jobs that were 

tedious and boring, but perfect for 

ÏÕÒ ÃÏÎÓÕÍÅÒÓȢȱ 
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fact that people with disabilities have diverse skills, abilities, and accommodation needs. Two 

interviewees noted that there are low skill and high skill jobs available for people with 

disabilities, but not much is available in the middle skill level range. One described the 

situation as a bipolar distribution based on intellectual ability level, with opportunities for 

those in the high and low ranges of intellectual ability, but not much for those in the middle 

ranges of intellectual ability. 

As employers learn more about the precise abilities of people with disabilities, employers 

may become more willing to carve jobs to fit the abilities of employees with disabilities.  

 

5. TRANSPORTATION DIFFICULTIES  

Lack of transportation to work sites is the greatest challenge affecting the employment 

prospects of people with disabilities in the CT-NY Talent for Growth region. When asked 

about a variety of factors affecting their ability to find or retain jobs for people with 

disabilities, over half (56.5 percent) of the service providers cited lack of adequate public 

ÔÒÁÎÓÐÏÒÔÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÓ Á ȰÖÅÒÙ ÃÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÉÎÇȱ ÆÁÃÔÏÒȟ ×ÈÉÌÅ ÔÈÅ ÏÖÅÒ×ÈÅÌÍÉÎÇ ÍÁÊÏÒÉÔÙ ɉψυȢψ 

percent) consider it Á ȰÖÅÒÙȱ ÏÒ ȰÓÏÍÅ×ÈÁÔ ÃÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÉÎÇȱ ɉςωȢσ ÐÅÒÃÅÎÔɊ ÆÁÃÔÏÒȢ 

Results from two other questions in the service provider survey indicate that transportation 

is one of the largest problems facing people with disabilities in our CT-NY Talent for Growth 

region. According to 76.1 percent of respondents, transportation is a most needed resource.  

According to 66.3 percent of respondents, improved transportation services have been very 

helpful for finding and/or retaining jobs for people with disabilities. 

What other r esources are most needed to find and/or retain jobs for people with 
disabilities?  

   Count Column N % 
Improved transportation services Yes 70 76.1% 
Flexible work hours Yes 57 62.0% 
Volunteering to familiarize people with work 
setting 

Yes 40 43.5% 

Employers tax credits and incentives for 
training 

Yes 32 34.8% 

Collaboration with other community services Yes 27 29.3% 
Work from home or telework Yes 18 19.6% 

 
 

How helpful have the following factors been for finding and/or retaining jobs for 
people with d isabilities?  

   Count Column N % 
Improved transportation services Very helpful 61 66.3% 
Flexible work hours Very helpful 58 63.0% 
Volunteering to familiarize people with work Very helpful 36 39.1% 
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setting 

Collaboration with other community agencies Very helpful 35 38.0% 

Employer tax credits and incentives Very helpful 25 27.2% 

Work from home or telework Very helpful 17 18.5% 

 

Many interviewees and focus group participants similarly cited lack of transportation as a big 

problem for people with disabilities. More than a few noted that the transportation problem 

is horrendous, and the transportation between cities is difficult because the transportation 

systems are territorial.  

The transportation system for people with disabilities, while providing an important public 

service, has limitations for those who work. Commuters with disabilities note the schedules 

are not conducive for someone who has to work and requires flexibilityɂand yet employers 

ÖÁÌÕÅ ÆÌÅØÉÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÅÍÐÌÏÙÅÅȭÓ ÐÁÒÔȢ 2ÅÓÅÒÖÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÈÁÖe to be made days in advance, so it 

would not be possible to arrange for a later pick up on the same day if there were a need to 

stay late at work. Riders must be ready to leave within a window of an hour.   

Whether a person with disabilities can access public transportation services depends on 

whether the person has the cognitive, financial, and physical resources necessary to access 

those services, and depends on whether those services are available, convenient, flexible, and 

affordable. 

 

6. EMPLOYMENT ENVIRONMENT CONCERNS 

Over one third (34.8 percent) of the service provider survey respondents in our CT-NY Talent 

for Growth region indicated that ÅÍÐÌÏÙÅÒÓȭ ÌÁÃË ÏÆ ËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÄÉÓÁÂÉÌÉÔÉÅÓ 

is a very challenging factor in finding or retainiÎÇ ÊÏÂÓȢ 2ÅÌÁÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÁÔ ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇ ÉÓ ÅÍÐÌÏÙÅÒÓȭ 

negative perceptions of people with disabilities, which over a quarter (27.2 percent) of 

service providers cited as very challenging.    

Many parents, educators and service providers emphasized that a critical part of the 

employment success of people with disabilities is often the direct supervisor.  People with 

disabilities experience success when they have 

supervisors who understand the disability and provide the 

accommodations necessary to allow the employee to work 

to the fullest extent possible.  A change of supervisor 

frequently causes difficulties for people with disabilities. 

One mother reported that her son worked successfully at a 

restaurant for one year, but encountered problems when a 

new supervisor came on the scene. Within two months the 

young man lost his job. Some parents and service 

Ȱ/ÎÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÂÁÒÒÉÅÒÓ is the other 

employees.  The average person is not 

used to working next to someone with 

a disability. Employees need to be 

educated about working with people 

×ÉÔÈ ÄÉÓÁÂÉÌÉÔÉÅÓȢȱ 

 


























































































































