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© .
PREFACE ’

The concept of educational vouchers has, for the time being, entered the
realm of philosophical conjecture. It is notlthe purpose of thils report to debate
the voucher issue; however, the reader is cautiored that our di-cct involvement
with the East Hartford Pargnts’ Choipe Project has understandably biased our per-
ceptions. It is recomménded that the reader consult other reports on East
Hartford experience with Educational Vouchers. The view point of the educational
establishment can be found in a report entitled, '"Educational Vouchers. A Critical
Appraisal', by John Nirenberg of the Connecticut State Department of Education. '
Perhaps the most detailed and quective reportvis, East Hartford Voucher History-
Parents Choice Project: 2/75 - 1/76 By Dr. William WeBer, NIE Site Historian
of the East Hartford Parents' Choice Project.

East Hartford's report on the Parents' Choice Project has been divided
into two volumes. Volume one provides a general overview of the Eaét Hartford
study from the beginning of the feasibility analysis, to the end ;f the Parent

Choice Simulation Study. Volume two presents in detail, the organizational and

technical systems developed by project staff for the proposed implementation of

a voucher system.

THE BOARD OF EDUCATION VOTE

The Parents' Choice Project staff was charged with the task of presenting
to the East Hartford Board of Education all of the data relevant to the implemen-
tation of an educational voucher brogram. .Due to the complexity of the program,
the presentation was divided into the following components: 1) open enrollment;

2) transportation; 3) budgeting systems {(voucher/autonomv); 4) private/parochial

. schools; and 5) parent information.

6 -
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- In addition to the data, the Board of Education also was presented with
the following 1list of options regardiﬁg each component:

Component #1 - Private and Parochial Schools

’
a. Inclusion of public, private, parochial schools in the State of
Connecticut.
b. Inclusion of public, private and parochial schools in the Town of

2

East Hartford.

13

c. Inclusion of public and parochial schools in the Town of East Hartford.
d. Inclusion of public and-private schools in the Town of East Hartford.
e. Inclusion of only public schools in the Town of East Hartford.

Component #2 - Open Enrollment -

G A parent has the right to enroll their child in any public school in
the Town of East Hartford with transportation provided on the basis
“ of seats available.

b. A parent may request a transfer of their child to any school in the
Town of East Hartford on the basis of seats available with transpor-
tation provided.

c. A parent may request transfer to any public school in the Town of
: East Hartford on the condition that the parents provide transportation.

Component #3 - Transportation

AMENDMENT TO TRANSPORTATION POLICY

"The Board of Education has adopted a transportation policy which provides
for the transportation of public and non-public school children in the
Town of East Hartford, as allowed by statute, under the following conditions: .

"4. Transportation shall be provided all students on the above criteria.
Location of residence within a local school attendance area shall not be
a factor in determining transportation to the school in which the student
is properly enrolled, provided that federal funds become available to
cover excess. costs of such transportation.”

Component #4 - Budgeting Procedures

a. . Unit Administrators would develop unit budgets based upon educational
vouchers received from parents. Excluding fixed costs and Salary
. Equalization Fund, the unit administration would exercise wide dis-
- cretion in budgeting remaining funds.
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b. Unit Administrators would develop unit budgets based upon allocations
of financial and human resources as established by the Board of Educa-,
tiou. Unit Administrators would exercise limited discretion in ox-
pending funds.

¢.  Unit Administrators would initiate requests for funds based(dbonJ
established need to the Superintendent for review and action

3 i &
Component #5 -~ Parent Information . Q\\ /)- T
) £
o . =i S
a. The Board of Education shall provide information to parents annually ‘ ;-
which describesr the school program in all public, private and

parochial schools participating in the educational voucher program.

b. The Board of Education 'shall provide information to parents annually
which describe the school programs for public schools in the Town
of East Harttford.

BX
oy

After a thorough analysis of both the data and the options, the Board
of Education voted on a previously tabled policy extepnsion of Open Enrollment.

PROPOSED POLICY EXTENSION

<; " "Public Act No. 122, Connecticut Statutes, enables a Board of Education
to develop and test education scheclarships as a way to improve the
quality of education by making schools, both public and private, more
respunsivé to the needs of children and parents, to provide greater
parental choice, and to determine the extent to which quality and the
delivery of educational services are affected by economic incentives."
"Thercfore, the Superintendent of schovls shall annually calculate the
cost of education per pupili (K-5, 6-8, 9-12) by dividing the annual
adopted budget by the public schools average annual enrollment for pre-
ceding October !, excluding the costs of transportation, bonded
indebtedness, special education, and specific costs of the Board of

Educatfon.”

"The Superintendent of Schools shall annually make public notice of the
cost per child. The cost per pupil shall be equal from child to child
according to elementary, intermediate and gsecondary levels. He shall
establish a positive program for informing-pirents of the open enrollment
policy of the Board of Education.” '

"A description of individual school programs available ‘in the Town of
\ Fast Harcford shall be published annually."




" "The parents of each child in the Town of East Hartford have the right
to determine their child': educational pattern, public or private,
without regard to race, color, creed, or sex. To effectuate this policy
parents shall receive an educational scholarship equal to the per pupil
cost for education, but observing all restrictions of Public Act No'. 122,
Connecticut Statutzs."

The policy extension encompassed all of the components of the Parents'
Choice Project, therefore, the 6-2 vote against the extension meant a complete

rejection of the voucher system. . v
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INTRODUCTION

- On January 26, 1976, the East Hartford Board of Education voted six to

two against implementing key parts of an educational voucher plan for the town.
The vote ended more thén two years of study, debate and discussion that ranged from
philoscphical concepts to financial considerations.

Why did East Hartford consider the voucher concept? Wh;'was it awarded
two federal grants to study feasibility and implementation? What were the results
of those studies and what were the benefits to the Town of East Hartford and to the
field of Public Education? And finally, why did tﬁe Board vote to reject the project

East Hartford c;_alled "Parents' Choice"? , ;‘

This volume attempts to answer those and other questions.

WHAT IS THE VOUCHER SYSTEM?

Ian this bicentennial year of 1976, an old argument has surfaced again:
Who should take the credit...or the blame...for the condition of American education?
The pu?lic tends to point to the professionals, the administrators and
the teachers who work in the schools. uThe professionals; in turn, often look to
so;iety at large, toward other institutions including family and television, and
at those who set school budgets. Researchers seem to pin responsibility-on a wide
variety of causes: the media? family structure and size, testing procedures, |

societal factors, teacher training, and such.

" The debate is endless, but while the public interest waxes and wanes, the

nrocess of education continues to benefit some children while representing lost oppor-

tunities to others.
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And so, whuevetr should take the credit...or .the Blamé...for the condition
of‘American education, the fact is, that the children in the classroom, their parents ...
and other relatives, will have to livé with the results.

The voucher study in East Hartford was an effort tb_test a theory
based on whether increased parental control over the alloc;tion of education
funds would improve the quality of educa;ion-and result in greater public satis-
faction. : .

The system would'operage by providing a voucher for each school-age
child equal to the average per-pupil expenditure for the .child's grade and school
district. Parents would take the vou;hers and enroll their children in a school of
their choice, and the school would redeem the vouchers from the Educational Voucher
,égéﬁérinz usually the school board. The size of a school's budget, then would be .- .-
determined by the number of vouchers it received from parents choosing to send theif

child to that school.

ORIGINS

It was 200 yéars ago thag Adam Smith, who began the scientific study of
political economy, suggested what is now called the educational voucher. It was -
Smith's idea éhat government should finance education, buq not céntrol it. The
" 18th century ecc: ~7ist wanted parents to receive ney so they could hire teachers.
Smith aséumed that 11 parents were given the money to back up their choices, they
would do at least as good a job as government in educating their children.

Almost 200 years passed before the vouchér concept was revived, again by
individuals‘outside the public education establishment. in its new 1ife,.it never

has been adequately implemented or supported and remains to this day an ideological

N

.orphan.
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Economist Milton Friedman, considered a political conservative, first

revived the idea in the mid-1950's. Then, in his 1962 book, Capitalism and Freedom,

Professor Friedman_qrgued that the way to get government out of the education
business was té give parents a check or "voucher" fo;‘what 1t would cost to educate
each child and then let the parents buy schooling on the open market. He saw little
or no meri; in having ihe government manage a monopolistic schocl system. In his

view, government's role was to finance education and insure that schools adhere to
<

certain minimum standards.

At about the same time, Harvard Profescor Christopher Jencks was writing

-

in such liberal journals as The New Republic about the seeming irony that ghetto

~school children with the greatest educational needs often got the least part of

Fhé“édggatiqﬂal”qulgr,Wwpilg the greatest amount of money went for educating -
éhiiﬂréﬁrof Qealkhy pafents in.private schools. i
Jencks and his associates at the Center for the Study of Public Pblicy
finally focused on the voucher concept as a way to change what they saw as this
educational imbalance. The Center proposed that parents of children from low
socio—econom;c or disadvantaged families shou;d receive funds in addition to the
basic voucher. Tﬁese compensatory vouéhers We;e supposed to make such children
more éttractive to middle class schools, combating the growing division of schools
by race and economic ciass. The extra funds also wauld provide additional help in
solving someﬁof,the.educational problems which such children often bring to class.
Where Jencks and Friedman differedAwas on how the basic voucher éould be

supplemented. Jencks would allow 6nly government compensatory funds to help disad- -

vantaged children. Friedman wanted to permit parents to add their own funds to the

‘basic voucher value and thereby purchase more expensive education for their children.

'Jéﬁéks'énd the liberals argued this would increase segregation.

-J



Despite the differences, the plans advocated by Professors Friedman and

Jencks had several things in common:

- Parents would have the final say on choosing the schools their children
will attend.

- Both public and private schools could offer their facilities to parén*s;
even schools set up for profit could compete for the voucher dollar.

- In order to pay for the schools of their choice, parents would be given
certificates - vouchers — from a school board or other governing agency..
- The agency then would redeem the vouchers from the schools by using
publie funds.-

- Schools would survive only if - they received enough voucher income to pay
their expenses. '

In 1969, the federal Office of Economic Opportunity (OEQ) <~w-issioned the
Center for the Study of Public Policy (CSPP) to look at the voucher . cept as a

———— way- to make -education more responsive; accountdble and effective, especidlly as

it applied férpoor families.
The CSPP, in 1970, recommended field testing what it termed a "reguiated
compensatory: voucher model. Besides giving parents the right to choose schools for

their children by using vouchers, the proposed model also included:

- pa}ticipation by publié and private schools.

- a "compensatory' voucher added to the basic voucher of poor children
with these extra funds giving them more purchasing power in the edu-
cational market place. '

o

'~ a random selection system for picking students for schools where
applications exceed openings.

- free transportation for children enrolled at schools beyond a reasonable
or safe walking distance from their homes. '

- students having the right to transfer from one school to another at any
time, with the recipient school getting a pro-rated portion of the
- voucher dollars and the students' former school losing those dollars.

- a provision that no school, whether public or private, new or already
operating would have a guarantee of survival, unless voucher income

covered expenses. \
"
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On the basis OE the CSPP report, the OEO awarded grants to six school
districts in the United States to study the feasibility of the regulated compensa-
tory voucher plan. 1In five cities, the plan was rejected for a variety of reasons:
fears. that parental choice would lead to increased racial segregation (some of the
cities were_wrestling with ways to reduce existing school raciél imbalances); com—'
plainté that vouchers would give state.aid’to parochial schools; opposition from
national and local teachers groups to what they considered a bid to~introduce~ -
"huckgterism" into education; lack of gupport of parents (minority and low-income
parents had grown distrustful of OEO programs, while most ﬁiddle class barents saw
vouchers as a plot to destroy neighborhood schools); and a lack of state legisla—
tion which*would permit private schools to participate. |

<~ --= - -Finally,~in 1972, the- AlumRock School DistFict in San Jose, California,

‘implemented a limited voucher demonstration: Thénihhased limiféEibn§*fésulted“in@wflﬁm_~_
only six of the twenty-four Alum Rock schools participating in the demonstration
at the start, with no priﬁatg Schools being involved because of a restrictive state
constitution. Another limitation was that teachers were guaranteed'job tenure and
seniority rights.
Iﬁ August of 1972{ Congress passed a law creating the Ngftional Institute
of‘Educatidn(NIE) as -a separate agency within the Federal Depa ent of Health,
Educagion quHWelfare (HEW) . - The sFudy of the voucher concept, begun under the
6fficé of Economic Opportinity, was shifted to NIE,' | |
NIE  has continued the AlQm Rock demonstration, and it also funded studies
" by Eaét Hartford's school system and seven school districts in the Manchester,
New Hampshireﬂared,
The Alum_Rock demonst:ation ended in June, 1976, and imﬁlementation of S—

the voucher concept“in East Hartford and in the Manchester area has been rejected.

trd




THE RATIONALE FOR VOUCHERS

In most school systems today, if a parent is unhappy with his or her
chi.ui's schoolQ there are only two options =- both costly. The parent can move to
another district or town or city, or the parent can pay for a pgivate school. This
situétion means that the only people who have any freedom of choice in education

[
are those who can afford it, either by moving to communities with attractive schools

. or by péying‘private school "tuitions, -
How does a child get into a particular public school in the first place?
For the most part, solely because the. family of ' the child happens to live on a

street that falls within the distr¥ict lines drawn for that particular school by
school officials or the_§chool board. Ihg@primevqgngerg_fg;;ggawing“suchﬁdistrict,,

lines normally is to m2kz cthem correspond to the capacity of the school and to place

—.-students close enough to the school so that they either can walk or be bussed to the

school at the least cost.~ R

£5, how a child gets into‘a part.cular public séhool has little if anything
to do with education, but the ‘education a child gets often has a great deal to-do
with the school that child atténdsf Thg voucher concept attempts to base the choice;
off;chool more on educational than oﬁ gquraphical reasons. It uses the assumption;
that parents generallv will make the right educational. choices ‘if given the right
information and pr.:edures for understanding tﬁat information.

Another assumption of the voucher concept is that different styles and
approaches to education showld be encouraged because children's learning needs

differ. In short, the belief is that it is the classroom program that should fit

the child, not the child who should adjust to the program.
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Utilizing the information and professional counseling offered through the
voucher program,'parents would be able to decide where a student should go to school,
. J

what kind of a’ program the child would be exposed to, and what kind of éducationai\

N
~

N
~

benefits the child might logically be expected to achieve. N
Since vouchers represent a fundamental shift in who controls the b%ég B
of an individual school and since this power shift affects all aspects of educa-
tion, arguments for and against the concept are wide-ranging. )
But while there is an ample. supply of pro and con views, there are few
if any facts regarding the actual iﬁplementation of a voucher system. With the

phasing out of the Alum Rock demonstrationm, with the déféat of-implementation plaqs

in East Hartford and in Manchester, New Hamphhire,,and with the prospect of funding

new studies dim, the chance to determine the possible benefits or liabillties of an

operating voucher system is fading.

' THE SETTING: EAST HARTFORD SCHOOLS

East Hartford is a community whose growth has largely stabilizec. Little
area is left for single-home building-and apartment development has met with in-
creasing opposition. Because of the aeticipeted'continued decline %n single and
multi-unit residential construction, and a continued declide in the tirth 1ste, the
school population is expected to drop to 8,800 pupils by 1981. This compares with .

a high of 12 ,600 students enrolled in the fall of 1970.

Because of this decline, East Hartford has been in the midst of a con-
tinuing controversy over whether to close some schools. In December, 1975, the
Administration recommended closing four schools which it termed sﬁall and inefficient
facilities. .Parents in the areas that would have been affected protested the -closing

of their neighborhood schools and the Board of Education voted in January, 1976

*  to keep those schools open.
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Fourteen schools have only elementary ééhﬁgﬁfgj'mGStly-K~throughﬁ5,ugigh_a few K

However, the pressure from budget restrictions and a classroom vacancy rate of more

than 20% has once again forced the Board to request a study of how much money could

be saved by closing schools.

East Hartford has 23 schools open at present. As of Spring, 1976, some
10,699 students were enrolled in Lhe public schools. An additional 544 students
attended two catholic elementary school in East Hartford and some 368'niﬁ£h to
twelfth graders attended East Catholic High School in neighboring Manchester.

There are two high schoolg, East Hartford High School héd 1,607 enrol%ees

and Penney High School had 1,813 enrollees as of Spring, 1976. An alternate high -

’

school, called Synergy, enrolled 45 students.

~———. . _There is 'a mix.of grades in the various elementary and middle schools.

i ——

through 3 or 4. Three schools with elementary students also have middle school

sections, while the remaining three schools have students in grades 5 or 6 through 8,

There are small and large schpols,_ranging from an elcmentary school with
119 students to a K through 8 school with ?04 students. Each «chool has developed
its own mi% of program types. Some have the traditional self-contained clasgrooms,
others use the informal open-class structure. Between these variations are combi-

nations utilizing team teaching, continuous progress, non-graded structure and

Individually Guided Education. - . <« e

*

The two high schools differ fundamentally. One has a traditional structure

and the other has a loosely structured systemibased on a modular scheduling.
n . A



As of October, 1975, there were 565 minority students making up 5.2% of
the total enrollment.in East Hartford schools. There were 291 Blacks,‘187 Spanish
Ameriéans, 19 American Indians, and 65 Asian American Students. The mimority pop-

ulation has been growing steadily; in 1973, only 3.18% of the students were so

- lassified. However, the growth is uneven, since in.individual schools the

minority percentage ranges from a high of 16.31% to a low of .81%.
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THE TOWN OF EAST HARTFORD

East Hartford is often called "The Cfossroads of New Eﬁgland" located
A as it is about 110 miies from New York City agd 110 miles from Boston. On its
18.2 square miles of land area.livé’57,583 people, as of the 1970 census;
The town's taxable Grand List on October 1, 1974, was $510,555,732. With
Vé tax rate of 43 mills based on an as§es§ed valuaticn of 65%, more than $21,450,000
was raised in the 1974-1975 fiscal yeér. 'The mill rate fer the 1974-1975 fiscal

yedr was increased to 44.8. o

Total town revenue for fiscal 1974-1975 was more than $30,763,000 with

$18,025,000 allocated to the Board of Education. A total of 59.74% of the town's

'Budgét was allocated for education.
In East Hértford and other Connecti;ut com;unities, the Board of Education
- determines where and how the budget will be speﬁt. The Town Council or such similar ’
body dete;mines the total dollar amount that will be spent.

There was nu statement of support by ahy member of the Council of either
party for the youcher system. In fact, Mayor Richard Blackstone, a Déchrat,
considered urging paréﬂtsfto boycottrthe;voucher plan if tha Board ever apbroved
itshimplementation. Blackstone_afgued that the plan threatenea the concept of the
neighborhopd school, and he doubted the town's ability to pick up what he prédicted

would be additional costs at the end of the voucher test period. At various times

during the feasibility and-implementation studies, similar criticisms were expressed

3

by other political leaders. ' | . : ,

The Town Council is made up of nine elected members who serve two-year
terms without pay. Connecticut law requires that no more than six members can be
from one party, which means that in East Hartford, three Republicans are elected

even though GOP votes have been declining in recent vears.

o
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The Board of Education consists of nine members who serve foﬁrfyéa; terms
without pay. Elections are staggered so that four or five seats are.ﬁotéd dn every
two years. While the Board is ostensibly non-paftisan, both Repubiicans and Deﬁp- .
crats endorse candidates and sometimes votes fol}ow party lines. Howevéf; during
the voucher-study and votes, both'%arties had members for and against the concept.

East Hartford is neither suburb nor central'city and has been character-
ized as”a transition zone between each. It is separated from Haftfo%d, Connecticut's
capitol city, by the Cénnecticut River. However, the three bridges connecting phe.
two communities provide access between them inda matter of minutes.

Median income ;n East Hartford, according to 1970 census figures, was
$i2,000. Aﬁfﬁhéf time thére were 281 families iiving below the poverﬁy level,

127 families living on social security or other rétirement'income, and 151 families

living on welfare or some form of public assistance. The racial composition of the

community was 98.77%.

Across the river in Hartford, termed an "aging metropolis" by some, the
situafion is dramatically differert.  An estimated 34,000 f;milies are living on
wglfare, or social security...about 617 of the households. The schools in Hartford
théve a_minofity enrollient of 78.4%.

| While these figures comparing East Hartford and Hartford were not often
mentioned during public discussions of the voucher studies, the reality they
' represeﬁggd could.not be forgotten.
Regiénal school desegrggation has -been called for in two Federal Court

suits and a decision in favor of either ofaﬁdth plaintigfs would ijipclude

""" East Hartford.
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The fact that these suits were pending during_the voucher study raised concerns

that the voucher would become a mechanism tc support regionalized forced busing. It
A _

is important to note, however, that East Hartford currently participates in a volun-

tary busing program called Project Concern, which has sent Hartford students to

<

the suburbs since 1968.
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THE FEASIBILITY STUDY...WHY WAS IT SOUGHT?
“ ’ . / . ¢
-
East Hartford's school system under SgpeE%ntendent Dr. Eugene A. Digggy

v o - . Lo
had been ‘exploring...and.in some cases impleménting...new apprcaches to education

7 : : . .
for several years,.prior to studying vouchers.

«

_The Superin:endgnt's policy on autonomy gave each of the town's.23 schools

2 gradually increasing amount of self-direction which mostly resulted.in differences

in classroom organization rather than differences in educational philosophies.

.

In 1972, the Board decided to permit parents to benefit from the increas-

ing choices the schoollautonomy-policy was designed to, foster. It institutéd an

—

Open Enrollment Policy which permitted some children to attend schools outside

their neighborhoods. Under-this policy, if space is available at the school a

parent wants to transfer a thild to, and- if the Superintendent approves. the transfer

-
9

request, the change is allowed. However, parents nre responsible for transporting
the child to the non-neighborhood school.
Realizing that the town had'tw0‘components of a voucher system already

in place, East Hartfrod officials took a closer look at the vouch 'r concept in

15

1973. A meeting was held with tHé.sﬁaff of the Center for the Study of Public Policy

exploringvthe"similaritieS'bet&%engﬁouchers and:East Harttord's Open Enrollment
Policy as well as the town's deyeldping school autonomy.
" Following a series of additionéi meetings between officials of the ,CSPP,

the National Insritute of Education, and the East Hartford school administrators,

it was decided tc :k a feasibility grant. A grant for $69.653 was awarded in

January, 1974, and for the following three months East Hartford'personnel made an

intensive study of the feasibility of implementing vouchers.

) . - .
The school system supervisow of reading, Mrs. Frances Klein, was released

L]
.

to-assume the duties of project coordinator: ¢ntside consultants were called on

. ' ?
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to work under the direction of East Hartford administrative personnel in the areas

" of school4capacity, enrollment projéctions, transportation, legal analysis and

community surveys.

-

A SUMMARY OF THE RESULTS OF THE FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS

CAPACITY

A consultant firm idéntified the architectural and programmatic capa-
cities of all the district's schoois and concluded that East Hartford has an

overall excess capacity level of approximately 20% (11,225 pupils enrolled,

13,850 spaces) . *

Six sghools could accomodaté'between 0-50 transferees,** six could
accomodate'51;100; seven could accomod;te 101-200# and three could accqmodate
‘more than 201 additional pupils. The consultants also concluded that the pupil
population“of the distfict'would decline approximately 172 in the.ﬁext five '

years. - As a result, additional excess capacity would be available for the pro-

posed program.

AUTONOMY

) The study of the decision making process for school autonomy clarified

what nad-been developing for some five years.

2
H

«
. . .
]

* . (Excess capacity, or a greater number of pupil stations than pupils, is crucial-
to open.enrollment because without it, it is likely that few transfer requests could
* - be granted. This issue, as well as others mentipned in this report, are discussed in
detail in the Final Report of the Feasibility Analysis).
el . o
**% Only Pitkin School could accomodate zero. - " ' |

‘
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It found that as a resﬁlt of the Bodrd's policy on autonomy, each individual school
had the primary responsibiliéyrfor developing céurse material, for grouping students
according to needs and abilities, for selecting material and\equipment, for school-
day schedules, how staff was utilized, the organization of the school building,
d ways of reporting pupil progress.
The study found that the Boérd'of Educatiun, the Central Administration
and the individual schools worked together on the hiring and transfer of personnel.

Teacher allocation was based on student-teacher ratios, with new teachers being
{

selected by the.schéol staff.

' The Board and the Central Administration determined town-wide education
§ervices, major school ﬁainteﬁance and ﬁinances, with the Administration makiné
financial decisions within the framework of the budget approved by the Board.

Such items as the length of the school day and -the selection of custodians

a

and secretaries were determined by contractual agreements.

ADMISSION AND TRANSFERS

Since the major impact on most parents was expected to be indirect, the
rights of‘parents who chose not to transfer their children had to be assured.

East Hartford's experience with its Open Enrollment program had already
resulted in some.guidelines[and procedures on admissions aﬁd transfers. buring the
feasibility study, these were refined énd clarified.

The following transfer rules ‘vereé drafted:

* "All students would be guaranteed space in their attendance area
school as well as in thg school or schools it feeds;

* Al students would have the right to finish their education in any -
school in which .they enrolled; -
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* Parents would be allowed to request out-of-attendance-area
transfers at four specified times during the year;

* If more pupils wished to transfer to a particular school than the
school can accomodate, those to be transferred would be randomly
selected:

* Students who transferred out of, but who then wished to return to,

their attendance-area school would be given preference over new
transferees. ' -

TEACHER TRANSFERS

Just as parents could choose the school for their child, teachers coﬁld
request assignm.nts to the school which most closely matched their own goals and

educational philosophies.

However, declining school enrollment has increasingly limited the mobility

of teachers since there are fewer and fewer positions from which to choose. This

" meant it would have been necessary to permit a teacher to request a transfer without

jeopardizing a present assignment.

This did not mean that a school principal could not have requested that

a teacher be transferred out of a school, especially in light of the declining

~enrollments which have meant cutting back staff at most East Hartford schools.

The feasibility study produced a form on which all teachers could in-
dicate their availability for the following year, and another form on®which to
request a transfer to another school if the teacher so desired. The new recommen-

dations also provided for the updating and posiing of information regarding possible

vacancies.



19

INFORMATION SYSTEMS

As part of the feasibility analysis, a Parent Advice Team (PAT) was pro-
posed to insure that parents were fully informed and understood the various educa-
tional choices they could make for their children. This team also was to hélp
parents understand the proéess of admissions and transfers, and to help in con-
tacts with school s:aff.b |

As proposed in the study, PAT was to serve as an Information,Collection
Bureau, gathering and verifying program descriptiuns from the schools and data from
in-house evaluations. PAT also would serve as an Inférmation Distribution Bﬁreau,
taking the descriptions and data it had cdlle;ted and pac#aged to the homes of the
parents of school children. Finally, PAT was to receive transfer request forms,
process them and notify schools and péreﬁts of the éction taken. :

o

TRANSPORTATION

A consultant generated trahsportation routes and associated costs based
on hypothetical percentages (7.5, 15, 25). of transferring students. Although the
‘district now spends $176,872 for the transportation of typical students -- gxclusive'
of speécial education and parochial school pupils —-- the consqltaht indicated that
a considerably increased transportation budget would be required for an expanded
. open enrollment program.

The transpoftation of students on a grouped basis (i.e., from school to
school) could cost from $213,000 to $449,000 and up to a maximum of $1,000,000. For
an individualized transporgétion system (i.e., pick-up near the place of résidence)
the cost would probably be in'excess.of $3.3 million. The consultant“cdncluded,
hqwever, that it would be administratively‘feasible for East Hartford to operate the

transportation system necessary for an expanded open enrollment program.

35
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" LEGAL ANALYSIS P.A. 122

Since the voucher programlmust corform to State Law, (P.A. 122) legal
counsel was requested to advise the district oh the compatibility of the proviSiéns
of the Voucher Program with thcse of P,A, 122. Counsel suggested that certain por-
tions of the act were ambiguous and advised the district to seek clarification
before proceeding with the adéption of the proposed policy.

If the district.adopted a voucher program, East Hartford parents could
enroll their children in "Board-certified' private as well as public schools
within ghe town's boundaries. In anticipation of such ac?}oﬁ, a study was made of
fhose regulations the Board might wish to adopt which would allow private schools
to participate. District staff also outlined the procedures that individuals or:»
groups wishing‘to create new-private sch091; would follow. Private schools, in
this context, must operate similar fo public schools; i.e., they must:

-

1. Charge a tuition not higher than the value of the education
scholarship;

2. - Make information about their school's programs available to
parents and the community;

. ' < ’ ' '
3. Make such financial date available as would be required to audit
the educational scholarship program;

4. Hire teachers and select pupils in a non-discriminatory fashion.

During the study, the "compensatory scholarship" requirement of P.A. 122

was analyzed. Staff concluded that it would be impractical under existing regulations

for the school system's Title I funds to follow children, which would have been

the case with "compensatory scholarships".

Finally, in line with the policy requirements that the Suberintendent

annually calculate the per-pupil cost of education in East Hartford for each level

<

(K-5, 6-8, 9-12), the district developed a formula to reflect per-pu; i costs ex-

clusive of funds not assigned to individual schools.
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The Administration drafted a statement which notes that the education scholarship
will consist of three parts: instructional dollars, fixed-cost dollars, and

equalization dollars.* .. |

"

COMMUNITY SURVEY

In an effort to gauge community attitudes towards an expansion of open
»nrollment, the district conducted a number of surveys. The results indicated‘that
parents supported the proposed.prOgram sdbstantially (602) and that the piofessional
'sraff supperted it moderately (384) " Between 47% and 157 of East Hartford famllies
mlgnt transfer their children; most of these .parents were motivated by a desire to
‘remove their children from what they viewed as an unfavorable educational setting.
Approximately 50% of the parents and 40% of the staff favored the payment of public

funds to private schools under the proposed program.

‘THE ADMINISTRATION'S CONClUSlQﬁ%HHHMW”MMMMWM‘
The East Hartford feasibility study was complex and far-reaching. Numerous
mangement processes and model characteristics were ‘developed, useful hypothetical
da'a was gathered; and parents ahd school district employees were informed about the
:sroposed program. However, some model details needed further refinement; computer
programs for school budgeting and teacher and pupil transfers still hadAto be developed

and tested; questions about transportation needed further study; the implications of a

sudden termination of federal funding required additional consideration.

* Instructional dollars include average cost of teacher, supplies, equipment. Fixed
cost dollars, include utilities, insurance, bdnded indebtedness, maintenance. Equali-
zation dollars include difference in salary costs for teachers, unusual increase or

decrease in enrollments .and contigency funds.
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In addition, parents (individuals and community groups) and staff (the
teachers, Central Administration, principals, vice-principals, supervisors and
Qirectors), needed more time to think about and discuss the proposed program and
the school system needed to do more surveys of attitudes regarding the proposed
voucher program.

To accomplish these tasks it was determined that additional study woulé
be required. Therefore, the Board authorized Ehe Superintendent to seek funds from
the National Institute of Education to further study and simulate operations where
appropriaté during the 1974f1975 school year. It also recommended that the Bogrd
engage in community discussions during the early fall of>l975 with a target
date of January, 1976 for waking a final decision in regard to applying for an.
operational grant.

During thg'"simulation stage', computer programming and simulated opera-
tions would be undertaken to provide -the Board_witﬁ a better underspanding of the
programs which wmight be encountered during implementation. Information gathered

during the "simulation stage'" would make it possible for the Board to make an

informed final decision on the feasibility of implementation.
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THE_IMPLEMENTATION STUDY

WHY?

While the feasibility study had answered many questions, it still left
tunanswered the most critical one of all: how would the voucher system actually
work in E#ét Hartford's schools? Of special.coﬁcern weré two areas =-- trans-
portation and the relationship of priva%g and parochial sghgols to the'public
school %ystem,

The National Institute of Education announced in February of 1975 a
$387,371 grant to East Hartford to enable the town to carry out a study of im-
“lémanﬁing the voucher system. The grant also would be used to refine existing

and proposed components of a voucher system,

NIE and East Hartford officials felt that the more questions that could
e answered, the more problems recognized, the more procedures plotted out in ad-

vance, the easier actual implementation would be.

WHAT XIND OF VOUCHER SYSTEM?'

While the East Hartford plan called for a regulatec voucher system, it
would have been the closest thing yet to what Adam Smith, Milton Friedman and

Christopher Jencks Qrote about.

Not only were parochial schools considered as participants, but ways of
allowing parents and teachers ko set up non-religious private schools were studied.
While in Alum Rock, not all district schools were included,,in East Hartford 511.

- twenty-two of the fowp:s schools would have been part of the system from the start.

There was even mention at one point (prior to the fihal decision not to implement

the plan) of possibly including schools outside of East Hartford.

%)
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Other elements of thé regulated voucher system also were being planned
for East Hargf;;d, including free transportation, liberal transfer procedures,
random selections where students exceeded space,and limits preventing schools
from requiring additional payments on top of the vouchers. Uncertaip, however,
was the very sensitive question of whether schools (and teachers) would survive
or ﬁot solely based on the income they could generate by attracting vouchers

(students).
PARTICIPATION BY STAFF AND CITIZENS

Among the initial accomplishments of the implementation study was the
use of mini-grants by the staff of the town's twenty-two schools as well as the
staff of three departments of the school system to conduct studies and develop

programs. The staff at each school used its mini-grant to develop what they felt

Y

'werg their own priorities. It was an exercise in using the self-direction which

the Board of Education had been trying to foster in East Hartford schools.

Many of the mini-grants were used to improve existing academic pro-

" grams or institute new ones. Others were used to hélp teachers work in their

»

classrooms, or work with each other,

N

A few were directed at more fundamental changes. The 0'Connell middle
school staff developed a studeﬁtlcode of conduct and, to help promote compliance,
a system of incentives based on ré;ards and extracuf;géular activitiéé. The mini-
grant funds helped create a handbook for parents and students which spelled out in-.

formation about the school, its programs, the kind of attitudes and behavior ex-

pected of students and the services offered to students.




27

Thelstaff atlthe South Grammar /Willowbrook elementary schools, which
are administered jointly, worked onvshifting programs to a more traditional ap-
proach. During summer workshop sessions, the staff discussed whether a child
should stand and say '"'yes sir" on "no sir" or "yes ma’am" or "no ma’am" when
speaking to adults. The staff also set very specific academic objectives fer what
their kindergarten through sixth grade students ‘should have mastered by the end of
a given schoel year as well as what they should be studying in the areas of math,
reading and writing.

At the Silver Lane elementary school, which has the town's highest per—
centage of minority students, two innovative programs were funded by the mini-
grants. One was a multi-cultural approach to observing such events as Thanks-
-giving and Christmas, with an aim o teaching children to respect everyone, no
matpef’;nat ‘their differences, This program also involved parents in a variety

of volunteer activities, including the operation of a media center and maintain-

,
/

ing contact with other parents,

The. other Silver Lane program sought to develop a team approach nsing
classroom teachers and other education professienals in assessing where a young-
ster was in language arts and math during the first month of the school year. Out
of this joint assessment, goals for.each student were set and the classroom teach-
ers and resource professionals worked togethef“fo help youngsFers reach those goals.
The aim of this approach was to heln prevent learning problems by providing a better
idea of where an individuel child should be. )

The most extensive participation by staff members came during In-Service

training carried out under the school autonomy component of the implementation

study. More on that later.

e




;NFORMATION PROCEDURES

Parent and public involvement in the implementation study came in
two ways: efforts to inform and educate people about_Phe voucher study and
surveys to determine what people thought about it.

There were two levels with which the information efforts had to deal:
individual parents and what they needed to know to make decisions about a
youngster's education; and the townspeople as a whoie and what they‘ﬁeeded
to know as their elected officials considered whether or not to implement the
Parents' Choice.

The general information program consisted of some professionally pre=~
pared materials ... a slide show yith an audio-tape narration explaining what‘
the voucher concept is and why East Hartford was studving it: several pam—
phlets, one dealing with Open Enrollment, the other with Parents' Choice; and a
seriés of ner releasés and broadcast interviews.

The slide show was used frequently atlschool PTA and PTO mee;ings and
before civic and church géoups. The pamphlet on Parents' Choice was distfibuted
at such meetings as a way of reinforcing the information in thé slidelpresenra—
tion. On hand for the meetinés were the staff of the Parents' Choice project
and teacher volunteers cften with other school admini;trator§, to answer questions
from the audience or clarify points. e .

The Parent Advice Team members also used the materials at smaller meet-—
inés of parents and.interested residents. Bdt the ;ajor role of the Parent Advice

Team was to help'parents with their individual problems and decisions. This in-

formation to parents became one of the five comporents of P--ants' Choice.
f
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THF. FIVE COMPONENTS

Because of its complexity, the plan was divided by the Parents' Choice
project statf into five components. This was to enagle the implementation studies
to be done in a reasonable amount of time and also to help in explaining the plan
to the Board of Education and the public,

'

A report was issued on each of the components.
INFORMATION TO PARENTS ’

An important part of any voucher system is making sure fhat parents, *
when they are making a choice between schools, have enoﬁgh informatioﬁ to makeqa
good decigion and fully understand that information. Fqually important,‘since.
there is an element of competition among the schools in a voucher system, that
information must be objective and accurate and it must cover rougﬁly the same
areas of concern for all participating schools so that valid comparisons can be
made.

This difficult assignment was given to the Parent Advice Team (PAT),
three pa;éﬁprofessionals who would work with the PAT Coordinator, in order to w
collect, arrange, verify and distribute information about the town's schools. |
The PAT field workers were Hired in Mav of 1975, and‘after some orientatién, bggan
assembling information packets. g '

The major pilece of material was the third edition of the "Our . Schools"
booklet. Descrlptlons of the town's twcnty- two public, one alternate and two 5'

-parochial schools werelwrltten in a fairly uniform manner to help parents mak;
comparisons between programs. |, ., But the 1anguage used was often too professi;nal

some descriptions were vague and the over-all impression was an apparent lack of

significant differences among the schools." - .

- ; ’ : :3:)
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The implementation study recommended that ‘the PAT team handle the

collection and verification of future "Our Schaols" booklets so that the in-

“~

- / )
formation would be consistent, uniform and reliable. . '

Other information in the packet distributed to the 7,000 homes in (7
East Hartford with school-age children was a pamphlet explaining the existing
Open Enrollment program and transfer forms. Due to delays in grant fundtng M

and material preparation, the packets were not given out until the last week of

June. Future distributions would have been targeted for Haﬁch so that parents

s

could use the information while vigiting schools and cohsulting Gith school
staff and still have enough time to submit applications by the May 30th deadline

for transfers in September.

The PAT téam worked out of an office located at a small shoppin&}

-

center in town, providing additional information. 2o parents in person a over

. P

the telephone. Some of the information~requested-d@d not concern Open Enroll-

ment transfer; or the Parents''Chd®ce plan, indicating that.the PAT team some-

times acted as an informatioﬁvand referra]l bureau for, the school system.
<)

The implementation study recommended that such information and referral

serviges continue\pven if Pﬂrents Choice was not implemented.' It also was sug—

3
gested that the Board of qucation consider developlng the PAT team so 1t could

function as the system's ombudsperson. ,

v

Continuing to locate the PAT team in a central location, acgessible to

the public and open when schools would normally be closed, also was recommended.

) '..

" It was felt that the role of the PAT team and its relation to:the schoois and to

parents required it to be located in a "more neutral" site. , ~

- / . & . \,‘_“_.,:7_.,_7.-_—‘——:—_:‘:":?‘.'
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The PAT team's most direct ‘impact, was on the Open Enrollment program,

where, the number of transfer requests roseﬁto 160 from the previous year's total =

~of about 100, The Parents' Choice staff felt this was a significant rise despite

the late distribution of material and thefrequirement that parents provide trans-
. 5 .

portation for the children to the out-of-district school.

While the basic attendance r&ghts of all students remained the same as
those proposed 'in the feasibility stud;, changes had to be made in the transfer
rights, especially where the deadline for submitting applications was involved.

ThlS was tecause some parents ﬁere.not aware of the deadline, some families moved

* into town after the deadline but still wanted to participate in.Open Enrollment

and emergency situations (such as a death) altered family situations and reguir:d

an immediate transfer. ' The need for flex1bility was prov1ded by handling all trans-
fer requests received after the deadline on a first ~come f1rst-served basis. Those

meeting the deadline but involving a school,where there'mere more transfer requests

-than spaces, were subject to the random.selectiOn outlined in the feasibility study.

v

~ The only other change in the“transfer rules involved the two high schools,. .
where vequests were limited to the.periods prior to the start of the school year and
between the first and second semester. lhis was done to avoid the possible loss of
creditszy students in the high schools, who take oourses for a semester. In the

other schools, the transfer periods continued to coincide with the marking. periods
. \ o

7

of September, November, January and April.
Another conclusion of'the implementation study was that transfer requests

were spread more or less evenly system-wide, both into and out of individual schools,

\ X : . L
with one eX€eption. That was the Silver Lane School, which is close to two day-care

- [N .

!
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- centers and therefore is popular for working parents who have kindergarten age

children. While many transfer requests appeared to be based primarily on non-
education reasons, still some 20% of the applicatlons vere made because parents

wanted a different educational program for their Childre“';

SCHOOL AUTONOMY AND VQUCHER VALUES

As mentioned earlier in this report, the most extensive staff partici-
pation involved In-Service training dealing with school autonomy. The aim w

to improve communications within the school system and between school pe 1

.individually and with parents, espeeially when they dealt with problem solving,

decision-making ‘and conflict management.'

The In-Service training focused on the diversity in the East Hartford
echool system, how to develop.it at the building level, recognize the alternativesl
present andvto come, end nake appropriate choices. The sessions sought to develop

skills on using groups, managing conflict, solving probléms and making decisions

at the building level.

Over a five month period, the Central Administration staff, principals,

supervisors and teams of teachers from each of the participating schools' were

involved ir aspects of the In-Service training. There also was a brief presenta-

tion for school secretaries. All in all, more than 20% of the school system's

staff participated.

Consultant staff reported that after some initial suspicion that the

-

In-Service progrim was an effort to "sell" the voucher system, progress was made
prog y .

on fmplementing the goals. Many of the staff members reported that the skills of

defining and solving problems and of communicating which were sharpened at these

sessions proved to be'of immediate use, Both personally and in the classroom.

< - : 473



Howevef; these sessions did t@rn'up a‘'sense of COnfugion and conflict
about the ;ole of principals énd teachers in running a school and a definition of
building autondmy on an operational level w;; only completed by the end ofAAﬁril,
1976,

Of some concern to principals was the amount of money they would get
from VQPChers if Parents' Choice was ;mplémented. The school system used the
~1975-1976 budget figures.to come up with simulated voucher values. 

The gross budget totaled $18,697,852. From this was subt;acted such “
costs as debt sérQice, school maintenance, special education and health services...
ba'step taken té insure that schools with older, more ineﬁficieﬁt buiidings wouldl
not be penalized, as well as a step to insure no cutback in the level of services
at any individual school if Parents' Choice was implemented.

The $15,339,404 adjusted.gross budget was then d%stributed to the
twenty-two publié schools and each school's share was then dividédﬂamong the four
grade categories (K, 1-5, 6-8 and 9-12) Qithin that school.~ Then the sum of the
dollars allocated to each grade category from all twenty-two schodlé was divided

by the:total enrollment in each grade category, yielding the four voucher values.

Kindergarten - S 676.95 (iow because children attend only
half-days)

Grades 1-5 - $1,372.12 )

’Grades 6-8 - 81,499.23

Grades 9-12 - $1,666.03

The voucher accounting setup also developed a method of equalizinﬁ
salary accounts from school to school. Parents' Choice project staff proposed

this equalization so that no school could benefit from "trading in" teachers at,
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the high end of the salary scale for teachers at the low end, or get rid of high-

salaried teachers in order to use the funds saved for other purposes. The equal-

1zation formula did this by stipulating that a school cutting a teaching position

WBuld\gét only ;he minimum teacher salary amount as reimbursement.

The accounfingAprocedure also planned to reimburse the scboéls'on a
monthly basis, enabling quick adjustments for transferring, incoming and departing
students. To take care of s;art-up costs of a new school year or in handling a»l

new student, 20% of the voucher value would have been given a school in September

* for each enrolled student_of at anytime when a student new to East Hartford was

enrolled. The rest of the voucher value would have been paid in monthly install-

ments of 10% ending May lst. N

TRANSPORTATION

Since a basic assumpfion of the Parents' Choice plan was to provide
the best-suited educational environment “for each child,:anything that limited
the cho;ce of school Qould negaté much of the plan. Free transportation for
children attending out-ofndistrict schools .was considgred essential. To limit
the program to tho<e parents who‘could afford to transport the children themselves
yould, in effect, deprive most parents who might want to participate of therp-

¢

portunity to do so.

A 1974 study done as part.of the feasibility study came up with figures

ranging from $213,000 to $3,000,000 to provide a free town=-wide school bus systeﬁ

depending on the percent of students bused. That study used hypothétical data and

random selection techniques.
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.As4part of thé}impléﬁentgtion study, live data from the 1975-1976
East Hartford school ehtollmenf was used, resulting In what the Parents' Choice
project staff‘fglt wefé more reliable cost estimates.

; Based on the results of computer simulation, it was estimated that to
provide transportation to Ehe"147 students aftendiné out—of—di;trict schools in
1975-1976 wouid have cost SSO;OOO above the basic budg;t of $176,872. This re-
presented the cost of an additional two buses and four vans, which, ho&ever,
would ﬁdly have been used at 30% of capacity. If the vehicles were used, in-
stead, at the average capacity rate of 70%, then 350 students could have been

bused«for the same SS0,000 cost. Also, converting the four véns to buses would

have added about $3,000 to the additional cost, but allowed up to 900 students to

ride on buses to out-oﬁ-districg schools. '

The study found that cost savings would result if minor alterations
were méde in school bell times; Using the bus, system for the 1975-1976 school
year, but starting classes later at eleven schools énd earlier aghfour schools,
buses would have been able to make longer runs or more runs. Therefore, two
buses could have been eliminated at aﬁ annual saving of $17,000.

Other economies.were predicted from lifting the restriction that chil-
dren ride the same bus Both morning and afternoon and creating a bus stop identifi-
cafion and transvnortation status code for each child.

Based on the-simulation stuﬁy, the Parents' Choiée project staff felt
'tﬁat the Board of Edﬁcation could‘implement a free town-wide school transporta-

t;pn system Qithout:pushing costs higher than the town could assume when federal

funding for voucher buses ran out at the end of five years.
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PARTICIPATION BY PRIVATE AND PAROCHIAL SCHOOLS

There was one'cohponent that drew national interest and that clearly
was the most controversial: the inclusion of East Hartford's two parochial ele-
mentaty schools in thelParents' Choice plan.

When the possihility of this happening became known during the feasi—

bility study, such groups as the American Civil Liberties Union and the National

Association for Separation of Church and State promised court tests to block the

inclusion of St. Rose and St, Christopher schools.
The cost of fighting such suits'became a concern to the town and its

school officials. ‘The.federal government fiﬂally met this conc~rn by promising

to pay the costs of fighting those suits, with *he United States Department of

Justice arguing the case on the side of ‘the probable defendents: -the Town of

East Hartford and its school system, the State of Connecticut and the Federal

Government. . N

~ The outcome of such a legal battle could only be speculated on by East

Hartford school officials. They were aware that the United States Supreme Court,

which would likely make the final decision in an East Hartford ~ase, had ruled un-
constitutional the giving of public funds'direqtly to feligiously—oriented schools.
But they also were aware that the high court had held constitutional the

use of public funds to provide textbooks, transportation and health services to

. parochial students. What kind of use of public. funds would the Supreme Court de-

cide the voucher was?
i

The Parents' Choice staff felt that the financial aspect of the voucher
plan might stand up in a court test. They noted that under the present setup, school

funds flowed from the Central Administration to the schools, with the parents not di-
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rectly invelved. Implementing the voucher system would introduce a new element
into hﬁe flow of‘funds: parents. They would determine where the money went and
the parents and the schools chosen by parents would get much of the power over

finances.

Would the court look on voucher money as going to individual parents, Ay
with.each parent being treated exactly like.any other eligible parent? If so,
Parents' Choice, it was hoped, might not be a violation of the separati;n of
church and state. Or, would the court view the plan as an indirect, but still
illegal, way of aiding religiously-otfiented schools?

One way to emphasize the.éspect of parental power and parental right. 
to choose, the staff felt,_would bé the’inclusipn ;f secular private schools.

East Hartford has no séculér privaée schools but the Parents' Choice project might
have Changed that.

Had it been implemehted, the project would have provideﬁ funds to in-
terested individgals or groups to study the feasibility of setting up alternative -
schbols. Grants also would have béen available to lease and renovate facilities
énd to get tGe basic equipment to start up private schools. -

fhat implemenﬁatidn study :sought to determiﬁe parentél interest in.éuch
a‘private school by polling some 3,000 East'Hartfofd.regiden;s héving child?en nine‘
years of age as of September, 1976. (This was because the study group felt a K
through 6 school would be the easiest tb set up pribatelyf) By January, 1976, pa-
rents of 252 childrén had_responded positively to the idea, while parents of 79
children had indicated some interest.

Other parts of the study concluded that a facility for a private school

could be found in East Hartford, "although it may be less than completely desirable."
o
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And adeqﬁate staffing for such a school was seen as no problem, especially sincé
some East Hartford Public School teachers had expressed interest in moving to a
private school if it was established. All standarc support services, including

transportation and .food managementvsefvices,also were found to be readily avail-

able. Finally, the study did not find any community attitudes or special condi-

‘tions.which would work against a private school ... in fact, the study found the

climate in Connecticut, Greater Hartford and East Hartford mostly favorable to

~

such an undertaking.

Therefore, the implementation study concluded that it would have been

feasible to create a private school to become part of the choices for parents in

-

the town's voucher pfogram.
THE SURVEYS

How did the people of East Haftford feel about vouchers? Both the

feasibility'and the implementation studies sought to find out the answer through
v L

the deadlines set during both studies prevented the logical strategy of completing

" and publicizing the results of the studies, then polling the town's population.

Another problem was that no two surveys coincided in structure, the ~
number of questions asked, or the wording of the questions. This made it difficult
to determine if any'progress-was maderin‘clarifying issues or in changing attitudes.
In both the feasibility and the implementation stﬁdies, there weré three
major surveys: - an in-home poll of a randomly selected group of parents, a question-
naire wﬁich went to all school staff, and a mail surve;. The mail survey was sent

to all East Hartford parents during the feasibility study: during the implementation

study, it went to all households in East Hartford.
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The in-home interview of 206 parents in the feasibility study covered
36 questions. For the implemeptation étudy, 21 questions were asked of 416 parents.
Since this was a scientifically selected sample, the Parents' éhoice Stgff and‘the
consultant éurveyor felt it was the most accurate. |

Eight questions were answered by 2,100 of tﬁe 8,000 parents who received
questions mailed_po’them dufing'the feasibility study. Twenty questions were
" answered by 3,467 of the 18,677 households receiving a mail survey during fhe
implgﬁentation study.

During the feasibility study, 481 of 776 teachers answered a surve&
containing 55 questions. The implementation survey\bf 40-questi§ns was sent
to all 1,100 staff members, with 573 answering it. |

The East Hartford Education zssociation (EHEA) asked’ ten quéstions of 1its
5&2 members during the feasibility study, receiving 300 respdnses to the péll.
During the implementation study, the EHEA received 468 responses from 700‘teachers
asked five questions; |

It is possible, through some admittedly subjfctive interpretations, to
get a kind of.éomparison between the surveys conducted during the feasibility and
implementagiOH studies. The aim istto find out if there was any change in‘how
the various "publics' viewed the five components. Also to aid the comparison,
we lumped some responses together under a "yes'" and '"no" heading rather ﬁhén foug
or five-part headinés.

\
—

The results are in the following table:
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FEASIBILITY IMPLEMENTATION \
M " RESPONDERS YES NO_ YES NO_
Information Parents ‘ 97 - 3 87 ‘7}3
Public 88 10 72 » | 28
Staff’ o 94 5 68 32
EﬁEA ' 59 41
Open Enrollment Parents 3 60 40 70 30
Public 62 22 56 44
Staff 38 62 63 37
EHEA 19 81 29 71
Autonomy Parents 74 26 73 27
Public 66 26 58 42
Staff ' 73 22 .60 " 40
EHEA 43 5}
Transporﬁgtion Parengé 64 36 52 . . 48
Public 31 69
Staff | .57 43 32 68 g
S EHEA . 16 84
.l
Private and .
Parochial Schools Parents 48 52 56 44
Public : 36 59 46 54 '
Staff ' 40 60 - 33 67
EQEA' < | él 79
V“ﬂ The most striking conclusion from this comparison is the erosion af staff
“suPPorf fo; all but the open enrollmeqt'componé;t, and the relatively stable support
shown by parents for all fiv? components.
: ' s./




WHY DID THE BOARD VOTE NO? - -

1"Ameljican Education", Dr. Harold L.

In the April;}l976 edition of
Hodgkinson, Director of the National Ipstitute of Educatioh,stated;-"Peopié are
unhappy, they want ﬁore control over their lives and one of‘the areas in which
they have the best chance to get it is in the‘education of their children."

Since the voucher cbncept was designed to give parents more control
over their children's edgcati&n it is difficult to explain why the projecé was
rejected in East Hartfofd. The critics of the Parents' Choice Project raised
a wide range of reasons why the program should not be implemented but, their’
reasons were merely the sﬁrface issues. The underlying theme throughout the
debate of the voucher conéept was the public's lack of trust in governmental

institutions. In the same article quoted, Dr. Hodgkinson also points out -that

~\_ the public has "lost faith" in governmental institutions including the education-
AY

al™system. The fact that the voucher contept would give people greater control
: N

~.

over thefr.lives was never given serious consideration by the people of East

Hartford. The greatest concerns were that the federal government would take
over the local schools and that the voucher was simply "another unneeded program"

being forced on the public by the local school administration. 1In essence, the
pewple of East Hartford did not reject the program,sbut rather they rejected the

goyernméntal agencies that supported the program. : o

WHAT WAS GAINED? “ o

-

Even though the voucher program was defeated, it is felt that the study
has résulted in significant gains for both the‘East Hartford Public Schools and
i of .
the field of public education. 'The study has provided East Hartford with improved

budgeting, transportation and student management systems, all of which can be

L pmerican Education'", United States Department of Health, Education & Welfare,
Office of Education, Page 13, April, 1976. .
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" utilized by ctner public school systems. The parent information mar-ri.i and

In~Service training have greatly iﬁcreased the potential for pareni:l involvement

in the East Hartford schools. While the concept of vouchers may b: dead, the

idea of providing a choice among educational alternatives is’clearly alive both

in East Hartford and -in many other communities. " Any program which is designed

to provide parents with a choice among educational alternatives can benefit from

~a thorough examiﬁation of the East Hartford Public Schools Parents' Choice Project.

ES;W
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OPEN ENROLLMENT

‘ i 4 [y ’ ' v \,
In Decembe; of 1973 the East Hartford Board of Education proposed and

then tabled the following amendment to the Open Enrollment Policy:

- AMENDMENT TO TRANSFER POLICY

"Parents of a student in the East Hartford Public Schools may
choose to have their child attend a school in East Hartford
other than the school in the attendance area of their resi-
o dence. The Superintendent of Schools would grant such a

request provided the receiving school has space available
based on its pupil-teacher ratio. Where‘requesté to attend
a given school exceed the space available, students shall be
selected on a random basis guaranteeing equal access to all.

: Families with children in school as of October 1, 1973 shall

- have preference in attending the school in their school

' attendance, area." '

It was one of the goals of the Parents' Choice Project to simulate the
‘systems that would be needed if this expanded policy were to be implemented.
Specifically this genéral goal was subdivided into the;tasks.of defining consisfent
and workable gransfer rulgs, determining the daté that would be needed to compute:
seats_available, and developing a student managemeht systemn.

TRANSFER RULES

-~

During the simulated transfer period the realities of life required that
'some modification be made of the transfer rules proposed in -the Feasibility Analysis.

While random selection was utilized when there were more applicants than there were

seats available, it was fbund that the random selection required the use of transfer
dea&lines and that these deadlines presented pfobléms. A few of the difficultieé

. encountered were: 1) a numberrof parenfs were not aware of the deadlines and sub-
mitted 'late requests" which technically could not be honored; 2) some families
moved into the town after the deadlines and wanted their child to attend a non-
neighborhood school; 3) emergency situations occﬁrred where a family's circumstanées
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cﬁanged drastically (aeath in the fémily,,etc.)‘creating the.need_to.effectuate
an immedigte téansfer. It was determified that the transfer system would have to
be;ome flexible enoqgh‘to account fof these circumstanéés. Essentially the need
for the random selection ;a;'accepted and the deadlines were maintained; however,
all requests received after the deadlines would be honoréd on a first-come first-
serve basis.

The only othér modification made in tHe transfer rules concerned the
transfer periods. While the marking period dates (September, November, January
and April).wgre maintained for the K-8 grades, it-was necessary to-alter the dates
forﬁthe high schools since high‘school courses are given on a semester basis, and
._traﬁsferring'within the‘semester could jeopgrdize coufsé credit. It was determined
* that educational continuity would best be maintained if high school transfers were
permitted.only prior to the beginning of the school year and bepween the firsf andv
second semester. |

The following transfer rules were based on the framework developed in the

- feasibility study and incorporate the changes which were required in the simulation‘

period.

" TRANSFER RULES FOR PARENTS' CHOICE 1976

1. Any child residing in East Hartford is guaranteed the right to attend the
elementary, middle or senior high school in his attendance area.

2. Any parent/child/guardian has the rlght to request a transfer to a school
other than the school in his attendance area. S

3. Students wishing to return to their attendance area school, will be given
preference after students currently in attendance are placed -

4. A student who transfers from his attendance area school retains attendance

rights at schools with higher grade levels in his attendance area.
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10.

11.

“12.

A student transfer will be approved only when there are seats available.

a) The building administrator and his/her staff will determine ‘their

program capacity by grade:
b. Seats available will equai program capacity minus enrollment by grade.

" Requests for transfers in September should be submitted by May 30th. These

requests will be processed and parents notified by June 15th. If the requests
zeived by May 30th exceed the space available, students shall be selected on

‘a random selection basis. Those requests that are not honored by random se-

lection basis will be assigned a runk number with the lowest number being the
first to be selected when a seat becomes available. )

All requests for transfer submitted after May 30th, in buildings or class-
rooms where seats are available, will be approved on.a -first-come, first-
serve basis. Note: If there are no seats available, these requests will
be ranked according to the order in which they are received .and will follow
those that were ranked by random selection.

Parents are encouraged to keep children in a school for a period of at least
one year for educational continuity. ‘

- However, parents may transfer their child (in grades K—8)vfor the marking

periods beginning September, November, January and April. ' Parents of high
school children may transfer their child prior.to the beginning of the
school year and at the beginning of the second semestev. :The first trans-—
fer .may be accomplished without any conferences or interview by thé school.
Subsequent transfers within the year may be made only after a conference
between the parents and some combination of the following people: principal
teacher, members of the school Planning and Placement Team and student. .

Once a stddent is.enrolled in a school other than his home attendance area
he has the right to remain until the last year is completed in that school.,

‘Any student whose family moves to a different attendance area during the

school year may choose one of three options:

a) enroll in new home attendance area school;
b) remain in the out~of-attendance-area school until the completion of

the school year; :

c) remain in the out-cf-attendance-area school until the last grade in
that school is completed.

Transportation will be provided by the school district.

All exceptions to these rules must have the approval of the Superintendent
of Schools or his designee.
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TRANSFER DATA

The data compiled from the transfer period which began June 30, 1975 -and
endedjéeptember 1, 1975 indicated that the system wide distribution of transferring

students was fairly even. The only obvious exception was that of Silver Lane SchBoIf

whicbyhad a total of 28 requests. Silver Lane's popularity can be explained beéause
18 ofithe requests were for tﬁe kinéergartén level and involved parenté who wished
to use the day care services provided by the two day care centers located in SilQer
Léne's distriét.

The grade level distribﬁtion of transferring‘studepts iﬁdicates that
parents were more ;ikely to féquest transféré for.their children in elementary
~ . grades (53) than for children in either the middle schools (22) or;high schools (29).
Once again, the need for déy care services for younger children s;emed to be the
primary factor thap_accountid fOr'th; 1grger-number of elementary school requests.

It is important to note that 36% c. ‘the parents indicated that they requested trans-

fers because of a need for day care services.
TRANSFER DATA SUMMARY

TRANSFER REQUESTS

Total Requests 146%*
Total Appruved . _ 97
Total Denied

(No space available) 30
Teta. Denied ) . 19%%*

(Request submitted after
August lst deadline)

*The total of one hundred forty-six (146) requesrts represents 327 increase over
last year's total requests (as of September, 1974). -

**The previously mentioned change in the transf2r rules (rule #7) enabled the
approval of these requests. )

4%
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Total Requests to Enter Each School By Grade

Grade - K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total

Penney 3 1 1 4 9
E.H.H.S. " 7 4 5 4 20
O0'Brien 0 1 2 < 3
0'Connell 0 1 3 4
Pitkin: 33 0 6

' Center - 1 2 1 21 1 1 3 . 13
Hockanum 1 0 1 1 1 1 2 0 0 7
0 0 0 0 1. 0 1 0 1 3

Sunset

Barnes 0 0 o 0 0 0
‘Burnside 5 1 2 1 4 0 -13
Goodwin 3 0 1 1 0 1 6

. Langford 1 1 1.0 0 2 5
Mayberry . 0 1 0 1 0 1 3
McCartin 0. -0 0 0. 0 1 1
Norris 2 1 1 2 2 0 8

+  Sec.North 1 2 .0 0 ' 3
Silver Lane 18 4 4 1 1 0 28
Slye 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
So.Grammar 1 0 0 0 1
Stevens 4 1 1 0 0 0 . 6
Willowbrook 0 0 0 0

- Woodland 3 1 0 1 2 0 7
. TOTAL _ 146
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Total Request to Leave Each School By Grade

Grade K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 .12 Total

Penney : - : 7 4 5 4 20
E.H.H.S. . ‘ ‘ 31 1 4.

0'Brien - . 1
0'Connell , 0
Pitkin v , 0
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TOTAL

Grade

Kindergarten
First
Second
Tﬁird
Fourth -
Fifth
Sixth -
Seventh
Eighth
Ninth
Tenth
Eleventh

Twelfth

TOTAL REQUESTS BY GRADE LEVEL

Number of Requests

40
14
12
9
13

. 146



Reason for Transfer Requests :

Percentage of those responding to questionnaire

(n°= 123)

3674 Babysitter or Day Care Center near school.

5% Moved during the school yeaf and would like to finishlthe year in that

school. ‘ o

237% Prefer a different educational progrém. ’

2% a Prefer different physicél facilities.

67% " Prefer different school staff.
11% Prefer my child have the opportunity to make new friends.
17% Other. ’

DETERMINATION OF SEATS AVAILABLE

The following formula was developed for dete;mining'seats available:
SEATS AVAIEéﬁLE = PROGRAM CAPACITY - CURRENT ENROLLMENT‘
The most significant factor was how program capacity wa;;to be defined. Undér the
concept of building autonomy it was clear that a school's capacity was a - function
of its program which iﬁ turn had‘to be aetérmined by the building principal. 1In
order foi the transfer process to operate it would have been necessary for prin-

cipals to indicate prior to May 30th thzir-program capaciéy by grade level for

the coming school year.

STUDENT MANAGEMENT!

The operation of the East Hartford Parents' Choice Program would require

the accounting of student data including vital information, program information,

lEducational Resources and Development Center Report, University of Connecticut,
January, 197¢.



and financial information. Such data would be required of the general student
population as well as of those students who actually transfer. {
The following components would be necessary for the implementation

of the Parents' Choice Program.

1, Information systems and Subsystems; a frame of
reference for the student management system.

2. The stﬁdent management system; foundation,
- ' development, components, output reports, data ' . .
collection forms, and. time-line.
3. Enrollment projections to 1981-82 (historically
from 1970-71) required for financial and manage-

. ment decisions, and service as a base for student
transfer data.

N

4. Capacities; a summary of existing capacity
information for assessing the availability of
"spaces" for the transferring students.’

INFORMATION SYSTEMS

‘ Any information system must be viewed as an aid in the proégssfof decision—
making. As a tool in the decision-making process, the elements Qf any information
system mugé be clearly understood, lest the system becomep_its own end. Certain
ériteria for establishment ofkan information system must be identified and adhered
to. These criteria would include:

'Purgose; Why is the information needed? Why is the
information sxstem needed? Why is each data element
needed? These questions should be used to idéntify
and define output reports.

What: What information is needed? Given the purpose
of the information system, what data elements are

necessary to facilitate that purpose?
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f
Use: How is the information to be used? An information

. system must suggest the uses and applications of the

data it provides. This is accomplishe! throﬁgh the
identification of output reports.

Ehgﬁ: When is the information needed? An information

system must, through its design (1) collect data ghgﬂvit
bécomes relevant, and (2) deliver data (informaEion) when

it is required for decision-making.

Who: Who will use the information? Users of specific

output reports must be identified to avoid lists of irrelevant
data circulating to individuals.‘ |
Where: Where should the data be collected? Who will
provide the source of each data element? How will thig
data be entered into the information systeﬁ?

Cost-Benefit: What would be anticipéted cost.. of the

“MIS in relation ‘to the anticipated benef.ts of the MIS?
Information systems consist of three main phases: (1) data collection,

(2) data input,storage and processing, and (3) information retrieval and dissemina-

tion.

1. Data Collection: Tasks involved under data collection
are: (a) the identification of the sources of data
elements, (b) the form or forms to be used in collecting
data, (c) a timetable for th@ collection of data, and
(d) translation of data from human-readable to machine-
readable form (programming).

2. Data input and processing: The computerization of the
collected data into a data file is the major task. The
data from an appropriate machine-readable format must be
programmed for storage in a computer data file. Input
format and storage locations must be developed.

60
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3. Information retrieval and dissemination: Output
reports based on the data file must be identified. v
Programs for retrieving output reports from the
data file must be developed. Dissemination of
output reports must be based on requirements of
users.,

INFORMATION SUBSYSTEMS

[y

Decision-making in educational organizations generally requires information
from some combination of five areas: (1) pupil, (2) personnel, (3) program,

(4) finance, and (5) facilities.
!

1. Pupil: The utility of data should guide the development
of a student management system (pupil subsystem). Among
the categories that should be included are: pupil educa-
tional records, scheduling, pupil statistics, grades, and
attendance records.

2. Personnel: Information regarding certification, assignment,
salary, etc., should be included in a personnel subsystem.

3. Program: Program subsystems include the identification of
curriculum areas, S$cope and sequent¢ing, capacities and
program monitoring and evaluation data.

4, ~ _.:nce:  Budgeting, payroll, accounting (expenditure and
r ve.ue), and tax information are parts of a financial
s .osvstem.

5. . Facilities: Capacities, equipment, allocation of fixed
and mobile resources are included in a facilities sub-
system.

SYSTEMS INTEGRATION

Maxiﬁum benefiﬁs and efficiency would be achieved when ihdividual subsystems
‘are properly integrated. A properly integrated network of éubsystems can minimize the
amount of information required for collection and dissemination, and reduce unnece:ss:...
duplication of effort. Systems intégration requires‘three components: (1) stand-

ardized coding, (2) file linkage, and (3) output integration.
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1. Standardized Coding: This is a necessary prerequisite
for subsystem integration. A course code, for example,
must be identified by the same code in the student
mpnagemenc subsystem as it is 1iIn the program subsystem
Aor qldewhere on the integrated information system.

This mecessitates the establishment of a standard
.oded}d efinition file as a common basis for all sub-
systems.

2. File Linkage: A file is merely an associated group of
data eiements'pertaining to a particular pupil, personnel,
program, finance activity, or facility. Each filggmust be
capable of being related or '"linked" to other fi®fs in order
to easily associate or cross-reference groups of information.
For example,”if the code for a location (e.g., a classroom)
in the student management subsvstem is the same as the code
for the congruent location in the personnel subsystem, in-
formation output relating teacher data to student data will
be facilitatedv

3. Output Integration: The programming of output sets must
utilize a common "language" of coding in retrieving .-ud
compiling information from the various subsystems. Not'
only must definitions of codes by standardlzed for input
through outpuf ‘but terms such as "course'", "instructional
program', etc., must have standardized Usage in all output
programs.,

AN INTEGRATED INFORMATION SYSTEM

Assuming we have achieved system integration, at least in the definitional
sense of congruent coding throughout the subsystems of the iqformation system, we
can then refer to a singular data base or file, the subsysteﬁé of which are defined

. - . hd
essentially by the nature of the input procedures and output programs which we
developed to meet our retricval needs.

Figure 4.1 represents a conception of such a singular data_iile'(data base).
Also represented in Figure 4.1 are the relationships among the data file and the
five subsystems. In actual operation, the five subsystems would represent five
categories of output reports. Each aubsystcﬁ.may consist of a number of ocutput

-

3
reports designed to meet the specific needs of the users.

< :
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- EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS
PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT
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The input/output framework of cemputerized informationyéystems would
require the identificatién of variablgs, relationships, and paraméters within each
sﬁbsystem as wéll as between subsystems. “’ .

/

'Variableé’are those elements (usually input data) syat vary over time.
‘Relationships are mathematicql stat#ments which describe thg,effect two or more
variables considergd together have on a third or new variéble. Parameters either
set limits on the effects of relationshib (or on the input variables themselves),

or in some manner establish nriorities for the consideration of variables or

relationships.

1. Variables: Variables may be considered either status,
decision, or environmental variables. (1) Status

Variables reflect the state of affairs at a point in time.
Status Variables(may define the status of resources such
as enrollment, number of teaching stations, etc., or they
may define the status of policy such as pupil course load,
class size, ate.) (2) Decision Variables essentially change
or modify policy status variables. Decision Variables are
those over which administration has control or power to
change. For example, class size limits may be changed as
a decision variable. .(3) Environmental Variables are
1arge1y'beyond_administrative control. The rate of in-
flation, pupil survival rates from grade to grade, etc.,
are environmental variables.

2. Relationships: The relationships between variables must
be defined mathematically in terms of natural, or desired
effects on third variables or the creation of new variables
(i.e., the genr'rtioh of new data). The internal com-
putations of r:. » .ing voucher dollars per student will
result from a }: iefined relationship amongst several

' iuput variables. The intital wvoucher amount itself,

' considered in this model to be a decision variable, may
well be adjusted midyear as a result of changes in other
variables (e.g., marked:rise in mid-winter fuel costs)
which through a series of connected, pre-defined relation-
ships necessitate a change in expenditures per pupil.

3. Parameters: Parameters are of two types. Type 1 para-
meters establish limits either on output items, such as
a limit on the number of teaching positions to meet program
needs; or on internal considerations when defining relation-
ship of variables, such as a maximum limit on the dollar

ERIC
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voucher amount. LIype 2 parameters establish priorities
for choosing between either conflicting output items or
for weighing input items. Parameters act as red flags
or warnings that human intervention is required before

a program may continue.
DECISION-MAKING

The various subsystems and any output reports generated by an integrated
information system should-exist forvone reason: to provide decision-makers with
the appropriate kinds of information needed to facilitate the décision—making
process. Figure 4.2 illustrates a model for integrating the five subsystems
of management information system (MIS, which we have heréiﬁ referred to as an
integrated information system) into the greater decision-making process.

The basic flow of this model (left to right) may be stétedvbriefly as
follows:

(1) The school system must organize_to service the enrollment of students.

(2) The needs of the enrollment must be translated into programs and
students distributed to this program.

(3) & (4) 1The staff needs and facility needs to meet the designed pro-
gram must be delivered to the students enrolled in the program. |

(5) The costs of these components must be identified and disbursed.

The model seeks to account for changes which may reuder output reports
ineffeétive in terms of decision-making, by establishing channels of '"feedback"
throush which both changes in variables (status, detision, and environment) and

inacequacies in output reports could be directed to adjust the information system.

STURENT MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

FOUNDATION

As an integral part of a total information system, a student management

system must adhere to the guidelines that have been sef forth in the section on

H 'F
f &
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information systéms. The folluwing secticn represenfs'a taxonomy of assumptions,
in relation to six guidelines of an integraced informaticn system, as they apply
to the present needs of the East Hartford Public Schools (EHPS).

1. Purpose: The reasons why East Hartford Parents' Choice
needs the information offered by an integrated studeut
management system are listed in Column A of Table 4.1
(not necessarily in the order of importance).

2. Kinds of Data: The types of information that must be
gathered to meet the needs expressed in Column A are
identified in Column B of Table 4.1.

3. How is the information.to be used? Essentially, this
asks us to identify the output reports which . will be
required in the decision-making processes. Table 4.2,
Column C. presents some suggested output reports based
on or related to a student information system. This
is not of course a finite list. Output reports should
be created in response to the need for information now
and in the future.

4, When is the information needed? Column D of Table 4.2
identifies, on a frequency basis, when the various out-
put reports may be required by decision-makers.

5. Who is to use the information? 'Column E of the Table
4.2 identifies, in effect, the user(s) of the various
output reports available from the student management
system.

6. Where and when shall the information be collected? The
source of data points (information) and when these data
are to be collected should become a matter of official
procedure. Suggested sources and times of collection

, of data for the student management system are included
fah in two of the columns to the right of the itemized list
of data points presented in Table 4.3.

DEVELOPMENT

The Parents' Choice Executive Board took the following steps in the develop-

- -ment of a student information system:

a. Identified the existing student data elements currently
in use in the East Hartford pgpil accounting procedures.

7
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TABLE 4.1

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

STUDENT MANAGEMENT INFORMATION IJEEH)S‘

A. Need B. ) Type of information
1. Basic identification of - 1. Name, I.D. Number, Sex,
student population Birth Date, Cxtxzenshxp
Ethnic Group
2. Family and Residential Data 2. Parents, Siblings, Address,
: : Phone, Census Tract
~ COE S S T T
3. 3. Health Ccdes, Physician and

Health and Emergency bata

. L T

Phona, Erergency Phone

Performance and Test Data

4. oI.Q., Courses Taken, Grades,

Tests Given and Scores

5. Attendance 5. Attendance
" 6. Enrollment 6. Status, Type, Date, Teachers
: Nane, Room Number, School,
Out of District, Withdrawal,
etc.
7. Transfer Data (Vouch »r} 7. Requests, Reasons and Dates,
’ . Choices, Voucher §$, etc.
- 8. Transportation 8. Bus, etc.
7/
9. 9, Free lunch, L.D., etc.

Eligibility for Special .

‘Programs

)
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TABLE 4.2

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

OUTPUT REPORTS RELATED TO

' STUDENT MANAGEMENT

C. Output Reports D. Fréﬁqency E. User (s)
l. Average Daily Attendance 1. Monthly“\ 1. Central Office,
! - State Dept.

" 2. Report Cards 2. Quarterly . 2. school, Teacher
" 3. Cost Center Statement 3. Monthly 3;V$chool, Central
‘ Instructional/Gross Budget Office

4. Individual Student Non- 4. On Request 4. Teaéher,

Confidential Record

Counselor, Parent

Individual Student
Confidential Record

* {(Vita & Progress)

On Request

Counselor,
Teacher

Capacity & Enrollment
Data

12.

6. Census Data 6. Annually 6. Central Office
I
7. Enrollment (by type, 7. Annually 7. Central Office
program, etc.)
8. Transfer (Voucher) Data 8. Annually 8. Central Office
(Summary) /or Voucher
Period
. 9. Transportation Lists 9. Monthly /or 9. Central Offize,
. . Voucher School, Teacher
Period
“10. Special Program 10. Annually ~10. Central Office,
e Eligibility ! School .
/_ ’
; 11. Attendance Center Data 11. Monthly ‘11.:5chooi,'Centra1
‘ Transfer & Enrollment ’ - Dffice
12. Attendance Center. Monthly "] 12. School, Central

Office

76
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LOCATION

TABLE 4.3

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT
ELEMENTS OF STUDENT DATA BASE

1
!

" X=0nce

] Y=Yearly

O Q=Quarterly

& M=Monthly

& W=Weekly

< IsImmediate

n C=Central Office
Q Pr=Princ{

w5 T=Teachér

{3 Pa=Parent

ITEM

D

}
A

1. BASIC IDENTIFICATION .

STUDENT IDENTIFICATION NO.

STUDENT LAST NAME

STUDENT FIRST NAME

STUDENT MIDDLE NAME

. SEX

DATE OF BIRTH

ETHNIC CODE

MARITAL STATUS

RELIGIOUS PREFERFMCI

¢ —

2. FAMILY AND RE. _iiNCE ' e g

STREET ADDRESS

CENSUS TRACT

TELEPHONE NUMBER:
HOME-

- EMERGENCY-

.PLACE OF BIRTH .

- —FAMILY I.D.

wend
.
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TABLE 4.3 (Continued)

ITEM

FREQUENCY

,

__SQURCE " -

<1

FATHERggyhﬂﬁ

FATHERS OCCUPAT ION

MOTHERS NAME

. MOTHERS OCCUPATION

FATHERS PHONE NO.

MOTHERS PHONE NO.

NO. OF PEOPLE IN FAMILY

NO. OF BROTHERS

NO. OF SISTERS

NO. OF CHILDREN IN SCHOOL

HEALTH AND EMERGENCY

PHYSICIAN -
ird

=7

PHYSICIAN PHONE

HEALTH CODES -

HEALTH RESTRICTIONS

PERFORMANCE .AND TESTS

"YEAR OF GRADUATION (Expected)

VERBAL I.Q.

PERCENTILE-VERBAL

NON-VERBA". I.Q.

PERCENTILE-NON-VERBAL

O

ERIC
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TABLE 4.3 (Continued):

LOCATION ITEM FREQUENCY SOURCE
T T TOTAL 1.Q. ’
'i
sTOTAL I.Q. PERCENTILE :
STANDARD TEST- SCORES- ) F
ANY NUMBER OR TYPE
-TEST "E.YPE ~ SN SMNNS s Nt NSNS N
-YEAR TEST GIVEN ’ <.
-~YERBAL SCORE “
~VERBAL PERCENTILE < ..
. -MATH SCORE 0
-MATH PERCENTILE -
j  LOCAL TESTING-ANY NUMBER
" OR TYPE
-TEST 1.D. B
C=FORM : . .. . ....... e s e ey
-LEVEL
~DATE 1 .
~SCORE s e
" L
- -NC.

' COURSES TAKEN-UP TO 15
"COURSES

-COURSE NO.

-COURSE NAME

-GRADE .

-~CREDIT OBTAINED

-DATE CREDIT OBTAINED




" TABLE 4.3 (Continued)

PR LOCATION ) _ITEM FREQUENCY SOURCE

: B " 5. ATTENDANCE ' ’ - ——

" ATTENDANCE CURRENT MONTH-
20 DAYS R

ABSENCES - SEPTEMBER

TARDY - SEPTEMBER \

ABSENCES - OCTOBER

TARDY - OCTOBER

ABSENCES - NOVEMBER

TARDY — NOVEMBER Y

ABSENCES - DECEMBER : .

TARDY - DECEMBER y o

L/

ABSENCES - JANUARY . . o

TARDY - JANUARY

ABSENCES - FEBRUARY

TARDY - FEBRUARY

ABSENCES - MARCH

TARDY - MARCH

\ : ABSENCES - APRIL ' .

TARDY - APRIL

o | ABSENCES - MAY 5 .

TARDY - MAY

ABSENCES - JUNE

” ; TARDY - JUNE o .. - ..

TOTAL ABSENCES - . 1
YEAR TO DATE . | ... } B

. TOTAL TARDYS - ,
YEAR TO DATE . . . o o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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LOCATION

fABLE 4.3 (Continued)

" ITEM

FREQUENCY

SOURCE

DAILY ABSENCES -
YEAR TO DATE

-MONLAY

-TUESDAY

-WEDNESDAY

-THURSDAY

" -FRIDAY

6. ENROLLMENT

SCHOOL IX.D.
(Attendance Center)

SCHOOL NAME
(Attendance Center)

SCHOOL ADDRESS
{Attendance Center)

GRADE LEVEL

HOME ROOM

TEACHER

COUNSELOR NAME

PROGRAM I.D.

PROGRAM TYPE

" ENROLLMENT STATUS

ENTRY CODE

ENTRY DATE (Attendance
' Center)

WITHDRAWAL DATE
(previous school)

WITHDRAWAL CODE

OUT OF DISTRICT (yes-no)

ERIC
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TAB&E'%.J {Continued)
ITEM i

FREQUENCY -

- SOURCE *

43

DISTRICT SCHOOL I.D.
(Residential Center)

NN NN

ERIC
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DISTRICT SCHOOL ADDRESS

. (Residential Center) .. . . _}. -

Eal

NN NN NS N

'

FSNYONS NSNS N S eS

DISTRICT SCHOOL NAME
(Residential Center)

SN R SRR REN

PRIOR SCHOOL ATTENDED '
(most recent last)

NONTNSSNTN s

PRIOR PROGRAM ATTENDED

SON N NN

PRIOR RESIDENT IN CITY

7. TRANSFER DATA e ——
. . _ ~ NN NN
NO. OF TRANSFERS REQUESTED ’ .
DATE OF TRANSFERS REQUESTED o
DATE OF TRANSFERS APPROVED .
r x ——

REASONS FOR TRANSFER

CODE FOR 1ST CHOICE PROGRAM

CODE FOR 2ND CHOICE PROGRAM

CODE FOR 3RD CHOICE PROGRAM

CODE FOR 1ST CHOICE SCHOOL

CODE FOR 2ND CHOICE SCHOOL

NUMBER OF TRANSFERS
PREV1OUSLY G?ANTED

—_—

DATES OF TRANSFERS
PREVIOUSLY GRANTED

"NUMBER OF TRANSFERS GPRANTED

LAST SCHOOL YEAR

—~
s
8-
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LOCATION

TABLE 4.3 (Continued)
ITEM :

FREQUENCY

SQURCE -~

ORIGINAL VOUCHER DOLLARS

REMAINING VOUCHER DOLLARS

REMAINING VOUCHER DOLLARS
IN DAYS

TRANSPORTATION

-

IS STUDENWT BUSSED

BUS NUMBER

BUS sTOP

SPECIAL PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY

ELIGIBLE FOR FREE LUNCH

ELIGIBLE FOR REDUCED LUNCH

ELIGIBLE FOR AID T0O
DEPENDENT CHILDREN

Bo
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ldentified the data nceds created by the East Hartford
Parents' Choice Program.

Developed a revised data list ¢ombining numbers z ai
above. ;

Presented this prelimirary lisy to the Parents' Choice
Comnittee (Octcier 8, 197%). ¢-> the initial feedback
on needs and content. '

Held meetings with selectec = +al office personnel,
supervisors, and principals ¢uv review list of data
points and identify source and users (November, 1975).

Met with all East Martford principals to review list
of data poinrs as amended to date.

Resubmitted finai revision of student data point list
to Paremt:' Choice Executive Board for approval.

Defined all data elements.
Assigned ccde numbuers to all data elements.

QLeveloped a iornat for active data file (w.orage).

Developed data forms for the coliection of data.

beveloped cutput programs.

Data Points: Items a-g above were completed by November, 1975.

The final revision of the list of student data elements that
would comprise the student information subsyster for the East
Hartford Public Schools information system appeics in Table 3
preceding this section The nine <ubdivisions of this student
information system correspond to the categories of needs of a
student information as identified in Table 4.1.

Definitions and Codiry: Each of these data elements and their

associative subpoints have been defined and appear in Table 4.4.
In addition, each of these data elements were assigned a code
which represents a uniform coding system for the entire inform
tion system. Table 4.4 served as a reference for codes and

+ definitions for the student management subsystem.

Data Collection Forms: The student information system would
require the collection of datd on the status of cost center
enrollments and of student transfers within and throughout the
school district. 1i. ce types of reports are recommended to
maintain an accurate datayfile on student information,

8«
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TABLE 4.4
EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS
PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT
CODING AND DEFINITION BLANK
LOCATION ITEM

CODE

ETHNIC ORIGIN

CAUCASIAN
NEGRO
SPANISH
ORIENTAL

ETC.

HEALTH CODE

HEART TROUBLE

DIABETIC

WITHDL : . CODE

HEALTH REASONS

DEATH

PROMOTED - GRADUATED
LEFT SYSTEM

PROGRAM PREFERENCE

~

. PROGRAM DISSATISFACTION

ETC.

NN N NSNS

~

N R N

SN ONONS -
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LOCATION

TABLE 4.4 (Continued)

ITEM

CODE

29

TN N

PROGRAM I.D.

REGULAR
FEDERAL
SPECIAL

ETC.

PROGRAM TYPE

PRE-SCHOOL
E.S.L
E.D.

ETC.

ENROLLMENT STATUS

A. REGULAR

B. EDUCATIONAL RETARDED
C. TRAINABLE RETARDED
D. MENTALLY RETARDEU

ETC.

o]

ENTRY CCDE

TRANSFER FROM A PUBLIC SCHGOL

TRANSFER FROM

» >

TRANSFER FROM
NEW RESIDENT

ETC.

PRIVATE SCH@OL

VOUCHER SCHOOL




30

particularly student transfer. The thiree reports out'f o
below are suggested in _addition to standard reportiiyg :.
central office of student identification c(ata.

a) Comp -hiensive Report of Cost Center Enrollment.

Due: by Augu - 15th each year.

“™Content: An enrollment list of all students who
have enrolled at the cost center as of August 15th.
This 1ist should include the names of all students
and their respective grade level assignments.

b) Adjustment Report of Cost Center Enrollment.

Due: by Septembervlsth each year.

Content: This report should list any students who
reported for attendance at the cost center after
August 15th, whose names were not included in t'e
Autust 15th "Comprehensive Report of Cost Center
Enrollment". This report also should include the
names of any student whose name is listed on the
August 15th report who «id not report for attend-
ance at the cost ceuter.

c) Continuous Reports of Student Mobility.

Duez: upon entry or withdrawal of any student to
>r from the cost center.

Coatent: An I:M card format with the cost center namn

aud ¢ de pre-printed. Upor withdrawal or entry of any
student, the cost center will report on this for the
studcat's name, either the previous attendance code or the
vithdraval attendance code, and the appropriate reason code.

Certair guidelines woula be followed in developing these dat: collection

torms,  These arc:

yous

Brevity, -~ » as *o require a minimem amcunt of writing f{rom
respondent.,.

2. Use, modify, or abo'ish existing forms used to collect
similar data.

3. Elimination of diplication, so as not t requise respondents
to provide the e information twice.

4. Ease of trar:fer to miachine readable forms, therefore check-
lists and short responses are the basi. information units.

87
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, amendments to these forms, should be carefully undertaken so as to

maintain congruence with the total information system.
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4.

Output Reports: Of the twelve output reports listed in

Table 4.2, Educational Resources and Deve'opment Center
(ERDC) has developed in greater detail th e four

(No. 3, 8, 11, and 12) which related dirc. .ly to the
Parents' Choice Program. The remair 1g output reports
listed in-Table 4.2 either already esist in th~ East
Hartford Public Schools present information system

(and thérefore simply translate to the new informaticu
system), or are offered as suggestiuns for development
beyond the basic output programs necessary for the
operation of the Parents' Choice Program.

a) Student Transfer Record and School Income Flow.

Ontput reports numbers 3, 11, and 12 from Table 4.2
arv combined into one monthly report to cost centers.
This output report represents an integration of several
subsystems. The monthly report to each cost center
shall include up-to~date information on transfers,
enrollments, and changes in capacities for each cost
(attendance) center. This information is not only
.--useful to the cost center for program planning and
placement, but it is 1lso required data for the computa-
tion of the monthly financial statement to the cost cen-
ters, thus it forms parts one ("Student Transfer and
Enrollment') and two (''Capacity and Enrollment") of the
monthly re-ort to the cost centers. Pur. three of the
monthly output report to cost centers is entitled "Gross
Budget', and part four is a detailed account ¢ "Instruct-
ional Rev.-nue" for each cost center. Together, thesc
four parts ‘form the one monthly output reporl to cost
centers enticled "Student Transfer Record and School
I- ~ome Flow'". A more detailed description of each
section o. the monthly repc-- “ollows:

(1) Student Trans ¢r and Enrollment: This seciion
i designed to provide the attendance conter
with pertincit information regarding student
trausfer activity as it affects the attendanc:
center., Informa. a is presented by frade group
as per voucher computatiens, The foliowing in-
formation is included: September first enrollment,
names and grade levels of students transferring
into attendance center, names and grade levels
of students transferring out of ttendance center,
number gain in students including source and reason,
numb  loss of students including destination and
reason, and lastly, the enrollment of the attendance
t‘ocnter on the 15th of the previous month. A dis-
play of this section of the monthly output is pre-
sented in Figure 4.3, Part 1.

8,
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b)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

(2) Capacity and Enrollment: By voucher grade
group, the following data istgpcluded in
Part 2 of the monthly repnrt: capacity
data; enrollment; seats available; residen-
tial rights; students broken down into
enrolled, enrolled in other East Hartford
Public Schools, and not enrolled in other ‘of
East Hartford Public Schools; and enrollments
broken down into residents enrollc. and non-
residents enrolled. A display of the capacity
and enrollment section of the monthly output
report is presented in Figure 4.3, Part 2.

(3) Gross Budget: Th: purpose of this section
is to present the cost center with (1) the
amount of money i has allocated to it for
the current month, (2) -an accounting of
current r~venue, and fixed expenses (fixed
costs and equalization fund), (3) the net
current discretionary funds available to the
cost cent~r, and (4) the same information for
initial and prior months for contfnuity. This
section of the monthly output repurt is pre-
sented in the financial maragement section of
this report in Table 3.7. -

(4} 1Instructiofal Revenue: The purpose of Part
ot of the monthly output report is to provide
th  cost center with work ., figures of the Jis-—
crerionary dollars it has available. The current
discretionary allocation is broken down into ex-—
pense accounts to aid the cost center in decisiuns
regarding the expenditure of discretionary-funds.
Also included in this section are i.ulances, and
expenditures to date, for reference. This section
of the monthly output report to cost centers is
presented in the financial management section of
this report in Table 3.8. _ -

Summary of Transfer Data:

This weculd be a relatively simple cutput report which is
designed to (1) retrieve data whici. is about to be replaced
by newer data and (2) provide a printed record of trransfer
activity as i:. relates to the Parents' Choice Prosr.am. The
program is usually referred to as a "dump'" cycle, at which
point a priniout of selected information is called for. This
procedure does not "erase' anv data f m the active file, so
any combination of data m s be called for. Data wili be
"erased" en now «ita is programmed into its p siti

8.



FIGURE 4.3
EAST HARTFORD P'BLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT
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NOVEMBER 1, 1975
BARNES SCHOOL (01)

PART 2

*Capacity and Enrollment"
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STUDENT TRANSFER RECORD
AND SCHOOL INCOME FLOW

MONTHLY STATEMENT
NOVEMBER 1, 1975
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Part I NOVEMBER 1, 1975
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NOVEMBER 1, 1975
HOCKANUM SCHOOL (05)

"Capacity and Enrollment"

PART 2
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NOVMEBER 1, 1975
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r DPART 2
. *Capacity and Enrollment’
NOVEUBER 1, 1975 ' ‘ *(12) PITKIN SCHOOL
PITKIN SCHOOL (12) A NOVEMBER 1, 1975
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STUDENT TRANSFER RECORD
AND SCHOOL INCOME FLOW

: ' MONTHLY STATEMENT
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’Table 4.5 summarizes, in chronoloqiéal form, the various
output reports and data collection forms regquired in the

student management system.

»

. E ' TABLE 4.5

EAST“HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS
PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT .
TIME-TABLE OF OUTPUT REPORTS AND DATA COLLECTION FORMS

’

_ 4
DATE ITEM DESCRIPTION
o+ ‘June 15 Attendance ~-from cost centers for
projections preliminary identification
) of voucher revenue o
July 1 « Preliminary - to cost centers, .
, Income Flow essentially for identifica-
Report , tion of 200 account's
August 15 Comprehensive '~ ~-from cost centers
Report of Cost
) Center
'Seﬁtember 1 Initial Income —-to cost centers
Flow s .
Continuously Continuous . -from cost centers
: Reports of '
Student Mobility -
lst of.Every Monthly Income -to cost centers

. Month Flow Reports {October 1-May’1l)

16,
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ENROLIMENT PROJECTTONS

7

Projections of enrollments have recvl?ud much attention, In the East
Hartford bublic Scheols,.  The New Englaﬁd School Development Cnunci{ (NESDEC)'
uumplutcd:u set of projections: based on enrollment data to 1974-197%.  These pro-
jections were included in "A Feasibility Analysis of Open Harollmvut", East Hartford
.Public Schools, January, 1974, and are included as Table 4.9. .Thv East Hartford

Public Schools Pupil Acebunting Department has used a varicty of project fon
' . ’ r

figures which are svmmarized in Table 4.10 as "working projections'.

" Educational Resourcés and Deveélopment Center has projected East flartford
. ‘ <
Public Schools Enrollments using four different methods. These four methods are

. oy N
summarized in Table 4.6, Of the four methodsvdf enrollment projections, only the
- Cohort Survival method is included in this report, since it is the one of the four
. - ‘ _
which accounts for all five projection-factors as indicated in Table 4.6, As a

check, the yohort Survival method'of projection was used to project 1975-76
[ . (. t 29
o .

enrollments from prevlous'data. Thiss set of projections turned out to be less
than 0.5% off the actual 1975-76 enrollments reported on October 1, 1975 by
the East Hartford Public Schools Pupil Accounting Department. - Based on this

check, the Cohort Survival method of enrollment projection seems also to be the
& : . C

mést‘nccurute. .'
ERDC PROJECTION ’ ) .

Table &.7 displays the historical analysis.of enrollment in the East

. B -

Hartford‘Public’Schools from 1970-71 through 1975=76. Included at the bottom of
B e, .

Table 4.7 are the percentages of persistence of '"classes'" of children as they

2 -

move from one grade to the next in succeeding yecars. These percentages of

10, ~. . -

Q . -

ERIC ‘ - | ~

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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persistence weré used to generate the enrollment projection data for the years
_19?6—1977 through 1981-82 as presented in Table‘ﬁ.S.

Table 4.8, therefore, %epresents the current, most reliable set of
enrollment projections available to the East Hartford Public Schools.

The ERDC enrollment projections presented in Table 4.8, NESDEC's
enrollmgqt projections presented in Table 4.9, and the East Hartford "Working
Frojections" presented in Table 4.10 corroborate the ERDC summary of enrollment

- trends in the East Hartford Public Schools, 1969 through 1982,‘presented graphically

in figure 4.4,

TRENDS

The ‘trend of enrollment ir the’ East ngtford Public Schools has been a
decrease of approximately 350 students per year fgom 1969 to 1975. This trend is
projetted to accelerate to an annual decrease of ap'prokimately 500 s}thnts per
yearriromfl§76 through 1981.

From 1969 to 1975 the total school populatioﬁ decreased by about 15%
inclusive (based oﬁ 1969 populatiqn), or by abéu; 2,000 students. From 1975I
Lhrough 1981 the total school population shculd decrease b& approximately 30%

inclusive (based on 1975 population), or by about 2,500 students. The enrollment

for the 1981-82 school yea% is projected to be abéut 7,450 students in grades K-12.

OTHER FACTORS

Certain adjustments to the ERDC projections that may be made depending
" ““on the effect of Persaiﬁ variables are presented in Tables 4.11 and 4.12. Table
4.11 présents an historical analysis of East Hartford Parochial School enrollments.

Should a voucher program be in effect during the 1981-82 school year, for example,

S 105 ‘
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e

about 55C studeats can ne eipecied to be enrolled in parochiai schools in East
Hartford, a number wh}bh should be added to the public school enrollment in the
computation of any voucher amounts. Also approximately 400 East Hartford students
atte;aing East Catholic High Schc~1l, did not enter into the voucher calculations,
an' ~ould become a variable to consider if schools outside of East Hartford were
allowed to participate.

- Also to be considered would be students presently "unaccounted" for.
This category iﬁcludes students who attend private schools outside of East Hartford
as well as school age students not attending school at all. The statigtics for

these groups are presented in Table 4.10 and their effects are summarized in

Figure 4.5,

w

Figﬁre 4.5 esentially represents the variables, and their projections
through 1982, which have the potential of "swelling' the East Hartford Public
School enrollment projections (as presented in Table 4.8). There is little reason
to expect, however, that students represented by fhe four profiles in Figure 4.5
will'éither return or enroll.in the East Hartford Public Schools in anv signif;cant
numbers to change the basic projections as presented in Table 4.8.

Atcritical decision variable, otﬁer than public school eﬁrollment, to be
considgred in the implementaFiQn of a voucher program would be the nﬁmber of East

Hartford students attending the pérochial schools within the town of East Hartford

= (Table 4.11).

*BIRTH RATES

Figure 4.6 is included for Eomparison of East Hartford birth rates with
state and national birth rates. Tt is important to consider the congruity of the
decline in birth ratus, locélly, state-wide, and nationally, since they have a direct:
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- FIGURE 4.6
EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT
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Births

TABLE 4,7
EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLSPPARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

PROJECTIONS OF SCHOOL ENROLLMENTS BY GRADE AND YEAR:
EAST HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT, HISTORICAL ANALYSIS/ERDC

!

Enrollments

_ Sp.
Yr. Actual ¥r. K 1 2 304 05 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 ed, Total
1970 102
logs 1168 {017 927 | 1083 | 1033| 2a3e(102s| 947 | 907|517 | @71 | d0us| 07 | 808|927 | 12,404
- ) | 103
1966 1220 122731 g6s | 20| 1000| ssol100e] 941 | se2 {004 | 923 | no1o| 942 | 856 {704 [ | 12,178
1972 )1
5 75
196 1148 ig;g a9 | a5l easl 97 962l oea i see | ees |65 [2024] s90 | e78 755 37 | P
1973 ' . | 169
loss 1086 | 12171 o10 | 18| 6as| 15| 9u:| deL | who [esd s | a3 gk | 007|788 L | 10,469
1 19%4- | 205,
1969 1106 |21 785 | 09| 76| 19| 35| 25 | s [anL |0 | 9s0| o69 | g2 755 [y | 10,02
hers . : 09
1910 1025 7% 190 | 36| 7as| 76| ) ma | wa|ens e | alseo2m | 2|0 e | 10,699

Percentage of Persistency: From the historical data presented above, the following percentages

of persistency were derived between grade levels.
the projection of enrollments through 1980 which appear in Tahle 77

MthJkdld 2.3 13-4 [4-5 |56 |67} 7-8. {829, |9-10 0z11 11512

.6

100.2{ 93.496.8 [97.8 | 86,61 94,7 | 99.41100,1 |110.6(92,2| 92,2 8.

Source; East Hartford Public Schools, Connecticut State Health Department

these percentages were used by EROC in °

. NNODN/O>auld
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TABLE 4,8

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT
PROJECTIONS OF SCHOOL ENROLLMENTS BY GRADE AND YEAR;’ '-
EAST HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT, ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS/ERDC

Births .
Ace | - Enrollment Projections
Year tual Year Kk ) Y 45§ 9 89 10 1 12 Total
| o3

: . 209
19700025 582841790 796 | 735 | 266 |14 | 13| 82 813 | 822 | 915 | 928 |.792 771\ 50 | 10,699

197 9:3? ig;g 6152 3 L 9| o0 65 a1 | e14 | o1 [aae [asg | 7p 1 10,259

50%
~{ ! n -
19771 ‘ o | 210
1972 734 1978 4B 707 ] 740 | 719|695 | 649 634| 671 | 817 | 908 | 845 178 | 763 T 9,14

1973 62¢ ig;g* 467 | 59 | 660 | 716|703 | s02| 613] 3y 672 | 912|937 |19 | 693 {20 | g pgg

-

11974 623 iggg“ 4641468 | S13 1 639 1700 | 609 | 570|611 | 632 { 750 841 |72 | o4 |2N0 8,523

\

1979 25 iggf' 4660 465 | 430 | 490 625 | w06 | 597 567 | 612 105 |go2 ms oo (5L | 9910

1578 650 09620 4gse | age) 434 | a2 L | su1| e 574 | 568 | 683 650 | 638 | 691 (%D | 9, 47qe0

*Estimated figures,

"These totals based 0a estimate of K or K and 1,

14

Source: East Hartford Public Schools, Connecticut State Health Department

NRODN/DauI
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TABLE 4 9

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

PROJECTIONS OF SCHOOL ENROLLMENTS BY GRADE AND YEAR:
EAST HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT, SUMMARY OF NESDEC PROJECTIONS

1975-76.THROUGH 1981-82

yvear| kK | L o2 3| 4 S| 6| 7] 8 [ 8 {01 | 12|70
L5769 065 | ana| 7en| on4 | 010 | 747 (22 e17 | 022 |93 \suB | 033 | 796 | 20,706
P10 00 | | s s faan | o [as fezs | eas (906 |umy sl | 730 | 10,322
5T sup | 08 | 7as{ oot |y | mz{ery |76 | 62s (o0 fas 093 | 4T | 9,899
ST asy | 82| sos| 13 | Te9 | 62 |91 yene | 726 {00y fas2 B0 | T3L | 9,268
o w1 s3] o4 | 130 | 66 [sua |62 | 66 [so2 (8s7 {798 | 02,
1340- | 2 | 626 (656 [oas | oot (o5 (156 |ema | o0

e 1] 50 |12 | i ;

1981- ‘ eo | ere ne

ol wa | 522 | 570 [eon [os7 [ oas |65 (203|708 | 708

Percentage of Persistency: NESDEC used the following perdentages in the above projections.

Birth to K

K-1

1-2

-3

43

1

5-6

‘v

§-7

1-8

§-9-

9-10

10-1

11-12

74.6.

100.8

96.6

98.4

99.7

97.0

100.0

100.3

110,2

9,3 '93.7

87,8

Source: "A Fcaslbility Analysxs of Open Enrollment," East Hart:ord, Connecticut January A, 1971

to Apnl 21, 194

5.7

RNOoDN/Daud

|8y
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"![‘ABLE 4,10

o

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT ,

PROJECTIONS OF SCHOOL ENROLLMENTS BY GRADE AND YEAR:

EAST HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT, EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC _
SCHOOLS' WORKING PROJECTIONS

tear | kP10 2 {3 | 4 s |1 ] 8|9 | |u |1 | some

ig;g' 125 |81 | 809 {786 | 779|707 |24 | 817 | w11 [aon |9%0 |86 [se2 {10,568

e lsas |75 | 9s0 {909 | 708 6ar [ 720 [ aas | 017 [oea [aon {900 [aso [10,27

(e 517 e | s |1 | oon| o5 655 | 720 | 824|769 {a64 |08 990 | 9,753

,ig;g' 18 | 17| 635 [ 725 | ne2 619 | 663 | 655 | 920|726 {269 | wee faos | 8,002

1979~
1380

350 | 319 | 517 | 635 | 720 654 | 682 663 | €35 673 1776 [ 769 (864 | 8,277

*Totals do not include spec1a1 educatxon students (approximately 250),
Nota: These figures-are based ona summary of the working figures for individual schools, )

Source: East Martford Public Schools, 'Enrollment and Housan Plan" 1975-1976;
Pupil Accounting Department.
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‘11,000

FIGURE 4.4

-

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

HISTORICAL AND PROJECTED SCHOOL ENROLLMENT:
- EAST HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT, ERDC/UCONN.
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TABLE 4.;1

| EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

ACTUAL PAROCHIAL SCHOOL ENROLLMENTS BY GRADE AND YEAR:

EAST HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT 1970-1975

— Historical Data-—‘

Year | 5 6 1 8 Total

Grades 9-12

i

East Hartford, Connecticut,

ol | w |y Note: Approx. 400 East
’ Hartford students,are‘
197]- enrolled in East Catholic
) 48] 1441 1631 1N 532 High School, Manchester,
1972 ,
_ Connectlcut
1972- | . ‘
1973 | 123f 137 143 155 558
1973 |
1974 | 123f 124} 136 | 136 5;1
1974- |
1975 | 11| 144 134 136 555
1975 1 s ' ' haal
1976 | 130 140 141 132 Percentage Persistency/Parochial
/ Schools
Puﬂlie |
Parochial 5 5-6) 6=7 | 7-8 -
J MERER! 104.4 |102,6] 97,5
S
Source: Enrollnent data for St, Chrlstopher and St. Rose |
Schools 1943-1973; from Parents' Choice Project, EE

Bt




| TABLE 4,12
EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

ENUMERATION DATA; HISTCRICAL SUMMARY

- zs

‘|t enrolled | § enrolled | enrolled N°“ng?1i° Institu=| Not Jges 16 ¢ 17
) children in mublic [ in non-public | in E.. Hefd,| %€ uhlggt _| tional- | Attending! Not Attending
( Schools | schools Parochial| 5t+ CREASEO"( yg04 school at all
Year |ages (-20 pher & St.
Schools i
. Rose
1969~ 172 #x¢
1970 | 20,229 12,976 1,496 [ S0 B3] 15 3,742 124
1970«1 7 ' 188
1971 | 19,820 12,42} 1,503 3 . GTT' 19 5,875 130
1971- : . | 123 ,
1972 | 18,896 12,131 1,320 ' Xy 7377_ 2] 5,42 91 |
1972- : 80t
1973 | 18,315 | 11,924 1,278* 558 o7, e L 5,003 | L0g%
91 ‘ /39 o
1974 | 17,004 | 11,228 1,186 | sa 5% 13 s
1974 | 4 , .
1975 | 17,0 L89[0 L1920 ) 885 | BE) a0 | 1
Mean ~ ,
Projecsions ‘ B o . e e N
1975-] " | 0 | -
1980 | 15470 | 9,000% 975 550 S0 | 20 | 4,500 A28

*Interpolated data.
"Mean Projections 1975-1981 from ERDC/EHPS Errollment Projections
© Source: East Hartford Public Schools, Enumeratlon Department

"'Grades 1-4/ Grades §=12




FIGURE 4.5
EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

EAST HARTFORD SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN NOT ATTENDING
EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS

700
’ Actual

650
Projected ("best fit")

600 . ‘ -

«-_“\ (A) . Parochial Student
- (B) Enrollment
550 —,——— e (B) X Age 14-20 Attending
1 (n) Outside of East Hartford
' (C) .s Age 4-9 Attending -

500 . Outside of East Hartford
: . (D). X Age 16 and 17 Not
: Attending

450
400 .
350-
300 .
250 .
200,
150 .

100.

S0,

69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 §0 81

*Chart does not include approx. 20 per year institutionalized
students. Source: East Hartford Public Schools, Enumeration Dept.




sh

TABLE 4.6

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS
PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

ENROLLMENT PROJECTION METHODS

Methods Historical Regression Analysis ‘Cohort
Percentages Survivial
Min/Mean/Max Linear Quadratic
Factors :
Gross Differences X X - , X .. X
Line of "Best Fit" X X b 4
Year-to-Year ‘ X ' X
Gross Fluctuations ' o
. . v
% Persistence From ' : : x
One Grade to the Next : -
Births & 0- 5 ; X
Year Olds ;
: iy - «as ‘\. ~ ~~
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impact on school enrollments. The birth rates, as well as the number of actual
births, should be monitored closely in the next few years to determine if they are

going to level off or continue to decline.

CAPACITIES

4

The following tables present data on the capacities of schools, broken
down into units c?ﬁpatiéle to the‘decision—mgking units of the integrated infor-
mation system. The intent, here, is to provide data-in s;ch form as to make it
readily available for (1) decision-making in the development of (a) the voucher
program and. (b) the'integfated information s&stem; and (2) transfer to machine

readable form for storage in the data file.
The NESDEC capacity data are presented in Table 4.13. These;datafare
consigtent with the archi%ectdral "working capacities" as prepared b; the East
) Hartford.Public Schools Pupil Accounting Department and presénted in Table 4.14.
The East Hartford working capacities were used along with currént (1975-76)
enrollments (from Table 4.16) to.determine the "seaté available 1975-76" to
students who choose to transfer under a voucher prograﬁ as presented in Table 4.14.
It appears, particularly in light of declining enrollments, that there
would be ampie "space' for the transfer of students under a voucher program.

There are, of course, considerations other than space which are addressed

elsewhere and in the summary of this report.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Enrollment projections generéted by ERDC (Table 4.8), NESDEC (Table 4.9),

and the East Hartford Public Schools working projections (Table 4.10) corroborate

the enrollment trends for. the East Hartford Public Schools symmarized in Figure 4.4.
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'TABLE 4,13

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

PROGRAM AND ARCHITECTURAL CAPACITIES BY GRADE LEVEL:
EAST HARTFORD, SCHOOLS

Number of Architectural Program Capacity
Classrooms Capacity Number of Students
s } Xa ( Reg, K | Reg Sp. Ed,

scooL GRADES K| Reg Total || 25| €25 TOTAL {1850 | @25 . | @5 Total
rBarnes k-4 2|16 18 || 200 400 500 }{200 | 350 -- 450
Burnside K-5 27| 20 22 ((100] 500 600 {1200 | 400 30 530
Goodwin k-5 2| 26 20 1] 100] 50 750 |{100 | 500 60 660
Langford K-5 119 20 501 475 525 || 50 400 15 465
Mayberry X~5 218 20 (|00 450 550 || 100 | 400 .- 500
McCartin K-5 1|14 15 50( 350 400 || 50| 275 15 30
torris K-5 1] 13 7] 50 325 375 || 50| 325 - 375
Second North K-3 14 5 40| 100 40 || 40| 100 - 140 .
Silver Lane %-5 211 19 11100] 425 525 ({100 | 275 60 415
Slye K-5 2l 23 80| 525 605 || 80 475 .| 1% 570
South Grammar K-4 1| 8 5 0] 200 240 || 40| 200 - 240
Stevens k-5 IEBK 14 50| 325 375 {504 178 15 3008
Willowbrook K-§ 1| 9 10 50| 228 215 || S0 f 225 - | e 275
Woodland K5 117 8 50| 175 225 || 50| 10 - 200
Center K-8 K=5/6=81| 2 | 10/10/21] 12721 100 250/496 821 (| 75| 250/496 [ == m
fuckanum K-8 K-5/6~8( 1 | 15/17/6 | 11/23)| S0 375/559| 984 || 50 | 375/559 | == 900
Sunset Ridge K-0 K=5/6-811 1 | 7/10/9 | 8/19[| 50| 175/434| 659 || 50| 175370 = 596
0'Connell 158 - « | 20/9 29 - | 699 |-699 || - | 594 - 594
(St. Christopher)| (5-8) =) A o~ o) | w0y - | | - (337)
(St, Rose) (5-8) = (872) Q0| - | (350 | (3s0)|| - | (272) - (272)
0'lirien 6-8 - s | - | M 933 | - | 793 | - 193
Pitkin 6-8 - | 10 | 26 -~ |, 605 605 || - | 475 -- 475
E. tartford High | 9-12 - {4438 |82 (] - {203 2073 || - (1660 | e= 1661
Penncy High 9-12 - | 6451 |12 - | 2752 252 |t - |2284 ‘o 284
Alt, High 8-12 -1 3 I IR R [ B - | 4 - 4
. ,“,) . Ve

“*Source: NESDEC in A Feasibility Analygls of Open Enrollment, East Hartford, Conn.

'iaeg/Spec.

January 21 1974 to April 21, 19%4,
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TABLE 4.14
EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

4
WORKING CAPACITIES OF EAST HARTFORD
'PUBLIC SCHOOLS/ERDC

N

: CAPACITY
SCHOOL . GRADES - ARCHITECTURAL* PROGRAM* *

East Hartford High School 9-12 ‘ 1,700 1,509
Penney High School - 9-12 2,200 2,040
Alternative High School 9-12 75 50
O'Brien Middle School 6-8 900 765
Pitkin Middle School ' 6=8 525 446
. ©0'Connell Middle School 5-8 600 510
Center School K-8 775 "~ 659
Hockanum School K-8 900 765
Sunset Ridge School . K-8 625 531
Barnes School ) K-4 500 425
Burnside School K-5 575‘, ' 489
Goodwin School K-5 750 638
Langford School K-5 500 - 425
Mayberry Schoel ‘ K-5 . 575 489
McCartin School K-5 400 340
Norris School K-5 375 . 319
. Second North School K-3 150 v 128
Silver Lane School K=-5 525 446
Slye School . K=5 550 . : 468
_Seuth Grammar School . K-3 225 ' 151
Stevens School K-5 ' 350 297
Willowbrook School 4-6 275 234

Woodland School ; K-5 225 191
TOTAL . 14,275 12,355

Note. Above table does not include parochial schools (St. Christopher
440/337, St. Rose 350/272; total prog. cap. 6§09)

'Source' E. Hartford Public Schools; Enrollment and Hous1ng Plan

1975-76; Pupil Acct. Dept. ©
**Source: E. Hartford public Schools, "Our.SChools booklet.
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TABLE 4.15
EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

EAST HARTFORD. PUBLIC SCHOOLS, DEPARTMENT
OF PUPLL ACCOUNTING, SCHOOL ENROLLMENT

SCHOOL ENROLLMENT : OCTOBER 1, 1975
Except.

SCHOOL : Students g 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 K TOTAL
BARNES 72 66 70 76 71 355
BURNSIDE 13 40 59 s3 .64 63 74 366
CENTER 56 55 70 63 45 46 44 59 55 493
GOODWIN 28 . sl 69 55 67 65 66 401
HOCKANUM 19 161 161 99 50 62 51 51 49 52 75%
LANSFORD 15 68 63 66 S0 61 46 369
MAYBERRY 6 50 62 67 57 63 65 370
MCCARTIN 8 40 42 48 53+ 48 64 303
NORRIS ' 2 73 70 48 35 . 38 43 309 _
O*B.°IEN 17 267 257 247 788
O'CONNELI, 12 92 99 101 81 385
PITKIN 149 141 173 463
SECCHD NOPTH . : 30 27 39 32 128
SILVER LANE 25 48 49 47 51 56 70" 346
SLYE 23 42 63 68 50 S0 50 346
SOUTH GRA''4AR . 35 40 52 37 164
STEVENS 8 22 23 26 21 22 15 137
SUNSET RI'.GE 6 9772 100 18~ 22 23 35 31 28 36 AS6
WILLOWBROOK } N . 53 46 S0 149
WOODLAND - 17 - 22 25 24 27 14 129
LEARNING CTP. 27 27

- 209 822 813 821 713 774 1766 1735 796 790 7,239

! Except.
Students 12 11 10~ 9

E.H.H.S. 23 384 363 431 441 1,642
PENNZY ) 27 365 419 486 468 1,765
SYNEPCY SCHOOL v 22 10 11 6 89
TOTAL HIGH 50 771 792 928 915 3,458
HOME INSTRUCTION: EHHS ) _PENNEY 2 SYNERGY 1 A

L s

10,699

TOTAL ENROLLMENT, OCTOBER 1, 1975

TOTAL ENROLLMENT, OCTOBER 1, 1974 11,022
TOTAL ENROLLMENT, SEPTEMBER 8, 1975 10,402
TOTAL ENROLLMENT, SEPTEMBER 10, 1974 10,904 '

PAROCHIAL SCHOOLS: 8 7 6 5 TOTAL
ST. CHRISTOPHER 77 80 79 8l - 317

ST. ROSE . 55 - 61 61 49 226
' ' : 132 141 140 130 543
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s

The trend in East Hartford has'been a decrease of approximately 350
students per year from 1969 to'1975. This trend is projected to accelerate to
a'deé?ease of approximately 500 students per year from 1976 to 1982. These
figures represent a 15% decline in enrollment from 1969-1975; a total loss of
about 2,000 studeA:s. In the next five years the East Hartford school population
should decrease by about 2,500 students or by approximately 30 percent.

The implications of declining enrollments for the implementation of

a voucher program in the East Hartford Public Schools are varied. . First of

-
.
- N

all, the décreased student popula&ion would tend to make any new program more
expensive on a per pdpil basis. Second, a decline in the base student popula-
lation would, in effect, result in fewer students taking part in a voucher
program. Finally, decision variables which may have had a major imp;ct Hre

(1) East Hartford Public School capacities, and (2) parochial school enrollments

and capacities.

Decigsions formalizing and limiting school capacities to some predetermined

maximum may tend to supress transfer activity, expansion of programs, etc. Yet,

a failure to set some capacity limits would allow abrupt declines in enrollment

e

at certain schools. Such decision making variables would have to be entered into

the logic flow model of the student‘management system as outlined in Figure 4.2.

. N ]

If relationships and parameters, of enrol}meﬁf%’and capacities are desifed or deemed,

AN
N

necessary for the stability of the totsl schgol system, they would'have to be
identified prior to the impleﬁehtation of ény voucher system.,

Lastly, the abiiity of Lhe parochiai\schools to attract a:capacity
enrollment seems to be cénstant (at about 550). Inclusion of parochial schools .

in the voucher program would most probably maintain or enhance capacity enrollments

in the parochial schools.

134
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Considering the analysis of enrollments and capacities presented, the

East Hartford Public Schools wculd have to consider the following decision

variables:
1. Establishing capacity limits for each attendance center
. based on either architectural or proéram capacities or
a combination of. the two.
2. Establishing minimal enrollment levels for each '
{ . attendance center below which exodusitragsfers are
frozen. ’
3. Closing certain schools.
4, Establishing-capacity limitations on parochial
schools comparable to those of public schools,
or some agreed upon process.
5. Egtablishing attendance center (including

parochial schools) voucher participation ratios
wherein the in-vs.~out ratio of any attendange
center is within certain ranges of other attend-
ance centers.
These decision variables, and any action tdken upon them, would represent
pérhmeters within whicﬁ the student managemént syséem and the vbucher system would
-operate. The inteBration of enrollment and capacity'infofmation and decisions
into the total management informatiom system would be v%tal ‘to the obefation'of
an East Hartford Parents' Choice Program, and should be conducted according fo the

guidelines suggested. \

S

ERIC
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- Parent Information
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PARENT INFORMATION
\ iy -

~ 1‘} .

-

‘...=A basic assumption of Parents' Cholce was that cducational vouchers
would move education from a monopolistic closed market toward‘an open and free
market. It was recognized that in the public sector this movement is relative
and not absolute. While it was proposed that‘placing education iﬁ an open market
would have numerous benefits, it was also apparent that uncontrolled competition
could have a negative impact o; the educational process.

The componént of "Parent Information'" was to Be the primary.safeguard
against the possible negative consequence of competition. Essentially, th}s
component is concerned with theicollection, verification, and dissemination of

.

information regarding the East Hartford Public Schools and the Parents' Choice

Project. /!
. P ' - :
The primary tas&§ of project staff were to field test a Parent Advice

Team and to produce and distribute information regarding both the voucher program

and the educational choices available in East Hartford.

I

PARENT ADVICE TEAM

The Parent Advice ieam (PAT) consisted of a coordinatof and three field
workers whose fale was to provide information about the educational programs avail-
abie in East Hartford and to assist parents in the transfer g@ocess (Appendix A).

The field wafkers were hired in May of 1975 and after a.brief orientation
Rgriod they began the taék of* assembling the info#gation packets that were to be
distributed to parents. These paékets containéd a copy of the "Our Schools" booklet,
a pamphlet introducing the PAT workers, a transfer request form, and directions on

how to apply for a transfer (Appendix B). Both the production and delivery of

B | 135
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these, information packets (approximately 7,000 were distributed door to door) were
accomplished smoothly. The greatest problem encourtered was one of timing. Duc
‘ to the original delay In the awarding of the grant, the Information packets delivered

the last week of Junc when many families were leaving for vacation or were-not pri-
/ .

marily concerned with the opening of school in September. ‘

. .
I3

With the implementation of a Parents' Choice Program it would have been
necessary for these packets to be gelivered in March. This would provide parents,
interested in transferring their children in September with enough time to consult

with school staffs, visit schools, and submit applications for transfer to the PAT
office tv May 30th. "

During the simulated transfer period (June to August, 1Y75), thc PAT

workers developed and implemented procedures to assist parents in applying for
LY . -

3

transfers and obtaining more specific information about the schools. While the,

e

’

total number of transfers requested was 167 it was not necessary for the PAT workers

.

b
to become actively involved in all of these requests. The PAT workers primarily

~ functioned to explain the transfer rules, to assist parents in visiting schools

and to et up appeintments between parents and school staffs. - '

~

- . o b . c
An additional function which the PAT workers assumed was one of providing

v

peneral information to parents regarding the East Hartford Public Schools. A . L
Q,‘\' . .
number of calls received were mot concerned with Parents' Choice or the transfer -

N

¢ .

process. Once the PAT phone number had been publicized and distributed via the
‘information .packets, parénts began calling to request information about.a variety
of public school programs. Some of the information that was requested concerned

the pre-kindergarten program, the gifted program, transportation policies, and

special education programs. These requests were handled by providing initial

-

information, referring the caller to the appropriate school department, dnd’

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



by following up the referral to insure tﬁét contact was made. The Parent Adviée‘

Team functioned in’a limited way as an information and referral bureau for the °

-

school system.

- - While only three workers were utilized during this simulation it was

[ X%

anticipated that the complete implementation of Parents' Choice would have re-

quiréd a minimum-of four field'workers‘tovhandle the information distribution and
transfer process.

The greatest difficulty encountered in the traﬁsfer process was in
establishing uniform procedures and communication with the indi;idual schools and
the Office of Pupil Accouriting. This wés primarily caﬁsgﬁ by the fact that the
Parent Advice Team was a new orgaﬁizational struéture which had to be coordinated
with existing ;t:dcturés. It should be noted that:i; or&erifor the Parént Advice
Team to funétion properly it was hous;d in a central location that was accessible
to the public and céuld'remain open beyond thﬁ length of the normal schooi day.

. While it was possible to find adequate housing within existing school facilities%
it was felt that, due to the nature of the P?rent Ad&icé“Team, it should be housed
~in a more neutral location. |

A major concern of Pfdject Staff was thaf the PAT team be maintained as
a nonjudgemental third partyﬂthat would Se agie ﬁo pfovide parents with objggtivé

: infor&atién. This neutral position was threatening to elements of the public‘
o

school bureaucracy and wpdle cooperative procedures were eventually worked out it

is 11kely that had the voucher program been implemented the fears and conflicts

- woculd have arisen again.

"OUR SCHOOLS'" BOOKLET
The third edition of the "Our Schools" booklet was published in May, 1975.

* . ~—i . ' -
_The -primary function of this booklet is to provide parents with objective

3

- 135




64

descriptions of the East Hartford Schools edﬁcational programsf A number of

changes and improvements were made in‘ the 1975 edition of the "Our Schools"

~booklet and it is significantly improved over previous edditions (Apbendix C).

The school descriptions were written in a fairly uniform manner so that compari-
sons could be made between schools. The content of the descriptions is fairly
accurate-although some of the statements are-vague and need clarification. The

most obvious problem is the appareht lack of significant differences among the

-schools. It is important to note that sowme differences do exist but that these
‘ i

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Qifferences are not always ref%ect%d by the information contaimed in the school
L o

descriptions. i

. Because of these deficiahcies in the 1975 edition the content of the

1976 '"Our Schools" booklet was changed significantly. Rather than relying on

the seomewhat vague program descriptions a heavy emphasis was placed on verifi-

able data (Appéndix D). While it is felt.that this format is an improvement it

still has a preponderance of jargon which educators seem unwilling to give up.

"YOUR SCHOOLS"

In addition to the "Our Schools' booklet, project staff also produced
it booklet entitled "Your Schools'. The purpose of this booklet was to provide
parents with the information and procedures required to make the public school
bureaucracy more responsive to their needs. As the introduction states:

"Making your schoods work for you is like anything else.

You need to krow how the school system operates, and what

to do wuen you have a problem that needs solving or a

question that needs an answer. ;

T.is bookirt is designed to give you the knowledge so that

you as a parent or *East Hartford resident can make wise
deLISlOHS about the school system and its educatlonal

programs' X
137
3




In essence rather than dealing with program descriptions the "Your Schools"

/

booklet is concerned with the procession involved in utilizing the school system.

°  Had the‘voucher progra; been implémented.the "Our Schools'" and "Your Schoolsh gook-
lets would have provided parents with the tools needed to make wise educational
chéices. It should be noted that even without the voucheér program the infofmation
which has been provided to parents will undoubtedly- contribute to the development

of more positive parent-school relationships.
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EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS . .
PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

Role of PAT Field Worker (Parent Advice Team)

General Mission: Field wofke*s will work directly with the community under the
supervision of the Parents' Advice Team Coordinator acting a:
a liaison between the school and the community,

-

Generél Duties:

1. Meet with school staffs and community to assist in the development of an
effective communication cycle. .
2. Participate in the development of an information resource service for the

3. Assist in the collecetion and analysis of data Pertinent to the transfer
Process, ' :

Collect school program descriptions.

Assist in the design of various forms.

Publish the third generation of "Our Schools",

Prepare packets of descriptive materials and forms. L

Deliver packets to families, discuss the "Our Schoolg" booklet and explain
the process for transfers, :

(S e T I

Information collection and verification:

The Schools:
1 Collect and publish the descriptions of "Our Schools",
2. Verify information regarding capacity, enrollment, using central .
office information on file. ' '
3. Collect additional information from staff and community to update
"Our Schools", This is to be accomplished in cooperation with

Principals and supervisors.
The Parents: :
T T——— . Y. .
" 1. Assist in Processing the transfers, )
2. Record statements regarding the content of "Our Schools."

Information dissemination:

The School:

1. Pupil Accounting Bureau will update monthly incoming and outgoing
students.

2.  Synthesize comments on the content of "Our Schools" -and assisg
in the development of the 4th generation. : '

The Parents:
1. Explain,Parents' Choice Program (concept, transfers, Process, etc.)
2. Distribute information Packets to parents.
3. Explain the "Our Schools" Bookelt, terms, etc.

The PAT Staff will Not

1. Counsel parents.

2, Recommend schools Or programs for students.
' o
AJE/WBT/ejd 14 0
5/19/75
'12/30/75
Qo
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EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS
PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

HOW TO REQUEST A TRANSFER

If you.waﬁt more informatién,about the schools in East Harfford call:

Parent Advice Teanm

700 Burnside Avenue, Room 15
East Hartford,_Connecticut 06108
Telephone #528-9174 - -

If you already know the school that you would like your child to attend,
fill out the TRANSFER REQUEST FORM. .

Seﬁd thé completed form to Mr. Ernest Grasso, Pupil Accounting Bureau,

East Hartfrod Public Schools, 110 Long Hill Drive, East Hartford, Connec-
_ ticut 06108, . '

You will receive a letter télling you whether your transfer request has
been approved or denied, : : -

If the transfer has been approved, the. letter will te]l] you the date your
child will begin attending his new school.

6. If the transfer has not been approved, the letter will tell you why.

7. If your transfer request is not approved and you would like to discusg
transfer to a different school, call the Parent Advice Team, 700 Burnside
Avenue, Room 15, East Hartford, Connecticut 06108, telephone #528-9174,

WBT/msh

6/9/75
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EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS
PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

Vs TRANSFER REQUEST FORM

Complete this form if you desire a transfer for your>child and_send it to Mr.
Ernest Grasso, Pupil Accounting Bureau, 110 Long Hill Drive, East Hartford,
Connecticut 06108.

-

NOTE: Transportation for a child attending an out-of-district school must be
provided by the parents. ' )

Student's Name T : Date of Birth , Sex

Address Telephone Number
-a

Transfer From-Name of School Grade

. When would you like transfer
Transfer To-Name of School to take place? (Circle one)

Sept. Nov. Jan. April

Conference Request (Parent Advice Team) , Lt
-Yes No
Signature of Parent Date of Request

For Office Use Only

Number of Transfers Granted:

1 2 3

Request Granted

Request Denied

——— — ————————

Signature, Pupil Accounting

WBT/msh
6/2/75
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SCHOOL
ADDRESS
PHONE

PRINCIPAL

ENROLLMENT

EAST HAR™ /RD PUBLIC SCHOOLS
OPEN ENROLLMENT PROJECT

YROGRAR GOALS
A.

- . B.

MAJOR PROGRAM

PROFTLE FOR INDIVIDUAL SCHOOL DESCRIPTION

GRADES STUDENTS .

What is the school doing?

How is it achieving its goals?

OFFERINGS OR CURRICULUM

A.

Structure

. Traditional
Open

I.G.E.
Non-graded
Multi-aged
Teaming

(AN IE R VURY S )

Course Offerings

Regular

Gifted

Remedial reading
College credit

W N
s e e
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AVATLABLE SEATS
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Profile for Individual School Description

C. . Materidls Used
1. Books - Texts

2. AVA
3. Supplementary

SPECTAL PROGRAMS

4 A. Adaptive Physical Education Program
¢ , . B. Social Workers Program
' i C. Guidance Program

D. - Federal Resource Program
E. English as a Second Language Program
F. Reading Programs - remedial, corrective and advanced
G. 'Gifted Programs . . -
H. Health Programs ‘ : ‘

SPECIAL CLASSES ™

A. Traindble Mentally Retarded
B.” Educable Mentally Retarded
C. Adjustment
D. Learning Disabilities
E. Hearing:Impaired

. F. Language Class

\ . SPECIAL SERVICES -° that are available

A. Psychological Examiners f///'
. B. Learning Disabilities s

C. Social Work rs . s

D. Speech and Language Clinicians

E. Reading Consultants ’ °

F. Guidance

G. Health




Profilé for Individual School Description. =~ ) ' . o .

’

n‘ , . .) . . . .. . )
EDUCATIONAL POLICIES £ o : .

A, Grougihgs (heterogeneous, homogendus)

-

1. Criteria for grouping

. B.  Homework
C.. Promotion Policies .
D. Detention I .
E. Suspension

" -CLASS SIZE . o

~ A. By-Grade f‘or\Unit

1. Pupil~Teacher Ratio
B. By Special Classes

k. Pypil-Teacher Ratio '

X Principal __ : /////f
Vice~Principal/s S
Head Teacher . T
“Federal Resource Personnel '
Aides . : . P
Nurses J : .
. Specialists.~ guidance, reading consultants, etc.

~

.

-

RN

P

QM EHmoUOw>»

1. Timeé’per week - ete..e... | ,

H. Secretary

STAFF EXPERIENCE
- ) . y - =
Percentage of teachers, teaching 5 years or less.
Percentage of teachers teaching 5 ~ 10 years.
Percentage of teachers teaching 10 years or morg.
Percentage of staff turnover last year.
.0
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2

. Profile for Individual.School Description

4

' -

STUDENT INVOLVEMENT

v

A “During School

1. Student Gqvernment
2. Newspaper . .
3. 'Gommunity Service

4.. Other
.~/I/ . ' ’ . ’ -
: P - T After School
IS
PARENT INVOLVEMENT
A. P.T.A. or P.T.O.
B. Volunteers
C. Tutorg
e D. © Other .
" « S
-_ EVALUATION PROCEDURES
o _ A. Students Performances
T ' B. Teacher Observation
C. * End of Unit Tests ‘
D. Criterion Referenced Tests
E. Standardized Tests
i F. Students' Self~Evaluation
" e G. School Planning Teams
-~ H.- Others ’
REPORTING SYSTEM .
-~ S ,
A. Report Cards ~ (How Often)
B.. Conferences -~ (How Often)
C. Progress Reports ~ (How Often)
D. ~ Other

e
5 i
)




Profile for Individual School Description

' PHYSICAL FACILITIES

A.
B

CHZOTYMm O A

FK/ejd
2/25/74
2/27/74 Rev.

Gym
Multi-Purpose Room

“1l. Uses

Library

Media Center

Offices

Playground :
Number of stories high
Industrial Arts
Homemaking

Other

154
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» EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS
PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

" SCHOOL

ADDRESS TELEPHONE EXT.

PRINCIPAL | ' _

VICE PRINCIPAL(s)

SECRETARY (s)

ACADEMIC DATA

I3

MAJOR PROGRAM OFFERING OR CURRICULUM
A. N Structure‘

Traditional

Open

I.G.E.

Non-graded

Multi-aged

Teaming

Other (Please specify)

NOoOwves W R

B. srouping (criteria) ' .

C. Scheduling Ke.g. do children move for’different subjects, are they
grouped according to ability mixed, etc.)

D. : School has established the following (3-5) objectives

for the l976-1977»school year:
1. OBJECTIVE

PLAN FOR ACHIEVING AND EVALUATING THIé OBJECTIVE
2. bBJECTIVE

PLAN FOR ACHIEVEING AND EVALUATING THIS OBJECTIVE

3. OBJECTIVE

PLAN FOR ACHIEVING AND EVALUATING THIS OBJECTIVE
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4.  OBJECTIVE

PLAN FQR ACHIEVING AND EVALUATING THIS OBJECTIVE

5.  OBJECTIVE

PLAN FOR ACHIEVING AND EVALUATING THIS OBJECTIVE

EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES

Please list som of the activities“you plan to provide for the 1976-1977'school
year. (Include: Field trips, directed activities, enrichment programs after
school clubs, etc.)

NEEDS

What do you think your school needs to 1mprove services?
READING CHART

PROGRAMS

GRADE K

1

2

" 10

11

12




MATH CHART.

PROGRAM

GRADE K

1

2

10

1 1 B \

CLASS SIZE

Please list for Reading and Matl your smallest c:ass, largest class and average
class: (use current date)

_ADDITIONAL PROGRAMS

Special Instructional Programs in your school that are NOT offered system-wide--
Please List: : : : o

SPECIAL EDUCATION CLASSES

Special Education classes housed in your building --Please list:

155
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PROFILE OF PRINCIPAL

How long have you been the principal of this school? <
Where did you work before coming here?
How many years have you been in the field of education?
Education background:' College(s) attended
| Degree (s) earned
Please not additional inforﬁation which you feel is relevant:
STAFF COMPOSITION
1975-1976
Total Number of Teachers
Number of Male Teachers ' - Number of Female Teachers _-_
Age: 20-25 _ , 26-30 ____, 31-35 ___ , 36-40 __ __, 41-45 , 46+
Education: B.A. ___, Masters _ _ , Masters +30 __ , Ph;D. o
Caﬁcasian — Black _ Hispanic ____,:Asian American ____, Other
Experience: 1-3 y*8.___ , 4-6 ___  ,7-9 ___,10-12 __ _, over 12
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STUDENT COMPOSITION
1975-1976

K

' Student Population (total) : “

Number of Male Students Number of Female Students .

Caucasian y» Black y Hispanic ’ Asién American s Other

Nd. of Students who take bus - y No. of Students whovwalk

Percentage of Student Turnove (1974-1975) *

*Total number of students entered and left is what percentage of total population?

Percentage of Students Retained (1974-1975)

Percentage of Students Suspended (1974-1975)

Percentage of Studen:s earning High Honors

Percentage of Students earning Honors

Do you have a student government? o

HIGH SCHOOLS ONLY -- Preceeding year

- Percentage of Students dropping out

Percentage of Students going to college

Percentage of Students going to Technical Schools

Percentage of Students entering job market
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PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT -

Does your school have.a PTA or PTO?
How often does it meet?

List activities which it sponsors: @

What is the average attendance?
Does it publish a newsletter?

Do you have parent volunteers? _ If yes, in what éapacity?

Do you have other parent groups‘in addition to PTA/PTO?
[

List and Explain:

Does your sci.wol publish a newsletter?

If yes, how often?

15:3
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PHYSICAL FACILITIES (By school)

Picture of School g . ,
Specifications

Year of Construction
Dates of renovation and/or additioms
Capacity i
Itemization of'rooms -
Classrooms :
Cafeteria, Media (indicate No. of Books) music/art, hym, multipurpose ‘9“
rooms etc.
Extra Facilities
Industrial Arts
Homemaking
Playground ' .

BUDGET (BY SCHOOL)

Salaries - Principal, Vice Principals, & Teachers v $
Secretaries,, Aides, Nurse, Custodian
Total Salaries $
Non-Salary - § Textbooks ' S
‘ ) Homemaking ~

Industrial Arts
School Library
Audio-Visual
Teaching- Supplies.
Homemaking
Industrial Arts
Channel 24 - ETV /
Directed Activities L
- : Transportation STl T
' ; Athlétics /
Field Trip ) E AN
Heat ’
Water & Sewerage
- Electricity
Gas
Maintenance of Plant
Replacement of Equipment
Maintenance Supplies
Student Body
Capital Outlay

foe

Total Non-Salary T8

"GRAND TOTAL 5
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TRANSPORTATION

In December, 1973 the Eaét Hartford Board of Fducation considered the
extension and improvement of those policies related to Op~n Enrollment. At that
meeting the Board of Edgcation uhanimously moved to adopt and then tabled the
following amendmept and proposed extension related to the transportafion policy:

AMENDMENT TO TRANSPORTATION POLICY

"The Board of Education has adopted a transportation policy
which provides for the transportation of public and non-
public school children in the Town of East Hartford, as al-
lowed by statute, under the following conditions:"

"Transportation shall be provided all students on
the above criteria. Location of residence within
a local school attendance area shall not be a fac-
tor in detérmining transportation to the school in
which the student is properly enrolled, provided
that federal funds become available to cover ex-—
cess costs of such transportation."

The Parents' Choice staff contracted with ﬁducational Coordinates, a
subsidiary of Mathematica, Inc., to determine the feasibility of implementing
this transgortation policy. While a similar task was undertaken in the Feasi-
bility Analysis, 1t was fFlt that more accurate data would be nceded ..o pro-
vide the Parents' Choice staff with more reliable and valid proj . ctions of the
implemehtation costs.

The following activities were undertaken by Mr. David Lovell of Ed-
ucagional Coordinétes to be performed for the Parents’' Choice Project:

1. Computer Assisted Bus Scheduling (CABS) for all regular, home-

to-school East Hartford Student Transportation, both public
and non-public riders, for the year 1975-1976 (approximately

4,300) to be completed for implementation for the opening of
school in September, 1975.
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»

Deliverables were: ,

a) bus routes that were acceptable to East Hartford
trangportation officials for all regularly trans-
ported students;

b) a coordinated sehedule of individual routes in-
dicating thQse routes (and sdhools) which may be
serviced together using one vehicle so as to min-

. imize the number of vehicles required;

c) a student list in alphabétic sequence by bus stop
for each bus route generated;

d) a student list in alphabetic sequence by grade
level for each school considered;

e) a bus pass for each student, which may be mailed
to his/her home, indicating the assigned school
and bus stop and approximate. bus arrival time; and

f) a computer plot of the digitized map of all streets
in East Hartford. -

2. A simulation to.combine transportation of regular students and ,
Parents' Choice riders using live data of students who would be
attending out-of-attendance area schools for 1975-1976 school

year. ) ]
3. A simulation to combine Special Education and Parents' Choice
ridets.
4. A _simulation which assumes bell times different from those pre-

sently used. s

STUDY CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FROM MATHEMATICA, INC.

Q .
In. accomplishin, 1: objectives set forth bv the East Hartford Public

Schools, Mathematica reaciit . scveral conclusions tegarding pupil transportation in
. 1

East Hartford ‘uiider a Parents' Choice Program. Moreover, Mathematica derived a num-~

ber of recommendations which, if implemented, would contribute positively t6 mini-

mizing transportation costs in such an environment.
Completion of Simulation One (Appendix E), which envisioned use of a com-
puter to plan regular, home-to-school transportation for the 1975-1976 school yeaf,

. . h)
demonstrated conclusively that transportation planning by computer is feasible and

desirable for East Hartford. The blend of local expertise and cqomputer power that

v.

U 185
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was achieved was characterized by a high degree of accuracy (error rate "less than

2%) substantial reduction of clerical effort, and a reduction {in the number of ve-

hicles required from 25 in 1974-1975 to 18 in 1975-1976. However, due to traffic

patterns within the town it was necessary to change.the figures of 18 buses to 20

for the 1975-1976 school year.

These results were ecspecially impressive because the work was accom-

. »

ﬂplished within a greatly restricted project schedule, i.e., wark was stafted sev-

eral months late because of a delay in contract negotiations. 1In future years use

of a computer should yield even better results due to a presumed ifiprovement G

project start date.

~

)

Based on results of Simulition Two (Appendix E), which ehvisioned com-

bined transportation of regular-and Parents' Choice riders, it was concluded that -

Board supplied transportation for the 147 students attending out-of-district schools

during 1975-1976 would have-cost an additional $50,241 above the current budget of

$176,872.

-

The additiqﬁal‘expenditurejof $50,241.repregents use of 2 buses and 4

.

: . - L : e .
¥ans more than were planned for by the East Hartford Transportation Department. A

~ more complete analysis shows:

quite low.

)

.tion T o =70

B4

2 buses *72 seats/bus *3 routes/bus (avg) = 432

i
~
N

4 vans *9 seats/van *2 rqqﬁes/van (avg)
504 seats
147 children/504 seats = 29% capacity utilization

computed average capacity utilization for' Simula-
d

N

Hence, 4t can be seen that utilization of the additional vehicles is

In fact, a level of usage of these vehicles equivalent to all others

165
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couid yield capacity sufficient to handle approximately 350 out-of-Jistrict stu-
dents or nearly 2.5 times as many as were considered in Simulation Two (Appendix E).
| Furthermore, because the per diem fee forla bus was only $3.00 more than
for a van, for an addirional $2,160 the 4 vans could have been converted to 4 buses
vielding an effective increase in seating capacity of 792 (4 x 72 x 3 - 72 = 792);
overall. Then, the capacity to handle out-of-district riders would have been as
fol.ows:
6 buses *72 séats/bus *3 routes/bus (avg) = i,296 seats
~applying the 70% average utilization faétor yields 907
éeats. | |

In summary, two things should be clear. First, the relationship between

"costs and students transported is not linear. Hence, 294 additional .iders would

Ce?tainly.not cost twice what 147 cost. Second, it may be reasonably expected

that &here would be little or no additional cost for substantial number of addi-
tiecnal riders above the 147 already simulated. In fact, figures presented herein
wotild tend to indicate thut, at current contract rates, it would be possible to
transport as maihy as 900 out-of-district riders for an additional expenditure above
the ~urrent budget of just under $53,000.

- Admittedly, 150 and 900 students represent only 1.4% and 8.4% respective-

iv of the 1975-197h student enrollment. However, these same numbers of students re-

present 27 and 127 of the projected 1981-1982 school enrollment. The number of stu- .

dents who would request a transfer, knowing that transportation would be provided,
: .

is «ti{ll orv much an unknown. It is thought that no more than 10% of the total
sonwol enrollment would request a transfer.
A number of other factors would also influence the future tromsportation

“ostio af the East Hartford Public Schools in general. Cost savings could most likely

16 .,
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be accomplished by: ~ (a) adjusting school bell times, (b) allowing students to
ride different buses, morning and afternoﬁn, (c) allowing buses to follow differ—
ent routeé, morning and afternoon, (u) increasing the student walting time (arri-

val to bell time).

Increased costs could be éxpected from inflationary and contractural
factors. However, greater state aid per pupil for transportation nnd a greater
number of students riding buses (and entitled to aid) might have combined Sp re-
duce inflatiopary growth. :

The transportation consultant atiempted to reduce overall costs by simu-
lating the effect of Special Education students riding with regular and transfer-
ring students. Because the Special Education vans were oper.ting at almost ca-
pacity this did not result in any reduction of costs. (Appendix E)

Table 1.1 presents the 1975~1976 -transportition exovenses of ‘East Hartford
schools. The cost 6f regular transportation for 1975-1976 has alrgady been re-
ducea by computerized bus routing. The $50,000 estimated extra cost.of transport-
iﬁg Parents' Choice students represents 11.7Z:of the total transportation expense.

Table 1.2 uses the71975—1976 estima;ed cost of $50,000 for transporting
"out-of-attendance-area" students and projects future costs at a 5% annual growth.
The use of a computerized bus transportation system can (and has) substantially

reduced prior estimates of this cost.

160
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TABLE 1.1
EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

1975-76 TRANSPORTATION EXPENSES

EXPENDITURE ' AMOUNT
Salaries . ! S 19,920.
Regular and Kindergarten . 178,952.
Non-Public Schools - 35,273.
Special Education ' 151,543.
Physical Handicapped _ 26,691.
Trade and Technical Schools - ' 14,974.
'TOTAL | $  427,974.

TABLE 1.2

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

FUTURE TRANSPORTATION EXPENSES FOR PARENTS' CHOICE STUDENTS

YEAR EXPENSES
1975-76 $ 50,000.
1976-77 | 52,500.
1977-78 55,125.
1978-79 - ‘ | 57,881.
1979-80 : ) 60,775.
1980-31 63,814,
1981-:82 - 67,005.

164
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Lastly 1t can be concluded -that the minbr alterations in bell times en-
visioned by Simulation Four (Appendix E) which otherwise utilizes data and cén—
straints from Simulation One (Appendix E), would have a major, diréct effect on
transportation costs, Specifically, cost projectioﬁs for the solution developed
in Simulation Four (Appendix E) show an-additional reduction in transportation ex-
penditure of over $17,000 ffom the results of Simulation One (Appendix E).

These conclusions, coupled with observations made during project pef-
formance, yield the following recommendations for future considerations by the

East Hartford Public Schools:

1. Bell times should be set in patterns dictated by
transportation economy whenever possible, witness
Simulation Four (Appendix E);

2. An attempt should be made to have non-public schools
adopt bell schedules which more closely coincide with
public school times.

3. Special Education transportation, because of its very
dynamic nature and the negative economic impact, should
neither be combined with Parents' Choice transportation
nor be planned by computer, witness the lack of differ-
ence between Simulations Two and Three (Appendix E).

4, An extension of the maximum riding time of any given
child from 30 minutes to 40 or 45 minutes should be
effected to accommodate the longer trips that would
be required in Parents' Choice enviroment, if economy
is desired. It should be possible, in most cases, to
do this without violating the nandated limit of one
hour for walk-plus-ride time.

5. An increase in the time range or window within which
buses may arrive at and depart from all schools should be
effected. A suggested time window is 20 minutes, wit-
ness Simulation Four (Appendix E).

6. It should no longer be required that children ride the
same bus both morning and afternoon. Lifting of - this
restriction could lead to greater economy of operation
and ease of planning.

167
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Both a bus stop identification and transportation status
code should be added to the East Hartford Data Process-
ing Department student census file for each child. This
should be done regardless of future plans to utilize com-
puter-based bus routing as it would also greatly facili-
tate the manual process.

An automated system of bus stop assignment and transpor-
tation status determination should be implemented in con-
junction with point seven above to further facilitate
either a manual or computer-based bus routing system.

165 ,
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STUDY OBJECTIVES

. At the outset of this study, two objectives were established. First,

East Hartford Public Schools and MATHEMATICA so&ght to develop
an operational transportation system for the 6pening of school in
September, 1975 (Simulation One). Second, an investigation of various
transportation alternatives (Simulations Tw6 and T‘hree) in a Parents'

Choice open enrollment environment was to be accomplished.

Late in October, 1975, a third objective developed. It was decided that

. an attempt should be made to develop a less expensive transportation

system using the data and constraints of Simulation One. Simulation

Four was, therefore, conceived and executed,

All three objectives were met. This report documents that success

as well as related information.

-
-1
'r
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STUDY CRITERIA AND ASSUMPTIONS

In order to enable accurate computation of the various alternate trans-
portation plans, certain criteria were established and a number of
assumptions were made. All are noted below and, except where
indicated, apply'unifofrrﬂy to all four cases. Also, except where
indicated, all were arrived at jointly and agreed upon by the East
Hartford Public Schools Central Administration and MATHEMATICA,
L .. |

Criteria

1) Children were not t¢ ride a bus (or van) for more than 30

minutes, one-way.

2) Children were to board the bus at assigned stops or, in the

case of special transportation, at their homes.

3) © Bus stops assigned were to be established, traditional pick-

up and dropoff points nearest each child's home.

4) No more than 72 elementary school children were to be loaded

on any bus,

5) No more than 68 secondary school children were to be loaded

on any bus.

6) School bell times used for Simulations Cr.c, Two, and Three
were those established for the opening -  .heol in September,
1975. The bell times used for Simulat. .a Four were those

proposed by the MATHEMATICA senior consultant.

7) The time ranges or windows within which buses could arrive
at and depart from the various schools were set at 10 minutes
for the elementary level and 15 minutes for the secondary

level in cases one, two and three. In case Four, 20 minute

17.




time windows were established for all levels.

8) All student census information used wnre those data compiled

by the East Hartford Public Schools Data Processing Department.

Assumptions

1) Costs were to be calculated using 1975 - 1976 school year contract.
rates of $48.99 per day for a 72 passenger school bus and $45. 99
per day for a 9 passenger van, despite an expected price increase

when a new contract is issued for 1976 - 1977.

2) It was assumed that actual data on students choosing out-of-district
schools for 1975-1976 fairly reflected future years and could be

used in Simulations Two and Three.

3) It was assumed that actual data on special education riders for -
1975-1976 fairly reflected future years and could be used in

_Simulation Three.

4) It was assumed that children would ride the same bus both

morning and afternoon.

5) It was assumed that afternoon routes would duplicate morning

routes but be run in reverse, i.e., from school-to-home.

‘57

~.

)

-
-1
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COMPUTER OUTPUTS SUMMARIZED

During performance of this invest{gation of the feasibility of Board-
supplied transportation in a Parents' Choice environment, four (4)
computer simulations were conducted. On the following pages each of

them is summarized.

Simulation One was delivered durirxg August and comprised an operational

‘ transportation system that was to have been implemented at the start of

school.

-~

Simulations Two and Three were delivered to the Parents' Choice

Office on November 144 1975. They compr1sed proposed transportation
systems for the comb1nat1on of regular and Parents' Choice transpor—

tation and regular, Parents' Choice, and special education transportat1on o

respectively.

S1mu1atlo*1 Four was received in the Parents' Cho1ce Office on November
21, 1975. It comprised a proposed transportat1on system for current, |
home-to-school riders only, which assumed bell times different from

those presently used.
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SIMULATIOII DNE SUMMARY

: = Scﬁlools Serviced 19
Bus Routes Computer-Generated . 57
Bell Schedule One (Figure IV, 1)
‘Buses Required 18
Vans Required 0
'Bus Cost (1) | $158, 728
Van Cost (2) ' K $
TO"I"AL COST | $158, 728

(1) At current rates of $48. 99/day and 180 days/year

(2) At current rates of $45.99/day and 180 days/year

Figure I

Q‘ - o ' 175 -




SIMULATION TWO SUMMARY

B

Schools Serviced ’ 24

Bus Routes Computer-Generated ’ 68

Bell Schedule ~ One (Figﬁre Iv.1)
Buse‘.s.Required ‘ 22 )
Vans quuired : 4

— Bus Cost 1) | $194,300. ‘
Van Cost (%) | $ 33,113
TOTAL COST . $227,113

(1) At current rates of $48.99/day and 180 days/year

(2) At.current rates of $4..99/day and 180 days/year

Figure II

Q - '1;-1.
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SIMULATION’THREE SU MMARY,

Schools Serviced _ ) 24
Bus Routes Computer-Generated | 91
Bell Schedule ' ' ~ One: (Figure IV.1)
Buses Reciuired ) 22
Vans Required . 18"
(1) - L '
Bus Cost $194, 000
(2) ' :
Van Cost . $149,003
TOTAL COST . $343, 008

(1) At current rates of $48.99/day and 180 days/year

(2) At current rates of $45.99/day and 180 days/year

)

Figure III L

177
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SIMULATION FOUR SUMMARY

Schools Serviced 19
{
Bus Routes Computer-Generated 57

Bell Schedule Two (Figure IV. 2"

Buses Required 16
Vans Required 0

) o '
Bus Cost $141, 091
Van Cos! (2 : $
TOTAL COST $141.091

{1} At <urrent zates of $48. 99/day and 130 days/year

4. At sarvent tates 7 %45, 4% /day and 130 davs ‘year

Figure IV

0~ s N o i 17\3 \ | v
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BELL SCHEDULE ONE

’
SCHOOL NAME A M, TIME P.M, Tiw ..
Barnes 8:45 2:55
Burnside 8:45 2:55
‘ Center ' 8:45 2:55
Goodwin 8:30 | 2:40
Hockanum: 8:35 2:45
Mayberry HEE 3:10
McCartin= 8- - 2:45
Norris ; “ 8:45 2:55
O'Brien _ 8:15 . 2325
O'Connell= 8:20 2:30°
Second North 8:45 2:55
Silver Lane 8:35 2:45
Slye 8:45 2:55
South Gramn.ar* 8:25 2:35
Sunset Ridge 8:45 2 55
Willlowbrock* | - 9:00 3:10
Woodland 9:00 3:10
Stevens 8:20 2:30
- Pitkin 8:15 _ 2:25
- Lang’forl _ 8:45 2:55
Penney 7:50 2:00
East Hartford 8;:20 2:30
St. Christopher 9:00 3:00
St. Rose 8;40 2:40
Cheney Technical ‘ 8:‘0.0 2:17-

*Scha-as so denoted had bus service for Simulations Two and Three only.

Figure IV. 1
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~ELL SCHEDULE TWO

SCHOOL NAM:. A.M. TIME  P.M, TIMF,
Barnes 9:00 | 3:1n
Burnside 9:00 ' 3:10
Center 9:00 3:10
f  Goodwin a 9:00 3:10
Hockanum*
Mayberry “9:00 3:10
McCartin*
Norris 9:00 3:10
O'Brien 8:00 2:16G
O'Connell *
Second North ' : 9:00 3:10
Silver Lane 9:00 3:10
Slye : 9:00 3:10
South Grammar
Sunset Ridge 8:30 2:40
Willowbrook:
Woodland 9:00 3:10
Stevens 9:00 3:10
Pitkin 8:00 2:10
Langford Q.0 3:10
Penney 45 1:55
East Hartford 8:30 2:40
St. Christopher 9:00 3:00
St. Rose - 8:40 2:40
Cheney Technical ' + 8:00 2:17

* Schools so denoted had no bus service for this simulation

Figure IV.2
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Fast Hartford Public Schools.
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AUTONOMY
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The Board of Yducation and the sup intendent initiated in the last five

orts toward decentralization and greater building leval autonomy in the

1e Feasilility Study for the Op~n Fnrollment/Parents'

The authority t - plan, organize and implement school
organizational patterns and programs by the individ-
ual school administrator withiu broad policies estab-
lizhed by the Board of Educationh is of necessitv an
Integral part of a system which allows school to be
wifferent and par nts to choose.

AS g omanagement c¢c cept the FEast Hartford Schesl Ad-
ministrarion
ing assignment of , or the dvlegation of , decision-

smakirg sathority to that level closest to operat ion

respnu it i Tity, the school.,

“he oodividual school unit pruesently has the ress n-
si ilitv tor dortermining manv of the decisions 1 |
th2  chool. Thesce are primarilv in the area of cur-
riculun developmen: buildiny organi:-iricn. o .1
ntivizaition and prosram ing. whivh includes groupinge,
svlection of =ate-=ial ol o cripment, evaluat e o

The strac'are o he gehiaal dav.
Thie Tentral v vt ren e financial e 0 o
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ror the past five vears has been strose-

Choice Progr

am

@

The parar ters for building loevel autonomv are out-

as



106

The indivi. »chool administrator, the principal, with
the aid ana .<e of the school staff, presently exer-
cise clrar ‘sion-making authority in the following area:

1. As  + .cnts of students for group or individual
insc.action.

2. Organization and scheduling of Instructional time
i within the school day.

Seiecction of new teachers to the school.
4, Assignment of r~aching staff within the schoo!

5.. Selection of methods and techniques and pur ‘hase
\ of materials and equip: 'nt to implement curriculum.
) .
6. | Determinstion of the appropriate method of «ommu-
nicatin, to parents their child's school progress
bevond the basic minimal report required bv the
school svstem, i.e. parent-teacher conference,
telephone call, written progress reports.

7. Provision of non tudent contact time to individual
staff members to work en educational problems and
issues on o sustained basis through temporarv assign- '
ment of substitute teaching personnel.

8. The studw of new educational ideas, initiation of
their Limited use within the school and eévaluation
of results.

Ieodividual schonl administrators and starfs have
“ajor dinpttoine the decision-making process, a1-
though not to the paint 7 determining, the foll -
ing:

y coedhvament o0 staderts tor o special plicer ont

ather ty o Vocal wehe 1,

P Swsignm o ut o of special o ere to seheal rop
14

|

Ay o ter=wid ersonibe ) reservoir.,

-
D D ination mendotery teanafor of ot -
catedt peroonoe
Tt s 0 sy madntenan s nrob owhiieh v

LT Wt Tt it maan o,

O
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e

In order to provide school staffs with these skills, the Fast Hartford

Paren:s' Choice

staff contracted with Human Euterprises to develop an In-Sorvice

training program to accomplish the following objectives:

1.

There

Develop an understanding of the extent to which the
school system supports diversity tc¢ enable staff to
assume responsibility for developing diversity at
the building level;

Acquire knowledge con: :rning the present and proposed
decision-making proce »s (at the school system and the
building level) in order to:

a) ‘recogwize the® alternatives presently available
to th m as well as those which may become avail-
able, and;

b) make approyriate cheices among the alternatives.

Develop -:kills to enable staff to:

1) use ~roups constructively at the building level;
b) man-.,. conflict creativelv at ti- ouilding level;
¢) sulve huilding level problems; :
d) design a decisinn-making process for the building.

T Tearn woat oo oposcd Parents' Choice is all about.
p 1

were fiv: toacec to rhe (r-Service training program. 'The follow-

ing is a svnopsis of thy = T

RAT O e 7

workineg inte: .i
fectives o ated

proc. b inpc

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ATANING DES AN

urde ¢ ide ol coniitions it would be approprlate to have corcwuliants
clv with each individaal o »ol's staff in or 'er to reach the ohb-

revioaslyv, severe constriints of ot ime and monev made such an ap-

soraliering U0 s constraints ond th need o prepare individunal
carre oo in the thasenc of consulta e, @ odesipn wa developed:
o oprocide artimn’ oaue of  onss T cant times

to pro bdeoa laroo number o o with
wpropriate sk 0 and

to prepare them to cont imn e irv
work in futore vears,
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TRAINING DESIGN .
PHASE I - September, 1975-March 3lst, 1976 (5 1/2 days*)

In-depth team building for project staff and Central Administration.
This effort «as focused on creating a well coordinatqg and effective top
ma:.agement team. *(2 1/2 consecutf¥e days in September, 197.; others to ex-

tenc rough Phase IV).

PHASE II - September-October 15fh, 1975 (3 1/2 days)

a) Training ..r Administrative Council ki.e.. iijentral Administrators,
certified administrators and classified administrators) and severai teach rs fo-
cused on clarifying the elements of the Parents' Choice Project, understanding

the In-Service training plan .or the school year and procviding an opportunity for
both groups to discuss thc training pl.u. (2 days)

v Training f~r superviso- and staff selected by them to explain the

Parents' Choice Project, the Tn-Service traiuir ; plan and the implication: of t'e

Parents' Choice '+ nt for special area sta.i. (1 1/2 days)
PHASE IYI - Oct.ooer-december, 1975 (8 davs po team)
a) . In order to reach each school, tear . consisting of administr. ‘ve

st *°f, supervisorv personnel, rias.room teachers and specinl area stin! | were

piven eight dﬂvé_of training .icsi-ced to provide them with knowledge about Parenis
Choice and the skills to ro back.!w their v iildiny - od work with the re. ¢ of their
itaff to enable t' + szhool to begin its planning tur successful operation under tiw
Parents' ¢ ice Project. Si. of the training davs were devoted ‘o intorsive sL:ll
huivling for team members and two w o devotéd.to planniny for In-SHService programs

for their building.

135
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With the eéxception of the two high schools, alternate high school and
private schools, teams were clustered into 8roups which consisted of feeder
schools in order to Crcate collaborative approaches to developing autonomy and
diversity. |

b) “he one day o; In-Servic:: or the‘secretarlal staff was devoted
to Providing them with knowledge aont Parents' Chojce and their vital role in
communicatione .

PHASE IV - October, '1975-.-\pr11,_1976 (4 1/2 days per building or 2 full di .
Per building) -

During thiy Phe e ‘wrsultants worked with building teams to heln rhem
design In-Service Proyrams for their buildings. Consultants were subsequenr]y
Present at school In-Service meetings ag 'TVOYs providing feedback on process
to th~ building team. The faculties developed:

a) A Written document describing their decision-
making Process; and

h) A written statement on plans for 1976,

THASE v - April, 1976 (2 davs per building)

These two davs allowed the original consultant team to ™ot with in-

dividn,.: syhool»poams to:
a) follow up relevant Issucs:
' D) evaluate wirh che teams i, work o! the Sear: and
) aAssist iy the Preparat jon of long range ol g,

b
0p)

O

RIC
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t, 75

v, '75

¢, '75

r. '76

t. '7h

FLUW LIAKL FUR INORBRVILE IRALNING

PHASE 1T

PHASE 1 PHASE 1T
Project Team Administrative
and Council
Central Adm. and
(2_1/2 days) Several
Teachers
e ((Qdays)
Consultants
and .
Profect Staff Supervisory staff
with Bd.of ' ', and
(1/2 day) | Selected Personnel
e i (11/2 day)

SCHOOL TEAMS.

Program

PHASE IV

b days: Team Building
2 days: Planning for

' building level
In-service

(8 days)

Information
(1 dav)

Secratarial Staff

Team Building &

|A1ternat1ve H. S,
§ Private Schools*

Long Range Planning

(2 days)

IProject Staff
and
Central Adm.

(11/2 day)

*Representat ives from -
Private schocls have heen
invited to participate in

Phases 1T & IT1

lIn-service at |
Building Level,
Consultants
will Ald In
Design of
Program and
Process feed-
back to
building teams
(4 [1/2] days

or 2 days)

‘Project Staff

and ;
Central Adm.
(1 day)

OTT .
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PHASE V

Building Level
Consultants
meet with Teams
for follow-up
Rvaluation &
Long Range
Planning

(1 1/2day
| per team)
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SUMMARY SHEET OF TEAM DISTRIBUTION

TEAM T and I1I

Penney High School
East Hartford High School - .Sub-Teams [2] Participants [34]

1 CA*and/or Supervisor¥*
1 Principal
2 Vice Principals
3 'Guidance (inc.Dept.icad)
5 Department Chairmen
_5 Teachers
17 -
TEAM IT1
0'Brien Middle 3chool Team ~
(Langford, Mayberry, Norris & Woodland) - Sub-Teams [5] P:rticipants [41]
Middle School Team Elementary Teams for Each School
' 1 CA and/or Supervisor 1° CA and/or Supervisor
1  Principal 1 Principal
1 Vice Principal 1 Special Area
2 Guldance 4 Teachers
3 Unit Leaders 7
5 Teachers .
3
TEAM TV »
Pitkin School Team
" (Goodwin, Slve, Stevens) - Sub-Teams [4] Participan‘s (3l ]
‘ Middle School Team Elementary Teams for Each 5chool
1 CA and/or Supervisor "1 A and/or Supervisor
I Vice P' ~cipal 1 Principal *
1 Guidanc. 1 Special Area
3 Unit Leaders 4 Teachers
3 Teachers 7
o Princinal
- 15
TEAM
"0'Connell school Team
(Barnes) = Sub-Teams [2] Participants [17]
Middle School Tedm . Elementary Tes s for Each School
! CA and/or Supervisor 1 CA and/or. supervisor
1 Princip:l 1 Principal
1 Vies Principal 1 Special
1 Guidanc, 4 Teachers
3 Special . ea 7
3 Teachers ) -
<10
\, \ i
* CA = Central Admini:' rato:s#*
* ex-officio members whc would at.end at times to be designated . L-\

! e

‘ “ 189
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SUMMARY SHEET OF TEAM DISTRIBUTION (continued)
TEAM VI
. # . i v o
Sunset Ridge Team ‘
(Silver Lane, Burnside) - Sub-Teams [3] Participants [24]
Middle School Team . Elementary Teams for Each School
1 CA and/6r Supervisor . € 1 CA and/or Supervisor
1  Principal 1 Principal
1 "'Vice Principal 1 Special Area
1 Guidance “ _4 Teachers
3  Special Area 7
3 7 achers™ ,
10 ‘
TEAM VIT .

Hockanum School Team ’ .
(Willowbrook, McCartin, Soufh Grammar) -~ Sub-Teams [4] Pa:cicipants [ ]

Middle School Team f Elementary Teams for Willowbrook & So. Grammar
1 CA and/or Supervisor K : 1. CA and/or Supervisor
1 Principal 1. Principal
1 Vice Principal f 1 Head Teacher .
2 Guidance 1 Special Area
3 Special-Area ‘ _2 Teachers
5, Teachers i 6
13 / v
‘ Elementary Team for McCartin
‘ 1 CA and/or Supervisor
1 Principal
3 Special Areas
_3 Teachers
! 8
»
TEAM VIIL
Coenter School Team N
(Second North): - Sub-Teams {2] Participants [15]
Middle School Team . Elementary Team for Second North
1  CA and/or|Supervisor 1 CA and/or Supervisor
1 Principal, 1 Heal Teacher
1 “Vice Principal 1 Speciil Area
1  Guicance - 1 feachor
3 Special Area 4
"4 Trachers
11 |
JTHER TEAMS
Genteal Admini§tration and Project Gtaff - Team [1] Participants [12]
| : .
Auasitistrative Council - Team [1] Participants [43)

|

i . . /
| ' 1o

i




JAUMMARY SHEET OF TEAM DISTRIBUTION (contiaued)

[ ]
OTHER TEAMS (continued)
/’v | . .
Superviior:, .nd Selected Sta!: - Tezin [1] Participants [24]
Secretarial Team - - Team [1] Pn?ticipanté (28) ‘
Alternaéive Ht;h Schoo! & Private Schools - TeamI[l] Pdrficipnnts {i9)

N

SUMMARY

Eight (8) Teams with 27 Sub-Teams in Phase

Five (5) Other Teams

Total Number of Staff fnvolved 316 = 4" of .1 wtaif
ALL staff will be involved at the bui?! . 1. .

- .
e f
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SUMMARY SHEET OF TEAM DISTRIBUTION (continued)

OTHER TEAMS (continued)

Supervisors and Selected Staff - Team [l1] Participants [24] -

Secretarial Team - Team [1] Participants [28]

Alternative High School & Private'Schools ~ Team [1] Participénté [15]

SUMMARY

Eight (8) Teams with 27 Sub-Teams in Phase III

Five (5) Other Teams

Total Number of Staff involved 316 = 42% of total staff
4

All staff will be involved at the building level.

195
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This report presents a brief summary of the major training events in

"each phase of the‘training program. In addition, the results of the final eval-
uation are presented in detail, féliowed by”an anaiysis of tﬂe data.‘aThig analy;
sis attempts to examine both the internal content and p;ocess of the tfalning de~
sign and the gains @n@ losses to the East Hartford system. The report concludes
with some recommendations for future programs of this nature baséd on the experi-

. . Y
ence itself and the results of the evaluation.

‘PART I: SUMMARY OF TRAINING EVENTS

\

PHASE T
This part of the training inQoived Central Administration and"thg”pro-
ject staff. The major goal of these two and one-half days was to accomplish team
building. It was the brior understanding of the cqnsultants that it was the desire
of the system to create a strong top management team. The sessions‘ﬁé;: therefore
.désigned to focus on the intérac%ionnéﬁong the groﬁpiﬁéhgefs in relaéion to pro-
blem-solving-and decision-making. L .ements were buiit into the design that pro-
vided pppbrtunities to assess each individual's le;dership behavior and his impact,
in tHis regard, on group interaction. Time was.spent exploring trust relationships

between staff members and exploring the effects of trust on group member's inter-

action. It became obvious that the members of this group did not share our percep-

s ‘ .
tion of their goal of functioning as a team in the sense of shared decision-making.
The relationship of the members and the Sur~rintendent was cla?ified to theilr satis-
ufaction. Considerable time was spent on developing 1 definition of building auto-
nomy in more operational terms than thq.previous éxplanation given by Dr. Diggs in __

R .

a memo to staff. N



PHASE 1T ‘ .

The training sessions for the Administrative Council forcused on further

“

clarification of the function of the training program. Since members of this group

.

were unfamiliar with the design and intent of the program much time was- devoted to

clarifying the goals and methods to be employed..-Information on perceived needs of.
, \

staff for the team training session was solicited from this group. Criteria for

the selection of team members:were developed to assist principals in this task.

Work was begun on developing an operational definition of building autonomy from

<

the principal's point of view.
R
Additionally, consultant staff met with the supervisors when it became

apparent that the needs of this group differed from those of dther groups in the
Administrative Council. The major focus of these first meetings was to clarify
the current role of the supervisor and éo develop some parameters for the role of
supervisdrs under building autonomy. - |

| + Later sessions with this group resulted in a well throught éut defini-

tion of building autonomy, inéluding some—;;ééeélions“EB;—syétem—wide otgahffgflon o

change.

PHASE III

The major thrust of the training design as outlined in the proposal was
to train a team of teachers from each building in the skills necessary for the
building to function effectively under the conceépt of building autonomy.. The train-
ing emphasized skill acquisition for building autonomy rather than the prsposed
- -
Parents' Choice program in order that the.systém could imprové its fﬁncﬁioning wheth-
er or not Parents' Choice was approved by th ‘Board of Education. Infoﬁﬁation re—

garding the Parentsi Choice program was given to teaching staff and parents in‘a

series of meetings conducted by the project staff.

:159‘;
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FEach team met with their consultant team for eight five hour ‘sessions

held‘from four f.m. to ten p.m. on Thursdéxg; from October to December. The ses-
sions focused on the direct sKill training outlined in the proposal. Each team

received ‘in-depth skill tfaining sessions on communication skills, team building,
N~

problem-solving, decision-makding, confliiiisesolution and action planning.

At the close of each session short evaluation forms wére distributed.

e . ‘
These were used by consultant staff to determine design changes, to keep in
o ;
touch with process and devgz;ping needs. .
. : .
Each team was required to submit, at the end of the initial training

sequence, a detailed action plan for second semester. These action plans detailed
. the mgthod and time schedule for transmitting the skills acquired to the rest of
the building staff and for déveloping a decision-making moded for-each building.
Sample training session designs and action plans can be féund in Appendix F of, *
" this report.

The alternate high school met with the consultant staff separately from

—the rest_of the teams since its needs were perceived to be quite different from
the rest of the system. 1In collaboration with the consultant, five one-half day
sessions were held which dealt with developing an evaluation program for their

~
school and learning conflict management skills.
Secreta:iai staff met with the consultants for a day long session. The
purpose of this session was two fold. First, project staff made a presentétion on
the proposed Parents' Choice program. Secretarial staff had the opportunity to

question project staff as to the proposal. The remaining one-half day was devoted

to an intensive session on basic communication skills, conducted by a consultant

team.

195
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‘was decided to provide the opportunity for each.team to expand its membership by

During this time it became evident that another approach.to developing
a statement on building autonomy was necessary. An ad hoc group consisting of
representatives from Central Administration, principals, supervisors and teacher% ‘y
was formed. This group met for six intensive sessions to hammer ouf an opera- E
tional definition of building autonomy that detailed what declsions were fo be
made ét the building level. This document was to provide the basis for each
school to develop its own decision-making mode. Fach school was to take this
operational definition of building autonomy and decide in its own school the
important issue of who decides. These completed models %ere submitted to Cen-
tral Administration before the end of the school yeér; After much discussion

A 3 .
and at a much later date than anticipated the definition was completed. It was

to be distributed to each school for its use. This document can be found in Ap-

pendix G.

Near thekénd of this phase the problems of team members gaining smooth
-~ »

entry into their_buildings was addressed. Some in-group, out-group feelings.had

v

developed as a result of a few staff members receiving intensive training. Tt

adding an equal number of non-participant staff members to the team for a sin-

gle session. 'The purpose of this session was to allow the team members to share
in depth their experience and to share their proposed action plans for tﬁé second
semester with the rest of the staff for input and approval. Qonspltant staff was

to be available for these sessions if the team desired.

s -

The proposal had included the possibility of two days training for the

parochial schools. Due to the failure of the proposed Parents' Choice project and

‘the necessity for many additional meetings with the ad hoc group, these sessions

were not held.

95 :
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PHASE IV AND V

] !

From January to June the school teams which had taken paft intthe fall
training program presenﬁed to their sclool staffs the informatlon and skills
gained‘from the fall workshops. The tétal staff was to.begin working on the de-
velopment qf a decision-making model for their building. |

The role’of the consultant staff chanegsd to one of observer, processor,
and facilitator.” Each team was entitled to three visits per school by consultant
staff.

Time for these In-Service session; was a major problem. The projected
use of fegulariy scheduled In-Service days was not pussible due to prior commit-
ment fof'these dayé. While some principals were willing to use'regular staff
megt{pg time for.training sessions, many teams used volunteer time after school
and generally sandwiched in whatever timexthey coula manage.

While the projected completion date for Phase IV and V was April, 1976,
it was apparénﬁwfrom January on that this time line would not be met. As of
June' 1st, 1976 most schools had- completed the In-Service aspect but ‘were still

working on the decision-making models. (Appendix H) As a consequence Phase IV

and V became concurrent in most situations. N

PART I] - EVALUATION >

In order to evaluate the impact énd effectiveness Af the training pro-
gram a series of structured interviews were conducted with participants. The
interviews were done by individuals who were experienced in the technique of eval-
uation interviewing and who.had considerable previous experience in such procedures.
These intervié&érs were individuals who had had no previous involvement with the )

project. A raﬁdomvselectionwof,participants was-made—and interviewers met with each ——

selected person in their respective'schools during the week of May 17th, 1976. A

| 197
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LY
totalfof fifty-eight interviews were/éonducted by four interviewers. At the
i :
close of the interviewing sessions the chief interviewer analyzed the data ob-
tainéd and reported his findings in an hour-long taped report.

The following paragraphs contain the interview questions and the

responses of the participants.

Data on Random Sample Used for InterviewsL.N=58

AGE: 21-30 _ 22°, 31-40 _16 , 41-50 __ 14 , 51-60 __ 6. .

SEX: Male 23, Female 35 .

Current Role in School §ystem

4

Teacher;: Elementary 31 , Middle 12 , Senior 5 .
Administrators: Elementary 2, Middle 1 , Senior _1 . -
Central Administration 2 L

Other (counselor, nurse etc.) 2 .
Yeard of Servigg»in East Hartford Schools

G
1-5 years 10 , 6-10 _27 , 11-15 7 , 16-20 _10 , 21-25 _2 , 26+ 2 .

QUESTIONNAIRE AND RESPONSES

1. How did you get on the team?

a) I volunterred " : ST
b) My principal asked me to join
c) My principal insisted I join
d) Other | :

Responses: a. _26 , b. _24 , c. 3 , d. Other: Necessary because of role;
' Superintendent‘}nsisted;
Department Chairman insisted.

2. Before participating in the In-Service-training what was your opinion of the
Parents' Choice Program? i :

Responses: 26 replied that they were in favor of the Parents' Choice program,
23 were against and 9 uncertain.

195
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3. Did the In-Service training have an impact on yopf opinion of .the Parents'
Choice Program?

If ves, how did your opinion cnange?
If no, why not?

_Responses: 11 reported that their:. opinion‘did change and in a favVorable difection
" since they felt more knowledgeable about the program; were made more’
aware of the need for change; became more open-minded as a result of
the training; or because they saw some new alternatives and/or optionq
for involvement and power. . *
47 replied that tnelr opinion did not change since the training was "not
related to ‘the Parents' Choice program but directed toward greater build-
ing autonomy. .
4, The In-Service training program had as one of its objectives the task;of
clarifying the concept of building autonomy.
a. What does the term building autonomy mean to you?
b. What do you think of the concept of building auto--
nomy for the East Hartford Schools?
Responses: a. 51 of the participants could give an explanation of the conceBt that .
was in line with the definition developed by the ad hoc group. Sev-
eral interviews had unclear responses to this question.

b. 31 were in favor of the concept of building autonomy, 7 stated .. -
that ‘they were opposed to the concept and gave as reasons the
ideas that the concept was good but that they doubted that there
was any commitment on the part of their principal to implemént

_ this notion, or that the Board of Fducation would not allow it, .

- . or that teachers would not accept the responsibility, or that N

Central Administration would continue to call the shots.
10 indicated that they were unsure for the same reasons mentioned

— . E]

" above. =TT o T T

5. The In-Service training focused on providing the opportunity for you to
learn some skills in the areas of commjinication, problem~solving, decision-
making, conflict resolution, action plYanning and working more effectively
in groups. N '

How often have you used information, techniques or skills learned in the
“training?

a. Frequently © b, Occasionally c. . Rarely d. Neygr

'ﬂ/uﬂﬂkesponses: a. _40 ,b. 14 ,c. 3 .,d. _0 .

195
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6. If you, found any of the - techniques, information or skills taught in the
tratning useful please list them.
Responsee: Problem-solving 12 . Action planaing 5
Brainstorming 15 Conflict 4
Decision-making 21. Group Skills _10 -
Compunication 39 : Feelings 5
7. Where do you see yourself using these skills, techniques and knowledge?
. a) personally outside of the classroom
e b) 1in my work,(in the classroom, with students, etc )
c) in relation to the total school staff . -

L

Responses: 28 repiied that they were using the ski1¥s 1in a11 areas and were able
to give specific examples (see analysis)
) 11 replied t¥Mat they used the skills' persondlly
&¢4i replied that they'used the skills in their work
4 replied that they used the skills 'in relation to the total school

staff. - S

4

8. How do you see yourself using this knowledge, skill or technique in' the fu-
< ture?
a ' . ‘.
Responses: 10 respondents saw themselves using the skills in much the same way as
in ‘question 7. Other reponses varied: In administrative role with -~
staff; valuabd® working with people; greater input for staff in decision-
" making; better listening; use as taught and modify to situation;- make
- changes in building organization; working with staff and jn ‘classroom;
lots of awareness of skills and how to expand them; adminIStrators and .
teachers interact more; building better teaching teams; curriculum teams;
implementing building autonomy; refining-and reapplying them; use them
} . every day, developing faculty leaders; expanding use -in school; no long-
er apart becoming internalized, etc. '

_ {
9. Did the knowledge, skills or techniques you learned have any, impact on:
-- a) the organization and/or functioning of your buil ing?
b) on staff meeting?

c) the general school climate’

If yes, please state specifically what happened.

Responses: a. 20 yes . 10 no
b. 26 yes 6 no
“. 21 yes 8 no

Respcnses to this question varied. Following are exemplary resoonses?!
Fragmented staff into two camps
Too many apathetic teachers

Will have an impact in time
Small inpact-reorganized Planning and Placement Teams

200 )
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Established inter-departmental groupings for qtaff
Many more people involved ) .
® - Communication improved
More aware of how we feel and how to express it
Learned a lot about each other .
'Created nucleus which will expand
, More willingness to participate in decision-making
/ School climate improved 1007 -
Changes in degree - better overall in'séhool
Staff meetings run by faculty now
Open to more things ‘
Listening skills have improv‘g
Openness in staff meetings improved _
School climate continues to lack cooperation,, commitment, blase' , bitter,
vicious, complaining, tense,' hostile faculty, principal and Central Ad-
ministration is more of a team now , !
Smaller groups working mean more involvement . .

.

10. Each team was %sked to share its learnings with the rest of its staff during
second semegter. :

a) Were you able to conduct sessions with your staff? If no, why not?
b) How successful were the sessions? ¢

! a. a washout b. so-so c. dynamite
Responses: a. _45 vyes _4 no -.1ack ofqtime, hostile facﬁit&\\ ) o = ‘
’ b. a._3 b. 17" c. _23 ;
11. How well do you think the decision-making model your schoofﬁﬁas been devel-

oping will function? Why?

Responses: Haven't begun to work on it
Depends on° model
Well, similar to past

Fine

Excellent d
Teachers don't trust that it will happen -

Looks good <

No change - our principal won't let it happen _
Can't function because it depends upon Administration
More open

Faculty really believe in it - principal is supportive
Question as to whether the Board of Education will let it
Big IF ... IF the principal lets it

Hope so
Central Administration will determine this, not us

We did it together, we'll make it work
' Could function
Very well, principal is supportive
Tt'1l work if we want it to

r Ll
0 )
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’

Extremely well, principal supportive
Stay like it always was, principal won't change

0.K. with teacher input

We've used it ... good!
In planning stage
Promising
Great on paper but skeptical principal will allow 1t
With the support of the principal and Superintendent «.. fine!
12. How would you rate the overall effectiveness of the training for you?

s
a) of no use to me
b) of some uSe to me

c) very useful to me .
4

-

Responses: a. 0 b. 21 c. 37... nrﬂ(//

13. If this kind of In—Servicq%%raining were to be done agai hat changes

would you suggest in the t ining design to make it more useful for you?,

Responges: Shquld be developed by a collaborative group '

- Release time! , (20)
Goals clearer in the beginning (15)
Too rushed
/ More consultant help second semester ~
More information prior to beginning 9 '
Bad time of day (7) - :
Content really terrific _
Didn't know in advance that we were expected to train rest of staff
Variety of presentations good SN
More small group working -
More structure ’
Skills -- excellent presentation ' .
We had lots of help when we needed it second semester
' Too long sessions (4) )
More teachers involved
Lack of time for In-Service second” semester .
Increased feelings of teacher involvement --.used to have'a morale pro-
) blem, teachers now feel a part of things
ALL TEACHERS involved (17)
No Administrators -- just teachers
Mis groups .
More work, on conflict - ¢
One bu11ding at a time ! : N
More sessions for Central Administration and Administrators with more
focus on team effort and understanding ~ .
More time for one trainer in just one building
' Mgre personal feedback from trainers
Really .terrific! . - ; J
Learned lots personally o )
More things to do with kids : - .

' Prior to Parents' Choice decision by Board, things were going very
well, got bogged down after decision due to confusion as to, Central
Administration position and Board position on building autonomy
Training was very useful - wish every teacher. could have it

-

a

;z()ﬁz‘ i‘ '- "A: o : | '.
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ANALYSIS

Material in this section is taken from the taped analysis made by the

chief interviewer, Dr. R. Bruce Shaw.

During the training session in Phase I training staff heard consider-

able feedback about teachers béing forced into participating in the training.

In order to ascertain if this had any 'significant impact on the trai@ing process
respondeﬁtg were asked to indicate how they got on the teams. The data does not
indicate that any significant 9moun£ of coercion occurred. The vast majority of
participants replied- that they either volunteered or werisked by their brinci-

pal to join the team. ‘The Adnministrators interviewed rép ed that they had no

choice in the matter since the training design mandated their participation.

Iq‘an effort to determine if the training had any impact on the ppinion
oflparticipants regarding the Parents' Choice program individuals wére asked to
recall what their opinioﬂ of Parents' Choice was prior to the training. While
asking such a question after the fact ié*risky, people seemed to be able to clearly

e . - . .
state their opinions and to give supportive statements. Those who were opposed to

-the Parents' Choice program gave a variety of reasons for their negative feelings.

v 48 PPOR

& Mosq:said that they just didn't know enough about the program to be able to make

a judgement. Others had specific reasons for their opposition such as; cost, paro-

" chial schools, etc. The objections were very specific and dealt with the seductive

kinds of issues thch surrounded thé.proposaL.

Those in favor of the proposal gave reasons such as more choice for stu-

dénts, ihproving the vériety of instructional offerings in the schools, creating

more autonomous buildingé; etc.

| RJO
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Individuals who reported that their opinions of the Parents' Choice

proposal changed as a.result of participating in the training (approximatelyvone—

fifth of the sample) gave as the reason for their changed attitude that they bet-

ter understood the goals and implications of the proposal and saw more alterna-
tives available to them as teachers than they had envisioned. Many of this grOup
spoke of seeing more options for greater sharing of power and' more impact on the

decision-making process.

Nearly all of the respondents were able to give a satisfactory definition

. of the term "building autonomy” and saw clearly the opportunity for increased par-

ticipation in the decision-making process at the building level. Many were still
caught in the process at the building level. ﬁany were still caught in the issue
of WHO decides and saw this process as primarily a top down one. Some felt that

the Board of Education would continue to decide for them. Others saw the princi-

.pal as deciding WHAT could be decided in their building. Principals were seen by

this group as being unwilling to give up the line-staff relationships currently
in acceptance for & more consensual and shared process.

There was some unrest about the fact that inAquite a few instances only
a few people, seen as hand picked by the princ1pa1 were working on developing the
dec1sion—makint model. It is clear from this data that more careful work must be
done to clarify the ;ifferences‘between WHAT is decided is dec1ded at the building
level and:the decision-making model which should delineate WHO decides. It is
possible that the definition of building autonomy developed by the ad hoc group
was not distributed to all staff,Aor that principals failed to take the time to
carefuliy explain the document once it was received. Some confusion developed as
a result of the.position taken by the Board of Education immediately after the

?arents"Choice vote. Additional confusion developed when the Parents' Choice

20 ¢
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office distributed in a checklisg format the items in the building autonomy docu-
ment as a part of the preparation of the new "Our Schools" booklet. Many schools
took this as a model for decision-making rather than using it as a diagnosfic tool
as was intended by the project staff.

That the training hé& a significant impact on the participants is dra-
maticaily indiéated by the.responses to questions five and six. Over three-fourths
of the participants reported that they use_thé'skills, knowledge or techniques ac4.
quired in the training’séssions frequently. :th}on1y~do they report this use but
were ableﬁto give rich specific answers as to which skills they used and how they
used them." Communication skills were clearly the most frequently mentioned with
‘%5% of the participants repor;ing that ghéy used these regulgrlyf The clustef of
inter;elated skills around pfoblem—;olving, decision-making and égtion planning
account for another major area. This finding is some&hét surprising since a pro-
gram is evaluated as effective if 40%-50% of the patticipants report that they_afe
using the skills.

| The knowledge that they were to teacﬁ the rest of their faculty during ~
the second semester may account for_this“;nusually high figure.
Respondents;fgéquentlywmentioned that the training developed a new
”LawareneSS in them and made_them éonsciously awaré of the usefulness of the skills
.Ehey were acquiring. Most of the participaﬁts were able to apply the skills in
their classroom situations and enjoyed doing so. A new consciousness of teaphin;
as an interactive art was seen. Many reported that their pe;rs seem to listen
better in faculty meetings and they are aware of increased iistening ability on

their part. Not surprisingly, participahts reported using the skills at home with

v

“ their spouse and children, particularly the listening and conflict skills.
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of gven greater interest was the reported change in staff. Many reported
that new structures were being used in their buildings to increase the interaction
of staff at faculty meetings. Others reported that their new skills had enabled
them to process staff meetings in such a way ‘that even the qnietest members hecame
" involved. A general overall change was noted in the attitude of some principals,
who were seen as being very supportive of the involvement of teachers in the deci-
.sion-making process. Others reported that they at least know where the principal
stands on many issues, where before they had had so few opportunities for inter-
action:with the administration that‘thev knew little of the person in the role.
In one or two instances, one elementary and one middle school, thl :htuation
seemed to worsen.as the teachers found the rest of their staff apataetiz, or the
principal unwilling to invest in the new;process they-so fervently hoped for as
a‘resultvof‘the training. At one of ‘the Lkigh schools the team had some ipternal
problems and ended up as a group of four or five doing the ln-Service second se-: _ .
mester on a volhnteer basis. Even though the number of people_involved was small,

the sessions were successful. One high school is implementing courses for students

"based on the training prugram. Several administrators reported that they found the

training\useful in generating both new technioues for staff involvement and in dis: __
covering alterhative Qays to provide leadership for their staff:

All but one school reported that they were able to conduct some train-
ing sessions the sécond semester, but that they were llmited by t1me available,
Most of them felt good about the way the sessions went. The time issue and the
impossibility of condensingvnearly fifty hours of inténsive training into one or
two after school sessions or into the short time of a faculty meeting was an issue
mentioned in nearly every case. Teachers' were anxious to do a good job of this

and resented the bind in which they were placed. Several schools held sessions on

I - 295
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-

a volunteer basis after school and were pleased that large numbers of faculty.
Shpwed up for these sessions.. This provided positive resnforcement for their
work.'
In régard-fo_how well they see the decision-making model working, the
responses vary here from‘bhilding to building and reflect two variables: the sup-
“port, or lack thereof; of the érincipal and the somewhat limited involvement of
teachers in some buildings in creating the debision-making’hodel. Many, in fact
most building;, arelstill working on the mddels at this wrifing. Some éghools
indicated that it would be a formalization of what already existed: Others have
engaged in a lengthy process of negotiation wifh the principal. 1In.these cases
‘the degree of projected §uc;esé is directly related to ghe amount éf power the
ﬂprincipal is seen as being willing to share. In bﬁildings where a large amount
of team éffort:hasﬂgbne into tﬁe development of the model and where_the:princi-
pal is E;GB_EEQURPQI,tive. there_are high expec-tlart—iens-ef—sueeess—.—”There*irsmg_
suppdrt for the concept of teacher involvement in the decision—making process on
the part of those who attendeé thé sessions.
Over 757 of those interviewed saw the_seséions as being very useful to

4

_fyem and the<remaining twenty-five percent rqtea"the‘tgaining as being of some use
to them: |
The last question wa; a very revealing one. When asked what they would
do differgn;ly 1if the trainiﬁg design were.to be done again responses indicated
that a lot of thought héd gone into this area. One frequentiy gets a fair;;umber”
of highly negative responses éuch as éon't.ever db it agéin. This was not the
case here. Had non—pafticipaht teachers been asked the responses would have prob-

ably included mofe of this type response. The major changes that were reported

concerned the areas of lack of prior information, unclear goals and the time ele-

207 .
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ment. Many teacﬁers felt that they would have been able to get more from the
training program if they had had moréladvaqpe ﬁoﬁice about the intent and method-
ology of‘the sessions. Many felt that the gcals of the trainipg program were un-—
clearvat'the start and some even were unclear at the end of the training.. The
long sessions held after school, at a time whén teachers and consultants.Qére al-
reédy weary from a long day of work was mentioned in .almost every interview. Many
cbmmented here on the overall éffegfivenesé of the.training and expressed'che wish
that more teachers could have been involved. In fact,\several-stéted that they
would prefer to have the training ip just, their éwn building so that all of the
staff could participate. dthe;s commented?fhét the packet of training materials

distributed to the participants after the fall sessions had proved to be very use-

ful.

PART III - RECOMMENDATIONS ° : , . L e S

1. The task undertaken was too large given the commitment
. of .resources, particularly time, by the system. It

' should be noted that while the amount of time available
first semester was adequate, the hours were at an unpro-
ductive time. Release time should be provided for teach-
ers tol participate in the fall sessions and an_equal or .
‘longer' amount of time be made available second semester
for the in-building sessions.

2. The over-all design, that of training teams who will go
back and train the rest o. the staff, seems to have had
an impact. It would be a much better design if more con-
sultant time were available during 'Second semester that _

teams would have on the spot help of professional Lraln-';i_,wnﬂm_w““m»

ers as they conduct their sessions. Considerable help
would have been useful too, if professional staff had been
available as process consultants while staff groups worked
on the decision-making model. Having a trained person .’
there would have facilitated that process greatly.

3. A group of teachers, principals, supervisors and Central
.Administrators should work in collaboration with the con-
sultants to develop the initial training design. This
‘would create a higher level of involvement in the outcomes:
of «he training program.and, reduce the miscommunlcatlon
that occurred at the beglnning.

2057
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4. The goals and the time commitment to the training pro-
gram should” be made clear in advance and not varied on
an almost weekly basis. The time constraints which de-
veloped second semester were not anticipated by the con-— ~
sultants when the original training design was develoned. N

© 5, Virtually all of the participants were unclear about the
goals of the training program beforehand which made prior . o
commitment or positive antieipation—difficultif not im- G- .
possible. The involvement of staff in the initial design ’
and better efforts to inform all possible participants as
to the goals should reduce this lack of clarity.

6. The unfamlliarlty of the participants with the experien-

) tial learning modcl used in the sessions caused training
staff to have to re- -explain many concepts unnecessarily.
A mini-session uslng the experiential learning process
to acquaint staff with the processes used, held well be-
fore the onset of training would help.

7. No allowance for facilitating the change of attitudes

needed to accompany implementation of new processes and

organizational structure was built into the design. Par-

ticipants had made no commitment to deal with feelings

about self and others attendant to attitude and behavior "

. -~ -o-——-—-—-change--Feelings-tave -been-generated -and—are resuiting*‘“*“"“““":ZZ:::“::

T - ” "in frustration, anger, in- -group-out-group dynamics and
‘ miscommunication among school staff. Skills have been
developed by some that might help alleviate these pro-
blems although most have few skills with which to deal
with these problems. If participints were made aware
of the need for learnirg to deal more effectively with
feelings in an organizational setting, both-as-prior
information and if one or two sessions were added to
deal spec1f1cally with these areas the training de51gn
would be improved.

8. The varying personal and professional backgrounds of
the training téam consultants helped provide partici-
pants with a wide range of responses and viewpoints to ) ;
problem situations. The selection of trainers with . ... o e
s s oo thege kinds “of background differences is a critical var-
iable in any training design and should not be overlook-
ed. .
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9. Due to the limited amount of time, consultant staff found
that it was possible to. train participants in the use of
S§kills but not to do an adequate job of training them to
transmit these skills effectively to others. This implies
that either more time is needed with the teams or that more
consultant help must be made available second semester in
order to insure the skills are learned by the non-partici
pant staff. ) R e : e .

10. There was a need for more direct leadership on the part of
Central Administration and building level administration.
Strong public commitment to the goals of the training would
have greatly enhanced the implementation of the behavioral
change necessary to-move toward greater building autonocmy.

z
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HOCKANUM SCHOOL

et e

1.) Teachers will be informed of the first meeting on professional

day" through the weekly bulletin. Meeting will be mandatory.

2.) Objeotive: To introduce staff to the workshop experiences.

Entry:
When:
Where:
ﬂiWho:
What:

(10 min.)

. (10 min.)

e ﬁiﬁ;)'

(20 min.)

(20 min.)

Team:

Jan. 13, 1976, 1:30-4:00
Raymond Library (chairs in circle)

Manny Masselli, Marge Levinson
Brief overview, to contain:
A-1. Introduction of committee members.
2. Background of our workshop.
3. Explanation of our workshop's autonomy from-- -—
. ..-Parents'—€hoite OF voucher system.
4. Explanation that the administration was a part
of our group and that each member had equal voice.
5. Give our goals or final objectives. . ——— -~ ~
6. Explain the staff purpose: Why they are there: what

is expected of them. S

7. Give objectives from P 3 of booklet recelved from
~ Ted and Wanda. ... - S

8. Explaln how much of their time will be 1nvolved

9. Questlon-Answer period. = .. : e

B. Selling product- (Activity is planned. to show need for
decision making process in Hockanum.

Brainstorming - A demonstration conducted by Ed'R;sk
‘with the whole staff "How to Design a_ Bathtub.!.Staff -
—.--will .count-off-by §ixes, form small groups to brainstorm.

"What would you like to see changed at your school?"

Each group will put ideas down on large paper. The papers
will be put around the room and staff will pursue them.
Groups will then reform to discuss the group procedure
and select the five items with the highest priority.

Large group will then meet for discussion and evaluation.

2

Skills Assessment: Not completed

12 members
Hockanum School .
289-7411, ext. 251
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b © JOBN J. McCARTIN SCHOOL - o T

ACTION PLAY, PROFESSIOML DAY, . —
January 13, 1976 '
First Action Steps ' Who will do What How ~ ¥hen
1, Presentation of Mission ‘John Stent ' Oral presentation of 1:45-2:00
and goal ' | paper (Model of Group
' Effectiveness"
2, Discussion of faculty's Diane Sheehan " Brainstorning technique 2:00-2:30
definition of autonomy . B Implications of Autonomy
o Group activity-general issues ~
3. Dicussion of specific Wandakay Parker of Autonomy. Present news togroup
issues pertinant to our U ' . -
~ school based on their T
concepts } e T
4 SkillswewllIborking  Laraine Olinatz + Oral presentation 3:00-3:30
on (Action Plan) - John: Pantano :
! »_‘_,,‘./" ‘ : \J , ot .
.3 _Eeedbacli"from group Entire Group - General discussion 5:30-4:00
Client Population Hoped for Outcomes Possible Activities _lMaterials LT
... Faculty-randon groupings o Undeiswt_ét—fld_ih-gﬂc;f the See above .. - 7 T Magic Markers
variable - goals of the training" .- — N : Experience
| ... - —gessions _ Chart paper
% ' { ...\‘- o Ly
’\“ | ) . .

s



JOHN J. McCARTIN SCHOOL
ACTION PLAN-OVERALL

decision making

4, Selection of model/modéls for our schoold

< -

n | !
S Number or 4 |
Name Place ‘Topics/object ives/skills Tine Activities
Orientation and  McCartin 1. Presentation of our immediate 1/13/76 )
initial discussion Media Room and ultimate mission/goal
of autonomy 2, Discussion of autonomy and
specific issues 1:45-4:00
3. Overview of skills to be presented
b, Needs assessment of staff
- Communication " - 1. 1 vay vs 2 vay conmunication 1 vay 2 way ~ 1 w
skills 2. Verbal vs nonverbal communication: 2/3/76 instr, for each we
L 3. Sending & receiving messages | will observe
b, "Group interaction process 1:45-4:00 Broken squarés -4
S - groups give instr,
"Be Wise" 2 groups
— | Interpersonal -
| L Inventory, _
" ‘Problen solving ‘ . . Example
. (Rofce field - " 1. Introduce steps in problen solving 2/9/76 ~ Present situation
analysis) and force field : (closed bathroom)
2. Brainstorning technifues 32004200 groups try to
3. Defining a problem ' problem .
Proy;gmrs6lbing N 1. Review of problem solving tech, —
PP 2. Statenent of present vs desired : :
. state of affalrs = 123/76 Restate problem us
3. Identify helping & restarining force forc field analys
b, Action steps, (increase & decrease- 3:0%4:00 . brainstorming
5. Tntro. of win/win vs win/lose outcomes
Decision Making 1, Review of .resolving conflict
2. Presentation of 7 decision making - 5/11/76 |
, models & their advantages § diSanntages , ™
2 | 0 3. Discussion of models & experiences in 3:00-4:0
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o ACTION PLAN . PROPOSAL

( Cover Page.j

MISSION: To introduce staff to the workéhop experiences -

1

-
ae

ULTIMATE MISSION: To develop a DECISION MAKING MODEL by June 1, 1976

[y . - 4

- ORGANIZATION: Hockanum School

N o Name . _
o Location -
o Official o -
‘o Telephone No. 289-7411 Ext. 251
o Info Disseminator
. o ‘Grade Level
. .. _ ) ,
\ e
. . . "‘“ - i . . Y '
. ~ TEAM MEMBERS: | . v » POSITION
1. . -
- ’ 2. N .
i i . 3 . > . “o
&4, . < ’ »
. L i .
- 5. ! . ;
; ’ ! " ’ p] -
. ‘ﬁ. ' :
. 7. ' '
- ,, i ;‘ i ’
8. -
9. -
10. . )

CONSULTANT (S):
" Wanda Utley

Ted Urich




APPENDIX 6

-y



137 .

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS
PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

March 12, 1976

TO: All Staff

FROM: Andrew J. Esposito, Coordinator
Walter B. Thompson, Assistant ‘Coordinator

_ RE: . Building Autonomy

The attached definition of Building Autonomy has been developed in a series
* of meetings among Principals, Supervisors, Teachers ( I.P.D.C.) Central
Administrators and the consultants from Human Enterprises. The definition
of Building Autonomy delineates responsibilities in the area of curriculum,
building organization, personnel and budget. :

Using this definition as a framework each building staff must now develop a
decision-making model for their school. .

If you have any quéstions or comments concerning this definition of Building
Autonomy please contact us at the Parents' Choice Office, Central Administration
building or call extension 338 or 386. -

AJE/WBT/ew
"3/12/76
Enclosure
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T0: East Hartford Public School.Staff
FROM: HUMAN ENTERPRISES
RE: pefinition of Building Autonomy

The following definition of building autonomy was developed Py brincipals,
supetyisors, centra{ administration and teacher representatives.

it is based an the assumption rhat'system-w{de goats and objectives for
educational achievement will be established. |

_.Buflding autonomy is defined hére in terms of what decisions are to be

mada at. the building level. The fmpdrtant.issue of !ﬁg decfgeé will be datermined

by each_buildiné as the staff develops.its decision-making model. This definition

'-will‘provide the framework for._developing these models. With the development of

management obJectlves by administrators and performance obJectnves by teachers the
need for system wide goals and obJectlves to provnde clear direction and cohesiveness .

of purpose has become apparent. Therefore, it is proposed that the public at large

~in the Town of East Hartford be surveyed to establish broad societal goals for the

East Hartford Public Schools. This would be done through tha use of a polling
instrument to survey a random seléction of citizens in the Town of East Hartford.
From the broad socuetal goals, systemwude obJectlves would be established in

each area of the curriculum. Table 1 below is |llust§at|ve of the conceptual-

approach.
1 . BROAD SOCIETAL GOALS - - - IS
SYSTEM OBJECTIVES K-12
. "READING LANGUAGE ARTS MATH - SCIENCE
.SOCIAL STUDIES ART MUSIC | PHYSICAL EDUCATION
| ], _ A |
SOCIAL | AFFECTIVE ATHLETIC
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Within these broad goals and objectiQes“building autonomy at the Iocal’unit

level would be better directed and defined. Each local unit wodld have' the
independence and the freedom to move toward these systemwide goals and objectives
“using modes, methods, and procedures which they believe are the most e¢ffective
based upon the parents of their community; the studeﬁts to be served, the talents
“and resources of their teechers, and the resources (people, dollars) of the local
administration. |

BUILDING AUTONOMY

. The following defieipioniincludes all areas of curriculum with the exception of

. reading, art, music, thsical educatioe,'social work, guidance, nﬁrsing services,

.language, speech 8-hearing.impaired, learning disabilifies, educable mentally
retarded, traineble mentally'reterded"& emotional Ty disturbedﬂ In these areas’
responsublllty for decision- maklng is shared with the building and the suéervnsors.
AII bottom line decusuons will be made by central admlnlstratlon. ’
CURRICULUM

Studies and initiates new educational programs.

Conducts needs assessment.
Obtains materials and equipment to implement |nstruct|onal needs.

Evaluates old and new ‘instructional programs.
Determines methods and techniques for instruction.
Provides teachers with release time to develop programs and resolve issues.

-

O\ B N e

BUILDING ORGANIZATION

1. Assigns and organlzes students for group and/or |ndrV|dual instructional

activities.
2. Organizes and schedules instructional time within the school day.
3. Organizes and implements school planning and placement team.
B 4, Maintains and secures student's cumulative® records.
5.. Makes major input ‘on the determlnatron of the opening and closnng of the
6

school day..
. Determines custodial and maintenance prOJects for the bunldlng

PERSONNEL

1. Recommends for appointment placement, transfer, and termination of all
personnel (certified and classified).
2. Assigns all teaching staff within the bunldlng
3. Assigns allotted aide time. :

o %

. .
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’

L4, Evaluation of all staff.

5. Conducts staff meetings for information and professional growth.
6. Provides in-service opportunities for all staff.

7. Supervises both certified and classified staff.:

BUDGET

e 1. Establishes priorities for school and recommends budget for implementing
these priorities. ~ N
2. ldentifies priorities of educational program. E
3. Develops budget for building within guidelines for system-wude aIIocatlons.
L, Manages internal flexibility in reallocation of funds.
(220-231-232-240 accounts) '
Recommends and supports priorities for care and maintenance of buitding

5
and grounds.
6. -Determines use of allocated funds for consultant services, in-service programs,

and program expansion.
7. Has responsibility for internal accountlng
8. Has responsibility for maintaining inventories.

* cumulative records: students's educational record K-12, excluding pupil-
personnel file.

2%
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v EAST HARTFORD
CONNEGTICUT 06118

DECISION-MAKING MODEL

Under eech heading in the Decision-Making Policies (Curriculum,
Building Organization, Personnel, and Budget), there will be one
person acting as a liaison between staff and principal for e.period
of one school year. When deaisions are necessary, that eerson will
be responsible forlcontactiﬁg the people concerned anc forming
committees as necded. | |

The liaison will be determined on a volunteer basis. If, however,
more than one person volunteers, there shall be antelection at a
regular building meetieg at which time the person shall be elected
by a 51mple majority of those present.

The staff reserves the right to amend this wodel as needed. A major-
mlty of staff members present at a bulldlng meetlng must be in agree—
ment to amend the model. At that tlme a committee will be formed
to develop an amended format for staff,con51deratlun. The revised
modei will be veted upon by those members-present at a éubsequent

) bulldlng meetlng. The outcoume will be deternieed by a majority
vote. The rev1sed model will then go into effect, or if defeated

the cummittec will reconvene to further develop- the model to meet

with staff approval,
Respectively submitted,

Meredith Barker

Rita Czarkowski

Doris Factor

Elaine Flynn

Arlene Lapanta

Susan Lawler

Barbara Miller ,

Carol Miller (Chairperson)

Florence Rassu

Beverly VanSteenbergen
' Cynthla Webb

1
b 3
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DECISION-MAKING POLICIES

Tally as of May L, 1976

CODE 1 Principal/Supervisor
2 Teachers
3 Classified Staff (Secretary, Staff, Cuutodlan)
L4 Parents
5 Students
6 Central Administration
Has Input: IHakes Decision
CURR ICULUM {
. {
2. Studies and initiates new educational 1-2-4 E 1-2
programs ' !
< 2.. Oonducts nceds assessment 1-2 : 1-2
3. Obtains matcrials and equipment to 1-2-h " 1-2
implement instructional needs ;
e A . ) N
L. Evaluates old and new instructional 1-2-4 i 1-2
programs . - ©o 3 :
‘5. Deterriines methods and techniques for . 1-2 @' 1-2
instructiomn - i
. . . s 1
6. Provides and schedules teachers with , 1-2 { 1-2
release timeg to develop _programs and A
rcsolve 1ssues
QHILDIRG ORGANIZATION i
1. Assigns and organizes students for group
and/or individual 1nstructional -activities 1-2 1-2
2. " Organizes and schedules 1nstruct10nal ;
time within the school day : - 1=2F 1-2- -
3. Orvanlzes and 1mp1ements school plannlng
“and placement’ team -2 1-2 -
li. Determines custodial and maintenance o
projects for the building . 1=2-3-h 1-3
5., Determines the opening and closing of . o
the school day ) 1-2 1-2
. 6. Provides and schedules staff with
released time to make decislons - 1=2 1-2 .
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DEC ISION-MAKING POLIGIES (continued)

v

43

Has Input|  Makes Decisions
PERSONNEL |
1 a. Determines criteria for the appointment,
placement, transfer, and termination of
all certified pereonnel L-2-6 1-2-6
1 b, Reoommends for appointment, placement,
transfer, and termination of “all
classified personnel 1-2-3-6 1-3-6
2.  Assigns all teaching staff within the
' building 1-2 1
3. Assipns allotted aide time 1-2-3 ! 12
4 a. Fvaluation of all certified staff ac%oiding to currcnt evaluation
, . : mode
L b, Evaluation of all classificd staff 1-2-3 1
‘ Se Conducts staff meetings for informational
and professional growth 1-2-6 1-2
6. Provides in-service vpportunities for -
all staff 1-2-6 1-2-6
7T, Supervises both certified and classified
sivaff ' 1 1
5 .
8. Provides and schedulcs staff with released
time t. make decisiuns 1-2 1.2
BUDGET
1. Establishes priorities for school and
recormends budget for implementing these
prlorltlcs 1-2-3-4 1
2, Identifies prlurltles of pduchtl)nal
programs 5 11-2-4 1-2
. \~
3. Develops budpet for building within guide-
lincs for system-wide allocatluns 1-2-3 1
L. Mano;es internal flex1b111ty in real-
' location of funds (220, 231, 232 v .
240 accuunts) 1-2-3 1-2
© 5. Recommends and supports priorities for
carc and maintenance of bulldlng and
grounds 1-2-3-4 - 1
6.  Determinecs use >f allocated funds for
consultant services, in-service propgrams,
and. ﬁrugram expansion _ 1-2 1-2
Te Provides and schedules staff with released -
time to make decisions - - 1=2

[ 926 -
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144 o EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS
" SILVER LANE SCHOOL

DECISION-MAKING POLICIES:

CODE 1' Principal/Supervisor
2 Teachers '
3 Classified staff (a) secretary (b) aide (c) custodian
L Parents
5 Students
6 Central Administration ' N
, : : ' . ‘ Makes
CURRICULUM Y Has Input Decision
1. . Studies and initiates new educational programs . 1,2,3,4,5 1 (c1)
2. Conducts needs assessment - 1,2,3 .2 (6G11)
3. Obtains materials and equipment to implement ,
instructional needs (programs) . . 1,2,3 1 8§ 2 (G11)
L, Evaluates old and new instructional programs . 1,2,3,4,5 1 (C11) .
5. Determines methods and techniques for instruction 1,2,3 1 & 2 (G1) !
6.  Provides teachers with released time to develop
programs and resolve issues 1,2 1 (C1) .
BUILDING ORGANIZATION
1. Assigns and organizes students for group and/or j"’///'\
: individual instruction activities 1,2,3 1/6 2 (G11)
2. Organizes and schedules instructional time = ' [fZ (D11)
within the school day : 1,2 " with guidelines’
3. Organizes and implements school plannlng and _ .
placement team _ 1,2 1 (cn).
b, Maintains and .secures students cumulative ‘
: records ‘ : ’ 1,2,3,a * 1 (A1) -
5. Makes'major input -on the determination of the .
cpening and closing of the school day : . 1,2,3,4,5,6 1 & 6 (A1)
6. . Determines custodial and malntenance projects - B
for the building 4 1,2,3 , = 17(A11)
PERSONNEL : g
1. Has input into the needs for app0|ntment
placement, transfer and termination of all
certified and classified. personnel 1,2,3 1 (Al
2. - Assigns all teéching staff within the building 1,2 1 (C1)

3. Assigns allotted aide time 997 ‘ 1,2,3,a,b .1 (All)
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. Makes
Has Input Decision
b, Evaluation of all certified staff 1,2 1 (C1)
5. Evaluation of all classified staff 1,2,3,b 1 (A1)
1,3,a,c¢ 1 (A1)
6. - Conducts staff meetings for information :
and professional growth 1,2,3 2 (G11)
7. Provides in-service opportunities for all staff ©1,2,3 2 (G11)
8.  Supervises both certified and classified staff ] 1 (A1) -
BUDGET
1.  Establishes priorities for school and recommends
budget for implementing these priorities . 1,2,3 - 1 .(C1)
2. Identifies priorities of educational programs IJle,hLS I'(Cll)
3. Develops budget for building within guidelines
- for system-wide allocations 1,2,3 1 (A1)
b, Manages internal flexibility in real location
¢ of funds "~ 1,3,a,6 1 (6) (A1)
5. Recommends and supports priorities for care and '
. maintenance of building and grounds ' 1,2,3,4,5 1 (A1)
6. . Determines use of allocated funds for ‘
a) in-service programs and consultant services - 1,2 2 (G11)
b) program expansion 1,2 1 (C11)
7. Has responsibility for internal accounting 1,3,a .1 (A1)
8. Has resbonsibility for maintaining inventoriés_ .1,2,3,a,b’~ 1 (A1)

6
A

225
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Vroom Decision Styles Model]

TABLE. 1 ' . -

TYPES OF MANAGEMENT DECISION STYLES

e

Al You solve the problem or make the decision yourself, using-inforhation

available to you at that time. : .

All You obtain the necessary information from your subordinates(s), then decide
on the solution to the problem yourself. You may or may not tell your
subordinates what the pro'lem is in getting the information from them.. 'The
role played by.your subordinates in making the decision is clearly one of
providing the necessary information to you, rather than generating or
evaluating alternative solutions.

Cl | You share. the problem with relevant subordinates individualty, getting their

ideas and suggestions without bringing them together as a group. Then you
make the decision that may or may not reflect your subordinates' influence.

C11  You share the problem with (relevant) subordinates as a group, collectively

“obtaining their ideas and suggestions. Then you make the decision that may

or may not reflect your subordinates' influence.

<

%G1 (Similar to Gl1) You share & problem with the individual.

Gl You share a problem with your relevant subordinates as a gfoup. Together -
you generate and evaluate alternatives and attempt to reach agreement
(consensus) on a solution. Your role is much like that of chairman.- You
do not try to influence the group to adopt '""vour' solution and you are
willing to accept and implement any solution that has support ‘of the entire

group.
*D1 (Similar to D11) Turn over the problem to individual or relevant group.
DI You turn over the problem to your subordinates as a group. Let them

generate and evaluate alternatives and attempt to reach agreement on a
solution without any involvement from you. When they reach agreemént,
they tell you what their solution is and then you together with them
begin the process of implementation. .

°
R

1The material ‘and model used here is adopted from: Vroom, Victor H.
"A new Look.at Managerial Decision Making,' Organizational Dynamics. '
Vol. 1, No. 4. Spring, 1973, pp. 66-80; and Vroom, Victor H. and Yetton,
Philip W. Leadership and .Decision Making. Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh
Press, 1973. In particular, changes haye been made to make the Vroom model -
compatible with the situational leadership theory developed in Paul Hersey )
and Kenneth H.-Blanchard. ''Life Cycle Theory of Leadership.'. Training and .
Development Journal, May, 1969 and Hersey and Blanchard, Management.of Organiza-
Tional Behavior. 2nd Edition. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1972

%Silver Lane School Adaptation, 1976 .

’
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’“?categories K, 1-5, 6—8, and 9-12, would be calculated each ybar._ These represent

‘the cost of educating a student'in each of the grade categories.’

" Public Schools.

ERIC o , . .
= ::;’f. | ce - » - | "zzzaji , % _'t

~ - .

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT

' .- - < o

In the Parents"Choice Project the concept'of Autonomy through decentra-

« K

oo

"

'lization can function only with the utdlization of a—per—pupil budgeting system,

i.e. voucher. While decision—making may be decentralized without the decentrali—

' -
e

-zation of funds, it is a basic principle of the voucher ¢oncept that each school’

have control over: its own budget. 1The'operation of\a full*Paren;sf Choice Program

(e,
in East Hartford therefore would require a number of new cﬁpabilities in terms’

La y : S
,of financial management. ~Speci,fically, these capabilities‘are; _ ' o
‘1. The‘calculation of voucher values. ' .
2. The structuring-of an Internal Accaunting System - , _
within East Hartford Public Schools. -
'3, " The development of an Income Flow System which .
_ would provide-voucher©dollars to all schools in,
- East Hartford and allow- voucher dollars to follow ‘
transferring students. .
VOUCHER CALCULATIONS . =~
T Voucher values would be calculated once each year. Calgulation would

-

" occur in June. prior to the school year "and would be based on the accepted school

-

budget for the coming year. Four different voucher values, identified as grade ..

-8

w

The present East Hartford Public Schools (EHPS) budget document. -

”

| displays expenditures in two dimensions. The first is the standard line—

\«-"—‘ - ™~ - -
item object budget, and the second is in the form of cost~eentérs. _Both of these

dimensions, when separately totaled, represent the gross budget”of the East Hartford

, - . .
. 1Educational Resources and Development Center Report, University of’ Connecticut,
r,n"ary’ 1976.

- .
- .
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The twenty-eight cost centers include the twenty-two public schools and six

o <

additional cost centers. ° These additional cost centers, de51gnated as Mainte-

- nance, Custodial, Pupil Personnel, Central Officg,_Instructional Support Services

‘n.

_and Non-Assigned, include those costs that have not been allocated to individual

§choois.' The budgeted expenditures for each cost center are identified by their;

appropfiate object atcount code (i.e., Salaries, supplies, etc.). h N

The voucher values have been calculated using the cost center dimension

of the budéet docupent\- This allows for the use of the school cost center in-

formation in ‘the approximation bf. the four grade categories costs and anticipates
o LR . ° -
some possible future change from object accounts to function and/or program accounts. .

The Voucher Values, by grade categories, K, 1-5, 6-8, and 9-12, are

representative of the budgeted per puﬁil‘current operating costs of the regular .

~

instructional program.

The Voucher Values would be basically calculﬁted by .a four step pro-
cedure:

1. The Gross Budget for the upconing school yean is adjusted by
subtracting out:

~ all Non Lurrent Expenses (Debt Service and"Capital Outiey).

- Aids in Kind (services prov1ded by EHPS to all res1dent
" students of East Hartford - Transportatlon, Special Education,

Health and others). S

~

- See Tables 3.1'%nd 3.2 for a listing of these adjustments.

2, . The dollars remaining in the Adjusted Gross Budget would be
allocated tqo the twenty-two School Cost Centers.

Those dollars presently not assigned to a school cost .center
(i.e., those in the additional cost centers) would be dis-
tributéd to schools on the basis of percentage of enrollment.

-

L - R3% o S

-~
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The funds in the Maintenuance, Custodial, Central Office and
Non-Assigned cost centers would be distributed to each school

"on the basis of their percentage of the K-12 enrollment. The

funds in the Instructional Support. Service (ISS) cost center would
be first allocated to K-8, 9-12, and K-12 grade. categories and
then re-distributed to each school on a percentage basis. This
would more accurately assign dollars to their actual expenses.

The vast majority of monies in the ISS cost center would be
designed as R-8 since they represent the salaries of the present
K-8 system wide consultants in art, music, reading and physical
education. The remaining monies in ISS cost center represent the
9-12 alternate high school program or K-12 system side expenses
including ‘salaries of supervisors, supplies and other programs.

Enrollment data does not include special education students
and kindergarten students would be. considered to be one-half a
full time student.

-

Each school's share of the—Adjusted Gross Budget would then
‘be distributed to the grade categories (K, 1-5, 6-8, and 9-

12) within that school. y
This distribution would be based on percentage of school en-'
rollment in each.grade category. School salaries would be
equalized K-8; and 9-12 and would be allocated to grade catego-
ries within schools on the basis™ of students/teacher ratios esta-
blished by the Fast Hartford Board of EQucation.

The 'sum of the dollars allocated to each grade category, across
all schools, would be divided by the total enrollment in each
grade category. This would yield the four voucher values.

An alternate way of performing this last step would be to:
a) Divide the dollars assigned to each category in a -
school by the approriate enrollment. This yields
a voucher value, by grade category, for each school.

b) Average the individual school voucher values, by
grade category, to yield system-wide voucher values.
This is weighted average, using the number of pupils
as the weighting factor. '
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Tpe voucher values calculated are fairlf accurate.approximations of the
| actual costs in Eaéh*grade category. The only way t; get moré accurate yalues,
would be'td‘install an accbuqting (anq_budget) dimension that would,allécate all
'dollaES'to one of the four grade categories. This would be a tedipus process that

would not be worth the cost involved; in addition, it would still containrsome error. -

4
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"TABLE 3.1

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOL PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT -
VOUCHER-CALCULATIONS‘ADJUSTME&TS TO. GROSS BUDGET

ITEM T BUDGET ACCOUNT # 1975-76
. BUDGET

. 1.0 Non Current Expenses

1.1 Debt Service . (1310) $1,403,000
1.2 Capital Outlay v ' _ _ '
1.21 Replacement
Equipment (731) - , . 55,000
"1.22 Capital. : '
| | ‘Equipment . (1231) 75,000
| 2.0 - Aids in Kind
’ 2.1 Transportation (500's)
2.11 salaries | (510) . 19,920
2.12 Reg. & K. (521-1) : 178,952
2.13 Non Public : (521-2) 35,273
2.14 Spec. Ed. . (522) _ .» 151,543
2.15 Phys. Handicap (523) ° 26,691
. 2.16 Trade & Tech.’ _A524) - w505
2.17 other Exp. . (561-63) - -~ 1,830
2;2 Health Services: " (400's) _ o
2.21 salaries ° {411+12) 206,258

2.22 Expenses (421+22) _ 6,400

" 2.3 . Auxiliary Services
2.31 Adult Education ,
! © 2.311 Salary - (213) 4 . 32,100

2.312 Non-Salary' (224+244) . 3,500
2.32 Summer School - | - |
2.321 Salary o (213) B 29,790

~ 2.322 Non-Salary (223+243) - 2,000

2.33 Home Instruction _
. 2.331 salary o (213) - 29,000




TABLE 3.1 (Continued)

ITEM S , BUDGET ACCOUNT # 1975-76
' : ‘ : ' .. BUDGET

'2.34 ESL.
o 2,341 Ssalary {213) $ 10,630

-

2.342 Non-Salary - (223+243) 450

2.35 Non-instruction
' 2,351 Wages -

~ Build..Rent  (612-3) i 22,500
2.352 Wages < e . L T
- Park Dept., (612-3) 9,600,

! : . 2.4 Special Services

2.41 Ssalary* - (212+215) - 886,620

2.42 Non-Salary . (221,232,241, ‘

: ' o 254, 526) .~ 31,896

2.43 Tuition R (1410) ‘ 125,000
ToTAL . o - $3,358, 448

- * ‘Personnel in Spec. Ed., Speech, Social Work, Adjustment,
Co Gifted Ed., Learning Center, Psych. Examining. :

235
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TABLE 3.2

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT
. 1975-76 ‘VOUCHER CALCULATION '
SUMMARY OF ADJUSTMENTS TO GROSS BUDGET

4
—_—
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ITEM | N - 1975-76 . PERCENT OF
o - BUDGET GROSS BUDGET
1.0 Non Current Expense $1,533,900 8.20%
1.1 Debt Service - 1,403,900 7.50%
1.2 Capital Outlay . 130,000 - o .70%
2.0 Aids.in Kind 1,824,548 9.76% -
2.1 Transportation ¥ . 428,804 S 2.29%
2.2 Health Services. - 212,658 - 71.14%
2.3 Auxiliary Services _ 139,570 .75%
2.4 Special Services * 1,043,516 = 5.58%
TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS = = 3,358,448. = .  17.96%
GROSS BUDGET » © 18,697,852. .
MINUS ADJUSTMENTS 3,348,448,
=ADJUSTED BUDGET $15,339,414.%* ' 82.04%

. * Total $ included in Vouchers.

Yy

237
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>

Tables 3.1 and 3.2 identify-Debt Seruice and Salary-Special Services as
theltno iargest deductions from the Gross Budgetr The total adjustments anount
to approximately 18% of the gross budgetnl ‘ |

The two categories of items—feﬁoued frcm the gross Budget prior to
voucher calculations'were'

a) * Non-=Current Expenses — defined by both the United States Office

~ of Educatien and the Connecticut State Department of Education as

" Debt Service and Capital Outlay. Debt Service is defined - as
"expendftures for the retirement of debt and for interest on
debt". Capital Outlay is defined as "an expenditure which re-
sults in the acquisition of fixed costs or additions to fixed assets
which are presumed to have benefits for more than one year. It
is an expenditure for land or existing buildings, improvement of
grounds, construction of buildings, remodeling of buildings or
initial, additional, and replacement of equipment"

b) Aids in Kind - this group of services are-those-that are presently
N provided to all residents in East- Hartford, whether they attend -

‘ public schools or not. These include special education services,
transportation, health services, and other community or auxiliary
services such as home instruction, and adult education. Many
of these services are mandated by state statute. Under a full
Parents' Choice Program these aids in kind will continue to be
provided by the East Hartford Public Schools for all resident students
of East Hartford

This exclusion of Non-Current Expenses and Aids .in Kind from the

¥

voucher‘dollars, implies at least two things:

(1) Private schools in East Hartford would not be receiving funds for

either building or equipping facilities. They would be entitled

~ to dollars for repairs, maintenance and operation of physical

- .plant. Some- allowance for these expenses could be added at a
later time (by various formulae), but not without added cost~to
East Hartford- taxpayers or som€ governmental agency. ~ Connecticut
Public Law 122 clearly eliminates these monies from the voucher,
"in no case shall the basic scholarship (voucher) fall below the
level of average current expense per pupil for corresponding grade
levels in the public schools in the demonstratlon area in the year
immediately preceding the demonstration program" ‘

)

At - ¢

2375

&
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(2) Private schools, as well as public schools in East Hartford,
would not receive funds for special education, transportation,
health services or any of the Aids in Kind. These ‘services
would be provided by the Central Office of the East Hartford
Public Schools. The exclusion of these funds, based on past
practice and economies of scale, appears to be "fair and
1mpartia1" as Public Act 122 requires.

Table 3.3 presents the voucher values, budget and enrollment figures
for the schoollyears 1974-75, 1975-76 and the annual péf;entage change. The
percentage chanées iﬁdiééte a‘greater increase in middig and high échﬁol costs
than those in elementary school. Thé VQucher value changes ;Qer this two year
period most 1ikeiy represent a combination of declining enrolimeﬁfs, inflation,
.and program expansion. There is also an indicagion that non-current expenses

.(Debt Service and Capital Outlay) have not experienced growth similar to that of

.

current and instructional expenses.
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TABLE 3.3
EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT
VOUCHER CALCULATION 1974~75 AND 1975-76

’

. .1974-75  1975-76 PERCENT CHANGE
VOUCHERS |
K - . : . §$ 632.75 - $ 676.95 . +6.99%
‘ 1J5 g © .1260.85 1372.12 +8.83%
6-8’ - 1312.37  1499.23 +14.24%
9-12 o 1507.19 1666.09 +10.54%
Adjusted ,
Gross _ :
Budget . $14,525,933.  $15,339,404. +5.60%
Gross ‘ , o . . -
Budget $18,025,555. $18,697,852. +3.73%
‘Total™ ! | .
Enrollment 11,022. - 10,699. -2.92%
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" INTERNAL ACCOUNTING SYSTEM \

A voucher program would require that some of the dollars be controlled
at the school system level while others are controlled at the individual school

level. To acromplish this in. the East Hartford Public Schools only, the voucher

would be divided into three components.
1. Instructional/Operational Dollars

In the expenditure of these funds, the school administrator and
staff would have considerable discretion. These funds include

~dollars for instructional materials and activ1ties, as well as
instructional salary funds

' 2. Fixed Cost Dollars

These are funds over which the individual schools would have

little or no control. They include funds for utilities, insurance,
retirement, maintenance, .custodial serv1ces, central adminis-—
tration and others. . In this way schools with less efficient
physical plants would notbe penalized. In addition, the costs

\
. of certain system wide services (i.e., Central Office Administration)
would be shared by all schools. (Please see Tables 3.4 and 3.5
for a listing of those costs that have tentatively been identi-
fied by the Parents' Choice Executive Board, as Fixed Costs.
a " 3. Equalization Dollars

- , These are funds over which the individual school would have no . = .
‘o control. These dollars would be used .to equalize teacher salary
accounts from school to school, so that each school is charged
an average cost per teacher. :

- Each scbool would be entitled to the mean teacher's

salary times the number of teachers allotted.
5 _ z
L

) : ’ ) :
— Mean salariges would be calculated for Grades K-8 and
9-12, and then equalized. ' C e

, - The number of teachers allotted to a school would be
B based on the stated pupil/teacher ratios of:

K-5 - 2.5 1
/' .

6-8 ) ., 18:1

9-12 _ 15:1

[V ,




This

.

- It is important that these ratios be reviewed and established
annually by Board of Education policy. - :

- Any school could opt for more or fewer tes r:v3 rthan its
allotment. . Schools opting for more teachexs would have to
use fuhds from other accounts. Schools opting for fewer
teachers would receive an amount equal to the minimum
teacher salary times the number of teachers below their
allotment. Any time a school opts for fewer teachers’
than their allotment, the central office (contigency fund)
would receive the dollar difference between that teacher's
salary and the minimum salary. '

approach is based on the assumptions that:

there is no qualitative difference between inexpensive and
- expensive teachers. '

- There should be no incentive for principals to hire or
fire either.expensive or inexpensive teachers.

- Prior‘bo the opening of school, each principal must specify
his staff_utilization and costs.

- Equalization funds received by a school with agtdal_téachers ) ,
salaries above ‘the mean, must expend these funds'tp cover those
salaries. : - ' '

»
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TABLE 3.3

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

. i INTERNAL ACCOUNTING - FIXED COSTS*
) . Budget Acct. Code =  Category . " '1975-76 Budget
110  Salary-Administration $ 350,090.
‘ 130 ' Expenses-Administration 74,700,
b . 310 . .Salary—Attendance - 47,716. -
320 " Expenses-Attendance 3,400.
610 Salary-Custodial . 1,155,017,
620 -+ Serv. Plant Operatlons " 8Q,145.
630 ‘Heat 420,024.
641 H,0 and Sewers | 15,000.
642 . Electric - 393,845,
643 - Gas ' 60,000.
644 Telephone '69,180. ;
'650 ) . Supplles—Plant S 80,000,
660 Other Expenses-Plant _ 15,818, - v
710 Salary-Maint. B . 264,233, .
721 " Maint.-Plant ~ 345,000. %
722 Repair-Fixed ' - 150,885,
723 o Repair-Instruct. . 33,498.
723 | Repair-Non-Instruc. . 23,451,
749 Supplies-Maint. Plant ’ 86,855,
. 8lo Employee Retirement 294,000,
L 820 | ~ Insurance ° ’ 752,098,
' 830 ' ‘ Rental of Bulldlng 12,079.
850 M.D.C. : 4,815,
920 - " . Food Serv. Subsid. 6,000,
212,215,217 ' Superv1sor and Secretary 264,351,
221's, 230's, Salaries and Non Salary
240's and " Items from Instructional,
250's . , - Support Services Cost Center
215,216 - ,Salaries of-Substitute 211,139.

Secretaries and Other
- . Instructional Programs from
" Non-Assigned Expenses

Cost Center '

TOTAL OF FIXED COSTS ' $5,213,249, ‘
. : 4 ' — “
P * These eéxpenses are to be shared equally by’ 511 SCh'bols,.' 2
\). —" .. ) ' k. ' . . ’ : l’» ool 4




160

T ———
0

*

FY s YV T R A 4

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS''CHOICE PROJECT .
T INTERNAL ACCQUNTING SYSTEM - FIXED COSTS

- When calculating Fixed Costs from the cost centers the
object budget codes listed in Table 3.4 are summed for all
expenses,_ assighed to school cost centers and added to the
Fixed Costs of the additional cost centers.

v

Total
School Cost .
Centers ' 11r843,655.-
Central Office/
* S pport Service 574,137.
Instructional 1’400’904;

Support Services

Pypil Personnel i,196,938.

© Custodial Dept. : 310,456.
L/. . .
Maintenance Dept. 503,530.
Non-Aésigned i : ' ;
Expenses 2,868,222.
TOTALS '18,697,852.

” .

.1975-76 BUDGET -/
: Voucher -
Adjustments Fixed: Instructiona.

442,796. 2,408,870. 8,991,999.

73,494 '500,643. -0- .
123,351..  290,829.  *986,724.
1,277,553, -
1,196,938. 0- -0-
33,600, 276,856 - -0-
fsbs. 503;025. -0-

¢

1,487,764. 1,233,026. - *147,432.
. 1,380,458,

3,358,448. 5,213,249. 10,126,155.
: 15,339,404,

*Salaries of K-8 consulténts.in Art;\Music;cgeadiné

and Physical Education

**Salaries of Substitutes

hl

21
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This Internal Accounting System would first be used as a planning
guide, by the principal and his/her’staff, prior to school opening.’ Like
the voucher valuee, the Internal Accounting ‘System would be calculeted in the_
'mqnthxqﬁ June preceding'the schiool year. During the school year the system

"wuuld_provide a monthly adjustnent of the dollars available, based on chénges

in enrollment. The ‘monthly report to each school would be informational'as

4

.well as -an authorization to spend. ;(See Income Flozl}

~ The following five steps represent an overview of the Internal
o o B LI o ¢ : . )
Accounting System:

' -

- : : 1. The system begins by calculatdng total revenue for each school.
This is simply the number of students by grade category, times thé
‘appropriate voucher values. -

2. The Total Fixed Costs of the EHPS are identltied (See Table 3. 4)
and summed. This sum is then represented as a percentage of the
Adjusted Gross Budget.

3., The Fixed Costs percentage is applied to each schools' total
revenue, "and this producti (representing each schools portion of
‘the. Total Fixed Costs) is subtracted from the Total Revenue,
yielding the schools Net Revenue. S

4.. Teachers salaries are equalized K-8 and 9-12 by

4.1 calculatlng the mean teacher salary in each categ\Ey

4.2 multiplying the mean teacher salaty times. the number of
: teachers allotted to a school. ‘ .

4.3 finding the difference between the school's actual salary
expense and (4.2). This difference is the Equalization
Fund (+or-) for each school. .

5. The Equalization Fund for each school, when added to or sub-
L tracted from the Net Revenue of that school, yields'Instructional

Revenue.
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In theory, Instructional Revenue represents the funds over which

each school would Have control.

In practice, a number of constraints make. these funds less than to-

*
/f.

tally discretionary. A few of these constraints dre:. ‘

1. Equalization funds received by any school must be _spent on
. salaries. .

2. Salaries are contracted»on‘a‘system*wide basis.
3. Certalh other budgeted‘expenses could be consldered pEcessities. ¢
T © At the present time, the Instructional/Operatienal Revenue account.
includes=: -

Teacher Salaries

trative Expenses (Principal,'Vice Principal, Secretary)

Materia}s Expensec (Texts, Supplies, Library, Audio-Visual,
Homema ng, Industrial Arts)

ities Expenses (Athletics, Student Body; Field'Trips,
mmencements, Driver Education Data Processing, Directed

"Activitiés)

- Ac

Aides Salaries

& Other Personnel Salaries (Substitutes, K-8 consultants in At,
Music, Physical Education and Reading)

These last two categories could eventually be* replaced by a Support Personnel
category.
The 1975-76 Internal Accounting System yielded:
1. a Fixed Cost percentage of approximagely 33%. This represents
33% of the Adjusted Gross Budget, of each school's Total Revenue,
and of each voucher value.
2. an Equalization Fund for schools ranging from $53 to $31,800.  For/

those schools with more expensive teachers: (positive Equalization
Fund) there is no loss in dollars from Total Revenue. ///
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ﬂ For those schools with less expensive teachers (negative

‘ Equalization Fund), Equalization represents from 0.16% to _
4.567% of their Total Revenue. Only nine schools have a nega-
tive Equalization Fund, and in brief, this process does not
appear to significahtly alter a school's Total Revenue.

3. an Instructional/Operational Revenue account for each school
approximately equal to 667% of its Total Revenue. This figure®
// must be tempered by the constraints and commitments previously
- mentioned.

Table 3.5 shows how the Instructional Revenue accounts are presently

'
R N

being eéxpended.
Tha-major differences between the Elementary/Middle Schools and the

" High School are:

3.1 a greater proportion of the funds are used by the High Schools in
paying regular teacher salaries (82% compared to 667%).

3.2 a greater proportion of the funds are used by the Elementary/Middle
Schools in paying for other personnel (17% compared to ZA) - this
represents the K-8 consultants in Art, Music, Physical‘Education,'

'and Reading. . ‘ .

Note that. by combining teachers and other. personnel salaries, the
differences described above become minimal (84% compared to 837%).

1
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TABLE 3.6

p—— e

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT
: . INTERNAL ACCOUNTING SYSTEM

1975-76 BUDGETED ACCOUNTS AS PERCENTAGES
OF INSTRUCTIONAL/OPERATIONAL REVENUE

Elementary and Middle - High

Schools . Schools
Teachers Salaries = - '66% L - 82%
Administrative ©11s f , 8%
Expenses - '
Materials Expenses 3.7% : o 43
Activities Expenses 0.3% - . 3%
Aides Salaries S 2% oo 1ls
Other.Personnel ] 17% . 2%
Salaries
40
215
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1

3.3 a greater proportion of the funds are used by the High Schools
in paying for activities (3% compared to 0.3%).

3.4 a slightly greater proportion of the funds are used by the

Elementary/Middle Schools in paying for administrative ex—
penses (11%_qompared to 8%). -

T

INCOME FLOW SYSTEM

The Parents' Choice Executive Boara decided on a 'pro-rata' flow of

voucher dollars. - |
' Théoretically, vouéhgr dolla;s would flow to.alllsChools'op a moﬁthly

basis. T%is procedure is Basicallyudesigned to make édjgétmenté‘for incoming
and depéfting students. The amount of vouchér doilars’avaiiablé to éagh school,
on the first of avmdnth; woéld be ca;culated';sing the enrbllment as of éhe
fifteenth of the prior mohth.i |

Thé enrdllmen; reborting of school principals *muld include a). a pre-
1iminary attendance reporé on June 15th of the preceding yéar, based $n présent
and énticipated enrollmént,»including those students who Have_ihdicated their
transfer requests; b) a comprehensive enrollment report on August 15th; ¢) an
adjusted enroiiment réport on September iSth;‘d) a continuous report of students

"”f';HBMH;;e transferred, including the reasong and locations. (See Student Transfer
System).
Funds wculd be transfzrred from the Ceﬁtral Office to each school's
account on the first of the month from September to‘May. Twenty,percent (20%)
ofAthe voucher value would be given to séhools on Septémber 1 and 10% on the
 first of each following month, ending in May. This partial "front-loading" of

'20% on .September 1 is to allow for the wusual start-up costs of the school year.

210
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In addition, schools would be able to épend monies from their estimated 20u's
account (texts, supplies) during the months of July and August prior to the "

openiﬁg of school. ‘VOuchers and. Internal Aécdunting calculations would be

“completéd between June 15th and June 30th. On July lst, preliminary Internal

Actoﬁnting and Income Flow statements wquld be given to all schools. "These

statements would allow some (yet to be defined) deficit spending to occuf during

"the summer months. This deficit spending would most likely be limited to the

[Re

purchase of texts, supplies and curriculum developmént.

Schools with enterirg studenus new to the EHPS would be giQen 20%

~of the appropriate voucher value oun the first payment date aftér entrance.  In

‘brief, the cost and revenues of any students who entered or left a sqhooi between

/

.the official enrollment dates (the fifteenth of each monch), would b# absorbed

‘by the individual ééhool. No monies would be transferred from one Eabt Hartford

school account to another after the April 15th enrcllment date. - (Note: this

system need not be affected by the ttudent Transfer Policy. The Incare Flow

System described above is flexible encugh to accomodate any :tudent Transfer

3

Policy that is eventually established or modified).

This system would pfavide monthly financial statements to scfobl prin—
cipals. These inglude T1able 3.7 the Inie;nal Accounting System ~ Monthly Report
of Gross Budget énd Enrollment Summary;.and T;ble 3.8 the Income Flow System -
Moﬁthly Report of Instructional Revenue. Tcgether these two outputs represent
macre and sicro views of each school's financial status. They both include
revenues, budgeked c.penditures (preliminary and previous calculations), actual
expenditures, monthly allocations and remaining funds (balance).i The Internal
Accounting System report fTable 3.7) also iﬁcludes an Enrollment Summary which

identifies the basis «n which revenues were calculated.

[\
cut
<
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‘The Income Flow System wéuld be -1inked directly to ﬁhe-Studen;
Management System (transfer). This:would enable accurate. pupil accouﬁting

as well as dollar -accounting.

—ewas
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TABLE 3.7 " - |
EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' cuoxcn PROJECT ;
¢NTERNAL ACCOUNTING SYSTEM | | S \

l'
" MONTHLY REPORT OF GROSS BUDGET
AND ENROLLMENT SUMMARY

~ §CHOOL NAME
| : NOVEMBER 1, 1975
ANNUAL REVENUE . , MONTHLY ALLOCATIONS

PRELIMINARY d
CALCULATION CALCULATED PRIOR PRESENT  EXPENDED TO PRIOR PRESENT
1/1/75 Y175 MONTH(OCT) MONTH(NOV) DATE(10/31/75) MONTH(OCT) MONTH(NOV)

P .

TOTAL REVENUE | | ‘
" FIED COSTS . : e - ',
~ NET REVENUE | S R \ ‘
BQUIL. FUND - : ,, - | .
" INSTRUCTIONAL - o | o
REV | o : - .
| | AR CHANGE IN
VOUCHER VALUES - ENROLLMENT:»vovsee v v ANNUAL REVENUE
‘ PRELIMINARY PRIOR  PRESENT -
6/15/15° “8/15/15  MONTH  MONTH  CHANGE
e 19/15/78) (10/15/75)[10/15-9/15)
K
15
6-6 f
| 9'12 r i
TOTAL v
| 299
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TABLE 3.8 | | o | ]
EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT |
. INCOHE FLOW SYSTEM |
A SCHOOL, NAME
NOVEMBER 1, 1975

MONTHLY REPORT OF
{ B "INSTRUCTIONAL REVENUE"

COMWUSED 4 OF TOTAL 4 OF TOTAL |
" MNNUML TOTAL § EXPENDED EXPENDED  § BALANCE AS BALANCE THIS MOWDH
N SAMUBLE TO0DME WODME  TODAE ° TOODMB  $ALLOCATION
t | ' : , ‘

INSTRUCTIONAL REVENUE . L //
~

!

- TEACHERS SALARIES

' ADMINISTRATION ‘
EXPENSES |

ACTIVITIES . - o e
EXPENSES . |

)
MATERIALS EXPENSES | . o
 SUPPORT PERSONNEL L . |

(AIDES, SUBSTITUTES,
CONSULTANTS)

691

<HO

[ 3 Y

L~ |
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CONTINUOUS DEVELOPMENT OF FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT

R ;.wAs.patt of the study of a Parents' Choice Program, East Hartfoxd saw the

’

! « " need to réview its accounting and fgnancial management System (FMS). This review
- had several broad objectives:

o

1. to convey financial information in the most meaningful way possible,
2. to establish adequate controls of’ public funds,
3. to furnish date for mandatory reports to state and federal agencies, and

\

4. to assist in the overall process of school system planning; staff,
students, facilities and programs. These, together with a financial
management system (FMS), comprise a total management information
system (MIS) '

The current budget document of the EHPS is arranged by object and cost
center. A combination of computer and hand methods are used to compile_r“- b dget
documenti Periodically, throughout the schooi year, balances are availat i~ to
several object aceounts. These'materiafs togethet with stateand federal reports
comprise East Hartford's current FMS. \ |

The Parents' Choice Executive Board (PCEB) considered various alterna-

7 tives to the current Fﬁs._ These alternatives included program/evaluation budgete,
_Afunction budgetsi and specialﬁfund budgets. 'Each typé'of budgeting requires an
elaborate system for classifying,'eoding and accounting for_revenues and expen-
ditutes; Latge time commitments by school system personnel are reguired%~ Liabi- -
lities, reserves and fund balances must be made available on a neriodic basis
throughout the school year in order for this infdrmation to be fully useful. /_'

Whiic desirable, a full blown Management Information System (MIS) N

and FMS would not be essential elements in the implementation of the Parents'

Choice Project.
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"The PCEB deciHed that ERDC's time and energy would be best spent on the Voucher

Calculation, Internal Accounting and Income Flow Systems. This in no way should
prevent a continuous process of improving the current FMS. 1In fact, the EHPS
central office personnel, with some limited assistance by the ERDC, has planned

a budget transformation from thé object budget to a function (by object) budget.

This conforms with both the new federal and state guidelines for school accounting. '

1Responsibility for the actual transformation-has been assumed by the EHPS central

for the sharing and equalization of costs-aiready described. e

office personnel. 1In addition, complete computerization of all financial informa-

tion and reporting is planned for the near future.

-

SUMMARY

The process and preparation of -budget documents under a full Parents'

Choice Program, could remain relatively the same as at present. Most accounts
, e

could continue to be estimated as they have been in the past, i.e., allowing for

perceﬁtage or gross increases or decreases in the prior year's budget, All
. . )

instructional accounts (e.g., activities, materials, and support personnel) .should

be budgeted on a ~-r pupil basis. This is preeently done for teth; supplies and

aides. The act'i..’ dollars allocated to a school would need to be re-calculated

(Internal Accounting System) after the budget had been prepared. This would allow °

Some difficulties would arise in the preparation;of a budget from pre-

vious budgets' and expenditures. First, schools may not be expending what has been

their textbook account, on textbooks. The schools's:discretionary control over

this account would allow for its expenditure (for example) on extra personnel.
v . .

Secondly, system-wide figures ‘obtained by aggregating an account across all

- P

schools, may also become less important than. ind1vidual school accounts.
i3 . ' N [\

Co - L R3TN . .
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period would allow SUfficient_timg;for this development.

In brief, the process and preparation of an East Hartford Public School budget

'

document would probably require some new procedureé. The five year demonstration

Note that basically

i v ‘
the present process ?nd budget document could be utilizdd for developing

Voucher Values, the Internal Accounting System and the‘Income Flow System.

&

' ' r

v

N
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TABLE 3.6

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT
- INTERNAL ACCOUNTING SYSTEM = o

1975—76 BUDGETED ACCOUNTS AS PERCENTAGES
OF INSTRUCTIONAL/OPERATIONAL REVENUE

Elementary and Midc¢ ‘ High
Schools ) Schools
Teachers Salaries 66% 82%
Administrative : 11% . ' 8%
Expenses L :
' Mgferiais:ExpenSes - 3.7% . - 4%
. Activities Expenses ' 0.3% | 3%
. \ S

Aides Salaries _ 28 1%
Other Personnel 17 ) 2%
Salaries : - _

259
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TABLE 3.4

B ’ . . . / / . .
- —EAST HARTFORD-PUBLIC-SCHOOLS PARENTS'-CHOICE PROJECT ~—
"INTERNAL ACCOUNTING - FIXED COSTS*

/
Budget Acct. Code‘ ~f Categury ) //1975f76 Budget
110 Salary-Administration - $ 350,000.
130 Expenses-Administration ’ 74,700. ~
310 Salary-Attsadance 47,716,
320 EXpeuses~Attvndance 3,400.
610 Salary-Custodial ' 1,155,017.
620 - Serv. Plant Operations ' 80,145, )
630 keat S 420,024,
641 . H,0 and Sewers 15,000. o
642 ' Electric . 393,845,
643 . Gas : 160,000,
644 f Telephone 69,180.
650 ) '~ Supplies-Flant . ‘80,000, -.
660 ~ Other Expenses-Piant 15,818.
710 " Salary-Maint. 264,233,
721 ' 'Maint.-Plant -345,000.
722 ‘Repair-Fixed = 150°,885.
723 Repair-Instruct. 33,498,
/ 723 Repair-Non-Instruc. 23,451,
749 Supplies-Maint. Plant -~ 86,855,
810 » | . Eﬂﬁloyeé Retirement.. 294,000.
820 ; asurance 752,098,
830 | Rental of Building © 12,079,
850 M.D.C. . - 4,815.
920 . Food Serv. Subsid. 6,000.
-212,215,217 _ Supervisor «nd Secretary 264,351.
221's, 230's, , Salaries and Non Salary
240's and Items from Instructional
-250's : Support Services Cost Center
215,216 o Salaries of Substitute 211,139,

Secretaries and Other
Instrya:tional Programs from
Non~-Asisigned Expenses

-Cost Ceuter . .

TOTAL ‘or FIXED COSTS - .= f%u@ — S ‘§5,'213"2M'

;- p

- * These expenses are to be ﬁﬁar4dpggﬁally by all schools.
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TABLE 3.5

_EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

' INTERNAL-ACCOUNTING SYSTEM = FIXED COSTS .

When calculating Fixed Costs from the cost centers the
object budget codes listed in Table 3.4 were summed for ati
expenses assigned to school cost centers and added to the
Fixed Costs of the additional cost centers.

1975-76 BUDGET

: S Voucher -
Total Adjustments Fixed - Instructional
School Cost . ) -
Centers . 11,843,655, 442,796. 2,408,870. 8,991,999.
‘Central Office/ | P
Support Service 574,137. 73,494. 500,643. -0-
Instructional ;
? 1,400,904. - 123,351.  290,829. *986,724.
IS t s ’ ’ ’ ad ’
upport Service | 1,277,553. -
Pupil Personnel - 1,196,938. 1,196,938. -0~ -0-
Custodial Dept.  310,456. 33,600.  276,856. o L —
Maintenance Dept. 503,530. 505. 503,025. -0-
..g:;;ﬁ::;gned 1 2,868,222.  1,487,764. 1,233,026. *147,432.
. o 1,380,458.
TOTALS , 18,697,852, 3,358,448. 5,213,249, 10,126,155.

15,339,404. -

*Salaries of K-8 consultants in Art, Music, Reading
and Physical Education

*#*Salaries of Substitutes’

26 L
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TABLE 3.3

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT
VOUCHER CALCULATION 1974~75 AND 1975-76

1974-75 1975-76  PERCENT CHANGE

VOUCHERS
K | $ 632.75 $ 676.95. . +6.99%—— ——
1-5 1260.85 1372.12 +8.83%
6-8 1312.37 1499.23 “+14.24%
9-12 o 1507.19 1666.09 +10.54%
Adjusted
Gross
Budget . $14,525,933. $15,339,404. +5.60%
Gross N i :
. Budget $18,025,555. $18,697,852, +3.73%
Total . : :

&

262
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TABLE 3.1

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOL PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT
VOUCHER CALCULATIONS=-ADJUSTMENTS TO GROSS BUDGET

 1975-76

265

ITEM BUDGET ACCOUNT #
: BUDGET
1.0 Non Current Expenses
l.1 Debt Service (1310) $1,403,000
l.2 Capital Outlay .
1.21 Repladement o
Equipment (731) 55.,000
1.22 Capital o
.;Equipmeut (1231) 75,000
2.0 Aids in Kind ¢
‘2.1 Transportation (500's)
T 2.1l salaries (510) 19,920
2.12 Reg. & K. (521-1) 178,952
2.13 Non Public . (521-2) 35,273
2.14 Spec. Ed. (522) 151,543
2.15 Phys. Handicap (523) 26,691
2.16 Trade & Tech. (524) - 14,595
2.17 Other Exp.- (561-63) 1,830
2.2 Health Services C (400's) 5 .
2.21 Salaries (411+12) ' 206,258
2122 Expenses (421+22) 6,400
2.3 .Auxillary'ServiCes T
‘2.31 Adult Education
© 2.311 Salary (213) 32,100.
2.312 Non-Salary (224+244) - 3,500
2.32 Summer Scheol ) :
2.3Z1 salary (213) 29,790
2.322 Non-Salary (223+4243) 2,000
2.33 Home Instruction |
2.331 Salary (213) 29,000
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TABLE 3.1 (Continued}

ITEM BUDGET ACCOUNT # 1975-76

~ BUDGET
. 2.34 ESL :
2.341 Ssalary (213) $ 10,630
2.342 Non-Salary “&323+243) _ 450

2.35 Non-instruction
~ 2.351 Wagés -

Build. Rent (612-3) 22,500

2.352 Wages - o '
' Park Dept. (612-3) 9,600

2.4 Special Services !

2.41 salary* (212+215) 886,620

2.42 Non-Salary (221,232,241,
) _ - ‘254, 526) - 31,896
2.43 Tuition - (1410) , 125,000
TOTAL 4 o $3,358,448

* Personnel in Spec. Ed., Speech, Social Work,—Adjustment,
Gifted Ed., Learning Center, Psych. Examining. -

263

- P
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TABLE 3.2 o e

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS ' CHCICE PROJECT
1975-76 VOUCHER CALCULATION
' SUMMARY OF ADJUSTMENTS TO GROSS BUDGET

ITEM ' S 1975-76 . PERCENT OF
- o BUDGET GROSS BUDGET
1.0 Non Current Expense t $1,533,900 ' 8.20§
l.1 Debt Service - 1,403,900 7.50%
l.2 Capital Outlay ‘ 130,900 .70%
2.0 Aids in Kind : 1,824,548  9.76%
2.1 Transportation - 428,804 _ T 2.29%
2.2 "Health Services 212,658 - 1.14%
2.3 Auxiliary Services - 139,570 - 5%
2.4 Special Services : 1,043,516 5.58%
TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS = . 3,358,448, = . 17.96%
GROSS BUDGET - . 18,697,852,
MINUS ADJUSTME_NTS 3,348,448,
=ADJUSTED BUDGET $15,339,414,* - 82.04%

* Total $ included in Moﬁchers. T
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PRIVATE/PAROCHIAL SCHOOLS

During the Parents' Choice Project, the Administration spent ﬁuch time
studying the question of alléwihg parents to utilize scholarships or vouchers' in
connection with private schools wﬁiie éoﬁblying with the pro?isionslof Public Act
122, Public Act.122 is enabling legislation passed by the State of Connecticut’in
1972 which permits uplto six Connecticut school disgricts to implement the test

demonstration scholarship programs.

Public Act 122 provides that through the use of a voucher program pgrents
may enroll their‘childlin any puSlic or private school Qithin the deﬁonstration
area. However the schools that participate ﬁust meet various requirements out-

lined in the law (Appendix I).

For the Parents' Choice Project,. the proposed inclusion of private and

.

parochial schools required that extensive study be made of two issues: 1) the

feasibility of establishing a private school in East Hartford and 2) the legal

implications of including parochial schools.
The Council for American Private Educaiiorn (CAPE), was contracted to

study if it was feasible for a privat 001 to be established in East Hartford.

t

The feasibility study undertakenuby CAPE was designed to détermine:

1) 1if there appears to be a sufficiently large group of intexested
parents to support a nonsectarian private school; .

2) the type of school which those parents would wish for children;

3) the availability of adequate school facilities;

4) the availability of adequate faculty and staff;

5) the practicality of establishing such a school given existing
local and state laws and regulations; _

6) the financial support required to assure the operational viabil-
ity of the school;

7) the availability of such support services as transportation and
food management; and :

8) the existence of ‘attitudes or other special conditions in the
community which might work against the success of the school,

267
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PHASE #1 FINDINGS

Y

1This study was conducted simultaneously in three phases: Phase #1 --

A

a §urvey-of_ﬁhe potential clientele and the type of school in which they would be
interested ( items -1-2 above); Phase #2 = a_survey of administrative mattefs (items
3-8 above) and Phase #3 -— the @evglopment of recommendations outlining theropera—
tional de;;ils whicﬁ should .be dealt with should the Board dgtermine to Droéeed

with the demonstration including a private school. The Project Director was Dr.
Robgrt Lamborn, Executive Director, Council for American Private Edu;?tioh. Phase

#1 studies were directed by the Reverend David Kern, Executive Director, SPHERE:

Phase #2, by Nelson Farquhar, Stafi Associate, Connecticut Association of Independ-

g

ent Schools; the Phase #3, by Joseph dePeyster, Director, School Effectiveness o
Project, National Association of Indepéndent Schools. The study staff received the
full copperation of members of the East Hartford School Staff, their own profes-—

sional and lay associates in and out of the Hartford area, and of the parents

approached in the course of the survey of parental interests.

Phase #1 invgstigétions, directed by Father Kern, were designed to deter-
mine: if there appeared to be a sufficiently large group of interested parents to
support a'ﬁonsectarian private'school and the type of school those'pareﬁts would
wish.for‘their childrén;

Father Kern, in cooperatioh with the principals of the study team, mem-—

bers of his own staff, and members of Dr. Diggs' Staff, prepared a survey ques-._

" tionnaire to determine parental interest in a nonsectarian private schoo. On

Dezember 24, 3,200 of these  ‘estionnaires were mailed with covering letters and

N .

return envelopes to all East Hartford residents having children nine years of age

—

or under as of- September, 1976. Some 3,000 of these letters were delivered. Copies

of the questionnaire and the covering letter accompany this report. Appendix J.)’

}A StudXvQE‘Thﬁ Feasibiligy-df Establishing A Nonsectarian Private School As Part
Of The Proposed East Hartford Parents’ Choice Project, The Council for American
PriVage Educatiop, Lamborn, Robert L., Ph.D., January 13, ,1976. '
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By January 13, 19;6,'parenté of 252 children had responded indicating
definite interest ("yes" respenses)ﬁand parents of 79 children had responded
indicaging possible }ﬁterest_("perhaps"“responseS)—- a_total'of 331 children.
Table #1 indicates the extent of the positive response to the'questionnaire by“
numbers of children by gfadeelevel as of September, 1976. This response indicates
a substantial pool of 212 ﬁprospects" for a K-5 school. Six characteristics of

. .

this pool are worth part1cu1ar comment. First, since positive responses were still
© ° -

arriving on January 13th, it seems safe to assufie tHat there were some interested -
3 . .
parents who had not yet been heard from. Second, the nuﬁber.of kindergarten and
Grade 1 prospects (49 and~40 respectively)~is'especially encouraging. Third,“the
‘cize of the prospect groups for Grades 2-5 are’ respectable and quite consistent.
1¢Fourth, the pre—krndergarten pool is promising for the future. Fifth, the resi—
dences, of.tne interested families are spread rather evenlyqthrough the town. And,
aixth,=because of survey'preeonceptiqns, the questronnaire was mailed only to
femilies having children nine years old or younger, with the result that the re-
sponse does not _provide adequate 1nformat10n on the prospect pool for children
who would enter Grade‘6 and above. It should be noted, however, that a number of
the fami}ies which did receive the questionnaire happened to have older children
aneyindicated that they would be‘interested in enrolling tnem in the private |
. school should it be opened-—a total of 28 children in Grades 6-8. This chance

response suggests that there may well be an adequate pool of students for one or

more of those grades.

269
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TABLE #1

Numbger ogr"Prpgpect" Children by Grade-level as of September, 1976

Nature of

Parental .
Response  :Pre-Kindergarten Grade

1 2 3 4 K1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  Total
‘ Yes 8 20 20 25 39 25 25 28 25 15 11 8 3 252
Perhapé _&_ S5 _6 _5 -1o _15 8 7 8 7 3 _2 _1_ :)_Z_?_~
Total : ‘10 25 26 30 49 40 33 35 33 2z 14 10 4 331

In order to get some sense of the strength of parental inﬁerests among
chSe who responded positively to the questibnnaire, a‘telééhéne follow—up was
conducted. Approximately 45 percent:of the defipite, or "yes", parents were
reached; approximately 20 percent of “he possible, or 'perhaps", parents. This
éampling'indicatgd that in both groups of parents the interest was, for the most
part, very real. Of the "yes" parents reached by telephone, 65 percent said they
would definitely enroll their children. Final enrcllment of 66 percent Or more
of the prosﬁects seems quite possible. It would appear, on the other hand, |
_quite conserQative to assume that a well-planned and publicizéd school would
enroll 40 percént of thé prospect pool. A prediction of a 50 percent enrollmenf

\ - apéeara.not assured but entirely reasongble: |
Given the information now in Hand on the prospect pool for such a
. school and the prevailing grade patterns in the East H;rtford Schools.(K—$,6—8;
9-12),‘shou1d the Bo;rd-décidg-to propose d’érogramjincludingya nonsectarian
private school, the long-range objective shsdld probably be the creation of ;

.

. ! /
K-8 school, - Whether it would be wisest to open with Grades K-5 and add grades

in-éubsequent years or Eq opén with Grhdes.K-6; or"K-7, or K-8 at the outset

would depend upon the findings in an additional survey, this time of families

R4 .
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s / .

having children of appropriate ages for Grades 6, 7, and 8 and upon Lh@ response

to the announcement that a nonsectarian private school was in fact tp be establlshed
‘.

An actempt was made to get some sense of the type of school in which the .
parents would be most interested. The subject, as would be expéqyéd, proved an~
extremely difficult one with which td deal in a si?ple questiogé;ire;-The parents
were asked to indicateAwhéther they preferred a traditional, ;ther ;ructﬁred ¥ .
schoo%, or a Jess tfaditional,Afather'open schoql.,Their responses left the clear
impreésion that the parents wOpid be happiest with a relatively struclured school
which nonetheless provided approprlgte opportunltles for student in1t1at1ve and

supervised 1ndependent and individualized activity. It appears that very few of

the prospects would lose interest in the school should it be corducted .in this way.
. . . \ o . )

PHASE #2 FINDINGS
Phase #2 investigations, by Mr. Farquhar, were designed to determine:
the availability of adequate school facilities; the av;ilability of adequate
Afaculty and staff per;oﬁnel; the practicality of establishing such a school given
existing local and state laws and regulations; the availability of such support
services as'transpof&ation and food management; the financial support requiredAto”
*  assure the operational viability of thé school; and the existence of attitudes or
othe£ special condi as in the community which might work againét the success of
Aﬁhe schoél. ’ ‘ N  _i‘
The survey of available school facilities has included invéstigations
.of an unused Caﬁholic school building, 'a public scﬁool building which might

" become available, a church facility, a day care center, private mansions, commer=-
j | ! :
cial properties, and open spaces upon which a temporary 'trailer campus' might

be established. At this time, no entirely satisfactory site has been located.

N ) . Y
The day care facility must be dropped from tonsideration; the other options remain

a
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‘industrial or commercial corporation), or establishing a new corporation whioh

, draws "upon interested parents,:teachers, and community leaders. '

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Thé @pét promiéing s}tes thus far identified include an unused Catholié school
builﬁi%g% a churcg facility, and a publié school building which might become
avaiiabié,;Nq desirable private mansions, commercial proﬁértieS, or open’spaces?
for éfﬁ;;éilef_;ﬁmphs" have been identified,.altnough the search has not been
exhauétive.‘lpfééems probable that adequate space can be found, although it may
bevleés tﬁéqtﬁﬁmpletely desirable. The facilities selected should provide for
théi;ngiqiﬁékéd space reduiremeﬁts for.tge school as it develops according to
plan,.fﬁj .
’.-The}e seems every reason to believe that it would be possiBle to

obFain adequate staffiﬁg for the school if it is established. There is a large
pool éf avaiiable teachers and school heads for independent schools. Many people
wou;q f;ﬁd:fhe prospect of being involved in such a significant national
dbmangtréﬁion project most attractive. We understand that some teachers curreurlQ
émpipyed by East Hartford have expressec interest in moving to a private s. 1,
if it is established.

Should~th¢ decision to establish a school be made pr .mptlyv, there are
n; local or stéte ;aws or regulations which would present signiticant problems.
The Connecgicut Staée Dééartment of Education th;ough its Bu cau o! 7 lementary
qﬁd Secondary.ﬁdﬁc§tiqp and the Conn.c ticut Association of ludependent Schools
aré_ableuéo provide experienced ond competent advice on all mitters of legal and

regulatory detail and procedure. The central problem here, asi. :trom meeting

deadlines, lies in enlisting.qualified incorporators and members for the school's

board~of-éontrol. These possibilities come to mind: asscciating the school with ,
. S ) . |
an existing corporate entity in the area ( a school, 'a day care center, or an

.
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‘A ;reliminary investigation of a variety of possiBle management options

4ndicates th - there is no day care center interested in taking a new school under
2 -
\

its cofES?aLn\fwiﬁg." There 1s the possibility that an area independent school

— s
- e s

weuld be interested in establishing an "annex' school in East\Hartford. Cne existing
nenprof it nonsectarian edvcaticnal corporation, which has asked to remain unnamed’y

/ .
has expressed an interest. No corporations have been approached to see if they have

it {nteres: in vstablishing a nonprofit corporation under their umbrellas. If a new
i - , '
serporation were to be established, the list of parents who have expressed an

intereat o the school would be a natural source of candidates for selection 2s -
incorporators and control board members. It is possible, also, that community

teaders might be interested in becoming involved in these capacities as a matter

-
af public survile.

ft became a simple matter to determine the availability of such support
seTViCer am ttfansportalion ard !ood management. Transportation is provided under

“or private and pub'ic schools, and transportation is assured as well

N ¥ ..
Soaoabber oW

uind r

the ptovisions.oi i dems o-tration preject. We are infdrmed that no distri-

O TRt

..o a4 . oy :
T L IR YR SN I e

¢ ecvudent yeoidonces wonld present a preoblem for eirher the parents

wr the trarsportation systéem. The available provisions for food services in East

#art Topd are unusually good. Should they bLe desired, arrangements could be made

witn foterstate Upited WhHich is based in the Penney High School--a new school could-

ariamge 4 satellite contr t tied to that already in effect with the town. All

Ather swual support services appear te be readily available. ~___7*

v

The §inancial aspects of the study included a consideration of these

tart-up’ requiremeants and their costs; "wind-down" requirements and their,

.

Pl ey

cost., . cher walue, including space and‘!quipmenc "idd-ons"; voucher mechanics;

sS4, S ementsT sQurees ol igcome and any cestrictions affecting them; custs involved

N

o | . 275 N o
ERIC o -‘ - |

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



188

in admini:rrative and evaluation tasks necessitated by the admin’ | ve a i
£esearch requirements of the demoustratioﬁ project; financiél p1 1 for
those acaepting respongibility for operating the school; éndlannual operating
budget requirements. The opevation of the - .oposed schecol would be feasible only
if there are satisfactory answers to ;- is raised in regard to these dollar

/4 considerations.-lt has »een impossible to develop sufficient information in
these areas either to tzst feasibility or to determine the information which must
be developed to test feasibility. |

Establishing a school invulves "start-up" costs fér plant, personnel,

equipment, materials, and ruppii.s whic!i are pot properly chargeable to the first
year »of éperation. Provisicns for these éunds must be made aside from those pro-
'vich’féy ‘rom vouchers since the school may grow du. g the period of the dem-
onstration and additional "*irst-time" cap%tal expenditures would be necessary
at tr:t time. Funds ailocated for furnishings and equipmeﬁt should permit ''start
~up" expnnditurés for these purposes as they arguneeded in the school's .develop—-
mefit, even if they occur in the second through the fifth year of the demonstration
livject. "Start-up' costs are estimated to be in the range f $45,000 to $72,000.
It seems reasonable to establish a figure in -he neighborhood of $60,000 for these

costs. A breakdéown follows:

ITEM RANGE ESTIMATE
“Initigl Planning (including
Incorporation) $ 500 - 2,000 $ 2,000
Lease of Property -April-August : 4,000 - €,000 5,200

Renovation of Leased Faéili'.es :
to Meet Safety and Health des 10,000 -20,000 15,000

Furnishing Building to Meet Neceds
of Opening Enrollment 9,000 -12,000 10,500

§3f7f;
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ITEM RANGE ESTIMATE

Providing Acquisition of Library
Books, Instruction Materials,

Textbooks $11,000 - 14,000 12,600
Employment of Administrator
and Secretary--April-August . 9,500 - 11,000 10,065
In-Service Training of Staff
before Opening of School 1,300 - 5,200 3,200
TOTALS $45,300 - 70,200 $58,565

1t a privace school is established, at some point there will necessarily
be "wind-down' costs. ihese will occur if the schoel is discontinued either during‘
the demons.ration or at ..e ¢ud Jf the demonstration, if it is centinued as a |
separate corporate entity, or if it is continued as an "annex" school under the
urbrella of some other corporate body. These matters, among others, w uld have to
be deal. with at this point: legal actions relating to discont;;uaﬁce or establish-
ment of a n'w corporate status; dir.oysition of furnishings, equipment mateiials,
and supplies; dispo: .tion of existing cash and investment assets or indebtedness;
‘and indemnificaticn of principals rfrom any subsequent liability growing out of the i
operazion of the school during the demonstration peridd. It has not been pcoisible
in the period of the study to-adeq.ately invgstigate costs of this sort--and some,
in faét, the amounts of the school's as.ets or liabilities at the eqd of the project,
for example, could not Ee estimated at this time in anv case. But they should be
prqvided for on a realistic basis in planning for suct! a school, and they should
be provided for outside of the voucher funding.

To assure equitable financing for the private school, the value of the

voucher rust include the costs of operations which are covered-by the voucher in

effect in the public schools for the effective year.of the voucher '"payment."

215
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In addition, to provide for expenses which will be incurred by the private school
but are not. considered in the calculation of the va;ue of the vouéher (Debt Service
and Capital Outlay), there will need -to be a supplemental payment to the private
school. This supplement might be referred to as the Debt Service and Capital Outlay
Supplement. However identified, this supplement, computed per student on the basis
of the dollars allocated to these purposes in the | »lic schools would be assigned
tc the private school to meet rental and capital equ. ment expenditures. Currvat
calculations indica*.. a value of approximately $130 per student.

If the private school element of the domonstration model is to have an
opportunity to function e::ectively, it must be as easily accessible to interested
parents as are the p-*lic schools. Voucher mechanisms mustinot involve added finan-
cial or "red-tape" burdens which will tend to discourage prospective private scrocl
parents from selecting ~he p:ivate school for their children,

It is our understanding t.at no restrictions would Lu placed upon the
private s aool's freedom to raise Supplementary funds f{rom v%her’s;;rfcs Loan the
voucher. The only restriction of wvhich we are aware 1s that East Hd;iiorh students

cannot be charged tuiti o fees in adsitic . to the fee "paild™ by the vouchor. The

sehoo!l would e free, for exarsrle, to corluct sucn rooi-raisine oo Sties s
3 »
% izaars ans fairs, © obtain -ont: fs and o s, and U undurtane it wolicis
citiong, .he = nool, we believ o, mav rolil students rosoiing suiside of La-t
’ y R

liartford as tuition-paying students at & fee level egualing or exce =ing Chae
combined valuv of the voucher and t ~oplerent.

It is our u:l.rstanding, also, shat the regsearci requi:emekts ol the

demonstrztion project may involve some administrative sests fnoo e Do b tn
record keepinag, t:sting, and reperis which are not . oreriy schood SRR SR

there are such <usis, the school should be redmburesd fTor them by Che apprens ie

autherity.
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It is our further understanding that the Superintendent's office w ! . ieguir.

of the new schuol only reporting monthly enrollments to receive voucher
payments; b) using the pult'ic school accounting format in reporting annual state-
meats of operation; and c¢) adhering to its statement of compliance with state and
federal reyulations regarding private schools and Board of Education Open Enroll-
ment rules and regulotions. (Monitoring this adherence should He’made the respon-
sibility of an independent agency such as the Ccnnecticut State partment of
Education, €7 E, CALS, or a speci.ully constituted entity.) It is an}icipated that
there would be no reimbursement for any expenses which may be inherent in meeting

esvotequirements, which are considered to be minimal. o -

.

_ There.is, rinally, the matter of providing *inancial protec:i n for

thosa who occept responsibility for servin, on the control body o the propnsed

ool oand @or thiose teachers, -uppliers, ang cilners who enter into good-fei©
]

Bl Y TG - ot thuse representing the schoul, Wiile every effort should be e
L ave rrivar. schoo! phase of the demeonstration project is reallstic as
' jeemm o de. T 0t be recopnized t0at the schoel 1s not coming into bein, ds a

yeselt ey potural marker-pla o 0 ces. Under the circumstar es, .t is not

ity osyensers will prepar 1 to take the dollar risks

reascoabie 1o oexpees taal IS

T e ratursal (o tho sy mors o0 oa private school which did come into

Lleten e e o tesult U suc e toroes. Feoeabitloe reoonnices that those accept o
resrs o s, ni it Tur the Gond e frees of oauy financial obligations or liability

ey thi con L tion, of the demenstration projo te The

. N . .
ctand uar Fall o oan cart ool the projedl; excepr as e reseit

4t teywadr culpabiiito, me oo . nnected with the oscohon. shosld suffer ainanciully

{1t 1 faliw. W oreemmoend o thoe ghowt the pordiod ot othe demonstralion proje !
7
H 4 i . . N .o . L ey - Sy g caee sy vy b
there B oannual advie. o e, Liddiobs ot ONe=-vesr o as o LOafees Loocover al. linanciail
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liab...ties including operating deficits. If this protection should require the

purchase of speciai insurance, the costs of this coverage are not a proper

“"voucher" expense and the schocl should be reimbursed by the appropri.te aufhority.
A consideration of projected operating b 't requirements indicaggs

that a 50 percent enrollment in the prospect j »1 would produce a break-even

budget for a K-5 school. This would mean a school of just over 100 students. As

indicated earlier, such an enrollment level is not assu::d but seems witiin the

realm of reasonable possibility. Should there prove to be sufficient interest to

support Graue b, Grades 6-7, or Grades 6-8. the budgetary pressures would be

—

somewhat eased. .
We believe, on the basis of assurances we have received from knowledyeable

and responsiblu quarters, that the "climate" of East Hartford, Greater iar tord,

and Connecticut are favorable to the establishmént ot a3 private school as part of

‘the demenstration project. We are particularly . ncouraged by the cooperative

response of put ic, Cath.lic, and independent school educatore during the urse

of this feasib ity stud,. It :s the clear intent ot Dr. Diggs and his st if to

o crate with rhe staff o: a new private school if it is uu.Jblishca, to assist

in 1'1 appropriate ways, ond oo permit the « neel to operate with roil v cerplete

ind.ro odence.s Fooher Fane1li, wr the Cathlic schools, = e ally cooperative.
There pears Lo be a considerale ro rvoir of pood will amony irdépenden: s ool
pe ple in the arca and among educar <s .n lowal teacher trainisg; institutions.

PHASE 3 FINDI' .S
Phase #71 inve.tigations, coaductd by Mr. Jose b debevster, were under-

taken to develop sn outline of the cperat. onal detaiils vhich should be denlt

with in entablish . = h a ‘heol, 1w ¢ tinning It in operation Jurving, the

viod of the © monstra *oa, ne ... ting protloms wiion woul b oaced to bE met
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as the demonstration draws to a close. Thesc recommendations are general and

tentative rather than specific and positive; they are intended to provide assistance-

vather than a detailed plan.
A. Establishing . School -

1. Identify sponsors, incorporate school, apply ror "ax exempt status..
Three individuals are necessary for 1ncorporat1n; the school--they
are named as founders. Application for charter is made to the Secretary
of State. Following incorporation, the application for tax exemption is
made to the Internal Revenue Service.

2. ldentify management agent for sc! bol. As indicated earlier, there are
a number of possible management -rtions which the study tecam will be
pleased t'- distuss should there ¢ interest. Although the management
agent may possible be an existing school or other established corpora-
tion, the outline preoor ed here will presume that a new corporation

is created for the purpose. :

3. Apr 'y for an Educationa’ Planning Grant and subsequently, for a school
par.’ ‘pation grant. Details are available througl: NIE.

»21 _the hei-d-of control, develop by-laws. Twenty members is a good
LvL.f for a yorklng Board for an established school. In this case,
s '3 it wou!d be wise to start with a somewhat smaller executive
hody ant a24d to thk board as the school becomes established. '
Representatiun cr che board should.include community [eaders, people
with skills r-.ev.nt to the operation of .e school, and parcnts.

L. !

The otficers of the board are usually President, Vice President,
Secretary and Treasurer. The committee organization should reflect
the operating needs of the school. Typical committees: .Executive,
buildings and Grounds, Finance, Fducation, Development and Public
Relat ons, and Nominating. The Executive Committee, with assistance
from the board, should develop by-laws.

5. Select school head. ‘It is a good idea, if possible, to select the
head prior to :ovrmulating other t.an very general policy. Th. nead
can be helpful tc the beard at that stage. An "administrat»r pro

:m'" can be appointed before ti.. final administrator is chos»on,
should it seem de51ru le.

5. D.velop parent intervst, begiau student recruitment, organize a
par: ity associati.... The head should lead this effort, assisted by
the incorporators, members, of the board, and interested parents.
Parents' '"Letters of Intent" should be obta‘ned as early as possible--
a goal should be to have an ad uat.: enrol..uent assured by the end
s e s eeeee = af - Maw eo-that -tantpeorsonne | and équipment commitrents mav be
nade 1in early 1e. sStdr’ ing a parent association ea:ly h: .1 number
cf obvious advautages in ¢:'orts to develop parent .nd ~ommunity support.

ERIC "
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9.

10.

11

Determine available plant options, make "first call" arrangements,

do prelidinary planning. As indicated earlier, there are a limited

number of plant options which have been identified and several
categories of options which should be investigated further. The study
team will be pleased to discuss its findings should there be interest.
When a suitable plant is located, it would be well to obtain "first
calj¥ rights to it pending the final decision as to whether to go,
ahead with the school.

An enrollment of iN0 in a K-5 school would require approximately

8,500 square feet (5,000 program, 3,500 other) according to

standards of the Educational Facilities ! .boratory, New York, New
York, Connecticut's minimum space requirement for aa elementary
classroom is 750 square feet. Tentative plans should also be made
for necessary renovations, including architectural plans and the
identification of a reputab.e construction firm. '

Develop school policy. The decision as to Lhe general character of

the school should be made quite early since it will play a rcie

n the selection of the =~hool head. Unce the head has been selected,
policy discussions should go forward promptly. Policy area: ~-ill
include: “ind of school. educational philusophy, grades p .ded,
admissions and retention standards, financial management, personnel
compensation and benelits, use o! plant and ground: community role,
and studcit financial aid.

Develop program plans. The head is respons ble 1or.developing pro-

gram plans with assistance i:Crn che Education Committee. In the
study model, a rather standard, i1clatively structured, elementary
program was assumed--traditional academic subjects, :vt, muasic,
drama, and physical education; style, humanistic and informsl., Pro-

gram decisions should nc. be rushed, tut thev should be made in
broad terms as earl: 1s practical since the character ot the program
will be a central elcement in student nd facult recruitment efforts

and c.ay influence plant decisions.

oV clop operating prucedurecs. The schoo! head should estshlish the

nperating procedurs o ,romptly as possible. Arcas im which thes

il1 he neoded incluic adrissions, annual calendar and school day,
attendance, ;cheduline, discipline, health, budget, purchasing and
billing, use ot p.:nt aca crounds, and tield tiips. N

Develop operating tudget. An'opqrating budget must be developed

i, ‘nre steps can be taken to provide 'iabilivv ¢ verage, contract
_for ~lant and plant renovatiuns, empt .y ional personnel, order

furnishings and other items, or plan for the August orientation

and planning session proposed later in { +i; report. Im ri courss

of the feasibility stulsy, @ ¢t of accourts parall !in; tncee used

in the East Hartford Schools wus developed, as was a svnnol model
npon which the study team based its Tinan-ial feasibility considera
tions. This set of accounts, the school model, and the co¢ putations

2o

s
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developed in the course of the study are available shiould there be
interest in them. '

12. fgﬁvide liabil ty coverage. Appropriate liability coverage should
be provided at the earliest practical time.

13. Employ additinnal personnel. Once the general nature of the school
hi; been Jdet.rmined, the school head, or if ore is appointed the
"admiristrator pro tem'", should begin to identify prospective faculty
members. It would be hoped that by mid-May, a desirable and
interested faculty would have been identified so that it could be
employed promptly if at the end of May a definite decision is made
to go forward with the school. It will be recalled that the criteria
cor teacher selection are to be indluded in the Participation Grant
Application. Staffing assumptions made in the model used in the '
feasibility study are avaiizble on request.

1l4. Order furni 're, equipment, supplies, and instructional materials.
The head, or t.e "administrator pro tem", should make rather firm,
though tentutive, decisions during the spring with regard to needed
items of furniture and equipment-—and, to a lesser extent, with
regard to materials and supplies—-—-so that quantities can be deter-
mined and orders placed in early June if it is decided at the end
of May to go ahead with the school. If the teacher recruitme : is
far cnough along in May to make it possible to consult with
prospuctive teachers about desirable instructional materials during
May, similar decisions should be made with regard to these materials
so that orders for these also can ~e made early June. Tt teacher
recruitment is not sufficiently advanced for this purpose, more
tentative planning should probably still be undertaken so that a
mirimum of time will %+ :"cquired tc make these decisions and place
orders once fuaculty members are selectec and the decisi.n is made
to go forward with thc school.

) 15. Plan for seeking supplementarv fundimg. A number of avenues fou

. _ ' procuring supplementary funding were indicated earlier in this
re-ort. Given the tight operating positicn in which the new school,
it established, will surelv find itself, it would be wise to think
early about the most promising approaches to be made in a sear¢h tor
additional funding. The Connecticut Associuation of Independent Schools,
t e New School Services Program of the National Association of
Independent Schools, and the Councii for the Advancement and Support
of Education can be helpful in this regard. turther information on
approaches to tlese agsncies will be provided on request.

16. Hold faculty orientation and plenning sessions. !t would prohbzbly
be well to give over all of A ..ust to a full-time orientation and
planning session for the faculty and staff in the new school plant.
The school should open.as an established, well-organized, and com-
fortable place for btoord members, members of the faculty and staff,
marents, and children--excitingly new, not confus ngly new; assured

231
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and dynamic, not tentative and hesitant; purposefully active, not
uncertainly hectic. A well-conceived’ August session would make
such a start possible.

Careful advance planning about school operations, a meeting of

minds on anticipated developments in all areas of operations,
developing familiarity with the "climate" of East Hartford and
Greater Hartford, and meeting with members of the boaxd and the
parents association before the opening of school, for example,
could make a major difference in the-success of the first weeks
of the school year.

Operatipg a School

After consideration, it has not seemed useful ot practical
to provide an outline of the areas of operation which should be kept
in mind by the board and the 1. ' of this new school while the school
is in operation as a part of t . demonstration project. Competent
people will be entirely converuant with these matters. It seems
sufficient to refer to tnc principles stated and implied in tune
earlier portion of thi~ report and to point out that informed counsel
is available from designated persons in the Connecticut State Depart-
ment of Education, the Connecticut Association of Independent Schools,
and the National Associution of Independent Schools. Further infor-
mation on apnioaches to these agencies will provided on requ st.

The school management will keep in wind, of course, the
administrative reporis which will he required by the East Hartford
School Office and the research-related reports which will be required
by the National Institute of Education. And the school will wish
to keep in mind obtaining accreditation by the Connecticut Association
of Independent Schools in ccoperation with the State Department of
Education. It is recommended that the .ccreditation procedures be
initiated in the middle of the “irst vear of operation with an eye
to accrecitation in the spring ot the first year or the fall of the
second. ’

. +
Dealing with the school at the Conclusion of the Demonstraticn Project

Ear' -r in the report, there was a discussicn of the "wind-
down" consider :tions which must be cealt with at some point if a school
is evstablisied. The specific steps to be taken will depend, of ccurse,
upon the corperate character of the school, upon whether it is being
continued or disbande. , and upon the corporate character it will assume
if it is to be comtinued. It seems suf ficipnt at this point to repeat
the prinéipal mattors which must be dealt with at the A propriate time.

They inc! ‘e: legal actions relating to discontinuance or establishment
of ar “porate status; disposition of furnishings, equipuent,
materid: and supplies; di:ncsition of existing cash and investment-

assets or indebtedness; and indemnification of principals from any
subse - 1ient liabilixv rrowing out ~f the operation of “he school during
the ‘lemons:vatacn i
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CONCLUSIONS

On the basis of our study, conducted under the acknowledged time

-

constraints, we arrive--with the specific understandings -indicatéd in the -body

of the‘report--at the following conclusions with regard to the feasibility of

establishing a nonsectarian private school as a part of the East Hartford Parents'

Choice Project. "'iese conclusions are directly responsive Lo tlie areas of concern

outlined in the study proposal made to Dr. Diggs. ‘

1.

~

While it is not a certainty, there is good reasga.‘p believe
that there is a sufficient!y large group of intereéted parents
to suppcrt a nonsectarian private school.

1t appears rather clearly that the parents would be happijest
with a relatiycly structured school which ﬁonethgless provided

appropriate opportunities for student initiative and for super-

vised independent and individualizéd activities.

while no entirely satisfactor:; site has been located, it seems
quite probable thas idequate space can bc found, although it

may be less than completciv desirable.

There is every reason .o believe that it will be possible ;9 | 8
ohtain adeduate staffing.

It is practical to estabiish such a school under existiﬁg local
2nd sta£ehlaws and regulations——buﬁ there is no time to spare.
A1l standard support services, including trahsportation;and fcod

4

management services. are readily available.

-

While it is not a certainty, chere is good reason to believe that

terere is sufficient fin il support available tb operate such a
school within the Parc ts' hoice Program.
o

}
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8.

There do not earipo be any community. attitudes or special condi-
ticus which would make itvimpra:tical to gttempt:to bperate such a -
scéool as a part of the d;monsnfatiuu project--to the contrary, ghe
%:1inaﬁc within Ccnnecticut, Greater Hartford, and East Hartford

seems, sor the most parc, favorable to such an undertaking.

A3
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LEGAL ANALYSIS: THE INCLUSION OF PRIVATE AND PAROCHIAL SCHOOLS
Project Staff had to struggle with the legal requirements of the
Unired St tes fornstitution and the Connecticut Statute Public Act 122. In ‘ ,
regards to the former, the Supreme Court has never clearly ' efined the issue S
of separation of church and state as it appli s ‘to public e ication. The /
/
Demonstration Prozram Act cf 197. hlic Act 122 sefg forth a comprehensive :
list of respongibilities, powers, rights, and instructions applicable to the /
implementation of a voucher progfam. Wnile the er stence of is enabling - /
legislation was extremely beneficial it has never been utilized .and contains a
number of ambiguities. Project Staff contracted with the law firm of Post and
Pratt for an analysis «. I legal issues relating:to voucher:
The following is a list of conclusious aﬁd }ecome iations reached by
Post and Ptatt in thai- -tbdy of the requirements of the United Sthes Constitution
and Public Act 122, \
‘ Recommendations relating to the constitutionality of including Parochial
School: and other legal problems related to the Voucher Project.
v ) s :
Amount of Tuition ' . .
: Recommendat ion: That East Hartford redéenxvouchers for the lesser o
(1) the face value ‘i.e. upproximately Sl,SOO)/ér {2) the tuitionx’
’ ac:ually charged. - : : ; )
. ¢ . '
An alternative which has been proposed would requixéqfhe.redemption v
‘value for existing private schools be limited to the‘tuition charged N
in previous years plus a percentage (referred to in discussioas as "F
; "historical base"). The historical base system 4s being suggested by
; some as a way of helping.our court case. It is argued that the his- N
j terical base will persuade the court that schools are getting what
‘ they always received and that this aid will benefit oenly t!e parents;
: that if the school is allowed to raise its tuitfion, this will uncon-
? stitutionally bemefit such school. We "o not récommend thi% approach
for the following reasons: oo Y

! I

Y T ‘ ~ - : / .
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(1) The program wil: indirectly benetit parochial choels in efther

oveln |

)

. AN

{5 only a matter of conjectur:

s to whether existing parochital

o _taors will raise their tuitien (any .ew parochial schoel can charge

whatu..r

] (3) It would be preferable if
[ ) any parochfal school what its
histori, 1l base approack, th.

it wante and thus des

trov the historical base purpose);

the Board of Educati.n .an dvold telliog
tution should be. JI weo adopted the

Vast Hartford Board ot bducation would

become iuvolved in the tuition policy of the parochial schoels and

we will lase wur "wall o sepa

'+ Receipt of Tuition Paymesnt
= -

Recoment o con. bot
pavment wili o2 ' A

Ap- alternative is

e ostwlonts who attend ron-publo

ration” botween church and state.

BCLO0L S,

2% reimbursement tor tu.oion pafdy

3

pavment to the participating gehocls,

while this coull i v be ceping, ft will hurt the .oart case.
One ould argue o e v oeuld beono difference constitut e~ i
hetween these . aovsade 0 hut Sup rfeine Urt cases sapRest thel o o
ditTeot pavmend to oo bial schuols would be ratal, ‘
lime ~f Pavment
.. B " ol : 4 13 . N . - . .
’ Recommend.at io... For stoadents who attend non-pubily YU RTINS I ¢
pavent o1l e made Jfter the cducational serviaes o e
‘ repdered; that the Board of Education Glopt o poo-rales Geotnedizie 0f
payments based on the puhlic soneol semester caltendar. M
. - %
Tho- .ystem respunds o the case o A student whe Lransterys Juring
‘v S swol voar of duting o scheel semester. e rasko o Grofr sy Daras
due to witidrawal or tranaier b aostwdoat Ln therelae ;x.wd o
the parent snd o Saiol, polential Doobielm in P bl
caoed begad and Pedee e i ~
. Bag lasmn LT e N : RIS !
» . oy -
o dw anl O Lol RN 4 v Y et Voot [T [FETIARIIN
’ Turn wotdd haee ; IR oo i o1l ¥
N Tvoiungction ol
o B et A s et —— » ’
? Y
nocuTmeneat That parvs o ipal v i ' sopder nland oy rocu@t i
FISK  Laat Lhew may bw liable Tor tallis promer e oan e el TN
. Y . . . . M .
reimburseifent is oniofned by o couriy .
T1ois understoud thae® wa ceur! chaslenge would ressin v woimyuna
of tuition ;avments oo shimjonts who et pareshiiagg SRR +
! "
2>
. "D ) 4 - N
e .
O . . . \ . ,
ERIC : ‘, -
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event, someone must assume the responsibility for those tuition pay-
ments: the participating parent or the parochial school. The parent
should be advised of such risk.

Tuition in Excess of Voucher

Recommendation: That schools with tuition levels in excess of the
face value of the voucher be permitted to participate.

A major legal concern is the constitutionality of the P.rents'
Choice Project if it applies to parochial schools. The court case
will be strengthened if a number of students attend non-public,
non-parochial schools. It is a fact that most such schools have
tuition charges in excess of the projected voucher value. The pro-
blem is that state law provides that in no case may a fee or charge
bé levied above the value of the voucher. This would seem to pre-
clude such schools., If a state court challenge is made, we can
argue that such prohibition only applies to the voucher students.
If the above, recommendation is adopted, we would also ~suggest that
an attempt be made to amend the state law.

<

Proprietary Schools

Recommendation: That the program permit students to attend proprie-
tary schools.

The real purpose Of the program is to provide educational alterna-
tives. Coincidentally, the court case is strengthened by providing
numerous alternatives. Inasmuch as the state law does not preclude
proprietary schools, we recommend th:t parents have. the option of
choosing such schoOols. )

Geographic Location of SchoQls

Recommendation: That the program permit students to attend schools
located outside of East Hartford.

A major legal conCern is the constitutionélity of the Parents' Choice
Project if it applies to parochial schools. As stated above, the

case will be strengthened if 31 number of students attend non-public,
non-parochial schools. The legal problems are that: (1) limiting the
area to East Hartford eliminates all existing non-public, non-parochial

schools: expanding outside of East Hartford provides a possibility
for stu to attend such schools but also probably means an increase
in the wu ~r of students who will, in fact, attend parochial schools;

(3) state law refers to a demonstration area and implies that all
schools must be located therein. We recognize that there are several
additional non-legal Consideratjons which may be controlling. Our
recommendation is based on the premise that the strength of the court
case is enhanced by providing alternatives to parochial schools in the
private educational sector. If a state court challenge is made, we

will argue that state law only requires participating students to reside
in the demonstration area. If our recommendation is adopted, we would

also suggest that an attempt be made to amend the state law.

237
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Planning and Start-Up Grants to Private Schools

Recommendation: That the East Hartford Board of Education request

NIE to approve grants to an organization such as CAPE; that no grant
monies for such purposes be forwarded to the East Hartford Public
School System.

Such grants will assist in the development of alternative forms of
private education which will strengthen the court case. Board involve-
ment in disbursing such funds fo: the establishment of private schools
could create numerous legal problems, and we tnerefore recommend that
the East Hartford Board of Education avoid any such involvement.

Teacher Lavoffs

Recommendation: That the issue of teacher layoffs be resolved in col-

lective bargaining between the East Harctford Board of Education and
the East Hartford teachers.

Teachers 1n the East Hartford Public School .System have rights under
the collective bargaining law and have rights under the unemployment
compensation laws. It would be a violation of the collective bargain-
ing law for the East Hartford Board of Education to unilaterally

adopt provisions regarding teacher layoffs resulﬁing from this program.

Student Admissions

Recommendation: That the East Hartford School System deal directly

with parents and not become involved.in the admissions policies of

'any participating schools.

This will simplify administration of the program and improve our legal
position. Regulation of parochial school admission policies could reé-
sult in unconstitutional entanglement. Our recommendation is to pre-
serve to the extent possible the '"wall of separation' between church
and state and not become involved: in the internal policies of parochial
schools. :

Qﬁatutory Changes
4

L

Recommendation: That amendments to the state law be proposed as set

forth in earlier reports (e.g. geographic area; tuition in excess of
voucher; AD}: computation; definition of disadvantaged students; clari-
fication of compensatory voucher; redemption process; collective bar-
gaining implications; comprehensiveness of information sent to parents;
redefinition of voucher amount). '

235



203

Legal Questions Raised By Terms
Of The Demonstration Scholarship

Program ‘Authorization Act of 1972 Applicable Statutory Language

Are private and public schools out- Sec. 10-239 e. (a) - at any public

side demonstration area eligible to or private school o )
participate in the demonstration vs.

program? Sec. 10-239 b, (2) - use of educational

scholarships for all pupils eligible to
attend public or private s¢hools (within)
the demonstration area.

Sec. 10-239 c. - which funds may be ’
expended ... within the demonstration
area

Sec. 10-239 d. (1) (b) - receive and

s ' expend funds to suppourt the demonstra-
. tion and scholarships for childran in
: . . the demonstration area
’“\ a . -

Sec. 10-239 c. (1) (d) - determine
rules and regulations for use of
scholarships in the demonstration area

Sec. 10-239 d. (3) - basic scholarship
for every eligible student jn the
demonstration area

Sec. 10-239 d. (3) - average current
expense per pupil ... in the demonstra-
tion area

Sec. 10-239 d. (6) - transportation

costs incurred by parents in sending
their children to the school of their
choice within the demonstration area

Are there a substantial number of Sec. 10 239 b. (2) - "substantial
needy or disadvantaged children in ) number"
East Hartford? '

When does scholarship program begin? Sec. 10-239 c. - scholarship program
to ex: Lur a period of up to five
years

Do private schools participating in Sec. 10-239 e.(1l)- all educational

program have to meet all education- standards required by law

al requirements of public schools?

239
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Legal Questions, cont'd,

I[s a private school that charges
some other students more than those
participating in the demonstration
program ineligible?

Will the Connecticut law covering
collective bargaining in public
schools necessarily be extended to
privatce voucher schools?

How much information should statute
require be sent to parents and how
shbould it be transmitted?

How are scholarships redeemed?

Must there be a voucher or other
form of drawing certificate for all
students?

What is the proper voucher amount?

What words or phrases need defini-
tional clarification?

Must federal agency pay all trans-
portation costs to schools in
East Hartford?

(X

g

Applicable Statutory Language

Sec, 10-239 e.(a) (3) - in .no case
levies or requires ary tuition, fee
or charge above the value of the
educational scholarship

Sec. 10-239 f.

Sec. 10-239 e. (5) - in written form..
Sec. 10-239 d. (2) - which scholarships
shall be made available to parents ...
in form of drawing right ... or other
document '

Sec. 10-239 d. (3)

Sec., 10-239 b. (2) - needy or disad-
vantaged students .

Sec. 10-239 d. (3) —.avefage current
expense per pupil

Sec. 10-239 d. (4) - compensatory
scholarships )

N

Sec. 10-239 d. (5) -_pro ratg or

incremental redemption

Sec. 10-239 d. (7) - decreased economies
of scale increased costs per pupil

caused by the transition

Sec. 10-239 d. (s) - all administrative

records

Sec. 10-239 g. - valid test

Sec. 10-239 d. (6) - sufficient money
to pay all ... transportation costs

incurred by parents



Legal Questions, cont'd.

Will students attending private
schools pursuant to demonstration
program continue to be included
in "average daily membership"
computation?

Is the open ended save harmless
clause requirement inconsistent

. with powers of Federal agency?

205

Applicable Statutory Language

Sec. 10-261 - "average daily member-
ship'" means the number obtained by
adding the number of all pupils ...

enrolled in public schoole ... (but cf.
definition of Public Schools)
vs.

Sec. 10-239 ¢c. - such board to receive
such state and local aid for any of its
students as would otherwise be provided
by law regardless of whether or not
such students participate in a
demonstration scholarship program

Sec. 10-239 d. (7) - shall hold harm-
less from any possible :
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HOUSE BILL NO. 5457 *

PUBLIC ACT NO$,122

|

}

/

An act enabling school districts to participate in a

¢

demonstration program designed to develop and test the use of

'

Education Scholarships for school chiidren, and é§ allow private

schcols to participate in such programs.

Sec. 10-239a. Yemonstration scholarship program. Short
title. Legislative intent. This act shall be known and may be cited
as the demonstration scholarship program authorization act of 1972. It
is the intent of the legislature to. enable up to six town or regional
boards of education to participate in a demonstration program designed
to.develop and test the use of education scholarships for school children.
The purpose of this demonstration scholarship program is to develop and
test education scholarships as a way to improve the quality of education
by making schools, both public and private, more responsive to the needs
of chjldren and parents, to provide greater parental choice, and to
determine the extent to which .the quality . and delivery of educational
services are affected by economic incentives. The demonstration scholar-
ship program authorized by sections 10-23%9a to 10-23%h, inclusive, shall
aid students and shall not be used to support or to benefit any particular
schools. (1972, P.A. 122,S.1.)

Sec. 10-239b. Definitions. As used in sections 10-239a to
10-239h, inclusive: (1) '"Demonstration area' means the area designated
by the participating town or regional board of education for the purposes
of a demonstration scholarship prograh defined in subsection (2) of this
section, which area-shall include a subsfantial number of needy or dis-
advantaged students, (2) '"demonstration scholarship program' means a
program for developing and testing the use of educational scholarships
for all pupils eligible to attend public or private schools within the
demonstration area, which scholarships shall be made available to the
parcnts ar legal guardians of a scholarship recipient in the form of a
drawing right, negotiable certificate”or other document which may not be
redeemed except for educational purposes at schools fulfilling the
requirements of subsection (a) of section 10-239e, (3) '"demonstration
board" means a board established by the town or regloh\l board of education
to conduct the demonstration scholarship program, (4) '"contract" means
the agreement entered into by the town or regional board of education
and a federal governmental agency for the purpose of conducting a
demonstration scholarship program. (1972, P.A. 122,5.2)

95



208 . o

4 . ' ¢

Sec. 10-239¢. Contract with federal agency for funds. The
town or regional board of educatipn may contract with a federal govern-
mental agency for funds Lo establish a demonstration scholarship program
to exist for a period of up to flve years, such board to receive such
stace and local aid for any of its students as would otherwise be
provided by law regardless of whether or not such students participate
in a demonstration scholarship program, which funds may be eXpended
under the demonstration scholarship program as the demonstration contract
shall provide and within the demonstration area-. (1972, P.A. 122,5.3.)

Sec. 10-239d. Demonstration board and staff. Scholarships.
The town or regional board of education may establish a demonstration
board and staff and may authorize it to administer the demonstration
project authorlzed by sections 10-239a to 10-23%h, inclusive, provided
the costs of such organization shall be borne by the contracting federal
agency. The members of the demonstration board, if it 1is not the town
or regional board of education itself, shall serve for the terms
stablished by the appointing board. (1) The demonstration board may:
(a) Fmploy a staff for the demonstration board, (b) receive and expend
funds to support the demonstration board and scholarships for children
in the demonstration area, (c) contract with other government agencies
and private persons or organizations to provide or receive services,
supplies, facilities and equipment, (d) determine rules and regulations
for use of scholarships in the demonstration area, (e) adopt rules and
. regulations for its own government, (f) receive and expend funds from
- the federal governmental agency necessary to pay for the costs incurred
in administering the program, (g) otherwise provide the specified programs,
services and activities

(2) THe demonstration board shall award a scholarship to each school
child residing in the demonstration area, subject only to such age and
grade restrictions which it may establish. The scholarship funds shall
be made available to the parents or legal guardian of a scholarship
recipient in the form of a drawing right, certificate or other document
which mav not be redeemed. except for educational purposes.

(3) The demonstration board shall establish the amount of the
scholarship in a fair and impartial manner as follows: There shall be a
basic scholarship equal in amount to every other basic scholarship for
every eligible student in the demonstration area. In no case shall the
amount of the basic séholarship fall below the level of average current
expense per pupil for corresponding grade levels in the public schools
in the demonstration 'area in the yéar immediately preceding the demonstration

program.

(4) In addition to each base scholarship, compensatory scholar-
ships shall be giveﬁ to ‘disadvantaged children. The amount of such
compensatory scholarships and the manner by which children may qualify
for them shall be established by the demonstration board.

29 &
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(5) Adequate provision for the-pro rata or incremental -
redemption of scholarships shall be made. . '

(6) The contract shall , “ovide sufficient money to pay all
actual and necessary transportation costs incurred by parents in sending
their children to the school of their choice within the demonstration
area, subject to distance limitations imposed by existing law.

(7) The contract shall specify that the contracting federal
governmental agency shall hold harmless the participating local board
from any possible decreased economies of scal®e or increased costs per
pupil caused by the transition to a demonstration program.

(1972, P.A. 122,S.4.)

t

Sec. 10-239e. Use of scholarships. Eligibility of scho&ls.

(a). The demonstration board ghall authorize the parents or legal §hagdian
of scholarship recipients to use the demonstration scholarships at any
public or private school in which the scholarship recipient is enrolled-
provided such public or private, school: (1) Meets all educdational,
fiscal, health and safety standards required by law, (2) does not
discriminate against the admission of students and the hiring of teachers
on the basis of race, color or economic status and has filed a certificate
with the state board of education that the school is in compliance with
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, (3) in no case levies or
requires any tuition, fee or charge above the value of the education
scholarship, (4) is free from sectarian control or influence except as_
provided in subsection (b) of this section, (5) provides public access¥
to all financial and administrative records and provides to the parent or
guardian of each eligible child in the demonstration area comprehensive
information, in written form, en the courses of study offered, curriculum,
materials and textbooks, the qualifications of teachers, administrators
and paraprofessionals, the minimum school day, the salary:schedules,
financial reports of money spent per pupil and such other information

as may be required by the demonstration board, (6) provides periodic
reports to the parents on the average progress of the pupils enrolled,

(7) meets any additional requirements established for all participating
schools by the demonstration board.

Y

(b) "In compliance with the constitutional guarantee of free
exercise of religion, schools may be exempted from subdivisiorn (4) of
subsection (a) of this sectiom if they meet all other requirements for
eligibility. ' ‘ ' N

(1972, P.A. 122,5.5,6.)

* "General Statutes_of Connecticut™, Volﬁme'II, State of Connecticut, 1973

pages 318-321,
295
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| \] CONSULTANTS FOR PRIVATE EDUCATION
4§Eiﬁr\temak Avenue, Hartford, Conn. 06106, Tel. 525-3195

[} ~
1
LY

e ' . ’ .
' 2 i
¢ December 22, 1975

Yy . .
Vel . . .

AN
Dear Parent: - ' o - ’
- ‘ v .v' ’ o ;

‘ We are sure you have heard of the Parent Choice Program now being
L - considered by the East Ha'rtfbrd School System. Probably you have re-

cently re}é:/ed a questionnaire on this matter. :
\ Unfortunately in the questionnaire one possible option was not men-

,  tioned. This option would be to offer to East Hartford parents the oppor -

~—tunity of sending their children to a non-church related private school,
organized as an independent school with parent involvment on the board
of directors and in its activities. This school would be open to all pupils
at no cost to the parent beyond the voucher. In other words, the voucher
issued to tlee parent would be accepted by the private school as full tuition.
This effort in personalized education would reflect the experience and
tradition of excellence associated with private schools.

A If you are interested in the private school option, we would appre-
cidfe it if you would answer the questionnaire, place it in the self-
addressed, stamped envelope and mail immediately. To be effective,
all questionnaires must,be received so ér;t_ the responses can be analyzed
within the next week. - ' :

To keep you informed we will telephone as soon as we have your reply.

[

Sincerely‘yours,

7 David P. Kern
' Consultants for Private Education

»

{1
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B ’ Questionnaire: (\J‘gfjg)n_l_‘u_]'_;_;_lf_[ivuu;ﬁ(_;l_;}_lml
. ' ~
.
ﬁuxti(m nl
would you be interested ig enrolling vour child Cchildren) o a
v private non-church related school?
AL Grades K=
, B. . .
Grades K-=¢
C. Grades H5-8
D, Grades 9-12
(Juestion 2
Since there are many styles of private sé‘mit‘)ls that could be
started. would you prefer to send your child to: '
Al A highly structured school following ihe more traditional
approach to education which most of us as parents experiencoed,
B.oie A more flexible. "child centered" open type of school,
. A school that contains elements of both A and B.
.Quostion #3 - Would you he interested in a pre-kindergarten.
This would not be covered by:the voucher.
Comments: '
Name: . Address:
Phone: Number of children
‘ . ' . - and ages:

Yos

No

Perhag

Please return immediately to: Consultants for Private Education. ¢/o SPHERE. Inc.

42 Charter Oak Avenue
Hartford, Connecticut 06106

ERIC
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PROJECTIONS

The Project Sta2ff conc.acted with Educa:ional Resources and Dévelopment
Conrer to l1) analyze .the past revenues and expenditures of the Town of Easg Hartford
and the East Hartford Public Schools, 2) project the.future financial needs oflthe
East Hartfdrd Public Schools, and 3) project future educational costs both with and.
without the implementation of the Parents' Choice Project.

The data provided by these projections was used by project staff to ipform
the Board of Education and the public about the anticipated cost of the Parenté'
Choice Project: While the additional césts were to be covered by the federal
government for five years theré was a need to know the sixth year cost that would
have to be absorbed gy the town of East Hartford.

~ The first two sections presentran analysis and projection of gross town
and educational expenditures without a Parents' Choice broject..Throughout these
\séctions, six year projections (1976-1981) were based on an analysié'df trend;
during the past six years (1970-1975). The first section cogsiders seven wvariables
in projecting town revenues andvexpehditures. The seven variables are treated as
distinct and ‘unrelated. However, the sectiqn on derived projections involves a
process of deriving projecﬁions‘based upon the interrelationsbips of these seven

variables.

- " The third section analyzes the possible costs of operating the Parents'

Choice Project over the :.xt si{ years. It includes a discussion of the basic

areas of increased costs as well as the alternative assumptions’ for calculating

these costs.

lEducational Resources and Development Center Report, University of Connecticut,
January, 1976 ' .
307
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Historical analysis and prOjections.
In this section, analyses and projections were performed for the
following seven variables.

Town Revenue

Pr .perty Tax Revenue

Town Expenditure

Education ExPenditure

Net Current Education Expenditure

Education ExPenditure .Per. Pupil

. Net Current Education Expenditure Per Pupil

NoOUm W

These variables were selected because of their ability to provide an overview of

 East Hartford's public and education expend.:ures. _ -

‘

For all variables, a six year (1970-1975) historiecal analysis serves
as the basis for a six yeér (1976-1981) projection. Gross.interpretaéions of the
historical trends and the future are presented in addition to tabular and graphif
. : y

summaries for each variable,

Projection techinques
. /

Predicting future data from historical trends is difficult,-especially

when predicting such elements as mill rate, school expenditure, and school en-

rollment. There"have been Many studies in this area, but there have been no
formulas or procedures that predict with any great degree of accuracy..This is g

.

‘result of the many and complex variables that contribute teo the magnitude of

change in the element being congidered and these contributing variables themsely#S

.

vary from year to year.

]

In this series of projections, three techniques were used: 1) historic?l

percentages, 2) 1ineaf'regression,'and~3) quadratic regression. A brief descripgiﬁnff

-

arnd rationale.for the use Of each method follows.
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1) Historical Percentages

This is a‘variation of trend analysis to determine the extreme
variation of predicted values for each‘year. It is an unsophisticated
prediction methbod, but, as can be seen from the tables, does approximate
some of the values, as determines by the other methods.

The methodology is to compute the percentages of change in the
var;able from one year to the next. This is done for all of the years
in the histori¢al period. Once this cbmputabion has been completed,
the’minimum and the maximum percentage change are selected.'This deter-
mine the extreme predicted values for each year. The mean of the annual:

' {percentages is computed to aeterﬁine the average percentage of change;

- Assume that 1975-76 is thg terminal year of historical dat- -j
is used as the ''base data" for the.fifst.prediction. The historica.
‘minimum, mean and maXimum annual percentagd?increéses are applied to
each spcceeding years data and compounded..fhis is an exponential type

'

of formulation and can become unreliable if there are severe fluctuations

'

in percentages.

A limitation of this method is that, after a peried of,yéars, the

difference between the minimum and maximum predicted values may become

so-large that the predicted values are of little value.

ERIC
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2) Linear Regression

This method, as the word linear implies, assumes that the historical

data can be represented by a straight line.
Y '
n X, Y)

Assuming Y is“the dépendent variable and X is the 1ndependen§‘variable,
the points in Figure 1 lie "fairly” close to the line whose equatibn

is Y' = b + a, where Y' is the predicted Y vglue: Hence, to predict any
val;eé, the equation of the regression line must be computed for the
existing daté and then the indeperduont vafiable must be fed into the
equation -to determine the predicted val;e.

The primary limitation of this method is that it is not sensitive

to leveling -of increases in the dependent variable.

ERIC
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As seen below, the regression line continues its constant increase

without being sensitive to the latest trend in the dafa. To more

adequately consider this aspect, the‘quadratic regression technique

was applied.

linear
regression line

.

*

R o : actual trend
. . '//1‘ T
! /,/
}
ot l ) ~ X‘
. : ST . 'prediction :
{ ' starts

3) (Quadratic Regression. i

This technique is more mathematical and requires more computation
than the aforementioned techniques. The data is analyzed in such a way.

as to determine a'parabola that best approximates this data.

linear regression

A S e —
. ' - quadratic regression
. - L
=
- :
f g 1 )
i
I
Lo [ S, 5 X
- 1 ;
‘ prediction . )
} . starts -
-
ha
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The standard error of mean is computed exactly as was done in the
linear regression method with the same intefpretations.

A weakness of this method is that the apex of the parabola may
occur in the interval of the independént variabiévBéihg.éoﬁéidered,
thus rendering the rest of the predictea vglues unusuatle. Thus,
according to hisgorical data,. the best fitting paFabola uay be similar

to that shown on the next chart. This is impossible in most instancé%af

since the variable being projected will not continue to decrease until

Bl A

it reaches zero. _ : -

Town Revenue and Exgenditures

Property Tax Revenue represents the major source of funding for all
school systems ( and local government) iﬁ Connecticut. In East Hartford, these

revenues have ‘been increasing at approximately 2.3%_per'year over the last six

years and 1.2% per year over the last thfee-years as shown in Table 2.1. The

histnrical analysis of Property Tax Revenue shows periodic drops in the tax base

~
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of Easg Hartford. The percentage increases in Property Tax Revenue, coupled
with an annual increase of approximately 5% in Total Town Revenues and Total
Town Expenditures, indicates that federal, state and local non?broperty
?  revenues have increased their proportioﬁ of town support.
As pfeviously mentioned, Total Town Revenues ;nd Expenditures (Tables
2.2 and 2.3) have iﬁcreased at approximately 5% per annum over the last six years,
and roughly 4,57 per annum.over the last three years. Both the linear and quadratic
regression analyses (Figures 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3) appear to bound and approximate
the mean percentage increase.

On the basis of an analysis of the three projections, it appears that
‘a 57 per yea; increase is the most probable rate of anticipated growth in Eagt
Hartford expenditures.

.Notg that as time increases (thebnumbeerf years projected ahead) the
variation aﬁong the different projection hethods becomes greater (Figureg 2.1,2.2,
2.3¥. Therefore, the accuracy of any projectionJgontinually Qecfeases as projectioﬁs ’

are made for longer périods of time.
- Education Expenditures

*

Both Total Educational Expenditure and Net Current Expenditi.re historical

increases reflect a similar trend to that of the Total Town,Expenditures.»

Iqtai Educational Expenditufes have incieased at 5.2% per year over the
last six yeafs and 4.4% over the last three years (Table 2.4). Net Curreﬁt
Eduéationél Expenditures;‘which equai'TotallEdu;apional Expepdiﬁdre minus Debt
Service, Capital Outlay anq Transporfation, have experiené;d an annual increase:

of 5.4% over six years and approximately the same over the last three 'years. -

YTable 2.5)." .

335 - . g
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Pér pupil expenditure/in the Eést Hartfqrd Public School's depicts a
c0mbinati6n of the above increése and simultaneous decreasing enrollhent. Total
Educational Expénditures‘Per Pupil have increased 8.1% per year overvsix years
and 7.17% per year over the last three years (Table 2.6). Net Current Educational
Expenditures Per Pupil have experienced an annual growth of 8.3% in six fears and

8.9% in the last three years (Table 2.7). The increase in these two variables is

most - robably a result of inflation, program expansion, and declining enrollments. ..

The linear and quadratic regression analyses for each variable, appear
to bound or be bounded by the minimum and mean percentage increases (Figures 2.4,

2.5, 2.6, and 2.7). This lends some support to a slight downward trend in the
annual increase of educational expenditures. :

On the basis of the historical analyses and the various projection

’

_methods, the best summary projecti..s indicate a 4% to 5% increase in educational

-

expenditures and a 7% to 8% increase in per'pupiliexpenditures.



TABLE 2.1
EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS BARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

PROPERTY TAX REVENUE

A, HISTORICAL ANALYSIS o | o

YEAR PROPERTY TAX REVENUE § CHANGE

1970 - 1971 20,200,515 9.43%

1971 - 1972 20,086,610 108,765

1972 - 1973 21,847,301 ’ 96,391

1973 - 1974 21,058,836 107,723 .

1974 - 1975 22,685,309 99,414

1975 = 1976 22,552,462

B,  PROJECTION TECHNIQUES .

------------ Historical Percentagese==-=--=e= ===r===-Regression Analysig=e=seemsmnane
Year Minimum ¥ Mean§ . Maximum § Linear* ' Quadzatictt
(96.3910) - (102,3460) (108.7654)’
1976-1977 21,738,528 23,081,536 24,529,248 23,281,904 23,175,072
. 1977-1978 20,953,984 23,623,024 26,679,328 23,818,112 23,620,768
-1978-1979 20,197,744 24,177,216 29,017,872 24,354,320 24,043,888 °
- 1979-1980 19,468,800 24,744,416 31,561,392 24,890,528 - 24,444;448
1980-1981 18,766,160 25,324,928 34,327,872 25,426,736 4,822,432
1981-1982 * 18,088,880 25,919,056 37,336,848 25,962,944 25,177,856 s
| © STAWDARD ERROR
* 597,632 *44 596,640 -
' N
N
“ [
AR
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TABLE 2.2

EAST‘HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

A. HISTORICAL ANALYSIS

1288

TOTAL TOWN REVENUE

B, ' PROJECTION TECHNIQUES

1971 - 1972

1972 - 1973
1973 - 1974
1974 - 1975
1975 - 1976

Year

1976-1977
1977-1978
1978-1979
1979-1980
1980-1981
1981-1982

2,416,018
27,744,609
28,760,731
30,274, 668
31,468,584

Minimum § Mean Maximum §
(103.6624) . (104.9171) (106, 6866)
3,621,072 33,015,920 33,572,736
33,815,776 34,639,360 35,817;600
35,054,240 36,342,624 38,212,576
3,338,064 38,129,632 40,767,680
37,668,896 40,004,512 43,493,648
29,048,464 41,971,584 46,401,888

¢

24,760,376

Linear*

33,850,800

34,168,880
35,486,976

36,805,072
38,123,152
39,441, 248

s

§ CHANGE
106,667
105,00
103,662
105,274
103,944

puadratic**

32,587,232

cccT

33,680,928

34,718,624
35,700,304
36,625,984
37,495,648

STANDARD ERROR

* 166,656

3L

H4 143,056



TABLE 2.3

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT
TOTAL TOWN EXPENDITURE

A, HISTORICAL ANALYSIS - N o ,

R TOTAL "0V EXPENDITURE

’

|

4 CGE
1970 « 1971 24,625,376 02,635
197 - 97 25,271,904 | | 108,213
1972 - 1973 3,5 - 104,055
1973 - 1974 28,456,355 O s
95297 31,468,584 S
B, BROJECTION TECHNIQUES - '
| '--------_-—;'-----Hzstoncal Analy§1s ------------ " meemesee-Regression Analysisv-?-----:---
Year Minimum & Mean § .’ Maxinun § Linear* . - Quadratictt
¢ " o : . ? *
(026250 050489 (108213 B
1976-1977 32,294,736 33,056,432 34,083,120 32,959,328 33,236,208
1977-1978 33,142,592~ 34,724,416 36,843,936 34,400,848 34,915,952
1976-1979 34,012,704 36,476,560 39,876,464 - 35,842,352 3,655,312
©1979-1980 34,905 '649 38,317,120 43,151,568 - - 37,283,873 38,454,304
©1980-1981 35,822, 048- 40,250,560 46, 695, 664 38,725,376 40,312,89%
C1981-1982 36,762,496 42, 281 82 50,530,82 40,166,896 42,231,104
A STANDARD ERROR
M e 6n
“ .

CiD
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TABLE 2.4
EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS CHOICE PROJECT .
TOTAL EDUCATIONAL EXPENDITURES
A, HISTORICAL ANALYSIS /
« . IER TOTAL EDUCATIONAL EAPEADITURES § CHANGE
1970 - 1971 14,504,348 l05.912.
1971 - l972 15,361,875 106,871
1972 - 1973 16,417,349 103,647
1973 - 1974 17,016,041 - 105,933
1974 - 1975 18,025,555, 103,73
1975 - 1976 18,697,852 |
B, PROJECTION TECHNIQUES -
------------ Hlst;oncal Percentageg============ --"--------Regressmn Analysm--’---.-----
Year Minimum § Mean % Maximum § Linear* - Quadratic*
| (103,6467) (105,2183)  (106,8707)
1976-1977 19,379,680 - 19,673,552 19,982,496 19,626,224 - 19,441,440
1977-1978 20,086,384 20,700,176 21,355,408 20,470,720 20,127,568
1978-1979 20,818,864 21,780,368 22,822,636 21,315,200 20,774,096
1979-1980. 21,578,048 22,916,928 24,330,720 ~ ‘22,159,696 21,381,040
1980-1981 22,364,912 24,112,800 26,066,512 23,004,192 21,948,400
1981-1982 23, 180 480 25,371,072 27,857,440 ‘%23,848,688 22,476,160
STANDARD ERROR 3Ly

*+ 116 288,

- ....,m"l,*__-l-,ﬁgv.z.g.g-,_ﬂ o
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TABLE 2.5
. EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS'. CHOICE PROJECT

NET CURRENT EDUCATIONAﬂ EXPENDITURE

A, HISTORICAL ANALYSIS

YR NET CURRENT EDUCATIONAL EXPENDITURE § CHANGE -
-1 12,820,955 106,033
197 - 1972 13,594,501 103,805
1972 - 1973 14,113,113 103,902
1973 = 1974 14,663,823 108,398
1974 - ;975 , 15.895.317 | 105,074

‘, 1975 ~ 1976 16,701,926 © ‘

) |

B, PROJECTION TECHNIQUES

---------------- Historical Percentages-----Q---- -------?--Regression Analygigemmenaae
“Year - Minimum ¢ Mean 8 Maximum §  Linear* Quadratict*
| (103.8148)  (105.4445).  (108,3981) ’ |
1976-1977. 17,339,056 17,611,264 18,104,576 | 17,311,392 17,820,054
1977-1978 18,000,496 18,570,112 19,625,024 18,084,-268 . 19,018,800
1978-1979 18,687,168 19,581,152 21,273,152 18,852,144 20,325,408
1979-1980 19,400,032 20,647,248 23,059,696 19,619,520 21,739,888
1980-1981 20,140,096 21,711,392 24,996,272 20,386,880 - 23,262,224
-1981-1982 20,908,384 - 22,956,736 27,095,488 21,154, 256 | 24,892,432

- - e o T

e I STANDARD ERROR |
o "+.224,768 ‘et 153,072

S2T -

ﬂl\
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TABLE 2.6
EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT |
TOTAL EDUCATIONAL EXPENDITURE PER PUPIL

¢

A HISTORICAL ANALYSIS . ‘ L

YEAR T0TAL EDUCATIONAL EXPENDITURE PER PUPIL  § CHANGE
n-2em | 10 108,454
1971 - 1972 | | | 1,20, 109, 685
1972 - 1973 | 1,393 | . 106,461
1973 - 9% | 1,483 110,656
1974‘ ~ 1975 1,644 105,231
1975 - 1976 1,0
B, PROJECTION TECHNIQUES
------ '----'----Historical Percentages=--==e==e=  wmes==eu==Regregsion Analygigessssesssmee
Year Minimum $ Mean § Maximum § Linear* ~ Quadratic*t
(105.2311)  (108.1374)  (10.8%3)
1976-1977 1,820,50 . 1,870,78 _ 1,007%8L - 1849.20 1863.83
o 1917-1978 - 1,915:73 - - 0 2,023,00 2,126.02 1963,69 1990,78 -

T 1978-1979  2,015.94 2,187,63 2,356,83 - 2078,17 -+ 2120,85
1979-1980  2,121.40  2,365.65 2,012,639 2192,66 0 2254,03
1980-1981 2,232,317 2,338,135 2,896,33 2307,14 2390,32
1981-1982  2,349.15 2,766,32- 3,210,77 - 242,83 o 88002

| | STANDARD ERROR 319

iy B BRI N ¥4 16,68




TABLE 2.7
EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT
~ NET CURRENT EDUCATIONAL EXPENDITURE PER PUPIL

A, HISTORICAL ANALYSIS

YEAR NET CURRENT EDUCATIONAL EXPENDITURE PER PUPIL § CHANGE
;970 - 191 o 1,035 . 108,599
157 - 1972 L o 106,584
1972 ~ 1973 1,198 o 066
1973 - 1974 1,278 113,458
1974 - 1975 ;,450 106,552
BRI ED I L5
B, PROJECTION TECHNIQUES
mAmmmevomu o Historical Percentageg-sem=-ssmmee esasmnmens Regression Analysijeeseses -
Year Minimum ¢ Mean § Maximm ?  ° Linear* = Quadratigh
(106.5516) ~ (108,3740)  (L13.4584) | |
1976-1977  1,646,22  1,604.38  1,752.93 1,632,471 1,702,86
1977-1978  1,754,08 1/814,59 1,988,85 1,735,55 - 1,866,24
1973=1379  1,869.00 1,966,55 2,256,5¢ 1,838.64 2,044,70
1979-1900 . 1,991,45 - 2,131,22 2,560,21 1,941,72 2,238,23
198v-1981  2,121,92 2,309.69  2,904,77 2,044,861 2,446.,83
1981-1982  2,260,94 - 2,303,11 3,295,711 : 2,147.90. 2,670,50

STANDARD ERROR

* 30,34

" 20,68

. Zzz -
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Derived Projections

The purpose’ of this section is tp project certain critical variables
N based upon assumptions and relationships of other fiscal variables..
- Both the Net Grand List (NGL) and Mill Rate (MR) are analyzed historically
to ascertain trends.

The first derived projection is an attempt to predict Total Education
Expenditure (TEE) from assumptions made about NGL and MR. This approach is pre-
dicated upon the politial reality that the_setting-of an acceptable MR may be the

. dominant factdr in the budget development pfocess at the local ieve; of government.

The second‘derived projection reyerses the process. It assumes that the

: necessary‘level of education expenditure will first be determined, and that educa-
\\\\tion expenditures (along With'other town expenditures) will determine‘the MR. .

A\
\~ " In-most cases, of course, budget development incorporates both of these

\
methods and the MR-and TEE are the result of a long and involved process of ne—i
gotiation. However, given the present tax structure, economic conditions, and

relative stabllity of the NGL, it would Sseem reasonable to assume that the MR will

be carefully controlled during the coming years. -

Analysis of Net Grand List ®NNGL) and Mill Rate (MR)

Both the NGL and MR were pProjected using the technique employed in the

previdus section. "Due to distortions resulting from revaluations, a number of

different analyses were.conducted for each of these variables. Pfojections were
"made for NGL and MR using three’ different historical periods,
1) 15 years with 2 revaluations, 1960-1975;

2) 10 years with nc revaluations, 1961-1971;
3) 5 years with no revaluations, 1971-1975.

335
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) For both the NGL and\the.MR the best pfojections were consldered to be those
arrived at using the most vecent five year period.
Table 2.° shows the growth of East:Hartfdrdfs-NGL over the lzst “ixucen
*  years. .Excludins revaluation years, it is ohyious that the growth of the 1960'5‘
has: not been repeated in the 1970's. In fact, the 1975 NGL represents an almost-id-

>

significant increase over that of the 1971 NGL.

i Ihe minimallhetvgrowth of the NGL over the last five years is partially

" explained by new state laws that require a decreased'valuatibn of inventories. These -
proéedures will continue to.erede'some of East Hartford's tax base, until roughly
1980. Excluding these losses there has been slowlgrowth in property valuation.
The Capitol Region Planning Agency has classified East Hartford as a built up tdwn'

! estimates only 57 of the town's land is still developable. Little growth of .

commercial industrial, or residential propert& is anticipated. ; 7 N

’
?

This indicates that the NGL will remain relatiQely stable over the

next six years. Its growth may ranée from no increase to a 1 or 2% net annual .

increase.

2
¢

— :
N .
.Mill rates have shown a relatively steady increase over the 15 years,

with the exception of thosé years immediately folIbwing revaluation. (Table‘2.9).
The growth of East Hartford's mill rate during this-period has obviouslyfbeen
affected by the concgrrent growth in the NGL. The receént trend in the mill rate
is ah indicatiod of the relative stability of the NGL."J |
The best singlelprojectibn of mill rates appears to be adproximately
alto 2 mill inerease per,year.” This is approximately a2 to 4% in&rease. It is
‘not anticipated that the growth of 1oea1.government spending and the accompanying
- growth in mill rate that occured during the 1960's will be repeated in the 1970's.
East Hartford like other municipalities, may be forced to look elsewhere for extra

revenues.

¢ - E;és'" _ ® . )
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. 'DABLE 2.8

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

- NET GRAND LIST
1960-1975

AS OF . .
ocT. 1 FISCAL YEAR .. NET GRAND LIST % CHANGE
1960 1961-1962 $202436940.00 ;
: 130.109
1961* 1962-1963 263388330.00 '
: 104.606
1962 1963-1964 275520760.00
, 104.417
1963 ' 1964-1965 . 287691515.00
R - 103.985
1964 1965-1966 299156174.00 :
: . 106.869
1965 1966-1967 319705865.0Q :
' : . . 110.686
1966 1967-1968 353868423.00, o .
"~ : - 108.136
1967 1968-1969 382658295 l00 ,
o . 104:.738
1968 1969-1970 400788000.00 .
' o 108.581
1969 1970-1971 435181260.00 T .
= 95.778 G
1970 1971-1972 416808985.00 ' o
| - - 120.064 o
1971#* . 1972-1973 500438437.00 '
o 99.313
1972 1973-1974 497001644.00
. , - 102.452
1973 1974-"975 509185826.00
j 97.037
1974 1975-1976 494098803.00 g
. 101.521
1975 1976-1977 . 501612803.00
' *Revaluation Year
~ )
335
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TABLE 2.9

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS'' CHOICE PROJECT ;

FISCAL YEAR

1961-1962
1962-1963*
1963-1964
1964-196- .
1965-1966
1966-1967
1967-1968
1968-1969
1969-1970
1970-1971
1971~1972
1972-1973%.
1973-1974
1974-1975

1975-1976

*Revaluation Year

*+ MILL RATES

1961-1976

MILL RATE

29.90

. s

25.00
26.90° ;
28.90.

.. 30.90

.30.40
34.50

43.60
46.50
46.50
47.50,
42.50
41.00
43.00
44.90

335
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PN

r

% CHANGE,'

83.612 -

1107.600 -

107.435

.106.920

< 9g.382
113.487
126.377
106.651
100.000
102.151
89.474
96.471
104.878
104.419
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Intégtrelationships of Fiscal Variables

The relationship between Property Tax Revenue (PTR) and Total Town
Expgediture (TTE) has shown a signigicant trend over the last six years. The
rati;\BF‘PTR/TTE has.decreased from approximately ;80 in 1970 to approximate;y

*.70 in 1975. This indicates that the town of East Hartford is réiying more and
more on other than local propert? taxes for its revenues. On the other hand,
LU appears fhat some state and federal aid programs have leveled off. The dé-

,rived ‘projections which follow assume a constant PTR/TTE ratio of .70 for the

next six years.

a

The relationship between Total Educational Expenditure (TEE)Aand TTE
has been remarkably stable over the last six yvears. The ratio of TEE/TTE has
consistently been approximately .60. This indicates that education exﬁendi—
Tures represent almost a fixed percentage of town expenditures. The procedures

which follow assume that this ratio will continue duringﬁﬁhé next six years.

Projecting Total Educational Expenditure and Mill Rate

Table 2.10 presents the results of deriving future educational éxpen—
ditures. The projected TEE's are based on NGL's remaining constant or growing

at 2% annuallx, and MR's incréasing at 1 or 2 mills per year. This may prove’

to be the most realistic projection based on the present political and economic

climate. Intefestingly, tﬂé projected TEE figures éré similar to those projected

.in fhe previous sectiqn. Having made some.logical -assumptions about the futurg.
NGL's and MR's, these is a po;sibility‘of TEE increasing at only 3% per year,

but élso the possibility‘of it growing at 6% pér year. The best projectioné are still

within the 4 to 5% range of annual increase. This growth level implies certain

constraints on educational program expansion.

310




240

Table 2.11 presents the results of deriving.future mill rates. Having
assumed educational expenditures to grow at 4 or 5% per year, this process in-
dicates the number of mills required to meet the growth. As in the previous
derived projectio#s, this cdlculation helped confirm earlier projectiomns. The
growth range is roughly from 1 to 2.5 mills per year or a 2 to 5% annual increase.

In both of these derived projections the values produéed by the alter-
native assumptions grow further apart as time increases. This again indicates the

decreasing accuracy of p;éjections, and the need for their continuous updating..

315 |



TABLE 2,10

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS'ICHOICE PROJECT
PROJECTED EDUCATIONAL EXPENDITURES

| ASSUNING A 1 MILL
© ANNUAL INCREASE

A Constant NGL

A 2% Annual

 ASSUMING A 2 MILL
© ANNUAL INCREASE

A Comstant ML A 2% Anmual
Year TEE Increase in NGL ~ TEE Increase in NGL
T |
1976-1977  $19777875 $19777875 $20207629 $20207829
1977-1978 20207829 20611986 ’ 21067737 2148909]
1978-1979 20637783 21471549 21927644 22813521
19791980 21067737 22357252 22787552 24182334
1980-1981 2149769 23269791 23647446 25596770
1981-1982 21927644 24209890 24507367 27056113
mm'mwhm¢QMMx@=m
v T TE '
Variables ’ Constants 1975-1976

TTE = Total Town Expenditure

PTR = Property Tax Revenue

TEE = Total Educational Expenditure
NGL = Net Grand List -

MR = Mill Rate

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

Sl

RIC

PTR/TEE = ,70
TEE/TTE = ,60

TEE = 18697852,

PIR ¥ 22552462,

TIE = 31468584,

NGL < 494098803, .

MR- 44,9 |
1976-1977

Ry ——

NGL = 501,612,803,

ive
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TABLE 2,11

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

PROJECTED MILL RATES

ASSUMING A 28
ANNUAL INCREASE IN NGL

‘A 4% Annual

zve

ASSUMING A
CONSTANT NGL

A 5% Annual A 4% Annual A.5% Annual
Increase In TEE Increase in TEE Increage in TEE Increase in TEE
Year MR MR ¥R MR
1976-1977 45,2 45.6 5.2 5.6
1977-1978 461 N 1.0 4.9
1978-1979 47,0 8 B K I 50,3
1979-1980 47,9 - 9.8 50,9 52,9,
19801981 48,9 51, 52,9 55.5
-~ 1981-1962 9.8 52,8 55,0 58,3

FOMUA  TEE s ME = OB X PIR ¢ PR & NGL = P

| ' TIE TE
Variables | Constants ~1975-1976

7TE = Total: Town Expenditure

PTR = Property Tax Revenue

TEE = Total Educational Expenditure
NGL = Net Grand List :

MR = Mill Rate

PTR/TEE = ,70
TEE/™E = ,60

TEE = 18697852,
PTR = 22552462,

. MTE = 31468584,

NGL = 494098803,

MR - 44.9

1976-1977

—————

" NGL = 501,612,803,
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Direct Costs of Parents' Choice

+ The actual opeFating expense of the Parents' Choice Project (PCP)
would increase the ‘cost of education in East Hartford. The Parents' Choice
Staff has identified three major expenses that could make up this increased cost.
These-are: |
1. Administrative Expenses .
2. Transportation Expenses
3. Private School Voucher Expenses ‘
No histofical data exist from which analyses and projectione could be
made; The lack of historical experience in thesg areas prevents the_projeétion of
future costs based on prior trends. However, the use of present—day approximétions
and forecasts of growth similar to those described in the previous sections, allows '
some rough projections to be made. Readers are’cautioned in their interpretation
and usé:of these projéctions. They are based on some rational assumptions thép
cou;d very well be altered in the future.. .
It shéuld be noted that federal funds would be available to meet these
increased costs during the five years (1976-77 - 1980-81) demonstration.peripd;‘

Projections have been made for a sixth year (1981-82) to reflect the cost aﬁ the

S
time federal assistance would be phased out.
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Private School Voucher Expenses

The cost of proviaing vouchers to privaée school studemts is the
product of a number of related factors. This expense presents both the greatest
cest and thé greatest problems of estimation. It is probably best summarized
as 'the multiplication of

(1) the number of private school pupils who will utilize the voucher

by

(2) the cost per pupil

The first category (1) is dependent on two major factoré:

1.1 the number of private schoolg eligible and their capacitieé

1.2 the number of East Hartford residents who are presently students
in these eligible schools, and projections of future enrollments.

Category (2) is somewhat more complex and is influenced by the following
factors:

b 2.1 the present per pupil expenditure (tuition)’of eligible~private
schools, and projections of this expenditure (tuition) figure,

2.2 the present voucher values of the East Hartford Public Schools,
and projections of their.future growth

‘2.4 the feasibility of obtaining state basec aidt(ADM) grants for
private school students, and projections of future grow&h in the
ADM grant )

the ability of the East Hartford Public Schools to reduce
expenditures proportionately if students presently attending
public school choose to attend private school. '

N
I~

In order to estimate a dollar ¢ st of providing Qouchers to private
school studenﬁs} a number of assumptions had to be\made. These assumptions are
based on present knowledge and anticipation of the future.

FACTOR 1.1 At present there are five private.schooL facilities in the
town of East Hartford (demonstration area). Only two of these, St. Rose and St.

Christopher parochial schools, presently serve East Hartford resident students.
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Both of these schools contain Grades 5-8 and have stated capacities of 272 and
337 students respectively. A third parochial educational facility, St. Mary's,
is not in operation at this time. Although this bullding contains 16 classrooms,
its éapacity has been stated as 280 students by Diocesan officials. There are
two day-care, nursery schools located in East Hartford. Both of these have
limited facilities (20 to 30 students) and could absorb only a minimal number of
kindergarten students. No projection is being made of private schools beginning
operation as a result of the Parents' Choice Project.

FACTORll.Z At present, St. Rose. and St. Christopher schools have
enrollments of 226 and 317 studentéﬂreséectively. Over the last seven year period
the combined enrollment of these two schouls has ranged from 521 to 577 which a
mean of 550. i e -

The last enumeration of East Hartfo;d school age residents showed a

"“total of approximately 1200 non-public échool students. Of these 1200, approximately
400 a;tend East Catholic High 'School in Manchester and may not be eligible for
"vouchers. Excluding the 550 students attending the two parochial schools in East
Hartfofd,~the remdinder (or.approximately 250 students) are attending other
private schools outside of East Hartford.

Without tﬁe opening of any new schools in East Hartfqrd, tﬁe projected
enrollment for private schools in 1981-82 can range between 400 and 800 students.
If St. Marv's school "vere to re-open and attract students presently attending
public school, total private school enrollment coﬁld épproach 800 studénts. However,
if present parochial school enrollments decline at a rate similar to public
school enrollments, it is estimated that approximatély 400 students would be

.attending St. Rose and St. Christopher schools.

2315
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In light of the past experience of private school education in East
Hartford, the best projection of 1981-82 private school enrollment abpears to
be 550 students.

FACTOR 2.1 The present tuition at St. Rose and St. Christopher schools
is $325.00. This is the tution chargéa.those students who are not Aembers of the
parish which supports the school. The actual per pupil expenditure has been
duoted by Diocesan oificials as $465 at St. Rose and $370 at St. Christopher. The
proportion of lay teachers at St. Rose.

With the inétitution of a Parents' Choice Project, both of the parochial
schools would most'likely find it desirable to improve their educational programs
resulting in an increase in their expenditures. Per pupil costs may grow at a
/rate similar to that projected for the public schools (7.5%) or may increase at a
greater rate. This higher rate could result from 1) paying higher salaries to

religious teachers, 2) hiring more lay teachers, 3) expanding programs, and Z)
lowering student/teacher ratios. \.
Table 2.16 shows séveral alternative growth patterg§ for per pupil
expenditure in the parochial schools. Note that only the $465 per pupil
expendigure is used for the present da§ cost. The higher value was chosen
because it appeared more realistic and also simplified calculations. In addition,
only one:voucher value (Grade 6-8) is employed for ccmparison and later
qalcuiations. |
Table ?.16 indicates that parochial school per pupil expenditures would
have to experience a 317% annual increase over the mnext six years, i% they were to
~equal the projected 1981-82 voucﬂer value for thé public schools. The magnitude to

this increase suggests that this rate of growth has a fairly low probability of

actually occuring. It is also believed that the rate of growth will exceed 7.5%

o, 315
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per year. Of the three grcwth schedules between these two extremes (15%, 20%, and
25%), the 20% annual increase may represent the best projection.
FACTOR 2.2 The 1975-76 Voucher Values for the East Hartford Public

" Schools are:

K " 8676,
1-5 $1372.
6-8 $1499,
9-12 $1666,

Because St, Rose and St. Christopher schools contain Grades 5-8, it was decided
to estimage costs using the Grade 6-8 voucher only. This means that the costs will
be somewhat overstated.

Emplo;ing the findings of a previous section, per pupil expenditures
in the East Hartford Publié Schools are projected to increase at approximately
7.5% per year. This projection incorporates inflation and declining enrollments
as major factors and Program expansion as a minor faqtor, contributing to the
incréase. Table 2.16 projects the growth of the Gradei6j8‘§oﬁcher through 1981-82.

FACTOR 2.3 At preseng the state basic aid‘(ADMS grant is $250 per
pupil, It is assumed thél, with a Parents' Choice Project, this grant will become
available to the ‘town of East Hartford for ﬁfivate school students»utilizing the
voucher. Public Act 122,“Section“10-2395; implies that state aid for these students
would be received by the local board of_educatioﬁ. Legal opinion; should be
requésted from all parties involved (especially the Connecticut State Department
of Education).

A relatéd assu%ption is»that the ADM grant will increase over the néxt
six years. Although a drastic‘reform in state financial aid is not anticipated, a

5% annual increase has been projected. Table 2.16 indicates the anticipaéed growth

of the ADM grant.
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FACTOR 2.4 It is possible that the establishment of a Parents' Choice
Project in East Hartford would cause some students presently in public school to
transfer to an eligible private institution. These students (e.g. those who might
attend a re-opened St. Mary's school) do not”necessarily represent new
or a@ditional_cosfs, since monies for their vouchers would only be transferred.
Theoretically, they would take their vouchers, and their coéts, to the private
school. “If the East Hartford Public Schools could not effectively .reduce
expenditures as these students leave, additional costs would be incurred. However,
~ .
it f% assumed that expenditures for materials, staff, and facilities could be
reduced proportionately to the number of students transferring to private schools.
Table 2.17 projects the net cost of private school vouchers in 1975-76
and 1981-82, based on the assumptions and calculations previously described. Three
of the five possible annual growth fates (7.5%, 20%, and 31%) for parochial school
per pupil expenditure, have béen included for comparison. |
-As was previously mentioned, the cost of privgte school vou;hers must be
considered the most critical cést of a Pafents' Chodice Project. Within tgat cost,
the tuition (per pupil expenditure) level of the private scriyols is the most difficult
variable to predict.
Table 2.18 represents a summary of all the Direct Costs of the Parents'
Choice Project. A range of three values is used for the cost of private school
vouchers. In addition, the total cost of the Parents' Choice Project‘is'presented
in terms of the mill levy that would be required to raise the additional funds. Note
carefully, the assumption here is that the full cost would be paid via the local
property tax. There could be other local taxes or further intefgovernmental aid
‘used to support this program. |
The.Net Gfand List projection for 1981-82 is based on a 2% annual growth
rate and the ﬁrojected Mill Rate for 1981-82 represents a 2 mill increase per year.

In brief, it is conceivable that a full Parents' Choice Project could cost East

| - | 35




TABLE 2,16
EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

FUTURE PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES

Annual Growth of Private Schools' Annual Growﬁh ‘

Per Pupil Expenditure (Tuition) of EHPS Voucher

T for Grades §-8
1975 - 1976 $465  Sd65  §465 sdgs  sug §1499
1976 - 1977 5000 535 555 sp 605 1611
1977 - 1978 537 615 670 7 ¢ C1R
1978 - 1979~ 578 07 804 908 102 1862
1979 - 1980 620 B13 . 964 1135 1326 2002
1980 - 1981 668 935 157 g 1727 2152
1981-1982 718 w5 1w 173 gy 213

;
357

Annual Growth
of Stata ADM
Grant -

1]

9250
263
276
289
304
19
335

6%z .
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TABLE 2.17 .
EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT
COST OF PRIVATE SCHOOL VOUCHERS

1975-1976. 1981-1982
" a) Private School's S 718.
Per Pupil Expenditure 465. - 1,388.
2,313.
b) State ADM Grant 250. E 335,
¢) Grades 6-8

Voucher Value ) 1,499, 2,313.

d) Number of Pupils
. in Private Schools 550. ' 550.
e) Total Cost 394,900.
(d) x (a) 255,750. 763,400,
: 1,272,150.
f) Net Cost ? 210,650.
(d) x (a-b) : 118,250, 579,150.

1,087.900.

L
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TABLE 2,18
EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE ﬁROJECT

DIRECT COSTS OF PARENTS' CHOICE

1975-1976 1981-1982
Administrative Expense 136,000. /$ 177,046,
Transportation Lxpense | 50,000. ; 67,005,
" Private School Vouchers " 118,250. o 210,650.
(Net Cost) - ) 579,150.
1,087,900.
‘ 454,701.
Total Cost (TC) 304,250, 823,201,
1,331,951.
Net Grand List (NGL) : 494,098,803. ' 553,821,040,
Mill Levy Required to
Meet Total Cost -
(TC =pe NGL) " 0.62 ‘ 0.82
~ 1.49
] 2‘40
Mill Levy Without k :
Parents' Choice 44.9 56.9
Percentage Increase in
Mill Levy Due to .
Parents' Choice 1,38% l.44%
2.62%
4.22%
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Hartford taxpayers roughly 1 to 2 extra mills in 1981-82. This would represent
approximately a 2% to 4% surcharge on the projected.1981-82 mill naﬁe.

Readers are reminded that thes estimates were based on assumptions
that may prove to be incorrect. The‘proposed five-year demonstration period would
provide aétual experience with the many variables and allow more accurate projections
to be made. Public Act 122 protects the local school district from increased coéts
during this period. The best and most accurate projections of the costs of a

Parents' Choice’Projéct can be made after such a demonstration period.

Summary

East Hartford can expect its town and educational expenditures to
increase at approximately 5% per year over the next six years. Its educational
expenditures per pupil are likely to increase at 7.5% per year.

The Net Grand List (NGL) will probably éxperience 1.5% énnual growth
rate for the next six years. Mill rates, dependent on teh NGL growth, will likely
increase at 3.5%Z per year or 1.75 milles pef year. ‘

| With the fiscal variables increas;ng at the growth rates above, the
cost of the Parents' Choice Project to local residents in 1981-82 (if funded by
local taxes only) would be approximately 2 mills.

It is critical that these projections not be used without a clear
understanding of the assumptions upon which they are based. Readers are reminded
that historical trend analysis was employed'as the major projection method. This

' .
method, like all forecasting techniques, has a number of inherent weaknesses that
have already beeﬁ identified. The projectioﬁs do, however, represent the gest
estimates based upoﬁ available data. As new data become-available, or if

assumptions are changed, it is essential that these projections be updated and

revised.’

A
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PUBLIC INFORMATION/GPINION

Throughopt the study of Parents' Choice, a COncertéd effort waé made to
inform citizens, parents, and public school staff regarding the progress and
findinés of the study. ‘While a variety of approaches were used to convey infor-
mation it is imﬁortant to note that the goal was to'provide a complete picture
of the project, not to promote the project through a public relations campaign.
The following is a discussion of the process used to convey infor;ation and the

results of the public opinion surveys.
SPEAKERS BUREAU/SLIDE/SHOW/PAMPHLETS

'Thg major component'of the information package was an audin-visual pre-
sentation consisting of 90_slides accompanied by a taped commentary (Appendix_j&_).
This presentation was designed to cdnvey all of the.basic information concerning

. Parents' Choice within a twenty minuterperiod. The presentation was made by mem-
bers of the Parents' Choice Speakers Bureau. 1In addition to project staff the
épeakers bureau included repfesentatives from the teaching staff, administration
and Parent Advice Team. A total of 35 presentétions were made to PTA/PTO,

’.community groups, and small informal coffee groups (Appendix _L ). A typical
presentation included an introduction to the five compopents followéd by the

aidio-visual show and a question/answer period (Appendix M ).

\

The audio-visual presentation was also used at a series of meetings with
the school staffs. A total of 11 meetings were held in various schools throughoﬁt
the town (AppenAix _ N ). These meetings had the same format as the public
meetings, however, additional information concerned with the concept of autonomy

and voucher calculations were made available to staff. At all meetings, both_for

335




254

staff and genefal public, copies of two pamphlets wére handed out. - These

pamphlets were concerned with the Parents' Choice Prcjc¢c: and the Parent

Advice Team.
NEWS RELEASES/ARTICLES/T.V. & RADIO APPEARANCES

The media gave extensive coverage to the Parents' Choice Project, The
Hartford Courant, Hartford Times and East Hartford Gazette ran a total bf 150
articles from Febru;ry 15, 1975 to January 26, 1976, when the project was voted
down by the Board of Education. The articles were based on news releasés, pre-
pared by Project Staff, interviews by reporters and editorials (Appendix;_g__).

Project staff were interviewed by news departments of radio stations

and three major television stations. Stations (WFSB - 3, WINH - 8, WHNB - 30).

The project was also covered by television public affairs programming.

PUBLIC OPINION SURVEYS

The Parents' Choice Project Staff conducted é series of surveys

(Appendix 0 ) of East Hartford citizéns, parents é;d‘fﬁblic school staffs. In.
‘additién to these surveys, The East Hartford Education Association distributed,

a survey to teaching staff and this same survey was eventually uséed by the.prin—
cipals (Appendix P - Q ). .

The fesults of the East Hartford Education Association surveys varied
conéiderably from those of the Parents' Choice Projeq;.. No-effort has been made
here to account for these discrepencies. However, it may be stated that some-of
the differenées were covered by the fact that the surveys questions were not
worded in the same manner.

The following report is an analysis of the data‘provided in the Parents'

Choice Project surveys:
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EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS
PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

CHILDREN RUN TO
SCHOOL .

CHILDREN AND
CROSSING GUARD

CHILDREN & BUS.

CLASSROOM.

SHOP CLASSROOM.

AUDIO

WHY SHUULD THE CCHOGL A YOUNGSTER ATTENDS
BE DETER[!:0 #1MOST TOTALLY BY MNERD TRAT

- YOUNGSTER LIViES?

THE MAJ'h REASONS SEEM <0 SO THE CHILD
CAN BE CLOSE TO hOME, WALKING TO SCHOOL IF
AT ALL POSSIBLE, AND DEEPENING FRIENDSHIPS,
WITH NEIGHBORHOOD CHILDREN.

OR, IF THE CHILG MUST TAKE A SCHOOL BUS, THE
DISTANCE THE BUS HAS TG GO WILL BE SHORTER
AND THEREFORE COSTS CAN BE KEPT LOWCR.

.. BUT ARE THOSE VALID EDUCATIONAL REASCNS?

SHOULD THL PROCESS CF GETTING THE CHILD TO
THE CLASSROOM DOMINATE THE CHOICE OF SCHOOL?

AND EVEN IF A NEIGHGORHOOD SCHOOL IS THE
PREFERRED CHOICE OF MOST PARENTS, SHOULD THE
AREA A CHILD LIVES IN BE THE DETERMINING
FACTOR FOR ALL CHILDREN IN A COMMUNITY?

35 L
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(e8]

9

10

- 11

VISUAL

EAST HARTFORD BOARD
OF EDUCATION.

CLASSRCOM,. SUPER "VOUCHER=
EBUCATIONAL SCHULARSHIPS"

PLAYGROUND, SUPER
"OPEN ENROLLMENT"

KIDS AT FIELD DAY

RACING

AUDIO

THESE QUESTIONS ARE /T THE HEARY OF

EAST HARTFORD'S <URRENT STUDY AND DISCUSSION
OF PARENTS® CHOifv. .. IF PARENTS PARTICIPATE,

THE PROPUSAL COYI D ZUSSTAWTIAL.Y INCREASE
THE WUMEER GF + 3iDRLN ATVENDING SCHOOLS
OUTSIDE THEiR NFIGHBORHOODS...BU1 STILL WITHIN
THE TOWN OF EAST HARTFORD. THE METHOD OF
DOING THIS WOUL: BE THE USE GF VOUCHERS OR
EDUCAT IONAL SCHCLARSHIPS,

FLEXIBLE STHOOL ASSIGHMENTS ARE NOTHING NEW
FOR EAST HARTFORD SCHOOL CHILDREN. FOR MORE
THAN THREE YTARS THE BOARD OF EDUCATION'S
OPEN ENROLLMENT FOLICY HAS ALLOWED CHILOREN
70 BE TRANSFERRED BY PARENTS TO SCHOOLS IN
EAST HARTFORD OTHER THAN THEIR.NEIGHBORHOOD
SCHOOLS.. | c

OPEN ENROL MFN1 IS BASED ON THE BELIEF THAT
CHILDREN HF s17FERENT FDUCATIONAL NEEDS,
JUST AS TE:Y DIFFER PHYSICALLY AND EMOTIONALLY.

SOME ARE FASTER THAN OTHERS...SOME.LEARNh
MORE QUICKLY THAN OTHERS...SOME EXCEL IN BOTH
SPORTS AND LEARNING. '
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12

14

15

16

17

18

VISUAL

SACK RACE

BOYS ON SIDEWALK

PAT TEAM.

CLASSROOM.

CLASSROOM.

POTTERY

BOOKS.
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AUDIO

BUT WIN OR LOSF, ALL CHILDREN NEYD TQ FEEL
THAT AT LEAST THEY ARE IN THE RUNNIRu. .THAT

CTHEY CAH-WIN ANOTHER Dav...OR T3 ANGTHER

RACE.

THE BOARL 0F EDUCATION BILIEVES THAT PARENTS
ARE THE EST JUNGES- OF THEIR CH{LDREN'S WEEDS,
AND THAT PAR:NTS CA' MAKZ SOUND EDUCATIONAL
CHOICES 1/ CIVEN THC CHANCE TO MAKE  INFORMED
DECISIONS.

UNDER OPEN ENROLLMENT, PARENTS GCT INFORMATION
ABOUT DIFFERENT SCHOOLS AND DIFFERENT EDUCATION

PROGRAMS. ..
1

HELP IN UNGERSTANDING THAT INFORMATION,
AND PROFESSIONAL ASSISTANCE IN MAKING DECISIONS

-ABOUT THEIR CHILDREN'S EDUCATIONAL FUTURES.

SO FAR, ABOUT ONE HUNDRED CHILDREN A YEAR
HAVE L'SED THE PRESENT OPEN ENROLLMENT PROGRAM
TO TRANSFER TO NON-NEIGHBORHOOD SCHOOLS.

SOME PARENTS ASKED FOR A TRANSFER BECAUSE
THEY FELT THEIR CHILD SHOULD BE LEARNING MORE.

SOME WERE NOT HAPPY WITH THE PROGRAMS, STAFF
OR ATMOSPHERE OF THEIR CHILD'S PRESENT SCHOOL...

}

385
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20

21

22

23

24

VISUAL

EAST HARTFORD TOWN

-SHOT.

GIRLS LOOK IN
WINDOW

KIDS OM CLIMBER

KIDS OUT OF CAR

CLASSROOM MODEL

CLASSROOM.

AUDIO

————

WHILE SOME DARENTS JUST WANTED THEIR.CHILD
CLOSER TO A DAY-CARE CENTER OR-BABY=SITTER
BECAUSE THIS WAS MORE CONVENIENT FOR THE
PARENTS' WORK SCHEDULE.

| THZ PRIZENT FROCEDURE FOR OPEN ENROLLMLN
STARTS W T A REQUEST FOR A TRANSFER TO
ANOTHER SCHOCL.

IF SPACE 1S AVAILABLE AT THE™ SCHOOL THE
PARENT WANTS TO TRANSFER THE CHILD TO, AND
IF THE SUPERINTENDENT APPROVES THE TRANSFE?
REQUES?, THE CHANGE IS MADE.

HOWEVER, PARENTS ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR GETTING
THEIR CHILDREN TO THE-NON-NE IGHBORHOOD -SCHOO! .

EAST HARTFORD'S PRESENT OPEN ENROLLMENT IS
BASED ON A POLICY RECOGNIZING THAT DIFFERENT -
EDUCATIONAL NEEDS OF CHILDREN CAN BE. MET BEST
WITH A VARIETY OF EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS.

THAT POLICY WAS IMPLEMENTED BY THE BOARD
OF EDUCATION IN 1969 WHEN IT GAVE EACH OF THE
TOWN'S TWENTY-TWO SCHOOLS A GRADUALLY
INCREASING AMOUNT OF SELF-DIRECTION.

35 ¢
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26

27

8

29

3

- VISUAL

KIDS NRAWING

OPEN CLASSROOM,

TRADITIONAL
CLASSROOM.

WIDE SHOT, OPEN
CLASS. -

CLASS READING

GROUP LEARNING

, TWO BOYS AT VIEWER
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AUCIG

SINCE THEN, EACH OF THE SCHOOLS HAS BZEN
DEVELOPING ITS OWN WAYS OF TEACHING,

ITS OWN KIND OF CLASSROOM ORGANLZATION,
AND DIFFERENT WAYS TO USE MATERIALS AND
EQUIPMENT . ' '

" EACH SCHGOL HAS ITS OWN M1X OF PROGRAMS,
SOME WITH TRADITIONMAL, SELF-CONTAINED
CLASSROOMS.

OTRLRS HAVE MORE INFORMAL, OPEN CLASSROOMS
WITH A VARIETY OF ACTIVITIES AND GRADE LEVELS

. CLOSE TOGCTHER.

THERE ARE SCHOOLS WITH INDIVIDUALLY-GUIDED
EDUCATION. THIS FINDS CHILDREN GROUPED...
AND REGROUPED...PERIODICALLYJON THE SASIS OF.
SO-CALLED WORD-ATTACK AND STUDY SKILLS.

A

AND SCHOOLS WHERE.CHILDREN ARS GROUPED BY

‘HOW WELL THEY DO IN EACH INDIVIDUAL SUBJECT.

WITH INCREASED SELF-DIRECTION, THE.STAFF oF
"
EACH OF THE TOWN'S TWENTY-TWO SCHOOLS HAS

~ THE PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY FOR DEVELOPING
" COURSZ MATERIAL FOR GROUPING STU ENTS, §0R.
. SCLECTING MATERIAL AND EQUIPMINT, FOR ,

SCHOOL-DAY SCHEDULES, THE USE OF STAFF AND
ORGANIZING THE SCHOOL BUILDINGS.

'

7385 -
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—————

VISUAL ~ AWDIO

32 BOARD OF EDUCATION/ A THE BOARD OF EDUCATION, THE CENTRAL  *
: ADMINISTRATION o : -
ADMINISTRATION AND THE INDIVIDUAL® SCHOOLS
WORK TOGETHER ON THE H IRING AND TRANSFER
OF PERSONN:L. THE BNARD AND THE CENTRAL
ADMIN STRATICN DETERMINE TOWN-WIDE ;ﬁHCATION
SERVICES, MAJOR SCHOOL MAINTENANCE/AND.:,

OF COURSE...FINANCES. -/

.

33 SLIDE OF PAMPHLET ALL GF THIS MEANS THAT IN EAST HARTFORD,
COVER. THERE 15 NOW SOME POINT 'N ASKING TiE
QUESTION, “SHOULD YOUR CHILD 50 TO A

DIFFERENT SCHOOL?" THAT'S BECAUSE THERE

NOW ARE NUMEROUS UPTIONS FOR PARENTS TO

CHOOSE . ‘- ‘

—
34 OUTSIDE, KIDS AT BUS BUT GIVING SGME PARCNTS THE RIGHT TO
CHOOSE DOES NOT MEAN THAT OTHER PARENTS

' LOSE THE RIGHTS THEY NOW HAVE.

| 35 PLAYGROUND O'CON!‘JELL UNDER OPEN ENROLLMENT, THE BASIC ATTENDANCE
L RIGHTS CF ALL EAST }jARTFORD SCHOOL CHILDREN‘
ARE GUARANTEED AT THEIR NEIGHRORHOOD AMND
FEEDER SCHOOLS.
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38

39

40

41

42

s
»

VISUAL -

BARNES -EXTERIOR.

(:*CONNELL EXTERIOR.

PENNEY EXTERIOR.

+
r

PAT MATERIAL

. &

PAT WORKER
* AND ‘PARENT

COUNSELING SERVICES

TEACHER & CLASS

261

- AUDIO

=t e

FOR INSTANCE A CHILD ASSIGNED TO THE BARNES
SQHOOL AS HIS NEIGHBOXKHOOD SCHOOL.WILL

. CONTIMUE TO ’

HAVE A ZEAT "ESERVID FOR HIM OR HER AT THE
d'CONNELL MIDOLE SCHOOL AND

LATZR AT PLANEY HIGH SCHOOL. NUT-IING
CAN BUMP A Cif1..[ FROM THAT SEAT.

THL ACTUAL TRANSFER PROCEGURE BEGINS N
APRIL WHCN EACH PARCNT GETS A BOOKLCT DE‘CRIBING
ALL THE TOKN'S CHOULS AND EDYCATION PROGRAMS
PARENTS ALSO GET INFORMATION ON HOW THEY CAN
GET FURTHER HELP.  »

THE PARENT ADVICE TEAM MEMBZRS ARE READY TO
EXPLAIN HCW OPEN ENROLLMENT WORKS, AND TO HELP
PARENTS .UﬁpERSTAND PROGRAMS OFFERED A OTHER
SCHOOLS.

. THE PARENT ADVICE WORKERS DO NOT COUr-cL
PARENTS OR RECOMMEND SCHOOLS OR PROGRAMS
FOR STUDENTS. THAT'S THE JO0B OF TEACHERS
AND ADMINISTRATORS.

UNDER THE PRESENT OPEN ENROLLMENT POLICY
PROFESSIONAL EDUCATORS AND THE CENTRAL
ADMINISTRATION HAVE THE FINAL SAY ON A TRANSFER

REQUEST. 387
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vISUAL

£AST HARTFORD EXTERIOR.
SUPER "OPEN ENROLLMENT &

PARENTS CHOICE???”

wTSINE ACTION SHOT

“GHAPH--MONEY FLOW

"PRESENT®

GRASH -~ MONEY FLOW

.
.

.

P
D

AUDIO

OPEN ENROLLMENT. THAT'S THE PROGRAM THAT
EAST HARTFORD HAS H7D FOR SEVERAL YEARS NOW.

"PARENTS' HOICE IS A POSSIBLE ~XPANSIOR OF

THRT PRO%GACY. ONDER TiiC PARENTS' CHOICE

PROGRAM, TEANSFLR REOU. 3T5 WOULD v GiANTED

SIMPLY ON % SCATS AVAILACLE ©ASIs.

THERE Pt SEVERAL OTHER IMPORTANT
DIFFERCNCES RTTWEEN THE PRESCNT OPEN
ENROLLMENT PROGRAM AND THE ONE BEING STUDIFD.
ALTHOUGH :ARENTS COULD LONTINUE TO A5K TOR.

'ADYICE FRC'Y OROFESSIONAL EDUCATCRS, THE

FINALPDETIS.ON ON WHETHER TO TRANSFER AND
TO WHAT SCHOCL WbULD ht MADE BY THE PARENTS.

ANCTHER CHANCE WOULD INVUL:t FINANCES. - NOW
THE BOARD OF EDUCATION AND SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS

" HAVE TOTAL CONTROL OVER THT TAX MONEY GIVEN
THEM Y THL TOWN FOR THEIR BUDGET. FUNDS GO

- \/:
FROM THE CZATRAL ADMINISTRATION TO THE SCHOOLS,

WITH THE PARENTS NOT DIRECTLY INVOLVED.
-/

IF PARCNTS' CHOICE 15 IMPLTMENTED, THE T10wW
OF FUNDS WOULD HAVE A NEW ELEMENT; THE PARENT:.
THEY 40ULD DETERMINE WHERE THE MONEY WENT.

CCERTIFICATES WORTH ABOUT WHAT IT COSTS TO
EDUCATE A CHILD AT A PARTICULAR GRADE LEVEL FOR

A YEAR WOULD BE GIVEN TO ALL PARCNTS OR LEGAL

© GUARDIANS: OF STUDENTS LIVING IN EAST HARTFORD.
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8

9 .

VISUAL

OUTSIDg SHOT WITH
"VOUCHER" -~ EDUCA -
TIONAL SCHOLARSHIP

OUTSIDE SHOT

FLAG RAISING

TEACHER & CLASS
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THE YALUE OF THE VGUCHER OR EDUCATIONAL
SCHOLARSHIP i5ULD; VARY. GEPENDING ON WHE '

A CHILD WAS AT ik “LIMENTARY, MIDDLE. OR
HIGH SGaL l"}d,; TR DARENTS WOULD TAKE
THESE SCHOLAvSHLP | CCATIS TO ELIGIBLE

SCHOOLS OF THLID Tnuli oy

EITHTR A CHIL™'S PRESENT MZTGHRORH(() SCHOOL,
0R ANGTIIER SL4COL THE PARIN, WANTS TG SEND
THZ CHILD TO. THE CONCERT IS SIMILAR 10 TH;
G.!. BiiL

WHiCH GAVL VETERANS STHOLARSHIP MONEY TO
PURCHASFE ECUCATICN AT SECONDARY SCHOOLS AND
COLLEGES OF THEIR CHOICE.

~a

BY APPLYING THE G, I. BILL CONCEPT TO PUBLIC
SCHOOLS, EAST HARTFORD THINKS THAT SCHOOLS AND
CHILDREN WILL BE BETTER MATCHED AND THA. PARENTS
WILL BECOME MORE INVOLVED WITH THEIR CHILDREN'S
EDUCATION.

EAST HARTFORD ALSO HOPES THAT SCHOOL PERSONNEL

WILL BECOME EVEN MORE RESIONSIVE TO THE PARENIS

‘WHO BRING THEM THEIR VOUCHERS OR EDUCATIONAL
'SCHOLARSH™PS SINCE THE SIZE OF A SCHOOL'S

BUDGET WOULuU BE DETERMINED BY THE NUMDER OF

; : Yy
VOUCHERS IT GETS.

365 -
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VISUAL AUDIO
1 GRAPHIC - PARENT TO - S0, ANOTHExX ;. PORTANT CHANGE YROM THE PRESENT

§CHOOL MONEY FLOW
SYSTEM. . .THROUGH TAE USE OF VOULHERS, THE POWER

OVER FINANCLS WOULD BE SHIFTED TO TdE PARENTS AND

THE SCHOOLS THE/{ CHOCSE. ..

52 GUTSIDE SHOT -- SURVEYS Nl FOR iHE LAST rARTFORD »0400L
SUPER "85%-NO : :
157-MAYBE SYSTEM INDICATS THAT MOST FAMILILY WON'1

TRANSFER T'CiR CHILDRLH TO ANGTHET SCHOOL.
BUT THE SURVEYS DO SHOW THAT ABOUT FIFTELN
PER CENT OF UAST HARTFORL'S PARENTS ARE
INTERES" 0 it TRANSFERRINi. THEIR CHILLREN
TO A SCHOU. OTHER THAN THE ONL THk CHILDRE@

New ATTED. .

53 CLASS MAKES FLOWERS SINCE SOME CHILDREN THRIVE IN ONE ENVIRONMENT
AND WILT IN OTHERS, SCHOOL OFFICIALS THINK
IT IS A GOOD INEA TO GIVE_ALL PARENTS A CHOICE
EVEN THOUGH . LATIVELY FEW PARENTS ARE LIKELY

TO USE THAT OPTION.

54 CLASSROOM - FORTUNATELY, THERE IS ENOUGH UNUSED SFACE
SUPER -"20% OVER -
ALL VACANCY" IN ALMOST ALL EAST HARTFORD'S SCHOOLS TO PERMIT
“ _ AN EXPANDED PARENTS' CHOICE PROGRAM. OVERALL
ENROLLMENT HAS DROPPED 1,500 STUDENTS SINCE
1969. NOW, THERE IS 20 PER CEN™ OVERALL
VACANCY RATE -- MORE THAN ENOUGI TO HANDLE THE
TEN TO FIFTEEN PER CENT OF STUDENTS WE THINK
MIGHT BE TRANSFERRED. PROJECTION OF ENROLLMENT
SHOWS THAT BY 1979 THERE WILL BE EVEN MORE

°o . ' UNUSED SPACES IN OUR SCHOOLS. 377
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VISUAL AUDIQ
55 FILLED CLASSROOM ALTHOUGH THERE 15 AN OVERALL SURPLUS OF

SPACE IN EAST HARTFORD'S SCHOOLS, THIS DOES \
SUT MEAN THAT EVERY SCHOOL WILL HAVE ENOUGH
EMPTY 574TS T() ACCEPT ALL THE CHILDREN HHC

MAY WANT T 0T GFERINTO IT.

56 KIDS/ EARPHONES THE 7<QPOSTU PARIN(S' CHOICE PROGRAM LOULD
| | USE A FAIR AND “ANDOM SELECT. N PROCESS TO
DECIDE WHICH CPILOREN WOULD GET THE AVAILABLE
SEATS IN A SUHGJL IF THE SCHOOL HAD HORE

TRANSFER KFQUESTS THAN AVAILABLE SPACES.

57 ONE' GIRL THIS WILL PROVIDE EQUAL ACCESS TU ALL.
THIS AL:0 WILL INSURE THAT THE VOUCHEK SYSTEM
WILL NOT RESULT IN INCREASED PACIAL AND ECONOMIC

SEGREGATION 11« EAST HARTFORD SCHOOLS.

58 THREE GIRLS ADDING TO THAT INSURANTE IS ANOTHER RULE --
NO ELIGIBLE SC*"0L, WHETHER PiBLIC, PRIVATE,
UR PAROCHIAL -~ MAY CHOOSE * TUDENTS OR T CEPS [N

VIOLAT'., "F ANY CONSTITUTIONAL GUARANTEE.

59 -ALUM RNCK SHOT THE ALUM ROCY. CALIFORNIA SCHOOL SYSTEM
HAS USED THESE RULES IN ITS VOUCHER PROGRAM
vOR THE PAST TURT™ YEAKS. ALUM KOCK OFFICIALS
SAY THAT AS A RESULT THERE HAS NOT BEEN AN/
INCREASE IN THE SEPARATION OF RICH QR PNOR. ..

OR OF MINORITY OR WHITE STUDEHS.

37,
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VISUAL

60 €. HARTFORD OUTSIDE-

61 S5IKE RIDER

& COMNECTICUT LEGISLATURE

63 CONNECTICUT L7 TISLATURE

£4 OUTL DE; £. HTFD RS
JTTH HEADL UNE CJERLAYED

ALDIO

BUT WHY IS THE EDUCATIONAL SCHOLARSHIP OR
VOUCHER PLAN BEING CONSIDERED IN EAST HARTFURL

MATNLY. BECAUSE THE TUWN'S SCHOOU SYSTEM HAS

BEEN MOV'/lt. IN THAT DIRECTION FOR SOME TIML
OUF TO 1KCREASCD SELF-DIRECTION. BY INDIVIDUAL
SCHOOLS, AY3 DUE TO THE PRESENT OPEN Ei.ROLLMENT

PROGRAM.

ANGTHER PEASON 15 THE PASSAGL BY THE
CONNFCTICUT CENERAL ASSEMBLY IN 1972 OF A ' AW
THAT ALLOWS LOCAL BOARNS OF EDUCATION TO '
DCVELOP AND TEST Ei JCATION SCHOLARSHIPS OR

VOUCHER 5,

THE LEGISLATLAN'S ACTIUN PERMITS SUCH
DEVELOPING AND TESTING [N THE HOPE THAT
T oWTUL TMOROVE THE QUATITY OF EDUCATION.

AFTER ToL LAW WAS PASSED, THE CAST HARTFORD
ceqoo. se TCM RECEIVED A SIXTY-NINE THOUSAND
DOL! AR FEDERAL GRANT TO STLDY WHETHER THE
OARCY 7S UHOIC: SYSTEM 1, FEASIBLL N T
TOWN. THE ST .¢ CONCLUDED 17 IS FCASIL L.
MOWEVER, THEHRT RE MANY QUESTIONS LTIt

NTED s ANGRERD.

(%
PR
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VISUAL

KIDS AND G

SCHOOL SHOT WITH

"$387.3M SUPERED////

PARENT AND PAT
WORKER

OUTSIDE/ APARTMENT

267

AUDIO

SO EARLY THLIS YEAR, ¢AST HARTFORD ASKED'
FOR ANOTHER FEDERAL GRANT, THE NATIONAL
INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION C' Tl FEDERAL DEPARTMENT
OF HEALTH, TLUCAY.ON AND WELF®  CAVE THE
EAST HARTFU80 SCLT00S MO MORLY T0 COYTINUE

~STUDYING !.9¢ THE PRIYPOSED SYSTEM WOoLD

ACTUALLY 30k

MORE THAN THREL-#:UNDRED-SICHTY-SEVEN THOUSAND
DOLLARS It +EDERAL MOM 12 LCTTING LAST HARTFORD
SCHOOL PERLUNNEL RLFIME THZ COMPCNENTS OF

PARENTS' Cu2ICE.

PART OF THE MON_.Y WILL HELP FACH OF THE TOWN'S
TNEN%Y-TWO STHOCLS DEVELOP AND REFINE CDUCATIONAL
PROGRAMS TO LETTER SERVE THE NFEDS OF CHILDREN.

THE FUNDS ALSO WILL IMPROVE COMMURICATIONS
WITHIN THE SCHOOI. SYSTEM AND BETWLELN SCHOOL
PERSONNEL AND PARENTS. /i INPORTANT PART OF
THAT IS MAYING SURE T!% PARENTS, WioN TEY
MAKE A CHO:CZ OF ¢ 400LS, HAVE -ENOUGH INFORMAT LN

AND FULLY UNDERST,."D THAT INFORMATIO:.

T ERL ALSY HAYC BLEN AND WILL CC CUNTINuAL
SURVEYS GF EAST HARTFOR™ RCSIDENTS AND SCHOCL
STAFF ON WHAT THLY FCEL CDUCATION SH( 'LD BC AND -
AOW THEY _EL ABOUT TH. PROPOSED PARENTS' CHOICE
PROGR/. |

375
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V. 5UAL AUDIO

e aer———————

69 CLASS COUNTED A NEW PUPTL INCOME ACCOUNTING SYSTEM 1S
V BEING DEVELOPED...I1T WiLL BE NEEDCD IF PARENTS'
CHOICE IS IMPLEMENTED. THE FINARCIAI IMPACT
IF PARENTS' CHOICE BECOMES RCALITY IS UNDER STUDY...
AS ARC THF VRANSPORTATION NLEDS AND THE POSSIBLE
INCLUSION O PAKOCHIAL DR PRIVATL SuiiC .S IN

THE PLAN.

n SOARD OF EDUCATION ALL THIS INFORMATIOL MILL GO-TO THE GOARD
OF EDUCATION AND 70 T . PUSLIC PROBAGLY IN
DECEMBIR. 7' BOARD (% EXPECTED TO VOTE IN
DECEMBER OR JANUAKY ON WHETHCR OR NOT TG PUT
THE PARFNTS' (HOICE PLAN, OR ANY PZkT OF IT,

'NTO EFFLCT IN THE FALL OF 1576,

71 £. HARTFORD/ [F TH7 BOARD VOTES IN FAVOR,lIT'S EXPECTED THAT
FETLRA. MOMEY WILL BE AVAILABJ FOR FIVLC YEARS
TO COVER THE ADDED COSTS OF THE PARENTS' CHOICE
PLAN. EAST HARTFORD OFFICIALS ARE HOPING TO
AVOID ANY NEW, LOCAL COSTS THAT CANNOT BE
ABSORBED OR ASSUMED AFTER THE FEDERAL MONEY

ENCS.. .

31 ¢
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/3

75

T 76

VISUAL

SCHOOL BUSSES

GTHER BUS ==
SUPER $213,00077?

MORE BUS

ST. ROSE

~

PAROCHIAL
CLASSROOM

AUDIO

s ——

A MAJOR CONCERN IS TRANSPORTATION OF
STUDENTS WHOSE PARENTS CHOOSE TO SEND THEM
TO "SCHOOLS QUTSIDE THEIR NEIGHBORMCODS...
THE PLAN NOW IS FOR ' AX FUNDS TO PAY FOR SUCI

TRANSPO?TATION. . .

COMPUTER PROJL.CTIONS BASED ON THE PRESENT
SCHOOL BUS SYSTEM SHOW...FOR INSTANCE...AN
ADDED COST OF 273- THOUSAND DOLLATC CR MORC IF
SEVEN P.R CENT OF ALL STUDENTS PARTICIPATE

IN THE PARENTS' CHOICE SYSTEM...

NOW STUOIES ARE UNDZHUAY TO FIND A MORE
EFFICIENT SCHOOL BUS SYSTEM FOR EAST HARTFORD,
AND THCREBY CONTROL COSTS IF PARENTS' CHOiCE
IS IMPLEMENTED...

~HOTHER AREA OF CLOSE STUDY IS WHETHER TH"
TOWN'S THO PARQCHTAL CLEMEN.."Y SCHOOLS
SHOULD BE INCLUDED IN THE PARENTS' CHOICE FLAN.

JEYEN LF Gric PAROCHTAL SCHOOLS WANT TO

PARTICYFATE AN THE SCHGOL BCARD WANTS THLM TO,

COURT TESTS HAVE BEEMN PROMISEDR ™7 v 20K SUCH
INCLUSION,. SEVERAL GROUPS OPPOSED 7O USING

PUBLIC FUNDS ™9 HELP PELIGIOUSLY -ORIENTED SiQCﬂ;“

269

.

>

SAY THEY'RE READY TO FILE LAW SUITS AS 500N AS THE

PAROCHIAL JCHOOLS ARE INCLUDED.

375
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vISUAL AUDIO

77 PAROCHIAL ASSEMBLY THE COSTS OF FIG!'VING THOSE SUITS
WOULD BE PAID FOR BY THZ FEDERAL GOVERNMENT.
TH UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE WOULD
ARGUE THE CASE ON THE SIDE UF THE PROBABLE
LEENDENTS, THI S0WN Or EAST HARTFORD AND
ITS SCHOOL &vsTCM, Ve STATE OF CONMECTICUT,
AND THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT .

78 PAROCHIAL CLASS 1F THERE IS A COURT TEST, THE FINAL DEC{SION
ABOUT PAROCHIAL >CHOOL PARTICIPATION 1S LIKELY
fu 3£ MADE BY THE UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT.
IN THE PAST, THE SUPKEME COURT HAS RULED THAT
[T IS UNCONSTITUTIONAL VO GIVE PUBLIC h
FUNDS DIRECTLY 70 RELIGIOUSL§~0RIEPTED SCHOOLS.

79 PAROCHIAL BOYS GUTSIDE BUT IT HAS HELD CONSTYTUTION, THE USE OF
| PUBLIC FUNDS TO PROVIDE TEXTBOOKS, TRANSPORTATION,
AND HEALTH SERVICES TO PAROC.IAL STUDENTS.
JUST HOW THE COURT WILL VIEW EDUCAT ™ NNAL
SCHOLARSHIPS OR VOUCHERS IS A QUESTION THAT

HAS NOT YEY BEEN DECIDED.

80 . HARTFORD OTHER THAN THE TWO PARQCHiAL SCHOOLS,
ET EAST HARTFORD PRESENTLY HAS NO PRiVATE SCHOOLS
WITHIN I7S TOWN BOUNDARIES. THIS MEANS

THERE IS NO ELIGIBLE PRIVATE SCHCOL TO JOIN

IN THE PARENTS' CHOICE PROGRAM.

310
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84

VISUAL

PLAYGROUND'

FLAS AND CLASSROOM

COATS HANGING

BOARD OF
EDUCATION

271

AUDIO

BUT PARENTS® CHOICE, IF IMPLEMENTED, WOULD
PROVIDE FUNDS TO INTERESTED INDIVIDUALS OR
GROUPS TO STUDY THE FEASIBILITY OF SETTING UP
ALTERNATIVE SCHNCLS. THERE ALSO WOULD
BE GR&&TS D LEASE AND RENOVATE-A FACILITY, AND
GET THE BASIC EDGCATIONAL TOOLS TO LTART uP.
SUCH PRTVATE SCHOOLS WGULD THEN‘BECOME SOME
OF THE OPTIONS IN THF ARENTS' CHOICE PROGRAM.

ANbTHER POSSIBLE OPTION, THE STAFF AT ONE
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL IN EAST HARTFORD IS IN THE
PROCESS OF DEVELOPING A CONSERVATIVE, .
DISCIPLINE~ORIENTED PROGRAM, ITVWOULD FEATURE

‘QUIET, CONTROLLED CLASSES, THE TEACHING OF

TRADITIONAL VALUES, PATRIOTISM, AND RESPECT FOR

ADULTS. e

OTHER OPTIONS, OTHER STYLES AND PHILOSOPHIES
OF EDUCATION ARE LIKELY TO BE PROPOSED AS fHE
EAST HART=ORD BOARD OF EDUCATION APPROACHES
A DECISION ON PARENTS' CHOICE.

WHAT IF THE BOARD LOOKS AT THE STUDY OF
PARENTS' CHOICE AND REJECTS IT? WHAT WILL
«. TOWN HAVE GAINED?

-
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VISUAL

SCHOOL L 1BRARY

(%3]

ilS/ KIDS

"~
[pal

SCHOOL SHOT
"FATHCRS' DAY"

8¢ TWO KID5/ EARPHONES

29 OPEN CLASS
90 STUDENTS/ MODELS

~ GO AS A RESULT OF THE STuDY.

AUDIO

————————

THE FEDERAL MONEY WILL HAVE IMPROVED
/
SCHOOL PROGRAMS AND STAFF THROUGH MINI-GRAN:S

AND IN-SERVICL TRAINING,

IT WILL rAVE GIVEN THE TOWN A MORE EFFIIENT

SCHOOL TRAKSPOKIATION SYSTEM,

THE STUBY AND DERATE OVER PARENTS' CHOICK
WILL HAVZ BROUGHT GRFATER PARENTAL AND COMMUNITY

INVOLVEMENT IN THF SCHOOLS,

AND THE VARIQUS OUTRIACH CZFFORTS WILL MEAN THAT
. )
PARENTS AND THE GENERA:. PUBLIC'ARE CETTER
INFORMED ABOUT EAST HARTEORD'S SCHOOLS.

THE STUDY ALSO CCULD:LéAC“THE BOARD OF
EDUCATION TO ACCEPT AND IMPLEMENT OHLY
PARTS GF THE PARENTS' CHOICéiﬁLAN, OR IT COULD
ACCEPT AND iMPLEMENT ALL OF THE PARENTS' CHOICE

PROGRAM.,

IN EITHER CASE, EAST HARTFURDWILL THEN HAVE

WORKING MODELS AND PROCEDURES THAT ARC READY TO

Ny

375
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54

VISUAL

" GIRLS ON SIDEWALK

BOARD OF EDUCATION

BOARD OF EDUCATION

CREDITS

273

AUDIO

PAKLNTS' CHOICE...IF IT DOES COME TO
EAST HARTFORD.,.COULD ©HANGE THE ROLE THAT
PARENTS FLAY IN THEIR CHJLDRENS' EDUCATIDN.

WHLTHER 17 DOES COMY TO EASY HARTFORD IS
A DECISICN THAT WILL. BE MADE BY THE TOWN'S
RESIDENTS

THROUGH THETR ELECTED 0ARD QF EDUCATION.
THAT'S WHY WE FELL IT IS IMPORTANT THAT AS

MANY PEOPLE AS POSSIBLE LEARN AGOUT...
PARENTS' CHOICE...

375
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DATE
October 2, |
October 8, 1
October 14,
October i6,
October
dctobtr'Bl,
October 27,
October

N

Octob&§)28,

rj{

November. 3,

November
-November 6,

wber 7,
November 10,
November .,
T ovenber
November
her 17,

Boven

November
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Noverber

&

ERIC
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1975
1975
1975
1975
1975
1975

1975
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ENUIX I

FAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHUOLS
CHOICE PROJECT
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>r FAKERS BUREAU APPOINTMENTS *

bAY
Thu:sday
Wednesday
Tuesdwv
Thuise .
Tuesday
Tuesday
Wednesday
Tuesday
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Manday
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Wednesday

LOCATION
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SPEAKERS

Novembef
Nov;mber
November
November
November
November
December
December
December
December
December

December

December

BUREAU APPOINTMENTS* (continued)

19, 1975
19, 1975
20, 1975
21, 1975
24, 1974
25, 1975
1, 1975
2, 1975
3, 1975
3, 1975
4, 1975
5, 1975

5, 1975

January 14, 1976

Wednesday
Wednesday
Thursday

Friday

Monday

Tuesday

Monday
Tuesdaye
Wednesday
Wednesday
Thursday
Friday
Friday

Wednesday

Goodwin School P.T.A.

Informative Coffee** 7:30 P.M.
Informative Coffee** 7:30 P.M.
Informative Coffee** 7:30 P.M.
Informative Coffee** 7:30 P.M.
Informative Coffee** 7:30 P.M.
Informative Coffee** 7:30 P.M,
Informative Coffee** 7:30 P.M.
Silver Lane P.T.A. 7:00 P.M.
Informative Coffee** - 7:30 P.M.
Informative Coffee** . 7:30 P.M.
C.A.B.E. | 10:30 A.M.
Informative Coffee** . 7:30 P.M.

McCartin School P.T.A.

* Please note that this list is the most up-to—-date, Parents' Choice Office
at 289-7411 Extensions 338 or 386 should be contacted for confirmation of

both dates and times before meetings.

** The Parent Advice Team workers are holding casual coffee informational
sessions at their office for interested parents and friends. Please see

attached letter which is being sent to P.T.A. and P.T.0. Executive Boards

" and other interested people.

AJE/WBT/ejd

10/22/75

»

“
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APPENDIX M
EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOBLS
PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

TYPICAL SPEAKERS BUREAU PRESENTATION .

v

GObD EVENING LADIES AND GENTLEMEN
| We are‘hgre tonight to give you a brief presentétioﬁ on a program that the
;chool district is presently studying called PARENTS' CHOICE. )
PARENTS' CHOICE isbﬁot really ONE program; it is really a mixture of FIVE (5)

COMPONENTS which | want to briefly describe to you -- before we get into the slide

\

presentation. : -

By the way, you should know that whén we finish the slide presentation and

get into questions and answers that each of us will be answering as an individual --
we may be parents -- we may be staff -- we will be answering with a built in bias
and you will have to take that into account -- some of us like the program more than

others but we are here ;o give you straight.information, not to give you.a sell job.

The PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT is, as | said, divided into SIVE (5) different
COMPONENTS. The FIRST (1) COM#ONENT is OPEN ENROLLMENT -- something that has been on
the books -in Ea§t Hartford for a number of years -- parents are allowed to choose to
send their child to schools outside of their neighborhood, if they fill out transfer’
request forms and if the superintendent approves the tra2§fer. So part ONE of Pareﬁts'
Choice is OPEN ENROLLMENT, what you have now in East Harggord allowing you to transfer

© your child to non-neighborhood schools. |

PART TWO (2) is SCHOOL INFORMATION ‘FOR PARENTS. The.= are two pieces to
this school information component. 'Thg FIRST piece is that allrof_you should‘have
received a booklet ent%tled ""OUR SCHOOLS' that describes in detail the Public and"

Private schools in East Hartford.
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THE SECOND part of parent information we call the PARENT ADVICE TEAM. These are
parentslwho will be talking with other parents, explaining to"them the program and
answering questions about our schools and the different schools within East Hsrtford.
These people will not be giving advice on where you should send your child to school
BUT they may be helping you, for example, if you say,''l'm interesfed in an open
clqssroom school'', they may tell you where that kind of school can be found.

SO -~ THE FIRST COMPONENT WAS OPEN ENROLLMENT /-\Nb THE SECOND COMPONANT
WAS PARENT INFORMATION which is divided into the "Our Schools' booklet and The
Parent Advice Team. |

THE THIRD COﬂPQNENT of Parents' Choice is a combination of greater séhool

DECISION-MAKING and a BUDGETING SYSTEM to compliment greater school decisién-making.

We have the feeling that education would be better if each school -- its parents --
its children -- and its staff -- came to conclusions about what they wanted their
wschool to be. I~ éonjunction with that we are thinking of adopting a new

budgeting system under which each child would be given a voucher that represents
the cost of his education and a school's budget would depend on the number of
children enrolled. Presently the school's budget does not really have a‘one-to-
cne relationship with the number of children enrolled..
The FOURTH compone f Parents' Ch&ite is free TRANSPORTATION for
parents who elect to send their children to séhools other than fheir neighborhood"
schoold -- by free we mean only that prents would not be paying for the transportatidn
out of their pocket. . o
The FIFTH component of this program is the participation of PRIVATE AND

PAROCHIAL SCHOOLS in East Hartford. |In essence, parents would be able to send their

child to a private or parochial school in East Hartfora and the voucher would cover

the cost of tuition. 33:)
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These FIVE components add up to Parents' Choice in East Hartford --VWhen
the school board makes a decision on whether or not to go with Parents' Choice, it
will not be lq9kiﬁg at a single issue but at these FIVE COMPONENTS -- it may decide
that some are good -- and some are bad -- or all good =~ or all are bad -- or some

COMBINATION OF THOSE |IDEAS.
NOW we willlget into the SLIDE PRESENTATION and after the slide presentation

we will have questions and answers.

DR/ejd , - By

10/20/75

T
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APPENDIX N

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS
PARENTS' CHOICE "ROJECT

November 6, 1975

TO: All Staff '

FROM: Andrew J. Esposito, Coordinator
' Walter B. Thompson, ‘Assistant Coordinator

RE: , Staff Informational Meeting
A

On the dates specified below, the Parents' Choice étaff will be meeting with school
staffs to discuss how Parents' Choice may affect the professional staff.

Since we are limited in time, we have scheduled nine meetings at, various schools
throughout the town. Of course these meetings are for your information and
attendance is voluntary. : )

If you are unable to attend the meeting scheduled for your school, fell free to
attend any of the other meetings.

If you cannot attend any.of the meetings and you would like additionai informa-
tion about Parents' Choice, pleast call the Parents' Cholce office, extensions

338 or 386.

School Staff Meeting Place Date Time
0'Connell 0'Connell's Wednesday, Nov. 12 2:50
Goodwin Cafeteria

Stevens

Silver Lane _ Silver Lane's Thursday, Nov. 13 2:55
South Grammar Media Center . N
O'Brien 0'Brien, Rm. 14 Monday, Nov.17 2:30
Woodland Woodland's Tuesday, Nov. 18 3:15
Mayberry Cafeteria ’
Langford '

E.H. Hartford School E.H:H.S. Cafeteria Wednesday, Nov. 19 2:45
Penney High School P.H.S. Amphitheater Thursday, Nov.. 20 2:15
Center Burmnside Center's ' Monday, Nov. 24 3:05
Burnside Teacher Lounge




School Staff Meeting Place : Date Time
“Norris Norris, Rm. 10 . Monday, Nov. 24 3:05

Second North

Hockanum Hockanum's Monday, Dec. 1 3:05
McCartin Cafeteria

Willowbrook

Sunset Ridge Sunset's Wednesday, Dec. 3 - 3:05
Barnes Cafeteria '

Slye

Pitkin Pitkin, Media Center Thursday, Dec. 4 2:30
AJE/WBT/msh

10/6/75

: | 339 )
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EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOL S

> ' " Parents' Choice Program i}

PARENT INTERVIEW

- N= 416
b ® Interviewee: School Cede | .
Father 20
Mother 7p
. Both 3

Answer quéstions 1 - 12 according to the following code.,
1 = strongly agree; °~ 2 = agree, 3.= ditagree; 4 = strongly ulsayroee

Fluce your answer in the space provided next to each quiestion,

14 60 1 5
1. "The overall quality of the E. Hartford Public Schools 1 excellent.
26 62 11 1 '

2. My child is doing about as well in his preosent school as 1 can expect

he would do in any other in E. Hartford.
. 25 49 g 18 8
- e 3. A community should have a variety of types of schools, so that
each child can attend one with a program best suited to his rneed:.
21 36 26 16
4. If I chogse to send my child to a public school that I feel is Letter
for him than the one in our neighborhood, transportation shi i) be
R provided,
15 45 31 9
5. 1 feel that most schools in E. Hartford are pretty much the same,
and that it wouldn't really be worth the effort to send my' chila to
another school., '
> \ 20 45 24 11
6. Parent choice among different kinds of schools is.an exceilent idea.
28 30 34 8

7. It is a waste to pay for tr‘.anSpor‘ting'a child to cne school, when he
can walk to another one.

4 . 8 54 34
: 8. I woul” =nove my child to almost any other school if 1 had the chance.
17 40 34 3

The only circumstance under which I would transfer my child to
another school is if he were doing very poorly 1n his present school.

19 46 26 9 '
‘10, I feel that parents should have the right to choose their child's school
just as they have the right to choose their own lawyer or doctor,

0

391
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1 = strongly agree; 2 = agree; 3 = dtsagree; 4 = strongly disagree

20 41 34 .5

11. My preference would be to have my child taught by traditional

. rather than innovative methods.

16 35 32 - 17

12, Even if a child is close enough to waiu.. to ane scheol, 1f his paronit
choose to send him to another better suited to his reeds, trar -

' portation should be provided. g -
[y

13. Does your child currently take a bus to school?

Yes . 28 No 72
14, Have you seen th~ booklet '"Our Schools'" 7?
Yes 50 No | 40
If yes, did you find it (check one)
75 1. inte~esting as general in@rmation

13 2, cf lirtle value ‘
3. wvatuable as a source of information n deterrmining whiori

13
scho | I would like my child to atter.

My child is scheduled to go to a particular school next Saptemiber. 1t

15.
| were able to choose to send him to-any other si:hool, 1 would
(ch=ck ‘me)
€0 1. de inttely keep my chila in that sam= .sc.hool
24 2. probably keep my child in that same school ’
12 3. Juve some consideration to changing my chiid's schoo!
2 4. prokebly not keep my child in that same school
2 5. definitely not keep my child in that same school ’ ' 3
16. The prj_opose;‘d Far nts' Choice Progr‘amA would allow parents to seleat the -
school best suited for their child. | therefore tavor this idea for E. Hart'ord.
7
Yes 57 "No 483 ' .
17. If a parent choos2s to send his child to a private 2chool in E. Har‘ti';n‘d,.

money cqual to the cost of educating that child in the public schonls shnuld
be sent by the city to the private school.

Yes 43 No 57

; 395 ” ' .
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The Parents' Choice Progradm currently under . wly consist.. of ta.c

rossible parts. We would like your opinion on each part separately. Below

are brief descriptinns of ‘the five parts, with a space in whicl you can express

your ajreement or disagrcement with each.,

Give your opinion of each according to thc follawiry «ode, [lace your

answer in the space provided next to each part,

1 = strongly agree,; 2 = agree; 3 = disagrcee; “dE L trongly dtsogroe.
22 a8 21 9
s A.. Cpoen f:nkollment. ~~ a policy by hich pa“rts can wnoose to eneall

A
Lo

tkeir chﬂ& 1r‘<any public school in East H =t ord that has an open
s. at at the child's grade level.

16 36 . 28 ' 20
Free Transportation ~- a poIi;g‘that wol! « hrovid: transportation
t> school if a child's parents chdose to s¢ 1 »im to a ~chool other

t-an his neighborhood or assigned schoq!,

\ ' C » Inf“orm‘ion to Parents =- a policy that ' ‘ould pro»idé information

Add{tional comments and observations .

t ents on each public school in the tov'n through a booklet callcd

"Ou Schools" which.is distr buted to all ‘amilies, and through
Parent' Advice Teams, available to consu * with any family.

2° " 34 - . 7 26 ' 19

- ivate-and Parochial Schools -- a policy undar which tuttion
weculd be paid in an amount not to exceed the gost of education 1n
the public schools for any E. Hartford Chlld at:tendmg a private or
parochlal schoot within East Hartfofd. - .

.+ 19 . 54 , 17 .- 11
Autonomy of Schools -= a policy: "that would allow the administrators,

tzachers, aind._pa.r‘ents of each school to set priorities and determing,

“he programs and -expenditures for that school, within the amount
of moncy allotted to that school based on tre rumber of pumls
enrolled.
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To assist us in analyzing the hundreds of responses that we are collecting, .
would you please answer the following questions. (Remember, ali answers %
will be anonymous)

~ Which of the following best describes the occupation of the heud of the household.
If retired or.deceased, what was the usual occupation of the household head?

(Check one)

33 1. Skilled workeror Foreman: such as bake:r, carpenrer, mechanic,
se:"1stress, foreman or forelady, etc.

Salesman: such as real estate or insurance salezmen or saleswaoimer:,
factory representative, buyer, etc. ' ' :

20 2. Manager, Proprictor or Owner: such as sales manager, uffice meaor ag.as.
store manager, supervisor, department hc ad, owner o0i small busiries
or restaurant, contractor, etc.

Technical: such as draﬁ:sman surveyor, modu,al or denrtal technician,
laborato\ry technician, etc.

10 3. Workman or l,aborer: such as factory or m i.neworker&isher‘n’lan,
filling station attendant, longshoreman, cleaning woman, etc.
Farm or Ranch Manager or Owner.

24 4. Semi-ckilled Wc rker, Clerical Worker, $ervice Worker or Protective
Warker: such as factory or business machine operator, bus, taxi, truck
driwer, bank teller, bookkeeper, secretary, sales clerk, barber,
hair dr2sser, waitress, waiter, policeman, fireman, etc.

13 5. Official: such as manufacturer, officer in a large company, banker, .

government official, etc.
Professional: such as accountant, artist, chysician, teacher nurse,
professor, llbraman, social worker, scientist, etc. N T

How far in school did the head of the household go’? (Check one)

S~ ~2 high school or less

28 1.
37 2. High school graduate
21 © 3., Some college
10 4. Graduate of a four—year college
4 5. Master's degree, lawyer, dcctor or PH. D.

°Did the head of the hcusehold attend a private school (including parochial) for
any of grades K -~ 12 %
" Yes 37 No. 63

t

What is the age of the head of the houserold ? (check one)
' < LI
8 22-30 44 41 - 50 1

37 . 31 - 40 51-60.
- [

8




EAST HARTFORD PUBL.IC SCHOOLS
Farents’ Choice Program

STAFF QUESTIONNAIRE

N=573
Please do not put your name on this Questionnaire
It is intended to be completely anonymous,

Please provide the following background information to assist in the analyst; of
the data. It will allow analyses such as a comparison of answers vy tecchers at
the elementary, middle and high school levels, and by numper of vears teaching.
These analyses will be most helpful in the interpretation of the data.

a

1. Position (check one)

‘Teacher (including guidance, music, etc)

68

5 Principal, vice principal, head teacher
2 Supervisor or director '
18 Custodian, secretary, aide,

8 Other

2. School (check one). To preserve anonymity, principals, wice pmn(_ ipals,
head teachers, secretaries and custodi lans may omiit this item,

16  Barnes 18 Mayberry 8 _ &Second North - B WWailisoeran
10 Burnside 13 McCartin 22 Sitiver Lane 12 Wondiand
-t Center ) Norris e Slye 5¢ E.H.H S,
24 Goodwin 34 O'Brien [ South Gr*am'mar-jb_ Penney H, -
19 Hockanum 10 O'Connell 10 Stevens
5 Pitkin 13  Sunset

9 Langford 1

|
I
!
|
i
|

n

3. Grade Level (check on:): 49 K-5 3 ¢ 8 o8 9- iz

e 29 20-30 28 31 -40 27 41 -50 16 ~ 50+

4, Ag
5. Sex 31 Male 69 Female
6. Number of childrén 33 _ O 87 _1-2 30 "3+

7. Highest Degree Earned 17 High School 25  Bachelors a1 Master:—:

17  Masters +30 or over

8. Number of’ years employed ) _
in E. Har-tfor'd 4 1 15 2~ 4 46 10 84 . i1+

9. Resident of East Hartford 47 Yes 1 _53 No
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Answer questions 10-23 according to the following code.
1 = strongly agree; 2 = agree; 3 = disagree; 4 = strongly disas , ce.
16 .39 28 i
10. A community should have a variety of types .-f scnools, s¢ that
each child can attend one with a program bc: i suited to bis needs.,
7 37 85 21
11, I feel that an important feature of the Pare**ac': Chotce Evog & 15
the consumer role that it gives to the P ents’ ar Y childrer 1N '
allowing a choice of schools..
25 =~ 39 28 _ . 8 ) ,
12. I feel.that most schools in East Hartford are pretty much the :am.,
and that it wouldn't really be worth the effort to send a child to a
school other than the one he would normally attend. '
8 32 29 30
13. Parent choice among different kinds nf schools i3 an excetient 1dea.
26 34 31 9.
14, All schools in a community should be jrretty muct: the sariwe,
42 28 - 28 (=} '
, 15. It is_a waste to pay for iransporting a child to wre schoul, when
can walk to another cne.
11 32 37 20
16. Sorme parents would moeove their child to almost any other :chl:)n_-l
i they had the chanc~. A
16 53 _ 25 ) - ' o}
17. Most parents would consider changing their child's school orly
- they felt their child was not doing well’ in his prasent school,
15 29’ 42 15
18. My preference is to teach using tr'adlht‘:ndl irather thar inncvat: &
methods. -
41 37 19 ' ) o 4
e 19, . Dlversn:y of pr'ogr'ams to meet individual need: can be achicve
‘v;ithln each school. "Therefore, there should-be- r.»ﬁnecd t-k.,q:uu —
different schools for different programs.
7 8 S 27 30 - SR
" 20, Ewven if a child is close enough to walk to one school, it his paicents

choose to send him to another better suited to his necds, trans-—
portation should be provided.
, 12 52 - - 24 1
.21, = I feel that I have been kept well inforimed by the :choal depar‘tr’x‘}.enz
on the Parents' Choice Pr*ogr'amif/ ’ .

[N

- 23 ' 45 : 2 ) o
22. Educational decisions that are left up to the per crits (N the propased

expanded open ennollm’ent program are better madert y educaetors,

17 24 46 &
23. Regardless of the name, thlS is a voucher progirarn, and unerefm e;
is no good. 1 P
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Below are listed a number of possible effects of the proposed Parants'
Choice Program. Piéase consider each one seEarate_‘}_y_/_, and ther give your
opinion on the likelihood of that effect actually being realized in E. Hartford
if the Parents' Choice Program is implemented.

Answer accerding to the following code:

The vpmposed Parents' Choice Pméram will:

. X
24.

25.

26.
27.

28,

29.

30.

31.

33.

34.

32.

. almost surely

. probably

. 50/50 chance

. probably not

. almost surely not

O bW =

3 A 18 ' L0 2.4
increase the opportunity for teachers to :c-lect the dbullaing ir

which they will teach. _ .
31 22 7 .

11 30
increase the opportunity for staff to participate. in the rcimulationr
of programs within their building. o»

34 37 19 7 z
increase the opportunity for parents to select theiwr child's zcheol.
38 ' 27 18 12 5
encourage Madison Avenue type promotion of indiviaual school:. ..
13 32 : 30 20 S

give greater responsibility and freedom to rrincipals anrd staff
in organizing schools to meet as;sessed needs of clientele,

5 18 22 20 25
foster a healthy competition among schonis.
2 11 - 32 40 . 14
increase student achievement.
-5 15 ' 35 34 R
increase student satisfaction. _
7 25 . 34 . 25, . 11 o

_increase pare

nt satisfaction.

10 30 30 A 24 ' 7
result in more substantive differences amonrg schools,

If a parent chooses to sehd his child to a private school 1n E. Hartford,

- money equal to the cost of‘educa;,\ti‘ng that ot.ild in the public schools

should be sent.by the city to the private schucl. :
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The Parents' Choice Program currently under study consists of fu. e

possible parts. We would like your opinion on each part separately. Below

are brief descriptions of the five parts, with a space in which y~.u can express
your agreement or disagreement with each.

Give your opinion of each according to the following code. Flace your

answer in the space provided next to each part.

1 = strongly agré_e; | 2 = agree; 3 = disagree; 4 = strongly disagree.

‘ 22 - 41 18 19
A, Open Enrollment -- a policy by which parents car choose to eriroll
their child in any public school in East Hartford that has an upen
seat at the child's grade level.
10 22 : 25 ' 43
8. Free Transportation —-= a policy that would provide transportation
to school if a child's parents choose to send him to a school- other
than his neighborhood or assigned school. :
19 49 : 17 15
C.  Information to Parents -- ‘a policy that would provide information .
to parents on each public school in the town through a pooklet called
"Our Schools" which'is distributed to all families, and through
Parent Advice Teams, available to consult with any family. '
13 20 " 20 a7 ,
O. Private and Parochial Schools -- a policy under which tuiticn
would be paid in an amount not to exceed the cost of educaticn in
the public schools for any E. Hartford child attending a private or
parochial school within East Hartford. .
. 20 40 ' . 18 2z
E. Autonomy of Schools -- a policy-that would allow the admirstrators,
teachers, and parents of each school to set priorities and determineg
the programs and expenditures for that school, within the arnount '
of money allotted to that school based on-the number of pupils

- e ] enroll,led,_..w . — = L S

Additional commeénts and observations - - e __ ,_

. | N 393




EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Parents' Choice Project

.mde[YE“&biNibﬁmdﬁggfldNinkEMMMmmm_mWMJWHMHmm”mm“mmmmMmmwh
N = 3467

In order to give the Board of Education an accurate picture of public
opinion, this questionnaire is being sent to every household in East Hartford.

Please complete and return it in the enclosed envelope before December

5th, 1975. .

Thank you for your assistance.

-

Dr. Eugene Diggs
Superintendent of Schools.

Please answer the questions below according to the follcwing code:

1 = strqngly agree; .+ 2 = agree; . 3= aisagree- 4 = strongly disagree.
. 24 30 o 27 - 19
J 1. The overall quallty of ‘the East Hartford Publlc Schools is excellent.

24 ’ 30 ' 27 19
2. A community should have a variety of tynres of schools, so that each
child can attend one with a progr-: Lest suited to his needs.

24 42 24 10
3. I feel that most schoolg in East Hartfo: d pretty much the same,
and that it wouldn t reayly be worth thz cirt to send a child to
a school other tnan the one he would normally attend.

27 28 - . 22

h, I feel that parents should have the right to choose their chtld'
school just as they have the right to 'hoose their-own lawyer or
doctor. -
i 7 - 16 . 25 - 42
v 5. If 1 choose to send my child to a public school that | feel is
T - -~ better-for-him-than- the -one in our -neighborhood, .tcansportaijqu__A,m,T;

should be provcded

6. Do you have children currently enrclled in ( check one or more)

| East Hartford Public Schools__ 59~ Both _ 7
Privaté'or Parochia!-Schools 6 None 29

’




The Parents Choice Project currently undpr «tu.'. consists of five

wonsitlepartst
ar: hrief descrlptlons of the five parts, thh a spacc
oxprass your ayreement or disagreement with each.

n which you can

Give your opinion of each according to the faliowing code. Place your

answer in the space provided next to each part,

A

| = strongly agree; 2 = agree; 3 = disagree” 4 =.strongly disagree
23 34 189 25
A. Open Enrolliment -- a policy by which pa -nts can choose to enroll
their child in any public schoo! in Eas! ilartford that has an open
seat at that childs grade level, _ '
15 16 _ 25 44
B. Transportation == a pelicy *ha: would ;- wide transportation to
“rhool if a child's parents rhonsc to sl i te a schonl aother =
tnan his neighhorhood cr assrgled sc. oo
29 43 14 15°
C. Information to Parents -- ¢ prlicy &' wenld provude information
to parents on each public scncul in tin: teon through a booklet
called "0ur Schools' which 15 distritne - to all families, and
through Parent Advice Teams, available to onasult with any family.
22 24 1B 36
_ D. Private and Parochial Schools -- a policy that would cay tuition
in an amount not to exceed the cost »f e~ducation in the public
schools for any East Hartford child etrending a prlvare ‘or parochial
scheol within East Hartford
18 40 13 24
E. Autoremy of Schools -- a policy that wuuld allow Administrator,
Teacher and Parent of each school to sat priorities and deftermine -
the programs and expenditurec for that schocl, within the amount
of =mwnecy ailoted to that school baced on the number of pupils
enrolled. ,
-
Additional comments and cbservations

)

L.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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EAST HARTFORD EDUCATION ASSOCIATIONM

. FROM: Roch J. Girard, Chairman, IPD Commission

RE: Parents' Choice Program - Ballct Results

On behalf of the entire IPD Commission, I would like to thank all who resporded to
the t..lot concerning the Parents! Choice Program. Below is ithe final tally
representing the responses of 468 staff members.

" Based upon this tally, ‘the Associatlon leadershlp will soon issue an official
stand on the Parents' Choice Program. Once again, thank you for your support.

FOk  AGATHST

1. OPEN ENROLIMENT: a policy by which parents can choose to enroll their

- child in any of the-public schools in East Hartford that has an open seat

at the child's ‘grade level. This procedr:r¢ is now bemg practiced in town

under the condition that the parents concerned provide. the necessary trans-

portation. Under the ?Yew OPEN ENROLLMENT PROGRAM, this transportation will

be subsidigzed by the federal government. In cases where the number of -

applicants for a particular school ‘axceads the munber of seats ava.ilahla .a

lottery system will be employed , ;,22 333

2. INFORMATION TO PARENTS: a policy that would provide information to
parents on each, school in town through a booklet called "Our Schools"
which is distributed to all families, and through the Parent Advice

Team, available to consult -with any fam:lly N ' ...227_. ,._..‘2.,

3. AU’IONOMY (Decision-making/Per-Pupil Budgeting): a policy that would .

_ allow the administrators, teachers, and parents of each school to set

" priorities and determine "the progra.ms and expenditures for that school. - '

. All of this will be accomplished within the amounts of money allotted to that o
school based upon the numbers of pupils snrolled. East Hartford has been - -

—moving toward such decentralization of power for the past few years. The

- per-pupil budgeting is a system whereby a:school's budget would be, deterined

by the number of students snrolled since each child would carry an educat:l.onal

' scholarship emalent to the cost of hia education “for one year. vl 202 266 ‘
.I. TRANSPORTATION : \& policy that would provide transnort«atiOn to - school ’;-i .
if a child's parents chqose to send him to a school other than his v nf‘
heighbdorhood or assigied “school. e ,’w, 76 i 389
"5. A) PRIVATE SCHOOLS’ (any non»public secular school) o S I P

© " B) PAROCHIAL SCHOOLS (any religious associated school): a policy . -

under which tuition would be paid in.an amount not to excesd the cost of

education in the public schools within\East Hartford. This means that

parochial and/or private schools would- be. q:.n ‘educational scholur- !
iti

. ships equivalent ONLY to the cost of their ion of public school =~ = o+
schola.rship. SR
A. 'PRIVATE SCKJbLS o S N L
B. I?AROCHIAL SCQ0,0L{) : ,-\:.._‘ .97 37
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© PRINGIPAL'S GROUP ' |
| BALLOT . FOR. AGAINST
PARENTS! CHOICE PROGRAM - -~ = = FOR -AGAINST

. OPEN ENROLLMENT: a policy by which parents can choose to enroll
ielr ehild 4in any of the public achools in Eest Hartford that has an
'‘Pen seat at the child!s pgrade lovel. This procedure is now being
Pacticod in town under the conditicn that the parentsa concerned
rovide the necessary transportaiion. Undor the new OPEN ENROLIMENT
ROGRAM, this transporation will bo subsidized by the federal govern< 0 18
ent., In casoe vhore the number of applicantg for a particular school

xceeds the numher of scatu available, a lottery system will be .mployodq___

INFORMATION TO PARENTS: o policy that would provide information )
© parents on each school in Scun through a booklet called "Our Sehools" 19 3
hioch is distributed to all fanilies, end through ths Parent Advice
eam, avallable to consuli with any fanlly.

AUTONOMY (Decision-meking/Per~Papil Budgeting): a policy that
>uld ellow the aduinistrctors, toachers, snd paronts of each school
> gset priorities and dotermino the procrams and axperndltures for
iat achcol. All of i{his will bo accoriplished within the amounts
[ morey alletted to thrnt rchool based upon tho murbers of pupils
rolled., Eaet Hartford hao been moving toward such decentralization
P power for the peet fcu ydarz. The per«pupil budgzeting I8 a system
lercby & school's budges iould bz determincd by the number of students a 18
wrolled ainco sach ¢hild toutd cerry ou educstional scholarship )
juivalent to the coat of his ciuecation fer cne wour. —_— .
TRANSPORTATIONS a policy ) it would providec uvroasporcation to
‘hocl i1f a child's parcniz chonco Lo gend kin %o a school other than ¢ 18
8 nnighborhood or assiga:d school, —— ——

A) PRIVATE SCHOOLS (any mim-nublic sceular school) | .
B) PLROCHIAL SCHOOLS (cny rolicionn assoclated gehionl): a policy

der uhlch tultion would ve paie in &m amount nok 50 arcced the cost
' educetion in the publin pchocls within LEast Hariford. This means
at perochial end/or privato 2shools woula beo granted «ducationg)
holarchips equivalent OiN,Y to the cost of their Snition of public
bool scholarsnip. )

-

n 19
A. TRIVATE SCHOOLS Ae
B« PAROCHIAIL SCHOOLS B, o T
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lPARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT SURVEY ANALYSIS

The opinions of parents, school department personnel, and citizens at

3

large comprised an important segment of the array of information,that was ﬁeiéﬁed
in consideriﬁg the adoption of the proposed Parents' hqicé’Program. To gather,

such information in a valid and objective manner; three séparate surveysuwera

?
s N

conducted: : - . N }

1, A stratified random sample of 500 families with chdldren enrolled

o ’

in public, private or parochial schools in East Hartford was se-

S

¢ lected. This sample was drawn from the fosters’@f edch school,

’

in proportion to the total number of children enrolled in each

grade. Four hundred and sixteen personal ihterviews (83% - of

" sample) were conducted in the homes of the selected families.

P ) Given the selection procedures, the sample gize, and the high “

percent of the interviews actually coédpctsd, the sample can be

considered representative of the parent population of East . o

Hartford. : ' T

2, A detailea questioanaire, generally ébmparable in content’ to the.

"parent interviews was distributed to all school department staff

v members. Five hundred seventy three (54% of the total) were re- . . o

s .

turned. This percentage is. only moderate and the opinions ex-

pressed by the group may not accurately represent those of the

entire staff

Robert J. Cahill, Ph.D., Qpinion Survey Ana;ysis, Behavioral Science Asso— i
ciates, Hanover Massachusetts _January,.1976,—— —-— :
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- 3. A brief questionnaire was mailed to l8:677\hou$eholds in East
Hartford. Three thcusand four hundred sixty seven weve returned.

Seventy-one percent of the respondents saie children enrolled -in

L}

either public, priyate or parochial schools in East Bartford.
The return rate of only 18% is unacceptably low. .Thererore,
these data should be_eonsidered only in combination with ?he.data
available through the personal interviews.
The instruments in all three surveys'were of a multiple choice farmat
to allow for low cost effi;ient tabulation. Each concluded nith an open-ended

section, asking for additional comments and observations. . T N
N . . .
" The data gathered with each of these three procedures werg processed’ -

and analyzed separately. This report will present the.results topically,

w1th the information from the parent interviews and questionnaires presented °

‘, .

jointly, followed by the staff survey data.. Open ended responses have beean analyzed

-

and integrated into each presentation. Where possible and appropriate, com-~
™,

“

parisons arz drawn with opinions registered in similar surveys conducted in March

of 1974. - . . )

Respondents in all three éroups surveyed were asked to express their

opinions separately on each off1vepossible components of .the Parents' Choice

1 o

Program, and were also asked a series of general questions related to Parents
Choice. The results summarized in Table I are discussed topically ‘as follows:

Open I rollment

Free T sportation

Informe n to Parents :

Private :nd Parochial Schools .
Autonomy of Schools’ '
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OPEN ENROLLMENT - a policy by which parents can choose to enroll their child
’ ' in any public school in East Hartford that has an open seat
of the child's grade level.
" Parents expressed strong endorsement of this policy, with over 66% of
"those interviewed registering agreement with the policy. Of those families who
responded to the questionnaire, but did not have children in school in East
Hartford, 49% still endorsed the concept. This is perticularly high considering
the lack of immediate application upon those families.

A number of additional opinions related to the concept of Open Enrollment

were also of interest. Seventy-five percent of the parents felt that a community

v
Yo

should have a variety of types of schools, so that each child can attend one
ith a program best suited to his needs, and two-thirds felt that they, as parents,

should have the right to choose their child's school, just as they have the right

~7s
N

to choose their own lawyer or doctor. However, 6p% said that at present most
°chools in Eest Hartford are pretty much the same, .and it wouldn't be worth the
effort to send their child to anothergschool. But, there is a growing understanding
of the possible benefits of diversity across schools and attendance at out-of- |
district schools. This is evidenced by a decline in the number of parents who
previously indicated that the only circumstances under which it would transfer

- their,child to another school, is if he were doing ooorly. This would indicate
that the public information.efforts made considerable progress in the education of
parents. While parental“support for the concept was predictably high even in the

soring of 1974, a clearer grasp of the merits of the program did emerge in 1975.
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' , : OPINION SURVEY

-\\\ | W Table I

en En:. .lment =- a policy by which parents can choose to enroll their child
in any public school in East Hartford that has an open seat at that child 8
grade level.

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree
Parent . ’ .
Interview 227 487% 21% 9%
Staff )
Questionnaire 227 417 18% 19%
Parent/Citizen .
Questionnaire = 23% 33% +19% 257

Table II

Transpoitétion-- a policy that would provide transportation to school if a
child's parents choose to send h1m to a school other than his neighborhood

or assigned ¢ .hool.

Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree
“~ ' “Parent : |
Interview 167% 36% - 28% 20%
Staff . ‘
Questionnaire 10% 22% 257 437
Parent/Citizen
Questionnaire 15% T 16% . 25% . 447

o 405
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’ School department personnel endorsement for Open Enrollment is
nearly.as high ét 63%Z. However, the remainder of the data from the staff
‘questionnaire 1is at times inconsistent on this issue. A majority (55%) agree
with parents that a coﬁmunity should have a variety of types of schools, so
that each child can attend one best suited to his needs; but 787 say that
diversity of programs to meet individual needs can be achieved within each school,
and there should therefore be no need to go to different schools for different
programs. A majority (59%) seemingly reject the concept by expressing dis-
agreement with the statement that parents' choice among different schools"is
an excellent idea, and also by agreeing (68%) that educational decisions that
are left up to parents in the proposed program are better made by educators.

The general'pictﬁre is one of strong parental support for the concebt
of open enrollment,‘with mixed but generally supportive opinions from the school

department staff members.

_FREE TRANSPORTATION - a policy that would provide transportation to school if
’ a child's parents choose to send him to a school other
than his neighborhood or assigned school.

Parents were evenly split on this issue. Fifty-two percent agréed with
the idea, while forty-eight percent dissented. Related questions produced about
the séme results. .The most interesting pbint is that families below the median -
"in socio—economicblevel as determined by bothvoccupation and education, con-
sistently egpressed greater suppoft for free transportatiph than th&se in the
upper occupational and eduéational brackets.

Only 332 of the school department personnel expressed favorable views
on the transportation question. More detailed examination showedithat the
level of endorsement at the high school énd junior high.school levels was

between 36% and 457%, while at the elementéry level it wés only 28%.
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Youger personnel, 20-40 years of age also expressed more favorable views (38%
in favor) than oldér members (28%). And among staff who preferred traditional .
to innovative teaching methods, only 21% supported transportation, but among
those preferring innovative methods, support rose to 58%. A similar inverse
relationship was evident for level.df education, and numberlof years’émployed
in East Hartford. |

On the fransportatiOn issue there was a division of opinion within both
parents and sghool department personnel. While the general opinion of pérents was
equally split, those in lower educational and occupational levelg were highly
supportive of free transportation. Thié may reflect their inability to pay for“
thei? own transportétion and/orla feeling that'the better schools are in the:

better neighborhoods and free transportation is the only way to,gain access to

them.

INFORMATION TO PARENTS: a policy that would provide information to parents on each
public school in the town through a booklet called "OQur
Schools" which is distributed to all families, and through
Parent Advice Teams, available to consult with any faqily.
On this component, there was almost universal support. 87%Z of the

parents interviewed, and over two-thirds of the school department staff ex-

pressed support for the availability of this type of information and service.

A

41: -




OPINION SYRVEY

Table TIII .

Information to Parents == 3 policy that would provide information to parents on
each public school in the town through a booklet called "Our Schools" which is
distributed to all families, and through Parent Advice Teams, available to
consult with any family.

}
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'Strqgg;y Agree Agree Disagree - Strongly Disagree
Parent :
Interview 23% 647 9% 4%
Staff ) . .
Questionnaire - 18% 50% 172 . 15%
Parent/Citizén _
Questionnaire - 29% . 43% 132 15%
J
Table IV

3

Private and Parochial Schools —-— a‘policy that would pay tuition in an amount
not to exceed the cost of education in the public schools for any East Hartford
child attending a private or parochial school within East Hartford.

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree ,étrongly Disagree
: , )
Parent ' ‘ ' e
Interview 22% ' 34% 26% - 18%
Staff ' : '
"Questionnaire 13% . _20% _20% 47%
Parent/Citizen
Questionnaire _— 22% 24% 18% 36%
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+  PRIVATE AND PAROCHIAL SCHOOLS - a policy under which tuition would be paid in

an amount not to exceed the cost of education in
‘the public schools for any East Hartford child
attending private or parochial school within East

Hartford.

There was a dramatic and predictable difference of opinion between
parents and school department staff on the issuewof publicly financed tuition

~ to private and pardchial schools within East Hartford.< Fifty-six nercent of

the parents interviewed supported that policy'as did forty-six percent of the

parents and citizens surveyed by mail. This represents a substantial increase

in parental support from the last survey. Parents with children in parochial
schools, of course, endorsed it by a larger margin‘gcAX). But suprisingly,‘

of those respondents without any children in scnool, 4§%T§upported such tuition

<payments.

School department personnel registered quite different opinions. One-
third of the staff endorsed this policy, while two-thirds rejected it. Entering
into this is the issue of job security, and th% long standing opposition by
professional educational organizations to voucher type payments. .

AUTONOMYVOF SCHOOLS -- a policy that would allow the administrator, teacher, and
parents of each schools to set priorities and determine
programs -and, expenditures for that school, within the
amount of money allotted to that school based on the
number of pupils enrolled.

Parents and staff expressed strong support for the autoncmous operation

- of schools, based on per pupil budgeting. ‘The most interesting point on this issue

is'that while 60% of the staff favored it, 40% rejected what is seemingly a very

desirable policy from a professional point of view.
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In a breakdown by bOSitionS, 78% of the administrators and 64% of the teachers
supportedvthe autonomy of schools policy, while 69% of the custodians and
secretaries opposed it. The most noticeable differences of opinion were along
school lines. Endorsement ranged from 100% in one school, to only 33% in ;he
lowest. Howevér, in nearly two-thirds of the schools, at least 7OZ.of the staff
support the adoption of this policy. 1In only five.schools is support expressed

by less than 50% of the staff.
SUMMARY

0f the five components on which staff and parents were polled, there
was substantial support from both groups for the enactment of three —- Open
Enrollment, Information to Parents, and Autonomy of Schools. On the other two;

Transportation and Private and Parochial Schools, a majority of the parénts

supported enactment while two-thirds of the school department staff were

o’

opposed.
In summary, a majority of parents supported omponents, and
the school department staff supported three of the five, b remain opposed to the

provision of free transportation and the payment of tuition to private and

parochial schools.




AN

OPINION SURVEY
Table V

Autonomy of S¢hools -- a policy that would allow Administrator, Teacher and

. Parent of each school to set priorities and determine the programs and ex-

" penditures for that school, within the amount of money allotted to that school
based on the number of pupils. -

~

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree " Strongly Disagree
Parent :
Interview 19% a 547% C17% 10%
Staff
Questionhaire 20% 407 18% 22%
.Parent/Citizen .
Questionnaire 187% - 40% 18% 247
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NEWS RELEASE : .

FROM: EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS
110 Long Hill Drive
- East Hartford, Connecticut 06108

- IXCLUSIVE - East Hartford Gazette only CONTACT: Mr. Andrew J. Esposito

Coordinator
Parents' Choice Project
(203) 289-7411

tiini grants totaling $50,S35.00Afrom federal money have been awarded

_to the staffs of twenty East Hartford schools and three departments of the

schnol system as part of the continuing study of the'Parents' Choice or educa-
tional voi.cher project. The mini grants”will help staff”with projects ranging
frow a studen: code of conduct at the 0'Connell School to a pilot program
seehing to prevent learning proplems'at Silver Lane School. |

-

Project Coordinator,.Andrew J. Esposito, said the aim of'the mini grants

18 to help schools continue a policy begun by the Board of Education in 1969 calling
_ for a variety of programs to be developed in East Hartford schools. This variety,

Esposito added, gives parents something to choose from if they participate in the

presnet Open Enrollment School Transfer program, or if they participate in the '

proposed Parents' Choice Program the Board of Educafion is due to'vote on in

December or January.

Principal Gerald ‘Welch says the staff of the 0' Connell Middle School

used its mini grant of $1,107.20 to meet for a week to discuss ‘student atti-
4

tudes and basic rules of discipline. Out of this, said Welch, i8 being developed

Ay

a handbook for students on what attitude and behavior is expected of themn class-

rooms and elsewhere in school. ‘To help promote compliance with the rules, Welch

w7

added incentives have been developed based on awards and extra-curricular activities. -

'416
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A mini grant of $2,284.80 Qill permit the staffs of the school system
resource specialists and the Silver Lane staff to meet during the last week of
August to assist in the development of an integrated Language Arts and Math
program. During this time, classroom teachers aad resource personnel in, the areas
of speech apd language, reading, learning disabilities, speciar education, music,
art, physical e;ucation, social workers, and nurses will be involved in intensive
in-service training conducted by the supervisors in the System.

Frances Klein, Supervisor of Reading, said that this training.willa
develep a team approach in assessing where a youngster is in Laqguage Arts and
Math during the first month of the school year. Then, Mrs. Klein said, the
team will set goals for a student and jointly the classroom teacher and the
resource teachers support each other in helping the child reach those goals.

Mrs. Klein believes that, not only could this head off educational
troblems, but it will avoid fragmenting the child among educators and 1osing

sight of the whole child.

.

Among other grants awarded by the Parents' Choice Preject-are $918.00
to heip the Alternate High School program fprther develpt its unique program, and
$688.60 to permit the South Grammar and Willowbrook Elementary School staffs
N : :
develop a booklet.describing tﬂéir programs as those of traditignal schools.
Coordinator Esposito also®announced $57, 688 00 as the estimated value
of research and systems analysis work Being done for the school system as part

of .the Parents' Choice. study. This involves, among other things, projections

of enrollments, budgets, the town's proper y‘grand list and tax rate.
t .

41'/
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Another $45,000.00 has been allocated for staff training and in-service
workshops, Esposito said, including such areas as improving communications
within schools and between échool staffs and parents. In addition,-$11,000.00
‘is being spént to schedule busses for the coming school year, and $7;175.00
was spent on the "Our Schools" booklet detailing prégrams offered at each of
East Hartford's twenty two public and two parochial schools.

vEsposito also ‘released figures on the in-kind contribution by the
East Hartford Schoql System to the Parepts' Choice study. Up to June 27, this
included 44.8 days spent on the study by school personnel, including 9.7
days by Supefintendent, Dr. Eugene Diggs. Esposito added the School system
also has contributed $3,000.00‘worth of office gnd storage space from February

through June 30, and the use of a variety of equipment.

7/15/175
msh
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NEWS RELEASE

FROM: EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS
110 Long Hill Drive
East Hartford, Connecticut 06108

-
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE CONTACT: Mr. Andrew J. Esposito
- Coordinator
. : Parents' Choice Project
. : (203) 289-7411

-

The number of East Hartford parents choosing to use the town's Open En-
rollment ;ransfeerfogram has increased by one third (1/3).

Figures from the Pupil Accounting Office show that as of September 1lst,
one hundred forty-six (146) requests had been received to enroll students in class-
rooms other than their neighborhood schools. Last year at this time, one Hﬁndreo
ten (110) transfer requests had been received, while in the '73=-'74 school year,’
there were forty five (45) transfer.requests.at“this time.

"Getting peopie'information does have an impact,"” said Walter Thompson,
Coordinator of the Parent Advice Team. He said theirise in tranéfer,requests
probably was due to "increased publicity, greater awareness by parents that they
have a‘;hoice, and town-wide distribution by the parent Advice Team of an infor-
mation packet on East Hartford schools, their programs and the Fransfer‘process."

Tﬁe Parent Advice Team is part of a stud& that could léag‘to the expansion
of Open Enrollment through the use of educational vouchets. It also would provide
transportation for students participating in what would b: called the Parents'
Choice Ptog?am ‘The study is financed by a $387, 371 grant from the National
fdstitute_of Education, with the Board of Education to decide in December or
January whether oﬁ not to implement Parents' Choiée.

Thompson aiso noted that the parenﬁs of-qineteen’(l9)'f 2rgarten
chgldreﬂ requested transfers to the Silver Lane school, bﬁt'only six{k6) spaces
were available: .The available.spaces were allocated by putting the names of all
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nineteen (19) children in a computer, which was then programmed,to randomly selett

the names of six (6) who would have their transfer requests granted.
Thompson said that besides the thirteen (13) transfer requests that could

N

not be filléd at -the Silver Land school kindergarten, seventeen (17) othef transfer
equests had to be rejected Sécause they were made for schools Qithout available
:Thompson said tﬁat the apparent popularity of the Silver Land School is
due .to ‘the proximity of t;o,pri ately-run day care ce&ters. This allows working
s  parents to 1eave:Fheir children off\ before ;chool starts, thé children theh go fo

-

/ school from the cehters, return to the centers after school, and the parents pick

them up after work.
- _ o

About half of the transfer réduests this year involved students in the

. kindergarten to grade three (3) level. The reﬁaiqder were spread out throdgh_the :
other grades. ) } L . “

Thompson ‘also noted that there was Aof any trend into or out of any one
school, except for the twen;y eight (28) transfer requests involving the Silver Lape
School. "Some schools were not<inv§1ved at all," Thompson said. Otherwise, Fheré

" seemed to be a relative balance of students transferring in or out of.the schoolé

° .

that were ié?olved. A .
Tbg Open Enrollment procedure this year does not ask parengs to give a

‘reason for seeking a transfer for their children. "We don't want people to feel

their reasons had any bearing on the” approval of their transfer requesf, "Thompson

X A
said. However, the Parent Advice Team will contact all parents who made a request,

asking for the reasons transfers were sought since this infﬁrmation is needed as part

'of the educational voucher study.




' h .,
The Parent'ﬁﬁgice Team also will remind those parents who had their

[ Sy S
transfer requests turned down that the next deadline for seeking a transfer is

October 17. Thompson said the space situation might change by the time transters
can be made again, which is at the conclusion of the marking period ending ‘in
November.

Parents who have net yet made a transfer request also can still do so
before October l7th for a switch that would be made in November. ''That gives
people the month of September to assess the school situation of their rhildren,.

Thompson noted During the rest of the school year, tzapsfer requests?ﬁust be

made at least a month before the end of a marking period-in which the parent

wants the transfer to be mege.

.

9/8/75 »

ew



The Hartford Times

AN INODEPENDENT NEWSPAPER

DAILY AND SUNDAY
Hartford, Connecticut 06101

-+ - Page 14 Tyesday, January 2b.‘1976,.~

E.H. shouldtry voucher s
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™

system for five years

- The East Hartford Board of Educa-

tion would $s if it failed to imple-

eteducational voucher system for

both public and brivate schools on a trial

basis, particularly since the major share

of additional expenses will be funded by
sources outside East Hartford.

The voucher system is the logical ex-
tension of the town's present open enroll-
ment procedure, but it is far inore
significant—and  beneficial—since it
shifts greater control over the schools to
the parents. Under open enrollment,
professional educators and the central
administration have_the final say on a
transfer request; -under the voucher
system, the parents would make the ul-
timate decision.

TRE CONNECTICUT GENERAL

. AssemblY cleared the way in 1972 for
. local boards of education to develop and
test educational vouchers in the hope

that improvements in educational quali-

.ty would result. The East Hartford
school system, after the law was im-

- plemented, received a $69,000 federal
grant to study the feasibility of the

system, and the study concluded the .

system would, in fact, be feasible.

- At the present time, more than $387,-
000 in federal funds have been invested,
or are being ‘invested, in refining the
components of the parents’ choice
voucher system.

" The federal government also has in-
dicated -that if the system is im-
plemented, additional funds will be
available for a period of five years to
cover increased costs associated with
the project.

Tt is understandable that board
should be hesitant in committif¥ itself to
the court suits that will result from im-
plementation of the program. The court
action will be long. involved- and
aggravating—but that often is the price
of progress. To vote against the voucher
system principally because of the legal
battle certain to result, would be to vote
against - progress simply because the
path may be difficult.

v« Similiarly, to vote agamst the

program because funding after the five-

year test period is uncertain, a concern .

believed held by some board members.
would be unreasonable and unwarranted

. because long before the five-year period

expires, the -experiment may have

proven itself a failure—or less produc- -

tive than originally expected.

THE VOUCHER PLAN deserves un-
animous board approval on a five-year
experimental basis.
°" East Hartford has nothing to lose and
a great deal to be gained.

The East Hartford Board of Educa-

tion should give the proposal its un-_

animous endorsement before the end of
this month so that technical planning for

implementation can begin without

further delay. .
The voucher plan gives parents the
final say over what school their children

should attend, and that is more than suf- .

ficient justification for its implementa-
tion on a trial basis. :
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Outside funding sources have taken
particular interest in thé East Hartford
- proposal since it would allow parants to
exchange their vouchers at private
schools, the town's two parochial.
elementary schools, primarily, though

- school officials now are exploring the

possibility of involving private, non-

sectarian schools outside of East Hart- -

ford, such as Kingswood-Oxford in West
Hartford.

"Oppositiop, as expected, has
developed to using public funds to assist
religiously-oriented schools, and ‘some
groups have indicated they are prepared
to file law suits as soon as parochial
schools are included in the program. -

That is not the serious problem it
might appear. The cost of fighting the
law suits, which could be expeéted to
reach the United States Supreme Court,
would be paid by the federal
government with the United States
Departmer:t of Justice arguing the case
on behalf of Rast Hartford

Consider implementation of the
voucher plan strictly from the financial
viewpoint: East Hartford stands to gain
as much as $6.5 million over a five-year
test period of the voucher system from
the federal government. That is money
the school system would not have receiv-
ed if the program is not tried. Education
simply cannot help but be improved from
the expenditure of that money.

Consider implementation from the
standpoint of the parents: For the first
time, they would have substantial
control over the direction of education,
‘voting’ for or against programs utilized
in individual schools by eXercising their
choice of where to enroll their child, and,
thus, how much each school will receive
in income.

THERE IS NO QUESTION that im-
Plementation of the voucher system,
including private and parochial schools,
will be controversial, but if there is any
chance that educational quality can be
improved, then the East Hartford Board
of Education must risk the ensumg
controversy.

F
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Some Voucher Questions...

As an old fisherman fetend of mine used to sn_\'v "1 he e «
has come to esther fish or cut hait '

That's where the verv controversial Voucher Soster
propusal s now. - - .

. LI
w voucher 15sue 1 in the news..«is it ever'

There was last might’s public heanng. And next Mondas,
the Board of Fducation s scheduled to vote-- xes ur fo---on
the voucher plan. ,

So. at the risk of being buring a few persons in the audiene:..
the tinie has vome to cire same points and ask some
questions ---questions { hope the Board of Education
members will consider, alung with the many they must hasve
themsclves.

Most menthers of the top School Admintstration probably
shauld be raled aidr. because they apparently are towr square
for the vouvher plan.  And mayvbe vhe or two Board o1 Ed .
members should be put in the samt bracket. beeause the
usually seem to vme whatever the Admantstration wants

So these words, ) guess. are aadres @ té the open-nunded .
Bouard of Ed. members (and there seens to be more than,
ever, with this nvw Board) and to the parents and taxpayers in
town. If you're 4 parent. this voucher system will affect vatr
child. If you're a taxpayer, this vouchdr system, in time."vould
affect your pocketbook. And the time to get interested. and
tell the Board how you feel. i¢ now. before the matter 1
decided, not afrer 1t s 1n operaticn

¢ ¢ 0

First. let me tell you a Iittle tidbst { hears earlier thi
week-..and 1t will probably be demed up and wown by the
voucher proponents.

The unconfirmed rumor is this: Fenat the soucher plan s
approved, therc -probably will be no maonev coming trom
Washingtan n September (o pay for it.

But. I asked. 1sn’t there an agreement. a pledge. a
“eontract” sasving the money will come if East Hartford votes
ves?  Yes, the source srid. but that so-called ‘contract’”
reportedly ¢ ntains qualifiers. such as "if possible”” and so
forth. In orheg words. there appears to be same financial
escape valves in the “agreement’’

End of unconfirrmed tidbu

Naw for some . neervations and questions

’ .« o0

Thr.re was a heartiine in the Hartford Courant the other day
that said: “Voucher System Mayv Go Statewide™.

1 had heard this possibility whispered about three or four
months ago. But | had never seen it n print.  And the
Courant story. written by Bill Grava, was well done.

So, ! ask:

A statewide voucher ‘system with East Hartford as the
beginn ng. or cenual. point? is that what East Hartford
parents want?
Next:

Does that *'statewide”™ possibility mean a two-way street”
In other words. can any students in the state come to East

Hartford schools? If so, 15 this what kast Hartford wants?
What would such an influx. if it occurs. do te our local school
system?

More quesnons

If such a statewide voucher system 15 to be tried in
Connecticut. why doesn’t sume major city. such as Hartford
or New Hlven. serve as the focal point? H

425 '
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Let me mlerrupl myself here to explain somelhlng Some of
my critics on tHe Board of Ed. and in the School
Administration will now be popping up with remarks like:
*‘There he goes again, raising foolish questions just to
confuse the issue, He's trying to sell papers. He is always
against everything.”” So forth and so on.

Well, somcbody has to ask the ‘other side’” questions,
especially if some officials present mainly only their own side.
As for sclling papers. the Gazette has been doing that for 92 1
years. Asforiways being against everything, it almost looks
as if somebody has to be. especially if some officials often
seem to be leaving out information or apparently trying to
slant cases,

So much for the usual knockity-knocks.

On with the discussian...
« o o

ot "mhum’lh‘vd i todas’s Gazette the town'se
schuel prinopals > vated, IH-U' AGAINST the proposed
schoal voucher plan .

1 ask you .
How can any niagor change work 1 the schil poncipals are

against at?

. o0 . -
As you probaly noticed in recent days. the town’s school

teachers have voted AGAINST ‘the proposed school voucher
plan. .

Again 1 ask you :
How can any major change work if many of the u..u.h:.r\ are

agatnst t?

LN I

These arc  major cn,ns\dcranom and they should be
answered.

Critics of the school pnnupals and teachers nun scotf that
these persons have *'nice litle deals'” and don’t want their
“kingdomy” shaken Mavbe so. Mavbe not.

1 prefer to think the school principals and the school teachers
have as much tnterest in the school system as any school
officials. And ! also prefer to think they are expressing an
honest view and a decp concern.

How van sumething waork if the persons in the “'front fines™’
arc against it?

Or even if it does work, will it work well enough to he worth
the gamble being taken? -

Movmg on.. -

School offivials announced that
voucher plan. This is probably true.
misleading.

The *'favorable’” report was based on a poll of S00 parents.
This town probably has about 20.000 mothers and fathers.
How can 2 quizzing of 500 parents speak for 20,000 parents”?

Next point: A survey was mailed to 18.677 East Hartford
families. Only 3.467 replies were received. That's about
18%. Isn’t that awfully low? How about the 82% of East
Hartford mathers and fathers who didn’t even reply? lsn't
that a m2jor snubhing of the entire program?

Or put another way: How can the replies of 500 parents
interviewed be used to sav ‘‘parents arc for’” when. atter a
direct mailing. more than 15.000 East Hartford parents didn't
even choose to reply?

Didn"t the more than 15.000 parents who didn’t reply say. in
eflect, *we're not interested---we don't want the voucher
system''?

That's certainly an important fact to consider.

“'parents’’ were for the
But it could be

In summary. some vital™tiements are cropping up as
decision time approaches. .A possible statewide program....
A possible lack of funds....Teachers volmg ro....School
principals voting no....and so on.

The Board of Education. as always. has an important
decision to make Monday evening.

Maybe. if hundreds of you parents show up. the Board of
Educn‘jon will know you care, .

 Rally Chatest
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- Opinion: Ours

School Vouchers Merit a Try

The time draws near when East Hartford
wiil vote whether to adopt the promising vouch-
er program. known as Parents’ Choice. allow-
ing a child to attend whichever of the town's 22.
schools the family selects. If the decision is to
g0 ahead. Fast Hartlord will be the first com--
munity in the nation to try the idea involving
the entire school system. As such. the pilot pro-
Ject is of great interest to educators around the
country, . '
A consortium of schools in New Hampshire
tirst tested the plan and later a section of San
Jose, California conducted a trial run. The lat-
ter found that placing too many restrictiohs on
methods is a detriment. Eventually, the Cali- -
tornia program was widened to include more
thun the original six schools. o

“A number of concerns makes both citizens
and educalors hesitant .about adopting the fed-
eraliv-tunded experiment.  Mainly, - these. in-
clude costs ot transportation once federal funds
end- atter live vears. polarization of ethnic
graups in certain schools. harmful competition
between s<chonls and violation of the separatijon
ot church and-state. Looking toward other pilot
programs. none of these worries has been real-

17éd in fact

In tact. in. Kast Hartford recentlyv. an up-
dated figure shows the cost of transportation to
he one-quarter of the 1974 estimate. when the
1dea first was broached. As program coordina-
tor Andrew J. Esposito said. providing free
transportation to students needing a ride to
school is “economically feasible.” contrary to
previous views that it would be out of reach. At
present 100 voungsters attend schools outside
their neighborhoods on a voluntary basis but
their parents provide or’pay for transportation.

Those voungsters have found the plan most
worthy. There is no reason others would find it
otherwise. No one is forced to participate. in

the first place. Where potential boiariza(iori is

concerned, San Jose noted no clumping of rich
or poor. nonwhite or white in any given school.
Distribution has been good.

i

Competiton. as we noted here many
months ago. should not hurt the lower grades.

just as it has not harmed higher. education. -

Rather, it spurs schools to excel. which can
onlv benefit theit” students. Counselors and
2uide books will help parents choose schools
based on the institution's strengths. Only a
school without something positive to offer need
worry ahout competition, we suggest. There
might be a certain amount of switching until
the ‘right “combination of Student-school is

Feached. But that should he minimal under

caretul guidance by persons who already have
discussed the plan with school staffs from prin-
cipals to custodians. and with Parent-Teacher
units and others. ’

Churcli-state separation may be the stum-
bling block. but even that rieed not develop. Cit-
izens should know ‘that there already is much
cooperation between public and parochial

- schools. The state statutes cover nonpublic -

nonprofit schools completely regarding .reim-
bursements to parents for tuition. transporta-
tion pind by a town. provisions to help pay for
educationally-depved students and disadvan-

* taged youngsters. supporting with state money

driver education. safelv programs, school nurs-
es und physicians. pSychologists. dental hygien-
ists and special -language education. among
other services. - .

The one provision is that Connecticut stu-
dents be in the majority. :

i

Let us hope that kast Hartlord's Board of
Education votes on January 26 to begin,

o 494
o L
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THE HARTFORD COURANT: 'lhmsdly Sqmmbetll 1975

Parents of 146 le}ls
Want To Change Schools

‘East Hartford

EAST HARTFORD -
More parents want their

- children to attend schools

other. than their 'neighbor-
hood schools this year com-
pared to last vear say offi-
cials of the Parent’s Chocie
Project.

Walter Thompson roordi:
nator of the Parent Advice
Team. said 146 requests have

been received from parents .

wanting to transfer their
children to other schools.
Last vear. 110 transfer re-
quests had been received,
while 45 requests were re-

‘ceived two years ago,

The Parent Advice Team
is part of a $387.371 studv
that could lead to the expan-.

“sion of the school voucher

program. Undor the pro-
grain. parents would be able
to send their children (o any

. appropriate town school with

the federal government pay-
ing transportation costs.
Parents now must provide
their own transportatjon.

- The Board of Education is

- expected to decide later this

vear whether to implement.
the controversjal program.

For the. past few months. -

Thompson said. the Parent

. Advice Team has distributed
_information_about the pro-

gram. including a packet on
schools. their programs and
the transfer process deliv-

- ered to each household in

town.

tion does have an impact.”

said Thompson. He added

‘that the rise in requests was
due' to. increased publicity
and greater, awareness by
parents th#t they- have a
choice.

The largest requests — 28
applications — was for

- transfers - to Silver Lane

School.

Thoinpson said requests
fur the transfer of 19 kinder-
garten students to. that
school were received. but
only six Spaces were avail-
able.

The names of the 19 chil-
dren were programmed into
a~tomputer and six names

were randomly selected, he

added.

However. the Board of Ed-
ucation.. complaining that
the procedure for transfers

_ in the past was on a “first

come, first served' basis,
agreed to permit all 19 stu-
dents to transier to Silver
Lane School.

Thompson said the popu-
larity of the Silver Lane

School was -because the-

school was near two private-
I¢ run day care centers.

“involved at all.”

e — S ieh STowed working. par-
____“Getting people informa- ¥ orking par

ents to leave their children
off -before school starts and
then pick -them up after
work.

About half of the 146 tran-
fer requests - involved stu-
dents in the kindergarten
grad; three level.

*Some schools were not
Thompson
said. “‘otherwise. there
scemed to_be a relative bal-
ance of students tranferring

in or out of the schools that

were involved.”

The next deadline for resi-
dents seeking a transter is
Oct. 17. Thompson said: Par-

~ents who have not yet made

a transfer réquest may do so
hefore then,

During the remainder of
the school vear. he added,
transfer requests must be
made at least one month be-
fore the end of a marking pe-
riod in which the parent
wants the transfer to be
made.
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Totaling $50.535

Voucher Head Tells

July 17, 1975
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About Mini-Grants

. 3
v

The following statement

was released this week by
Andrew Esposito, coordina-
_tor of Parents Choice
{School Voucher) Program
in East Hartford.

“Mini grants totaling
$50,535.00 from federal mon-
ey have been awarded to the
staffs of twenty East Hart-
ford, schools and three

. departments of the school

system -as part of the
_.continuing study of the
Parents’ Choice or educatio-
nal voucher project.

“The mini grants will help

stafl with projects ranging .

“from a student code of
conduct at the O'Connell
School to a pilot program
seeking to prevent learning
problems at Silver Lane
- School.

" “Project Coordinator, And-

_rew J. Esposito, said the aim

of the mini grants is to help
.schools ‘continue a _poliey
begun by the . Board of

_Educatlon in 1969 calling for
" a'variety of programs to be
developed jn East Hartford
schools. p

“This variety, Esposito
added, gives parents some-
thing to choose from if they
- participate in"the present
‘Open  Enrollment . School
Transfer program, or if they
participate in the proposed
~ Parents’ Choice program the

" the development

Board of Education is due to
vole on in December or
January.

“Principal Gerald Welch
says ‘the staff of the
O'Connell Middle School
used its mini grant of
$1,107.20 to meet for a week
to discuss student attitudes
and basic rules of discipline.
Out of this, said Welch, is
being developed a handbook
for students on what atitude

and behavior is expected of
in classrooms and.

them i
elsewhere in school. :
“To help promote compli.

" ance with the rules, Welch
added, incentives have.been- -

developed based on awards
and exlrn-curricular activit-
ies. -

“A mini grant of $2,284.80° -

will permit the staffs of the
school system resource spec-
ialists and the Silver Lane
staff to meet during the last
week of August to assist in

integrated -Language Arts

. and Math program.

“During this time, class.
room teachers and resource
personnel in the areas of
speech and language, read.
ing, learning disabilities,
special education, music, art,
physical education, . social
workers, and nurses will be
involved in intensive inser.
vice training conducted by
the supervisors in @the

" system. -

t Harvogd

of an--

. educational problems, but it _

»
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"Frances Klein, Supervisor
.of Reading, said that this
training will develop a team
approach in< assesssing
where a youngster is in
Language Arts and Math
during the first month of the
school year. - Then, :Mrs;
Klein said, the team will.set
goals for a student and
jointly the classroom teach.
ers and the resource teach-
.ers support each other in
helping the child reach those
goals..
. "Mrs, Klein believes that,
not only could this head off

" will avoid fragmenting the

child among educators and

loosing sight of the whole
child, -

“Among other grants awa
rded by the Parents’ Choice
Project are $918.00 to help
the Alternate High School

program further develop its
unique program, and $688.60
to permit-the-South- Gnm“ -

mar and. Willowbrook Ele.

mentary School staffs devel-

op a booklet deseribing their

- programs as those of tradl
tional schools.

“Coordinator Esposito also

announced $57,688.00 as the

estimated value of research .

and systems analysis work

being done for the school -
system as part of the

Parents’ Choice study. This
involves, among olher

things, projections of enroll.
ments, bhudgets, the town's

L

Sy

' propert'y'gr’.qd list, and tax

rate.
“Another $45,000.00 has
been ~ allocated for statl

‘training and inservice work:
* shops, Esposito said, includ

ing ‘such areas as improving

" communications within

schools and between school
staffs and parents,

“In addition, $11,000.00 is
being spent to schedule
bussés for the coming school

. yedF, "and’ $7,175.00 was

spent on the “Our Schools”
booklet detailing programs
offered at esch of East -
Hartford's twenty two pub-
lic and two parochial schools.

“Esposito- also released
figures on the in-kind contri- -

- bution by the East Hartford

School System to the Par-

-ents’ Choice: study, Up to

June 27, this included 44.8
days spent on the study by

school personnel, including ~

9.7 days by_Supe:mtendent
Dr. Eugene Diggs. :
“Esposito added the schoo!
system also has contributed
$3,000.00 worth of office and
storage space from Febru.
ary through June 30, and the
use of a variety of equip-
ment,” the coordinator sta-

ted.



10 THE HARTFORD TIMES, Thursday, January 22, 1976 R

" Pros, cons aired on
vouchers

By BARBARA McWHIRTER
Staff Correspondent -

EAST. HARTFORD — Sup-
porters and opponents of the,
controversial voucher system
spoke out in eqial numbers
Thursday at the second public
hearing on the proposed plan
within a week. -

"Opponents of the plan said
they feared federal funds
promised to support the voucher
plan would be cut off, leaving
local taxpayers the burden of
footing the transportation bills.
" The fideral government has
promised to support the voucher
plan for five years. Board of
Education. Chairman Eleanore

Kepler said the school depart-

ment has been assured that the
voucher plan has the highest
priority even if funds were cut
back.

Opponents also expresed fear
that the voucher plan may result
in students from outside East
Hartford being enrolled in town
public schools. -

Mrs. Kepler said there was no
chance of that happening.

* East Hartford

The central parts of the
voucher proposal are trans-
portation and inclusion of
parochial schools. Approval of
transportation would mean that
parents could send their
children to any school in town
with the busing cost picked up
by the federal government.

Inclusion of parochial schools
would meéan that the town's two
Catholic “schools, St.
‘Christopher's and St. Rose's,
would be among the choices of
parents.

Under, the proposed plan, a
school would be run by its prin-
cipal, teaching staff and parents
of children who attend it. Under
such a system some schools
might favor a conventional
learning approach while others
more liberal.

Some speakers said they
feared the federal government
may be using East Hartford to

* test consutuuon-l church state

relationship.

At least two groups say they
will legally challenge inclusion
of parochial -schools in the
voucher system on grounds that
it would violate separation of
church and state. The federal
Justice Department has pledged ),
to fight the town's legal battle if
that happens.
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James Dakin, president of the”
East Hartford Education
Association, the teachers'
bargaining group, said teachers
oppose it on the basis of the
diverse curriculum that might
result from -school to school.

Dakin said that the voucher
system might be a solution if the
town's school system were in
trouble, but it is not, he said,
and things should remain as
they are.

Wanda Kay Parker,a teacher.

said the voucher plan might lead

to an unhealthy competition

_among schools, with teachers

taking a salesman :approach
towards their job in effort to
attract top students,

About 160 students now atlend
school out-ofdistrict, but tran-
sportation is provided by their
parent.s

Support of the voucher plan
.came Thursday from those
‘parents. Support also came
from parents who send their
children to parochial schools.

The Board of Education will
vote on the voucher system

"Monday. Each of the plan's five

parts — open enrollment;
autonomy of schools, informa-
tion to parents, transportation
and parochial and private
schools — will be voted on
separately. N
And each of the parts will
have separate options of their
<own, and the board will vote on

.each of those separately.
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Voucher program under way

EAST HARTFORD—A key
segment of the controversial
voucher program, which would
allow parents to choose their
children's schools, is underway,
Supt. of Schools Eugene Diggs
says.

The school department has
begun distributing brochures
and informational pamplets to
East Hartford's 7,500 families
with children in public schools.

Four school employes will

mail and deliver door-todoor in-

formational pamplets to local
residents,
The. voucher program,

" otherwise known as the parents’
- choice program, is study by a

the Board of Education, which
will make a final decision on the
proposal by December.

The school department has
received a $387,000 grant from
the federal government to plan
for the implementation of the

_program here.

The new c“oncepi has already

East :llartford

garnered a number of
opponents, including Mayor
Richard Blackstone, who has in-
dicated he will urge residents to
boycott the program if it is
approved by the school board.
The federal money is being
used to study the desirability of
including parochial schools in
the program, in addition to-the.
town's 22 public schools.

Under the program, any stu-
dent would have the right to

transfer to a school other than .

the one in his district.- Seats
would be assigned first to “in-
district students, and then ‘if
available, assigned to out-of-
district studem.s on a lottery
basis. )

A voucher would give in-
dividual students funds for
education at the school his
parents have chosen.

Although thewwnhasanopen

enrollment program now,
parents are required to pay for
transportation if their
children attend' out-of-district
schools.

The voucher program would
pay for transportation, as well
as other educational expenses.

Vouchers have been

Qnly the city of Alum Roclt
Calif., a suburb of San'Jose, ac
tually has a working vouchef
program. :

The mfonnauonal drive is be-
ing conducted by Barbara
Morkan, Barbara Calffegan,
Joanne Levy., and Eijeen °
proposed—and rejected—in Thomas, who will be available
several cities across the to answer parents’ questions
country, including Hartford. regarding the program.
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