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PREFACE

The concept of educational vouchers has, for the time being, entered the

realm of philosophical conjecture. It is not the purpose of this report to debate

the voucher issue; however, the reader is cautioned that our d;-ect involvement

with the East Hartford Parents' Choice Project has understandably biased our per-

ceptions. It is recommended that the reader consult othet= 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 objective report is, 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 ihe East Hartford

study from the beginning of the feasibility analysis, to the end of the Parent

Choice Simulation Study. Volume two presents in deail, 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 program. Due to the complexity of the program,

the presentation was divided into the following components: 1) open enrollment;

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

schools; and 5) parent information.
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In addition to thE data, the Board of Education also was presented with

the following list of options regarding each component:

Component Ill - 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
East Hartford.

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 112 - Open Enrollmcnt ,

CI 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
EastHartford 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 §-hall 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 114 - 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.

111

Unit Administrators would develop unit budgets based upon allocations
of financial and human resources as established by the Board of Educa-,,
tion., Unit Administrators would exercise limited discretion in ex-
pending funds.

C. Unit Administrators would initiate requests for funds based (Upon ,
established need to the Superintendent for review and actiO.

/1

Component #5 - Parent Informatkon

a. The Board of Education shall provide information to parents annually.'
which describe:, the school program in all public, private and
parochial schools participating in the ethicational 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 Hartford.

After a thorough analysis of both the data and the options, the Board

of Education vated on a previously tabled policy extension of Open Enrollment.

PROPOSED POLICY EXTENSION

"Public Act No. 122, Connecticut Starutes,.enables a Board of Education,
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 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."

"Therefore, the Superintendent of schools shall annually calculate the
cost of education per pupil (K-5, 6-8, 9-12) by dividing the annual
adopted budget by the public schools average annual enrollment for pre-
ceding October 1, excluding the costs of transpottation, bonded
indebtedness, special education, and specific costs of the Board of
Education."

"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 andi,peondary levels. He shall
establish a positive program for informingrents of the open enrollment
policy of the Board of Education."

"A description of individual school programs available 'in the Town of
East Hartford 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 educationar scholarship equal to the per pupil
cost for education, but observing all restrictiohs of Public Act No% 122,
Connecticut Statut2s."

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.
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INTRODUCTION

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

two against implementing_key part§ of an educational voucher plan for the town.

The vote ended more than two years of study, debate and discussion that ranged from

philosophical concepts to financial considerations.

Why did East Hartford consider the voucher concept? Why 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 the Board vote to reject the project

East Hartford called "Parents' Choice"?

This volume attempLs to answer those and other questions.

WHAT IS THE VOUCHER SYSTEM?

In this blcentennial year of 1976, an old argument has surfaced again:

Who :Mould take the credit...or the blame...for the condition of American education?

Tile public tends to point to the professionals, the administrators and

the teachers who work in the schools. The professionals, in turn, often look to

society 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, whueirer should take the credit...or .the blame...for the condition

of American education, the fact is, that the children in the classroom, their parents ,,

and other relatives, will have to live with the results.

The voucher study in East Hartford was an effort to test a theory

based on whether increased parental control over the allocation of education

funds would improve the quality of education and result in greater public satis-

faction.

The system would operate by providing a voucher for each school-age

child equdl to the average per-pupil expenditure for the child's grade and school

district. Parents would take the vouchers and enroll their children in a school of

their choice, and the school would redeem the vouchers from the Educational Voucher

Authority, 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 their

child to that school.

ORIGINS

It was 200 years ago that Adam Smith, who began the scientific study of

political economy, suggested what is now called the.educational voucher. It was

Smith's idea that govornment should finance education, but not control it. The

18th century ecc- ist -anted parents to receive ,ney so they could hire teachers.

Smith assumed 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 voucher concept was revived, again by

individuals outside the public education establishment. In its new life, it never

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

orphan.



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 argUed that the way to get government out of the education

business was to give parents a check or "voucher" for what it would cost to educate

each child and then let the parents buy schooling on the open market. He saw little

or no merit in having the government manage a monopolistic schotd1 system. In his

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

certain minimum standards.

At about the same time, Harvard Profes.pr 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

the educational dollar, while the greatest amount of_ money went for educating -

3

children of wealthy parents in private schools.

Jencks and his associates at the Center for the Study of Public Policy

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-economic or disadvantaged families should reOeive funds in addition to the

basic voucher. These compensatory vouchers were supposed to make such children

more attractive to middle class schools, combating the growing division of schools

by race and economic class. The extra funds also wO'uld provide additional help in

solving some of the educational problems which such children often bring to class.

Where Jencks and Friedman differed was on how the basic voucher could be

supplemented. Jencks would allow only 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.

Jencks and the liberals argued this would increase segregation.
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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 paren*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 than would redeem the vouchers from the schools by using
public- funds,

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

In 1969, the federal Office of Economic Opportunity (0E0) c-7-m-issioned the

Center for the Study of Public Policy (CSPP) to look at the vouCher cept as a

------ way-to-make -education more-responsive-,--accuuntable-and effective, especially as

it applied to poor families.

The CSPP, in 1970, recommended field testing what it termed a "regulated

compensatory: voucher model. Besides giving parents the right to choose schools for

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

- participation by public 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.

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 peo-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.

IJ



On the basis of the CSPP report, the 0E0 awarded grants to six school

districts in the United States to study the feasibility of the regulated cOmpensa7

tory voucher plan. In five cities, the plan was rejected for a variety of reasons:

fears,chat parental choice would lead to increased racial segregation (some of the

cities were wtestling with ways to reduce existing school racial imbalances); com-

plaints that vouchers would give state aid to parochial schools; opposition from

national and local teachers groups to what they considered- bid to introduce-

"hucksterism" into education; lack of support of parents (minority and low-income

parents had grown distrustful of 0E0 programs, while most middle class parents saw

vouchers as a plot to destroy neighborhood schools); and a lack of state legisla-

tion which,would Permit private schools to participate.

-Fitially-in 1972, the-Alum-Rock-Schboi-DistYIbt-in San Jose, CaliTornia,

implemented a limited voucher demonstration. The imposed limitations resulted-in

only six of the twenty-four Alum Rock schools participating in the demonstration

at the start, with no private schools being involved because of a restrictive state

constitution. Another limitation was that teachers wete guaranteed job tenure and

seniority rights.

In August of 1972 Congress passed a law creating the N ional Institute

of Education(NIE) as a separate agency within t4e Federal Depa ent of Health,

Educarion apd Welfare (HEW). The study of the voucher concept, begun under the

Office of Economic Opportinity, was shifted to NIE,

NIE"has continued the Alum Rock demonstration, and it also funded studies

by East Hartford's school system and seven school districts in the Manchester,

New Hampshire,,are 1.

The Alum Rock demonstration ended in June, 1976, and implementation of

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



THE RATIONALE FOR VOUCHERS

In most school Systems today, if a patent is unhappy with his or her

chi...d's school, thete are only two options -- both costly. The parent can move to

another district or town Or city, or the parent can pay for a private school. This

situation 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 paying private schoortuitions.-

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 distfict lines drawn for that particular school by

school officials or the school board. The _prime concern for drawing_such_diatrict

lines normally is to mgka. them 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.

5o, how a child gets into a part..cular public school has little if anything

to do with education, but the.educ'ation a child gets often has a great deal to do

with the school that child attends/ The voucher concept attempts to base the choice

of school more on educational than on geographical reasonS. It uses the assumption,

that parents generally will make the right educational.choices'if given the right

information and prJ2edures for understanding that information.

Another assumption of the voucher concept is that different Styles and

approaches to education should be encouraged because children's learning needs

differ. In short, the belieris that it iS the classroom program that should fit

the child, not the child who should adjust to the program.



Utilizing the information and professional counseling offered through the

voucher program, parents would be able to decide where a student should go to school,

what kind of a'program the child would be exposed to, and what kind of educationak,

benefits the child might logically be expected to achieve.

Since vouchers represent a fundamental shift in who controls the buslget
q47,J

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 implementation of a voucher system. With the

_
phasing out of the Alum Rock demonstration, with the aieTeat of-Implementatipn plans

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

_
new stildies dim, the chance to determine the possible benefits or liabilities of an

operating voucher system is fading.

THE SETTING: EASE HARTFORD SCHOOLS

East Hartford is a community whose growth has largely stabilize6. Little

area is left for single-home building-and apartment development has met with in-

creasing opposition. Because of the anticipated continued decline in single and

multi-unit residential construction, and a continued decline in the birth izte, 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 school's which it termed small 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.



However, the pressure from budget restrictiqns 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 the public schools. An additional 544 students

attended two catholic elementary school in East Hartford and some 368 ninth to

twelfth graders attended East Catholic High School in neighboring Manchester.

There are two high schools. .East Hartford High Schbol had 1,607 enrollees

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.

Fourteen schools have only elementary students, mostly K through_5.with a few K

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 schools, ranging from an elementary school with

119 students to a K through 8 school with 704 students. Each ,,lhool has developed

its own mix of program types. Some have the traditional self-contained classrooms,

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.

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

and the other has a loosely structured system based on a modular scheduling.
0



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

Americans, 19 American Indians, and 65 AsiadAmerican Students. The miribrity pop-

ulation has been growing gteadily; 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%.

1.1
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THE TOWN OF EAST HARTFORD

East Hartford is often called "The Crossroads of New England" located

as it is about 110 miles from New York City and 110 miles from Boston. On its

18.2 square miles of land area live-57,583 people, as of the 1970 census.

The town's taxable Grand List on October 1, 1974, was $510,555,732. With

a tax rate of 43 mills'based on an assessed valuation of 65%, more than $21,450,000

was raised in the 1974-1975 fiscal year. The mill rate for the 1974-1975 fiscal

year was increased to 44.8.
'

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

budget was allocated for education.

In East Hartford and other Connecticut communities, the Board of Education

determines where and how the budget will be spent. The Town Council or such similar

body determines the total dollar amount that will be spent.

There was nu statement of support by any member of the Council of either
-

party for the voucher system. In fact, Mayor Richard Blackstone, a Democrat,

considered urging parents to boycott the voucher plan if tha Board ever approved

its implementation. Blackstone argued that the plan threatened the concept of the

neighborhood school, and he doubted the town's ability to pick up what he predicted

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

by other political leaders.

The Town Council is made up of nine elected members who serve twoyear

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 years.



The Board of Education consists of nine members who serve four-year terms

without pay. Elections are staggered so that four or five seats are voted on every

two years. While the Board is ostensibly non-partisan, both Republicans and Demo-

crats endorse candidates and sometimes votes follow party lines. However, during

the voucher.study and votes, bothq,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 Hartfoi-d, Connecticut's

capitol city, by the Connecticut River. However, the three bridges connecting the

two communities provide access between them in a matter of minutes.

Median income in East Hartford, according to 1970 census figures, was

$12,000. At that time there were 281 families living below the poverty level,

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

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

community was 98.7%.

Across the ri,cr in Hartford, termed an "aging metropolis" by same, the

situation is drarlatically different. An estimated 34,000 families are living on

welfare, or social security...about 61% of the households. The schools in Hartford

have a minority enrolltheut 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

represented could not be forgotten.

Regional school desegregation has been called for in two Federal Court

suits and a decision in favor of either or both plaintiffs would

East Hartford.

2
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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

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 pchool system under Superintendent Dr. Eugene A. Disu
1.)

had been exploring....and_in some cases impletenting...neW approaches to educzltion

for several years,prior to studying vouchers.

The Superintendent's policy on autonomy gave each of the town's 23 schools

a gradually increa4ping 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 school autonomy-policy was designed to.foster. It instituted 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

request, the change is allowed. HoWever, parents r.re responsible for transporting

the child to the non-neighborhood S'chool.

Realizing that the town had two 'components of a voucher system already

in place, East Hartfrod officials took a closer look at the vouctr concept in

1973. A mee.ting was held with the.staff of the Center for the Study of Public Policy

exploring the-similarities-between Vouchers and.East Harttord's Open Enrollment

Policy as well as the town's developing school autonomy:

Following a series o'f additional meetings between Officials of the.CSPP,

the National Institute of Education, and the East Hartford school adMinistrators,

was decided tc 21( 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 systemsupervisolipof reading, Mrs. Frances Klein, was released

to-assume the duties of project coordinator: 0,1tside consultants were called on
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to work under the direction of East Hartford administrative personnel in the areas

f school capacity, enrollment projections, transportation, legal analysis and

community surveys.

A SUMMARY OF THE RESULTS OF THE FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS

CAPACITY

A consultant firm identified the architectural and programmatic capa-

cities of all the district's schools and concluded that East Hartford has an

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

13,850 spaces).*

.Six schools could accomodate-between 0-50 transferees," six could

accomodate 51-100; seven could accomodate 101-200; and three could accomodate

more than 201 additional pupils. The consultants also concluded that the pupil

population'of the district would decline approximately 17% in the next 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.

*, (Excess capacity, or a greater.number of pupil stations than pupils, is crucial
to open_ahrollment 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).

510

** Only Pitkin School could accomodate zero.
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It found that as a result of the Board's policy on autonomy, each individual school

had the primary responsibility for developing course 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 Board of Educati,dn, 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 .school staff.

The Board and the Central Administration determined town-wide education

services, major school maintenance and finances, with the Administration making

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

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 and transfers. During the

feasibility study, these were refined and clarified.

The following transfer rules .4ere drafted:

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

AlDstudents- 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
selectedL

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 could

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.
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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 help

parents understand the process of admissions and transfers, and to help in con-

tacts with school s:aff.

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 Information Distribution Bureau,

taking the descriptions and data it had collected and packaged to the homes of the

parents of school children. Finally, PAT was to receive transfer request forms,

process them and notify schools and parents of the action taken.

TRANSPORTATION

A consultant generated transportation 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 -- exclusive

of special education and parochial school pupils -- the consultant indicated that

a considerably increased transportation budget would be required for an expanded

open enrollment program.

The transportation 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 transportation system (i.e., pick-up near the place of residence)

the cost would probably be in excess of $3.3 million. The consultant concluded,

however, that it would be administratively feasible for East Hartford to operate the

transportation system necessary for an expanded open enrollment program.

3 0
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LEGAL ANALYSIS P.A. 122

Since the voucher program must conform to State Law, (P.A. 122) legal

counsel was requested to advise the district on the compatibility of the provisions

of the Voucher Program with those of P.A. 122. Counsel suggested that certain por-

tions of the act were ambiguous and advised the distritt to seek clarification

before proceeding with the adoption 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 the town's boundaries. In anticipation of such action, a study was made of

those regulations th,e 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 schools would follow. Private schools, in

this context, must operate similar to 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" requixement 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 Superintendent

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 1 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 paresi instructional dollars, fixed-cost dollars, and

equalization dollars.*

COMMUNITY SURVEY

In an effort to gauge community attitudes towards an expansion of open

inrollment, the district Conducted a rnimber of surveys. The results indicated that

parents supported the proposed prOgram substantially (60%) and that the piofessional

staff supported it moderately (38%). Between 4% and 15% of East Hartford families

might transfer their children; most of these Tarents 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 CONCLUSIONS

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 and school district employees were informed about the

proposed program. However, some model details needed further refinement; computer

programs for ichool budgeting and teacher and pupil transfers still had to be developed

and tested; questions abouf 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, bonded indebtedness, maintenance. Equali-
zation dollars include difference in salary costs for teachers, unusual increase or
decrease in enrollments and contigency fnnds.
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In addition, parents (individuals and community groUps) and staff (the

teachers, Central Administration, principals, vice-principals, supervisors and

directors), 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.
fi

To accomplish these tasks it was determined that additional study would

be required. Therefore, the Board authorized the Superintendent to seek funds from

the National Institute of Education to further study and simulate operations where

appropriate during the 1974-1975 school year. It also recommended that the Board

engage in community discussions ddring the early fall of 1975 with a target

date of January, 1976 for making a final decision in regard to applying for an

operational grant.

During the "simulation stage", computer programming and simulated opera-

tions would be undertaken to provide the Board with a better understanding of the

programs which might 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.



Section III

Implementation S udy
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WHY?

THE IMPLEMENTATION STUDY

While the feasibility study had answered many questions, it still left

unanswered the most critical one of all: how would the voucher system actually

work in East Hartford's schools? Of special concern were two areas -- trans-

portation and the relationship of private and parochial schools to the public

s:.hool 'system.

The National Institute of Education announced in February of 1975 a

S387,371 grant to East Hartford to enable the town to carry out a study of im-

-4em..nting 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

answered, the more problems recognized, the more procedures plotted out in ad-

vance, the easier actual implementation would be.

WHAT KMD 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 wrote about.

Not only were parochial schools considered as participants, but ways of

allowing parents and teachers to set up non-religious private schools were studied.

While in Alum Rock, not all district schools were included, in East Hartford all

twenty-two of the town's schools would have been part of the system from the start.

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

the plan) of possibly including schools outside of East Hartford.
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Other elements bf the regulated voucher system also were being planned

for East Hartford, including free transportatiori, liberal transfer procedures,

random selections where students exceeded spacejand limits preventing schools

from requiring additional payments on top of the vouchers. Uncertain, however,

was the very sensitive question of whether schools (and teachers) would survive

or not 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

were 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 help teachers work in their

classrooms, or work with each other.

A few were directed at more fundamental changes. The O'Connell middle

school staff developed a student code of conduct and, to help promote.compliance,

a system of incentives based on rewards and extracurricular activities. 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.

3
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The staff at the South Grammar/Willowbrook elementary schools, which

are administered jointly, worked on shifting programs to a more traditional ap-

proach. During summer workshop sessions, the staff discussed whether a child

should stand and say "yes sir" or "no sir" or "yes ma'am" or "no ma'am" when

speaking to adults. The staff also set very specific academic objectives for what

their kindergarten through sixth grade students 'should have mastered by the end of

a given school 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 to teaching children to respect everyone, no

matf what 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 using

classroom teachers and other education professionals 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 together-fo help youngsters reach those goals.

The aim of this approach was to help prevent learning problems by providing a better

idea of where an individual child should be.

The most extensive participation by'staff members'came during rn-Service

training carried out under the school autonomy component of the implementation

study. More on that later.

3"
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INFORMATION PROCEDURES

two ways:

Parent and Public involvement in the implementation study came in

efforts to inform and educate people about the 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 whole and what they needed

to know as their elected officials considered whether or not to implement the

Parents' Choice.

The general information program consisted of some professionall,- pre-

pared materials ... a slide show with an audio-tape narration explaining what

the voucher concept is and why East Hartford was studying it: several pam-

phlets, one dealing with Open Enrollment, the other with Parents' Choice; and a

series of news releases and broadcast interviews.

The slide show was used frequently at school PTA and PTO meetings and

before civic and church gi-oups. The pamphlet on Parents' Choice was distributed

at such meetings as a way of reinforcing the information in the slide presenra-

tion. On hand for the meetings were the staff of the Parents' Choice project

and teacher volunteers cften with other school administratorg, to answer questions

fxom the audience or clarify points.

The Parent Advice Team members also used the materials at smaller meet-

in'gs of parents and ,interested residents. But the major 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 components of P--(mts' Choice.



THE FIVE COMPONENTS

Because of its complexity, the plan was divided by the Parents' Choice

project staff into five components. This was to enable 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 that parents,

when they are making a choice between schools, have enough information to make a

good decision and fully understand that information. Equally important, since

there is an element of competition among the schools in a voucher system, that

information must be objecti.re and accurate and it must cover roughly the same

areas of concern for all participating schools so that valid cormarisons can be

made.

This difficult assignment was given to the Parent Advice Team (PAT),

three para-professionals who would work with the PAT COordinator, in order to

collect, arrange, verify and distribute information about the towr's schools.

The PAT field workers were hired in May of 1q75, and after some orientation, began

assembling information packets.

-s!
The major piece of material was the third edition of the "Our.Schools"

booklet. Descriptions of the town's twenty-two public, one alternate and tWo

parochial schools were written in a fairly uniform manner to help parents make.

comparisons between programs. ,But the language used was often too profesiional,

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

significant differences among the schools.

3 0
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The implementation study recommended that 'the PAT team handle the

collection and verification of future "Our Schools" booklets so_ that the in-

/

'formation would be consistent, uniform and reliable.

Other information in the packet distributed to the 7,000 homes in

East Hartford with school-age children wa's a pamphlet explaining the existing

Open Enrollment program and transfer forms. Due to delays in grant fundiag

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

June. Future distribUtions.would have been targeted for Maich so that parents

could use the information while visiting schools and cohsulting with schooi

4
staff and still have enough time to submit applications by the May 30th Oadline

for transfers in September.

The PAT team wOrked out of an office located at a small shopping

center in town, providing additional information,.to parents in person anOver
r'

the telephone. Some pf the information,requested dld not concern Open Enroll-

ment transfers or the Parents''Choette plan, indicating that.the PAT team some-

times acted as an information ana referral bureau for.the school system.

6
The implementatidn study recommended that such information and referral

. -

services continue-IP/4n if Pgrents' Choice was pot implemented.' It also was sug-
/

. .

gested that the Board of Education.consider develOping the PAT team so it could

function as thg system's ombudsperson.

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

the public and open when schools would normally be closed, also was recommended.
1

It was felt that the role of the PAT team and its relation to.the schoo4s and to

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

4
4
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OPEN ENROLLMENT,

b.p.

the PAT team's most direct impact'was on the Open Enrollment program,

where/the number of transfer requests rose to 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 the'requirement that parents providetrans-
;

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

While the basic attendance rights of all students remained the same as

those proposed 'in the feasibility study, changes had to be made in the, transfer

rights, especially where the deadline for submitting applications was involved.

This was because some parents Oere 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 requind

an inmediate transfer. 'The need for flexibility was provided by handling all trans-

fer rtnuests received after the deadline on a first-come first-served basis. Those

meeting the deadline.but involving a school-wfiere there were more transfer requests

than spacesy were subject to the random selection outlined in the feasibility study.

The only other change in theitransfer rules involved the two high schools, .

where requests were limited to the periods prior to the start of the school year and

between the first and second semester. This was done to avoid the possible loss of

credits by students in the high schools, who take courses, for a semester. In the

other schools, the transfer periods continued to coincide with the marking periods

of September, November, January and April.

Another conclusion of the implementation study was that transfer requests

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

with one eXeeption. That wa,s the_ailver Lane School, which is close to two day-care
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centers and therefore is popular for working parents who have kindergarten age

children. While many transfer requeste appeared to be based primarily on non-

education reasons, still some 20% of the applications Were made because parents

wanted a different educational program for their children.

SCHOOL AUTONOMN AND VOUCHER VALUES

As mentioned earlier in this report, the most extensive staff partici-

pation involved In-Service training dealing with ichool autonomy. The aim w

to improve communications within the school system and between school p

individually and with parents, especially when rheydealt with problem solving,

decision-making and conflict management.'

The In-Service training focUbed on the diversity in the East Hartford

school system, how to develop it at the building level, recognize the alternatives

present and to come, and make appropriate choices. The sessions sought to develop

skills on using groups, managing conflict, solving probrems 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 in 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

on 9Mplementing the goafs. 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.

4 "
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However, these sessions did turn up a'sense of confusion and conflict

about the role of principals and teachers in running a school and a definition of

building autonomy on an operational level was only completed by the end of April,

1976.

Of some concern to principals was the amount of money they would get

from vouchers if Parents' Choice was implemented. The school system used the

1975-1976 budget figures to come up with simulated voudher values.

The gross budget totaled $18,697,852. From this was subtracted such

costs as debt service, school maintenance, special education and healtli services...

a step taken to insure that schools with older, more inefficient buildings would

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 distributed to the

twenty-two public schools and each school's share was then divided among the four

grade categories (K, 1-5, 6-8 and 9-12) within that school,- Then the sum of the

dollars allocated to each grade category from all twenty-two schools was divided

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

Kindergarten - $ 676.95 (low because Children attend only
half-days)

Grades 1-5 $1,372.12

Grades 6-8 - 1,499.23

Grades 9-12 - $1,666.03

The voucher accounting setup also developed a method of equalizing

salary accounts froth school to school. Parents' Choice project staff proposed

this equalization so that no school could benefit from "trading in" teachers at,



34

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-

ization formula did this by stipulating that a school cutting a teaching position

wOuld get only the minimum teacher salary amount as reimbursement.

The accouneing procedure also planned to reimburse the schools on a

monthly basis,enabling quick adjustments i'or transferring, incoming and departing

students. To take care of start-up costs of a new school year or in handling a

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

for each enrolled student or 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 1st.

TRANSPORTATION

Since a basic assumption of the Parents' Choice plan was to provide

the best-suited educational environment'for each child, anything that limited

the choice of school would negate much of the plan. Free transportation for

children attending out-of-district schools was considered essential. To limit

the program to thoQe parents who could afford to transport the children themselves

would, in effect, deprive most parents who might want to participate of the op-

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 system

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

random selection techniques.

,4
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As part of the,implementation study, live data from the 1975-1976

East Hartford school enrollment was used, resulting ih what the Parents' Choice

project staff felt were more reliable cost estimates.

Based on the results of computer simulation, it was estimated that to

provide transportation to the 147 students attending out-of-district schools in

1975-1976 would have cost 850,000 above the basic budget of 8176,872. This re-

presented the cost of an additional two buses and four vans, which, hoWever,

would only have been used at 30% of capacity. If the vehicles were used, in-

stead, at the average capacity rate of 707,, then 350 students could have been

bused for the same $50,000 cost. Also, converting the four vans to buses would

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

ride on buses to out-of-district schools.

The study found that cost savings would result if minor alterations

were made in school bell times. Using the bus.system for the 1975-1976 school

year, but starting Classes later at eleven schools and earlier at four schools,

buses would have been able to make longer runs or more runs. Therefore, two

buses could haVe been eliminated at an annual saving of 817,000.

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-

cation and transportation status code for each child.

Based on the.simulation study, the Parents Choice project staff felt

that the Board of Education could implement a free town-wide school transporta-

tion system without pushing costs higher than the town could assume when federal

funding for voucher buses ran out at the end of five years.

4 5



PARTICIPATION BY PRIVATE AND PAROCHIAL SCHOOLS

There was one,coMponent that drew national interest and that clearly

was the most controversial: the inclusion of East Hartford's two parochial ele-

mentary schools in the Parents' Choice plan.

When the possibility 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 finally met this conc-rn by promising

to pay the costs of fighting those suits, with the 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.

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 c.ase, had ruled un-

constitutional the giving of ppblic funds directly to religiously-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 wpuld the Supreme Court de-

cide the voucher was?

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 Cential Administration to the schools, with the parents not di-

4(,)
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rectly involved. Implementing the-voucher system would introduce a new element

into the 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,

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 separation of

church and state. Or, would the court view the plan as an indirect, but still

illegal, we); of aiding religiously-oriented schools?

One way to emphasize the aspect of parental power and parental right

to choose, the staff felt, would be the inclusion of secular private schools.

East Hartford has no secular private schools but the Parents' Choice project might

have changed that.

Had it been implemented, the project would have provided funds to in-
..

terested individuals or groups to study the feasibility af setting up alternative

schools. Grants also would have been available to lease and renovate facilities

and to get the basic equipment to start up private schools.

That implementation study,sought to determine parental interest in such

a private school by polling some 3,000 East 1-!artfc4d residents having children nine

years of age as of September, 1976. (This was because the study group felt a K

through 6 school would be the easiest to set up privately.) By January, 1976, pa-

rents of 252 children 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."

4
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And adequate staffing for such a school was seen as no problem, especially since

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 management services also were found to be readily avail-

able. Finally, the study did not find any comiunity 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 program.

THE SURVEYS

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

feasibility and the implementation studies sought to find out the answer through

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 Made in clarifying issues or in changing attitudes.

In both the feasibility and the implementation studies, there were three

major surveys: an in-home poll of a randomly selected group of parents, a question-

naire which went to all school staff, and a mail survey. 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.



The inhome interview of 206 parents in the feasibility study covered

30 questions. For the implementation study, 21 questions were asked of 416 parents.

Since this was a scientifically selected sample, the Parents' Choice Staff and the

consultant surveyor felt it was the most accurate.

Eight questions were answered by 2,100 of the 8,000 parents who received

questions mailed to them during-the feasibility study. Twenty questions were

answered by 3,467 of the 18,677 households receiving a mail survey during the

implementation study.

During the feasibility study, 481 of 776 teacht_rs answered a survey

containing 55 questions. The implementation survey of 40 questions was sent

to all 1,100 staff members, with 573 answering it.

The East Hartford Education Association (EHEA) asked.ten questions of its

522 members during the feasibility study, receiving 300 responses to the poll.

During the implementation study, the EHEA reOeived 468 responses from 700 teachers

asked five questions.

It is possible, through some admittedly subjective interpretations, to

get a kind of comparison between the surveys conducted during the feasibility and

implementation studies. The aim is to 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 than four

or fivepart headings.

The results are in the f011owing table:

_ 4

S.

39



40

COMPONENT 'RESPONDERS
FEASIBILITY

YES NO

IMPLEMENTATION

YES NO

Information Parents 97 3 87 13

Public 88 10 72 28

Staff 94 5 68 32

EHEA 59 41

Open Enrollment Parents 60 40 70 30

Public 62 22 56 44

Staff 38 62 63 37

EHEA 19 81 29 71

11.E2L12111E Parents 74 26 73 27

Public 66 26 58 42

Staff 73 22 60 40

EHEA 43 57

Transportation Parents 64 36 52 .

Public 31

,48

69

Staff 57 43 32 68

EHEA 16 84

Private and
Parochial Schools Parents 48 52 56 44

Public '36 59 46 54

Staff 40 60 -33 67

EHEA' ,,
21 79

The most striking conclusion from this comparison is the erosion Cl.f staff

'support for all but the open enrollment component, and the relatively stable support

shown by parents for all five components.

5 0
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WHY DID THE BOARD VOTE NO?

In the April, 1976 edition of "American Education", Dr. Harold L.

Hodgkinson, Director of the National Institute of Education stated: "People are

unhappy, they want more 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 cOncept was designed to give parents more control

over their children's education it is difficult to explain why the project was

rejected in East Hartford. 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 surface issues. The underlying theme throughout the

debate of the voucher concept 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-

al'sstem. The fact that the voucher contept would give people greater control

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

Hartford. The greatest concerns were that the federal overnment would take

over the local schools and that the voucher was simply "another unneeded program"

being forced on the public by thee local school administration. In essence, the

peuple of East Hartford did not reject the program,,Out rather they rejected the

governmental agencies that supported the program.

WHAT WAS GAINED?

Even though the voucher program was defeated, it is felt that the study

has resulted in significant gains for both the East Hartford Public Schools and

the field of public education. The study has provided East Hartford with improved

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

"American Education", United States D6partment of Health, Education & Welfate,
Office of Education, Page 13, April, 1976.
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utilized by ctner public school systms. The parent information and

In-,Service training have greatly increased Lhe potential for paren1 involvement

in the East Hartford schools. While the concept of vouchers may ly.t. dead, the

idea of providing a choite 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 examination of the East Hartford Public Schools Parents' Choice Project.

5
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Section I

Open Enrollment



OPEN ENROLLMENT

In December 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 Haraord 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-

' dence. The Superintendent of Schools would grant such a
request provided the receiving school has space available
based on its pupil-teacher ratio. Where requests 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 Ole

systems that would be needed if this expanded policy were to be implemented.

Spicifically this general goal was subdivided into the tasks of defining consistent

and workable transfer rules, determining the data that would be needed to compute

seats available, and developing a student management system.

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 found that the random selection required the use of transfer

deadlines and that these deadlines presented problems. A few of the difficulties

encountered were: 1) a number of parents 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 occurred where a family's circumstances

5 -4
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changed draitically (death in the family,.etc.) creating the need.to effectuate

an immediate transfer. It was determified that the transfer system would have to

become flexible enough to account for these circumstances. Essentially the need

for the random selection was accepted and the deadlines were maintained; however,

all requests received after the deadlines would be honored on a first-come first-

.

serve basis.

The only other modification made in the transfer rules concerned the

transfer periods. While the marking period dates (September, November, January

and April) were maintained for the K-8 grades, it was necessary to alter the dates

for the high schools since high school Courses are given on a semester basis, and

transferring within the semester could jeopardize course 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 between the first and

second semester.

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

feasibilitj 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 right to request a transfer to a school
other than the school in his attendance area.

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.

5 .1;
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5. 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 hy grade.

b. Seats available will equal 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 hy 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 rcnk number with the lowest number being the
first to be selected when a seat becomes available.

7. 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 nn 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.

8. 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) for 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 seme..;tec. The first trans-
fer.may be accotplished without any conferences or interview by the 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.

9. Once a student 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,

10. 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.

11. Transportation will be provided by the school district.

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

5
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TRANSFER DATA

The data compiled from the transfer period which began June 30, 1975 and

ended'September 1, 1975 indicated that the system wide distribution of transferring

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

whith:had a total of 28 requests. Silver Lane's popularity can be explained because

18 of'the requests-were for the kindergarten level and involved parents who wished

to use the day care serviceS provided by the ban day care centers located in Silver

Lane's district.

The grade level distribution of transferring students indicates that

parents were more likely to request transfers for their children in elementary

grades -(55) than for children in eithar the middle schools (22) or'high schools (29).

Once again, the need for day care services for younger children seemed to be the

primary factor that accounOad fin-the largermumber of elementary school requests.

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

. fers because of a need-for day care services.

TRANSFER DATA SUMMkRY

TRANSFER REQUESTS

Total Requests

Total Appr,ived.

Total Denied
(No space available)

:Foca.: Denied

(Request submitted after
August 1st deadline)

146*

97

30

19**

*The total of one hundred forty-six (146) requesrs represents 32% increase over
last year's total requests (as of September, 1974).

**The previously mentioned change in the transf,.!r rules (rule #7) enabled the
approval of these reqoests.



Total Requesta 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

20E.H.H.S. 7 4 5 4

O'Brien
O'Connell
Pitkin,

0

0

3

1

1

3

2

3

0

3

4

6

Center
Hockanum
Sunset

1

1

0

2

0

0

1

1

0

1

1

0

2

1

1

1

1

0

1

2

1

1

0
0

3

0
1

..... 13

7

3

Barnes 0 0 0 0 0 0

Burnside 5 1 2 1 4 0 -13

6Goodwin 3 0 1 1 0 1

5Langford 1 1 1. 0 0 2

3Mayberry, 0 1 0 1 0 1

1McCartin 0 . 0 0 0 0 1

8Norris 2 1 1 2 2 0

3Sec.North 1 2 0 0

28Silver Lane 18 4 4 1 1 0

0Slye 0 0 0 0 0 0

1So.Grammar 1 0 0 0

6Stevens 4 1 1 0 0 0

0Willowbrook 0 0 0

7Woodland 3 1 0 1 2 0

146TOTAL



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. 3 1 1 4 9

O'Brien 1 0 3 4

O'Connell 0 0 0 0

Pitkin 0 0 4 4

Center 10 4 3 0 5 0 0 1 2 25
Hockanum 1 0 0 0 0 1 3 3 0 8

Sunset 4 2 1 0 G 0 2 2 0 11

Barnes_ 2 0 0 0 0 2

Burnside 3 5 :2 a o 1 14

Goodwin 2 0 0 0 0 '0

Langford 0 0 0 0 0 0
,2

0

Mayberry 0 0 1 0 2. 1 '4

McCartin 4 1 1 1 1 2 .10

Norris 2 0 0 0 0 G 2

S.North 2 1 1 3 7

Silver Lane 3 1 0 0 2 0 -- 6

Slye 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

So.Grammar 5 0 3 1 9

Stevens 0 0 0 '0 0 0 0

Willowbrook 2 1 1 4

-Woodland 2 0 0 1 1 1 5

TOTAL

fi

146

1; i



TOTAL

TOTAL REQUESTS BY GRADE LEVEL

Grade Number of Requests

Kindergarten 40

First 14

Second 12

Third 9

Fourth 13

Fifth 7

Sixth 7

Seventh 6

Eighth 9

Ninth 10

Tenth 5

Eleventh 6

Twelfth 8

146

-
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Reason for Transfer Requests

Percentage of those responding to questionnaire
(n"= 123)

36% Babysitter or Day Care Center near school.

5% Moved during the school year and would like to finish the year in that
school.

23% Prefer a different educational program.

2% Prefer different physic-al facilities.

6% 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 determining seats available:

SEATS AVAILABLE = PROGRAM CAPACITY - CURRENT ENROLLMENT

I

The most significant factor was how program capacity was to be defined. Under the

concept of building autonomy it was clear that a school's capacity was a function

of its program which in turn had to be determined by the building principal. In

order for the transfer process to operate it would have been necessary for prin-

cipals to indicate prior to May 30th their.program capacity by grade level for

the coming school year.

-STUDENT MANAGE1EN1 1

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

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

1 Educational Resources and Development Center Report, University of Connecticut,
January., 1976.



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 student 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.

4. Capacities; a summary of existing capacity
information for assessing the availability of
"spaces" for the transferring s,tudents.'

INFORMATION SYSTEMS

Any information system must be viewed as an aid in the process of decision-

making. As a tool in the decision-making process, the elements of any information

system must be clearly understood, lest the system becomes its own end. Certain

criteria for establishment of an information system must be identified and adhered

to. These criteria would include:

Purpose: Why is the information needed? Why is the

information system needed? Why is each data element

needed? These questions should be used to identify

and define output reports.

. What: What information is needed? Given the purpose

of the information system, what data elements are

necessary to facilitau that purpose?
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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 through the

identification of output reports.

When: When is the information needed? An information

system must, through its design (1) collect data when it

becomes relevant, and (2) deliver data (information) 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 this

data be entered into the information system?

Cost-Benefit: What would be anticipated 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.

6
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3. Information retrieval and dissemination: Output
reports based on the data file must be identified.
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

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, Stope and sequenting, capacities and
program monitoring and evaluation data.

4. BudgeLing, payroll, accounting (expenditure and
1vcr.ue), and tax information are parts of a financial

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

SYSTEMS INTEGRATION

Maximum benefits and efficiency would be achieved when individual subsystems

-are properly integrated. A properly integrated network Of Subsystems can minimize tliH

amount of information required for collection and dissemination, and reduce unnece::s

duplication of effort. Systems integration requires three components: (1) stand-

ardized coding, (2) file linkage, and (3) output integration.



l. .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
milongement subsystem as it is in the program subsystem

elsewhere on the integrated information system.
lhfs-pecessitates the establishment of a standard
coded-;:definition file as a common basis for all sub-
systems.

2. File Linkage: A file is merely an associated group of
data elements pertaininvto a particular pupil, personnel,
program; finance activity, or facility. Each filANmust be
capable of being related or "linked" to other fifTs in order
to easily,associate Or cross-reference groups of information.
For exUmple,',if the code for a location (e.g., a classroom)
in the student management subsystem 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 facilitated:.

3. Output Integration; The programming of output sets must,
utilize a common "language" of coding in retrieving Knd
compiling information from the various subsystems. Not'
only must def,initions of codes by standardized for-input
through outp0, 'but terms such as "course", "instructional
program", etc., must have standardized Usage in all output
programs.

AN INTEGRATED INFORMATION SYSTEM

Xssuming we have achieved system integration, at least in the definitional'

sense of congruent coding throughout the subsystems of the information system, we

can then refer to a singular data base or file, the subsysteMs of which are defined

essentially by the nature of the input procedures and output programs which we

developed to meet our retrieval needs.

Figure 4.1 represents a conception of such a singular data :file (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 woulc '. represent five

categories of output reports. Each subsystem may consist of a number of output

7

reports designed to' meet the specific needs of thu users.
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The input/output framework of computerized information Systems wOuld

require the identification of variables, relationships, and parameters within each

subsystem as well as between subsystems.

Variableg-are those elements (usually input data) tihat vary over time.

Relationships are mathematical statements which describe the effect two or more

variables considered together have on a third or new variable. Parameters either

set limits on the effects of relationship (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, (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
largely 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 geni-rtion of new data)." The internal-Com-
putations of r(..P ing voucher dollars per student will
result from a [ .;efined relationship amonpst several
iviput variables. The intital voucher 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 ehange in expenditures per pupil.

3. Parameters: Parameters are of bac) types. Type 1 para-
meters establish limits either on output items, such as
a limieon 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

7
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voucher amount. _type 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 for one reason: to provide decision-makers with

the appropriate kinds of information needed to facilitate the decision-making

proc.ess. Figure 4.2 illustrates a model for integrating the five subsystems

of management information system (MIS, which we have herein referred to as an

integrated information system) into the greater decision-making process.

The basic flow of this model (left to right) may be stated briefly 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) The 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.
4

The model seeks to account for changes which may render output reports

ineffective in terms of decision-making, by establishing channels of "feedback"

thronr:b which both changes in variables (status, detision, and environment) and

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

STUDENT MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

FOUNDATION

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

system must adhere to the guidelines tnat have been set. forth in the section on

rI F
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LOGIC FLOW MODEL

FIN-
ANCIAL

DATA
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FLOW OF

MODEL

PUPIL

DATA
STAFF

ENVIRONMENT

COMPUTE

STAFF

NEEDS

ENROLLMENT

ENVIRONMENT

COMPUTE

ENROLLMENT

DISTRIBUTE

ENROLLMENT

TO PROGRAM

COMPUTE

FINANCIAL

NEEDS

SUMMARIZE

AND

REPORT

EVALUATE

REPOTS

FINANCIAL

ENVIRONMENT

Source: Computer

Assisted Planning

Model for School

Districts. Spred,

Fairfield County,

Connecticut/Peat,

Marwick, Mitchell

Co., 1911.

COMPUTE

PROGRAM

DATA

1 ENROL mENT

DISTMOUTION

ENVIRONMENT

COMPUTE

FACILITY

NEEDS

FAC-

ILITIES

DATA
0
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information systems. The following sectAcn re?resents a taxonomy of assumptions,

in relation to six guidelines of an integrazed information system, as they apply

to the present needs of the East Hartford Public Schools (EHPS).

1. Purpose: The reasons why East Hartford Parents' Choice
nends the information offered by an integrated studeht
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
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 pupil accounting procedures.
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TABLE 4.1

EAST HARTFORD ppEILIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

STUDENT MANAGEMENT INFORMATION NEEDS

MaaPtl B. Type of information.
1.

---_

Basic identification of
student population

1.

.

Name, I.D. Number, Sex,
Birth Date, Citizenship
Ethnic Group

.

2. Family and Residentlal Data 2. Parents, Siblings, Address,
Phone, Census Tract

3. Health and Emergency Data

. . . . .. .. .

3.

.

Health Codes, Physician'and
Phone, Er.ergency Phone

4. Performance and Test Data 4. 01.0., Courses Taken, Grades,
Tests Given and Scores

t. Attendance " ",,- s

5. Attendance
.

'6. Enrollment 6. Status, Type, Date, Teacher's
Name, Room Number, School,
Out of District, Withdrawal,
etc.

7.
.

Transfer Data (Vouchr) 7. Requests, Reasons and Dates,
Choices, Voucher $, etc.

8. Transportation 8. Bus, etc.

9. Eligibility for Special .
Programs .

9. Free lunch, L.D., etc.

'7
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TABLE 4.2

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

OUTPUT REPORTS RELATED TO

'STUDENT MANAGEMENT

C. Output Reports D. Frequency E. User(s)

1. Average Daily Attendance 1. Monthly 1. Central Office,
State Dept.

2. Report Cards 2. Quarterly
._

2. School, Teacher

3. Cost Center Statement
Instructional/Gross /3,Idget

3. Monthly 3. School, Central
office

4. Individual Student Non-
Confidential Record

4. On Request 4. Teacher,
Counsalor, Parent

. 5. Individual Student
Confidential Record
(Vita & Progress)

5. On Request 5.

.

Counselor,
Teacher

6. Census Data

t

6. Annually 6. Central Office

7. Enrollment (by type,
program, etc.)

7. Annually 7. Central Office

8. Transfer (Voucher) Data
(Summary)

8. Annually
/or Voucher
Period

8. Central Office

.

'

9. Transportation Lists
,

9. Monthly /or
Voucher
Period

9. Central Office,
School, Teacher

'

/

10. Special Program
Eligibility

10. Annually 10. Central Office,
School

;

.

11. Attendance Center Data
Transfer & Enrollment

11. Monthly 1.'School,'Central
Office

/
/

12. Attendance Center.
Capacity & Enrollment
Data

12. Monthly .12.

.

School, Central
Office
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LOCATION

TABLE 4.3

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC scHoms PARENTS' CHOICE

ITEM

ELEMENTS OF STUDENT DATA BASE

PROJECT

)1 0 re >1,4
re 4-1 re 03
it LeO 0 0 0 gg 4,/0000,40M31-1
N II II N

X >4 CO 3 H
FREQUENCY

1. BASIC IDENTIFICATION . ...g.--

STUDENT IDENTIFICATION NO.

STUDENT LAST NAME

STUDENT FIRST NAME
,

.. ,

STUDENT MIDDLE NAME

SEX

DATE OF BIRTH
..

ETHNIC CODE

MARITAL STATUS

RELIGIOUS PREFERP"CM

2. FAMILY AND RE .e.NCE

C

STREET ADDRESS

CENSUS TRACT

TELEPHONE NUMBER:

HOME -

EMERGENCY - ..

PLACE OF BIRTH

----FAMILY I.D.



LOCATION /TEM

TABLE 4.3 (Continued)

SOUTICF-

L1

, FATHER4NAME
_ _____

,

FATHERS OCCUPATION

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

3. HEALTH AND EMERGENCY -4115...... 11111E-m

PHYSICIAN

PHYSICIAN PHONE

HEALTH CODES -

HEALTH RESTRICTIONS
. . .

4. PERFORMANCE AND TESTS ...111e.-.

. .

, YEAR OF GRADUATION(Expected)

VERBAL I.Q.

PERCENTILE-VERBAL
,

NON-VERBAT I.Q.

PERCENTILE-NON-VERBAL

7 G
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LOCATION ITEM

TABLE 4.3 (Cont,inued)

TOTAL I.Q. .

,TOTAL I.Q. PERCE&TILE

..., STANDARD TEST-SCORES-
ANY NUMBER OR TYPE

,

'

-TEST TYPE
.0,

-YEARIEST GIVEN
. .

. ....-41ER3AL SCORE
. .

.

-VERBAL PERCENTILE.

, -MATH SCORE

-MATH PERCENTILE

LOCAL TESTING-ANY NUMBER
OR TYPE

. . .

-TEST I.D. .

. . . ...-FORM,
.

-LEVEL

-DATE

-SCORE
,

-NG.

COURSES TAKEN-UP TO 15
COURSES

-

-COURSE NO.
6.

.

-COURSE NAME

-GRADE
cr'--

-CREDIT OBTAINED

-DATE CREDIT OBTAINED

70
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TABLE 4.3 (Continued)

LOCATION cnnnrip
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5. ATTENDANCE
.

a 60

. ,

'ATTENDANCE CURRENT MONTH-
20 DAYS

ABSENCES - SEPTEMBER

TARDY - SEPTEMBER
a

i

ABSENCES - OCTOBER

TARDY - OCTOBER :

ABSENCES - NOVEMBER
.

TARDY - NOVEMBER s;
.

ABSENCES - DECEMBER
.

TARDY - DECEMBER
...-,

/

ABSENCES - JANUARY
.

TARDY - JANUARY

ABSLNCES - FEBRUARY
.

.TARDY - FEBRUARY

ABSENCES 7, MARCH .
. . .

TARDY - MARCH

ABSENCES - APRIL .

TARDY - APRIL
.

6 ABSENCES - MAY .

TARDY - MAY

ABSENCES - JUNE

, TARDY - JUNE

.

/
TOTAL ABSENCES - . ._

YEAR TO DATE

,

TOTAL TARDYS -
;YEAR .TO DATE . .
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tOCATION 'ITEM

TABLE 4.3 (Continued)

FRE UENCY SOURCE

DAILY ABSENCES -
.

YEAR TO DATE

.

-MONbAY

-TUESDAY

-WEDNESDAY

-THURSDAY
.

-FRIDAY.

6. ENROLLMENT
. ,

SCHOOL I.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) .
.

.



LOCATION ITEM

TA1:11E %1.3 (continued)

FRE UENCY - SOUR *.

DISTRICT SCHOOL I.D.
(Residential Center)

DISTRICT SCHOOL ADDRESS
. (Residential Center)

-..- , "". . ,.. ,*: ..."..... ,..Z. ..,, , , %

DISTRICT SCHOOL NAME
(Residential Center)

.--- %.- -...-. --.......- --...: . ...4 -

r
PRIOR SCHOOL ATTENDED
(most recent last)

-. ..-........:.... ,...,

PRIOR PROGRAM ATTENDED .

PRIOR RESIDENT IN CITY

7. TRANSFER DATA

NO. OF TRANSFERS REQUESTED
-:. ..". . .

DATE OF TRANSFERS REQUESTED

DATE CSF TRANSFERS APPROVED

REASONS FOR TRANSFER

.

CODE FOR 1ST. CHOICE PROGRAM
. . ,

CODE FOR 2ND CHOICE PROGRAM

CODE FOR 3RD CHOICE PROGRAM

CODE FOR 1ST CliOICE SCHOOL .

.
CODE FOR 2ND CHOICE SCHOOL

.

NUMBER OF TRANSFERS
PREVIOUSLY GRANTEDc, .

DATES OF TRANiFERS
PREVIOUSLY GRANTED

. . .

i

.

NUMBER OF TRANSFERS GRANTED
LAST SCHOOL YEAR

. . .

4 21,



LOCATION ITEM

TABLE 4.3 (Continued)

FREQUENCY SOURCE

ORIGINAL VOUCHER DOLLARS

REMAINING VOUCHER DOLLARS

REMAINING VOUCHER DOLLARS
IN DAYS

S. TRANSPORTATION

1

.

IS STUDENT BUSSED

BUS NUMBER

_....._

BUS STOP

0 9. SPECIAL PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY .4*-- -44--

ELIGIBLE FOR FREE LUNCH

ELIGIBLE FOR REDUCED LUNCH

ELIGIBLE FOR AID TO
DEPENDENT CHILdREN
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b. Identified the data needs created by the East Hartford
Parents' Choice Program.

c. Developed a revised data list combining numbers a a:

above.

d. Presented this preliminary list to the Parents' Choice
Committee (Oct(:'t.er 8, 197) the initial feedback
on needs and content.

e. Held meetings with selecte..
. rill office personnel,

supervisors, and principals co review list of data
points and Aentify source and users (November, 1975).

f. Met with all East Hartford principals to review list
of data points as amended to date.

g. Resuhmitted final revision of student data point list
to Parent:.' Choice Executive Board for approval.

h. Defined all data elements.

i. Assigned code numbers to all data elements.

j. Developed a lomat for active data file ( orage).

k. Developed data forms for the collection of data.

Developed output programs.

I. 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 subsystem for the East
Hartford Public Schools information system appehcs 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.

2. Defintions and Coding: Each of these data elements and their
associative suhpoints 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
d-finitions for the student management subsystem.

Data Collection Forms: The student information system .,:ould
require the collection of data on the status of cost center
enrollments and of student transfers within and throughout the
school distfict. ii e types of reports are recommended to
maintain an accurate datafile on student information,
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LOCATION

TABLE 4.4

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS

PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

CODING AND DEFINITION BLANK

ITEM CODE

ETHNIC ORIGIN

CAUCASIAN

NEGRO

SPANISH

ORIENTAL

ETC.

HEALTH CODE

HEART TROUBLE

DIABETIC

WITHDb CODE

HEALTH REASONS

DEATH

PROMOTED - GRADUATED

LEFT SYSTEM

PROGRAM NIEFERENCE

PROGRAM DISSATISFACTION

ETC.
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TABLE 4.4 (Continued)

LOCATION *TEM CODE

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

E. ETC.

ENTRY CCDE

TRANSFER FROM A PUBLIC SCHOOL

TRANSFER PROM A PRIVATE SCL

TRANSFER FROM A VOUCHER SCHOOL

NEW RESIDENT

ETC.
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particularly student transfer. The three reports out'i..A
below are suggested in addition to standard reportiig
central office of student identification data.

a) Comp .2hensive Report of Cost Center Enrollment.

Due: by Augu ' 15th each year.

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

b) Adjustment Report of Cost Center Enrollment.

Due: by Septomber 15th 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 i5 listed on the
August 15th report who Lid not report for attend-
ance at the cost center.

c) Continuous Reports of Student Mobilttv.

Dec: upon entry or withdrawal of any student to
3r from the cost center.

Cocitent: An n!.1 card format with the cost center namo
and ( de pre-printed. Upon withdrawal or ehtry of any
student, The cost center will report on thiS fur the
sr.udent's name, either the previous attendance code or the
ithqral attendance code, and the appropriate reason code.

Certail, guideb%c,s w,,ula be followed in developing these dat collection

forms. These ar:::

Brevfly, as .o require a minimum amrunt of writing trom
le.Tondent

?. Use, modify, or abolish e:.:isting forms used to collect
similal data.

3. Eliminition of dlication, so as not t re,iupe respondents
to provde the .:Ame information twice.

4. Ease of trafer to machine readable forms, therefore check-
lists and shcrt responses are the basi information units.
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, amendments to these forms, should be carefully undertaken so as to

maintain congruence with the total information system.

4. Output Reports: Of the twelve output reports.listed in
Table 4.2, Educational Resources and Dev(lopment Center
(ERDC) has developed in greater detail th e four
(No. 3, 8, 11, and 12) which related dire, _ly to the
Parents' Choice Program. The remair ag output reports
listed in'Table 4.2 either already ersist in tho East
Hartford Public Schools present information system
(and therefore simply translate to the new informatioa
system), or are offered as suggestions for development
beyond the basic output programs necessary for the
operation of the Parents' Choice Program.

a) Student Transfer Record and School Income Flow.

0,1tput rePorts numbers 3, 11, and 12 from Table 4.2
are 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 also 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 rc.,ort to the cost centers. NI, three of the
monthly output report to cost centers is entitled "Gross
Budget", and part four is a detailed account e "Instruct-
ional Rev,.nuen for each cost center. Together, these
four parts lorm the one monthly output reporL to cost
centers entitled "Student Transfer Record and School
1--]ome Flow". A more detailed description of each
seetion o: the monthly reper' Tollows:

(1) Student Trans r and Enrollment: This sechion
j designed to provide the attendance center
with pertinei:t information regarding student
Lraosfer acLiviLy as iL affects the attendanc?
center. Informai a is presented by frade group
as per ,our.her computations. The following in-
formation :,s included: September first enrollment,
names and grade levels of students transferring
into attendancu center, names and grade levels
of students transferring out of ttendance center,
number gain in students including source and reason,
numh c loss of students including destination and
reason, and 1tiy, the enrollmec.t of the attendance
Center on the i5th of the previous month. A dis-
play of this sectibn of the monthly output is, pre-
sented in Figure 4.3, Part 1.

8 _)
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(2 ) Capacity and Enrollment: By voucher grade
group, the following data is .pcluded in
Part 2 of the monthly reportl capacity
data; enrollment.; seats available; residen-
tial rights; students brokendown into
enrolled, enrolled in other East Hartford
Public Schools, and not enrolled in other
East Hartford Public Schools; and enrollments
broken down into residents enrollel 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 continuity. This
section of the monthly output report is pre-.
sented in the financial management section of
this report in Table 3.7.

(4) Instructiodal Revenue: The purpose of Part
of the monthly output report is tc provide

th cost center with work 2, figures of the dis-
crerionary dollars it has available. The current -

discretionary allocation is broken down into ex-
pense accounts to aid the cost &enter in decisiuns
regarding the expenditure of discretionary-funds.
Also included in this section are lalances, 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.

b) Summary of Transfer Data:

This would be a r-elatively simple output report which is
designed to (1) retrieve data which is about to be replaced
by newer data and (2) provide a printed record of transfer
nctivity as I relates to the Parents' Choice Prot-,,am. The
program is usually referred to as a "dump" cycle, at which
point a priuLout of selected information is called for. This
procedure does not "eiase" any data f In the active file, so
any combinntion of data rm.! be called for. Data will be
"erased" en ucw u)ta is programmed into its

8.)



NOVEMBER 1, 1975

RARNES SCHOOL (01)

GRADE

X

AUGUST 15th

ENROLLMENT

71

Bob Jones

Mary Smith

Ken Kee.

FIGURE 4.3

EAST HARTFORD PILIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

STUDENT TRANSFER RECORD AND SCHOOL INCOME FLOW

MONTHLY STATEMENT

(01) BARNES SCHOOL
Part I

NOVEMBER 1, 1975

'Student Transfer and Enrollment'

SEPT IS PREVIOUS

GAIN LOSS MONTH (15th). . OCT..I5 CURRENT
I FROM WHY I-TWAY ":ENROLLMENT^ MONTH ENROLLMENT

SfUDENTS

TRANSFERAL))

1-5 296

6-8

9-12

3 71 74

04 03

05 04

08 04

sue Green

Linda Berry

2 296 291

05 01 .

06 01

aim elms.mr

.11=11, 00111 00...111 MEMNON



NOVEMBER 11 1975

BARNES SCHOOL (01)

TOTAL

PART

"Capacity And Enrollment"

1-5 6.8

(01) BARNES SCHOOL

NOVEMBER 11 1975

9-12

'CAPACITY
, 450 100 350

AP,.......1...........111.........14.,

ENROLLMENT 367 il 296

SEATS AVAIL, 83 29

..

54

0114....11=1WRIIMI IMMIIMI

I. 1

RESIDENTIAL RIGHTS 372. 72 300

ENROLLED 367 71 296

ENROLLED IN

OTHER EHPS
- 1 1

3

---..--........--.....
NOT ENR. IN ,

EHPS
. -

ENROLLMENT / ///// ,
.

,

RESIDENTS ENR.
,.

367 71 296
.

.

'NON-RESID, FNR,

1

A

A

;

'A

vi



STUDENT TRANSFER RECORD

AND SCHOOL INCOME FLOW

MONTHLY STATEMENT

NOVEMBER 11 1975

(45) HOCKANUM SCHOOL'HOCYANUM SCHOOL (05)
Part I

NOVEMBER 1, 1975

"Student Transfer and Enrollment'

SEPT 15 PREVIOUS
OCT.15 CURRENTttGUST I5th STUDENTS GAIN LOSS MONTH (15th)

MONTH ENROLLMENT
CRADE ENROLLMENT TRANSFERRED FROM WHY 1 TO WHY 'ENROLLMENT

48

1-5 176

6-8 420

941

Linda Barry

1111114WINID

OUra

111M

Mary Smith

Ben Dell

1

Jack Brun--

Robert Napp

2 48 46

01 04

09 04

01 04 a 176 175

2 420 410
12 04

12 04

ONO
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HOCKANUM SCHOOL (05)

CART 2

"Capacity and Enrollment"

. TOTAL

(05) HOCKAN

NOVMEBER 1, 1975

....".6.8. . . .9.1g

/

CAPACITY 900 50

[

375

.

175

. \

.......,

ENROLLMENT 744

_

48 276 420

SEATS AVAIL, 156 2 g9 55

RESIDENTIAL RIGHTS 752 47 279 426

ENROLLED . 740 47 275 418

,

_

ENR. IN OTHER EHPS

..

; 5
- 2 3

NOT ENR, IN EHPS

.....

7 - 2 5

ENROLLMENT
,

/ /

/

, /

/ '

RESIDENTS ENR, 740 47 275 418

.
,

NON-RES, ENR. 4 1 1



NOVEMBER It 1975

MTKIN SCHOOL (12)

STUDENT TRANSFER RtcORD

AND SCHOOL INCOME noW

MONTHLY STATEMENT

part

'Student Transfer and Enrollment'

(12) RHIN SCHOOL

NOVEMBER 1, 1,r2

. SEPT 15 IREVIOOS

AUGUST 15 eADPIT GAIN LOSS MONTH (15th) 'OCT, 15 COUNT
GRADE . ENROLLMENT TOASTED I FROM WH I TO WHY ENROLLMENT MONTH ENROLLMENT

ram..

1-5

6-8 466

9-12
/IMMO

Bill Atki415

Jack Browo

Robert Ny

Dean &ISO

Mow.

:)

WOOFER

Wk.

aminmid

1.

466 470

90



NOVE4ER 1, 1975

PITKIN SCHOOL (12)

,PART 2

"Capacity and Enrollment'

,TOTAL 1-5

(12) PININ SCHOOL

NOVEMBER 11 1975

6:8 . ,

CAPACITY 594
.. , , .4 , , N .... \

ENROLLMENT 466. 466
, , , .

SEATS AVAIL. 128 128

RESIDENTIAL kIGHTS 468 468

ENROLLED 468

. .

---.-.....--

ENR. IN OTHER EHPS -
.

-

NOT ENR, IN EHPS 2

ENROLLMENT ,

RESIDENTS ENR. 466 466

NOMES. ENR. .
-

,

1 ra



NOVEMBER 1, 1975

PENNEY HIGH (23)

STUDENT TRANSFER RECORD

AND SCHOOL INCOME FLOW

MONTHLY STATEMENT

Part I

(23) PENNEY HIGH

NOVEMBER 1, 1975

'Student Transfer and Enrollment'

SEPT 15 PREVIOUS

UGUST 15 STUDENTS GAIN LOSS MONTH (15th) OCT. 15 CURRENT
GRADE ENROLLMENT TRANSFERRED I PROM WHY 00 WHY v ENROLLMENT MONTH ENROLLMENT,

IN OUT

X

1-5

6-8

I SI

9-12

11111.10.10

111111=1,114

11841 ,

Tim Dow

jack Jones

Fred Smith

Zeke Fowley

Jerry Crown

110 %Mel

WIN

NIMMP

Min INIMI

5
22 01

3
22 01

043,11841

Joe Mann
22 04 X1 01

Bert Gones
22 04 X2 05

George Symes
X1 01

X1 01

S.
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NOVEMBER 1, 1975

PENNEY HIGH (23)

PART 2

\00/
'Capacity and Enrollment"

TOTAL 1-5

(23) PENNEY HIGH

NOVEMBER I, 1975

6-8 9-12

CAPACITY
2;284 2;284 ,

ENROLLMENT
1841

. . ,

1;841

SEATS AVAILABLE . 443

,

,

. 443
.

RESIDENTIAL RIGHTS 290 1

.

. .
2;080
. ,.

ENROLLED 1;00
.

. . .. .... ..,..,
1.;830

ENR, IN OTHER EHPS
10

4
10

NOT ENR. IN EHPS 250
. J ,

250

'ENROLLMENT.

A , . ' 1 ' *1

RESIDENTS ENR. 1,830

....

1
(
830

NON-RES. ENR. 11
V Nv s V ` V 11

%V:VoN ....% ..,

0
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Table 4.5 summarizes, in chronoloqi41 form, the various

output reports and data collection forms reivired in the

student management system.

TABLE 4.5

EAST-HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS

PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

TIME-TABLE OF OUTPUT REPORTS AND DATA COLLECTION FORMS

DATE ITEM DESCRIPTION

.June 15

July 1

Augdst 15

SePtember 1

Continuously

1st of.Every
Month

Attendance
projections
4

Preliminary
Income Flow
Report

Comprehensive
Report of Cost
Center

Initial Income
Flow

Continuous
Reports of
Student Mobility

Monthly Income
Flow Reports

- from cost centers for
FFgriminary identification
of voucher revenue

- to cost centers,
essentially for identifica-
tion of 200 account's

-from cost centers

-to cost centers

-from cost centers

-to cost centers
Tdctober 1-May'1)
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ENROLLMENT PROJ KT IONS

Projections of enrollments have received mucJI attention, in the East

Hartford Public Schools. The New England School Development Council (NESDEC).

completed'a set of projectionfrbased on enrollment data to 19/4-I9h. These pro-

jections were included in "A Feasibility Analysis of Open Enrollment", East Hartford.

,Public Schools, January, 1974, and are included as Table 4.9. The East Hartford

Public SLhools Pupil Acohunting Department has used a variety of yrojection

figures which ale sommarized in Table 4.10 as "working projectione.
-

Educational Resources and Devlopment Center has projected East Hartford

Public Schools Enrollments using four different Methods. These four methods are

sommari-Zed in Table 4.6. Of the four methods4f 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
r,

enrollments from previous data. Thisnset of.projections turned out to be less

than 0.5 off the actual 1975-76 enrollment's 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

most- accurate.

ERDC PROJECTIONS

Table 4,.7 displays the historical analysis-of enrollment in the East

Hartford' Public Schools from 1970-71 through 1975.,76, Included at the bottom of

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

move from one grade to the next in succeeding years. These-percentages of
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persistence were used to generate the enrollment projection data for the years

1976-1977 through 1981-82 as presented in Table 4.8.

Table 4.8, therefore, represents 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

,-mrollment projections presented in Table 4.9, and the East Hartford "Working

Projections" presented in Table 4.10 corroborate the ERDC summary of enrollment

trends in theEast Hartford Public Schools, 1969 through 1982,, presented graphically

in figure 4.4.

TRENDS

The-trend of enrollment in the East Hartford Public Schools has been a

decrease of approximately 350 students per year from 1969 to 1975. This tiend is

111projeCted to accelerate to an annual decrease of approximately 500 it. nts per

year from-1976 through 1981:

From 1969 to 1975 the total school population decreased by about 15%

inclusive (based on 1969 population), or by about 2,000 students. From 1975

through 1981 the total school population should decrease by 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 about 7,450 students in grades K-12.
^

OTHER FACTORS'

Certain adjustments to the ERDC projections that may be made depending

on.'the effect of certain variables are presented in Tables 4.11 and. 4.12. Table

4.11 presents an historical analysis of East Hartford Parochial School enrollments.

Should 4 voucher program be in effeCt during the 1981-82 school year, for example,
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about 550 students can De exped to be enrolled in parochial sctiools in East

Hartford, a number whfch should be added to the public school enrollment in the

computation of any voucher amounts. Also approximately 400 East Hartford students

attending East Catholic High Schc-1, 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 includes students who attend private schools outside of East Hartford

as well as school age students not attending school at all. The statistics for

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

Figure 4.5.

Figure .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 the four profiles in Figure 4.5

will either return or enroll in the East Hartford Public Schools in anv significant

numbers to change the basic projections as presented in Table 4.8.

A critical decision variable, other than public school enrollment, to be

considered in the implementation of a voucher program would be the number of East

Hartford students attending the parochial schools within the town of EaSt Hartford

(Table 4.11).

:BIRTH RATES

Figure 4.6 is included for comparison of East Hartford birth ratep with

state and national birth rate'S. It is important to consider the congruity of the

decline in birth rates, locally, state-wide, and nationally, since they have a direct-

10



FIGURE 4.6

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

UNITED STATS, CONNECTICUT, AND

EAST HARTFORD BIRTH RATES
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Births

Yr. Actual Yr.

TABLE 4,7

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

PROJECTIONS OF SCHOOL ENROLLMENTS BY GRADE AND YEAR:

EAST HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT, HISTORICAL ANALySIS/ERDC

1

Enrollments

2 3 4 5 6 7

Sp.

9 10 11 12 ed. Thtal

.L

1965 1168

r
970-

971
927 1083 1033 1030 1025 947 907 917 871 1015 907 808 727

192

75
12

'

404

1966 1221
a971-

1972
868 920 1010 989 1004 941 862 904 923 1019 942 856 744

183
12

'

178-yr

967 1148 1972

1973
859 854 889 987 962 844 846 846 865 1024 899 878 755

175

-16.

11
'

727

968 1086 19737
1974

810 878 825 875 981 641 819 853 875 943 966 837 755 169 11 469,

969 1106
1974-

1975
785 809 786 779 835 825 818 811 850 990 869 862 755

205,
-
IT

11,022

970 1025
1975-

1976
790 796 735 766 774 713 821 813 822 915 .928 792 771 2C19

-0
10 699

'

Percentage of Persistenc F,rom the historical data presented above, the following percentages

of persistency were derived between grade levels. These percentages were used by ,ERDC in

the projection of enrollments through 1980 which appear in TWA T'

,

Birth to K K-1 1-2 2-3 3-4 4-5 5-6 6-7, 74, 879, 9-10 10711 11712

74.6 100.2 93.4 96.8 97.8 86,6 94.7 99.4 100,1 111.6 92,2 92,2 89,1

Source; East Hartford Public Schools, Connecticut State Health Department

6



Births

Ae-

Year tual Year

197011025

1971 93

1972 734

19fl 626

1974 623

1975 62

1976 650

TABLE 4,8

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

PROJECTIONS OP SCHOOL ENROLLMENTS BY GRADE AND YEAR:

EAST HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT, ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS/ERDC

Enrollment Projections

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total
1975

6a1790 796 735 766 774 713 821 813 822 915 928 .792 771

209

75 10,699

1976

1977

lin-

1978

:7:77---7------------"------
/9'9
1980

........

706

548

467

464

792 743 711 749 670 675 816 814 '917 844 856 706
210

-Or 10 259
'

707

549

468

740

.660

513

719

:116

639

695

703

700

649

602

609
,

634

615

570

671

631

611

817

672

.632

908 845 778
,

763
210

TN 9 734
, #

912

750

07

841

779 693
210
-5Tit 1,096

772 694
210
---
50*

.

8,523

1980-

1981

7779,

1982

466* 465

---"-------,--------
465* 467*

437

434

497

'423

625

486

606

541

.577

574

567

574

612',

568

705

683

.692

650

775 688
210
-50 7472"

638 691
210
---
50*

*Estimated figures.

**These totals based oa estimate of K or K and 1.

Source:, East Hartford Public Schools, Conecticut State Health Department

I.



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

YEAR X 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 TOTAL

1975-

1976
765 832 788 834 810 747 822 817 822 943 908 833 796

.

10,716

1976-

1977
703 771 804 775 831 694 725 823 819 906 089 851 731 10,322

1977-

1970
548 709 745 791 773 712 673 726 825 903 8 4 033 747

____...

9,839

...

i970-

1979
463 552 605 733 709 662 691 674 728 909 852 two 731 9,269

1Y6-

198)
467 533 674 731 676 642 692 676 802 857 798 702,

.

1980-

1981
451 524 672 626 656 643 691 745 7 6 803 701

1981-

1982
414 522 576 607 657 645 765 703 708 705

Percentap of Persistency: NESDEC used the following percentages in the above projections.

,

Birth to IC
K-I 1-2 2-3 3-4 4-5 5-6 6-7 7-8 8-9 9-10 10-1111-12

74.6 100.8 96.6 98.4 99.7 PM 97.0 100.0 100.3 110.2 94.3 93.7 87.8

Source; "A Feasibility Analysis of Open Enrollment," Bast Eart:ord, Connecticut January 21, 1974

to April 21, 1974



TABLE 4.10
A

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

PROJECTIONS OF SCHOOL ENROLLMENTS BY GRADE AND YEAR:

EAST HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT, EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC

SCHOOLS' WORKING PROJECTIONS

Year K 1 . 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 TOTAL0

1975-

1976
725 781 809 786 779 707 824 817 811 808 990 869 862 10,568

1976-

1977
635 725 781 809 788 647 720 824 817 864 808 990, 869 10,277

1977-

1978
517 635 725 781 808 657 655 720 824 769 864 808 990 9,753

1978-

'1979
319 517k 635 725 782 679 663 655 720 776 769 864 808 8,912

.1979-

1980
350 319 517 635 720 654 682 663 655 673 776 769 864 8,277

*Totals do not include special education students (approximately 250).

Note; These figures.are based on a summary of the working figures for individual schools.

Source: East Hartford Public Sehools, "Enrollment and Housing Plan" 1975-1976;

Pupil Accounting Department.

11
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FIGURE 4.4

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

HISTORICAL AND PROJECTED SCHOOL ENROLLMENT:

EAST HARTFORD, CONNECTCUT, ERDC/UCONN.
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TABLE 4.11

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

ACTUAL PAROCHIAL SCHOOL ENROLLMENTS BY GRADE AND YEAR:

EAST HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT 1970-1975

Historical Data.-----1

Year 5 6 7 8 Total

1970-

1971
49 171 177 180 577

1971-

1972
48 144 10 171 532

1972-

1973
123 137 143 155

,

558

19737

1974
125

A

124 136 136

_

521

1974-

1975.
141 144 134 136 555

1975-

1976
130 140 141 132 543

..

Grades 9-12

Note: Approx.:400 East

Hartford students are'

enrolled in East Catholic

High School, Manchester,

Connecticut

Percentage Persistency/Parochidl

Schools

PuIllic 4/

Parochial 5 5-6

13.4 1104.4

6-7 7-8,

102,6 97,5

Source: Enrollment data for St. Christopher and St, Rose

Schools 190-1973, from Parents' Choice Project,

East Hartford, Connecticut,



TABLE 4,12

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC-SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

- ENUMERATION DATA; HISTORICAL SUMMARY

Iear

1 children

ages 0-20

i enrolled

in Public

Schools

1 enrolled

'in non-public

schools

i enrolled

in E.. Htfd.

Parochial,

Schools

Non-Public
l d nexcuig

stSt. zio -Ch

p 6 .her St

Rose

Institu-

tional-

ized

Not

Attending

i

,Ages 16 6 17

Not Attending

School at all

1969--

1970 20,229 12,976 1,496
,

571

172 ***

TT
, - 15 5,742 124

1970-

1971 19,820 12,423 1,503 577

188

-611- 19 5,875 13C'

.

1971-

1972 18,896

1

12,131 1 320

...-

532

123

TT 21 5,424 91

.0
.

L

1972-

1973 18,315 11,924* 1,278* 558

80*

77, 17* 5,093* 108*
. .

.

.

.

1973-

1974 17,004

,

11,228 1486 . 521

, 39

;N.
.
13 4,577 119

1974-

1975 17,137 10 897 1,192 555

48

Yff 21 5,027 138

Mean

Projections 't

1975-

1980
15,470 90000** 975 550**

50

Tg
,

20 4,500

*Interpolated data.

**Mean Projections 1975-1981 from ERDC/EHPS Enrollment Projections

Source: East Hartford Public Schools, Enumeration Department

***Grades 1-4 / Grades 5712



FIGURE 4.5

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

EAST HARTFORD SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN NOT ATTENDING

EAST HARTFO'RD PUBLIC SCHOOLS

700

650

600

550

600

450

400 .

350

300.

250.

200

150

(B)

(A)

100 .

50. gia(C)

(ID)

.1.111.01.11111.SMI

Actual.

Projected("best fit")

(A) . Parochial Student
Enrollment

(B) X Age 14-20 Attending
Outside of East Hartford

(C) Age 4-9 Attending
Outside of East Hartford

(D) X Age 16 and 17 Not
Attending

69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81

*Chart does not include approx. 20 per year institutionalized
students. Source: East Hartford Public Schools, Enumeration Dept.
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TABLE 4.6

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS

PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

ENROLLMENT PROJECTION METHODS

Methods Historical
Percentages
Min/Mean/Max

Regression Analysis

Linear Quadratic

'Cohort
Survivial

Factors

Gross Differences X X .X

XXLine of "Best Fit"

Year-to-Year X
Gross Fluctuations

% Persistence From X
One Grade to the Next

Births & 0- 5 X
Year Olds "

12
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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

The following tables present data on the capacities of schools, broken

down into units compatible to the decision-making units of the integrated infor-

mation system. The intent, here, is to provide data in such form as to make it

readily available for (1) decision-making in the development of (a) the voucher

program and (b) the integrated information system; and (2) transfer to machine

readable form fot storage in the data file.

The NESDEC capacity data are presented in Table 4.13. These data are

consistent with the archiectural "working capacities" as prepared by the East

Hartford Public Schools Pupil Accounting Department ind presented in Table 4.14.

The East Hartford, working capacities were used along with current (1975-76)

enrollments (from Table 4.16) toL idetermine the "seats available 1975-76" to

students who choose to transfer under a voucher prograM as presented in Table 4.14.

It appears, particularly in light of declining enrollments, that there

would be ample "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 reRort.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Enrollment projections generated 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 svmmarized in Figure 4.4.
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'TABLE 4,13

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

PROGRAM AND ARCHIUCTURAL CAPACITIES BY GRADE LEVEL:

EAST HARTFORD/SCHOOLS

Number of

Classrooms

Architedural

CapaCity

Program Capacity

Number of Students

f

,

Ka Reg. K Reg ' Sp. Ed.
SCHOCH, GRADES K Reg Total @25 @25 TOTAL @50 @25 @IS Total

Iarnes K-4 2 16 18 100 400 500 100 350 ....
450 '

Burnside K-5 2' 20 22 100 500 600 100 400 30 530
Goodwin K-5 2 26 28 100 650 750 100 500 60 660
Langford K-5 1 19 20 50 475 525 50 400 15 465
Mayberry X-5 2 18 20 100 450 550 100 100 -- 500
McCartin K-5 1 14 15 50 350 4.00 50 275 15 340
Norris K-5 1 13 14 50 325 375 50 325 ....

375
Second North K-3 1 4 5 40 100 140 40 100 ..

140 .

Silver Lane v0.5 2 17 19 100 425 525 100 275 60 435'

Slye K-5 2 21 23 80 525 605 80 475 15 570
South Grammar Y-4 1 8 9 10 200 240 40 20u -- 240
Stevens K-5 1 13 14 50 325 375 50 175 75 300a
Willowbrook K-6 1 9 10 SO 225 215 50 225 ....

275
woodland K-5 1 7 8 50 175 225 50 150 ..

200
Center F-8 K-5/6-8 2 10/10/11 12/21 100 250/49 821 75 250/496 -- 771
Lckanum K-8 K-5/6-8 1 15/17/6 11/23 50. 375/559 984 50 375/559 -- 900
Sunset Ridge K-0 K-5/6-8 1 7/10/9 8/19 '50 175/434 659 50 175/371 596
O'Connell 5-8 20/9 29 - 699 ' 699 594 ..

594
(St, Christopher) (5-8) (9/3) (12) (440) (440) (337) -- (337)
(St. Rose) (5-8) (8/2) (10) - (350) (350) (272) (272)
O'Brien 6-8 24/15 41 933 933 793 ..

,
793'

Pitkin 6-8 lk 0 26 - ) 605 605 475 ..
475

E. Hartford High 9-12 4 38 82 - ,2073 .2073 1661
/

..
1661

pcnncy High . . 9-12 6 J1 112 - 2752 2752 2284 ! ss 2284
Alt, High 9-12 1 , 3 75 75 41 41

inq
, ,

'*Source: NESDEC in "A Feasibility Anal is of Open Enrollment, East Hartford, Conn,

January 21, 1974 to April 21, 1974.

**Reg/Spec,

CP

128
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:TABLE 4.14

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

WORKING CAPACITIES OF EAST HARTFORD

SCHOOL

TUBLIC SCHOOLS/ERDC

CAPACITY
GRADES ARCHITECTURAL* PROGRAM**

Sast Hartford High School 9-12 1,700 1,509

Penney High School 9-12 2,206 2,040

Alternative High School 9-12 75 50

O'Brien Middle School 6-8 900 765

Pitkin Middle School '6-8 525 446

O'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

MoCartin School K-5 400 340

Norris School K-5 375 319

. Second North School K-3 150 128

Silver Lane School i K-5 525 446

Slye School K-5 550 468

South Grammar School K-3 225 191

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 (S,A. Christopher
440/337, St. Rose 350/272; total prog. cap. 609)

*Source: E. Hartford Public Schools; Enrollment and Housing 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 UARTFORa PUBLIC SCHOOLS, DEPARTMENT

OF PUPICA ACCOUNTING, SCHOOL ENROLLMENT

SCHOOL ENROLLMENT OCTOBER 1, 1975

SCHOOL

Except.
Students

8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 K TOTAL

BARNES 72 66 70 76 71 355
BURNSIDE 13 40 59 53 64 63 74 366

CENTER 56 55 70 63 45 46 44 59 55 493
GOODWIN 28 51 69 55 67 65 66 401

HOCKANUM 19 161 161 99 50 62 51 51 49 52 755

LAN3FORD 15 68 63 66 50 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'CONNELL, 12 92 99 101 81 385

PITKIN 149 141 173 463

SECOND NORTH 30 27 39 32 128

SILVER LANE 25 48 49 47 51 56 70' 346

SLYE 23 42 63 68 60 50 50 346

SOUTH GRA"AAR 35 40 52 37 164

STEVENS 8 22 23 26 21 22 15 137

SUNSET RIE 6 97) 100 18-J 22 23 35 31 28 36 456

WILLOWBROOK 53 46 50 149

WOODLAND 17 22 25 24 27 14 129

LEARNING CTP. 27 27

209 822 813 821 713 774 766 735 796 790 7,239

Except.
Students 12 11 10 9

E.H.H.S. 23 384 363 431 441 1,642
PENNEY 27 365 419 486 468 1,765
SYNEw'Y SCHOOL 22 10 11 6 49

TOTAL HIGH 50 771 79,2 928 915 3,456,

HOME INSTRUCTION: EHHS PENNEY 2 SYNERGY 1 4

TOTAL ENROLLMENT, OCTOBER 1, 1975 10,699

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

PAROCHIAL SCHOOLS: 8 7 6 5 TOTAL

ST. CHRISTOPHER 77 80 79 81 317
ST. ROSE 55 61 61 49 226

132 141 140 130 543

1 3 ')
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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 decrease 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 students. 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 vouGher program in the East Hartford Public Schools are varjed. .First of

all, the decreased student population Would tend to make any new program more

expensive on a per pupil basis. Second, a decline in the base studeni popula-

lation would, in effect, result in fewer students taking part in a voucher

program. Finally, decision variables which may have had a major impact egre

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

and capacities.

Decisions 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
;
AC

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.

If relationships and parameters,of enroilmetn and capacities are desired or deemed.

necessary for the stability of'the total school system, they would have to be

identified prior to the implementation of any vouch.er system.

Lastly, the ability of the parochial schools to attract a capacity

enrollment seems to be constant (at about 550). Inclusion of parochial schools

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

in the parochial ,schools.
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Considering the analysis of enrollments and capacities presented, the

East Hartford Public Schools w!qld have to consider the following decision

variables:

1. Establishing capacity limits for each attendance center

based on either architectural or program capacities or

a combination of the two.

2. Establishing minimal enrollment levels fol- each

attendance center below which exodustransfers are

frozen.

3. Closing certain schools.

4. Establishing capacity limitations on parochial

schools comparable to those of public schools,

or some agreed upon process.

Establishing attendance center (including

parochial schools) voucher participation ratios

wherein the in-vs.-out ratio of any attendance

center is within certain ranges of other attend-

ance centers.

These decision variables, and any action taken upon them, would represent

parameters within which the student management system and the voucher system would

operate. The integration of enrollment and capacity-information and decisions

into the total mailagement information system would be vital to the operation of

an East Hartford Parents' Choice Program, and should be conducted according to the

guidelines suggested.

13

-



Section II

Parent Information



PARENT INEORMATION

\
AsmirA basic assumption of Parents' Choice was that educational 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 in an open market

would have numerous benefits., it was also appirent that uncontrolled competition

could have a negative impact on the educational process.

The component of "Parent Information" was to be the primary safeguard

against the possible negative consequence of competition. Essentially, this

component is concerned with the collection, verification, and dissemination of

" information regarding the East Hartford Public Schools and the Parents' Choice
, .

Project.

The primary task,s 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.

PARENT ADVICE TEAM

The Parent Advice Team (PAT) consisted of a coordinator and three field

'workers whose role was to provide information about the 'educational programs avail-

able in East Hartford and to assist parents'in the transfer grocess (Appendix A).

The field workers were hired in May of 1975 and after a.brief orientation

period they began.the task ofassembling the information packets that were to be

distributed to parents. these packets contained a copy of the "Our Schools" book.loi,

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

13;
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these.information packets (approximately 7,000 were distributed door to door) were

accomplished smoothly. The greatest Problem encoumtered was,one of t6ping. Due

to the original delay in the awarding of the grant, the information packets delivered

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

marily concerned with the opening of school in Septemher.

With the implementation of a Parents' Choice Program it would have. been

necessary for these packets to be Oelivered 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 Ly May 30th.

During the siMulated transfer period (June to August, 1975), the PAT

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

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

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

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 'set tip appointments between parents and school staffs.

An additional fUnctioh which the PAT workers assumed was one ef'providing

general information to parents regarding the-East Hartford Public Schools. A

number of calls received were (not concerned with Parents' Choice or the transf,er

process. Once the PAT phone mumber had been publicized and distributed via the

lnformation.packetg, paren'ts began calling to request information about.a var-iety

of public !-;chool programs. Some of the information that was requested concerned

the pre-kindergarten program', the gifted program, transportation policies, mid

special education programs. Thesu requests were handled by providing initial

information, referring the caller to the apprOpriate school department, dnd.
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by following up the referral to insure that contact was made. The Parent AdviCe

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
f4e;

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

quired a minimum/of four field workers to handle the information distribution and

transfer process.

The greatest difficulty encountered in the transfer process was in

establishing uniform procedures and communication with the individual schools and

the Office of Pupil Accounting. This was primarily caused by the fact that the

Parent Advice Team was a new organizational structure which had to be coordinated

idith existing structures. It should be noted that in order for the Parent Advice

Team to function prdperly it was housed in a central location that was accessible

to the public and could'remain open beyond the length of the normal school day.

While it was possible to find adequate housing within existing school facilities,

it was felt that, due to the nature of the Parent 40vice Team, it should be housed

in a more neutral locatron.

A major concern of Project Staff was that the PAT team be maintained as

a nonjudgemental third party that would be able to provide parents with objective

information. This neutral position was threatening to elements of the public

school bureaucracy and wh,fle cooperative procedbres were eventually worked out it

is likely that had the voucher program been implemented the fears and conflicts

would have arisen again.

"OUR SCHOOLS" BOOKLET

The third edition of the "Our Schools" booklet- was published in May, 1975.

The.primary function of this booklet is to provide parents with objective

13(3
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descriptions of the East Hartford Schools educational programs. A number of

changes and imProvements were made inthe 1975 edition of the "Our Schools"

booklet and it is significantly improved over previous edditions (Appendix 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 apparent lack of significant differences among the

schools. It is important to note that some differences do exist but that these

differences are not always re lectd by the information contained in the school

descriptions.

Because of these deficiencies in the 1975 edition the content of the

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

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

able data (Appendix 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

booklet entified "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 schools work for you is like anything else.
You need to know how the school system operates, and what
to do wJen you have a problem that needs solving or a
question that needs an answer.

booklt:t is designed to give you the knowledge so that
you as a i,:irent or'East Hartford resident can make wise
decisions about the school system and its educational
programs".

13";
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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 program been implemented the "Our Schools" and "Your Schools" book

lets would have provided parents with the tools needed to make wise educational

choices. It should be noted that even without the voucher program the information

which has been provided to parents will undoubtedly-contribute to the development

of more positive parentschool relationships.
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67EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS:
PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

Role of PAT Field Worker (Parent Advice Team)

General Mission: Field worke-s will work directly with the
community under thesupervision of the Parents' Advice-Team Coordinator acting a:a liaison between the school and the community.

General Duties:

1. Meet with school staffs and community to assist in the development of aneffective communication cycle.
2. Participate in the development of an informatioA

resource service for the
public.

3. Assist in the collection and analysis of data pertinent to the transferprocess.
4. Collect school program descriptions.5. Assist in the design of various forms.6. Publish the third generation of "Our Schools".7. Prepare packets of descriptive materials and forms.8. Deliver packets to families, discuss the "Our Schools" booklet and explainthe 'process for transfers.

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 withprincipals and supervisors.

The Parents:
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 outgoingstudents.
2. Synthesize comments on the content of "Our Schools".and assistin the development of the 4th generation.

The Parents:
1. Explain.Parents' Choice Program (concept, transfets, process, etc.)
2. Distribute information packets to parents.3. Explain the "Our Sdhools" Bookelt, terms, etc.

The PAT Staff Will Not

1. Counsel parents.
2. Recommend schools or programs for students.

AJE/WBT/ejd
5/19/75
12/30/75
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EAST HARTFORD.PUBLIC SCHOOLS
PARENTS' CHOICE pROJECT

HOW TO REQUEST A TRANSFER

1: If you want more inforMation about the schools in East Hartford call:Parent Advice Team
700 Burnside Avenue, Room 15
East Hartford,. Connecticut 06108
Telephone #528-9174-

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

3. Send the completed form to Mr. Ernest Grasso, Pupil Accounting Bureau,East Hartfrod Public Schools, 110 Long Hill Drive, East Hartford, Connec-ticut 06108.

4. You will receive a letter telling you whether your transfer request hasbeen approved or deniedi

5. If the transfer has been approved, the letter will tell you the date yourchild 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 discusstransfer to a different school, call the Parent Advice Team, 700 BurnsideAvenue, 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

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
Date of Birth Sex

Address
Telephone Number

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)

Yes No

Signature of Parent
Date of Request

Number of Transfers Granted:

1 9 3

Request Granted

Request Denied

WBT/msh
6/2/75

For Office Use Only

115

Signature, Pupil Accounting
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EAST HAR!':10RD PUBLIC SCHOOLS
OPEN ENROLLMENT PROJECT

PROFTLE FOR INDIVIDUAL SCHOOL DESCRIPTION

SCHOOL

ADDRESS

PHONE

PRINCIPAL

71

ENROLLMENT GRADES STUDENTS AVAILABLE SEATS

c4OGRAh GOALS

A.

B.

What is the school doing?

How is it achieving its goals?

MAJOR PROGRAM OFFERINGS OR CURRICULUM

A. Structure

1. Traditional
2. Open
3. I.G.E.
4. Non-graded
5. Multi-aged
6. Teaming

B. Course Offerings

1. Regular
2. Gifted
3. Remedial reading
4. College credit

14
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Profile for Individual School Description

C. Materia:Is Used

1. Books - Texts
2. AVA
3. Supplementary

SPECIAL PROGRAMS

A. Adaptive Physical Education Program

B. Social Workers Program

C. Guidance Program
D. Federal Resource Program
E. English as a Second Language Program
F. Reading Programs - remediad, corrective and advanced

G. "Gifted Programs
H. Health Programs

SPECIAL CLASSAS

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
B. Learning Disabilities
C. Social Work Ts -

D. Speedh and Language Clinicians
E. Reading Consultants
F. Guidance
G. Health

14 G



Profile for Individual School Description.

EDUCATIONAL POLICIES'

A. Groupings (heterogeneous, homogenous)

1. Critefia.for grouping

B. Romework
ProMotion Policies

D. Detention
E. Suspension

' CLASS SIZE

A. By-Grade -'or'Unit

1. Pupil-Teacher Ratio

STAFF

. I

B. By Special Classes

k. P4pil-Teacher Ratio

A. Principal
B. Vice-Principal/s
C. Head Teacher
D. %Federal Resource Personnel
E. Aides 4
F. Nurses
G. Specialists:" guidance, reading consultants, etc.

1. Timet per week -7éto

H. Secretary

STAFF EXPERfENCE

A. Percentage of teachers,teaching 5 ypts or letis.
B. Pefcentage of teachers teaching 5 - 10 years.
C. Percentage of teachers teaching 10 years or morp.
D. Percentage of staff turnover last year.

,

11 .
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a

Profile for Individual.School Description

STUDENT INVOLVEMENT

A. -11uring School

1. Student Ggvernment,
2. Newspaper
3. 'Gcmmunity Service
4.. Other

B. . After School.

PARENT INVOLVEMENT

A. P.T.A. or P.T.O.
B. Volunteers
C. Tutors
D. Other

EVALUATION PROCEDUINS

A. Students Performances
B. Teacher Observation
C. End of Unit Tests
D. Criterion Referenced Tests
E. Standardized Tests
F. Students' Self-Evaluation
G. School Planning Teams
H.- Others

REPORTING SYSTEM

A. Report Cards - (How Often)
B. Conferences - (How Often)
C. Progress Reports - (How Often)
D. Other

130



Profile for Individual School Description

PHYSICAL FACILITIES

A. Gym
B. Multi-Purpose Room

1. Uses

C. Library
D. Media Center
E. Offices
F. Playground
G. Number of stories high
H. Industrial Arts
I. Homemaking
J. Other

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

15i
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EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS
PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

SCHOOL

ADDRESS

PRINCIPAL

VICE PRINCIPAL(s)

SECRETARY(s)

TELEPHONE EXT.

ACADEMIC DATA

MAJOR PROGRAM OFFERING OR CURRICULUM

A. Structure

1. Traditional
2. Open
3. I.G.E.
4. Non-graded
5. Multi-aged
6. Teaming
7. Other (Please specify)

B. Jrouping (criteria)

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

D.
School has established the following (3-5) objectivesfor the 1976-1977 school year:

1. OBJECTIVE

PLAN FOR ACHIEVING AND EVALUATING THIS OBJECTIVE

2. OBJECTIVE

PLAN FOR ACHIEVEING AND EVALUATING THIS OBJECTIVE

3. OBJECTIVE

PLAN FOR ACHIEVING AND EVALUATING THIS OBJECTIVE

1 5
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4. OBJECTIVE

PLAN FOR 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 improve services?'

READING CHART

PROGRAMS

GRADE K

1

2

3

4

,

5

6

. 7

8

9

_

10

11

12

151



MATH CHART,

PROGRAM

GRADE K

79

CLASS SIZE

Please list for Reading and Mat:i your smallest c:rass, largest class and average
class: (use current date)

ADDITIONAL PROGRAMS

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

SPECIAL EDUCATION CLASSES

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

15
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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 information 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.

Caucasian , Black __, Hispanic , Asian American , Other

Experience: 1-3 yrs. , 4-6 __, 7-9 , 10-12 , uver 12



STUDENT COMPOSITION
1975-1976

'Student Population (total)

Number of Male Students Number of Female Students

Caucasian , Black , Hispanic , Asian American Other

No. of Students who take bus , No. of Students who walk

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 Students earning High Honors

Percentage of Students earning Honors

Do you have a student government?

81

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

4
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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 publ:tsh a newsletter?

Do you have parent volunteers? If yes, in what capacity?

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

List and Explain:

Does your sc,00l publish a newsletter?

If yes, how often?



PHYSICAL FACILITIES (By school)

Picture of School

Specifications

Year of Construction
Dates of renovation and/or additions

Capacity
Itemization of'rooms

Classrooms
Cafeteria, Media (indicate No. of Books) music/art, hym, multipurpose

rooms etc.
Extra Faci:ities

Industrial Arts
Homemaking

Playground

BUDGET (BY SCHOOL)

Salaries - Principal, Vice Principals, & Teachers
Secretaries,,Aides, Nurse, Custodian

Non-Salary -

Total Salaries

Textbooki
Homemaking
Industrial Arts
School Library
Audio-Visual
Teaching.Supplies.
Homemaking
Industrial Arts
Channel 24 ETV
Directed Activities
Transportation
Athldtics
Field Trip
Heat

Water & Sewerage
Electricity
Gas
Maintenance of Plant
Replacement of Equipment
Maintenance Supplies
Student Body
Capital Outlay

Total Non-Salary

'GRAND TOTAL

150

83
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TRANSPORTATION

In December, 1973 the East Hartford Board of Education considered the

extension and improvement of those policies related to Opon Enrollment. At that

meeting the Board of Education unanimously moved to adopt and then tabled the

following amendmept and proposed extension related to the transportation policy:

AMENDMENT TO TRANSPORTATION POLICY

"The Board of Education has adopted n 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 determining 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 Educational Coordinates, a

subsidiary of Mathematica, Inc., to determine the feasibility of implementing

this transportation policy. While a similar task was undertaken in the Feasi-

bility Analysis, it was felt that more accurate data would be needed pro-

vide the Parents' Choice staff with more reliable and valid koj-rtions of the

implementation costs.

The following activities were undertaken by Mr. David Lovell of Ed-

ucational Coordinates 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
schobl in September, 1975.

0 A.
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Deliverables were:

a) bus routes that were acceptable to East Hartford
transportation officials for all regularly, trans-
ported students;
a coordinated schedule of individual routes in-
dicating thse routes (and schools) which may be
serviced together using one vehicle so as to min-
imize the number of vehicles required;

c) a student list in alphab4tic 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

0 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.

STUDY CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FROM. MATHEMATICA, INC.

In accomplishin, objectives set forth by the East Hartford Public

Schools, Mathematica reaciv_ several conclusions regarding pupil transportation in

East Hartford'under a Parents' Choice Program. Moreover Mathematica derived a num-

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

mixing transportation costs in such an environment.

Completion of Simulation One (Appendix E), which envisioned use of a corn-

,

puter to plan regular, home-to-school transportation for the 1975-1976 school year,

demonstratea conclusively that transportation planning by computer is feasible and

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

v



was achieved was characterized by a high degree of accuracy (error rate'less than

2%) substantial reduc4tion of clerical effort, and a reduction an the number of ve-

hicles required from 23 in 1Q74-1975 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 especially impressive because the work wa accom-

i4
;plished within a greatly restricted project schedule, i.e., work was statted sev-

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

of a computer should yield even better results due to a presumed iltiprovement

project start date.

Based on results of Simulation Two (Appendix E), which envisioned com-

bined transportation of regular-and Parents' Choice rider, 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 (4

$176,872.

The additigiial.expendi.ture of $50,241.reprelents use of 2 buses and 4

r-
uans more than were planned for by the East Hartford Transportation Department. A

- more complete analysis shows:

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

4 vans *9 seats/van *2 rou,tes/van (avg) = 72

504 seats

147 children/504 seats = 29% capacity utilization

computed average capacity utilization for Simula-
'*S4

,tion = 70%

Hence, At can be seen that utilizatiOn of the additional vehicles is

quite low. In fact, a level of usage of these vehicles equivalent to all others

1,6
04.
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could yield capacity sufficient to handle approximately 350 out-of-district stu-

dents or nearly 2.5 times as many as were considered in Simulation Two (Appendix E)

Furthermore, because the per diem fee for a bus was only $3.00 more than

for a van, for an addit-ional $2,160 the 4 vans could have been converted to 4 buses

Yielding 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

follows:

6 buses *72 seats/bus *3 routes/bus (avg) = 1,296 seats

applying the 70% average utilization factor yields 907

seats.

In summary, two things should be clear. First, the relationship between

costs and students transported is not linear. Hence, 294 additional riders would

cer!:ainly not cost twice what 147 cost. Second, it may be reasonably expected

that iliere would be little or no additional cost for substantial number of addi-

tional riders above the 147 already simulated. In fact, figures presented herein

would tend to ,indicate thilt, at current contract rates, it would be possible to

transport as mahy as 900 out-of-d-istrict riders for an additional expenditure above

tht, -urrellc budget of just under $53,000.

Admittedly, 150 and 900 students represent only 1.4% and 8.4% respective-

1Y of the 1975-1976 student enrollment. However, these same numbers of students re-

present r 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 til: much an unknowrL It is thought that no more than 10% of the total

hoo1 enrollmnt would request a transfer.

A number of other factors would also influence the future tr:.!'asportation

(-If the Ea':t. Hartford Public Sch-,ols in general. Cost savings could most likely

lb
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be accomplished by: (a) adjusting school bell times, (b) allowing students to

ride different buses, morning and afternoon, (c) allowing buses to follow differ-

ent routes, morning and afternoon, (u) increasing the student waiting time (arri-

val to bell time).

Increased costs could be expected from inflationary and contractural

factors. However, greater state aid per pupil for transportation ind a greater

number of students riding buses (apd entitled to aid) might have combined tp re-

duce inflationary growth.

The transportation consultant atmpted 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 transportation expenses of.East Hartford

schools. The cost of regular transportation for 1975-1976 has already been re-

duced by computerized bus routing. The $50,000 estimated extra cost of transport-

ing Parepts' Choice students represents 11.7% of the total transportation expense.

Table 1.2 uses the 1975-1976 estimated 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.

16-
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TABLE 1.1

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

1975-76 TRANSPORTATION EXPENSES

EXPENDITURE AMOUNT

Salaries $ 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.

16 ;3
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Lastly it can be concluded.that the minor alterations in bell times en-

visioned by Simulation Four (Appendix E) which otherwise utilizes data and con-

straints from Simulation One (Appendix E), would have a major, direct effect on

transportation costs. Specifically, cost projections for the solution developed

in Simulation Four (Appendix E) show an additional reduction in transportation ex-

penditure of over $17,000 from the results of Simulation One (Appendix F).

These conclusions,'coupled with observations made during project per-

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 mandated limit of one
hour for walk-plus-rtde 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.

16 ';
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7. 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.

8. 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.

1 6 G
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STUDY OBJECTIVES

At the outset of this study, two objectives were established. First,
East Hartford Public Schools and MATHEMATICA sought to develop

an operational transportation system for the opening of school in
September, 1975 (Simulation One). Second, an investigation of various
transportation alternatives (Simulations Two and Three) 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 7



95

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 uniformly 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 to 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 6 8 secondary school children were to be loaded
on any bus.

6) School bell times used for Simulations Ont., Two, and Three
were those established for the opening r -ho ol in September,
1975. The bell times used for Sirnulat 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
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tiMe windows were established for all levels.

8) All student census information used wrsre those data compiled
by the East Hartford Public Schools Dat7t 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 assamed 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.

4
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COMPUTER OUTPUTS*SUMMARIZED

During performance of this investigation 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 during August and comprised an operational
transportation system that was to have been implemented at the start of
school.

Simulations Two and Three Nirere delivered to the Parents' Choice
Office on November 14, 1975. They comprised proposed transportation
systems for the combination of regular and Parents' Choice transpor-
tation and regular, Parents' Choice, and special education transportation
respectively.

Simulation Four was received in the Parents' ,Choice Office on November
21, 1975. It comprised a proposed transportation system for current,
home-to-school riders only, which assumed bell times different from
those. presently used;

4
7



98

SIMULATION ONE SUMMARY

/

Schools Serviced

Bus Routes Computer-Generated

Bell Schedule

19

57

One (Figure IV. 1)

"Buses Required 18

Vans Required 0

Bus Cost (1) $158,728

Van Cost (2)

TOTAL COST $158,728

(1) At current rates of $48. 99/day and 180 days/year

(2) At current rates of $45. 99/day a.nd 180 days/year
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SIMULATION TWO SUMMARY

Schools Serviced 24

Bus Routes Computer-Generated 68

Bell Schedule One (Figure IV.1) /

Buses.Required 22

Vans Required

Bus Cost (1)

Van Cost (2)

4

$194,000.

$ 33,113

TOTAL COST $227,113

(1) At current rates of $48. 99/day and 180 days/year

(2) Atocurrent rates of $4_,. 99/day and 180 days/year



SIMULATIONTHREE SUMMARy

Schools Serviced 24

Bus Routes Computer-Generated .91

Bell Schedule Ohe (Figure IV.1)

Buses Required 22

Vans Required 18'

Bus Cost (1)
$194, 000

Van Cost(2) "$149, 003

TOTAL COST $343, 068

(1) At current rates of $48. 99/day and 180 days/year

(2) At current rates of $45. 99/day and 180 days/year

C.

Figure III



SIMULATION FOUR SUMMARY

Schools Serviced 19

Bus Routes Computer-Generated 57

Bell Schedule Two (Figure IV. 21

Buses Required

Vans Required 0

BL:Ii Cost $141, 091

(2)Van Cost

TOTAL COST $141, 091

(I) At ,Atrrent rates of $43. 99/day and NO days/year

At t rates $45, c.'1./riay and 180 days 'year

Figure IV
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SCHOOL NAME

BELL SCHEDULE ONE

TIMEA. M.

Barnes 8:45 2:55

Burnside
I

8:45 2:55

Center 8:45 2:55

Goodwin 8:30 2:40

Hockanum* 8:35 245
Mayberry 9:N. 3:10

McCartin* 2:45

Norris 8:4 . 2:55

O'Brien 8:15 2:25

O' Connell* 8:20 2:30

Second North 8:45 2:55-

Silver Lane 8::45 2:45

Slye 8:45 2:55

South Grarnn.a r ''' 8:25 2:35

Sunset Ridge 8:45 7'. 55

Willowbrock* 9:00 3:10
!

WOodland 9:00 3:10

Stevens 8:20 2:30

Pitkin 8:15 2:25

Langfor..1 8:45 2:55

'enney 7:50 2:00

East Hartford 8:20 2:30

St. Christopher 9:00 3:00

St. Rose 8:40 2:40

Cheney Technic7.1 8:00 2:17-

*Scho-As so denoted had bus service for Simulations Two and Three only.

Figure IV. 1

1 7
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ELL SCHEDULE TWO

SCHOOL NAM.:. A. M. TIME P.M. TIM
Barnes 9:00 3:10
Burnside 9:00 3:10
Center 0:00 3:10
Goodwin 9:00 3:10
Hockanum*

Mayberry 9:00 3:10
McCartin*

Norris 9:00 3:10
O'Brien 8:00 2:10
0' 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 0;c0 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 S:00 2:17

Schools so denoted had no bus service for this si:nulation

Figure IV. 2

103
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AUTONOMY

The Board of Education and the Sul. intendent initiated in the last five

years efforts toward decentralization and greater building level autonomy in the

Fast Harfford Public Schools. The param ters for building level autonom! are out-

ir

follows:

ic Feasibil ty Study for the Ovn Enrollment/Parents' Choice Program as

he authority 1 plan, organize and implement school
organizational patterns and programs by the individ-
ual school administrator within broad policies estab-

by the Board of Education is of necessity an
integral part of a system which allows school to be
(:iffe'rent and par nts to choose.

As A management cc 2ept the East Hartford Sche)1 Ad-
ministr::tion :or the past five vears has been stress-.
ing as,;i7,nment of, or the delegation of, decision-

:1.1thoritv to that level closest to (Teration
rc' I'litv, the school.

,e schoel unit presently has the
tor cik:'-ermiaing many of the decisions

th:? The!,,t' are primarily in the area ,,f cur-
developmen. buridirw, organi::tion.

'iti:i7:tion and pr(::ram::.in,.:, h
lectio:t ia 1 i pnlont ,

strt.r he sch.)ol day.

).,1" flnhnLial H.,-

in th- ',he cr ppr, -ed
it-4- i 1 I-

:

r 7 tr

-
s 'ia!
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The indivi,
the aid ana
cise clrar

,chool administrator, the principal, with
of the school staff, presently exer-

'sion-making authority in the following area:

AF nts of students for group or individual

2. Organization and scheduling of instructional time
within the school day.

Selection of new teachers to the school.

4. Assignment of !aching staff within the schoo'

5.. Selection of method_s and techniques and pur'hase

\ of materials and equip( ..nt to implement curriculum.

6. Determintion of the appropriate method of (ommu-
nicatine to parents their child's school progress
beyond the basic minimal report required by the
school system, i.e. parent-teacher conference,
telephone call, written progress reports.

7. Provision of nun A.:uclent contaet time to individual
staff members to work rn educational problems and
is!ues on a sustained basis through temporary assign-
ment of substitute teaching personnel.

8. The st;;,1v of new educational ideas, initiation of
ther limited use within the school ind evaluatiom
of result,;.

scho,1 ad-linirators and staffs have
inp.:t in' the decion-making process, .11-

thoucth not to t I nr detecmiiiing,

..nment (, s : or kipek: er- ,nt

tP 1 i I ,:ch- .1.

: f-.pec :1 a r t hool rom
'r",-;; ):1:1,' 1 re y:,

t ic.1 r v -.1..s!er

.7inal. . mnintonan
t .

.!!-: ! 1,1T-

,
t was
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In order to provide school staffs with these skills, the Fast Hartford

Parent_3' Choice staff contracted with Hunan Fnterprises to develop an 1n-5ervice

training program to accomplish the following objectives:

1. Develop an understanding of the extent to which the
school system supports diversity to enable staff to
assume responsibility for developing diversity at
the building levc1;

2. Acquire knowledge con( !ming the present and proposed
dcision-making proc(,s (at the school system and th-
building level) in order to:

a) recorlize the'alternatives presently available
to th.m as well as those which may become avail-
ablc., and;

bl make appro riate choices among the alternof-iyes.

3. Develop -Ikills to enable staff to:

1) use -,roups constructively at the building level;
b) man,,,, conflict creatively at ta, auilding level;
c) sulv- 17uilding level problems;
d) design a decision-making process for the building.

4. Tr, learn w!ar. oposcd Parents' Choice is all about.

There were In rhe ,r.-S'ervict. training program. 'Me follow-

ing is a synopsis of thk

KATT( DE_c 1-;N

co: itions iL would he lppropr!ate to have c.-.-nultants

working. inte: i iv with ea h individuAl ,ol's staff in or'er to reach the oh-

e-1 ,!ioas1y, lime lnd monov made such an ap-

nro,:. inp(

Aft erirw, -,,mstr ints y.!(1 th 11,.cd prormro indivjdiiil

1 i ti the !h,:eri, of (-(1r1,-;111 t , ci in w:1 dovoloped: .

to oi nt time;

a Iar. number ot
Ipproi :ate skfll ; and

to prepare ther: to continu, r irv

work in fut'.re years.

18 71
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TRAINING DESIGN

PHASE I - September, 1975-March 31st, 1976 (5 1/2 days*)

In-depth team building for project staff and Central Administration.

This effort ris focused on creating a well coordinated and effective top

ma:Agement team. *(2 1/2 consecute days in September, 197._:; others to ex-

ten, ',rough Phase IV).

PRASE II September-October 15th, 1975 (3 1/2 days)

a) Training r Administrative Council (i.e., Central Administrators,

certified administrators and classified administrators) and several teach:rs fo-

cused on clarifying the elements of the Parents' Choice Project, understanding

the In-Service training plan .or the school year and prGviding an opportunity for

both groups to discuss th( training plu. (2 days)

Training fc.r superviso- and staff sylected by Lhem to explain thL

Parents' Choice Project, the Tn-Service traiaii ; plan and the implications of C,e

Parents' Choice ct for specir,1 area sta,f. (1 1/2 days)

PHASE III Oct.,,,er-December, 1975 0 days 1341 team)

a) . In order to reach each school, team, consisting of administru

st .rf, supervism:-y personnel, c.ta,.;',,-oom teachers and special area stutf were

givea eight d.Y,Fs o f training to provide th. with knOwledge about Pare7lt!,

Choice and the skills to e,o back t-) their 1 tildiny ..ld work with the re.c of their

;taff to enable C s:hool to begin its planni_n7, tor .ticeessful operatioo, under ti,c

Parents' t 'ice Project. Si_ of the training dav,; were devoted tm inten,

bulid!flg fmr team members and two devoted .to plannirw fmr In-rvice programs

for their building.
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With the exception of the two high schools,
alternate high school andprivate schools, teams were clustered

into groups which consisted of feeder
schools in order to create

collaborative approaches to developing autonomy anddiversity.

b) The one day ot In-Servici )tt the secretarial staff was devotedto providing them with knowledge about Parents' Choice and their vital role in
communication.,...

PHASE IV - October, 1975-April, 1976 (4 1/2 days per building or 2 full thivs
per building)

During this
.ei,sultants worked with building teams to help themdesign In-Service programs for their

buildings. Consultants were subsequentlypresent at school
In-Service meetings as

ttvors providing feedback on processto th- building team. The faculties developed:
a) a written document

describing their decision-making proLess; and

b) a written
statement on plans for 1976.

JHASE V - April, 1976 (2 days per building)

These two days allowed the
original consultant team to !Th' t with in-(livida., school teams to:

0) follow up rel4vant issues;

evaluate with :-he
c-11 work ot the ear: and

e) at;sist a the preparation
ol long rang



PHASE I ?RASE II

Project Team

and

,entral Adm.

Consultants

and

Pro;ect Staff

with Bd.of 1.

(1/2 day)

FLOW CHART FUR INSERVICE TRAINING

Administrative

Council

and

Several

Teachers

(2 dayal_____

Supervisory staff

and

Selected Personnel

(1 1/2 day)

PHASE III

SCHOOL TEAMS.

6 days: Team Building

2 days: Planning for

building level

In-service

Program

(8 days)

Secretarial Staff

Information

(1 day)

ternat ve H. S.

& Private Schools*

Team Building &

Long Range Planning

(2 days)

Project Staff

and

Central Adm.

( 1 1/2 day)

*Representatives from

Private schools have been

invited to participate in

Phases ri & III

PHASE IV

........

',In-service at

1Building Level.

Consultants

will Aid in

Design of

Program and

Process feed-

back to

uilding teams

(4 [1/21 days

or 2 days)

,Project Staff

and ,

Central Adm. 1

(I day)

0

183

PHASE V

1Building Level

Consultants

meet with Teams

for follow-up

Evaluation &

Long Range

Planning

(1 1/2 day

per team)
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SUMMARY SHEET OF TEAM DISTRIBUTION

TEAM I and II

Penney High School
East Hartford High School - .Sub-Teams
1 CA*and/or Supervisor*
1 Principal
2 Vice Principals
3 'Guidance (inc.Dept.Head)
5 Department Chairmen
5 Teachers

17

TEAM 1.I1

[2] Participants [34]

O'Br!en Middle School Team
(Langford, Mayberry, Norris & Woodland) - Sub-Teams [5] Porticipants [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 Guidance 4 Teachers
3 Unit Leaders 7

5 Teachers
13

TEAM IV

Pitkin School Team
(Goodwin, Slye, Stevens)
Middle School Team
.1 CA and/or Supervisor
( Vige P. lcipal
1 Guidanc,
3 Unit Leaders
3 Teachers

Principll
.10 .

TEAM V

'O'Connell school Team
(Barnes)
Middle School TeAm

CA and/or Supervisor
1 PrinciN1
1 Vic Pr1:1 ipal

1 Guidanct
3 . ea

3 Teacher:;
'1/410

Sub-Teams [4] Partieipans 1311
Elementary Teams for Each Sr!lool
1 CA and/or Supervisor
1

1

4

Sub-Teams

Principal
Special Area
Teachers

[2] Parti(ipants [17]
Elementary Te2 s for Each School
1 CA and/or. mlpervisor
1 Principal
I Special
4 Teachers

* CA- = Central Adminiiratos*
* ex-officio memberS who would atend at times to be designated

1
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SUMMARY SHEET OF TEAM DISTRIBUTION (continued)

TEAM VI

Sunset Ridge Team
(Silver Lane, Burnside) - Sub-Teams [3] Participants [24]
Middle School Team Elementary Teams for Each School
1

1

1

1

3

3

10

CA and/Or Supervisor
'PrinciPal
Vice Principal
Guidance
Special Area

ichers--

4' 1

1

1

4

CA and/or Supervisor
Principal
Special Area
Teacb.ars

TEAM VII

Hockanum School Team
(Willowbrook, McCartin, Sou h Grammar) 7 Sub-Teams [4] PalLicipants [ J]

Teams for Willowbrook & So. GrammarMiddle School Team Elementary
1 CA and/or Supervisor 1- CA and/or Supervisor
1 Principal 1. Principal
1 Principal 1 Head Teacher ,

2

.Vice
Guidance : 1 Special Area

3 Special-Area 2 Teachers
5. Teachers 6

T.11

Elementary Team for McCartin
1 CA and/or Supervisor
1 Principal
3 Special Areas
3 Teachers
8

TEAM VIII

Center School Team
(Second North); Sub-Teamc [2] Participants [15]

Elementary Team for Second NorthMiddle School Team
CN and/orSupervisor 1 CA and/or Supervisor

1 Principal, 1 Hea,1 Teacher

1 Vice PrinCipal 1 Spec*I1 Area

1 Gul(Ange 2 1 earli-r

3 Spec.i.al Area 4

4 Toachers
11

1

aTHE TEAMS

Admiui$tration and Project Staff Team [1] Participants [12]

At,luistratiye Council Team [1] Participants [43]



.XMMARY SHEET OF TEAM DISTRIBUTION (contiaued)

OTHER TEAMS (continued)

Had Selected St/!.!! - Team (11 Participants (2:,)

Secretarial Team - Team (11 Pa'rticipants (28)

Alternative High Schoo! & PrivJte Schools - Team J11 Participants fi51

SUMMARY

Eight (8) Teams 'with 27 Sub-Teams in Mast,

Five (5) Other Teams

Total Number of Staff involved 316

All staff will he illvolved at the buil .

113
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SUIVARY SHEET OF ,TEAM DISTRIBUTION (continued)

OTHER TEAMS (continued)

Supervisors and Selected Staff - Team [1] Participants [24]

Secretarial Team - Team [1] Participants [28]

Alternative High School & Private Schools - Team [1] Participant's [15]

SUMMARY

Eight (8) Teams with 27 Eub-Teams in Phase III

Five (5) Other Teams

Total Number of Staff involved 3.16 = 42% of total staff

All staff will be involved at the building level.,

19.1
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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, followed by an analysis of the data. ',This analy-

sis attempts to examine both the internal content and process of the training de-

sign and the gains and losses to the East Hartford system. The report concludes

with some recommendations for future programs of this nature based on the experi-

ence itself and the results of the evaluation.

PART I: SUMMARY OF TRAINING EVENTS

PHASE I

This part of the training involved Central Administration and the pro-
-

ject staff. The major goal of these two and one7half days was to accomplish team

building. It was the prior understanding of the consultants that it was the desire

of the system to create a strong top management team. The sessions therefore

designed to focus on the interaction among the group members in relation to pro-

blem-solving-and decision-making. Elements were built into the design that pro-

vided opportunities to assess each individual's leadership 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-

tion of their goal of functioning as a team in the sense of shared decislon-making.

The relationship of the members and the Sun-rintendent was clarified to their satis-

faction. Considerable time was spent on developing 1 definition of building auto-

nomy in more operational terms than the previous explanation given by Dr. Diggs in

a memo to staff.

193



PHASE II

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 methodsto be employed...-Information on perceived rieeds of.

X

staff for'the team training session was sollcited 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.

Additionally: consultant staff met with the supervisorv when it became

apparent that the needs, of thiS group differed from those of other groups in the

Administrative Council. The major focus of these first meetings was to clarify

the current role of the supervisor and to develop some parameters for the role of

supev.isors under building autonomy.

Later sessions with this group resulted in a well throught out defini-

tion.of building autonomy, including some suggestions for system-wide organization

change.

PHASE III

The majol 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 concept of building autonomy. The train-

ing emphasized skill acquisition for building autonomy rather than the proposed

Parents' Choice program in order that the system could improve its functioning wheth-

er or not Parents' Choice was approved by th Board of Education. Information re-

garding the Parents' Choice program was given to teaching staff and parents ina

series of meetings conducted by the project staff.

194
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Each team met with their consultant team for eight five hour 'sessions

held from four g.m. to ten p.m. on Thursdas, from October to December. The ses-

sions focused on the direct skill training outlined in the proposal. Each team

received .in-depth skill training sessions on communication skills, team building,

problem-solving, decision-making, confliikkesolution and action planning.

At the close of each session short evaluation forms were distribu'ted.

These were used by consultant staff to determine design changes, to keep in

touch with process and dev;lOping 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 method and time schedule for transmitting the skills acquired to the rest of

the building staff and for developing a decision-making model foreach building.

ample training session designs and action plans can be found 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. In 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.

Secretarial staff met with the consultants for a day long session. The

purpose of this session was two fold. First, project staff made a presentation 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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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 teachers,

was formed. This group met for six intensive sessions to hammer out an opera-

tional definition of building autonomy that detailed what declsions were to be

made at the building level. This document was to provide the basis for each

school to develop its own decision-making mode. Each s...hool was to take this

operational definition of building autonomy and decide in its own *school the

important issue of who decides. These completed models were submitted to Cen-

tral Administration before the end of the school year. After much discussion

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 the end of this phase the problems of team members gaining smooth .

entry into their buildings was addressed. Some in-group, out-group feelings.had
rs

developed as a result of a few staff members receiving intensive training. It

*was decided to provide the opportunity for each team to expand its m&fibership by

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 apd to share their proposed action plans for the second

semester with the rest of the staff for input and approval. consultant staff was

to be available for these sessions if the team desired.

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.

19
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PHASE IV AND V

From January to June the school teams which had taken part in'the fall

training program presented to their scLool staffs the information and skills

gained from the fall workshops. The total staff was to,begin working on the de-

velopment of a decision-making model for their building.

The role,of the consultant staff chanved to one of observer, processor,

and facilitator: Each team was entitled to three visits per school by consultant

staff.

Time for these In-Service sessions was a major problem. The projected

use of regularly scheduled In-Service days was not possible due to prior commit-

ment for these dayS. While some principals were willing to use regular staff

meeting time for training sessions, many teams used volunteer time after school

and generally sandwiched in whatever time .they could manage.

While the projected completion date for Phase IV and V waS' April, 1976,

'it was apparent from January on that this time line would not be met. As of

June 1st, 1976 mast 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.

PART II - EVALUATION

In order to evaluate the impact and effectiveness of 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 preV3i.ous experience in such procedures.

These interviewers were individuals who had had no previous involvement with the

project. A random_selection of participants was-made-and Interviewers-met-with-each

seledted person in their respective schools during the week of May 17th, 1976. A

197



120

total of fifty-eight interviews were.conducted by four interviewers. At the

close of tlie interviewing sessions the chief interviewer analyzed the data ob-

tained 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 Interviews N=58

AGE: 21-30 22, 31-40 16 , 41-50 14 , 51-60 6. .

SEX: Male 23 Female 35

Current Role in School System

Teachers: Elementary 31 , Middle 12 , Senior 5

Administrators: Elementary 2 , Middle 1 , Senior 1

Central Administration 2

Other (counselor, nurse etc.) 2

Yeai.A of Service in East Hartford Schools

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
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;
Superintendentipsiste4;
Department Chairman insisted.

2. Before participating in the In-Service training what was your opinion of the

Parents' Choice Program?

Responses: 26 replied that they were in favor of the Parents' Choice program,
23 were against and 9 uncertain.
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3. Did the In-Seryice training have an impact on
Choice Program?

If yes, how did your opinion change?
If no, why not?

121

opinion of the Parents!

Responses: 11 reported that their: opinion.did change and in a fakrorable direction
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 options
for involvement and power.

47 replied that their opinion did not change since the training was-not
related to-the Parents',Choice"Orogram but directed toward greater build-
ing autonomy. ,

4. The In-Service training program had as one of its objectives the task.of
clarifying ttie concept of building autonomy'.

Responses:

a. What does the term building auonomy mean to you?
b. What do you think of the concept of building auto-

nomy for the East Hartford Schools?

51 of the participants could giv.e an explanation of the conce-pt 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 implement
this notion, or that the Board of fducation would not allow it,
or that teachers would not accept the responsibility, or that
Central Administration would continue to call the-shots.
10 indicated that they were unsure for the same reasons mentioned
a-Fe-we.

5. The In-Service training focused on providing the opportunity for you to
learn some skills in the areas of commOnication, problem-solving, decision-
making, conflict resolution, action pl'anning and working more effectively
in groups..

How often have you used information, techniques or skills learned in the
training?

Responses:

a. Frequently b. Occasionally c. Rarely d. Never

a. 40 , b. 14 , c. , d.
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6.

A
If you.foond any of the techniques, information or skills taught in the

training useful please list them.

Responses: Problem-solving 12

Brainstorming 15

Decision-majcing 21.

Communication 39

Action planaing 5

Conflict 4

Group Skills 10 '

Feelings 5

7. Where do you see yourself using these skills, techniques and knowledge?

a) personally outside of the classroom ,

b) in my worki-(in the classroom, with students, etc.)
c) in relation to the total school statf

Responses: 28 replied that they were using the skill's in all areas and were able

4
to give specific examples (see analysis/

11111

11 replied altt they used the skIlls'persondlly
replied that they'used.the skills in their work

14 replied that they used the skills In relation to the total school
staff.

8. How do you see yourself using this knowledge, skill Or technique in' the_fu7
tore?

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; valualAt- 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 ip'classroom;
lots of awareness of skills and how to expand them; adminNtrators 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, etq.

9. Did the knowledge, skills or techniques you learned have any.impact on:

a) the organiiation and/or functioning of your building.?

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. Follow
Fragmented staff into two camps
Too many apathetic teachers
Will have an impact in time
Small inpact-reorganized Planning and Placement Teams

are exemplary responses:

2JO 4_
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Established inter-departmental,groupings for staff
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 100%

A
Changes in Aegree - better overall in school
Staff meetings run by faculty now
Open to more things
Listening skills have improved
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 tsked to share its learnings with the rest of its staff airing
second semeter.

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 yes 4 no - lack of tithe, hostile fac4ty

b. a. 3 b. 17 c. 23

11. How well do you think the decision-making model your school has been devel-
oping will function? Why?

Responses: Haven't begun to work on it
Depends on-model
Well, similar to past
Fine
Excellent
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
It'll work if we want it to
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Extremely well, principal supportive
Stay like it always was, principal won't change

O.K. with teacher input
We've used it ... good!

In plannIng stage
Promising
Great on paper but skeptical principal will ailow it

With the support of the principal and Sulierintendent ....fine!

12. How would you rate the overall effectiveness of the training for you?

a) of no use to me
b) of some use to me
c) very useful to me

gl

Responses: a. 0 b. 21 c. 37 .

13. If this kind of In-Servic raining were to be done agai , hat changes

would you suggest in the t ining design to make it more useful for you?

Responses: Shquld be developed by a collaborative group
Release tiMe! (20)

Goals clearer in the beginn,ing (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
More small group working'
More structure
Skills -- excellent presentation
We had lots of help when we needed it second semester

4\.
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 7- just teachers s

Mii groups .

More mork, on conflic t
One building at a time
More sessions for Central Administration and Administrators with more

focus on team effort an& un'derstanding

More time for one trainer in just one building
More personal feedback from trainers

4

Really'Aerrific! V
Learned lots personally
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

\

,
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ANALYSI.S

Material in this gection is taken from the taped analysis made by the

chief inteiviewer, Dr. R. Bruce Shaw.

During the training session in Phase I training staff heard consider-

able feedback about teachers being forced into participating in the training.

In order to ascertain if this had anygignificant impact on the training process

respondent; were asked to indicate how they got on the teams. The data does not

indicate that any significant amount of coerci.on occurred. The vast majority of

414

participants replied-that they either volunteered or wer asked by their princi-

pal to join the team. The Administrators interviewed rep ed- that they had no

,

choice in the matter since the training design mandated their participation.

In 'an effort to determine if the training had any impact on the opinion

of participants regarOing the Parents' Choice program individuals were asked to

recall what their opinion of Parents' Choice was prior to the training. While

asking such a question after the fact is-risky, people seemed to be able to clearly

state their opinions and to give supportive statements. Those who were opposed to

he Parents' Choice program gave a variety of reasons for their negative feelings.

Most 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 which surrounded the proposal.

Those in favor of the proposal gave reasons such as more chqice for stu-

dents, improving the variety of instructional offerings in the schools, creating

more autonomous buildings, etc.
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Individuals who reported that their opinions of the Parents' Choice

proposal changed as a result of participating in the training (approximately one-

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. Many 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 a more consensual and shared process.

There was some unrest about the fact that in quite a few instances only

a few people, seen as hand picked by the principal, were working on developing the

decision-making model. It is clear from this data that more careful work must be

,done to clarify the _ifferences between WHAT is decided is decided 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, or that principals failed to take the time to

carefully 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

Parents' Choice vote. Additional confusion developed when the Parents' Choice

20 ;
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office distributed in a checklist 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 diagnostic tool

as was intended by the project staff.

That the training had a significant impact on the participants is dra-

matically indicated by the responses to questions five and six. Over three-fourths

of the participants reported that they use the skills, knowledge or techniques ac-

quired in the training sessions frequently. Not ,only do they report this use but

were able to give rich specific answers as to which skills they used and how they

used them. Communication skills were clearly the most frequently mentioned with

75% of the participants reporting that they used these regularly. The cluster of

interrelated skills around problem-solving, decision-making and action planning

account for another major area This finding is somewhat surprising since a pro-

gram is evaluated as effective if 40%-50% of the participants report that they are

using the skills.

The knowledge that they were to teach the rest of their faculty during

the second semester may account for this'unusually high figure.

Respondents frequently mentioned that the training developed a new

awareness in them and made them consciously award of the usefulness of the skills

they were acquiring. Most of the participants were able to apply the skills in

their classroom situations and enjoyed doing so. A new consciousness of teaching

as an interactive art was seen. Many reported that their peers seem to listen

better in faculty meetings and they are aware of increased listening ability on

their part. Not surprisingly, participants reported using the skills at home with

their spouse and children, particularly the listening and conflict skills.
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Of even 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 quietest members became

involved. A general overall change was noted in the attitude of some principals,

utho 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 they knew little of the person in the role.

In one or two instances, one elementary and one middle school, th, tuation ,

-AO

seemed to worsen as the teachers found the rest of their staff apat..:tic, or the

principal unwilling to invest in the new process they--so fervently hoped for as

a result Auf.the training. At-one of the Ligh schools the team had some internal

problems and ended up as a group of four or five doing the In-Service second se-_

-

mester on a volunteer 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 program. Several administrators reported that they found the

training useful in generating both new techniques for staff involvement and in dis-

covering alternative ways to provide leadership for their staff.

All but one school reported that they were able to conduct some train-

ing sessions the second semester, but that they were limited by time available;

Most of them felt good about the way the sessions went. The time issue and the

impossibility of condensing nearly fifty hours of intensive 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



a volunteer basis after school and were pleased that large numbers of faculty.

showed up for these sessions. This provided positive rethforcement for their

work.

In regard to how well they see the decision-making model working, the

responses vary here from building to building and reflect two variables: the sup-

port, or lack thereof, of the principal and the somewhat limited involvement of

teachers in some buildings in creating the decision-making model. Many, in fact

most buildings, are still working on the Models at this writing. Some schools

indicated that it would be a formalization of what already existed: Others have

engaged in a lengthy process of negotiation with the principal. In these cases

the degree of projected succesS is directly related to the amount of power the

principal is seen as being willing to share. In buildings where a large amount

of team effort has gone into the development of the model and where the princi-

pal is seen as supportive there_are_high expectat-ions--ofstteces-s-. There istrng_

support for the concept of teacher involVement in the decision-making process on

the part of those who attended the sessions.

Over 75% of those interviewed saw the sessions as being very useful to

them and the remaining twenty-five percent rated the training as being of some use

to them.

The last question was a very revealing one. When asked what they would

do dtherently if the training design were to be done again responses indicated

that a lot of thought had gone into this area. One frequently gets a fair number

of highly negative responses such as don't ever do it again. This was not the

case here. Had non-participant teachers been asked the responses would have prob-

ably included mote of this type response. The major changes that were reported

concerned the areas of fack of prior information, unclear goals and the time ele-

2 7
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ment. Many teachers felt that they would have been able to get more from the

training program if they had had more,advance notice about the intent and method-

ology of the sessions. Many felt that the goals of the training program were un-

clear at the start and some even were unclear at the end of the training. The

long sessions held after school, at a time when teachers and consultants were al-

ready weary from a long day of work was mentioned in almost eveky interview. Many

c6mmented here on the overall effectiveness of the training and expressed the wish

that more teachers could have been involved. In fact,,several stated that they

would prefer to have the training in just their own building so that all of the

staff could participate. Others commented.that the packet of training materials

distributed to the participants after the fall sessions had proved to be very use-

ful.

PART III 1- RECOMMENDATIONS

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. Me over-all design, that of training teams who will go
hack and train the rest ot 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 train7
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 the training program,and,reduce the miscommunication
that occurred at the beginning.

,



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 seL,nd semester were not anticipated by the con-.
sultants when the original training design was developed.

' 5. Virtually all of the participants were unclear about the
goals of the training program beforehand which made prior4,
commitment or posItive_antdeipatIon-difficult-if-ndf-im- NV
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 unfamiliarity of the participants with the experien-
tial learning modLrused in the sessions caused training
staff to have to re-explain many concepts unnecessarily.
A mini-session using 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
-ehange;---FeelIngs--have_been-generated and-are resulting
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 particip'Ants were made aware
of the need for learning to deal more effectively with
feelings in an organizational setting, both as prior
information and if one or two sessions were added to
deal specifically with these areas the training design
would be improved.

8. The varying personal and professional backgrounds of
the training team consultants helped provide partici-
pants with a wide range of responses and viewpoints to
problem situations. The selection of trainers
-these'kinds of l5aCkground-differences is a critical var-
iable in any training design and should not be overlook-
ed.

230
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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
skills 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.

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 autonomy.

210



APPEND I X F



133

HOCKANUM SCHOOL

1.) Teachers will be informed of. the-first meeting on professional
day-tht-eiUg-h the weekly bulletin. Meeting will be. mandatory.

2.) Objective: To introduce staff to the workshop experiences.

Entry:

When: Jan. 13, 1976, 1730-4:00

Where: Raymond Library (chairs in circle)

Wh : Manny Masselli, Marge Levinson

What: Brief overview, to contain:

(10 min.) A-1. Intreiduction of committee members.
2. Background of our workshop.
3. Explanation of our workshop's autonomy from--

Parent-s-l-ehateee-rff-Viiiialer 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. FRO-lain the staff purpose: Why they are there: what
is expected of them.

7. Give objectives from P-.3 of booklet received from.
Ted_and Wanda-

. Explain how much of their time will be involved.
9. Question-Answer period.

B. Selling product- (Activity is planned to show need for
decision making process in Hockanum.

(10 min.) Brainstorming - A demontration conducted by Ed Ri,sk
.with the whole staff "How to Design a_Bathtub..""-Staff --
will -count-crf-f-by-gn-e-s, -form small groups to brainstorm._ .

(15 min.) "What would you like to see changed at your school?"
Each group will put ideas,down on large paper. The Papers

(20 min.) 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 ehe highest priority:

(20 min.) Large group will then meet for discussion and evaluation.

Skills Assessment: Not completed

Team: 12 members
Hockanum School
289-7411, ext. 251



January 13, 1976

First Action Steps

1. Presentation of Mission

and goal

2. Discussion of faculty's

definition of autonomy

, 3. Dicussion of specific

issues pertinant to our

school based on their

concepts

on (Action Plan)

--

5. Feedback from group

Client Population

. Faculty-randon sroupingS--

variable

_

JOHN J. McCARTIN SCHOOL

ACTION PLAN . PROFESSIONAL DAY

Who will do What

John Sfent

Diane Sheehan

Wandakay Parker

Laraine Olinatz

John,Pantano

Entire Group

Hoped for Outcomes

How

Oral presentation of

paper (Model of Group

Effectiveness"

Brainstorming technique

Implications,bf Autonomy

Group activity-general issues

of Autonomy. Present news togroup

When

1:45-2:00

2:00-2:30

Oral presentation

r

General discussion

Possible Activities

Understanding of the See above

goals of_the traininge---

--sesSions

3:00-3:30

3:30-4:00

Materials

Magic Markers

Experience

Chart paper

214



-1 Number or

Name Place

Orientation and McCartin

initial discussion Media Room

of autonomy

JOHN J. McCARTIN SCHOOL

ACTION PLAN-OVERALL ,

Topics/objectives/skills Time

1. Presentation of our immediate 1/13/76

and ultimate mission/goal

2. Discussion of autonomy and

specific issues 1:45-4:00

3. Overview of skills to be presented

4. Needs assessment of staff

Acavities

Communication

skills

It
1. 1 way vs 2 way communication °

2. Verbal vs nonverbal comiDunicationt 2/3/76

3. Sending & receiving medsages

4.'Group interaction process 1:45-4:00

1 way 2 way - 1 vc

instr. for each W

will observe,

Broken squars

groups give instr.

"Be Wise" 2 group!

Interpersonal

Inventory,

'Problem solving

-(PoiCe field

analysis)

215

1. Introduce steps in problem solving, 2/9/76

and force field

2. Brainstorming techniques 3:00-4:00

3. Defining a problem

Example

Present situation

(closed bathroom)

groups try to

problem ,

Problea-solving

Decision Making

1. Review of problem solving tech.

2. Statement,of present vs desired

state of affaiis 2306 Restate problem uE

3. Identify helping & restarining force forr field analys

4. Action stepOincrease & decrease- 1:0 4 00 , brainstorming

5. Intro, of win/win vs win/lose outcomes

1. Review of resolving conflict

2. Presentation of 7 decision making 5111/76

models & their advantaged & disaltages

3. Discussion of models & experiencei fh 3:40-4:0

decision making 216
4. Selection of model/models 6)r our schoold



ACTION PLAN P-R 0POSAL

( Cover Page )

MISSION: To introduce staff to the workshop experiences

ULTIMATE MISSION: To develop a DECISIO MAKING MODEL by June 1, 1976

ORGANIZATION: Hockanum School

o Name
o Location
o Offieial
'o Telephone No. 289-7411 Ext. '251
o Info Disseminator
o Grade Level

_

- e
TEAM MEMBERS:

.2.

7.

8.,

10.

CONSUETANT (S):
Wanda Utley

Ted Urich

POSITION
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EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS
PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

March 12, 1976

TO: All Staff

FROM: Andrew J. Esposito, Coordinator
Walter B. Thompson, Assistant Coordinator

, 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 consatants 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 fraRework each building staff must now develop a
decision-making model for their'school.

If you have any questions or comments concerning this definition nf Building
.

Autonomy please contact us at the Parents' Choice Office, Central Administration
building or call extension 338 or 386.

AJENBT/ew
3/12/76
Enclosure
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TO: East Hartford Public School.Staff

FROM: HUMAN ENTERPRISES

RE: Definition of Building Autonomy

The following definition of building autonomy was developed by principals,

supervisors, central administration and teacher representatives.

It is based on the assumption tat system-wide goals and objectives for

educational achievement will be established.

Building autonomy is defined here in terms of what decisions are to be

made at the building level. The important issue of who decides will be determined

by each building as the staff develops its decision-making model. Thii definition

will provide the framework for.developing these models. With the development of

management objectives by administrators and performance objectives by teachers the

need for system wide goals and objectives to provide 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 the use of a polling

instrument to survey a random selection of citizens in the Town of East Hartford.

From the broad societal goals, systemwide objectives would be established in

each area of the curriculum. Table 1 below is illustrative of the conceptual

approach.

BROAD SOCIETAL GOALS

SYSTEM-OBJECTIVES K-12

READING LANGUAGE"ARTS

..

MATH SCIENCE
.

.SOCIAL STUDIES ART MUSIC

/

PHYSICAL EDUCATION
..

SOCIAL
-

AFFECTIVE ATHLETIC

220,,
_
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Within these broad goals and objectives'building autonomy at the local 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 effective

based upon the parents of their community, the students to be sertied, the talents

and resources of their teachers, and the resources (people, dollars) of the local

administratidn.

BUILDING AUTONOMY

The following definition includes all areas of curriculum with the exception of

. reading, art, music, physical education:social work, guidance, nursing services,

language, Speech & hearing impaired, learning disabilities, educable mentally

retarded, trainable mentally retarded & emotionaffy disturbed. In these areas

responsibility for decision-making is shared with the building and the supervisors.

All bottom line decisions will be made bV central administration.

CURRICULUM

Studies and initiates new educational programs.
2. Conducts needs assessment.
3. Obtains materials and equipment to implement instructional needs.
4. Evaluates old and new instructional programs.
5. etermines methods and techniques for instruction.
6. Provides teachers with release time to develop programs and resolve issues.

BUILDING ORGANIZATION,

1. Assigns and organizes students for group and/or individual instructional
activities.

2. Organizes and schedules instructional time within the school day.
3. Organizes and implements school planning and placement team.
4. Maintains and secures student's cumulative* records.
5.. Makes major input'on the determination pf the opening and closing of the

school day.
6. Determines custodial and maintenance projects for the building

PERSONNEL

1. Recommends for appointment placement, transfer, and termination of all
personnel (certified and classified).

2. Assigns all teaching staff within the building.
3. Assigns allotted aide time.

221
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4. 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

1. Establishes priorities for school and. recommends budget for implementing

these priorities. -

2. Identifies priorities of educational program.

3. Develops budget for building within guidelines for system-wide allocations.

4. Manages internal flexibility in reallocation of funds.

(220-231-232-240 accounts)

5. Recommends and supports priorities for care and maintenance of building

and grounds.
6. Determines use of allocated funds for consultant services; in-service programs,

and program expansion.
7. Has responsibility far internal accounting.
8. Has responsibility for maintaining inventories.

* cumulative records: students's educational record K-12, excluding pupil-

personnel file.

2')
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EAST HARTFORD
CONNECTICUT 061 18

DECISION-MAKING MODEL

Under each heading in the Decision-Making Policies (Curriculum,

Building Organizatidn, Personnel, and Budget), there will be one

person acting as a liaison between staff and principal for a period

of one school year. When denisions are necessary, that person will

be responsible for contacting the people concerned and forming

committees as needed.

The.liaison will be.determined on a volunteer basis. If, however,

more than one person volunteers, there shall be an,election at a

regular building meeting at which time the person shall be elected

by a simple-majority ef those present.

The staff reserves the right to amend this model as needed. A major-

_ity of staff members present At a buildinE. meeting must be in agree-

ment to amend the model. At that time a committee will be formed

to develop ad amended format for staff, consideratiun. The revised

model will be voted upon by those members present at a subsequent

building meeting. The outcome will be determined by a majority

vote. The revised model will then go into effect, or if defeated,

the eummittee will reconvene to further develop, the model to meet

with staff approval.

Respectively submitted,

Meredith Barker
Rita Czarkowski
Doris Factor
Elaine Flynn
Arlene Lap.anta

Susan Lawler
Barbara hiller
Carol hiller (Chairperson)
Florence Rassu
Beverly VanSteenbergen
Cynthia Webb



DECISION-M;LKING POLICIES

Tally as of MaY 4, 1976.

CODE 1 Principal/Supervisor
2 Teachers
3 Classified Staff (Secretary, Staff, Custodian)

4 Parents
5 Students
6 Central Administration

Has Inputi akes Decision

CURRICULUM

1. Studies and initiates new educational 1-2-4

programs

2. Conducts needs assessment

3. Obtains materials and equipment to
implement instructional needs

4. Evaluates old and new instructional

programs

S. Determines methods and techniques for

instructi-m

6. Provides and schedules teachers with
release time to develop programs and
resolve issues

BUILDING ORGANIZATION

1. Assigns and organizes students for group
and/or individual instructional activities

2. Organizes and schedules-instructional
time within the school day

3. Organizes and implements school planning
and placement team

4. Determines custodial and maintenance
projects for the building,

S. Determines the opening and closing of

the school day

6. Provides and schedules staff with
released time to make decisions

2.25

1-2

1-2 1-2

1-2-14

1-2-4

1-2

1-2

1-2

1-2

1-e 1-e

1-2

,

1-2

1-2' 1-2.

1-2 1 2

. 1-2-3-4 1-3

1-2 1-2

1-2 1-2



DECISION-MAKING POLICIES (continued)

PERSONNEL

1 a. Determines criteria for the appointment,
placement, transfer, and termination of

all certified pereonnel

1 b. Reoommends for appointment, placement,
transfer, and termination of'all
classified personnel

2. Assigns all teaching staff within the

building

3. Assigns allotted aide time

4 a. Fvaluatinn nf all certified staff

4 b, Evaluation of all classified staff

5. Conducts staff meetings for informational
and professional growth

6. Provides in-service opportunities for
all staff

'7. Supervises both certified and classified
s.6aff

8. Provides and schedules staff with release
time to make decisions

DUDGET

1. Establishes priorities for school and
i'ecmmaivis budget for implementing these

priorities

, 2. Identifies priorities ef educational

programs

3. Develops budget for building within guide
lines for system-wide allocations

Manar;es internal flexibility in real-
location of funds (220, 231, 232;
240 accounts)

Recommends and supports priorities for
care and maintenance of building and

grounds

6. Determines use .):C allocated funds for

consultant services.in-service programs,
and-program expansion

7. Provides and schedules staffwith release
time to make decisions

220

Has Input Makes Decisions

L-2-6 1-2-6

1-2-3-6 1-3-6

1-2 1

1-2-3 1-2

according
model

to current evaluatior

1-2-3

1.-2-6 1-2

1-2-6 1-2-6

1 1

l

1-2 1-2

1-2-3-4 1

'1-2-4 1-2

_

1-2-3 1

1-2-3
,

1-2

1-2-3-4 1

1-2 1-2

i

1-2 1-2 .

143
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4

. .

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS
SILVER LANE SCHOOL

DECISION-MAKING POLICIES:

CODE l' Principal/Supervisor
2 Teachers
3 Classified staff (a) secretary (b) aide (c) custodian
4 Parents
5 Students
6 Central Administration

CURRICULUM Has Input

1. Studies and initiates new educational 'programs 1,2,3,4,5 ,1 (C11)

2. Conducts needs assessment 1,2,3 2 (G11)

3. Obtains materials and equipment to implement
instructional needs (programs) . 1,2,3 ' 1 & 2 (G11)

4. 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

Makes

Decision

BUILDiNG ORGANIZATION

1. Assigns and organizes students for group and/or
individual instruction activities

2. Organizes and schedules instructional time
within the school day

3. Organizes and implements school planning and
placement team

4. Maintains and sec..ures studepts' cumulative
records

1,2 1 (C1) '

1 & 2 (G11)

2 (D11)

with guidelines

1 (C11)

1 (Al)

5. Makes major input.on the determination of the
opening and closing of the school day 1,2,3,4,5,6 1 & 6 (All)

6. , Determines custodial and maintenance projetts
for the building 1,2,3 . 1-(A11)

PERSONNEL

1. Has input into the needs for appointment,
placement, transfer and termination of all
certified and classified.personnel

2 Assigns all teaching staff within the building

3. Assigns allotted aide time 22'7

1,2,3

1,2

1,2,3,a,b
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Has Input
Makes .

Decision'

4. Evaluation of all certified staff 1,2 1 (C1)

5. Evaluation of all classified staff 1,2,3,b 1 (Al)

1,3,a,c 1 (Al)

6. Conducts staff meetipgs for information
and professional growth 1,2,3 2 (Gil)

7. Provides in-service opportunities for all staff 1,2,3 2 (G11)

8. Supervises both certified and classified slaff 1 1 (All,

BUDGET

1. Establishes priorities for school and recommends
budget for implementing these priorities 1,2,3 1 (C1)

2. Identifies priorities of educational programs 1,2,3,4,5 1 (C11)

3. Develops budget for building within guidelines
for system-wide allocations 1,2,3 1 (All)

4. 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 (All)

6. Determines use of allocated furkis 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 (Al)

8. Has responsibility for maintaining inventories 1,2,3,a,b 1 (Al)

223
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Vroom Decision Styles Modell

TABLE.1

TYPES OF MANAGEMENT DECISION STYLES

Al You solve the problem or make the decision yourself, using information

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.

CI You share the problem with relevant subordinates individually, 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.

Cl 1 You share the problem with (relevant) subordinates as a group, collectively_

obtaining their ideas and suggestions. Then you make the ciecision that miy

or may not reflect your subordinates' influence. ,

*G1 (Similar to G11) You share a problem with the individual.

, G1 1 You share a problem with your relevant subordinetes as a group. Together

you generate and evaluate alternatives and attempt to reach agreement

(consensus) on a solution. Your role is much like that of chairman. You

60 not try to influence the group to adopt "your" 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 di* relevant group.

DI'l 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 agreement,

they tell you what their sollition is and then you together with them

begin the process Of implementation.

1The material'and model used here is adopted from: Vroom, Victor H.

"A neW Look,at Managerial Decision Making," Organizational Dynamic's.

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 have been made to make the Vroom model -

codpatible with the situational leadership theory developed in Paul Hersey

and Kenneth H.-Blanchard.. "Life Cycle Theory of Leadership.". Training and

Development Journal, fty, V969 and Hersey and Blanchard Management of Organiza-

tional Behavior. 2nd Edition. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1972

*Silver Lane School Adaptation, 1976

210
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FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT

In the Parents' Choice Project the concept..of Autonomy through decentrar-
. ,

,

... .

'lization can 1-unction only with the utilization of aPerpupil'budgeting system, '

i.e. voucher. While decision-making may be deceritralized without the decentrali-
.

, ,
- .

-zation of iunds, it is a basic principle of the voucher eoncept that each school.'

have conerol overt:its own budget. 1The operation of, a full'oParenps Choice Program

in East Hartford therefore would require a'number of new apabilities in terms.

of financial manageMent. Specifically, these capabilities,are:

-1. The calculation of voucher values.

2. The structuringof an Internal Accounting System
within East Hartford Public SChools.

3. The development of an Income Flow System which
would provide-vouchev.$611ars to all schools in,.
East-Hartford and allow-voucher-dollars to follow_
transferring students.

VOUCHER CALCULATIONS

4.

-- ,

Voucher values would be calculated once each ypar. Calculation would

occur in June prior to the school year and would be based on the accepted school

budget for the 6:ming year. Four different voucher values, identified as grade.:

-categorieS K, 1-5, 6-8, and 9-12, would be calculated-each year. These represent

the cost of educating a student in each of the grade categories;

The present East Hartford Puthic Schools'(EHPS) budget document
o

0

displays expenditures in two dimensions. Tfie first is the standard line-

item object budget, and the second is in the form of cost-centers. Both of these

dimensions, when separately totaled, represent the gross budget Of the East Hartford

Public Schools.

,

'Educational Resources and Development Center Report, University of'Connecticut,
January, 1976.
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The twenty-eight cost centers include the twenty-two public schools and six

,

additional cost centers. . These additional cost centers, designated'as Mainte-

- nance, CUstodial, Pupil Personnel, Central Office,_Instructional Support Services
,

and Non-Assigned, include those costs that have not been allocated to individual

schoois. The budgeted expenditures for each cost center are identified by their..

-

appropriate object account code (i.e., salaries, supplied, etc.).

The voucher values have been calculated using the Cost center dimension

of the budget docuTent. This allows for the use of the school cost center in-
, ,

formation in the approximation of. the four grade categories costs and anticipates

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 pupil current operating costs of the regular

instructional program.

cedure:

a

The Voucher Values would be basically calcu4ted by.a four step pro-

The Gross Budget for the upcoming School year is adjusted by
subtracting out:

all Non Current Expenses (Debt Service and Capital Outlay).

- Aids in Kind (services provided by Elips to all resident

students of East Hartford Transportation, Special Education,

Health and others).

- See Tables 3.1"and 3.2 for a listing of these adjustments.

2. .The dollars remaining in the Adjusted Gross Budget would be
allbo.ited to 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-
tributed to schools on the basis of percentage of enrollment.
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The funds in the Maintenance, Custodial, Central Office and
Non-Assigned cost cehters 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 accuratelyassign dollars to their actual expenses.

The vast majority of monies in the ISS cost center would be
designed as R-8 since they repregent 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 cosidered to be one-half a

7 full time student.

3. 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.

This distribution would be based on perce.ntage 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 withir. schools on the basis-of students/teacher ratios esta-
blished by the Fast Hartford Board of Education.

4. 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 yiRlds
a voucher value, by grade category, for each school.

. -
b) Average the individual.school voucher values, by

rade category, to yield system-wide voucher "values.
This is weighted average, using the number of pupils
as the weighting factor.

233
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The voucher values calculated are fairly accurate approximations of.the

actual costs in each grade category. The only way to get more accurate values,

would be to install an accounting (and budget) dimension that would allocate all
-

dollars to one of the four grade categories. This would be a tedious process that

would not be worth the cost involved; in addition, it would still contain some erroi.
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TABLE 3.1

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOL PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

VOUCHER. CALCULATIONS-ADJUSTMENTS TO.GROSS BUDGET

ITEM BUDGET ACCOUNT # 1975-76
BUDGET

1.0 Non Current Expenses

1.1 Debt Service
1.2 Capital Outlay

1.21 Replacement
Equipment

1.22 Capital
Equipment

(1310)

(731)

(1231)

$1,403,000

55,000

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..&

2.17 Other Exp. (561763) 1,830

2.2 Health Services (400's)

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) 32,100
2.312 Non-Salaryl (224+244) 3,500

2.32 Summer School

2e321 Salaiy (213) 29,790
2.322 Non-Salary (223+243) 2,000

2..33 Home Instruction

2.331 Salary

235
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TABLE 3.1 (Continued)

ITEM BUDGET ACCOUNT # 1975-76.
BUDGET

2.34 ESL,

2.341 Salary ( 213 ) 10,630
2.342.Non-Salary (223+243) 450

2.35 Non-instruction
-

2.351 Wages -
(612-3) 22,500

2.352 Wages -
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 $3,358 448

* Personnel in Spec. Ed., Speech, Social Work, Adjustment,
Gifted Ed., Learning Center, Psych. Examining.
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TABLE 3.2

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC'SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROjECT

1975776NOUCHER.CALCULATION

SUMMARY OF ADjUSTMENTS TO GROSS BUDGET

ITEM 1975-76
BUDGET

PERCENT OF
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 .70%

2.0 Aids in Kind 1,824,548 9.76%
2.1 Transportation 428,804
2.2 111,th Services 212,658 1.14%
2.3 Auxiliary Services 139,570 .75%
2.4 Special Services 1,043.,516 5.589;

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.

V,P

237
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Tables 3.1 and 3.2 identify Debt Service and Salary-Special Services as

the two largest deductions from the Gross Budget. The total adjustments amount

to approximately 18% of the gross budget. _

The two categories of iterni-iemoved frcm the groSs budget prior to

voucher calculations were:

a) NonCurrent Expenses - defined by both the United States Office_

of Education and the Connecticut State Department of-Education as

'Debt Service and Capital Outlay. Debt Service is .defined.as
."expenditures for the retirement of debt and for interest'on

debt". Capital'Outlay id 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 replacethent of equipment".

Aids in Kind - this group of services are. those.that are presently
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 receiying 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 some 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 demonstration area in the year
immediately preceding the, demonstration program".

233



(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
impartial" as Public Act 122 requires.

Table 3.3 presents the voucher values, budget and enrollment figures

for the school years 1974-75, 1975-76 and the annual percentage change. The

percentage changes indicate a greater increase in middle and high school costs

than those in elementary school. The voucher value changes over this two year

period most likely represent a combination of declining enrollments, inflation,

and program expansion. There is also an indication that non-current expenses

(Debt Service and Capital Outlay) have not experienced growth similar to that of

current and instructional expenses.

V
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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 1507.19 1666.09 +10.54%

Adjusted -,

Gross
Budget $14 525,933. $15,339,404. +5.60%

Gross
Budget $18,'025,555. $18,697,852. +3.73%

Enrollment 11,022. 10,699. -2.92i

10
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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 accomplish 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 activities, 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 services, 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 Exectitive Board, as Fixed Costs.

3. Equalization Dollars

These are funds over which the,individual school would have no
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 school would be entitled to the mean teacher's
salary times the number of_teachers allotted.

- Mean salariies would be calculated for Grades K-8 and
9-12, and then equalized.

- The number of teachers allotted to a school would be
based on the stated pupil/teacher ratios of:

K-5 24.5:1

6-8 18:1

9-12 151

211



It_is important that these ratios be reviewed nd established

annually by Board of Education policy:

Any school could opt for more.or fewer ta-4,r.ra rIxan its

allotment. .Schools opting for more teachai2 would have to

use fuhds from other accounts. Schools opting for fewer

teachers would receive an amount equal to Cle miAimum

teacher salary times the number of teacherabelow 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.

This 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 to the opening of school, each principal must specify

hia staff utilization and costs.

- Equalization funds received by a school with actUal teachers

salaries above'the mean, must expend these funds'to cover those

salaries.
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TABLE 3.4

EAST aARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CH6ICE PROJECT
INTERNAL ACCOUNTING - FIXED COSTS*

Budget Acct. Code wir Category 1,975-76 Budget
110

130

310

320

610

Salary-Administration $ 350,090.

.Expenses-Administration 74,700.

Salary-Attendance 47,716.

Expenses-,Attendance 3,400.

Salary-Custodial 1,155,017.
620 Serv. Plant Operations 80,145._
630 Het 420,024.
641 H

2
0 and Sewers 15,000;

642 Electric 393,845,
643 Gas 60,000.
644 Tele,phone 69,180.
650

...,

660

Supplies-Plant
0

,

Other Expenses-Plant
80,000.

15,818. iF

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 Employee Retirement 294,000.
820 Insurance 752,098.
830

0

Rental of Building 12,079.
850 M.D.C. - 4,815.
920 Food Serv. Subsid. 6,000.

212,215,217 Supervisor and Secretary 264,351.
221's, 230'se Salaries and Non Salary
240's and Items from Instructional,
250's Support Services Cost Center

215,216 Salaries of.Subsiitute
Secretaries and Other

211,139.

v
Instructional Programs from
Non-Assigned Expenses
Cost Center.

TOTAL OF FIXED COSTS $5 213,249.

* These expenses are to be shared equally by'all scboolq.
, 243
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yr'

.EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS"CHOICE PROJECT

INTERNAL ACCOUNTING SYSTEM - FIXED COSTS
1

- 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.

School Cost
Centers

Centrai Office/
S pport Service

Instkuctional
Support Servi,ces

Pupil Personnel

Custodial Dept..

Total

.1975-76 BUDGET /

Voucher
Adjustments Fixed: instructiona:

11,843,655. 442,796.

574,137. 73,494.

1,400,904. 123,351.

1,196,938. 1,1961938.

Maintenance' Dept.

Non-Assigned
Expenses

310%456. 33,600.

503,530.

2,868,222.

505.

1,487,764.

2,408,870. 8,991,999.

500,643. -0-

290,829. *986,724.
1,277,553.

-0-

276,856. -0-

503,025. -0=

e.

1,233,026. *147,432.
1,380,458.

TOTALS 18,697,852. 3,358,448. 5,213,249. 10,126,155.
15,3.39,404.

ISalaries.of K-8 consultants. in Art, Musici,Readin4
and Physical Education

**Salaries of Substitutes

2
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This Internal Accounting System would first be used as a planning

guide, by the prinoipal and his/her'staff, prior to school opening. Like
-

the voucher values, the Internal Accounting-System would be calculated in the

A- 1,
morithoi June preceding the schOol year. During the school year the system

wuuld.provide a'monthly adjustment of the dollars available, based on changes

in enrollment. The monthly report to each school wOuld be informational as

well as an authorization to spend. ,(See Income Flow).
,/-

The following five steps represent an overview of the Internal

. ,

Accounting System:

1. The system begins by calculating total revenue for each school.
This is simply the number of students by grade category, times thq'
'appropriate 'voucher values.

2, Ihe Total Fixed Costs of. the-EHPS are Identitied (See Table 3,4)
and summed. This sum is then represented.as a percentage of the
AdjustedGross Budget.

The Fixed Costs percentage is applied to each schools' total
revenue, 'and this product (representing each schools portion of
the Total F4xed Costs) is subtracted from the Total Revenue,
yielding the schools Net Revenue.

4. Teachers Aalaries are equalized K-'.8 and 9-12 'by:

4 1 calculating the mean teacher salary in each,catego .

4.2 multiplying the mean teacher salary 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 (for-) for each school.

5. The Equalization FUnd for each school, when apided to or sub-
tracted from the Net Revenue of that school, yields Instructional
Revenue.

215
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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.tthese

tally discretionary. A few of these constraints dre:

1. Equalization 'funds recei'ved by any school

salaries.

.2. Salaries are contracted on a'system-vide basis.

3. Certain other budgeted expenses could be considered ntcessities.

At the present time, the Instructional/Operational Revenue account

includesl

funds leas than to-

must be spent on

Teacher Sa/aries

Admi trative Expenses (Principal,"Vice Principal, Secretary)

Materia s Expense (Texts, Supplies, Library, Audio-Visual,

Homema ng, Industrial Arts)

Ac itiei Expenses (Athletics, Student Body, Field Trips,
mmencements, Driver Education,'Data ProCessing-, Directed

Activities) -

Aides Salaries

Other Personnel Salaries (Substitutes, K-8
Music, Physical Education and Reading)

A

These last two categories could eventually be'replaced by

category.

The 1975-76 Internal Accounting System yielded:

consultants in A t,

a Support Personnel

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.

21G
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For those schools with less expensive teachers (negative
Equalization Fund), Equalization represents from 0.16% to
4.56% of their Total Revenue. Only nine schools have a nega-
tive Equalization Fund, and in brief, this process does not
appear to significa'ntly alter a school's Total Revenue.

3. an Instructional/Operational Revenue account for each school
approximately equal to 66% of its Total Revenue. This figure
must be tempered by the constraints and commitments previously
mentioned.

Table 3.5 ihows how the Instructional Revenue accounts are presently

-being expended::

The 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 66%).

3.2 a greater proportion of the funds are used by the Elementary/Middle
Schools in paying for other personnel (17% compared to 270 - 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 83%).
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TABLE 3.6

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS" CHOICE PROJECT
INTERNAL ACCOUNTING SYSTEM

1975-76 BUDGETED ACCOUNTS AS PERCENTAGES
OF INSTRUCTIONAL/OPERATIONAL REVENUE

Teachers Salaries

Administrative
Expenses

Materials Expenses

-

Activities Expenses

Aides Salaries

Other Personnel
Salaries

Elementary and Middle
Schools

High
Schools

'66%' 82%

11% 8%

4%

0.3% 3%

2% 1%

17% 2%

2 1 G
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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 adiinistrative ex-
penses (11% compared to 8%).

INCOME FLOW SYSTEM

The Parents' Choice Executive Board decided on a "pro-rate floW of

voucher dollars.

Theoretically, voucher dollars Would flow to all schools-on a monthly

basis. This procedure is basically designed to Make Adjustments for incoming

and departing students. The amount Of voucher dollars'available to each school,

on the first of a month, would be calculated using the enrollment as of the

fifteenth of the prior month.

The enrollment reporting of s'Chool principals wou2d include a a pre-

liminary attendance report on June 15th of the preceding year, based on present

and anticipated enrollment, including those students who have indicated their

transfer requests; b) a comprehensive enrollment report on August 15th; c) an

adjusted enrollment report on September 15th; d) a continuous report of students

who have transferred, including the reasons and locations. (See Student Transfer

System).

Funds would be transferred from the Central Office to each school's

account on the firs_t of the month from September to May. Twenty percent (20%)

of the voucher value would be given to schools on September 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 usual start-up costs of the school year.

2 L)
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In addition, schools would be able to spend monies from their estitated 20U's

-

account (texts, supplies) during the months of July and August prior to the

opening of school. Vouchers and. Internal Accounting calculations would be

completed between June 15th and June 30th. On July 1st, preliminary Internal

Accounting and Income Flow statements would be given to all schools. 'These

statements would allow some (yet to be defined) deficit spending to occur during

the summer months. This deficit spending would most likely be limited to the

purchase of texts, supplies and curriCulum development.

Schools with entering student:s new'to the EHPS would be, given 20%

of the appropriate voucher-value on the first payment date after entrance. In

brief, the cost Rnd revenues of any students who entered or left a scbool between

the official enrollment dates (the fifteenth of each month), would be absorbed

'by the individual School. No monies wodld be transferred from one East Hartford

school account to another after the April 15th enrollment date. (Note: this

system need not be affected by the .-tudent Transfer Policy. ThP Incore Flow

System described above is flexible enough to accomodate any ttudent Transfer
,

Policy that is eventually established or modified).

This system would provide monthly financial statements to scLcOl prin-

cipals. These include Table 3.7 the Internal Accounting System - Monthly Report

of Gross Budget and Enrollment Summary; and Table 3.8 the Income Flow System -

Monthly Report of Instructional Revenue. Tcgether these two outputs represent

macro and ricro views of each school's financial ntatus. They both include

revenus, budgeted L.:penditures (preliminary and previous calculations), actual

eXpenditures, monthly allOcations and remaining funds (balance). The Internal

Accounting System report (Table 3.7) also includes an Enrollment Summary which

identifies the basis (..a which revenues were calculated.
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The Income Flow SYstem would be-linked directly to the Student

Management System (transfer). This'would enable accurate.pupil accounting

as well as dollar accounting.

251
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TABLE 3.7

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS'CHOICE PROJECT

INTERNAL ACCOUNTING SYSTEM

TOTAL REViNUE

FIXED COSTS

NET REVENUE

EQUIL. FUND

INSTRUCTIONAL

REV

1-5

6-8

9-12

TOTAL

25''o

II

MONTHLY REPORT OF GROSS BUDGET

AND ENROLLMENT SUMMARY

SCHOOL NAME

NOVEMBER 1, 1975

ANNUAL REVENUE MONTHLY ALLOCATIONS _

PRELIMINARY

CALCULATION CALCULATED PRIOR PRESENT EXPENDED TO PRIOR PRESENT

7/1/75 9/1/75 , MONTH(OCT) MONTH(NOV)1ATE(10/31/75) MONTH(OCTLMONTHç NOV)

CHANGE IN

VOUCHER VALUES ENROLLMENT ANNUAL REVENUE

PRE;UMINARY PRIOR PRESENT (

6/15/75 8/15/76 MONTH MONTH CHANGE

(9/15/75) (IM)(1O/15-9/15]

25`i



TABLE 3,8

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

INCOME FLOW SYSTEM

SCHOOL NAME

NOVEMBER 11 1975

MONTHLY REPORT'OF

"INSTRUCTIONAL REVENUE"

ADJUSTED i OF TOTAL Oi TOTAL
) ANNUAL TOTAL '$ EXPENDED EXPENDED $ BALANCE AS BALANCE THIS MONTH

$ AVAILABLE TO DATE TO DATE TO DATE \ TO DATE tALLOCATION
f

INSTRUCTIONAL REVENUE

TEACHERS SALARIES

ADMINISTRATION

EXPENSES

ACTIVITIES

EXPENSES

MATERIALS EXPENSES

SUPPORT PERSONNEL

(AIDES, SUBSTITUTES,

CONSULTANTS)

25.1 2
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CONTINUOUS DEVELOPMENT OF FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT

.s part of the study of a Parents' Choice Program, East Hartfo-rd saw the

need to reView its accounting and fipIncial management System (FMS). This review

had seVeral broad objectives:

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 0. b dget

document. Periodically, throughout the school year, balances are availat;,

several object accounts. These materials together with state'and federal'reports

comprise East Hartford's current FMS.

The Parents' Choice Executive Board (PCEB) considered various alterna-

f tives to the current FMS. These alternatives included program/evaluation budgets,

function budgets, and special fund budgets. Each type of budgeting requires an

elaborate system for classifying, coding and accounting for revenues and expen-

ditures. Large time commitments by school system personnel are required.. Liabi-

lities, reserves and fund balances must be made available on a periodic basis

throughout the school year in order for this information to be fully useful.

Whbic desirable, a full blown Management Information System (MIS)

and FMS would not be essential elements in the implementation of the Parents'

Choice Project.

256
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The PCEB decided 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. In fact, the EHPS

central office personnel, with some limited assistance by the ERDC, has planned

a budget transformation from the object budget.to a function (by object) budget.

This conforms with both the new federal and itate guidelinei for school accounting.

Responsibility for the actual transformation.has been assumed by the EHPS central

office personnel. In addition, complete computerization of all financial informa-

tion and reporting is planned for the near future.

SUMMARY

The process and preparaeion of budget documents under a full Parents'

Choice Program, could remain relatively the saMe as at present. Most accounts

could continue to be estimated as they have been in the past, i.e., allowing for

percentage 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 pupil basis. This is presently done for tekts, supplies and

,aides. The act dollars allocated to a school would need lo be re-calculated

(Internal Accounting System) after the budget had been prepared. This would allow

for the sharing and equalization of costs already described.

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 extri personnel.

Secondly, system-wide figures 'obtained by aggregating,an account across all

schools, may also become less imOortant than,individual school accounts.

257.
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0

In brief, the process and preparation of an East Hartford Public School budget

document would probably require some hew procedures. Ihe five year demonstration

period would elloW Sufficient time for this development. Note that basically

the present process Snd budget document could be utiliz(W for developing

Voucher Values, the Internal Accounting System and the Income Flow System.

2

2 5

,
,
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TABLE 3.6

-EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS CHOICE PROJECT
INTERNAL ACCOUNTING SYSTEM

1975-76 BUDGETED ACCOUNTS AS PERCENTAGES
OF INSTRUCTIONAL/OPERATIONAL REVENUE

Teachers Salaries

Administrative
Expenses

Materials txpenses

ActiVities Expenses

Abides Searies

Other Personnel
Salaries

Elementary and Mid(
Schools

High
Schools

06%

11%

3.7%

0.3%

2%

17%

82%

8%

4%

3%

I%

- 2%

259
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TABLE 3.4

EAST- HARTFORD-PUBLIC-SCHOOLS-- -P-ARHNTS-I---eHOTCE-PitOjECT

"INTERNAL ACCOUNTING - FIXED COSTS*
/

Budget Acct. Code
' i.:E222.11 /1975-76 Budget

-I
110 Salary-Administration/ $ .350000.
130 Expenses-Administration 74,700.

310 Salary-Att.dadance 47,716.

320 Expelises-Attr-Ildance 3,400.

610 Salary-Custudial 1,155,017.

620 !Se-.L.r. Plant Operations 80,145..

630 I:eat- 420,024.

641
, 0 and Sewers 15,000.Ei

642 Electric 393,845.

643 ; Gas 60,000.
;

644 ! Telephone 69,180.

650 Supplies-Plant 80,000.-
660 Other Expenses-Plant 15,818.

710 Salary-Maint. 264,233.

721 Maint.-Plant .345,000.

722 'Repair-Fixed 150,885.

723 Repair7Instruct. 33,498.

723 Repair-Non-Instruc. 23,451.

749 Supplies-,Maint. Plant 86,855.
\

810 -,!lployee Retirement_ 294,000.

820 sUrance 752,098.

830 Rental-of Building 12,079.

850 M.D.C. 4,815.

920 Food Serv. SUbsid. 6,000.

-212,215,217
221's, 230's,
240's and
250's

Supervisor and Secretary 264,351.
Salaries and Non Salary
Items from Instructional
Support SerVices Cost Center

215,216 Salaries:of: Subbtitute
Secretaries and Other
Instrtional Programs from
Non-Assigned Expenses
-Cost Center_

TOTAL OF FIXED COSTS -

26 0.

211,139.

$5,213,24':),

* These expenses are to be nhare4 equally by all schoolir-



TABLE 3.5

..EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

--INTERNAL-ACCOUNTING SYSTEMT=: FIXED COSTS

When calculating Fixed Costs from the cost centers the
object budget codes listed in Table 3.4 were summed for all
expenses assigned to school cost centers and added to the
Fixed Costs of the additional cost centers.

School Cost
Centers

'Central Office/
Support Service

Instructional
Support Services

Pupil Personnel

Custodial Dept.

Maintenance Dept.

Non-Assigned
Ewpenses

TOTALS

Total

1975-76

Adjustments

BUDGET

. Voucher
Fixed Instructional

11,843,655.

574,137.

1,400,904.

1,196,938.

310,456.

503,530.

2,868,222.

18,697 852.

442,796.

73,494.

123,351.

1,196,938.

13,600.

505.

1,487,764.

3,358,448.

2,408,870. 8,991,999-.

500,643.

290,829. *986,724.
1,277,553.

-0- -0-

276,856.

503,025. -0-

1,233,026. *147,432.
1,380,458.

5,213,249. 10,126 155.
15,339,404.

*Salaries of K-8 consultants in Art, Music, Reading
and Physical Education

**Salaries of Substitutes'

26i
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TABLE 3.3

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE. PROJECT

VOUCHER CALCULATION 1974-75 AND 1975-76

1974-75

VOUCHERS

1975-76 PERCENT CHANGE

$ 632.75 $ 676.95

1-5 1260.85 1372,12 +8.83%

6.41 1312.37 1499.23 -+14.24%

9-12 1507.19 1666.09 +10.54%

Adjusted
Gross
Budget $14,525,933. $15,339,404. +5.60%

Gross
.Budget $18,025,555. $18,697,852. +3.73%

Total
Enrollment 11,022. 10,699. -2.92%



TABLE 3.1

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOL PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

VOUCHER CALCULATIONS-ADJUSTMENTS TO GROSS BUDGET

ITEM BUDGET ACCOUNT # 1975-76
BUDGET

1.0 Non

1.1
1.2

Current Expenses

Debt Service
Capital Outlay

1.21 Replacement
Equipment

1.22 Capital
,EquipmeLit

(1310)

(731)

(1231)

$1,403,000

554000.

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

Non Public (521-2) 35,273_2.13
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 (400's)

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) 32,100.
2.312 Non-Salary (224+244) 3,500

2.32 Summer School

2.321 Salary (213) 29,790
2.322 Non-Salary (223+243) 2,000 .

2.33 Home Instruction

2.331 Salary (213) 29,000

263
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TABLE 3.1 (Continued

ITEM BUDGET ACCOUNT # 1975-76
BUDGET

2.34 ESL

2.341 Salary
2.342 Non-Salary

2.35 Non-instruction

2.351 Wages -
Build. Rent

2.352 Wages -
Pdrk Dept.

(213)
(223+243)

(b12-3)

(612-3)

$ 10,630
450

22,500

9,600

2.4 Special Services A

2.41 Salary* (212+215) 886,620
2.42 Non-Salary (224232,241,

254, 526) 31,896
2.43 Tuition (1410) 125,000

TOTAL $3 358,448

* Personnel in Spec. Ed., Speech, Social Work, Adjustment,
Gifted Ed., Learning Center, Psych. Examining.
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,TABLE 3.2

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT
1975-76 VOUCHER CALCULATION

SUMMARY OF ADJUSTMENTS TO GROSS BUDGET

I TEM /975-76
BUDGET

PERCENT OF
GROSS BUDGET

1.0 Non Current Expense

1.1 Debt Service
1.2 Capital Outlay

2.0 Aids in Kind

$1,533,900

1,403,900
130,000

1,824,548

8.20%

7.50%
.70%

9.76%
2.1 Transportation. 428,804 2.29%-2.2 .Health Services 212,658 1.14%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 $15,3394414.* 82.04%

* Total $ included in Vouchers.



Section VI

Private/Parochial Schools



PRIVATE/PAROCHIAL SCHOOLS

During the Parents' Choice Project, the Administration spent much time

studying the question of allowing parents to utilize scholarships or vouchers'in

connection with private schools while complying with the provisions of Public Act

122. Public Act 122 is enabling legislation passed by the State of Connecticut in

1972 which permits up to six Connecticut school districts to implement the test

demonstration scholarship programs.

Public Act 122 provides that through the use of a voucher program parents

may enroll their child in any public or private school within the demonstration

area. However the schools that participate must 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 Educaiion (CAPE), wa's contracted to

study if it was feasible for a privat ficti to be establishea in East Hartford.

The feasibility study undertaken by CAPE was designed to determine:

1) if there appears to be a sufficiently large group of interested
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.

2'0
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. 1 This study was conducted simultaneously in three phases: Phase #1 --

a survey of the potential clientele and the type of school in which they would be

interested ( items 1-2 above); Phase #2 a survey of administrative matters (items

3-8 above) and Phase #3 -- the development of recommendations outlining the opera-

tional details which should be dealt with should the Board determine to proceed

with -the demonstration including a private school. The Project Director was Dr.

Robert Lamborn, Executive Director, Council for American Private Educ:tion. Phase

#1 studies were directed by the Reverend David Kern, Executive Director, SPHERE:

Phase 112, by Nelson Farquhar, Staft Associate, Connecticut Association of Independ-

ent Schools; the Phase #3, by Joseph dePeyster, Director, School Effectiveness

Project, National Association of Independent Schools. The study staff received the

full cooperation 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.
l

THASE #1 FINDINGS

Phase #1 investigations, directed by Father Kern, were designed to deter-

mine: if there appeared to be a sufficiently large group of interested parents to

support a nonsectarian private school and the type of school those parents would

wish for their children.

Father Kern-, in cooperation 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

December 24, 3,200 of these 'estionnaires were mailed with covering letters and

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.)'

2 5
lA Study of The Feasibiliy of Establishing A Nonsectarian Private School As Part
Of ThePrOpOsed East Hartford Parents' Choice Project, The COuncil for American
Private Education, Lamborn, Robert L., Ph.D., January 13,,1976.



By January 13, 1976,-parentg of 252 children had responded indicating

definite interest ("yes" respbnses)'and parents of 79 children had responded

indicating possible interest_ ("perhaps",responseS)-- a,total f 331 children.

Table #1 indicates the extent of the positive response to the questionnaire by

numbers of children by grade-level as of September, 1976. This response indicates

a substantial pool of 212 "prospects" for a K-5 school. Six characteristics of

this pool are worth particular corpent. First, since positive responses were still

arriving on January 13th, it seems safe to assuthe that there were some interested

parents who had not yet been heard from. Second, the number 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.

Fourth, the pre-kindergarten pool is promising for the future. Fifth, the resi-

dences, of the interested families are spread rather evenly through the town. And,

sixth, because of survey preconceptions, thc questionnaire was mailed only to

families having children nine years old or younger, with the result that the re-

sponse does not provide adequate information on the prospect pool for children

who would enter Grade 6 and above. It should be noted, however, that a number of

the families which did teceive the questionnaire happened to have older children

and indicated that they would be interested in enrolling them 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.

26D

or
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TABLE #1

Numbpr of "Prospect" Children by Grade-level as of September, 1976

Nature of
Parental
Response .Pre-Kindergarten Grade

1 2 3 '4 K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total

,Yes 8 20 20 25 39 25 25 28 25 15 11 8 3 252

Perhaps 2 5 6 5 -10 15 8 7 8 7 3 2 _1 79

Total 10 25 26 30 49 40 33 35 33 22 14 10 4 331

In order to get some sense of the strength of parental interests among

those who responded positively to the questionnaire, a telephone follow-up was

conducted. Approximately 45 percent;of the definite, or "yes", parents were

reached; approximately 20 percent of the possible, or "perhaps", parents. This

sampling indicated 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 enrollment of 60 percent or more

of the prospects seems quite Possible. It would appear, on the other hand,

quite conservative to assume that a well-planned and publicized school would

enroll 40 percent of the prospect pool. A prediction of a 50 percent enrollment

appears, not assured but entirely reasonable.

Given the information now in hand on the prospect pool for such a

school and the prevailing grade patterns in the East Hartford Schools.(K-5,6-8,'
.15

9-12), should the Bosrd decide to propose a program ,including)a nonsectarian

private school, the long-range objective should probably be the creation of a

K-8 school, Whether it would be wisest to open with Grades K-5 and add gradds

in.subsequent years 'or to opdn with Gr-ades K-6, or'K-7, or K-8 at the outset

would depend upon the findings in an additional survey, this time of families

270 .
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haVing children of appropriate ages for Grades 6, 7, and 8 and upon the response

to the announcement that a nonsectarian private school was in fact tip be establAhed.

An ai=tempt was made to get some aense of the type of school in which the
.

parents would be most interested. The subject, as would be expes ed, prOVed an

extremely difficult one with WA.ch tO deal in a simple questio aire. The parents
/

were asked to indicate whether they preferred a traditional, 7( ather :_ructured

1

school, or a less traditional, rather open school..Their responses left the clear

impression that the parents would be happlsst with a relatively structured school

which nonetheless provided appropriate opportunities for student initiative and

supervised independentand individualized activity. It appears that very few of '

the prospects would lose interest in the school should it be conducted.in this way.

.e:W2

PHASE #2 FINDINGS

Phase #2 investigations, by Mr. Farquhar, were designed to determine:

the availability of adequate school facilities; the availability of adequate

faculty and staff personnel; the practicality of establishing such a school given

existing local and state laws and regulations; the availability of such support

services as transportation and food management; the financial support required to

assure the operationai viability of the ichool; and the existence of attitudes or

other special condi ns in the community which might work against the success of

the school.

The survey of available school facilities has included investigations

of an unused Catholic school building,'a public school building which might

become available, a church facility, a day care center, private mansions, commer

cial propertiee, and open spaces upon which a.temporary "trailer campuetmight

be established. At this time, no entirely satisfactory site has been located.

The day care facility must be dropped from Consideration; the other options remain

open. 271
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The moat promising sites thus far identified include an unused Catholic school

building, a church facility, and a public school building which might become

availbl..No desirable private mansions, commercial properties, ot openspaces,

for a."trailer campUs" h'ave been identified, although the search has not been

exhaustive. It.seems probable that adequate space can be found, although it may

be,less than Completely desirable. The facilities selected should provide for

the,anticipated space requirements for the school as it develops according to

plan.

There seems every reason to believe that: it would be possible to

obte.in adequate staffing for the school if it is established. There is a large

pool of available teachers and school heads for independent schools. Many people

would find the prospect of being involved in such a significant national

deMonstration project most attractive. We understand that some teachers currenlv

employed by East Hartford have expressec. interest in moving to a private s.

,if it is established.

Should,the decision to establish a school be made pr..mtiv, there are

no local or state laws or regulations which would present si.,;hiticant problems.

The Connecticut State Department of Education through its Bu au uf 'lementary

and Secondary,Bducation and the Conn cticut Association of LIdepenth'nt Schools

are able to proVide experienced and competent advice on all m.itters of iegal and

regulatdry detail and.procedure. The central problem here, as i-om meeting

deadlines, lies in enlisting qualified incorporators and members for the school's

board.of -Control. These possibilities come to mind: associatimg thP scti,)ol with ,

an existing corporate-entity in the area ( a school,'a day care center, or ah,

industrial or commercial corporation), or establishing a new ,Lorporatfoll

,draws'upon interested parentS,.teachers, and community leaders.
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A ; eliminary investigation of a variety of possible management options

Aridicates iL there is no day care center interested in taking a new school under

its corporate "wing." There is the possibility that an area independent school

would be interested in establishing an "annex" school in East\Hartford. One existing

nonprofit nonsectarian educational corporation, which has asked to remain unnamed':

hJs expressed an interest. No corporations have been approached to see if they have

An intereF in establihing a nonprofit corporation under their umbrellas. If a new

rpration were to be established, the list of parents who have expressed an

intcret .a the school woul6 be a natural source of candidates for selection ns

incorporators and control board members. It is possible, also, that community

icaders-might be intereted in becoming involved in these capacities as a matter

,.)1 public ;t1.7--..:,-e

it became a simple matter to determine the availability of such support

,erv ce.2 z rt-Atiti za.d !ood management. Transportation is provided under

ate ør pr,ivate and ph!ic schools, and transportation is assured as well

und,r. the ptovisions. at tration project. We are inflrmed that no distri-

w,1,1d proconr pre,blem for eizher the parents

1,r transportation system. The available provisions for food services in East

rc unusually good. Should r±ey be desired, arrangements cond be Made

:!crsLate Caited-WEIch is'baSee in the Penney High School--a new school could

. r:a;c a satellit cantr -t Lied to that already in effect with the town. All

-ual suPport services appear to be readily available. 77c 1-

The financial aspeits of the study included a considerat.ion 'of these

matter -tart-up" requirements and their costs; "wind-down" requirements and their%

;cher value, including space andirquipment "add-ons"; vouchermechanicS;

st, . ent,!7- sources oi income and ny iestrictions affecting them; costs involved
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ljn admini:trative and evaluation tasks necessitated by the admin: 'ye a, i

research requirements of the demoostration project; financial pi 1 for

those acr_epting responsibility for operating the school; and annual operating

budget requirements. The opevation ot tbe ...posed school would be feasible only

if there are satisfactory answers to cis raised in regard to these dollar

considerations. It has been impossible to develop sufficient information in

these areas either to tast feasibility or to determine the information which must

be developed to test feasibility.

Establishiog a school involves "start-up" costs for plant, personnel,

equipment, materials, and riippli..a which are not properly chargeable to the first

year of operation. Provisions for these funds must be made aside from those pro- ,

'videT for from vouchers i;ince the school may grow du, the period of the dem-

onstration and additional "i-irst7time' capital expenditures would be necessary

at t!-.:t time. Funds allocated for furnishings and equipment should permit "start

-up" exvnditures for thes,..: purposes as they are needed in the school's_dve-1-0p---

7e-fit, even if they occur in the second through the fifth year of the demonstration

"Start-up" costs are estimated to be in the range 1 $45,000 to $72,000.

It seems reasonable to establish a figure in Ale neighborhood of $60,000 for these

costs. A breakLown follows:

ITEM

-Initial Planning (including
Incorporation)

Lease of Property.April-August

Renovation of Leased Facili' .es

to Meet Safety and Health des

Furnishing Building to Meet Needs

of Opening Enrollment

2 7 't

RANGE ESTIMJ\TE

$ 500 2,000 $ 2,000

4,000 - C,000 5,200

10,000 -20,000 15,000

9,000 -12,000 10,500
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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 SecretaryApril-August 9,500 - 11,000 10,065

In-7Service Training of Staff
before Opening of School 1,300 - 5,200 3,200.

TOTALS $45,300 70,200 $58,565

11 a privace school is established, at some point tliere will necessarily

be "wind-down" costs. these will occur if the school is discontinued either during

the demonstration or at .he Lrd f the demonstration, if it is continued as a

separate corporate entity, or if it is continued as an "annex" school under the

umbrella of some other corporate body. These matters, among others, w have to

be deal with at this point: legal aclr,ions relating to discontinuance or establish-

ment of a n.;,, corporate status; d!zsition of furnishings, equipment matelials,

and supplies; dispo. _tion of existing cash and investment assets or indebtedness.;

and indemnificaticn of principals from any subsequent liability growing out of the

opere,..ion of the school during the demonstration period. It has not been Foi.sible

in the period of the study to'adecp.ately investgate costs oi this sort--and some,

in fact, -the amounts of the school's as.,ets or liabilities at the end of the project,

for example, could not be estimated at this time in any case. But they should be

provided for on a realistic basis in planning for suck a school, and they should

be provided for outside of the voucher funding.

To assure equitable financing for the private s,_hool, the value of the

voucher must 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."

2 7
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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 value of the voucher (Debt Service

and Capital Outlay), there will needto 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 ',11c schools would be assigned

te the private school to meet rental and capital equ,,ment expenditures. Currcnt

calculations inexa-, a value of approximately $130 per student.

If the private school element of the demonstration model is to have an

opportunity to function e:Iectively, it must be as easily accessible to interested

parents as are the v.' I Ic schools. Voucher mechanisms must not involve added finan-

cial or "red-tape" burdens which will tend to discourage prospective private scocl

parents from selecting -he piivate school for their c'dldren.

It is our understanding t,at no restrictions wou?d placed upon the

private s.a001's freedom to raise supplementary funds from e!her sources An

voucher. The only restri,.ti,)n I hjh we are awarce is that East Hartfork. ,itudents

cannot be charged tuit; 1 fees in aitii . to the bv the vouch,!r.

s'oo .wouId 1,0 free, for exa:-.;-1,, to ,:or.?uct sucn fi A'; t Is

hJ-zaars ot..ta:n And And t undertA,e

;.ions. :he ;.roli studt.nts :31..;',.side of La-:

Hartford as ...uition-paying studenz.s fec level eq!la...ing ot exc.,

combined value of the vo-,Icher dnd t J 1 cn I .

It is our u:1!,:standIng, also, ;:kat the researc;: requi:emc

demostr.a:ion project may invAve som, administrativ o:,:ts in -Int.

record keep-:ng, L -iting, and repor:s wich arc not ":st ;.

there are ,loch cJsts, the school should be rcimbur for therry

authority.

27



It is our further understanding that the Superintendent's office

of the new school only reporting monthly enrollments to receive voucher

paymenLs; b) using the pullic school accounting format in reporting annual state-

meots ci operation; and c) adhering to its statement of compliance with state and

federal regulations regarding private schools and Board of Education Open Enroll-

ment rules and regulations. (Monitoring this adherence should he made the respon-

ibitity of an independent agency such as the Cennecticut State partment of

Education, C: L, CA1S, or a speci. Ily constituted entity.) It is :iniieipated that

1 ,cre would he no reimbursement for any exponses which may be inherent in meeting

tequirements, which are considered to be minimal.

linally, the matter of providing 'inancial protect n for

those, whD ..cce t responsi'r,ility for servin, on the control body c.); :he proposed

",,i and ; r t!,-se teachers, ,upplfern, and c:_hers who enter into good-fi!

itTresenti:Ig the school i le every effort should be

;%rivat-. scool of fL, demonstration project is realistic as

C :t the school is nut comig into bein, as a

0! n..cural m3rkt-p1,,,t :ces: rnder the circumstar-es, .t is not

t

7,-flO ,

r 1 [he

lte

will prepar .1 to take the dol:ar risks

a private .-chool which ild :ome into

r, that tse accc,t

:tt:y f:nancial obligatiorn, or lia6i7ty

co .tio:1, of ;lit. domons:rti a prcj( t. The

fait . the ;frojt:t: excepr as rese:t

13Q h t. scho, ,1 stiffer :Inancially

it 1: 1- thc ot demoratl

thcr, 371a1 :ne-ve;ir ,:over al.

2
I
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liabLties including operating deficits. If this protection should require the

purchase of special insurance, the costs of this coverage are not a proper

"voucher" expense and the schocl should be reimbursed by the appropriite authority.

4

A consideration of projected operating b ,t requirements indicates

that a 50 percent enrollment in the prospect i )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 A but seems witiil the

realm of reasonable possibility. Should there prove to be sufficient interest to

support Graue 6, Grades 6-7, or Grades 6-8, t-he budgetary pressures would be

somcwhat ease.d.

We blieve, on the basis of assurances we have received from knowledreable

and responsible quarters, that the "climate" of East Hartford,.Greatei ..tr Cord,

and Connecticut are favorable to the establishment ot a private school as part of

-tne demonstration project. We are particularly ,ncouraged by the cooperative

response pui .ic, CathAic, and independent school eclucatorc during the ,urse

of this feasil-.1ity stu It is the clear intent ot Dr. Diggs and his st .ff to

i race with ,he stf u new private school if it is e!-,Olished, to assist

in .t.1 appr-priate ways, ,ind ptrniit the ool to operate with r:,t. cmplete

ler Fa!l:!ili, I)! the CinH ic schools, Ally cooperative.

:here pears to t5e a consider ,. e rt rvoir of wH1 Amone irdependen. i;ool

p, Tle in the area and among edu,' ! tcachcr train; ilisti-Itions.

FINN' ,S

,1 by Jost ,11 dk..Peyste7-, were under-

taken to develop in cf I:1;c ,Terat nii detils sh.)uld H dealt

with in .,71.1 a -h,ol, c, tinuinr, it in ri t I the

riod of the monstr.v ting prbl,ms wou: oeed to h6 Met

273
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as the demonstration draws to a close. ThesL recommendations are general and

tentative rather than specific and positive; they are intended to provide assistance

-ather than a detailed plan.

A. Establishing A School

1. Identify sponsors,_ incorporate school, apply for 'ax exempt status.
Three individuals are necessary for incorporatirw 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. Identify management agent for se: 301. As indicated earlier, there are
a number of possible management ,ptions which the study team will be
pleased t- discuss should there e interest. Although the management
agent may possible be an existing school or other established corpora-
tion, the outline prcci ed here will presume that a new corporation
is cteated for the purpose.

3. 2.2:2y for an Educationa Planning Grant and subsequently, for a school
'1)ation grant. Details are available throu0 NIE.

F,ct ho-;:-d'of control, develop by-laws. TWenty members is a good
for a working Board for an established.school. In this case,

-; iL wou2d be wise to start with a somewhat smaller-executive
ann add to tt...! board as the school becomes established.

Representation cr che board should.include community ieaders, people
with skilis r-,ev:nt to the operation of Ae school, and prc.-.n.ts.

The otficers of the board are usually President, Vice President,
Secretary and Treaurer. The committee organization should reflect
the operating needs of the school. Typical committees:.Executive,
Luildings and Grounds, Finance, Fducation, Development and Public
Relat ans, 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 :urmulating other tnan very general policy. Th( nead
can be helpful to the board at that stage. An "administrat,,r pro
2m" can be appointed before LL, final administrator is choon,

should it seem desiraAe.

6. D,velop. parent .inter'est, begri student recruitment, orvnize a
part:It associatic The head should lead this effort, assisted by
the incorporators, members, of the board, and interested parents.
Parents' "Letters of Intent" should be obtp4ned as early as-possible--
a e,mal should be to have an ad ;uaL: enrol.ent assured by the end
t4-Mtlys-17-that -lant,-perguffile . an-d--64-614516-iit COmmitirent may be
made in erly ne.Star.ing a parent association ea:-Iy h a number
of obvious advaatages in (2:urts to develop parent ,And -ommunity support.

270
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7. Determine available plant options, make "first call" arranpments,

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 th'ere be interest.

When a suitable plant Is located, it would be well to obtain "first

caliN rights to it pending the final decision as to whether to gos

ahead with the school.

An enrollment of 100 in a K-5 school would require approximately

.8,.503 square feet (5,000 program, 3,500 other) according to

standards of the Educational Facilities 1 boratory, New York, New

York, Connecticut's minimum space requirement for an elementary

clasrooM is 750 square feet. Tentative plans should also be made

for necessary renovations, including architectural plans and the

identification of a reputable construction firm.

8. Develop school policy. The decision as to Lhe general character of

the school should be made quite early sinco it will play a role

,n the selection of the .-4,-hool head. Once the head has been selected,

policy discw.sions should go forward promptly. Policy area, ill

include: 'ind of school, educational philosophy, gradcs p ,ded,

admissions and retention ,itandards, financial management, personnel

conpeasation and benefits, use of plant and ground: community role,

and studeat financial aid.

9. Deelop program jdans. The head is respons'hIc tir,developing pro

gram plans with assistance lIcr: che Education Committee. In the

study model, a rather standard, relatively structured, elementary

program was assumed--traditional academic subjects, ,ict, masic,

drama, and physical education; style, hnmanisti,- and inform:A. Pro

gram decisions should no be rushed, r:1t c,e, should be made in

broad t.2rms as earl: is practical since t11c character the ITogram

will be a central element in student Ind facult recruitment efforts

hnd ay influence plant

10. dop operating proceduTes. The sehooi head shoul:.! esta',1ish tho

,TcrLin;; ptoceclur 1.romptly as possible. Ar..!a't in which the%

be ne,:ded inclaim adii.issions, annual calendar and school day,

attendance, discipline, health, budget, purchasing and

billing, use oi p.olt ,:,ruands, and ficld trips.

11 Develop operating, tudgtet. An operating budget must be developed

f'ore steps can be taken to provide 11;0:"'Y c verage, contract

.
for !Ilant and plant renovations, emi t .y ional personnel, order

furnishings and hther items, or plan for the August Orientati,-n

and planning session proposed later in t A.t report. In

of the feasibility stuly, A ct ot accourts parill USt'd

in the East Hartford Schools 1,as developed, as was a s:hhol model

upon whsh the study team based its finan.ial f,rsC)ility considera

Lions. This set of accounts, the h;cliool modcl, and the co dutations

2
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developed in the course of the study are available !,hould there be
interest in them.

12 Prwide liabil ty coverage. Appropriate liability coverage should
be provided at the earliest practical time.

13. Employ addit'nnal personnel. Once the general nature of the school
hi.; been ,142..:rmined, the school head, or if one 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 lay a definiJe decision is made
to go forward with the school. It will be recalled that the criteria
:.or teacher selection are to be indluded in the Participation Grant
Application. Staffing assumptions made in the model used in the
feasibility study are available on request.

14. Order furni Ire, equipment, supplies, and instructional materials.
The head, or Lue "administrator pro tee-, should make rather firm,
though tentative, decisions during the spring with regard to needed
items of furniture aud equipmentand, 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 enough along in May to make it possible tu consult with
prospective teachers about desirable instructional materials during
May, similar decisions should be made with regard to these materials
so that orders for these also can 1-e made early June. Tt teacher
Tecruitment is not sufficiently advanced for this purpose, mor,i.
tentative planning should probably still be undertaken so that a
minimum of time will :-cquired tc make these decisions and place
orders once faculty Members are selectei. and the decisi,n is made
to go forward with thc school,

15. Plan for seeking supplementary funding. A number of avenue,: fot
procuring supplementary funding were indicated earlier in this
re ort. Given the tight operating position in which the new school,
it established, will surely find itself, it would be wise.to think
early about the most promising approaches to be made in a searCh fur
additional funding. The Connecticut Association of Independent School5;,

e New School Services Program of the National Association of
Independent Schonis-, and the Council for the Advancement and Suppnrt
of Education cao be helpful in this regard. Further information on
approaches to tI e3c. agi.ncies will be provided on request.

16. Hold faculty orientation and plenning sessions. !t would probly
be well to give over all of Ah4ust to a full-time orientation and
planning sessidn for the faculty and staff in the new school plant.
The school should oirenas an established, well-organized, and com-
fortable place for i,oard members, member:, of the faculty and staff,
arents, and children--excitingly new, not conftv, ngly new; assured

2S.:.
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and dynamic, not tentative and hesitant; purposefully active, not

uncertainly hectic. A well-conceivhd 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 board 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.

B. Operating a School

After consideration, it has hot seemed useful o practical

to provide an outline of the areas of operation which should be kept

in mind by the board and the L; '1 of this new school while the school

is in operatioh a part of demonst.ration project. Competent

people will be entirely converaant with these matters. It seems

sufficient to refer to the principles stated and implied in the

earlier portion of thi. rcport 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 Association of Independent Schools. Further infor-

mation on apTycoaches to these agencies will provided on reql st.

The school management will keep in mind, of course, the

administrative repori.s which will e required by the East Hartford

School Office and the iesearch-releted 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 ..,chool!, in cooperation with the State Department of

Education. It is recommended that the ,...:creditation procedures be

initiated in the middle of the crst year of operation with an ye

to accre,.Ltation in the spring of the first year or the fogll of the

second.

C. Dealiru. 'with the School at the Conclusion of the Demonstration Project

Ear' '21- in the report, there was a discussion f the "wind-

down" considerlLions which must be c'.ealt with at some point if a school

ig establis:ted. The specific steps to be t4en will depend, of, ccurse, ,

upon the corporate eharaclei of the school, upon whether it is being

continued or disbande. , and upon the corporate character it will assume

if it isto'be conlinued. It seems sufficient at this point to repeat

the principal mz-Itt..,'rs which must be dealt with at the ri! propriate' time.

They inL1 'e: legal actions relating to discontinuance or establishment

of a r ,porate status; disposition of furnishings, equipment,

materi.1' and supplies; dipcsition of existing cash and investment'

assets or indebtedness; and indemnification of principals from any

subse,-lent .7rowing out of the operation of 'he school during

the lemons:catIcr

2 3(10
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CONCLUSIONS

On the basis of our study, conducted under the acknowledged time

constraints, we arrive--with the specific understandings:indicated 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. 'tese conclusions are directly responsive to the areas of concern

outlined ih the study proposal made to Dr. Diggs.

411111W101. While it is not a certainty, there is good reason believe

that there is a sufficientl.y large group of interested parents

to suppert a nonsectarian private school.

?. It appears rather clenrly that the parents would be happiest

with a relatively structured school which nonetheless provided

appropriate oppoitunities for student initiative and for super

vised independent and individualized activities.

3. While no entirely satisfactbt; site has been located, it seems

quite probable that ldequate space can bc found, although it

may be less than completely cksirable.

4.- There is every reason o believe that it will be possible to

btain adequate staffing.
xi*

5. It is practical to establish such a school under existing local .

P.ud state, laws and regulations--but there is no time to sparc.

6. Ail standard support services, including transportation'and food

management sendces, nre readily available.

7. While it is not a certainty. Lhere is good reason to believe that

toere is sufficient fi :Hl support available tb operate such a

school withIn the Parc' t_s' noice Program.

2 3
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8. Theie do not ear-to be any commun3ty attitudes or special condi-
,

tiLas which would make it impractical to attempt to operate such a-

school z1 a part of the demonsIvatiou project--to the contrary, the

cliravc within Ccnn.?(..Acut, GLeater Hartford, and East Hartford

seems, for the most parc, favorable to such an undertaking.

2 3 t
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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 Constitution and the Connecticut Statute Public Act 122. In

regards to the former, the Supreme Court has never clearly , efined the issue

of separation of chur,11 and state as it appli s to public e, lcation. The

Demonstration Pro2,ram Act. cf 191. 'dic Act 122 sets forth a cbmprehensive

list of responpibilities, powers, rights, and instructions applicable to the

implementation of a voucher program. Wnile the e: stence of is enabling'

legiSlation was extremely beneficial it has never been Utilized .and contains a

mImber ol imbiEuities. Project Staff contracted with the law firm of Post and

Pratt for an analysis tit legal issues relatingto voucher
,

The following is a list of conclusions and recomm lations reachad by

Post and Pfatt in thi- tidy nf the requirements of the United Skates Constitution

and Public Act 122.

Recommendations relating to the constitutionality of including Parochial

School: and other legal problems related to the Voucher Project.

,r)

Amopnt ot Tuition

Recommenclat:o1:: That East Hartford redeem vouchers foer the lesser
(1) the face Lialue 'i.e. approximately $1;50())/61- (2) the tuition,
ac_ually charged.

An alternative which has been proposed would require4Ithe redeMption
value for existing priYate school's be limited to the. tilition charged
in ptevious years plus a percentage (referred to in discussinls ;is
"historical base"), The historical base sygtem. 4s being suggested by
some as a way of helping.our court case. It is argued that the his-
torical base will persuade the court that schools are getting what
they always received and that this aid will benefit only Ce parents':
that if the school is allow,Ld to raise Its tuit/ion,, tills. will uncon-
stitution?lly benefit such school. We .10 not recommend thi-g approach
for the following reasons:

k
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(1) The program wil! indirectly benefit parochial ,choels in either

oveuL;

only a matter of conjecturt ,s to whether existing parochial

s t' . t Lii raise their tuition (any ew parochial school can charge

what.L.,r it wantE rld thus destroy the historical base purpose);

(3) It.would be preferable if the Board of Education ,an avoid telling

any parochial sehool.,what its tution should be. If alopted the

histori,11 base approach, th. Yast Hartford Board of l.ducation would

become involvd in the tuition policy of the parochia: schools and

we will lase our "wall o: sep,irat,fon" bet,.:een churc:1 and

,
Receipt of T14.:Cion Payment

RecOmMen
payment

A.t.1-alternatie is
this eo..1.1...!

One ,6u1 d argue
t ween t ht!s.2. a .
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st.u..!.!nts who attend non-publ,'
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-- but Su; eS%t ult C Stni t
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event, someone must assume the responsibility for those tuition pay-
ments: the parti cipating 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 Lhe
face value of the voucher be permitted to participate.

A major legal concern is the constitutionality of the Prents'
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
bd 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.it parents have-the option of
choosing such schools.

Geographic Location of Schools

Recommendation: That the program permit students to attend schools
located outsitle of East Hartford.

A major legal concern is the constitutionality of the Parents' Choice
Project if it applies to parochial schools. As stated above, the
case will be strengthened if 1 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 i 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 considerations 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 educationa 1 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.

23
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Plannins 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 foi the establishment of private schools
could create numerous legal problems, and we therefore recommend that
the East Hartford Board of Education avoid any such involvement.

Teacher Layoffs

Recommendation: That the issue of teacher layoffs be resolved in col-
lective bargaining between the East Hartford Board of Education and
the East Hartford teachers.

Teachers in 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 resuleing 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 re-
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.

Sqatutory Changes

Recommendation: That amendments to the state law be proposed as set
forth in earlier reports (e.g. geographic area; tuition in excess of
voucher; mon 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).

23-2>



Legal Questions Raised By Terms
Of The Demonstration Scholarship
Program Authorization Act_of 1972

Are private and public schools out-
side demonstration area eligible to
participate in the demonstration
program?

Are there a substantial number of
needy or disadvantaged children in
East Hartford?

When does scholarship program begin?

Do private schools participating in
program have to meet all education-
al requirements of public schools?

2SP
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Applicable Statutory Language

Sec. 10-239 e. (a) - at any public
or private school

vs.

Sec. 10-239 b. (2) - use of educational
scholarships for all pupils eligible to
attend public or private sthools (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
expend funds to support the demonstra-
tion and scholarships for children in
the demonstration area

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 in 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

Sec. 10-239 b. (2) - "substantial
number"

Sec. 10-239 c. - scholarship program
to ex iur a period of up to five
years

Sec. 10-239 e.(1)- all educational
standards required by law
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Legpl Questions, cont'd.

Is 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
privatc voucher schools?

How much information should statute
require he sent to parents and how
should it be transmitted?

How are schola'rships 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?

Applicable Statutory Language

Sec. 10-239 e.(a) (3) - in no icase
levies or requires any 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) -.average current
expense per pupil

Sec. 10-239 d. (4) compensatory
scholarships

Sec. 10-239 d. (5) pro rats 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, coned.

Will students attending private
schools pursuant to demonstration
program continue to be included
in "average daily membership"
computation9c,

Is the open ended save harmless
clause requirement inconsistent
with powers of Federal agency?

2 9
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Applicable Statutory Language

- Sec. 10-261 - "average daily member-
ship" means the number obtained by
adding the number of all pupils ...

enrolled in public schools ... (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_LajmorILLIIE 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 122

An act enabling school districts to participate in a

demonstration program designed to develop and test the use of

Education Scholarships for school children, and t9 allow private

schcols to participate in such programs.

Sec. 101-239a. 1Demonstration scholarship program. Short

title. Legislative intent. This act shall be known and may be cited
is the demonstration scholarship program authorization act of 1972. It

is the intent of the legislature to.enable up to six town or regional
hoards 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 s,cholarship 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 children 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 10-239a to 10-239h, 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 program 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 icholarships
for all pupils eligible to attend public or private schools within the
demonstration area, which scholarships shall be made available to.the
parents or legal guardians of a scholarship recipient in the form of a
drawing right, negotiable certificateor 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 regio1 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,S.2)

2 9 3
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Sec. 10-239c. Contract with federal asency for funds. The

town or regional hoord of educatiOn may contract with a federal govern-

mental agency for funds to establi.sh a demonstration scholarship program
to exist for a period of up to five years, 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, which funds may be ekpended

under the demonstration scholarship program as the demonstration contract
shall provide and within the demonstration area-. (1972, P.A. I22,S.3.)

Sec. I0-239d. Demonstration board and staff. Scholarships.

The town or regional board of education may establish a demonstration
hoard and staff and may authorize it to administer the demonstration
project authoyized by sections 10-239a to 10-239h, inclusive, provided
the costs of such organization shall be borne by the contracting'federal

agency. The members of the demonstration board, if it is not the town
or regional board of education itself, shall serve for the terms

established by the appointing board. (1) The demonstration board may:

(a) Employ 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, (0 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 may 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 scholarship fall below the level of average current
expense per pupil for corresponding grade levels in the public schools
in the demonstration 'area in the year immediately preceding the demonstration

program.

(4) In addition to each base scholarship, compensatory scholar-
ships shall be given' 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.

2 9
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(5) Adequate provrsion for ttre-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 aiency 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 ;1 demonstration program.

(1972, P..A. 122,S.4.)

Sec. 10-239e. Use of scholarships. Eligibility of scholls.
(a). The demonstration board dhall authorize the parents or legal guardian
of scholarship recipien'ts 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 educational,
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
scholarship4 (4) is free from sectarian control or influence exrept 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, on 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.

(b) 'In compliance with the constitutional guarantee of free
exercise of religion, schools may be exempted from subdivision (4) of
subsection (a) of this sectiorr if they meet all other requirements for
eligibility.

3

(1972, P.A. 122,S.5,6.)

* "General Statutes of Connecticut", Volume II, State of Cbnnecticut, 1973pages 318-321.
.
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CONSULTANiS FOR PRIVATE EDUCATIbN
4 Zhitter Oak Avenue, Hartford, Conn.436106, Tel. 525-3195

December 22, 1975

Dear Parent:

We are sure you have heard of the Parent Choice Program now being
considered y the East HAtiord School System. Probably you have re-
cently re eived a questionnaire on this matter.

Unfortunately in the questionnaire one possible option was not inen-
tiOned. This option would be to offer to East Hartford parents the oppor-

"(4,---tunity of sending their children tio a non7church 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 tile 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.

If you are interested in the private school option, we would appre-
ciate it if you would answer the questionnaire, place it in the self-
addressed, stamped envelope and mail iinmediatQly. To be effective,
all questionnaires must,be received so ihat.the responses can be analyzed
within the next week.

To keep you informed we will telephone as soon as we have your reply.

Sincqreljr'yours,

David P. Kern
Consuliants for Private Education

'29
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.fflestion U I

"'

QuIstionndire: ion h)! 1 Pdvato School

Would you be interested in, enrolling your child (chil(lren) in d
pr.ivate non-church related school':

A. Cir ides K -4

H.

Question

Grades K-41

(4ades 5-8
(Tirades .9-12

ref

A
Since there are many styles of private selfools that could be

started. would you prefer to send your child to:

A. A highly structured school following ine more traditional

approach to education which most of us as parents experienced.

A more flexible. "child centered" open type of school,

A school that contains elements of both A and 13.

,QuestiOn - Would you be interested in a pre-kindergarten':
his would not be covered byJhe voucher.

Comments:

Name: Address:

Phone: Number of children
and ages:

Pvrhai

Please return immediately to: Consultants for Private Education, c/o SPHERE, Inc.
42 Charter Oak Avenue
Hartford, Connecticut 06106

2 9 G
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PROJECTIONS

The Project St.nff conc:acted with Educational Resources and Development

Ct.'!,ver to
1
1) analyze.the past revenues and expenditures of the Town of East Hartford

and the East Hartford Public Schools, 2) project the future financial needs of the

East Hartford 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 inform

the Board of Education and the public about the anticipated cost of-the Parents'

Choice Project. While the additional costs were to be covered by the federal

government for five years there was a need to know the sixth year cost that would

have to be absorbed by the town of East Hartford.

The first two sections present an analysis and projection of gross town

and educational expenditures without a Parents' Choice Project. Throughout these

sections, six year projections (1976-1981) were based on an analysis of trends

during the past six years (1970-1975). The first section considers seven variables

in projecting town revenues and expenditures. The seven variables are treated as

distinct and-unrelated. However, the section on derived projections involves a

process of deriving projections.based upon the interrelationships of these seven

variables,.

The third section nnalyzes the possible costs of operating the Parents'

Choice Project over the -,xt s,; years; It includes a diussion of the basic

areas of increased costs as well as the alternative assumptions'for calculating

these costs.

'Educational Resources and Development Center Report, University of Connecticut,
January, 1976

3Dr)



214

.Historical analysis and 25.2.1estions.

In this section, analyses and projections were performed for the

following seven variables.

1. Town Revenue
2. Pr,perty Tax ReVenue
3. Town Expenditure
4. Education ExPenditure
5. Net Current Education Expenditure
6. Education-ExRendi-ture per_Pupil

7. Net Current Education Expenditure Per Pupil

These variables were selected because of their ability to provide an ol'erview Of

.
East Hartford's public and education expend,:ures.

or all variables, a six year (1970-1975) historical analysis serves

as the basis for a six year (1976-1981) projection. Gro-s,interpretations of the

historical trends and the future are presented in addition to tabular and graphi

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 e

'result of the many and comPleX variables'that contribute to the magnitude of

change in the element bei0g considered and these contributing variables themselve

vary from year to year.

In this series of projections, three techniques were used: 1) historixAl

percentages, 2) linear regression, and.3) quadratic regression. A brief descrip5kn.'

and rationale for the use of each method follows.
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1) Hjstorical Percentages

This is a variation of trend analysis to determine the extreme

variation of predicted values for each year. It is an unsophisticated

prediction methbd, 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

variable from one year to the next. This is done for all of the years

in the historical period. Once this computatdon 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 determine the average percentage of change.

Assume that 1975-76 is the terminal year of historical dat

is used as the "base data" for the first .prediction. The historica_,

minimum, mean and maximum annual percentagePincreases are appiied to

each succeeding years data and compounded. This 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 period of years, the

difference between the minimum and maximum predicted values may become

so large that the predicted values are of litfle value.

.r
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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.

(X, Y)

Assuming Y is the dependent variable and X is the independent'variable,

the points in Figure I lie "fairly" close to the line whose equation

is Y' = b + a, where Y' is the predicted Y value: Hence, to pr.edict any

values, the equation of the regression line must be computed for the

existing data and then the indeperd.mt variable must be fed into the

equation to determine the predicted value.

The primary limitation of this method is that it is not sensitive

to leveling of increases in the dependent variable.

3
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As seen below, the regression line continuel its constant increase
Or

without being sensitive to the latest trend in the daf'a. To more

adequately consider this aspect, the quadratic regression technique

was applied.

linear
regression line

prediction
starts

actual trend

X

3) Quadratic Regression

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.

;

\ X
prediction
starts

.3 0

linear regression

quadratic regressibn



The standard error of mean is computed exactly as was done in the

linear regression method with the same interpretations.

A weakness of this method is that the apex of the parabola may

occur in the interval of the independent variable being considered,

thus rendering the rest of the predicted values unusuable. Thus,

according to historical data,,the best fitting parabola may be similar

to that shown on the next chart. This is impossible in most instancel*

since the variable being projected will not continue to decrease until

it reaches zero.

e X

Town Revenue and Expenditures

7

Property Tax Revenue represents the major source of funding for all

school systems ( and local government) in 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 three.years as shown in Table 2.1. The

hi6tnrical analysis of Property Tax Revenue shows periodic drops in the tax base

3 3
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of East 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-property

revenues have increased their proportion of town support.

As previously mentioned, Total Town Revenues and Expenditures (Tables

2.2 and 2.3) have increased at approximately 5% per annum over the last six years,

and roughly 4.5% 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, appears that

a 5% per year increase is the most probable rate of anticipated growth in East

Hartford expenditures.

Note that as time increases (the number of years projected ahead) the

variation among the different projection methods becomes greater (Figures 2.1,2.2,

2.3). Therefore, the accuracy of any projection continually decreases as projections

are made for longer periods of time.

Education.Expenditures

Both Total Educational Expenditure and Net Current Expenditl re historical

increases reflect a similar trend to that of the Total Town Expenditures.

Total Educational Expenditur-es have increased at 5.2% per year over the

last six years and 4.4% over the /ast three yearS (Table 2.4). Net Current

Educational Expenditures, which equal Total EdUcational Expenditure minus Debt

Service, Capital Outlay and Transportation, have experienced an annual increase

of 5.4%.over six years and approximately the saMe over the last three'years.

'(Table 2.5).



220

Per pupil expenditure in the East Hartford Public School's depicts a

combination of the above increase and simultaneous decreasing enroll:keg Total

Educational Expenditures Per Pupil have increased 8.1% per year over six years

and 7.1% 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 years and

8.9% in the last three years (Table 2.7). The increase in these two variables is

most cobably 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:.i, indicate a 4% to 5% increase in educational

expenditures and a 7% to 8% increase in per pupil expenditures.



TABLE 2.1

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

PROPERTY TAX REVENUE

A. HISTORICAL ANALYSIS

YEAR PROPERTY TAX REVENUE I CHANGE

1970 - 1971 20,200,515 99.436

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 99414

1975 - 1976 22,552,462

PROJECTION TECHNIQUES

Maximum %
Year Minimum %

Historical Percentages

Mean %

(96.3910) (102.3460) (108.7654)

19'76-1977 21,738,528 23,081,536 24,529,248
1977-1978 20,953,984 23)623,024 26,679,328
1978-1979 20,197,744 24,177,216 29,017,872
1979-1980 19,468,800 24,744,416 31,561,392
1980-1981 18,766,160 25,324,928 34,327,872
1981-1982 18,088,880 25,919,056 37,336,848

3 y3

, Regression Analysis

Linear* 'Quadratic**

23,281,904 23,175,072

23,818,112 23,620,768

24,354,320 24,043,888

24,890,528 24,444;448

25,426,736 24,8221432

25,962,944 25,177,856 ,

STANDARD ERROR

*+ 597,632 **+ 596,640

309
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TABLE 2,2

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

A. HISTORICAL ANALYSIS

TOTAL TOWN REVENUE

TOTAL TOWN REVENUE

'

I

27.

I CHANGEYEAR

1r0 - 1971 24,760,376 106,687

1971 - 1972 26,416,018 105,029

1972 - 1973 27,744,609 103,662

1973 - 1974 28,760,731 105,274

1974 - 1975 30,274,66 103,944

1975 - 1976 31,468,54

B. PROJECTION TECHNIQUES

Historical Percentages

Year Minimum I M6an % Maximum

Regression Analysis

Linear* puadratic**

(103,6624) (104,9171) (106,6866)

1976-1977 32,621,072 33,015,92C , 33)572,736 321,850,800 32,587,232

1977-1978 33,815,776 34,639,360 35,817,600 34,168,880 33,680,928

1978-1979 35,054,240 36,342,624 38,212,576 35,486,976 34,718,624

1979-1980 36038,064 38,129,632 40,767,680 36,805,072 35,700,304

1980-1981 37,668,896 40,004,512 43,493,648 38,123,152 36,625,984

1981-1982 29,048,464 41,971,584 46,401,888 39,441,248 37,495,648

STANDARD ERROR

*Jr 166,656 **4 143,056

311



TABLE 2,3

;

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

TOTAL TOWN EXiENDITURE

HISTORICAL ANALYSIS

TOTAL TOWN EXPENDITURE
CHANGE

YEAR

1970 - 1971

1971 - 1972

1972 - 1973

1973 - 1974

1974 - 1975

1975 - 1976

24,625,376

25,271,904

27,3471530

28,456,355'

,30,314,588

311468i584

102,625

108,213

104 (,55

106,530

103,867

B. PROJECTION TECHNIQUES

Analysis

Mean % Maximum W
t

Regression Analysis

Linear* Quadratic**
7

, Year
t,

e '

Historical

MinimuM %

(102,6254), (10,6459.) (108,2131)

1976-19'77 3212941736 33/056,432 34,051,120 ,32,959,48. 331236,20819.774978 331142,592- 34,7241416 36,849,936 34/4001848 34,91519521978-1979 34,012,764 36,476,560 39,876,464
351842,352. 36,65513121979-1980 34,9051648 38,317,120 43,151,568 37,1283,873 381454,3041980-1981 35,822;0418. 40,250,56, 461695,664 38,725,76 40,312,89t1981-1982 361762,06 42,281,552 5015301832 40/1661896 42,2311104

3

r

STANDARD ERROR

*+ 3331328 **+ 3201672



TABLE 2.4

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

TOTAL EDUCATIONAL EXPENDITURES

A. HISTORICAL ANALYSIS

YEAR TOTAL EDUCATIONAL EXPENDITURES i CHANGE

1970 - 1971

1971 - 1972

1972 - 1973

1973 - 1974

1974 - 1975

1975 - 1976

14,504,348

15,361,875

16,417,349

17,016,041

18,025,555

181697,852

105.912,

106,871

103.647

105.933

103.730'

B. PROJECTION TEHNIQUES

Historical Percentages

Year

1976-1977 19,379,680 19,673,552 19,982,496

1977-1978 20,086,384 20,700,176 21,355,408

1978-1979 20,818,864 21,780,368 22,822,656

1979-1980. 21,578,048 22,916,928 24,390,720 '

1980-1981 22,364,912 24,112,800 26,066,512

1981-1982 23,180,480 ,25,371,072 27,857,440

31 ;

Regression Analysis

Linear* Quadratic*

19,626,224

20,470,720

21,315,200

221159,696

23,004,192

,23,848,6118

19,441,440

20,127,568

20,7741094

21,3$1,040

21,948,400

22,476,160

STANDARD ERROR 315'

*+ 116,288 ,



TABLE 2,5

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS',CHOICE PROJECT

,

NET CURRENT EDUCATIONAL'EXPENDITURE

A. HISTORICAL ANALYSIS

YEAR NET CURRENT EDUCATIONAL EXPENDITURE

1970 - 1971
12,820,955

1971 - 1972
13,594,501

1972 - 1973
14,113,113

1973 - 1974
14,663,823

1974 - 1975
151895,317

1975 - 1976
161701,926

B. PROJECTION TECHNIQUES

Year

1976-1977,

1977-1978

1978-1979

1979-1980

1980-1981

1981-1982

Historical Percentages

Minimum % Mean % Maximum %

(103.8148) (105.4445) (108.3981)

17,339,056 1,611,264 18,104,576
18,000,496 1'81570,112 19,625,024
18,687,168 19,5811152 211273,152
19,400,032 20,647,248 231059/696
20,140,096 21,771,392 241996,272
20,908,384 22,9561736 27,095,488

% CHANGE

106,03i,

103,8151

103,902

108,398

105,074

Regression Analysis

Linear* Quadratic**

17,317,392

13,084,768

18,852,144

19,619,520

20,3861880

24154,256

171820,064

19,018,800

20,325,408

21,739,888

23,262,224

24,8921/31_---

STANDARD ERROR

+ 224,768 **+ 153,072



V.

TABLE 2.6

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

TOTAL EDUCATIONAL EXPENDITURE PER PUPIL

A HISTORICAL ANALYSIS

YEAR 'TOTAL EDUCATIONAL EXPENDITURE PER PUPIL

1970 - 1971 1,171

1971 - 1972 1,270

1972 - 1973 1,393

1973 m 1974 11483

1974 - 1975 1,644

1975 - 1976 11730

B. PROJECTION TECHNIQUES

k CHANGE

108,454

1094685

106,461

110,856

105.231

Year,

Historical Percentages

Minimum I Mean I

(105.2311) (108,1374)

Maximum I

(110.8563)

Regression Analysis

Linear* Quadratic**

1976-1977 1,820,50 1 870.78 1 9.17A1 1849.20 1863,83

197771978 _ 1,915i-73 2,023.01 2,126.02 1963.69 1990,78

1978-1979 2,015,94 2,187.63 2,356,83 2078,17 , 2120,85

1979-1980 2,121,40 2,365.65 21612.69 2192,66 2254,03

1980-1981 2,232.37 2,58.15 2,896.33 2307,14 2390.32

1981-1982 2,349.15 2,766.32. 3,210 77 2421.63: ; 2529.72

STANDARD ERROR 319

*+ 17,53 **+ 16,88



TABLE 2.7.

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC mous PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

NET CURRENT EDUCATIONAL EXPENDITURE PER PUPIL

A. HISTORICAL ANALYSIS

YEAR

1970- 1971

1971 - 1972

1972 - 1973

1973 - 1974

1974 - 1975

1975 - 1976

NET CURRENT EDUCATIONAL EXPENDITURE PER PUPIL % CHANGE

1,035

1,124'

1,198

1,218

1,450

1,545

108,99

106,584

106,678

113,458

106,552

PROJECTION

Year

TECHNIQUES

Percentages

Mean 1

(108,3740)

Maximum T

(113.4584)

Regression Analysii

Linear* Quadratic**

Historical

Minimum I

(106.5516)

1976-1971 1,646,22 1,674.38 11752.93 1,632.47 1,702,86
197/-1978 1,754,08 1,814.59 11988,85 1,735,55

i 1,866.24
197i-1)79 1,869,00 1,966,55 21256.52 1.838.64 2,044,70
.1979..:1900 11991,45 20131,22 2,560,21 1,941,72 2,238,23
1980-1981 2,121,92 2,309.69 21904.77 2,044,81 2,446,83
1981-1982 2,260.94 2,503.11 31295.71 2,147.90 21670,50

320

STANDARD ERROR

4 30.94 **+ 20.68

321
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-Derived Projections

The purpose of this section is to project certain critica3 variables

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 factor in the budget development process at the local level of government.

The second'derived projection reverses 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.

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 stability of the NGI it would seem reasonable to assume that the MR will

be carefully controlled during the coming years. -

Analysis of Net Grand List OIGL) and Mill Rate (MR)

Both the NGL and MR were projected using the technique employed in the

previous section. Due to distortions resulting from revaluations, a number of

different analyses were conducted for each of these variables. Projections were

made for NGL and MR using three'different historical periods,

1) 15 years with 2 revaluations, 1960-1975;
2) 10 years wlth no revaluations, 1961-1971;
3)., 5 years with no revaluations, 1971-1975.
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For both the NGL and4the M3 the: -best peojections were considered to be those

arrived at using the most recent five year period.

Table 2.P shows the growth of East.Hartford's.NGL over the le0

years. Excluding revaluation years, it is obvious that the growth of the 1960's

has, notbeen repeated in the 1970's. In fact, the 1975 NGL represents an almost in

significant increase over that of the 1971 NGL.

:The minimal net growth of the NGL over the last five years is partially

explained by new state laws that'require a decreased valuation of inventories. These

procedures will continue to erode eome of East Hartfoid's tax base, until roughly

1980. Excluding these losses there has been slow growth in property valuation.

The Capitol Region Planning Agency has classified East Hartford as a built up town

' estimates only 5% of the town's land is still developable. Little growth of -

commercial industrial, or residential property is anticipated.

This indicates that the NGL will remain relatively stable over the

N.,

next six years. Its growth may range from no increase to a 1 or 2% net annual

increase.

.Mill rates have shown a relatively steady increase over the 15 years,

with the exception of those years immediately following revaluation. (Table 2.9).

The growth of East Hartford's mill rate during this period has obviously-been

affected by the concurrent growth in the NGL. The recent trend in the mill rate

is ah indication of the relative stability of the NGL.

The best single projection of mill rates appears to be approximately

a 1 to 2 mill increase per year. This is approximately a.2 to 4% intrease. It is

not anticipated that the growth of local 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.
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TABLE 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
130.1091961* 1962-1963 263388330.00
104.6061962 1963-1964 275520760.00
104.4171963 1964-1965 287691515.00
103.9851964 1965-1966 299156174.00
106.8691965 1966-1967 319705865.0Q

1 110.6861966 1967-1968 353868423.00
108.1361967 1968-1969 3826582950
104.7381968 1969-1970 400788000.00

4 108.5811969 1970-1971 435181260.00
_- 95.7781970 1971-1972 416808985.00

120.0641971* . 1972-1973 500438437.00
99.3131972 1973-1974 497001644.00

102.4521973 1974-'975 509185826.00
97.0371914 1975-1976 494098803.00

101.5211975 1976-1977 501612803.00

*Revaluation Year

33
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TABLE 2.9

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

MILL RATES

1961-1976

FISCAL YEAR MILL RATE % CHANGE,'

,01961-1962 29.90
83.612

1962-1963* 25.00
107.600-

1963-1964 26.90. ;

107.435
1964-196_ 28.90

.106.920
1965-1966 30.90

<'98.382
1966-1967 ,30.40

113.487
1967-1968 34.50

126.377
1968-1969 43.60

106.651
1969-1970 46.50

100.000
1970-1971 46.50

102.151
1971-1972 47.50_

89.474
1972-1973*/ 42.50

96.471
1973-1974 41.00

104.878
1974-1975 43.00

104.419
1975-1976 44.90

*Revaluation Year
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ntfti-relationships of Fiscal Variables

The relationship between Property Tax Revenue (PTR) and Total Town

Expenditure (TTE) has shown a signigicant trend over the last six years. The

ratio oT-PTR/TTE has decreased from approximately .80 in 1970 to approximately

.70 in 1975. This indicates that the town of East Hartford is relying more and

more on other than local property taxes for its revenues. On the other hand,

appears that some state and federal aid programs have leveled off. The de-

rived 'projections which follow assume a constant PTR/TTE ratio of .70 for the

next six years.

The relationship between Total Educational Expenditure (TEE) and TTE

has been remarkably stable over the last six years. The ratio of TEE/TTE has

consistently been approximately .60. This indicates that education expendi-
i

tures represent almost a fixed percentage of town expenditures. The procedures

which follow assume that this ratio will continue during the next six years.

Projecting Total Educational Expenditure and Mill Rate

Table 2.10 presents the results of deriving future educational expen-

ditures. The projected TEE's are based on NGL's remaining constant or growing

at 2% annuallY, and MR's increasing at 1 or 2 mills per year. This may prove

to be the Most realistic projection based on the present political and economic

climate. Interestingly, the projected TEE figures &re similar to those projected

in the previous section. Having made some.logital assumptions about the future

Mi.'s and MR's, these is a possibility-of TEE increasing at only 3% per year,

but also the possibility of it growing at 6% per year. The best projections are still

within the 4 to 5% range of annual increase. This growth level implies certain

constraints on educational program expansion.
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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 projections, this calculation helped confirm earlier projections. 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 produced by the alter-

native assumptions grow further apart as time increases. This again indicates the

decreasing accuracy of projections, and the need for their continuous updating.
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TABLE 2.10

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

PROJECTED EDUCATIONAL EXPENDITURES

ASSUMING A lAILL

ANNUAL INCREASE
ASSUMING A 2 MILL

ANNUAL INCREASE

Year

A Constant NGL A 2% Annual

Increase in NGL
A Constant NGL A 2% Annual

Increase in NGL

TEE
TEE.

TEE
TEt

1976-1977 $19777875 $19777875 $20207829 $20207829
1977-1978 20207829 20611986 21067737 21489091
1978-1979 20637783 21471549 21927644 22813521
1979-1980 21067737 22357252 22187552 24182334
1980-1981 21497691 23269791 23647446 25596770
1981-1982 21927644 24209890 24507367 27058113

FORMULA NGL X MR = PTR j, PTR = TTE' X TEE =

TTE TTE

Variables -

TTE = Total Town Expenditure

PTR = Property Tax Revenue

TEE = Total Educational Expenditure

NGL - Net,Grand List

MR = Mill Rate

TEE

Constants

PTR/TEE = .70

TEE/TTE = .60

1975-1976

TEE 18697852.

PTR d 22552462.

TTE = 31468584.

NGL 4 494098803,

MR 44,9

1976-1977

NGL = 501,612,803.

t-1

312
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TABLE 2,11

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

PROJECTED MILL RATES

ASSUMING A 21

ANNUAL INCREASE IN NGL

A 4% Annual A 51 Annual

Increase In TEE Increase in TEE
Year MR MR

1976-1977 45.2 45.6

1977-1978 46,1 47.0

1978-1979 47.0 48.4

1979-1980 47.9 49.8

1980-1981 48,9 51.3

1981-1982 49.8 52.8

FORMULA TEE TEE = TTE X PTR

' TTE TTE

Viriables

TTE = Total,Town Expenditure

PTR = Property Tax Revenue

TEE = Total Educational Expenditure

NGL = Net Grand List

MR = Mill Rate

344

- PTR NGL

ASSUMING A

CONSTANT NGL

A 41 Annual

Increase in TEE

MR

45.2

47.0

48.9

50.9

52.9

55.0

MR,

Constants

PTR/TEE = ,70

TEE/TTE = .60

A 51 Annual

Increase in TEE

MR

45.6

47.9

50.3

52.9

55.5

58.3

1975-1976

TEE = 18697852.

PTR = 22552462.

TTE = 31468584.

NGL = 494098803,

MR - 44.9

1976-1977

NGL = 501,612,803.

345'
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Direct Costs of Parents' Choice

, The actual operating 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 historical data exist from which analyses and projections could be

made. The lack of historical experience in these areas prevents the projection of

future costs based on prior trends. However, the use of present-day approximations

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 use of these projections. They are based on some rational assumptions that

could very well be altered in the future.

It should be noted that federal funds would be available to meet these

increased costs during the five years (1976-77 - 1980-81) demonstration period.

Projections have been made for a sixth year (1981-82) to reflect the cost at the

time federal assistance would be phased out.

3 1
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Private School Voucher Expenses

The cost of providing vouchers to private school studobts is the

product of a number of related factors. This expense'presents both the greatest

c6st and the greatest problems of estimation. 4 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 factors:

1.1 the number of private schoolA eligible and their capacities

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:

2.1 the present per pupil expenditure (tuition)of eligible private
schools, and projections of this expenditure (tuition) figure,

.2 the present voucher values of the East Hartford Public Schools,
and projections of their_future growth

2.J the feasibility of obtaining state basec aid ..(ADM) grants for
private school students, and projections of future growth in the
ADM grant

2.4 the ability of the East Hartford Public Schools to reduce
expenditures proportionately if students presently attending
public school choose to attend private school.

In order to estimate a dollar c st of providing vouchers to private

school students, a number of assumptions had to be made. These assumptions are

based on present knowledge and anticipation of the future.

FACTOR LI 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.

3 1 .;
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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 buflding contains 16 classrooms,

its capacity 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.

FACTOR 1.2 At present, St. Rose. and St. Christopher schools have

enrollments of 226 and 317 students respectively. Over the last seven year period

the combined enrollment of these two schouls has ranged from 521 to 577- which a

mean of 550.

The last enumeration of East Hartford school age residents showed a

total of approximately 1200 non-public school students. Of these 1200, approximately

400 attend East Catholic High'School in Manchester and may not be eligible for

'vouchers. Excluding the 550 students attending the two parochial schools in East

Hartford, the remainder (or approximately 250 students) are attending other

private schools outside of East Hartford.

Without the opening of any new schools in East Hartford, the projected

enrollment for private schools in 1981-82 can range between 400 and 800 students.

If St. Maros school .jere to re-open and attract students presently attending

public school, total private school enrollment could approach 800 students. However,\

if present parochial school enrollments decline at a rate similar to public

school enrollments, it is estimated that approximately 400 students would be

attending St. Rose and St. Christopher schools.
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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 appears to

be 550 students.

FACTOR 2.1 The present tuition at St. Rose and St. Christopher schools

is $325.00. This is the tution charged.those students who are not members of the

parish which supports the school. The actual per pupil expenditure has been

quoted by Diocesan officials as $465 at St. Rose and $370 at St. Christopher. The

prOportion of lay teachers at St. Rose.

With the institution 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 4)

lowering student/teacher ratios.

Table 2.16 shows several alternative growth patteros for per pupil

exo2nditure in the parochial schools. Note that only the $465 per pupil

expenditure is used for the present day cost. The higher value was chosen

because it appeared more realistic and also simplified calculations. In addition,

only one voucher value (Gfade 6-8) is employed for comparison and later

calculations.

Table 2.16 indicates that parochial school per pupil expenditures would

have to experience a 31% annual increase over the next six years, if they were to

equal the projected 1981-82 voucher value for the 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%

3 i
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per year. Of the three growth 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:

$676.
1-5 $1372.
6-8 $1499.
9-12 $1666.

Because St. Rose and St. Christopher schools contain Grades 5-8, it was decided

to estimate costs using the Grade 6-8 voucher only. This means that the coSts will

be somewhat overstated.

Employing the findings of a previous section, per pupil expenditures

in the East Hartford Public 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 factor, contributing to the

increase. Table 2.16 projects the growth of the Grade 6-8 voucher through 1981-82.

FACTOR 2.3 At present the state basic aid'(ADM) grant Is $250 per

pupil. It is assumed that, with a Parents' Choice Proiect, this grant will become

available to the'town of East Hartford for private school students utilizing the

voucher. Public Act 122, Section-10-239C, implies that state aid for these students

would be received by the local board of_education. Legal opinions should be

requested from all parties involved (especially the Connecticut State Department

of Education).

A related assumption is that the ADM grant will increase over the next

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 anticipated 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 additional .costs, since monies for their vouchers would only be transferred.

Theoretically, they would take their vouchers, and their costs, to the private

school. If the East Hartiord Public Schools could not effectively.reduce

expenditures as these students leave, additional costs vould be incurred. However,
. \
it is 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 rates (7.5%, 20%, and 31%) for parochial school

per pupil expenditure, have been included for comparison.

As was previously mentioned, the cost of private school vouchers must be

considered the most critical cost of a Parents' Choice Project. Within that cost,

the tuition (per pupil.expenditure) level of the private scriN)1,. Ls 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 intergovernmental aid

used to support this program.

The Net Grand List projection for 1981-82 is based on a 2% annual growth

rate and the projected 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 PUBIJIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

FUTURE PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES

Year

Annual

Per

7.5%

Growth

Pupil Expenditure

of Private Schools'

(Tuition)

Annual Growth

of EHPS Voucher

for Grades 6-8

Annual GroWth

of State ADM

Grant

5%

1975 - 1976 $465 $465 $465 $465 $465 $1499 $250
1976 - 1977 500 535 558 581 605 1611 263
1977 - 1978 537 615 670 727 786 1732 276
1978 - 1979 578 707 804 908 1022 1862 289
1979 1980 620 813 964 1135 1328 2002 304
1980 1981 668 935 1157 1419 1727 2152 319
1981 - 1982 718' 1075 1388 1773 2313 2313 335

353
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TABLE 2.17

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

COST OF PRIVATE SCHOOL VOUCHERS

Private School's

1975-1976 1981-1982

718.Per Pupil Expenditure 465. 1,388.
2,313.

b)

c)

State ADM Grant

Grades 6-8

250. 335.

d)

Voucher Value

Number of Pupils

1,499. 2,313.

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.
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EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC

DIRECT COSTS

TABLE 2.18

SCHOOLS PARENTS' CHOICE

OF PARENTS' CHOICE

1975-1976

PROJECT

1981-1982

Administrative Expense 136,000. /$
177,046.Transportation Expense 50,000. 67,005.Private School Vouchers 118,250. 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÷NGL) 0.62 0.82
1.49
2.40

Mill Levy Without
Parents' Choice 44.9 56.9

Percentage Increase in
Mill Levy Due to
Parents' Choice 1.38% 1.44%

2.62%
4.22%

355
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Hartford tax?ayers roughly 1 to 2 extra mills in 1981-82. This would represent

approximately a 2% to 4% surcharge on the projected 1981-82 mill rate.

Readers are reminded that thes estimates were based on assumptions

that may prove to be incorrect. The proposed five-year demonstration period would

provide actual experience with the many variables and allow more accurate projections

to be made. Public Act 122 protects the local school district from increased costs

during this period. The best and most acc.urate projections of the costs of a

Parents' Choice Project 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 experience 1.5% annual growth

rate for the next six years. Mill rates, dependent on teh NGL growth, will likely

increase at 3.5% per year or 1.75 milles per year.

With the fiscal variables increasing 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

hoqe already been identified. The projections do, however, represent the best

estimates based upon available data. A new data become-available, or if

assumptions are changed, it is essential that these projections be updated and

revised.'

3 1.)
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PUBLIC INFORMATION/OPINION

Throughout the study of Parents' Choice, a concerted effort was made to

inform citizens, parents, and public school staff regarding the progresS and

findings of the study. While a variety of approaches were used to convey infor-

mation it is important 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 information and the

results of the public opinion surveys.

SPEAKERS BUREAU/SLIDE/SHOW/PAMPHLETS

The major component of the information package was an audio-visual pre-

sentation consisting of 90 slides accompanied by a taped commentary (Appendix K ).

This presentation was designed to convey all of the basic information concerning

Parents' Choice within a twenty minute period. The presentation was made by mem-

bers of the Parents' Choice Speakers Bureau. In addition to project staff the

speakers bureau included representatives from the teaching staff, administration

and Parent Advice Team. A totdl of 35 presentations were made to PTA/PTO,

community groups, and small informal coffee groups (Appendix L ). A typical

presentation included an introduction to the five components followed by the

,idio-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 throughout

the town (Appendix 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

3 5
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staff and general pub:11.c, copies of two pamphlets were handed out. These

pamphlets were concerned with the Parents' Choice Prcjcc.: 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 of 150

articles from February 15, 1975 to January 26, 1976, when the project was voted

down by the Board of Education. The articles were based on news releases, pre-

pared by Project Staff, interviews by reporters and editorials (Appendix R ).

Project staff were interviewed by news departments of radio stations

and three major television stations. Stations (WFSB 3, WTNH 8, WHNB 30).

The project was also covered by television public affairs programming.

PUBLIC OPINION SURVEYS

The Parents' Choice Project Staff conducted a series of surveys

(Appendix 0 ) of East Hartford citizens, parents and'ftblic school staffs.

addition to these surveys, The East Hartford Education Association distributed

a survey to teaching staff and this same survey was eventually used by the prin-

cipals (Appendix P Q ).

The results of the East Hartford Education Association surveys varied

considerably from those of the Parents' Choic:e Project. No effort has been made

here to account for these discrepencies. However, it may be stated that some of

the differences 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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VISUAL

TITLE

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS

PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT

AUDIO

2 CHILDREN RUN TO WHY SKOLD THF L(HOOL A YOUNG-STEk_ATTENDS .

SCHOOL.

BE DETERMIN:J ALMOsi TOTALLY WERE THM

YOUNGSIER LIVCS?

CHILDREN AND
CROSSING GUARD

THE MAYA RP6ONS SEEM .1) 3E SO THE CHILD

CAN BE CLOSE TO hOME, WALKING TO SCHOOL IF

AT ALL POSSIBLE, AND DEEPENING FRIENDSHIPS.

WITH NEIGHBORHOOD CHILDREN.

4 CHILDREN & BUS. OR, IF IHE CHILD MUST TAKE A SCHOOL BUS, THE

DISTANCE THE BUS HAS TO GO 'ADA. BE SHORTER

AND THEREFORE COSTS CAN BE KEPT LOWER.

5 CLASSROOM. ,BUT ARE THOSE VALID EDUCATIONAL REASONS?

SHOULD THE PROCESS OF GETTING THE CHILD TO.

THE CLASSROOM DOMINATE THE CHOICE OF SCHOOL?

SHOP CLASSROOM. AND EVEN IF A NEIGHBORHOOD 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?.

33 .n.t.
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VISUAL AUDIO

7 EAST HARTFORD BOARD THESE QUESTIONS ARE AT THE HEART OF

OF EDUCATION.
EAST HARTFORD'S ;.,URRENT STUDY AND DISCUSSION

OF PARENTS' CHO)Ci.... IF PARLAYS PARTICIPATE

CLASSROOM,- SUPER "VOUCHER= THE PROPOSAL COT D 2A;(7.4NTIAL.I lNCREAE

EDUCATIONAL SCHuLARSHIpS"
THE 'NUMBER OF 111.0W.N ATTENDING SCHOOLS

OUTSIDE ',HEIR NEIGH6ORHOODS...BU1 STILL WITHIN

THE TOWN OF EAST HARTFORD. THE METHOD OF .

DOING THIS WOUP- 3E T!-E USE CF VOUCHERS OR

EDUCATIONAL SCHOLARSHIPS.

9 PLAYGROUND, SUPER FLEXIBLE SCHOOL ASSIGNMENTS ARE NOTHING NEW

"OPEN ENROLLMENT"
FOR EAST HAR1Poi:J SCHOOL CHILDREN. FOR MORE

THAN THREE 'CARS THE BOARD OF EDUCATION'S

OPEN ENROLLMENT POLICY HAS ALLOWED r.HILDREN

TO BE TRANS1-ERRED BY RARENTS TO SCHOOLS IN

EAST HARTFORD OTHER 1HAN THEIR.NEIGHBORHOOD

4

SCHOOLS.
.

10 KIDS AT FIELD DAY OPEN ENROL_KNI IS BASED ON THE BELIEF THAT

CHILDREN Ht JUTERENT EDUCATIONAL NEEDS,

JUST AS THEY DIFFER PHYSICALLY AND EMOTIONALLY.

11 RACING SOME ARE FASTER THAN OTHERS...SOME.LEARN

MORE QUICKLY THAN OTHERS...SOME EXCEL IN BOTH

SPORTS AND LEARNING.
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VISUAL AUDIO

12 SACK RACE BUT WIN OR LOSE, ALL CHILDREN NEED TO FEEL

THAT AT LEAST THEY ARE IN THE RUNNIN6. A"HAY

THEY. CAH-wIN ANOTHER Dkf...WIA ANO1HER

RACE.

12 BOYS ON SIDEWALK THE BOARD OP EDUCATION B:LIEVES THAT PARENT:.i

ARE 'THE rEiJT Por.IES. OF THEIR CHf[OREN'S 4EEDS,

AND THAr PAPLNTS CAN MIKE SOUND EDUCATIONAL

CHOICES IF CIVEN THE CHANCE TO MAKE INFORMED

14 PAT TEAM. UNDER OPEN ENROLLMENT, PARENTS GET INFORMATION

ABOUT DIFFERENT SCHOOLS AND DIFFERENr EDUCATION

PROGRAMS...

15 CLASSROOM. HELP IN UNDERSTANDING THAT,INFORMATION,

AND PROFESSIONAL ASSISTANCEIN MAKING DECISIONS

ABOUT THEIR CHILDREN'S EDUCATIONAL FUTURES.

16 CLASSROOM. SO FAR, ABOUT ONE HUNDRED CHILDREN A YEAR

HAVE LSED THE PRESENT OPEN ENROLLMENT PROGRAM

TO TRANSFER TO NON-NEIGHBORHOOD SCHOOLS.

17 POTTERY SOME PARENTS ASKED FOR A TRANSFER BECAUSE

THEY FELT THEIR CHILD SHOULD BE LEARNING MORE.

18 BOOKS. SOME WERE NOT HAPPY WITH THE PROGRAMS, STAFF

OR ATMOSPHERE OF THEIR CHILD'S PRESENT SCHOOL...

363
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VISUAL
AUDIO

19 EAST HARTFORD TOWN
WHILE SOME PARENTS JUST WANTED THEIR CHILD

SHOT.

20 GIRLS LOOK IN
WINDOW

CLOSER TO A DAY-CARE CENTER OR BABY-SITTER

BECAUSE THIS WAS MORE LONVENIENT FOR THE

PARENTS' WORK SCHEDULL.

.
THE PREXVI PTiOCEDURE FOR OPEN ENROLLMLNT

STARTS W.TH A REQUEST FOR A TRANSFER TO

ANOTHER SCHOOL.

21 KIDS ON CLIMBER
IF SPACE IS AVAILABLE AT THESCHOOL THE

PARENT WANTS TO TRANSFER THE CHILD TO, AND

IF THE SUPERINTENDENT APPROVES THE TRANSFER

REQUES1, THE CHANGE IS MADE.

22 KIDS OUT OF CAR.
HOWEVER, PARENTS, ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR GETTIMG

THEIR CHILDREN TO THElION-NEIGHBORHOOD SCH001.

23 CLASSROOM MODEL
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.

24 CLASSROOM.
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,

3 3 :c
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VISUAL AUDIO

25 KIDS ORAWING SINCE THEN, EACH OF THE SCHOOLS HAS BEEN

?6 OPEN CLASSROOM.

DEVELOPING ITS OWN WAYS OF TEACHING,

ITS OWN KIND OF CLASSROOM ORGANIZATION,

AND DIFFERENT WAYS TO USE MATERIALS AND

EQUIPMEN1.

TRADITIONAL
CLASSROOM.

EACH SCHOOL HAL ITS OWN M1X OF PROGRAMS,

SOME WITH TRADITIONAL, SELF-CONTAINED

CLASSROOMS.

WIDE SHOT, OPEN OTHER; HAVE MORE INFORMAL, OPEN CLASSROOMS
CLASS.

WITH A VARIETY OF ACTIVITIES AND GRADE LEVELS

CLOSE TOGETHER.

?9 CLASS READING THERE ARE SCHOOLS WITH'INDIVIDUALLY-GUIDED

EDUCATION. THIS FINDS CHILDREN GROUPED...

AND REGROUPED...PERIODICALLYAN THE BASIS OF,

SO-CALLED WORD-ATTACK AND STUDY SKILLS.

30 . GROUP LEARNING AND SCHOOLS WHERE.CHILDREN ARE GROUPED BY

HOW WELL THEY DO IN EACH INDIVIDUAL SUBJECT.

31 JWO BOYS.AT VIEWER WITH INCREASED SELF-DIRECTION, THE STAFF OF
'

EACH OF. THE TOWN'S TWENTY-TWO SCHOOLS HAS

THE PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY FOR DEVELOPING

COURSE MATERIAL FOR GROUPING STUDENTS, FOR.

SELECTING MATERIAL AND EQUIPMENT, FOR

SCHOOL-DAY SCHEDULES, THE USE OF STAFF' AND

ORGANIZING THE SCHOOL BUILDINGS.

365
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VISUAL

32 BOARD OF. EDUCATION/

ADMINISTRATION

AUDIO

THE BOARD OF EDUCATION, THE CENTRAL

ADMINISTRATION AND THE INDIVIDUAL4SCHOOLS

WORK TOGETHER ON THE HIRING AND TRANSFER

OF PERSONNEL. rHE BOARD AND THE CENT AL

ADMI, I-RATICN DETERMINE TOWNWIDE OICATION

SERVICES, MAJOR.SCHOOL MAINTENAN7AND./.

OF COURSE...FINANCES.

33 SLIDE OF PAMPHLET ALL OF THIS MEANS THAT IN EAST HARTFORD,

COVER.
THERE IS NOW SOME POINT TN ASKING THE

QUESTION. "SHOULD YOUR CHILD-GO TO A

DIFFERENT SCOOL?" THAT'S BECAUSE :THERE

NOW ARE NuMFPOUS uPTIONS FOR. PARENTS TU

CHOOSE.

34 OUTSIDE, KIDS AT BUS BUT GIVING SOME PARENTS THE RIGHT TO

CHOOSE DOES NOT MEAN THAT OTHER PARENTS

LOSE THE RIGHTS THEY NOW HAVE.

35 PLAYGROUND O'CONNELL

.c

UNDER OPEN ENROLLMENT, THE BASIC ATTENDANCE

RIGHTS CF ALL EAST HARTFORD SCHOOL CHILDREN

ARE GUARANTEED AT THEIR NEIGHBORHOOD AND

FEEDER SCHOOLS.

/1a
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VISUAL

BARNES EXTERIOR.

37 WCONNELL EXTERIOR.

38 PaNNEY EXTERIOR.

4.1

39 PAT MATE'RIAC

AUDIO

FOR INSTANCE A CHILD ASSIGNED TO THE BARNES

sctiou AS HIS NEIGHBORHOOD SCHOOL.WILL

, CONTINUE TO

HAVE A :EAI U.,ERVD FUR HIM OR HER AT 'THE

O'CONNELL MIDDLE a:HODE AND

LAIER AT PrANEY HrGH SCHOOL. NHiNG

CAN RUMP A CHILD FROM THAT SEAT.

THE ACTUAL TRAN'SFER PROCEDURE BEGINS IN

APRIL luHEN EACH PARENT GETS A BOOKLET DESCRIBING

ALL THE TOWN'S (7CI-OuLS AND EDUCATION PROGRAMS.

PARENTS ALSO GET INFORMATION ON.HOW THEY CAN

GET FURTHLR HELP.

40 PAT WORKER THE PARENT ADVICE TEAM MEMBE'ZS ARE READY TO
AND.PARENT

EXPLAIN HOW OPCN ENROLLMENT WORKS, ANL) TO HELP

PARENTS UyERSTAND PROGRAMS OFFERED A OTHER

SCHOOLS.

41 COUNSELING SERVICES THE PARENT ADVICE WORKERS DO NOT COUN'Lt

PARENTS OR RECOMMEND SCHOOLS OR PROGRAMS

FOR STUDENTS. THAT'S THE JOB OF TEACHERS

AND ADMINISTRATORS.

42 TEACHER & CLASS UNDER THE PRESENT OPEN ENROLLMENT POLICY

PROFESSIONAL EDUCATORS AND THE CENTRAL

ADMINISTRATION HAVE THE FINAL SAY ON A TRANSFER

REQUEST. 36 7
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4IcHAL AUDIO

3 EAST HARTFORD EXTERIOR.
SUPER "OPEN ENROLLMENT
PARENTS CHOICE???"

OPEN ENROLLMENT. THAT'S THE PROGRAM THAT

EAST HARTFORD HAS in FOR SEVERAL YEARS NOW.

'PARENTS' :2HOICE IS A POCTBLE arANSIOV OF

THA":- PflO !INDER ME PARENTS' CHOICE

PROGRAM, ',.4-nNSi:;.R RUT,STS woar f:E VJANTEI.)

SIMPL" ON SEATS AVAILAOLE ASIS.

.._TSIPE ACTION SHOT THEL 1;Evt.ka OTHU IMPORTANT

DIFFERENC,ES II7WEEN THE PREHNT OPEN

ENROLLMLN-: OROGRAM AND THE ONE BEING STUDIID.

ALTHOUGH :APENTS COULD -04TINUE TO AA FOR.

ADVICE FRe'l DROFESSIONAL WICATHI:s, THE

FINA:'0E:iS,ON ON WHETHER TO TRANSFER ANE1

TO WHAT SCHOOL WOULD r,E. MADE BY THE PARENTS.

-GRAPHMONEY FLOW
"PRESENT"

ANOTHEP CHANGE WOULD INVOL:E FINANCES. NOW

THE BOARD OF EDUCATION AND SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS

HAVE TOfAL CONTROL OVER THE TAX MONEY GIVEN

.THEM JYHL TOWN FOR MEIR BUDGET. FUNDS GO

FROM THE CE.:TRAL ADMINISTRATLON TO THE SCHOOLS,

WLTH THE ;I,RENTS NOT DIRECTLY INVOLVED.

GRAPH -- MONEY FLOW . IF PARENTS' CHOICE IS IMPLEMENTED, THE ItOW

P.C.

(

OF FUNDS WOULD HAVE A NEW ELEMENT; THE PARENTi.

THEY wOutD DETERMINE WHERE THE ilONEY WENT.

CERTIFICATES WORTH ABOUT WHAT IT COSTS TO

EDUCATE A CHILD AT A PARTICULAR GRADE LEVEL FOR

A YEAR WOULD BE GIVEN TO ALL PARENTS OR LEGAL

GUARDIANS OF STUDENTS LIVING IN EAST HARTFORD.



VISUAL AUDIO

OUTSIDkE SHOT WITH
"VOUCAR" EDUCA
TIONAL SCHOLARSHIP

THE VALUE OF THFHVOUCHER OR EDUCATIONAL

SCHOLARSHIP 1JOULDi VARY. DEPENDING ON WHEH

A CHILD WAS ,1T A:MENTARY, MIDDLE_ OR

HIGH SY:,GOL cIt . -'r P.F_TS WOULD TAKE

THESE SCHOLfwswp 'CATE': TO ELIGIBLL

SCHOOLS OF T1Lft i.

8 OUTSIDE SHOT EiTHFR P I 11LSENT NLTIHPORHOrD SCHOOL,

OR AOT;FE LI1YJL IHE PAREN. .4INTS TO SEND

11E. CHILD TO. THE rDNCEPT IS SIMILAR TO THE

G.I. BILL

9 FLAG RAISING WHICH GAVL VETERANS FrPAARSHIP MONEY TO

PURCHASE EDUCATION AT SECONDARY SCHOOLS AND

COLiEGES OF THEIR CHOICE.

TEACHER & CLASS

BY APPLYING THE G. I. BILL CONCEPT TO PUBLIC

SCHOOLS, EASI HARTFORD THINKS THAT SCHOOLS AND

CHILDREN WILL BE BETTER MATCHED AND rHA PARENTS

WILL BECOME MORE INVOLVED WITH THEIR CHILDREN'S

EDUCATION.

EAST HARTFORD ALSO HOPES THAT SCHOOL PERSONNEL

WILL BECOME EVEN MORE RESONSIVE TO THE PARENrS

WHO BRING THEM THEIR VOUCHERS OR EDUCATIONAL

SCHOLARSP-PS SINCE THE SIZE OF A SCHOOL'S

BUDGET WOULD BE DETERMINEb BY THE NUMBER OF

VOUCHERS IT GETS.

36;)
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VISUAL AUDIO

1 GRAPHIC PARENT TO
SCHOOL MDNEY FLOW

52 OuiSIDE SHOT --
SUPER "85%NO
15%MAYBE

53 CLASS MAKES FLOWERS

54 CLASSROOM
SUPER "20% OVER
ALL VACANCY"

SO, ANOTHE IsIPORTANT CHANGE. rROM THE PSENT

SYSTEM...THROUGH THE USE OF VOUCHERS, THE POWER'

OVER FINANCES WOULD BE SHIFTED TO THE. PARENTS AND

THE SCHOOLS THU CHOCSF...

SURVEYS :9N7. UR HE LAST- FARTFORD '3C9001.

SYSTEM INrIcATF THAT MOST FAMILfL WON"!

TRANSFER YIR CNILDUJ; TO ANGTO SChOOL.

BUT THE SORVFYS DO sH0k,i THAT ABOUT FIFTEEN

PER CENT 1F LAST HARTFORD'S 'ARENTS ARE

INTERESO iN TRANSFERRINL THEIR frAILIREN

TO A SCHOOL OTWER THAN ThE ONE ;.:HILDREN

ATTEH .

SINCE SOME CHILDREN THRIVE IN ONE ENVIRONMENT

AND WILT IN OTHERS, SCHOOL OFFICIALS THINK

IT IS A GOOD IDEA TO GIVE ALL PARENTS A CHOICE

EVEN THOUGh :LATIVELY FEW PARENTS ARE LIKELY

TO USE THAT OPTION.

FORTUNATELY, THERE IS ENOUGH UNUSED SPACE

IN ALMOST 4LL. EAST HARTFORD'S SCHOOLS TO PERMIT

AN EXPANDED PARENTS' CHOICE PROGRAM. OVERALL

ENROLLMENT HAS DROPPED 1,500 STUOENTs SINCE

1969. NOW, THERE IS 20 PER CEN- OVERALL

VACANCY RATE -- MORE THAN ENOUG, 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

UNUSED SPACES IN OUR SCHOOLS. 3 7 f)
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VISUAL AUDIO

FILLED CLASSROOM ALTHOUGH THERE IS AN OVERALL SURPLUS OF

SPACE IN EAST HARTFORD'S SCHOOLS, THIS DOES

NUT MEAN THAT EVERY SCHOOL WILL HAVE ENOUGH

EMPTY Sr4TS TC ACCEPT ALL THE CH1LDRLN UV

MAY WANT T;; 1.*:SFF; INTO IT.

265

56 KIDS/ EARPHONES THE r,:OP'SE0 PAKN1S' CHOICE PROGRAM WOULD

USE A FAIR AND q.ANDOM SE: ELT N PROCESS TO

DECIDE WHICH CPILOREN WOULD CET THE AVAILABLE

StATS IP A FOWL IF THE SCHOOL HAD MORE

TRANSFFR REQUESTS THAN AVAILABLE SPACES.

57 ONE GIRL THIS WIU PROVIDE EQUAL ACCESS TU ALL.

THIS ALA WILL INSURE IHAT THE VOUCHER SYSTEM

WILL NOT RESULT IN INCREASED RACIAL AND ECONOMIC

SEGREGATION i EAST HARTFORD SCHOOLS.

58 THREE GIRLS ADDING TO THAT INSURArE IS ANOTHER RULE --

NO ELIGIBLL SC1OL, WHETHER RdBLIC, PRIVATE,

OR PARODIAL -- MAY CHOOSE 'TUDENTS OR 7 ,C,fErc IN

VIOLATT, CONSTITUTIONAL GUARANTEE.

59 Al_UM ROCK SHOT THE AL:1M ROCF, CALIFORNIA SCHOOL SYSTEM

HAS USED THESE RULES IN ITS VOUCHER PROGRAM

l'OR THE PAST P,RF" YEARS. ALUM ROCK OFFICIALS

SAY THAT AS A RESULT THERE HAS NOT BEEN AN'

INCREASE IN THE SEPARATION or RICH OR PoOR...

OR OF MINORITY OR WHITE STUDERS.

3.7;

afr
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VISUAL AUDIO

60 E. HARTFORD OUTSIDE-
BUT WHY IS THE EDUCATIONAL SCHOLARSHIP OR

VOUCHER PLAN BEING CONSIDERED IN EAST HARTFukOi

IIATNLY, BECAUSE THE TOWN'S SCHOOL SYSTEM HAS

61 3IKE RIDER BEEN MOV!If, IN THAT DIRECTION FOR SOME TIME

DUE TO INCREASED SELF-DIRECTION.BY INDIVIDUAL

SCHOOLS, AN!'.1 DUE TO THE PRESENT OPEN E.ROLLMENT

PROGRAM.

OGNNECTICUT LEGISLATURE ANOTHE PEAsON IS THE PASSAGC BY THE

CONNECTICUT GENERAL ASSEMBLY IN 1972 OF A

THAT ALLOWS LOCAL BOARDS OF EDUCATION TO

DEVELOP AND TEST LJCATION SCHOLi,RSHIPS OR

VOUCHER-:),

63 CnNNETICUT 1."-,ISIATUPE TYE LEGISLATUU'S ACTIuN PERMITS SUCH

DEVELOPING AND TESTING IN THE HOPE TFir

T wILL ImPROVE THE QUAIITY OF EDUCATION.

!AW

OUT_ DE/ HTFE H.S. AFTER T 'L LAW WAS PASSEn, THE LA_)T NARTFOPD

l'7H HEADLINE C2ER,AvrD
YCH00._ -rEM RECEIVED A SIXTY-NINE THOUSAND

DOL!AR FEDEPAL GRANT TO STUDY wHETHER THE

PAREY'S' CHOIC.t. SYSTEM L FEASIBLE I TA

TOWN. 1HE ST,/ CONCLUDED 17 IS FLASILLE.

HOWEVER, TkT. jiE MANY OuESTIONS LTILL

0i7E0:'" A%S'6ERS.
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VISUAL AUDIO

KIDS AND G" '

66
SCHOOL SHOT WITH
1387.371

\

267

SO EARLY ThIS YEAR, aST HARTFORD ASKED'

FOR ANOTHER FEDERAL GRANT. THE NATIONAL

INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION C.F THL FEDERAL DEPARTMENT

OF HEALTH, ftticplAr AND WELF." CAW THE

EAST HARTIJ MOP ',0:k`f 10 CO''TINUE

STUDYING !:)14 THE PI:OPOSED SYSTEM WOAD

ACTUALL-

MORE THAN THREE-ANDRED-FACHY-SEVEN THOUSAND

DOLLARS IN rEMAL MOr I LETTING LAST HARTFORD

SCHOOL PERJNNEL PEFINC THE COMPONENTS OF

PARENTS' CT-AC7...

PART OF THE MONLY WaL. HELP FACH OF THE TOWN'S

TWENTY-TWO SCOCLS DEMOP AND REFINE EDUCATIONAL

PROGRAMS TO ,,ETTER SERVE THE NE.EDS OF CHILDREN.

67 PARENT AND PAT THE FUNDS ALSO WILL IMPROVE COMMUNICATIONS
WORKER

WITFIN THE SCHOOL SYSTEM AND BETWEEN SCHOOL

PERSONNEL AND PARENTS. INPORTANT PART OF

THAT IS MVING SURE TL:% PARENTS, WnN THEY

MAKE A CHO'EE OF ii0OLS, HAVE-ENOUGH INFORMATIJN

ANDFULLY UNDERSMND THAT INFORMATIO:i.

63 OUTSIDE/ APARTMENT T.LRL AL HAVE BEEN AND WILL EL CONTINL

SURVEYS OF EAST HARTFOVRESIDENTS AND SCHOOL

STAFF ON WHAT THEY FEEL DUCATION SH( 1) BE AND

HOW THEY :,EL ABOUT TH; PROPOSED PARENTS' CHOICE

PROCIRit!".

373
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6c) CLASS COUNTED

JOARD OF EDUCATION

AUDIO

A NEW PUPIL INCOME ACCOUNTING SYSTEM IS

BEING DEVELOPED...IT WILL BE NEEDED IF PARENTS'

CHOICE IS IMPLEMENTED. THE FINANCIAI IMPACT

IF.PARENTS' CHOICE BECOME RrALIYY IS UNDER STUDY...

AS ARC THF VRASPORTATION NEEDS'AND THE POSSIBLE

INCLUSION C' PAROCHIAL OR PRIVATE SGHL S IN

THE PLAN.

ALL. THIS INFORM7I0r, ;JILL GOTO THE BOARD

OF EDUCATION AND VO T . PUBLIC PROBABLY IN

DECEME7 711 BOARD EXPECTED TO VOTE IN

DECEMBER OR JANUARY ON WHETHER OR NO-: TO PUT

THE PARENTS' (HOICE PLAN, OR ANY PRT OF IT,

:NTO EFFLCT IN THE FALL OF 1976.

71 E. HARTFORD/ IF TP7 BOARD VOTES IN FAVOR, IT'S EXPECTED THAT

FE":.RA, MONEY WILL BE AVAILAR' FOR FIVE 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

3



269

VISUAL AUDIO

72 SCHOOL BUSSES A MAJOR CONCERN IS TRANSPORTATION OF

STUDENTS WHOSE PARENTS CHOOSE TO SEND THEM

TO 'SCHOOLS OUTSIDE THEIR NEIGHBORHOODS...

THE. PLAN NOW IS FOR '11X FUNDS TO PAY FOR SUCH

TRANSPMTATION...

./3 OTHER BUS -- COMPUTER PROuLCTIONS BASED ON THE PRESENT
SUPER $213,000?1?

SCHOOL BUS SYSTEM SHOW...FOR INSTANCE...AN

ADDED COST OF 213- THOUSAND DOLLA,; OR MORE IF

SEVEN PLR CENT OF ALL STUDENTS PARTICIPATE

IN THE PARENTS CHOICE SYSTEM...

74 MORE BUS NOW STUDIES ARE UNDAY TO FIND A MORE

EFFICIENT SCHOOL BUS SYSTEM FOR EAST HARTFORO,

AND THEREBY CONTROL COSTS IF PARENTS' CHOICE

IS IMPLEMEINTED...

75 ST. ROSE /10THER AREA OF CLOSE STUDY IS WHETHER THr.

TOWN'S TWO PAROCHIAL ELEMEN,Y SCHOOLS

SHOULD BE INCLUDED IN THE PARENTS' CHOICE PLAN.

76 PAROCHIAL .EvFN IF HL PAROCHIAL SCHOOLS WANT TO
CLASSROOM

PARTTOPATE AND THE SCHOOL BOARD ANTS THP TO,

COURT TESTS HAVE BEEN PROMIS n'lCK SUCH

INCLUSION. SEVERAL GROUPS OPPOSED TO USING

PUBLIC FUNDS Tr) HELP RELIGIOUSLYORIENTED S.'.A.ns

SAY THEY'RE READY TO FILE LAW SUITS AS 'STOON AS THE

PAROCHIAL CHOOLS ARE INCLUDED.

3 7..j
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VISUAL AUDIO

77 PAROCHIAL ASSEMBLY

78 PAROCHIAL CLASS

THE COSTS OF FIG!CING THOSE SUITS

WOULD BE PAID FOR fHE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT.

TH UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE WOULD

ARGUE THE CASE ON THE SIDE OF THE PROBABLE

_LiENDENT5, THI 1OWN Or EAS1 HARTFORD AND

ITS SCUOOL SYST:M, YriF ikTE OF CONNECTICUT,

AND THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT.

IF THERE IS A COURT TEST, THE FINAL DECISION

ABOUT PAROCHIAL SCHOOL PARTICIPATION IS LIKELY

iu JE MADE BY THE UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT.

IN THE PAST, THE SUPREME COURT HAS RULED THAT

IT IS UNCONqITUTIONAL TO GIVE PUBLIC

FUNDS DIRECTLY TO RELIGIOUSLY-ORIE,FED SCHOOLS.

70 PAROCHIAL BOYS OUTSIDE BUT IT HAS HELD CONSTITUTION, THE USE OF

PUBLIC FUNDS TO PROVIDE TEXTBOOKS, TRANSPORTATION,

AND HEALTH SERVICES TO PAROCIIAL STUDENTS.

JUST HOW THE COURT WILL VIEW EDUCAT'ONAL

SCHOLARSHIPS OR VOUCHERS IS A QUESTION THAT

HAS NOT YE. BEEN DECIDED.

RO . HARTFORD OTHER THAN THE TWO PAROCHIAL SCHOOLS,

PEET
EAST HARTFORD PRESENTLY HAS NO PRiVATE SCHOOLS

WITHIN ITS TOWN BOLNDARIES. THIS MEANS

THERE IS NO ELIGIBLE PRIVATE SCHOOL TO JOIN

IN THE PARENTS' CHOICE PROGRAM.
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VISUAL AUDIO

81 PLAYGROUND BUT PARENTS CHOICE, IF IMPLEMENTED, WOULD

PROVIDE FUNDS TO INTERESTED INDIVIDUALS OR

GROUPS TO STUDY THE FEASIBILITY OF SETTING UP

ALTERNATIVE SCunOLS. THERE ALSO WOULD

BE GRANTS CO LEAA ANO RLNOVATE.A FACILITY, AND

GET THE BASIC EDUCATIONAL TOOLS TO ;TART UP.

SUCH PRTVATE SCHOOLS WOULD THEN BECOME SOME

OF THE OPTIONS IN TH ARENTS' CHOICE PROGRAM.

82 FLAg AND CLASSROOM ANOTHER POSSIBLE OPTION, THE STAFF AT ONE

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL IN EAST HARTFORD IS IN THE

PROCESS OF DEVELOPING A CONSERVATIVE.

DISCIPLINE-ORIEN1ED PROGRAM. IT WOULD FEATURE

QUIET, CONTROLLED CLASSES, THE TEACHING OF

TRADITIONAL VALUES, PATRIOTISM, AND RESPECT FOR

ADULTS.

83 COATS HANGING OTHER OPTIONS, OTHER STYLES AND PHILOSOPHIES

OF EDUCATION ARE LIKELY TO BE PROPOSED AS THE

EAST HART7ORD BOARD OF EDUCATION APPROACHES ,

A DECISION ON PARENTS' CHOICE.

84 BOARD OF WHAT IF THE BOARD LOOKS AT THE STUDY OF
EDUCATION

PARENTS' CHOICE AND REJECTS TT? WHAT WILL

TOWN HAVE GAINED?
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VISUAL AUDIO

scHnu LIBRARY

OS/ KIDS

SCHOOL SHOT

"FATHERS' DAY"

TWO KIDS/ EARPHONES

THE FEDERAL MONEY WILL HAVE IMPROVED
/

SCHOOL PROGRAMS AND STAFF THROUGH MINI-GRANS

AND IN-SERVICE TRAINING.

IT WILL rAVE GIVEN TliE TOWN A rORE

SCHOOL TRANSPOR:A7ION SYSTEM.

THE STUDY AND DEBATE OVEP PARENTS' CHOICE

WILL HAVE BROUGHT GREATER PARENTAL AND COMMUNITY

INVOLVEMENT IN THr SCHOOLS,

AND THE VARIOUS OUTREACH EFFORTS WILL MEAN THAT

PARENTS AND THE GENERA'.. PUBLIC ARE CEETER

INFORMED ABOUT EAST HARTFORD'S SCHOOLS.

P9 OPEN CLASS THE STUDY ALSO CCULR LEAD-THE BOARD OF

EDUCATION TO ACCEPT AND IMPLEMENT ONLY

PARTS OF THE PARENTS' CHOItE'PLAN, OR IT COULD

ACCEPT AND ;MPLEMENT ALL OF THE PARENTS' CHOICE

PROGRAM,

90 STUDENTS/ MODELS

p

egli IN EITHER CASE, EVA' HARTFORD WILL THEN HAVE

WORKING MODELS AND PROCEDURES THA- ARE READY TO

GO AS A RESULT OF THE S'HDY.

3 7 fl
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VISUAL AUDIO

91 GIRLS ON SIDEWALK PAKLATS' CHOICE...IF IT DOES COME TO

EAST HARTFORD...COULD r:HANGE THE ROLE THAT

PARENTS PLAY [14 THEIR CFPILDREW.:' EDUCATION.

92 BOARD OF EDUCATION WHLTHER II DOES. (AML TO EAST"HARTFORD IS

A DECISICN THAT WIL1. BE MADE BY THE TOWN'S

RESIDENTS

93 BOARD OF EDUCATION THROUGH THEIR ELECTED 7:0ARD OF EDUCATION.

THAT'S WHY 'WE FEEL II IS IMPORTANT THAT AS

MANY PEOPLE AS POSSIBLE LEARN ABOUT...

94 CREDITS

PARENTS' CHOICE.,,

3 7
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APFEN: 11, 1

DATE

EAS1 RARTFORD PUBLIC SCHuoLS
';-'RENTS CHOICE PROJECT

SeEAKERS BUREAU APPOINTMENP-;*

TIMF
DAY LOCATION

October 2, 1975 ThulAay University ot HArtioni 2:j0 P.X.

October 8, 1975 Wednesclay
1 7:. ; P.M

October 14, 1975 Tuesd.iv
1 P.';.A. cU P.M.

October ;6, 1975

October 21, 1975 Tuesday

i of (ro..;ati.::1,-,

1 r L Woodlami Scho,71

s':00

1:00 P,".

October 21, 1975 Mesday .- P. 1:10 P.M.

October 22, 1975 Wednesday
A.M.

October 28, 1975 Tuesdav .,6ell P.T.A.

Octobot_-28, 1975 Tuesday t;a North 1.1 .A.

November. 3, 197; Monday 1:',:ornative (Ict'..ee at

'Parent TQAM

November 5, 1975

November 6, 175

-7:1A2r 7, 1975

od,
T:.ursday

!rr: 177,dtve Coffec"

ve

November 10, 1975

November 17, 1975 c.

P.

: .vcmber 13,

November 1:4,

allovernher 17, 1975

:

^

-=.!!!ve :'ee°1

:

!
November 18, 1975

C7i'!'
NOv :,be 18 , 75

Nove:....Der 18, :975

T i,, .

re

3 1;'



SPEAKERS BUREAU APPOINTMENTS* (continued

Novembe'r 19, 1975

November 19, 1975

Wednesday

Wednesday

Goodwin School P.T.A.

Informative Coffee** 7:30 P.M.

November 20, 1975 Thursday Informative Coffee** 7:30 P.M.

November 21, 1975 Friday Informative Coffee** 7:30 P.M.

November 24, 1974 Monday Informative Coffee** 7:30 P.M.

November 25, 1975 Tuesday Informative Coffee** 7:30 P.M.

December 1, 1975 Monday Informative Coffee** 7:30 P.M,

December 2, 1975 Tuesday Informative Coffee** 7:30 P.M.

December 3, 1975 Wednesday Silver Lane P.T.A. 7:00 P.M.

December 3, 1975 Wednesday Informative Coffee** 7:30 P.M.

December 4, 1975 Thursday Informative Coffee** 7:30 P.M.

December 5, 1975 Friday C.A.B.E. 10:30 A.M.

December 5, 1975 Friday Informative Coffee** 7:30 P.M.

January 14, 1976 Wednesday 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.O. Executive Boards
and other interested people.

AJE/WBT/ejd
10/22/75
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APPENDIX M

EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHG6LS
PARENTS CHOICE PROJECT

TYPICAL SPEAKERS BUREAU PRESENTATION

GOOD EVENING LADIES AND GENTLEMEN

We are here tonight to give you a brief presentation on a program that the

school district is presently studying called PARENTS' CHOICE.

PARENTS' CHOICE is not really ONE prOgram; it is really a mixture of FIVE (5)

COMPONENTS which I want to briefly describe to you -- before we get into the slide

presentation.

Bj; the way, you should know that when 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 to give you straightsinformation, not to give you a sell job.

The PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT is, as I said, divided into FIVE (5) different

COMPONENTS. The FIRST (1) COMPONENT is OPEN ENROLLMENT -- something that has been on

the books in East 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 transfer. So part ONE.of Parents'

Choice is OPEN ENROLLMENT, what you have now in East Hartford allowing you to transfer

your child to non-neighborhood schools.

PART TWO (2) is SCHOOL INFORMATION.FOR PARENTS. The.e are two pieces to

this school information component. 'The FIRST piece is that all of you should have

received a booklet entitled "OUR SCHOOLS" that describes in detail the Public and

Private schools in East Hartford.

334
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THE SECOND part pf parent information we call the PARENT ADVICE TEAM. These are

parents who will be talking with other parents, explaining to them the program and

answering questions about our schools and the different schools within East Hartford.

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,"I'm interested in ad open

classroom school", they may tell you where that kind of school can be found.

SO -- THE FIRST COMPONENT WAS OPEN ENROLLMENT AND THE SECOND COMPONANT

WAS PARENT NFORMATION which is divided into the "Our Schools" booklet and The

Parent Advice Team.

THE THIRD COMPONENT of Parents' Choice is a combination of greater school

DECISION-MAKING and a BUDGETING SYSTEM to compliment greater school decisiOn-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

;school to be. I- conjunction 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-

one relationship with the number of children enrolled.

The FOURTH componc f Parents' Choice is free TRANSPORTATION for

parents who elect to send their children to schools other than their neighborhood

schoold -- by free we mean only that prents would not be paying for the transportation

out of their pocket.

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 Hartford and the voucher would cover

the cost of tuition.
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These FIVE components add up to Parents' Choice in East Hartford -- When

the school board makes a decision on whether or not to go with Parents' Choice, it

will not be looking 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 wilrget into the SLIDE PRESENTATION and after the slide presentation

we will have questions and answers.

DR/ejd
10/20/75

3 3 Ii
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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

281

RE: Staff Informational Meeting

On the dates specified bdlow, the Parents' Choice staff 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 additional informa-
tion about Parents' Choice, pleast call the Parents' Chotce office, extensions
338 or 386.

School Staff Meeting Place Date Time
O'Connell O'Connell's Wednesday, Nov. 12 2:50
Goodwin Cafeteria
Stevens

Silver Lane
South Grammar

Silver Lane's Thursday, Nov. 13 2:55
Media Centei

O'Brien O'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 Burnside 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
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EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS

4.N. Parents' Choice Program

PARENT INTERVIEW
NA= 416

ft Interviewee:
Father 20
Mother 76
Both 3

5chool Ccde

Answer questions 1 - 12 according to the following code.

.1 = strongly agree; 2 = agree, 3.= di5.agree; 4 = strongly ui..;agre!e

PLce your answer in the space proVided next to each question.
14 60 21 5

1. The overall quality of the E. Hartford Public Schools is excellent.
26 62 11 1

2. My child is doing about as wen in his present school as I can expect
ha would do in any other in E. Hartford.

25 49 18 8
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 neec!::.
21 36 26 16

4. If I choose to send my child to a public school that I feel is Letter
for him than the one in our neighborhood, transportation sh,. uk.1 be
provided.

15 45 31 9
5- I feel that most schools in E. Hartford are pretty much tfie same,

and that it wouldn't really be worth the effort to send my child to
another school.

20 45 24 11
6. Parent choice among different kinds pf schools is.an exceLlent idea.

28 30 34 87. It is a waste to pay for transporting a child to one school, when he
can walk to another one.

4 . 8 54 34
8. I woulr4 -.love my child to almost any other school if I had the chance.

17 , 40 34 89. The only circumstance under which I would transfer my child to
another school is if he were doing very poorly in 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.

39
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1 = strongly agree; 2 = agree; 3 = disagree) 4 = strongly disagree

20 41 34 5

11. My preference would be to have my child taught by triiditional
rather than innovative methods.
16 35 32

12. EVen if a child is close enough to welt, to one school, tt hts par( tit .
choose to send him to another better suiir.ci to hi n'eeds,

portation should be provided.

13. Does your child currently take a bus to school?

Yes , 28 No 72

1 4. Have you seen th, booklet "Our Schools" ?

Yes 59 No 40

If yes, did you find it (check one)

75 1. inte.-esting as general information
13 2. cf little value
13 3. valuablo as a source of information n determining ,Ahtcri

scho 1 I would like my child to atter-J.

15. My child is scheduled to go to a particular school oext Septecirur.
I were able to chooie to send him toany other s(:hool, I would

(chck -ne)

60 1. de int.'ely keep my child in that samr.: school

24 2. probably keep my child in that same school

12 3. give ,,ome consideration to changing my chlid's scho1

2 4. probrbly not keep my child in that same schotil

2 5. defin,tely not keep my child in that same school

18. The proposetd Par nts' Choice Program would allow parents to selec:t
school best Suited for their child. I therefore 1 avor this idea for E. 1-1.1rt.-ord .

7

.Yes 57 No 43

17. If a parent chooses to send his child to a private -,,chool in E. Hartf:)rd,
money c:qual to thc cost of educating that child in the public schools should
be sent by the city to the private sdhool.

Yes 43 No 57

n A
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The Parents' Choice Progrdm currently under ,! dy con..ist:, of ti,c

possible parts. We would like your opinion on each part L,ep(:lrately. Below

are brief descriptions of the five parts, with a space in whicli yOu can exprO.,:,

your agreement or disagreement with each.

Give your opinion of each according to the followiru ode. (lace p)ur

answer in'the space provided next to each part

= strongly agreC; 2 = agree; 3 = disagree; '4 . trongly

22 48 21

A. Open Ertollment -- a policy by. hich paI tt can nose to enr..-,11
ttr chtl.'d-.inany public schbol ih East H -tprd that has an open
s, :at at the child's grade level.
16 36 - -29 ;50

B. Free Transportation -- a potieyithat wou transpertatLon
to school if a child's parents ch4boe -.im to a .-,ehool other
tn his neighborhood or assigned school..
23 64 9 4

C. gr. Information to Parents -- a policy that 'ould provide information
't cnts on each public school in the town throuah a booklet called
"Ou Schools" which,is distributed to all --amities; and through
Parent:Advice Teams, available to con:;.uf.' with any family.
2? . 34 / 26 19

D. ivate-and Parochial Schools -- a policy under which tuition
would be paid in an amount not to exceed the post of education in
the pubLic schools for any E. Hartford Child attending a private or
parochtlal, schoot within EastHartfof:d.
19 54 17 11
Autonomy of Schools, a policy that would allow the administrators,
teachers, zind..par4ents.of each schoól to set priorities and determine.
:he programs and .expendttures for that school, within the amount
of moncy allotted to that school based on the rumber of pupils
enrolled,

Additional comments and observations

//'
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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) all answers
will be anonymous)

Which of the following best describes the occupation of the head of the household.
If retired on deceased, what was the usual occupation of the household head?
(Check one)

33 1.

20 2.

10 3.

24 4.

1 3 5.

Skirled workeror Foreman: such as bake', carpenrer, mechanic,
se4.-;istress, foreman or forelady, etc.
Salesman: such,as real estate or instiranci-:: sale::3rnen Lir saleswomen,
factory representative, buyer, etc.

Manager, Propris2tor or Owner: such as sales rnana.sger, office rricr.-.:42.1.
store manager, supervisor, department hc.ad, owner oe' small bustnesr,
or restaurant, contractor, etc.
Technical: such as draftsman, surveyor, medical or dental technician,
laboratory technician, etc.

"-\

Workman or Loaborer: such as factory or mineworker, -isherrhan,
filling station attendant, longshoreman, cleaning woman, etc.
Farm or Ranch Manager or Owner.

Semi-s.ktlled We rker, Clerical Worker, Service Worker or Frotective
Worker: such as fQ.ctory or business machine operator, bus, taxi, truck
driver, bank teller, bookkeeper, secretary, sales clerk, barber,
hair dresser, waitress, waiter, policeman, fireman, etc.

Official: such as manufacturer, officer in a large corrnpany, banker,
government official, etc.
Professional: sUch as accountant, artist:, physician, teacher, nurse,
professor, librarian, social Worker, scientist, etc.

How far in school did the head of the household go? (Oh.,ck one)

20 1. 5- high school or less
37 2. High zchool graduate

21 3. Some college
1 0 4. Graduate of a four-year College

4 5. Master's degree, lawyer, dcctor or PH.D.

61Did the head of the household attend a private school -(including parochial) for
any of grades K - 1 2 %

Yes 37 No 63

What is the age of the head of the household ? (check one)

8 - 30 44 .41I- 60
37 31 - 40 10 51 SO .

- 3 9.;

61 - 70



EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Parents 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 asist:A: ;n the analyst::
the data. It will allow analyses such as a comparison of answers uy tee-cher:3 at.
the elementary, middle and high school levels, and by number of years teachimJ.
These analyses will be most helpful in the interpretation of the data.

1. Position (check one)

68
5
2

1 8

8

Teacher (including guidance, music, etc)
Principal, vice principal, head teacher
Supervisor or director
Custodian, secretary, aide,
Other

2. School (check one). To preserve anonymity, principal:3, vico principak,
head teachers, secretaries and custodians may omit this item.

1 6
1 0

21
24
19
9

Barnes
Burnside
Center
Goodwin
Hockanum
Langford

18
13
9

34
10
15

Mayberry
McCartin
Norris
0' Brien
O'Connell
Pitkin

8
22
9
6

1 0

13

Sr!cond North
Silver Lane
Stye

6
1 2

59
South GrarnMar 4b.
Stevens
Sunset

Lr ;lc
Woc)diand
E.H.H S.
Penney H.

a. Grade Level (check Or t ) 49 K - 5 23 28 9 - 12

4. Age 29 20 - 30 2d 31 - 40 27 41 - 50 1 6 50 -I-

5. Sex 31 Male 69 Female

6. Number of children 33 0 37 1 -2 30 3 +

7. Highest Degree Earned 17 High School 25 Bachelors 41 Ma..-ster,

17 Masters +30 or over

8. Number of xears employed
.in E.. Hartford 4 1 15 2 - 4 46 10 34 i 1+

9. Resident of East Hartford 47 Yes i 53 No

395
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Answer questions 10-23 according to the following code.

1 = strongly agree; 2 = agree; 3 = disagree; 4 = strongly disa...,
16 39 28

10. A community should have a variety of types schools, so that
each child can attend one with a program bc.::.:1suited to hii5niaeds.
7 37 .35 21

11. I feel that an important feature of the Parni.'s (.hoice poo.J, ah, is
the consumer role that it gives to the wirenti:: childrer ti
allowing a choice of schools-..

25 39 28 8

12. I feel-that most schools in East Hartford are pretty much ihe
and that it wouldn't really be worth the effort to se.-id a child to a
school other than the one he would normally attend.
8 32 29 St)

13. Parent choice among different kinds of schools is an exceilent idea.
26 34 31 9

14. All schools in a community should be pretty much the same,
42 28 23 6

15. It is,a waste to pay for transporting a child to .,re scho..;1, when h:
can walk to another 6.ne.

11 32 37 20
16. Some parents would move their child to ,Alrnost any other cho,..1

i they had the chanc-...
16 53 25

17. Mostparents would consider changing their child's school only
they felt their child was not doing weft in his pr...:sent School.
15 29." 42 15

18. My preference is to teach using traditional rather than irincya0.fe
methods.

41 37 19 4

19. Diversity of programs to meet individual needs c.aribz.-- nchic.A.ed
within each school. -Therefore;there
different schools for different programs.

8 27 30
20. Even if a child is close enough to walk to one sc:hool, it his paoents

Choose to send him to another.better suited to his needs, trans-
portation should be provided.
1.2 52 24

,61

2.1. I feel that I have been kept well informed by t.h choc, departhient
on the Parents' Choice
23 45 2

22: Educational decisions thatare left up to the pa.. L!nt ..,. in the pr,.)pcied
expanded open enrolldent program are better mieL educators,

.17 24 46 I

23. Regardless of the name, this is a voucher program,. and therefore;
is no good. t

39G



Below are listed a number of possible effects of the proposed Parents'
Choice Program. -Please consider each one separately, and then give your
opinion on the likelihood of that effect actually being realized in E. Hartford
if the Parents' Choice Program is implemented.

Answer according to the following code:

1. almost surely
2. probably
3. 50/50 chance
4. probably not
5. almost surely not

The proposed Parents' Choice Program will:
7 lt3 2-1

24. increase the opportunity for teachers to :ect the outicang ir
which they will teach.

11 30 31 22 7

25. increase the opportunity for staff to participate.in th ,F. wi-muliatior,
of programs within their building.
34 37 19 7.

26. increase the opportunity for parents to select their chilill's school
38 27 1 8 12 5

27. encourage Madison Avenue type promotion of indiviuual :,-,choolri..,
13 32 30 21 , 5

28. give greater responsibility and freedom to r r tno ipai .'._ ard staff
in organizing Schools to meet aF.;sesseo nee,ris of clientele,

29.

30..

31.

32.

5 18 22 2C./

foster a healthy competition among schoo1,;.
25

2 11 . 32 40 14
increase student achievement.

5 1 5 35
increase student satisfaction.

7 25 34 23 11
increase parent satisfaction.

1 0 30 30 24 7
33. result in more substantive differences among schools.

289

34. If a parent chooses to send his child to a private school in E. Hartford,
money equal to the cost of educating that ild in the public schools
should be sent.by the city to the private sc.nt..;c1,

9
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The Parents' Choice Program currently under stuctN, consists of rt 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 yrdu can express

your agreement or disagreement with each.

Give your opinion of each according to the following code. Placa your

answer in the space provided next to each part.

1 = strongly agree; 2 = agree; 3 = disagree; 4 = strongly d isagr ee .

22 41 1 8 19
A. 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 at the child's grade level.

1 0 22 25 43
B. Free Transportation -7. 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.

1 9 4 17 1 5
C. Information to Parents -- :a policy that would provide information

to parents on each public school in the town through a booklet callcd
"Our Schools" which is distributed to all families, and through
Parent Advice Teams, available to consult with any family.

13 20 20 47
D. Private and Parochial Schools -- a pohcy under which tuitic,n

would be paid in an amount not to exceed the cost d'f education in
the public schools`for any E. Hartford child attending a rri\,ate or
parochial school within East Hartford'.

20 40 18
E. Autonomy of Schools -- as policy -that would allow the adrnintstr,atort4,

teachers, and parents of each school to set priorities and deAermine
the programs and expenditures for that school, within the amount
of money allotted to that school based on-the number of pupil::i'
enrolled

Additibnal cbThfñeñt nd-observations

3 9 S



EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Parents' Choice Project

PUBLIC OPINION QUESTIONNAIRE

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, 1575.

Thank you for your assistance.

Dr. Eugene Diggs
Superintendent of Schools.

Please answer the questions below according to the following code:

1 = strongly agree; . 2 = agree; , 3 = disagree; 4 = strongly disagree.
24 30 27 19

1. The overall quality of the East Hartford Public Schools is excel,lent.

24 30 27 19
2. A community should have a variety of tynes 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 schooll in East Hartfo.rd gm pretty much the same,

and that it wouldn't reAly be worth the efirrt to send a child to
a school other tnan the one he would normally attend.

27 28 - 22 22
4. I feel that parents thould have the right to choose their child's

school juct as they have the right to ';:hoose their-own lawyer or
doctor.

17 16 25 -- 42
5. If I choose to send my child-to a public school that I feel is

--better-for-him-than-the-one in our neighborhood,_transportatiort
should be provided.

6. Do you have children currently enrolled in ( check one or more)

East Hartford Public Schools 59 Both 7

Private or Parochial Schools 6 NIOIle 29
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The Parents' Choice Project currently .u.der .tu:. Consists of five

ositieparts Wwoui p......-separately-. Below

or brief descriptions of the five parts, with a spacc r. which you can

exrress your ayreement or disagreement with each.

Give your opinion of each according to the frliowing code. Place your
am-mer in the space provided next to each part.

- strongly agree; 2 = agree; 3 = disdrjr,,e. 4 =strongly disagree.

23 34 25
A. Open Enrollment -- a policy by ,Thich pa -nrs can choose to enroll

their chi)d in any public school in EasL Oartford that has an open

seat at that childs grade level.
15 16 25 44

B. Transrortation a pnlIcy p- %;:rie transportation to

.rhoal a child's parents r ,....osc t. . r t.<1 a schopl other

Than hic neighborhood or asc.c7led

29 43 14 .
15-

C. Information to Parents provide informat.ion

to parents on each public scnc..d in through a booklet

called "Our Schools" which 1!.3 o all families,. and

through Parent Advice: Teams, available t:c.) colsult with any.family.

22 24 18 36
O. Private and Parochial Schools -- a policy that would pay tuition

in an amount not to exceed the cost of oducation in the public
,schools for any East Hartford child attcnding a private'or parochial
school within East Hartford
18 40 lri 24

E. Autonomy of Schools a policy that..wo.ild allo%: Administrator,

Teacher and Parent of each school to s(!t briorities and dererMine
the programs and expenditures for that school, within the amoUnt
of raoney alloted to that school baed on tho number of pupils
enrolled.

Additional comments and observations
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EAST HARTFORD EDUCATION ASSOCIATION

TO: All /Certified Staff

FROM: Roch J. Girard, Chairman, IPD Commission

RE: Parents, Choice Program - Ballot Results

On behalf of the entire IPD Commission, I would like to thank all liho responded to
f.he b..,..iot concerning the Parents' Choice Program. Below is the final tally
representing the responses of 468 staff members.

Based upon this tally, theAssociation leadership will soon issue an official
stand on the Parents' Choice Program. Once again, thank you for your support.

FOR. AGAINST

1. OPEN ENROLLMENT: 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 procedre is now being practiced in town
under the condition that the parents concerned provide the necessary,trans-
portation. Under the ffew OPEN ENROLLMENT PROGRAM, this transportation will
be subsidized by the federal government. In cases where the number of
Applicants for a particular school exceeds the number of seats available, a
lottery eystem mill be employed. 135 333

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 6; all families, and through the Parent Advice
Teat, available to consult-with any family. ___CL

3. AUTONOMY (Decision-makihdPer-Pupil Budgeting): a policy that would ,

allow the administrators, teachers, and parents of each school to set
priorities and determine the programs and expenditures for that school.
All of this will be accompliahed within the amounts of money allotted tO that
school based upon the-numbers of pupils enrolled. 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.detwiiined
by the numberNof students enrolled since each child would carry an educational-
scholarship eci4lalent to the cost ot hia education'for one year: 201

4. TRANSPORTATION:Na,policy that would provide transportation to school -;

if a chiId/s parents chkose to send him to a school other than his
neighborhood or assigned chool.

385

'5. A) PRIVATE SCHOOLS'(any non-public secular-school)
E) PAROCHIAL SCHOOLS (any religious associated school): a policy

under which tuitton would be paid inan amount not to exceed the cost,of
education in the public schools within,East Hartford. This means that
harochial and/Or private schools would-beNgrented educational scholar-
ships equirialent ONLY to the cost of their't.uition of public school
scholarship. \

A. 15firtrAfE ecifqks
B. PAROCHIAL SCHOOLS

402 N
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PRINCIPAL'S Gnouk
BALLOT

PARENTS! CHOICE PROGRAM
_Es .-AGAxNsT..

, OPEN ENROLLMENT: a policy by which parents can choose to enroll
isir child in any of the public schoola in East Hertferd that has anvon meat at the chiles grade level. This procedure is now beingreeticod in town under the condition that the perents concernedcollide the necessary transportation. Under the new OPEN ENROLLMENT
ROMAN, this transporation will be subidieed by the federal governsent, In (moos whore the number of applicants for a particular schoolxceede the number of 'Beate available, a lottery system will be employed.

gem.
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INFORMATION TO.PARENTS: a policy that would provide information
o parents on each school in teen through a booklet called "Our SehOols" 14 &blob is distributed to all -families, end through the Parent Adviceeam, available to consult with any family.

AUTONOMY (Decision-meking/Per-Pupil Budgeting): a policy thatveld allow the administretors, toachers, and parents of each schoolD set priorities and determine the preerame and expenditures foritt school. All'of this will be accomplished,within the amountsr money allotted to tent rcbool based upon tho numbers of pupils
trolled. East Hartford hae becn moving toward such decentraliiation
pcieer,for the past fee-ederzl. The per-pupil budgeting is a systeeelereby a scboolls budget ;:ouldbe determined by the number of studentsironed since each child nould corry en educational seholarship

luivalent teethe cost of hia (;Itciation for cae roar.

TRANSPORTATION: a policy Uet would provide eransportation todhocl 1.f a chilee paecnee ebooco to send him to a school other than
A neighborhood or assiga2d scheolo

111,000

V le

110111011114

A) PRIVATE SCHOOLS (any mn-public socuIar school) ,

E) pROCHIAL SCHOOLS (my r.&lri.2no associeted, fio10171: a policy
der ulaTS-TaEron wodIU be iniet in an amount not eo orceed the cost 4education in the publin oche6ln .11thin East Haae;ford, This meaus
at patochial end/or private 2chools upuId ho granted educationcl
holarchips equivalent 0= to tee coat of thcir ;111tIon of publicbool scholaranip.

A. PRIVATE SCHOOLS
B PAROCHIAL SCHOOLS
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1PARENTS' CHOICE PROJECT SURVEY ANALYSIS

-

The opinions of parents, school department personnel, and citizens at

-

large comprised an important segment of the array of information,that was f4eighed

in considering the adoption of the proposed Parents' hoice Program. To gather,

such information in a valid and objective manner; three separate surveys_ were

conducted:

1. A stratified random sample of 500 families with children enrolled

in public, private or parochial schools in East Hartford was se-

lected. This sample was drawn from the iosters'of eacH school,

in proportion to the total number of children enrolled in each

grade. Four hundred and sixteen personal interviews (83%.of

sample) were conducted in the homes of the selected families.

Given the selection procedures, the sample TO.ze, and the high

percent of the interviews acrually conducted, the sample can be

considered representative of the parent population of East

Hartford.

2. A detailed quebtioanaire, generally Comparable in content'.to the.

.parent interviews was distributed to all school department staff

members. Five hundred seventy three (54% of the total) were re-

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.; Opinion Survey Analysis, Behavioral Science Asso-
ciates, Hanover, Massachusetts

_
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3. A brief questionnaire Was mailed to 18:677\househo1ds in East

Hartford. Three thillisand four hundred silty seVen were.returned.

Seventy-one percent of the respondents halie children enrolled.in
4`

either public, primate or parochial schools in East Hartford.'

The return rate of only 18% is unacceptably low. Therefore,

these data should be considered only in combination with ehe.data

available throUgh the 'personal interviews.

The instruments in all three surveys were of a multiple choice format

to allow for low cost efficient tabulation. Each concluded with an open-ended

section, asking for additional comments and observations.

The data gathered with each of these three procedures were processed'-

and analyzed separately. This report will present the.results topically,

with the information from the parent interviews and questionnaires presented '

-
jointly, followed by the staff survey data..,. Open-ended responses haye beep analyzed

and integrated into each presentation. Where possible and appropriate, corn-
%

parisons ara drawn with opinions registered in similar surveys conducted in March

of 1974.

Respondents in all three groups surveyed were asked to express their

Opinions separately on each of five possible components of,the Parents' Choice

Prograp, and were also asked a series of general questions related to Pdrents'

Choice. The results summarized in Table I are discussed topically as follows:

Open L -ollment
Free T 3portation
Inform z. n to Parents
Private aid Parochial Schools
Autonomy of Schools*

4 0
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OPEN EbROLLMENT - 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 expressea 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 particularly 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

should have a variety of types of schools, so that each child can attend oue

,.0-1 a program best suited to his needs; and Iwo-thirds felt that they, as parents,

should have the right to choose their child's school, just,as they have the right

to choose their own lawyer or doctor. However, 60% said that at present most

achools in East Hartford are pretty much the same, and it wouldn't be worth the

effort to send their child to another school. But, there is a growing understanding

the possible benefits of diversity across schools and attetdance 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 !ie were doing poorly. 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

spring of 1974; a clearer grasp of the merits of the program did emerge in 1975.

4 0
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OPINION SURVEY

Table I

Open En1,..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's
grade level.

Strongly .Agree Agree Disagree aE.02110..1111et

Parent
Interview 22% 48% 21% 9%

Staff
Questionnaire 22% 41% 18% 19%

Parent/Citizen
Questionnaire 23% 33% ,19% 25%

Table II

Transpoitation-- 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 4.hool.

Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

Parent
Interview 16% 36% 28% 20%

Staff
Questionnaire 10% 22% 25% 43%

Parent/Citizen'
Questionnaife 15% 16% 25% 44%
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School department personnel endorsement for Open Enrollment is

nearly as high at 63%. However, the remainder of the data from the staff

questionnaire is at times inconsistent on this issue. A majority (55%) agree

with parents that a community should have a variety of types of schools, so

that each child can attend one best suited to his needs; but 78% 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 picture is one of strong parental support for the concept

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 agreed with

the idea, while forty-eight percent dissented. Related questions produced.sbout

the same results. -The most interesting point is that families below the median

in socio-economic level as determined by both occupation and education, con-

sistently expressed greater support for free transportation than those in the

upper occupational and educational brackets.

Only 337. of the school department personnel expressed favorable views

on the transportation question. More detailed examination showed that the

level of endorsement at the high school and junior high school levels was

between 36% and 45%, while at the elementary level it was only 28%.

410



Younger personnel, 20-40 years of age also expressed more favorable views (38%

in favor) than older 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 number of years employed

in East Hartford.

On the transportation issue there was a division of opinion within both

parents and school department personnel. While the general opinion of parents was

equally split, those in lower educational and occupational levels were highly

supportive of free transportation. This may reflect their inability to pay for

their own transportation and/or a 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 "Our
Schools" which is distributed to all families, and through
Parent Advice Teams, available to consult with any family.

On this component, there was almost universal support.. 87% 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
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OPINION SYRVEY

Table III
,

Information to Parents -- a 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.

Parent

Strongly Aaree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

Interview 23% 64% 9% 4%

Staff

Questionnaire 18% 50% 17% 15%

Parent/Citizen
Questionnaire 29% 43% 13% 15%

Table IV
.1

Private and Parochial Schools -- a policy thatwould 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.

Parent

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

Interview 22% 34% 26% 18%

Staff
'Questibnnaire 13% 20% _20% 47%

Parent/Citizen
Questionnaire 22% 24% 18% 36%

4 1
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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 Hattford child
attendingTrivate or parochial school within East
Hartford.

There was a dramatic and predictable difference of opinion between

parents and school department staff on the issue of publicly financed tuition

to private and parochial schools within East Hartford. Fifty-six percent 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 (64%). But suprisingly,

of those respondents without any children in school, 47%7dupported 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 j b sedurity, and the long standing opposition by
-A

professional educational 'organizations to voucher type payments. ,

AUTONOMY OF 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 autonomous 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% rejetted what is seemingly a very

desirable policy from a professional point of view.

4 1 3



In a breakdown by positions, 78% of the administrators and 64% of the teachers

supported the 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 the

lowest. However, in nearly two-thirds of the schools, at least 70% of the staff

support the adoption of this policy. In only five schools is support expressed

by less than 50% of the staff.

SUMMARY

Of 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 parents

supported enactment while two-thirds of the school department staff were

opposed.

n summary, a majority of parents sup orted 1 five omponents, and
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the school department staff supported three of the five, buecemain. opposed to the

provision of free transportation and the payment of tuition to private and

parochial schools.



OPINION SURVEY

Table V

Autonomy of SChoois -- 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% 54% 17% 10%

Staff
Questionnaire 20% 40% 18% 22%

Parent/Citizen
Questionnaire 18% 40% 18% 24%
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NEWS RELEASE

FROM: EAST HARTFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS
]10 Long Hill Drive

, East Hartford, Connecticut 06108

EXCLUSIVE - East Hartford Gazette only CONTACT: Mr. Andrew J. Esposito
Coordinator
Parents' Choice Project
(203) 289-7411

rani grants totaling $50,535.00 from federal money have been awarded

to the staffs of twenty East Hartford schools and three departments of the

school 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

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, Andrew J. Esposito, said the aim of the mini grants

Is to help schools continue a policy begun by the Board of Education in 1969 ck;liing

for a variety of programs to be developed in East Hartford schools. This variety,

EsposJto 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 oi the O'Connell Middle School

used its mini grant of $1,107.20 to meet for a week to discuss student atti-

tudes and basic rules of discipline. Out of this, said Welch, is being developed

a handbook for students on what attitude and behavior is expected of them class-

rooms and elsewhere in school. To:help promote compliance with_the rules, Welch

Added; incentives have been developed based on awards and extracurricular activities.

410
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A mini grant of $2,284.80 will 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 and resource personnel in,the areas

of speech and language, reading, learning disabilities, special education, music,

art, physical education, social workers, and nurses will be involved in intensive

in-service training conducted by the supervi6ors in the system.

Frances Klein, Supervisor of Reading, said that this training will

develop A team approach in assessing 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 teacher and the

resource teachers support each other in helping the cgild reach those goals.

Mrs. Klein believes that, not only could this head off educational

problems, but it will avoid fragmenting the child among educators and losing

sight of the whole child.

Among other grants awarded 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 Grammar and Willowbrook Elementary School staffs

develop a booklet describing thir programs as those of traditional schools.

.Coordinator Esposito also'announced $57,688.00 as the estimated value

of research and systems analyeis work Ileing 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 tak rate.
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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 school staffs and parents. In addition, $11,000.00

is being spent to schedule busses for the coming school year, and $7,175.00

was spent on the "Our Schools" booklet detailing programs offered at each of

East Hartford's twenty two public and two parochial schools.

Esposito also released figures on the in-kind contribution by the

East Hartford School System to the Parents' Choice study. Up to June 27, this

included 44.8 days spent on the study by school personnel, including 9.7

days by Superintendent, Dr. Eugene Diggs. Esposito added the School system

also has contributed $3,000.00 worth of office and storage space from February

through June 30, and the use of a variety of equipment.

7/15/75
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 transfer program has increased by one third (1/3).

Figures from the Pupil Accounting Office show that as of September 1st,

one hundred forty-six (146) requests had been received to enroll students in class-

rooms other than their neighborhood gchools. Last year at this time, one hundreo

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 people information does have an impact," said Walter Thompson,

Coordinator of the Parent Advice Team. He said the;rise in transfer.requests

probably was due to "increased publicity, greater awareness by parents that they

have a choice, and town-wide distribution by the parent Advice Team of an infor-

mation packet on East Hartford schools, their programs and the ransfer process."

The Parent Advice Team is part of a study that could lead to the expansion

of Open Enrollment through the use of educational voucheis. It also would provide

transportation for students participating in what would be called the Parents'

Choice Program. The study is financed by a $387,371 grant from the National

7.1ci.1tute of Education, with the Board of Education to decide in December or

January whether or not to implement Parents' Choice.

Thompson also noted that the parents of INineteen (19) t. ergarten

children requested transfers to the Silver Lane school, but only six (6) spaces

were available. The available spaes were allocated by putttng 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

not be filled at the Silver Land school kindergarten, seventeen (17) other transfer

had to be rejected because they were made for schools without available,

spa e.

Thompson sai'd that the apparent popularity of the Silver Land School is

due.to*the proximity of two.pri ately-run day care centers. This allows working
/0

parents to leave their children o before school starts, the children then go to

school from the centers, return to the c6nters after school-, and the parents pick

them up after work.

About half of the'transfer rlequests this year involved students in the

kindergarten to grade three (3) level. The remainder were spread out through the

other_At-ades.

Thompson aiso noted that there was not any trend into or out of any one

school, except for the twenty eight (28) transfer requests involving the Silver Lane

<4'
School. "Some schools were not involved at all," Thompson said. Otherwise, there

seemed to be a relative balance of students transferring in or out of the schoola

that were involved.

The Open Enrollment procedure this year does not ask parents 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 request, "Thompson 1

said. However, the Parent Advice Team will contact all parents who made a request,

asking for the reasons transfers were sought since this information is needed as part

of the educational voucher study.



The Parentieice Team also will remind those parents who had their

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 transfers

can be made again, which is at the conclusion of the marking period ending in

November.

Par,.nts who have not yet made a transfer request altio can still do so

before October 17th for a switch that would be made in November. "That gives

people the,month of September to assess the school situation of their children,"

Thompson noted. During the rest of the scbool year, transfer requestsAust be

made at least a month before the end of a marking period,in which the parent .

wants the transfer to be me00-

9/8/75
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E. 'H. should try voucher
sy'stem for five years

The East Hakford Board of Educa-
tion would ss if it failed to imple-

eeducational voucher syStem for
both public and drivate 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
significantand beneficial7since it
shifts greater control over the schools to
the parents: Under open enrollment,
professional educators and the Central
administration have _ttie final say on a
transfer request; :,iirider the voucher
system, the parents would make the ul-
timate decision.

THE 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,
dr are, being invested, in reng the
components of the parents' choice
voucher system.

The federal government also has in-
dicated lint 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.

It is understandable thattls board
should be hesitant in committiRritself to
the court suits that will result from im-
plementation of the program. The .court
action will be long, involved and
aggravatingbut 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.

Similiarly, to vote against 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 failureor 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 youcher 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.

4 96.0 4110
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Oidside funding sources have taken
particular interest in the East Hartford
proposal since it would allow parents 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.

Oppositiox as expeeted, 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 expetted to
reach the United States Supreme Court,
would be paid by the federal
government with the United States
Department al* Justice arguing the case
on behalf of East Hartford.

Consider implementation of the
voucher plan strictly from the financial
viewpoint: East Hartford stands io 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 ensuing
controversy.

t-r-7
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Some Voucher Questions...'
As an old fisherman fnend of mine used to saY: he tunic

has come to either tish or cut hait
That's where the very- controversial Vou, her *,;ste:

proposal is now.

voucher issue is in the news-ts it ever'
I -re was last night's public heanng. And nen Monday.

the Board of Education so, scheduled to vote se% or no- on
the voucher plan.
So, at the risk of being boring a few persons in the audient,..

the note has come to cite some points and ask sonic
questions question% I hope the Board of Eduration
members will consider, along with the many they must hase
themselves.
Most members of the top School Administration probably

should be ruled Mir. because they apparently are tout square
for the voikher plan. And maybe Vile or nsti Board it Ed
members should be put in the same- bracket. because the,
usually seem to y the whatever the Administration wants
So these words. I guess. are aodres.ed to the open-minded

Board of Ed. members (and there seetts to be more than
ever, with this Board) aod to the parents and taxpayers in
tow n. If you're parent. this voucher system will affect yoar
child. If you're a taxpayer. this voucher system, in time.'could
affezt your pocketbook. And the tithe to get interested, and
tell the Board how you feel, is now; before the matter is
decideo, nut after it :5 in operatIon

First, let me tell you a little ildbo I heari earlier this
weekand it *ill probably be denied up and down by the
voucher proponents.
The unconfirmed rumor is this- y en it the you- her plan is

approved, there -probably will he no money commg troni
Washington In_September to pay. for it.

But. I asked. isn't there an agreement. a pledge. a

"contract" saying the money will come if East Hartford votes
yes? Yes, the source saki. but that socalled "contract"
reportedly c mains qualifiers, such as "if possible" and so
forth. In orher words, there appears to be some financial
escape valses in the -agreement".
End uf unconfirmed tidbit
Nos for some uservatoons and questions

Thcre was a hem:line in the Hartford Courant the other day
that said: "Voucher System May Go Statewide".
I had heard this possibility whispered about three or four

months ago. But I had never seen it in print. And the
Courant story. written by Bill Grava, was well done.
Su. ! ask:
A statewide voucher 'system with East Hartford as the

bcginn ng. or cen,ral. point? Is that what East Hartford
parents want?
Next:
Does that "statewide" possibility mean a twoway street?

In Other words, can any students in tile state coMe to East

Hartford schools? If so, is this w hat East Harifurd wants? .
What would such an influx, if it occurs, do to our local school

system?
More questions:
If such a statewide voucher system is to be tried in

Connecticut. why doesn't some major city. such as Hartford
Or New Haven, serve as the focal point?

Let me interrupt myself fiere to exkain scomething. Some of
my critics on lie Board of Ed. and in the School
Administration will now he popping up with remarks like:
"There he goes again, raising foolish questions just tu
confuse the issue. He's trying to sell papers. He.is always
against everything." So forth and so on.
Well, somebody has. to ask the "other side" questions,

especialls if some officials present mainly only their own side.
As for selling papers. the Gazette has been doing that for 92

years. As forldways being against everything, it almost looks
as if somebody has to be, esAcially 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 discussion...

1 hhh prohatitvIli'lll III todas 1,1/clIv 11.411s
prtnt 'pals voted. MO. itt [NS I the imposed

seho..1 %out her plan
I ask you
How can any moo- change work it the .st.h.11 print spa Is are

against it? .
As you probity noticed in recent days. the town's school

teachers have voted AGAINST 'the proposed school voucher
plan.

Again I ask yuu
How cin any major change work d many of the teachers are

against it?

These arc major consideratyons and they should be

answered.
Critics of the school principals and teachers may scoff that

these persons have "nice little deals" and don't want their
"kingdoms" shaken Maybe so. Maybe nut.

I prefer to think the school principals and the school teachers
have as much interest in the school system as any school
officials. And I also prefer to think they are expressing an
honest view and a deep concern.
How can something work if the persons in the -front lines"

are against it?
Or even if it does work, will it work well enough to he worth

the gamble being taken? -

Moving on...
School official% announced that "parents" were for the

voucher plan. This is probably true. But it could be
misleading.
The "favorable" report was based un a poll of 500 parents.

This town probably has about 20.000 mothers and fathers.
How can a quizzing of SOO 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 mothers and fathers who didn't even'reply? Isn't
that a major snubhing of the entire program?
Or put another way: How can the-replies of 500 parents

interviewed be used tu say "parents are for" when. after a
direct mailing, more than 1S.000 East Hartford parents didn't
even choose to reply?

Didn't the more than 15.000 parents who didn't reply say. in
effect. "we're not interestedwe don't want the voucher
system"?
That's certainly an important fact to consider.

In summary. some vitaOtlements are cropping up as
decision time approaches .A possible statewide program....
A possible lack of funds....Teachers voting nu....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

Education will know you care.

v Choiexi
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Opinion: Ours

School Vouchers Merit a Try
The time draws near when East Hartford

will 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
go ahead. East Hartford will be the first corn-.
munity in the nation to try the idea jnvolving
the entire school system. As such. the pilot pro-
ject is ol great interest to educators around the
('oUntry.

A consortium of schools in New Hampshire
tirst tested the plap 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-
fornia program was widened to include more
than the original six schools.

A number /It concern.iitakesboth citizens
and educators hesitant -about adopting thefed-
erally-funded experiment. Mainly, these. in-
clude costs lit tranvortation.once federal funds
enif atter live ycars. polarizatfOn of ethnic
grumps in Certain sChools.'harmful competition
between schools lind tiolation of the separation
of church andstate. Looking toward other pilot
programs, none of these worries:has been real-
ized in tact

In fact. in East Hartford recently. an up-
dated figure shoWs the cost of transpokation to
be one- quarter Of the 1974 estimate, when the
idea 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 101) youngsters attend schools outside
their neighborhoods on a voluntary basis but
their parents provide orpay for transportation:

Those youngsters have found the plan most
worthy. There is no reason others would find it
otherwise, No one is forced to participate. in

the first plaee. Where potential polarization is
concerned, San Jose noted no clumping of rich
or poor. nonwhite or white in any given school.
Distribution has been good.

Competiton. as we noted here mans,
months ago, should not hurt the lower grades.
just as it has not harmed higher: edUcation.
Rather, it spurs schools to excel. which can
only benefit their' students. Counselors and
guide books will 'help parents choose schools
based on the institution's .itrengtht.- Only a
schoo1without something.positive to, offer need
worry .abOut competition, We suggest. There
might be a certain .amount of switching until
the 'right. -coMbination of student-school is
reached. -.Rut that should be minimal under
careful guidance by persons' who already have
-discussed the plan with,school staffs from .prin-
cipals to custodians, and with Parent-Teacher
units and others.

Church-state separation may be the stum-
bling block, but even that need not develop..Cit;.
izens should know -that there already is much
cooperation between public and parochial
t;chools. The state statutes cover nonpublic!:
nonprofit schools completely regarding reim-
bursements to parents for tuition. 'transporta-
tion paid by a town. prOvisions to help pay for
educationally-depved students and disadvan-
taged youngsters, supporting with state money
driver education. safety programs, school nurs-
es and physicians. psychologists, dental hygien-
ists and special language education. among
other services.

The one provision is that Connecticut stu-
dents be in the majority.

Let us hope that East Hartford's Board of
Education votes on January 26 to begin. .

42
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THE HARTFORD COURANT; Thuisday, September 1.1,1975

Parents of 146 FARilffi
Want To Change Schools

EAST HARTFORD
More parents want their '
children to attend schools
other. than their neighbor-
hood schools this year com-
pared to last year 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 year. 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 study
that could lead to the expan-
sion of the school voucher
program. Under the pro-
gram, parents would bo able
to send their children co any
appropriate tQWn school wkth
the federal government pay-
ing transportation costs.
Parents now must provide
their own transportation.

The Board of Education is
expected to decide later this
year whether to implement
the controversial program.

For the. past few months.
Thompson said. the Parent
Advice Team has distributed

_inforniagon_about the pro-
gram, including a packet on
schtiols. their programs and
the transfer process deliv-
ered to eaCh household in
town.

East Hartford
-Getting people informa-

tion does have an impact.-
said Thompson. He added
that the rise in requests was
due to. increased publicity
and greater, awareness by
parents 0141 they-. have a
choice.

The largest requests 28
applications was for
transfers to Silver Lane
School

Thoinpscin said requests
tor 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-tompider 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 transfer to Silver
Lane School.

Thompson said the popu-
larity of the Silver Lane
School was .because the,.
school was near two private-
ly run day care centers.

4 2

which allowed working 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
grade three level. .

"Some schools were not
involved at all." Thompson
saki, 'totherwise. there
seemed 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 transfer is
Oct. 17. Thompson said: Par-

-.ents who have not yet made
a transfer request mardo so
before then.

During the remainder of
the school year. 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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Toialinu $50 535.

Voucher Head Tells
About Mini-Grants

1..tt:- 12 - t0,1,1

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

staff with..projects ranging
from a Student code of
conduct at the O'Connell
§chool 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 .1policy
begun by the Board of
Education in 1969 calling for

-a -Variety of programs to be
developed in East Hartford
schools. a
"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

Board of Education is due to
vote on in December or

' January.
'Principal Gerald ANelch

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 behayior is expected of
them in classrooms and
elsewhere in school.
"To help promote compli-

ance with the rules, Welch
added, incentives have been
developed based on awards
and extra-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
the development of an
integrated Language Arts
and Math program.
"During this time, class-

room teachers and resource
perskinnel 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 trainini conducted by
t6 supervisors in the
system.

1. fill 1'

"Francei 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
educational problems, but it
will avoid fragmenting the
child among educators and
loosing sight of the whole
child.
"Among other grants awe-

, 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 Gram:-
mar and Willowbrook Ele-
mentary School staffs devel-
op a booklet describing their
programs as those of tradi-
tional schools.
"Coordinator Esposito also

announced $57,688.00 as the
estimated value of research
and systems analysis work
',wing done for the school
system as part of the
Parents' Choice study. This

Onvolves, among other
things, projections of enroll-
ments, budgets, the town's
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property grand list, and tax
rate.
"Another $45,000.00 hab

been allocated for stall
training and inservice work.
shopS, Esposito said, includ
ing:such areas as improving
communications within
schools and between school
staffs, and parents.

"In addition, $11,006.00 is
being spent to schedule
busses for the coming sehocil
yeaf, 'and $7,175.00 was
spent on the "Our Schools"
booklet detailing programs
offered at each 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-

Vents: Choice- study. Up to
June 27, this included 44.8
days spent on the study by
school personnel, including
9.7 days by_Superintendent
Dr. Eugene Diggs,.
"Esposito added the school

system also has eontributed
$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.
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Pros, cons aired on
vouchers
By BARBARA McWHIRTER

Staff Corrapoodent
EAS'r. HARTFORD Sup-

porters and .opponents of the,
controversial voucher system
spoke out in eqbal 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 wodld be cut off, leaving
local taxpayers the .burden of
footing the transportation bills.

The .federal government has
promised to support the voucher
plan for five years. Board of
Education Chairman Eleanore
Kepler said the school depart;
melt has been assured that the
voucher plan has the highest
priority even if funds were cut
back.

Opponents also exprewed 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
James Dakin, presidelt of the

East Hartford Education
Association, the teachers'
bargaining group, said teachers

The central parts of the °PP°ne it on the basin of the
voucher proposal are trans- rdrurseltfrocumrr4elcuhcolumi tothscatbonolil.ght

poitation and inclusion of
parochial schoob. A thDakin saat the voucherpproval of id

would that system might be a solution if the
town's school system were inparents could send their
trouble, but it is not, he &aid,children to any school in town

with the busing cost picked up anedthr.inegn should remain as

by the federal government.
Wanda Kay Parker, a teacher,

Inclusion of parochial schools said thevoucher plan might lead
would mean that the town's two to an unhealthy competition
Catholic 'schools, St. among schools, with teachers
Christopher's and St. Rose's, taking a salesman ..approach
would be among the choices of towards their job in effort to
parents. attract top students.

Under the proposed plan, a About HO students now attend
school Would be run by its prin. school out-of-district, but tran-
cipal. teaching staff and parents sportation is provided by their
of children who attend it. Under parents.
such a system some schools Support of the voucher plan
might favor a conventional ame Thursday from those
learning approach while others parents. Support also came
more liberal. from parents wbo send their

Some speakers said they children tO parochial schools.
feared the federal government The Board of Education will
may be using East Hartford to vote on the voucher system

test constitution! church - state Nonday.tach of the plan's five
relationship. parts open enrollment,

At least two groups say they autonomy of schools, informa-
will legally challenge inclusion tke to parents, transportation
of parochial schools in the and parochial and private
voucher system on grounds that
it would violate separation of

schools will be voted on
separately.

church and state. The federal
Justice Department has pledged

And each d the parts will
have separate options of their

to fight the town's legal battle if
that happens.

own, and the board will vote on
,each of these 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
say& -

The school department has
begun distributing broChures
and informational pamplets to
East Hartford's 7,500 families
with children in public schools.

Four school errployes 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 eoncept has already

East .Hartford

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
useil 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 students on a lottery
basis.

A voucher would give in-
dividual students funds for
education at the school ..ins
parents have chosen.

Although the town has an open

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
proposedand rejectedin
several cities across the
country, including Hartford.
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Only the city of Alum Rock
Calif., a suburb of San Jose, ac
tually has a working -voucher
program.

The informational drive is be-
ing conducted by Barbara
Morkan, Barbara Caffegan,
Joanne Levy, and Eileen
Thomas, who will be available
to answer parents' questions
regarding the program.


