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Kalma K. Wong
46-220 Alaloa Place
Kaneche, Hawaii 96744
(808) 393-5218

VIA FACSIMILE
December 3, 2007

Senator Norman Sakamoto
Hawail State Capitol, Room 230
410 South Beretania Street
Honolulu, HI 96813

RE: DOE Budget Informational Briefing, Monday, December 3, 2007
2 p.m., Room 309

Dear Senator Sakamoto,

Please find attached my testimony for HCR43, the audit request of the
Department of Education Special Education Program. My testzmony is relevant in light
of the subject of today’s informational briefing.

Please also find attached the eupws of the signatures collected of people who
would like to see the DOE held accountable for their spending of the Special Education
monies.

I you have questions regarding my testimony or of the signatures of the
concerned citizens, please feel free to contact me at 393-5218 or fluts866@email.com,

Sincerely,

Hetria 3

Kalma K. Wong
Hawaii Chapter President, Autism Speaks
Vice President, Beautiful Son Foundation
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Kalma K. Wong
46-22( Alaloa Place
Kaneohe, Hawaii 96744
{808) 235-4411

March 29, 2007

Representative Roy M. Takumi
Chair, House Education Committee
Hawaii State Capitol, Room 444
415 South Beretania Street -
Honolulu, HI 96813

Representative Lyla B. Berg, Ph.D.
Vice~-Chair, House Education Commitiee
Hawaii State Capitol, Room 324

4135 South Beretania Street

Honolulu, HI 96813

Re: Testimony in STRONG SUPPORT of HCR43, Audit Request of DOE
Special Education Program
House Education Committee, March 30, 2007, Room 309, 2 p.m.
35 copies

Dear Chair Takumi and Vice-Chair Berg:

1 am writing to express my strong support for House Concurrent
Resolution 43 (HCR43). This resolution requests that the state anditor conduct a
fiscal and management audit of the Hawail Department of Education's Special
Education Program.

The Hawaii Department of Education is appropriated millions of dollars
each year for Special Education. In the fiscal year 2005-06, $108 million was
appropriated for what was labeled “Special Education in Regular Schools™
alone, This money did not include appropriations for extended school year,
Felix expenditures, diagnostic services, evaluation and [EP services, speech
pathologists, occupational therapists, psychologists, educational assistants, etc.
With the amount of money being earmarked for special education, why then are
so many students with special needs being denied services because of “lack of
funds™?

In my capacity as the President and Walk Chair of the Hawaii Chapter of
the Cure Autism Now Foundation, I have come across many people touched by
autism and other developmental disabilities, The people have inclikled family



members, teachers, administrators, therapists, and physicians, among others. Over the
past few years, allegations of fiscal misconduct by DOE employees with regard to special
education funds have been brought to my attention, I have become increasingly
concerned that those occurrences were not isolated incidences,

The findings of the Kailua High School audit show the necessity of a watchdog or
two within the Departinent of Education, One watchdog should be the State Auditor.
The only way to know if the money being appropriated for Special Education is actually
being spent on the education of children with special needs is to have a full and detailed
audit of the spending. How is the money truly being spent? Where is the money going?
Most importantly, is the money being used fo provide an appropriate education for the
children with special needs in Hawaii? These are a few questions that an audit can
answer.

. A fiscal and management audit of the Hawaii Department of Education’s Special
Education Program by the State Auditor will help to ensure that the children with
disabilities in Hawaii receive appropriate services. Please pass HCR43,

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at 235-4411/393-5218 or
flute866@gmail.com.

Sincerely,

Kalma K. Wong
Hawaii Chapter President
Cure Autism Now and Autism Speaks
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writien only

Senator Norman Sakamoto

15" Senatorial District

Hawaii State Capitol, Room 203
415 South Beretanis Street
Honoluly, I 96813

RE;: Testimony regarding the DOE Special Education Programs and WHY an AUDIT is
Necessary.

December 3, 2007
Deur Senator Sakamoto:

For the 2005-2006 school year, the state legislature allocated $2.187 billion dollars to the
Department of Education. As 2 taxpayer, I must ask, “Why does the legislature continue to

approve budgetary increases every year when the DOE’s ability to be fiscally respousible js
questionuble?”

Ironically, at the termination of the Felix Consent Decree on May 31, 2005, many porents with
Special Needs children, like myself, immediately began facing difficult obstacles in acquiring
special needs services, Muny children have had sudden elivimation or limiltions placed on theiy
related services with unexplained rensons and worse yet, many children in the Early Intervention
Program initially enfering the DOF system have had their eligibility denied outright despite their
early identification through this DO program., By limiting special needs services to children
who are entitied to them under IDEA, the DOE is being neither socially nor fiscally responsible,
A lack of fimds to pay for these services is NOT A PLAUSIBLE excuse given the enormity of the
$2,187 billion dollar budget. It is imperative that the Special Education Program be audited

immediately before the present and future special needs children of Hawaii cventually Jooze ALL
of their services.

The DOE claims that they spent approximately $400 million on our children this year to comply
with the Felix Consent Decree yet, how do we know for certain that the DOE actually spent $400
million on Special Education? Where is the proof? Since expenditures for Special Bducation
programs and services sre unclearly identified and are perhaps decply buried in DOE financial
reports and documents, how would the taxpayer be able to verify this information? The
departmental program with EDN 150 as the identifier for the overall SPED program includes
numerous allocations. Many of these programs could possibly be combined, eliminated or
reallocated within the SPED program given the duplicity and irrelevance to the Felix class
children. Only an sudit can clarify these issues and possibly result in offering our children
fireater resources.

The DOE budget is very complex and hardly straightforward, both of which compound my
confusion. Expenses on the balance sheet such as “Schoo! Level Instruction,” “Comprehensive
Student Support,” “Instructional Support,” and “School Support™ sound almost the same. ARE
there ANY diffexcnces? Is there an all inclusive list of services that are separated under each
category? Why can't “Special Education sorvices” be listed as 8 separate line item in the budget
a8 $400 million doilars along with an itemization of these SPED funds allocated to each program?
Wouldn'i this provide better clarity and understanding of the budget and financial reports? Or
perhaps, there is something the DOE wants to hide?



According to the March 16, 2007 article in the Honalulu Advertiser, approximately $400 million
was spent on approximately 19,000 children or 11 percent who are eligible for “Special
Education under the Felix Consent Decree. However, in a legislative report presented in January
2007, Ms. Hamamoto also showed that in 2006, 51 percent of the public school children are
“Special Needs,” This 51 percent “Special Needs” group included the followiny subsets of
“Special Education” (8%), Economically Disadvantaged (30%), Scetion 504 (1%), Englishas a
Second Language Leamers (3%) and Multiple Needs (13%). This leaves 49 percent of children
without special needs,

Despite what we are led to believe, it seems highly improbable that ALL 3400 million went
o ONLY 11 percent of the public school population given that 51 percent of all public
school children are identified as Special Needs. If $400 million did indeed go towards the 11
percent of the Special Education childten, then how much money directly impacted our children’s
education? Recognizing the DOE’s thick layers of “supperts,” isn't it possible that the
MAJORITY of these resources went to pay, for example, the administrative and personnel
salaries including the Stodent Service Coordinators, CSSS Rusource Teachers, Educational
Assistants, in addition to ISPED support and Recruitment and Retention Incentives, all of which
incidentally are listed under EDN 1507

On the other hand, if ONLY $400 million dollars went towards ALL of the 51% Special Needs
children, how ¢an our children’s educational nceds can be sufficiently met given that fhis is only
18.3% of the overall budget?

‘The DOE uses the terms “Special Education” and “Special Needs” interchangeably; however, do
they actually represent the same groups of children? Are the services of Special Needs children
different from those of Special Education children? What is the diffcrence between the 11% of
children eligible for Special Bducation services under the Felix Consent Decree ss dosoribed
compared to the 5% subset of Special Education children under the category of “Special Needs™
described in fthe lepislative report? Are the differences related to the scrvices these children
receive, the funds from which they are served or the resources they receive? Does the funding
come from different sources? Why is there a need for everything 10 be so complicated?

In a past Honolulu Advertiser article dated June 1, 2005, Ms, Hamamolo is quoted a3 saying that
“the state had approximately 11,006 Felix-class publi¢ school students, and continuing to provide
the special services they are entitled to will cost about $350 million per year.”

The statistics in thig article are confusing, First, according to the DOE, the official total
enroliment for Special Education students for the 2004-2005 school year was 20,173, and not
11,000 as stated by Ms. Hamamoto. Again, a similar question comes to mind. Did $350 million
really go to ONLY the 11,000 children Ms. Hamamoto spoke of of the 20,173 children as
published in the Hawaii Public Schools Official Bnroliment for 2004-2005? If the DOE is
confused, then bow can a taxpayer like mysell not be confused? Which group of children is Ms.
Hamamoto referring to when speaking of the Felix cligible children and the Special Education
childen? Again, what is the diffcrence?

Additionally, if 11,000 is the correct count 25 quoted in the June 1, 2005 Advcrtiser article, then
the difference in the Felix class children from June 1, 2005 compared to the 19,000 special
eduvation children as reported in a March 16, 2007 Advertiser article and the DOE’s 2007
Legislative Report is 8,000 children or an incrcase of 72 percent. However, the difference
between monies spent during the approximate 2 year time frame, $350 million versus $400
million, is a merc increase of only 14.2 percent for related services and special education.
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Realistically, HOW did the DOE manage to pay for ALL of the special needs services for an
additional 72 percent special needs children with only a 14.2 percent increase in funds over the
approximaie 2 year perivd? If Ms. Hamamoto was correct in stating that there were 11,000 Felix
class children in 2005, it seems highly possible that between June 2005 and March 2007, many of
the 8,000 children went WITHOUT the services that they were entitled given that only an
additional $50 million was allocated for their needs during this time period. Wouldn’t an audit be
an easier method of determining the reasons for 2 lack of funding rather than bringing on snother
Felix Consent Decree?

According to the DOE’s Official Envoliment and Annua Financial Reports listed on their
website, the appropriated funds to the DOE are listed below for the various years.

1402 '02-03 03-04 04-05 '05.*06 *06-407
SPED Students 20,320 20,808 20,469 20,173 19,714 19,030
REG Students 163,30% 161,990 161,965 161,724 161,641 160,204
Budget (BIL) 1.673B 1.814B 1.876B 1.980B 2.1878 77?

Notice the yearly DECREASE in the Special Education population beginning the 2002-2003
school year, the yearly DECREASE in Regular Education population since the 2001-2002 school
year and 2 CONSTATNLY INCREASING school budget every year since the 2001-2002 school
year. With the general population skrinking and the SPED populiation shrinking, where
does all of the extra funds go and to whom? How much of these funds really go towards
educating our special needs children? s this an example of fiscal responsibility?

A December 15, 2006 article in the Pacific Business News statcd that “state (DOE) officials
didn’t know the total spent on special education programs for the pagt 10 years under Felix,
though estimates have ranged from 3300 million to more than $1 billion.” In this same article
another high DOE administrator was quoted as saying “In those early years we were just
serambling.”

If the DOE spent $330 miltion in 2005, $400 million in 2006 and an ¢stimated $400 million in
2007, then this easily tolals over $1.15 billion for ONLY 3 out of the 10 ycars under the Felix
Decree. The DOE’s estimated “$300 million to more than $1 billion™ range is farther from the
tnuth, Despite the excusc that they were “scrambling® for 10 years, isn’t it obviously ¢lear that
the DOE does not know the first thing about being fiscally responsible?

On March 15, 2007, the “Superintendent’s Update,” #07-06 includes a chart called “Where Does
Your Bducation Dollsr Go?” It shows that 65 cents out of every dollar goes towards
personnel costs including the state and district administration. Included within this 65 cents
is & mere 2.975 cents out of every dollar which goes towards the costs of related services
personnel for special education children including psychologists and behavioral specialists smong
others. If the DOE’s budget for 2006 was $2.187 billion dollars, then un estimated $64.5 million
dollars were spent on special education contracts and related services personnel. How ducs this
equate to the $400 Million as claimed was spent for Felix related educational services? Again,
the question is the same. How many OTHER programs did the $400 million apply to in the
overall SPED budget that we do not know about? We should be concerned that the majority
of the $400 million is not going towards the education of our special needs chikiren but perhaps
towards the extraneous programs that hinder the operations of an already top heavy and
duplicative state agency where fiscal accountability is neither required nor expected by anyone.
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Based on the figures above, if 2.975 cents are deducted from the 68§ cents, then is it possible
that 62.025 percent or $1,356 billion of the $2.187 billion budget went towards paying the
majority of all other personnel unrelated to special needs children? Are taxpayers actually
paying for the high administrative salaries that fall under the HSTA contracts rather than for
services that address both the special needs and regular education populations? Howamlasa
parent and taxpayer assured otherwise?

Since the DOE cannot place “rate caps™ on the salaries of their OWN personnel, the next best
alternative, at the expense of our children, is to place rate caps via the RFP’s on non-DOE
etnployees such as the contracted providers. That's why the DOE rccently attempted 10 place rate
caps on the Doctotate level Intensive Instructional Service Consultants or IISC’s. Regardless of
community concemns, the NEED for these mental health services and the DOB’s current lack of
capacity 10 scrve these children, the DOE IGNORED all protests and testimonies and went
forward with this REP. Thankfully, due to parent, community and professional persistence along
with the assistance of seloct state legistators, HCR 124 was developed and passed. Still, the
outecome is uncertain. Why must the education of our special needs children come to this? How
can parents trust the DOE? Ag in this example, the DOE did not place the necds of our children
fivst despite claiming fiscal responsihility, With an enormous $2.187 biltion dollar budget, [am
lecery of having the DOE as the sole guardian whose priorities do not lie with our children.

State legislators and taxpayers need a better understanding of the DOE’s complex budget,
specifically that of the SPED program. If the legislature or the public continue to allow the DOE
to make unsupported and unchallenged financial decisions, then it is certain that these decisions
will have an adverse impact on the provision of educational, psychological and mental hesith
services for our children now and in the futare, This will not bode well for the children of Hawaii
or for the future of the Department of Education.

Lastly, to compound the challenges of fiscal responsibility, the DOE bas recently begun its
Medicaid School-Based Claiming Program. In alctter dated September 18, 2006 {from Ms.
Hamamote to Parents of Special Needs children, it specifically stated that “federal monies
reimbursed to the DOE will be used to support Regulav and Special Education initiatives.”
Why will these Special Needs monies be used to support Regular Edocation initiatives when
Act 244 specifically created a federal maximization revolving fund for supporting special
education services ouly? How much of these reimburtements will actually reach our
Special Needs childrea after excessive administrative costs? Has this even been
determined? Since it Is expected that millions of foderal dollars will eventually come to the
DOE to help pay for services for the Special Needs children, it would be wise for state
legislators to conduct an initial audit that thoroughly examines the status of the curvent
SPED program, the appropriateness of fanding, allocations and expenditures. Guidelines
should be developed and clearly outlined to ensure that these federal dellars are
sppropriately used ONLY for our Special Needs Children. If we do not cxpect fiscal
respongsibility BEFORE this program is fully operational, then this situation has the
potential to become 3 financial disaster.

Conducting an audit is a sound business docision for our State. If is the ONLY way of
determining “where the money really goes.” The Department of Educution is a public agency
whose primary purpose is to serve the seeds of our children, not the neceds of itself.



Thank you for your consideration in this very important mattor,

Chao Ocampo
215 N. King Street, Apt, 207
Honolulu, HI 96817
808-585.9641

a4

—_——



