Regular Board of Education Meeting
Wednesday, November 16,2011 7:00 PM
Central Services

1. Public Comment
II. Administrative Reports

A. Board Recognition Awards
Rationale: Mr. Heminway will present recognition awards on behalf of the Board of Education.

B. Superintendent's Announcements
Attachments:
Regional Common Calendar 2012-2013 3

Rationale: Mr. Addley will provide district updates.

C. Student Representative Reports
Rationale: Ms. Jennifer Lengvarsky and Mr. Sean Goodridge will report on activities taking place at
the high school.

D. Business Manager's Report
Attachments:
October Statement of Accounts 8

Rationale: Mr. Harry Traver, Business Manager, will discuss the October Statement of Accounts with
the Board.

E. Schools in the Spotlight
Rationale: Mr. Bob Gilbert and students from Kelly Lane Intermediate School will present
information to the Board about their upcoming Blue Ribbon School Celebration Day on November
21,2011.

III. Consent Agenda

A. Minutes
Attachments:
Approved Minutes 10-19-11 14

Rationale: The Board will approve/amend the minutes of the October 19, 2011 Board of Education
meeting.

IV. Old Business

A. Early Childhood Feasibility Study

Attachments:

D&CP Review 18
Early Childhood Feasibility Study PowerPoint 20
Early Childhood Feasibility Study Report June 2011 42
Full-Day Kindergarten CMT Comparisons 97
Summary of Full-Day Kindergarten Exploration 98

Rationale: The Board will discuss the recommendations of the Curriculum Subcommittee to
implement an integrated pre-school program as well as full-day kindergarten.

B. CPPAC
Rationale: The Board will discuss the recent CPPAC submission and the next meeting scheduled for
November 21, 2011.



V. New Business

A. GEA Contract Ratification
Rationale: The Board will ratify the GEA Contract beginning July 1, 2012 through June 30, 2015.

B. Solar Energy Project
Rationale: The Board will discuss approving a contract for the installation of solar panels on the
high school roof as well as a long-term (15-year) energy supply agreement.

C. First Reading of Revised Bullying Policy 5131.911
Attachments:
Draft Revised Bullying Policy 5131.911 99

Rationale: The Curriculum/Policy/Technology/Communication Subcommittee recommends revised
Policy 5131.911, Bullying, to the Board for a first reading.

D. Emergency Days
Rationale: The Board will discuss the amount of emergency days used thus far this year and
potential ways of making them up.

VI. Miscellaneous
A. Board Standing Committee Reports

1. Curriculum/Policy/Technology/Communication
Attachments:
Curriculum Subcommittee Minutes 9-20-11 123

2. Finance/Personnel/Facilities
Attachments:
Finance Subcommittee Minutes 10-19-11 124

. Other Board-Related Reports
. CPPAC

. CREC/CABE

. Granby Education Foundation

. District Efficiency Initiatives

O & W N = W

. Calendar of Events
Attachments:
Calendar of Events 125

D. Board Member Announcements

Attachments:
Hartland BOE Meeting 11-14-11 126
NSBA Conference 128

VII. Executive Session/Non-Meeting



DRAFT
2012-2013

Regional Common Calendar for the Greater Hartford Region
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Important Dates

*First Day of School Aug. 29
Labor Day Sept. 3
Rosh Hashana Sept. 17
(District Option)

Yom Kippur Sept. 26
(District Option)

Columbus Day Oct. 8
*Election Day Nov. 6

(Regional Professional Development, no
school for students)

Veterans Day Nov. 12
(District Option)
Thanksgiving Recess Nov. 22, 23

Holiday Recess Dec. 24-Jan. 1
(Includes Christmas & New Year’s Day)

Three Kings Day Jan. 7

(District Option)
Martin Luther King Day Jan. 21

*Winter Vacation Feb. 18-22
(Includes Presidents’ Day on Feb. 18;
Districts choose number of days)

CMT & CAPT Testing  March
Good Friday Mar. 29
*Spring Vacation Apr. 15-19
Memorial Day May 27

Last Day of School (District Option)
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Red = Commonalities to all districts adopting the Regional Common Calendar.
* = Decisions of the Common Calendar Work Group
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Survey Name: Calendar Adoption Survey Aug 2011
Oct 11, 2011 11:54:16 AM

1. Do you agree in concept with the use of a regional common calendar?

# of Response(s) Response Ratio

Yes 12 92.3%
No 1 7.6%
No Responses 0 0.0%
Total 13 100%

0 Comment(s)

2. Has your Board of Education adopted a school calendar for the 2012-2013 school year?

# of Response(s) Response Ratio

Yes 8 61.5%
No 5 38.4%
No Responses 0 0.0%
Total 13 100%

0 Comment(s)

3. If your district has not yet adopted a calendar for SY 2012-2013, is it your intention to propose
the adoption of the regional common calendar to your Board?

# of Response(s) Response Ratio

Yes 4 30.7%
No 9 69.2%
No Responses 0 0.0%
Total 13 100%

7 Comment(s)

4. If your Board has already approved a 2012-2013 school calendar, would they be willing to
revisit that decision to consider the regional common calendar as an alternative?

# of Response(s) Response Ratio

Yes 1 7.6%
No 4 30.7%
No Responses 8 61.5%
Total 13 100%

5 Comment(s)




5. If your Board will not adopt the regional common calendar for SY 2012-2013, would they be
willing to consider it for the following school year?

# of Response(s) Response Ratio

Yes 6 46.1%
No 3 23.0%
No Responses 4 30.7%

Total 13 100%
2 Comment(s) :

6. If your Board is not willing to adopt a regional common calendar, please tell us why.

# of Response(s) Response Ratio

Qur Board has already adopted a school calendar. 3 37.5%
Qur Board does not want to regionalize, but instead wants to 2 25.0%
Other, please elaborate in the comments section. 1 12.5%
Total 8 100%

4 Comment(s)

7. Are there specific changes that, if incorporated into the regional common calendar,
would increase the chances that your Board will adopt it?

# of Response(s) Response Ratio

Yes 3 23.0%
No 4 30.7%
No Responses 6 46.1%
Total 13 100%

6 Comment(s)
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GRANBY PUBLIC SCi
FY 2010-11 FINANCIA
FOR PERIOD JULY 1,

Original Net Budget Revised
Budget Transfers Budget
Description
Certified Salaries:
Administration 1,573,852 - 1,573,852
Regular Education 9,785,808 - 9,785,808
Special Education 1,285,028 - 1,285,028
Total 12,644,688 - 12,644,688
Substitute/Tutor/Support Salaries
Substitutes 152,000 - 152,000
Sped Support (Speech, O.T. & P.T.) 262,988 - 262,988
Tech Support 180,981 - 180,981
Tutors - Regular Education 157,411 - 157,411
Tutors - Special Education 190,233 - 190,233
Total 943,613 - 943,613
Teaching Assistant Salaries:
Regular Education 456,601 - 456,601
Special Education 910,337 - 910,337
Total 1,366,938 - 1,366,938
School Secretaries' Salaries 555,263 - 555,263
Central Office Salaries 347,764 - 347,764
Custodial & Maintenance Salaries 1,253,595 - 1,253,595
Purchased Services:
Instructional 212,952 - 212,952
Administration 404,049 - 404,049
Maintenance 86,115 - 86,115
Total 703,116 - 703,116
Legal Services 65,000 - 65,000
Repairs & Maintenance:
Instructional 87,050 - 87,050
Administration 8,500 - 8,500
Maintenance 245,710 - 245,710
Total 341,260 - 341,260
Transportation:
Regular Education 783,341 - 783,341
Special Education 383,198 - 383,198
Vocational-Tech 48,125 - 48,125
Total 1,214,664 - 1,214,664



Insurance - Property & Liability

Communications

Tuition:
Vocational
Special Education

Adult Education
Total

Conference & Travel Expense

General Supplies:
Regular Education
Special Education
Administration

Maintenance
Total

Electricity
Fuel

Textbooks/Workbooks
Library/Media Center

Software
Dues & Fees

Replacement Equipment:
Instructional
Administration

Maintenance
Total

New Equipment:
Instructional
Administration
Maintenance

Total
Student Activities

Employee Benefits

Total Budget
calculated page totals:

71,508

90,107

63,936

729,728
9,000

802,664

56,425

287,180
26,300
81,369

142,700

71,508

90,107

63,936

729,728
9,000

537,549

584,044
318,952

170,679
53,330
151,254

38,722

4,000
2,500
4,000

802,664

56,425

287,180
26,300
81,369

142,700

10,500

537,549

584,044
318,952

170,679
53,330
151,254

38,722

4,000
2,500
4,000

575,345

4,086,021

26,983,001

10,500

575,345

4,086,021

26,983,001



GRANBY BOARD OF EDUCATION
FINANCIAL STATEMENT OF ACCOUNTS
FOR PERIOD JULY 1, 2011 - AUGUST 31, 2011
Selected Revenue and Special Education Accounts

FY2011-12 Currently Received
l. Revenue Budget Anticipated To Date
Reg. Tuition from other Towns 706,171 714,000 0
SPED Tuition from other Towns 110,500 110,500 0
SDE Excess Cost Reimbursement 148,364 148,364 0
Rental Fees 75,000 75,000 26,122
Pay for Participation 50,300 50,300 0
Sub Total 1,090,335 1,098,164 26,122

FY2011-12
Il. Expenditures Adj Budget Expended Encumbered
Legal Expense 50,000 0 8,200
Teacher Assistants 910,337 222,527 691,938
Special Education Tutors 190,233 54,460 109,452
Evaluation & Therapy Services 56,180 5,585 11,793
Special Ed Transportation 383,198 43,619 424,455
Tuition - High Schools 525,585 58,821 278,982
Tuition - PreK to Grade 8 204,143 40,146 203,895
Total Tuition 729,728 98,967 482,877

Total Expenditures 2,319,676 425,158 1,728,715



HOOLS
\L STATEMENT OF ACCOUNTS OCTOBER 31, 2011
2011 - OCTOBER 31, 2011

% Encl/
Expended Encumbered Balance Exp

584,231 993,192 (3,571) 100.2%
2,232,588 7,523,220 30,000 99.7%
301,951 983,077 - 100.0%
3,118,770 9,215,281 26,429 99.8%
34,194 - 117,806 22.5%
74,022 188,966 - 100.0%
70,064 110,917 - 100.0%
36,180 113,583 7,648 95.1%
54,460 109,452 26,321 86.2%
268,920 537,535 151,775 83.9%
104,539 333,801 18,261 96.0%
222,527 691,938 (4,128) 100.5%
327,066 1,025,739 14,133 99.0%
162,658 392,605 - 100.0%
116,903 230,861 - 100.0%
438,586 783,427 31,582 97.5%
31,936 98,921 82,095 61.4%
82,363 265,471 56,215 86.1%
20,180 53,563 12,372 85.6%
134,479 417,955 150,682 78.6%
1,790 27,411 35,799 44.9%
17,806 5,064 64,180 26.3%
- - 8,500 0.0%
112,173 93,843 39,694 83.8%
129,979 98,907 112,374 67.1%
164,146 585,148 34,047 95.7%
43,619 424,455 (84,876) 122.1%
7,709 40,416 100.0%

215,474 1,074,969 (50,829) 104.2%



35,410 36,098 - 100.0%
28,858 38,470 22,779 74.7%
- 71,928 (7,992) 112.5%
98,967 482,877 147,884 79.7%
- - 9,000 0.0%
98,967 482,877 148,892 81.5%
19,978 6,217 30,230 46.4%
160,802 55,967 70,411 75.5%
10,105 4,110 12,085 54.0%
15,245 19,032 47,092 42.1%
49,700 32,037 60,963 57.3%
235,852 111,146 190,551 64.6%
119,249 464,795 - 100.0%
3,182 315,770 - 100.0%
77,339 5,244 88,096 48.4%
22,374 5,172 25,784 51.7%
50,998 64,118 36,138 76.1%
33,833 260 4,629 88.0%
- - 4,000 0.0%
- - 2,500 0.0%
2,877 4,731 (3,608) 190.2%
2,877 4,731 2,892 72.5%
- 1,694 (1,694)
1,694 (1,694)
61,133 241,303 272,909 52.6%
963,207 2,555,016 567,798 86.1%
6,667,882 18,137,601 1,860,949 93.1%
6,667,882 17,836,153 1,860,949

301,448



VB$
vs. Frcst

7,829
0
0

0
0

7,829

Balance

41,800
(4,128)
26,321
38,802
(84,876)
187,782
(39,898)

147,884

165,803



Regular Board of Education Meeting — Approved Minutes
October 19, 2011, 7:00 p.m.
Central Services

Attendance Taken at 6:50 p.m.:

Present Board Members:
Cal Heminway

John O'Connor

Edward Ohannessian
Ronald Walther
Rosemarie Weber
Matthew Wutka

Absent Board Members:
Marie Nicholls

Mr. Heminway called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. He stated that the Early Childhood Feasibility Study
Update will be discussed at another meeting and the Board will only receive the recommendations from the
Curriculum Subcommittee this evening.

I. Public Comment
There were no public comments this evening.

Il. Administrative Reports
ILA. Superintendent's Announcements

e  Welcome to teachers for schools in the spotlight

e Thank you for attending the community forum

e  Will continue to meet with members of the community - next group is the clergy

e 4th annual teacher leadership academy began last week - building leaders throughout the district - 24
staff members participating. Conducted by administration on a monthly basis.

e Santi Camarotti, Director of Facilities, will be retiring next Friday - in district 8 years. We wish him much
happiness and health in his retirement. Tom Steinke will be taking over the position on October 31st -
congratulations to Tom.

e Homecoming - thank you to all volunteers for this an enjoyable event for the town.

e  Wells Road harvest fair held inside today.

e  CABE/CAPPS convention is around the corner - Sean will be attending.

e  CABE application submitted for Level Two award.

I1.B. Student Representative Reports
e Last week was spirit week and there was a pep rally on Friday for homecoming weekend
e  Over 500 students attended the homecoming dance
e Field hockey won against Ellington, girls’ soccer also beat Ellington and boys’ soccer tied
e  Cross country has an NCCC on Friday
e  Sophomores and Juniors took the PSATs last Wednesday
e NHS induction ceremony is next Tuesday
e  French and Spanish Honor Society induction next Wednesday
e There will be a badminton tournament on Friday, November 6t
e French exchange students arrived yesterday morning
e The college fair was held yesterday introducing juniors and seniors to available colleges



II.C. Business Manager's Report

Mr. Harry Traver, Business Manager, presented the September statement of accounts and stated that it is a bit
early in the year to be making any calls. Salaries look to be $30K favorable at this time of year. Late update on
current outplacement costs - transportation is $70K over budget and there is a net shortfall of $25K for the year.
The Finance Subcommittee reviewed this statement tonight with no issues.

11.D. Schools in the Spotlight

Mr. Paul Osypuk introduced Ellen Godiksen Drama Club Coach. Abby McMillan spoke about her experiences in
drama at Granby public schools and the opportunities it has given her. Casey Stickel spoke about her experience in
Drama coming from Wells Road to the middle school. Laura Snyder spoke about arts at the high school program.
Ms. Godiksen stated that she has been involved in the drama club for 7 years and that there are many very
talented students in this area.

Il.E. Special Education Programmatic & Academic Performance

Aimee Martin, Director of Pupil Personnel Services, presented the programmatic and academic performance of
special education students. Ms. Martin stated that although there is a slight increase in the percentage of special
education students in Granby, Granby is still considerably low with regard to the state average. Ms. Martin
discussed programmatic data for special education students such as athletic opportunities as well as honors and
AP courses. She also discussed CMT and CAPT data for special education students. She also discussed achievement
gap data comparing Granby students' scores compared to the average state score. The board inquired if the
results are similar with DRG B districts and Ms. Martin stated that, yes, they are. Ms. Martin stated that the CCSS
will help to align special education students to regular education students. Granby is developing a culture for
special education students that "yes they can". Mr. Addley stated that Granby is on a journey tracking this data
and the continuous issue is how do you make an already high-performing school system better and that is to make
ALL students succeed.

IL.F. Program & Academic Performance by Residence

Ms. Diane Dugas, Director of Curriculum, Teaching & Learning, presented the Programmatic and Academic
Performance by residence which highlights students from Hartford and Hartland. Ms. Dugas stated that they are
looking to expand the programmatic data across the board; however, after-school programs (clubs) are difficult to
track. The board inquired about discipline referrals between the towns and Ms. Dugas stated that although the
samples vary significantly due to a small amount of Hartford vs. Hartland students and also Granby students,
students are receiving the same types of referrals: cutting class, inappropriate behavior and cell phone violations.
Ms. Dugas stated that our data is not disaggregated by the state as we do not have more than 40 students in one
group per NCLB state reporting requirements so we do not have to report this data, yet it is helpful to our district
to analyze it. CMT, CAPT data and SAT scores for both Hartford and Hartland students were also shared with the
Board as well as GPA averages, graduation data, college data, etc. Ms. Dugas stated that Granby will continue its
efforts to embrace Hartford and Hartland students in the full life of the Granby learning community. Mr. Addley
asked the Board if this information is helpful to them. The Board stated that, yes, it is; however, past years’ data
would be helpful.

lll. Consent Agenda

llLA. Minutes

A motion was made by John O’Connor and seconded by Ed Ohannessian to adopt the consent agenda (one
abstention Matt Wutka. This Motion passed unanimously at 8:12 p.m.

IV. Old Business

IV.A. Early Childhood Feasibility Study Update

The Curriculum Subcommittee held a special meeting on September 20t to discuss recommendations for the early
childhood feasibility study. The subcommittee came up with two recommendations: 1) recommendation that the
Board proceed with the integrated pre-school program for the 2012-2013 school year and 2) recommendation
instituting full-day kindergarten at the earliest opportunity.



With regard to integrated pre-school, it was felt by the subcommittee that there would be a more efficient and
higher quality education for special education students. With regard to the full-day kindergarten program, there
was much more discussion among committee members. There was overwhelming support by administrators and
the school community. The new common core standards tilted the discussion. The subcommittee understands
there is a considerable cost to the district. The Board stated that the program was found to be a valuable program;
however, the cost and implementation would be a challenge.

Mr. Addley inquired if the Board needs any further information before the next meeting. The Board said it would
be helpful as to the fiscal feasibility with regard to the cost of the kindergarten program. The cost of the program
is $317K. Mr. Addley stated that D&CP reviewed both programs and provided feedback. The Board stated that
their view of the program as well as costs would be valuable. The Board inquired about test scores between
districts that have full-day vs. half-day programs. This was discussed at the subcommittee as our students
currently do well with a half-day program; however, it was felt that with the new common core standards, there
would not be enough time in the half-day program. The board inquired about Hartland and if they are considering
a full-day program, as well as, how good or bad 55% of the students reaching benchmark are in Kindergarten.

IV.B. CPPAC
This discussion was deferred to the next board meeting.

V. New Business

V.A. Spanish After-School Program

Ms. Valorie Hollister and Ms. Danielle Sandridge presented an after-school Spanish program which is run by the
Parks and Recreation Department. Mr. Addley stated that Valorie and Danielle have been a delight to work with
and support world languages at the elementary level. Spanish Classes were offered immediately following the
school day at all three elementary schools. GEF has awarded a grant to the program to help defer start-up costs.
The classes at Kelly Lane filled up immediately last year and are now addressing students K-6 with all classes full.
Two teachers at the high school help to teach classes. They are currently looking for more teachers and expect
that classes will be full again in the winter and spring. Valorie thanked the board for including world languages in
their budget discussions and how world languages fits into the mission and vision of having all students become
21st century learners. They asked what they can do to help the board move in the direction of implementing
world languages at the elementary level. The Board suggested that parents and students should be speaking to
board of finance, selectmen, education about the program. The board acknowledged that they have gained
momentum and if the board could support this down the road that would be great. Ms. Sandridge concluded by
saying that in the last 6-8 months, she has heard much discussion in the community about moving toward
accepting world language into the budget.

V.B. Superintendent Goals
Mr. Addley presented his goals for the 2011-2012 school year and stated that they align to his evaluation and
highlighted a few of the important goals in each category.

VI. Miscellaneous

VI.A. Board Standing Committee Reports

VI.A.1. Curriculum/Policy/Technology/Communication
This committee has not met.

VI.A.2. Finance/Personnel/Facilities

This committee met this evening. There was a recommendation for utility generation contracts - twice a year
contest paid out in Jan and May and the Board will finance a social event such as ice cream or pizza for the
students for which school has the highest percentage of efficiency. The Board is looking to save 5% additional to
the current savings. A motion was made by Matt Wutka and seconded by Ed Ohannessian to finance a social event
at one school twice a year to whatever school has the highest percentage of efficiency savings. This Motion passed



unanimously at 9:10 p.m. The subcommittee also discussed CPPAC; roofing update - $24K cost to continue vinyl
siding and should fix but will not know until spring; also discussed leak in art room in Building 1 - spending only $7K
vs. $47K at this time; Kelly Lane will allocate $2K for the blue ribbon celebration. A Motion was made by Matt
Wautka and seconded by Ed Ohannessian to allocate $2,000 for the Kelly Lane Blue Ribbon celebration. This
Motion passed unanimously at 9:12 p.m.

VI.B. Other Board-Related Reports
VI.B.1. CPPAC
This committee will meet on November 9th.

VI.B.2. CREC/CABE

CREC Council met today. There was much disc about regionalization of activities that would save money and that if
local districts take initiative there would be less pressure from the legislature, i.e., common school calendar and
efficiency of bus transportation. This calendar will be distributed to the Board for their consideration.

VI.B.3. Granby Education Foundation
The GEF met on Monday but Messrs. Addley and Heminway did not attend due to negotiations.

VI.B.4. Energy-Saving Initiatives
Mr. Traver reported that he handed out 12 business cards to various vendors at the recent CCM Conference and
has heard from two but one vendor is coming to visit to discuss solar photovoltaic cells.

VI.C. Calendar of Events
The calendar of events is as presented.

VI.D. Board Member Announcements
There were no board member announcements.

VII. Executive Session/Non-Meeting

Mr. Heminway entertained a motion that the Board adjourn the regular meeting and enter into a brief Executive
Session to discuss a student discipline matter and then into a non-meeting to discuss negotiations. A motion was
made by Matt Wutka and seconded by John O’Connor to adjourn the regular meeting. This Motion passed
unanimously at 9:18 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Linda Powell
Board Recorder
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Alan Addley
Superintendent

Granby Public Schools
15-B North Granby Road
Granby, CT 06035

November 4, 2011
Dear Alan,

At your request, District and Community Partners (DCP) reviewed the Early Childhood Feasibility
Report dated June 2011 for the Granby Public Schools. This review was provided at no additional cost
to the district. The report covered two topics, integrated preschool and full day kindergarten; as such we
have organized our comments in the same two categories.

Integrated Preschool
The committee conducted a very thorough study including a review of the relevant literature, extensive
interviewing of key stakeholders, site visits and financial modeling.

The study concludes that an integrated preschool would serve children well, both with and without
special needs. It also concluded that it will fill a community need while not increasing costs to the
district. In short, this 1s a win-win-win opportunity.

Based on the study and experience of like communities, we concur that having an integrated preschool
is a sensible decision for the district.

If the district embarks on this plan, we share three lessons learned from like communities:

1. Develop clear leadership roles and responsibilities

An integrated preschool is by its nature a joint venture between special education and general
education. This can lead to leadership ambiguity, which undermines the effective running of a program.
For example, the building principal may have responsibility for day to day operations and the Director
of Pupil Services may be responsible for specialized program content. Clearly delineating the tasks of
hiring, supervising, recruiting non-disable peers and budget management is essential.

2. Minimize preschool only staff
Since the program is relatively small, potential diseconomies of scale can exist. If support staff serve
both the preschool and K-2 students seamlessly, staffing efficiencies can be achieved.

3. Link tuition to the local market
The question of what tuition to charge is always vexing, and the hesitation to raise tuition over time can
significantly impact the program’s budget. Some districts have set their tuition based on an average of
similar local tuitions and matched their annual increases. Tuition is typically adjusted for length of the
program.

Distric
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Full dav kindergarten

The study group also conducted a very thorough review of the benefits of the district providing full day
kindergarten. Like its counterpart, the full day kindergarten committee reviewed relevant resources,
surveyed key stakeholders, visited similar programs and created a financial model. The committee
concluded unanimously that full day kindergarten is better than half day kindergarten and that the
district should offer full day programming.

Our review of the report and research suggest a more nuanced conclusion.

On the question of whether full day kindergarten is better than half day, we agree 100%. As standards
have increased, there is more content and greater learning expectations in the kindergarten curriculum.
The comments of the current teachers and the DRA II results confirm this point. The academic research
is clear that struggling students and students of poverty seem to have lasting gains from full day
kindergarten. The long term benefits for other children is less definitive.

The financial analysis, however, assumes that saving of $247,343 from reducing three primary grade
classrooms offset the added cost of extending kindergarten. This implies that the district couldn’t or
wouldn’t reduce first and second grade sections based on declining enrollment unless kindergarten is
extended to full day. The two decisions can be made independently, so the savings aren’t strictly an
offset.

The committee answered the question, “Is full day kindergarten good?” and the answer is certainly
“yes”. The additional question, “Is full day kindergarten the best use of $300,000 for helping the
children of Granby?” wasn’t addressed. As the district faces declining enrollment and declining state
and federal support, the issues of sustainability and crowding out both move to the fore. Can the district
afford this new expense in the years to come and what won’t the district be able to afford in the future?

Some districts have addressed the financing concerns by charging for the extended portion or providing
extended kindergarten just to struggling students (with and without an IEP).

There is no obvious “right” answer. Like much in education, it is a tradeoff based on limited resources.
If funds are available for this and other needed supports, full day is better than half day.

I hope you find these reflections helpful. Please call if you would like to discuss the matter further.

Sincerely,

Nathan Levenson
Managing Director

Dhstrict and Community Partners
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Early Childhood
Feasibility Study

Presented by Early Childhood Feasibility
Committee Members

Eileen F. Swan, parent
Amy Lupoli, parent 7
Alisa Ruggiero, Speech and Language Pathologist




Goal of the Study

To study the feasibility of an
integrated preschool and full day
kindergarten program for Granby
Public Schools
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Program Descr'lp'rlon

Integrated Preschool

An integrated preschool
is a public preschool
learning opportunity
servicing special needs |
students integrated
with non-disabled peer
role models in a 50/50
enrollment model




Program Description

7 = Full Day Kindergarten

= A full day kindergarten
experience is defined
as one that meets for
a full day to provide
adequate time to
educate the whole
child socidlly,
emotionally and
academically




Process of the Study

+ Two sub committees, integrated preschool and
kindergarten

- Committee composition included: BOE,
administrators, teachers, support staff, parents
and community members

A year long review of research, survey of families,
interviewing of staff, program visitations

Monthly meetings of committee

Synthesis of findings, analysis of short and long
term district impact, recommendations and
alternatives for consideration




Synthesis of Findings:
Integrated Preschool

* Research Results
- Teacher quality
- Curriculum, instruction and assessment
- Alighment with Kindergarten expectations
- Building administrative support

- Benefits both special needs and non-disabled
peers

- Integration of related service staff
- Tuition based for peers




Synthesis of Findings:
Integrated Preschool

Visitations

- Avon, East Granby, Simsbury visitations

- Taught by certified special education teachers
- Integration of related service staff

- Range from 3-5 day programs, 2.5 hour sessions

- Time provided for team collaboration, PPT's, Child Find and
evaluations

- Tuition based for non-disabled peers
- Use of CT Preschool Curriculum and Assessment Frameworks

- Combination of 3 and 4 year olds serviced separately or in
multi-aged classes




Synthesis of Findings:
Integrated Preschool

» Survey and Interview Results

- 91% of respondents would consider a Granby
public preschool program

- Majority would opt for a five day program
- Tuition range $1000 - $3000 per year

- Curriculum variance offered by private
preschool options

- Increased public school servicing to private
preschools

- Space limitations for servicing




Integrated Preschool
Sub-Committee
Recommendation

2012-2013 Implement a multi-
aged 3 and 4 year old
integrated preschool program

One A.M. and one P.M. session,
2.5 hours per session, 4 days
per week

Day 5 TEAM Day
Maximum class size 15

Tuition $1500 per year




Integrated Preschool
Sub-Committee
Recommendation

Staffing

1 dual certified
teacher

» Support staff

. 4 Location: Kearns




FTE Current FTE Proposed st
Program Program Difference
(FY 2012-2013) {(FY Hil2-13) (FY 2012-2013)
Expenses
Tuatiom f35 0H| 0 (533.9E1)
Wintombury Magmet S04 66 o4 661 i
SETVICEE
Transportaton §32.104 $32.104 0
Staffing (Salary and Benafits)
Chuxal Certified Taacher E89 91R 1.0 EE0 OB i
Paraprofessionals 1.6 $24.500 20 R34GRE 3017
Spesch/Language b4 £40 T10 .4 £40 T10 ik
Cicoupational Therapast i1 £ a5 0] B 2,205 i
Physical Theragist Q1 £ 9,124 0] £ 9124 iy
Cumcuhmm P £ 3000 5 o 00 3 3.000%
Fumature b 0 $12.000 $12.000*
Supplias £ 2500 E10.000 3 7.500%
Ecpuipmend
Flaygroamsd 0 B10,040 10,000
Fencing i £ 3 R4R £ 3 8R48"
Labor i b il 0
Facilities il £ BS500 5 BS00*
Subtotal 5308 802 5329 H4E 521046
Bevenue (5 _30.000) (330000
Total net cost L3308 E0O2 £200 B48 (% 8954)
*Start-ugp cost incheded above (L4 B48)
Craigroing Annual Ciosd (553.802)
*Met Savings




Integrated Preschool
Program Evaluation
» Develop and monitor Preschool

benchmarks

» Analysis of student participation
rates and waiting lists

* Analysis of qualitative program
feedback
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Synthesis of Findings:

Full Day Kindergarten

+ Research Results

Greater reading and Math gains than half day programs

Academically advantageous for at risk and low income
children

Earlier identification of learning needs, lower
remediation rates

Fewer behavioral problems, higher attendance rates
Increased social/emotional development

Increased teacher time one-on-one and in small group
Instruction




Synthesis of Findings:
Full Day Kindergarten

» Survey and Interview Results

- Approxima’relY 80% of respondents would
consider a full day kindergarten program

- Over one quarter of respondent comments
spoke in favor of full day kindergarten

- Staff interviews identified instructional time,
balance and student progress as concerns with
the current half day structure in light of
increased standards and expectations




Synthesis of Findings:
Full Day Kindergarten

- Visitations
- West Hartford and Windsor Locks visitations

- Increased academic gains in reading and math
district benchmarks

- Increased stamina for academics

- Ability to effectively teach all content areas
- Ability to address the whole child

- Increased parental relationships




Recommendation

2012-2013 Implement
Full Day Kindergarten
program for all

7 classrooms/7 full day
sessions

Class size 16




Recommendation

-

Staffing
+ 7 certified teachers
» 7 Teaching Assistants

Location: Kearns



Full Day Kindergarten Cosl Analysis

Fy 2012-2013

FY 2012-2013

FY 2012-2013

FTE Current FTE Proposed Cost Difference
Program Program

Expenses
Transportation 5 30.000 5 1] (% 30.000)
Stafling (Salary and benefits)

Teachers 3.5 $297,775 70 8545118 $247.343

Teaching Assistants 1.5 » 36,888 7.0  §5143,687 ® 56,799
Curriculum/PD p3 0 5 5,000 % 5000
Furniture > 0 5 0 0
Supplies

Annual (ongomg est.) 5 X750 % 17,500 5 2750

One time (maternials) b { S 30,000 5 30,000
Equipment > 0 5 0 5 0
Facilities 3 0 5 0 b 0
Total net cost »423.413 5741305 $317.892
Start up cost included above (% 35.000)
Ungoing annual cost $282,892
Reallocation due to reduction of classrooms (5247.343)
Net annual budget impact $ 35549




Kindergarten
Implementation Alternatives

+ Recommendation - Full Day Kindergarten for all
beginning 2012-2013

* Alternative - Partial Implementation of Full Day K
in 2012-2013 followed by rolling implementation
of classes until all classes are full day .

2012-2013 Add 1.5 Teachers and TA's
(3 full day and 4 half day sessions)

2013-2014 Add 1.0 Teacher and TA

(4 full day and 4 half day sessions)

2014-2015 Add 1.0 Teacher and TA
(7 full day sessions)




Full Day Kindergarten
Program Evaluation

* Monitoring and Analysis of
Kindergarten benchmark assessment
results

* Monitoring and analysis of student
intervention data

» Analysis of qualitative program
feedback
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"There is always one moment in
childhood when the door opens
and lets the future in”

- Graham Greene
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Questions
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Early Childhood Feasibility Report

I. Introduction

Goal

The Granby Public Schools Early Childhood Feasibility Study was commissioned by the Board
of Education to study the feasibility of an integrated pre-school and a full-day kindergarten

program to provide programmatic recommendations.

Program Descriptions:

An integrated preschool is defined as a peer learning opportunity by which students with special
needs are integrated with non-disabled peer role models in a 50/50 ratio of enrollment.

A full day kindergarten experience is defined as one that meets for a regular full-day school
schedule so as to provide adequate time to educate the whole child socially, emotionally and

academically.

Process

In September 2010 the Board of Education commissioned an Early Childhood Feasibility Study
incorporating two sub committees, an integrated preschool study group and a full day
kindergarten study group. Each study group was comprised of representation from a variety of
stakeholder groups, including: Granby Board of Education, administrators, teachers, support
staff, parents and the greater community. The Early Childhood Feasibility Study was co-chaired
by Diane Dugas, Director of Curriculum, Teaching and Learning who oversaw the work of the
full-day kindergarten study group, and Aimee Martin, Director of Pupil Services, who oversaw
the integrated preschool study group. Membership included the following people:

Early Childhood Feasibility Committee Members

Integrated Preschool Study Group Members

Aimee Martin, Director Pupil Services

John O’Connor, BOE
Kim Dessert, Keamns Principal
Linda Marshall, Preschooel Spec. Ed. Teacher

Beth Spellman, Kindergarten Teacher

Alisa Ruggiero, Speech and Language
Danielle Helt, Parent
Kristine Roy, Parent

Sheri Litchfield, Granby Farly Childbood

Full Day Kindergarten Study Group Members

Diane Dugas, Director of Curriculum
Deb Torgersen, BOE
Anna Forlenza-Bailey, Wells Principal
Michael Dunn, K-12 Lang. Arts Supervisor
Betsy Wilken, Kindergarten Teacher
Kathi Kortis, First Grade Teacher
Fran Frigon, Occupational Therapist
Sarah Thrall, Parent
Eileen Swan, Parent
Amy Lupoli, Parent
Heather Coxon, Parent
Jacqui Maxon, Apple Tree
Patrick Joy, Apple Tree




11. Integrated Preschool Report

Svnthesis of Findings: Integrated Preschool

The Integrated Preschool sub-committee engaged in an examination of research, site visitations,
and a survey of community members and staff. Following is a summary of the sub-committee’s
findings.

Research Review

Among the first steps the committee took to explore the topic of an integrated preschool was to
research, read and review literature relevant from the field to explore the effects these programs
have on the academic achievement and social development of students. Providing public
preschool learning opportunities is gaining national attention and federal support, and the
majority of towns within our District Reference Group (DRG) support integrated preschool
programs. Research is rich in the benefits of universal preschool, educating all versus a select
view, and most of the research the committee found focused on this concept.

Of the various factors cited as critical to a successful program, teacher quality ranks among the
top. The level of education a teacher has attained, such as a Bachelors’ degree with early
childhood certification, significantly influences student achievement. Curriculum and instruction
designed to motivate children to learn independently, as well as instruction focused on language
skills, early literacy, math and health/nutrition, are also critical. Curriculum should be aligned
with the K-3 grades and focus on the whole child in a safe, supportive and engaging learning
environment. Assessment should be integrated with the curriculum to measure student growth
and continuously evaluate the program. According to the research, this is best achieved through
an effective and active administration, part of which, at least, is on site.

One of the jobs of the administration of the program is to stimulate parent involvement, also
cited as key to a program’s success. Outreach to parents in the community, creating opportunities
for parent involvement and forging parent/teacher partnerships are all critical components of this
work.

Much of the literature also identifies specific benefits of integrated preschool programs. For
students with special needs, an integrated program provides greater opportunity to engage in
higher level play, make significant gains in language and cognition, and develop better peer
relationships with more appropriate social interactions. There is evidence that gains in
intellectual, social and language skills are long-term.

Several advantages are also noted for the model peers in the program. In addition to improved
communication with students with special needs, peer models tend to become more supportive
and develop warm and caring friendships. They develop a sense of personal principles and an
improved self-concept. Research also negates an unfounded common fear that students with
disabilities in the classroom take away teacher attention from the other children. It is important to
note that there is no detriment in developmental outcomes for peers in mtegrated programs
versus children in non-integrated programs



Survey and Interview Results

In order to gather data and determine the community’s level of interest and feasibility in offering
an integrated preschool within the Granby Public Schools, the committee contracted with the
Capital Region Education Council (CREC) to assist in the development, administration and
analysis of a family survey. The survey was given out to and completed by Kearns families,
grades K — 2, as they were considered to have the closest experiences with early childhood.
Over 50% of families responded, an exceptionally high return rate for such a survey. Currently,
most Granby parents (65%) who enroll their children in private preschools (versus in-home
experiences) choose one of the five private preschool programs in town, while others choose a
preschool/daycare provider in another town (perhaps to be closer to their employer). Special
Education students with Individual Education Programs are currently provided (itinerant)
services at Kearns and their local preschool by Granby related services staff. In addition, a
special education teacher provides programming to the preschools and identified students with
potential disabilities. Due to the fact that one teacher cannot provide services to all five
preschools simultaneously, paraprofessionals implement much of the programming.

While most respondents expressed satisfaction with their preschool experience, 91% of
respondents also indicated that they would consider a Granby public preschool option if offered.
The majority of parents chose a program consisting of 5 days per week and more than 75% were
willing to pay $1000.00 per year fee, most willing to spend from $1000.00 - $3000.00 per year.

In addition to the survey, current Granby Public School staff mecluding: kindergarten teachers,
paraprofessionals, preschool staff (special education teacher, speech and language therapist),
district-wide occupational therapist, physical therapist and the primary school principal were
interviewed by a CREC Consultant. The results indicated considerable variance in the
curriculum offered by the private program options. It was identified that staff resources spread
across five town programs require travel time that decreases from service time. In addition, their
has been an increase in the level of special services required. When a student requires one to one
instruction it can be difficult to service a child in the private sector due to imited space. Granby
professionals believe a Granby Public School program would provide an easier transition for
children moving into Kindergarten, which is consistent with the research.

Preschool Visitations

During the winter months members of the preschool sub-committee conducted site visits to
observe three public preschool programs in: Avon, East Granby and Simsbury all of which are
housed in elementary schools. The committee members participating in the visits found that the
integrated preschool classrooms were taught by certified special education teachers with
integration of related service staff: Occupational Therapist, Physical Therapist, Speech and
Language Pathologist including teaching assistants as needed. Time is allotted during the week
for collaboration among team members for planning to meet the student’s needs. Time is also
provided for PPTs, Child Find obligations (the search for and identification of new students with
special needs as federally mandated) and evaluations. In all programs the families of peer



models paid for the preschool program. In addition to collecting tuition data from the programs
visited, all districts within Granby’s District Reference Group (DR@G) and our Farmington Valley
Director’s consortium were queried regarding their preschoo! programs. Sixteen of the surveyed
towns provided some data, and several provided specific information relative to tuition. Three
districts (Newtown, Plainville and Windsor Locks) do not charge tuition to any students, and
therefore, are not included in the computed average. The average tuition cost of a 4 day program
is $1679.00. Tuitions vary in range as follows:

District Reference Group 4 day Farmington Valley Directors 4 day
Consortium

Madison (3 day) $2,400 East Granby (3 day) $1.,150

Monroe $1,700 Canton $1,000

Simsbury $2,884 Southington $1,340

Avon $1,120 Region 10 $1,440

Trumbull $2,270

Fairfield Sliding Scale

The cost of a four-day program at private preschools in Granby ranges from $1950.00 (three-day
option only) to $6600.00 per year.

All of the programs visited utilize research based curriculum which is aligned to the CT
Preschool Curriculum Frameworks and CT Preschool Assessment. Two out of the three
programs were integrated into the wider school community. As such, the student’s day allowed
for physical education, music, library and art through support from district resources. This may
be an area for further inquiry in relation to Granby’s programming needs.

While the staff at each of the schools recognized the optimum ratio for these classrooms as
50:50, (children with disabilities to peer models), the challenge all programs noted was that
populations change throughout the school year, often shifting the balance towards the special
education population. This is due to Child Find results, children who receive Birth to Three
services (a detection of services federally mandated) entering throughout the school year. The
length of these programs is typically 2.5 hours per session, with an extended day/full day option
contingent upon the significance of the child’s needs. The programs varied by town. Two
offered two separate sessions: a 3 year old session and 4 year old session and one offered only a
multi-age session of 3 and 4 year olds together. Programs vary each year based on the student
population and the specific needs of the 3 and 4 year olds identified at that time. Similar trends
were noted in the towns queried within Granby’s district reference group.




Integrated Preschool Recommendations (including district considerations)

A high quality early childhood experience, a continuum of learning from PreK-grade 3, is a
commeon approach to teaching and learning which allows young children to acquire the benefits
of coordinated, high quality early education through the age of 8. A PreK-3 early childhood
experience provides instructional consistency within grades, curriculum alignment between
orades, and high quality classroom instruction that ultimately shows evidence of decreasing
learning fade-out in later years.

Having considered the professional research, opinions shared by current primary school parents,
and the observations and summations of other public preschools, the committee unanimously
recommends the implementation of such programming for Granby’s preschool population. While
many programming options exist, the committee has outlined a program it feels best suits our
current population and the needs of Granby’s students with disabilities. Consideration has also
been given to how any such program would potentially impact the implementation of full day
Kindergarten.

It is recommended that three and four year olds be taught within the same classroom, as this has
been noted to be advantageous to student success while at the same time allows us to maximize
use of space. Two sessions of integrated preschool are recommended, a morning and an
afternoon. Having two sessions will enable the district to maintain a lower than 50:50 ratio,
thereby accommodating potential students with disabilities as they transfer in from Birth to 3
service, or are identified via Child Find through community preschools. Two sessions will also
allow us to service students on the Autism spectrum with a full day program, an option endorsed
by the State Department of Education for students who are significantly impacted by this
disability.

Each session would be two and one-half hours, four days per week. The fifth day of the week
would be dedicated to Planning and Placement Team Meetings, Child Find obligations and
teacher planning and collaboration. Tuition for non-disabled peer models would be $1500.00 per
school year. The cost of tuition for students with special needs would be absorbed by the Granby
Public Schools. Non-disabled candidates would be selected from a screening process, to identify
appropriate peers, conducted by certified staff each spring. A lottery would be held to select from
the final pool of appropriate peers. The maximum class size recommended is fifteen students.
Currently Granby services five students with full Individualized Education Programs in town,
while two additional students are serviced at Wintonbury Early Childhood Magnet School. Our
district numbers fluctuate throughout the school year; currently in the 2010-2011FY we have
nine local preschoolers and three Wintonbury preschoolers. The 2008-2011,four year trend, of
preschool students requiring special needs programming yields an average of eleven students.
We anticipate class sizes of ten non-disabled peer models and approximately five special needs
students.

In planning for curriculum, national common core standards are currently being developed for
preschool programs and it is expected that they will be ready for implementation in 2014. Given
this timeline, the district will need to develop a curriculum based on the current Connecticut
framework for preschools, which will require professional development and time for the actual



creation of the curriculum. Preschool staff would be incorporated into existing curriculum
committees and supported by professional consultants as necessary.

We recommend that the preschool program be housed in the current shared related service room
at Kearns Primary School. This room has a sink and an attached lavatory, both noted as essential
by staff of visited preschools. The related service staff space would be relocated to a shared
resource space.

The preschool program will be staffed by a dual certified (special education/regular education)
teacher. Granby currently employs one dual certified, full-time special education preschool
teacher, who services special needs students across the five community pre-schools. In
implementing a district preschool program this teacher would now service our children in the
public preschool program. To accommodate adequate programming support paraprofessional
staffing would be increased from 1.6 FTE’s to 2.0 FTE’s. The district employs a full-time
Occupational Therapist and a full-time Physical Therapist each who spend 10% of their service
time with preschoolers. A Speech and Language Therapist is employed part-time to service only
preschool students. These positions will remain the same. A comparison of the cost of current
programming, versus what the committee recommends is presented below.

Preschool Implementation Recommendation

Integrated Preschool

Recommendation
Timeline One (1) classroom,
for implementation AM and PM sessions

Begin FY 2012-2013

Staffing 1 Teacher,2 Para-Professionals

Maintain OT/PT/SPL staff

Facilities 1 classroom, Kearns {current OT/PT space)
(Renovations summer 2012}

Playground Equipment

Curriculum and PD Develop preschool curriculum/assessment
FY 2011-2012 and Summer 2012

Budget $299,848

Predicted Net Savings
Year one $8,954
Annual ongoing net savings $53,802




FTE Current FTE  Proposed Cost
Model Model Difference
(FY2012-2013) (FY2012-13)  (FY 2012-13)
Expenses:
Tuition $33,981 0 ($33,981)
Wintonbury Magnet $64,661 $64,661 0
Services
Transportation $32,104 $32,104 0
Staffing (Salary and Benefits)
Dual Certified Teacher $89,918 1.0 $89,918 0
Paraprofessionals 1.6 $24.509 2.0 $34,688 $10,179
Speech/Language 0.4 $40,710 04 $40,710 0
Occupational Therapist 0.1 $ 8295 0.1 $ 8,295 0
Physical Therapist 0.1 $ 9,124 0.1 $ 9,124 0
Curriculum/PD $ 3,000 $ 6,000 $ 3,000*
Furniture $ 0 $12,000 $12,000*
Supplies $ 2,500 $10,000 $ 7.500%
Equipment
Playground 0 $10,000 $10,000*
Fencing 0 $ 3,848 $ 3,848*
Labor 0 $ 0 0
Facilities 0 $ 8500 $ 8.500*
Subtotal $308,802 $329,848 $21,046
Revenue ($ 30.000) ($30.000)
Total net cost $308,802 $299.848 ($ 8,954)
*Start-up cost included above ($44.848)
Ongoing Annual Cost ($53,802)

Alternative Preschool Options and Implementation (Timeline, personnel, space,
curriculum/PD, budget)

The Early Childhood Feasibility Committee did consider alternatives to our recommendation;
however, the committee feels that the current recommendation stands as the best scenario for
Granby at this point in time. To offer less than two classes could potentially increase the number
of identified students in comparison to their non-disabled peers, deviating from the purpose of
integration. Conversely, to suggest more than one classroom, is not supported by longitudinal
enrollment trends of 10-11 students. It is possible that as the integrated preschool becomes a
known entity, more parents may be inclined to seek out the public preschool option. Another
unknown consideration at this time 1s the impact of Wintonbury Early Childhood Magnet School
on enrollment as it has not been in existence long enough to project enrollment trends. One
advantage Wintonbury does offer is an extended daycare option within their preschool facility.
The timeline for implementation, staffing considerations, facilities, curriculum, professional
development and budget are summarized below.



Integrated Preschool Evaluation Process

As we look at the necessary continuum of learning a strong early childhood program provides,
we will develop an aligned Pre-k—3 program of curriculum, instruction and assessment. To
evaluate the success of the integrated preschool, preschool benchmarks will be developed and
monitored according to state recommended guidelines. Student participation rates and waiting
lists will inform program need. Qualitative feedback on the program will be elicited from
participants and staff after the first year of program implementation providing information that
can be compared to our initial survey results. In addition a cost savings analysis will be
conducted.
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B. Synthesis of Findings: Full Day Kindergarten

The full-day kindergarten sub-committee engaged in an examination of research, site visitations,
and a survey of community members and staff. Following is a summary of the sub-committee’s
findings.

Research Review

The committee conducted an examination of the current research on the benefits of full versus
half-day kindergarten programs to explore what, if any, effects attending full-day kindergarten
had on the academic achievement and social development of students. The research clearly
revealed that children who attend full-day kindergarten made greater gains during the academic
year in both reading and math than those who attended a half day program. Furthermore, at-risk
and low income students who received full-day kindergarten made significantly greater progress
than comparable children in half-day kindergarten with a correlated reduction in grade retention,
special education placement, and drop-out rates, and an earlier identification of learning
disabilities. In addition, the research indicated that students who attended full day kindergarten
experience fewer behavioral problems, lower remediation rates, higher attendance rates and
increased social and emotional development after attending full-day kindergarten. Moreover, the
research showed that the benefits of a full day program were not limited to the impact on
students alone, but also revealed a positive impact on teachers including, but not limited to,
increased time spent with students individually and in small groups to assess and provide
individualized instruction based on student needs, and increased opportunities to communicate
with parents thereby enhancing crucial parental involvement. While some research suggested
that the acceleration of gains realized during the year may fade by higher grades, the
predominant theme in the wide array of educational research the committee studied is that full-
day programs have shown clear benefits over half-day programs, and that full-day kindergarten
does not, as some are concerned, lead to potential burnout in children. With fewer special
education referrals, fewer remedial needs, improved quality of assessments as a result of increase
of time spent with students and a more positive behavioral experience for students overall, the
research presents a strong case for the implementation of full-day kindergarten programs.
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Kindergarten Visitations

Members of the committee engaged in site visits to observe the operation of full-day
kindergarten classes in Windsor Locks (North Street School) and West Hartford (Wolcott
School). Within the twenty-one districts in our District Reference Group there are three districts
with full day kindergarten programs, six with extended kindergarten and the remaining half day
programs. Teachers and administrators at both visits stressed the overwhelming support in the
community for full-day kindergarten, citing significant increases in student readiness for first
grade, establishment of community norms in the classroom, increased stamina for academic
work and independent reading, and decreased retention. Teachers and administrators in Windsor
Locks cited drastic academic gains in their kindergarten students who reach district benchmarks
in reading. These educators stated that 90% of their students are now leaving kindergarten
reading at grade level expectations of Developmental Reading Assessment 1I (DRA 1) whereas
only 50% of students used to reach this level by the end of a half day kindergarten program. The
extra time in a full day kindergarten program also affords teachers the ability to effectively
implement the workshop model of instruction, wherein students are exposed to increased time
engaged with authentic learning experiences. Teachers also shared they were able to build richer
relationships with students and their parents by being able to focus on one classroom instead of
two. Teachers in both schools were unanimous in their value to work only in a district that offers
full day learning experiences. From a district perspective the cost savings of the mid day bus run
was also identitied as a positive factor.

Survey and Interview Results

In order to assess the level of community support, the committee contracted with the CREC to
assist in the development, administration and analysis of a survey of primary school aged
families. This included all of Kearns families as they were viewed as having the closest
experiences to reflect upon. Over 50% of families responded, an exceptionally high return rate
for such a survey. Of those who responded, 47% indicated having lived in Granby for more than
eight years, sugpesting a stable survey population. The results of the survey suggest that while
92% of respondents reported being satisfied with their child’s kindergarten experience, 80%
would consider a full day kindergarten program for their children. The survey also provided
respondents with an opportunity to include a narrative comment. Of those who chose to write a
comment over one quarter of the total number of comments spoke in support of full day
kindergarten, providing evidence of the level of commitment for full day kindergarten. Both the
Likert scale and narrative portions of the survey demonstrate that a majority of respondents
support the initiation of a full day kindergarten program.

To complement the family survey, existing F.M Kearns staff were interviewed by an
independent consultant from CREC, and as with the family survey, these staff interviews
demonstrate significant support for the implementation of full day Kindergarten.

Kindergarten staff identified concerns regarding time, balance, and progress in the current half
day kindergarten program. The staff respondents currently feel rushed to meet the demands of a
standards based curriculum and the individual needs of the students, while balancing the
structured academics with developmentally appropriate nurturing of creative expression and
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play. Moreover, the Connecticut State Department of Education reading benchmark for students
exiting kindergarten is a Developmental Reading Assessment IT (DRAII) score of 4. The
teachers interviewed stated, and 2008-2011 district benchmark data supports, that only 50% of
students exiting Kindergarten from the Granby Public School System meet that standard as
evidenced by our DRA2 data, thus the remaining 50% fall below the grade-level expectations.
Limited time constrains teachers from enhancing instruction with an integrated curriculum that
includes state standards in math, science and social studies.

Kindergarten Recommendation

After a thorough review of research, visitations to full day kindergarten classrooms, and analysis
of an early childhood survey regarding the attitudes and interest of school programs, the
committee unanimously recommends the implementation of full day kindergarten program for
all Granby students (see chart on page 15).

The benefits of full day kindergarten far out weigh those of our current half day structure.
Developmentally students enter kindergarten at varying levels of readiness. A full day program
allows teachers to educate the whole child by providing an increased amount of learning time for
children to engage in standards, curriculum, and assessment that not only focus on academics but
also social competence and self-discipline. A full day learning experience provides the time fo
build upon high quality language development, a foundational skill for future academic success.
A full learning day for kindergarteners provides the time necessary for teachers to teach, and for
students to master increased expectations from the common core state standards, as well as,
providing adequate time for physical education, art and music, components of leaming necessary
for the development and application of critical thinking. As a system that prides itself on
developing citizens prepared for the 21% century, establishing a solid foundation for future
learning begins with the benefits of a full day kindergarten program. As identified in the survey
provided to Granby early childhood families and interviews of staff, the greatest concerns were
the ability to meet the needs of all children and ensure preparedness for future learning in a risk
free learning environment. Of the near fifty percent of survey response rate 79.3% identified
support of a full day kindergarten program and 100% of staff interviewed supported a full day
program.

Our current half day structure staffs three full time kindergarten teachers, one halftime
kindergarten teacher and one extended learning teacher who is grant funded. Each classroom is
supported by a kindergarten Teaching Assistant for a total of 3.5. Implementing full day
kindergarten for all students will require the reallocation of three classroom teachers and the
addition of three kindergarten teaching assistants, hiring of a 3.5 teacher and a 3.5 teaching
assistant, resulting in staffing for three and a half additional kindergarten classrooms. The
reallocation of teachers versus additional teachers is the result of declining enrollment. In
keeping with the philosophy of an early childhood continuum we recommend all kindergarten
classes remain in the same building with the preschool program. As enrollment declines in
2012-2013 we anticipate at least three fewer classrooms between first and second grade allowing
for the implementation of three additional kindergarten classrooms. Kindergarten classrooms
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would be clustered within the current Kindergarten wing and accessible to proximity of a
bathroom since not all classes have in-room facilities. The ideal classroom enrollment would
consist of no more than an 18:1 ratio allowing each child to receive individual attention and
foster strong relationships with adults in the school.

The first step in planning for a full day kindergarten is to prepare the instructional schedule. The
success of the program lies with highly qualified staff. Professional development that includes a
clear understanding of all standards, the development of pacing guides, curriculum, assessment
and developmentally appropriate instruction in a full day model would be provided over the
2011-2012 year. Training in pedagogy and instructional support would be provided to Teaching
Assistants as well. Parent communication and a redesign of kindergarten orientation will be
addressed as a means to inform families of the benefits to full day.

While the addition of three classrooms may bear some initial cost to the district, the long term
gains of a high quality program have potential cost savings by decreasing later interventions. The
mid-day bus run will be eliminated resulting in a savings of approximately $30,000. Since we are
adding three new classrooms in an already established environment of classrooms we will only
need to account for the variance in grade level materials, resources and necessary furniture to
create an appropriate learning environment. The following chart summarizes the anticipated
program costs:

Full Day Kindergarten Cost Analysis
FY FY FY
2012-2013 2012-2103 2012-2013 Cost
FTE Current FTE Proposed Difference
Program Program

Expenses
Transportation $ 30,000 $ 0 ($ 30,000)
Staffing (Salary and benefits}

Teachers 3.5 $297,775 7.0 $545,118 $247.343

Teaching Assistants 3.5 $ 86,888 7.0 $143,687 $ 56,799
Curriculum/PD $ 0 $ 5,000 $ 5,000
Furniture $ 0 $ 0 0
Supplies

Annual (ongoing est.) $ 8,750 $ 17,500 $ 8,750

One time (materials) $ 0 $ 30,000 $ 30,000
Equipment $ 0 $ 0 $ 0
Facilities $ 0 $ 0 $ 0
Total net cost $423,413 $741,305 $317,892
Start up cost included above ($ 35.000)
Ongoing annual cost $282,892
Reallocation due to reduction of classrooms (-3.0 FTE’s) ($247.343)
Net annual budget impact $ 35,549
*See class size chart in appendices
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Alternative Kindergarten Options and Implementation (Timeline, personnel, space,
curriculum/PD, budget)

The Early Childhood Feasibility Committee recommends full day kindergarten for all children.
The committee did consider extensive alternatives to our recommendation. We have provided
one alternative below which phases in full day kindergarten over a three year period.

o The first year of implementation, 2012-2013, would add 1.5 FTE teachers for a total of five
FTE teachers, three would teach full day kindergarten while two would remain half day
for a total of 3 full day sessions and 4 half day sessions. Class sizes for both full day and
half day based on projected enrollment would be approximately 16-17 students per
classroom. In addition 1.5 FTE teaching assistants would be added.

» The second year of implementation, 2013-2014, would add an additional 1.0 FTE teacher
and 1.0FTE teaching assistant for a total of 6 teachers. We would increase the offering of
full day sessions from 3 to four classes and maintain 4 half day sessions. Class size would
be approximately 16 students for both full and half day.

e The third year of implementation, 2014-2015, would again add an additional 1.0 FTE
teacher and 1.0 FTE teaching assistant for a total of 7 teachers and 7 teaching assistants
in all. All classes would be full day, providing 7 full day sessions. Class size would be
approximately 16 students per class.

The committee considered various pros and cons to a gradual implementation towards full day
kindergarten. Most significantly the inequity of learning opportunity is the biggest disadvantage.
There are a wide variety of gradual implementation options that could be considered from a two
year implementation model up to a four year gradual implementation. Although the committee
has only presented one in this report several others were considered. Due to the complexity of
staffing implications the committee would require board direction for further investigation into
cost analysis.

The timeline for implementation, staffing considerations, facilities, curriculum, professional
development and budget for our recommendation and an alternative are summarized below.
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Kindergarten Alternative Options

Kindergarten Recommendation

Kindergarten Alternative A

Timeline for
implementation

Full Day for all
Begin FY 2012-2013

Partial Implementation
Of Full Day

Lottery System

Rolling implementation to add a class
per year (1.5 Teacher and TA year 1)
1.5 Teacher and 1.5 TA FY 2012-2013

1 Teacher and 1.5 TAFY 2013-2014

1 Teacher and 1.5 TA FY 2014 -2015

Personnel 7 teachers (3.5 to be added) 7 teachers (3.0 to be reallocated due
(3.0 to be reallocated due to | to decrease of enrollment in grades
decrease of enrollment in grades | one and two, .5 to be hired)
one and two, .5 to be hired),
7 TA’s (3.5 to be added) 7 TA’s (3.5 to be added)

Facilities The decrease of enrollment will The decrease of enrollment

enable current classrooms to be
converted to Kindergarten
classrooms

enables current first and second
grade classrooms to be converted to
Kindergarten classrooms

Curriculum and
PD

Develop full day pacing, revise
curricullum  and  assessment.
Provide professional development
in full day implementation

Develop full day pacing, revise
curriculum and assessment. Provide
professional development in full day
implementation

Budget

Net Annual Ongoing cost $35,549

FY 2012-2013 ($115,008)
FY 2013-2014 $53,221
FY 2014-2015 $58,223
(excluding startup cost)
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Full Day Kindergarten Cost Analysis

Alternative A
FY 2012-2013 FY 2012-2013 FY 2012-2013
FTE Current FTE Proposed Cost
Program Program Difference
Expenses
Transportation S 30,000 S 30,000 ) 0
Staffing (Salary and benefits)
Teachers 3.5 $297,775 5.0 $400,344 $102,569
Teaching Assistants 3.5 S 86,388 5.0 $112,904 S 26,016
Curriculum/PD S 0 S 5,000 S 5,000
Furniture S 0 S 0 0
Supplies
Annual (ongoing est.) S 8,750 S 12,500 S 3,750
One time (materials) ) 0 S 30,000 $ 30,000
Equipment $ 0 S 0 S 0
Facilities S 0 S 0 S 0
Total net cost $423,413 $590,748 $167,335
Start-up cost included above {5 35,000}
Ongoing annual cost $132,335
Reallocation due to reduction of classrooms (5247,343)
Net budget cost impact ($115,008)
Fy 2012-2013 FY 2013-2014 FY 2013-2014
FTE Proposed FTE Proposed Cost
Program Program Difference
Expenses
Transportation S 30,000 S 30,000 ) 0
Staffing (Salary and benefits)
Teachers 5.0 $400,344 6.0 S468,721 S 68,377
Teaching Assistants 5.0 5112,904 6.0 5130,248 $ 17,344
Curriculum/PD S 5,000 ) 0 S (5,000)
Furniture S 0 S 0 0
Supplies
Annual {ongoing est.} S 12,500 S 15,000 S 2,500
One time {materials) $ 30,000 S ($ 30,000)
Equipment S 0 $ 0 S 0
Facilities $ 0 S 0 S 0
Total net cost 5590,748 $643,969 S 53,221

Ongoing annual cost

$ 53,221




Full Day Kindergarten Cost Analysis
Alternative A Budget Analysis

FY 2013-2014 FY 2014-2015 FY 2014-15
FTE Proposed FTE Proposed Cost
Program Program Difference
Expenses
Transportation S 30,000 S 0 (5 30,000}
Staffing {Salary and benefits)
Teachers 6.0 $468,721 7.0 $537,100 S 68,379
Teaching Assistants 6.0 $130,920 7.0 $147,592 S 17,344
Curriculum/PD S 0 S 0 ) 0
Furniture S 0 S 0 ) 0
Supplies
Annual {ongoing est.) $ 15,000 $ 17,500 S 2,500
One time {materials) S 0 S 0 S 0
Equipment S 0 S 0 $ 0
Facilities S 0 5 0 S 0
Total net cost $643,969 $702,192 $ 58,223
Ongoing annual cost $ 58,223

*All salary and benefit costs are based on the FY 2012 numbers
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Kindergarten Evaluation

The current Kindergarten program has established district learning benchmarks. Benchmark
results in literacy and numeracy will be analyzed three times annually with comparative results
viewed between half day and full day programs. The percentage rate of students referred for Tier
1 and 2 interventions will be monitored and compared, as will progress towards the District
achievement goal. Like the preschool program evaluation, qualitative feedback on the program
will be elicited from participants and staff after the first year of program implementation
providing information that can be compared to our initial survey results.

Summary

In summary, after a rigorous year-long study, the Early Childhood Feasibility committee
recommends the development and implementation of a cohesive early childhood program
consisting of an integrated preschool and full day kindergarten to benefit the children and
families of the Granby community. The implementation of a cohesive continuum of early
learning supports our districts mission to provide the foundational building blocks to achieve our
mission of graduating students prepared to be successful 21% century citizens. Research indicates
a high quality carly childhood experience, and a continuum of learning from Pre-K through
grade 3, is the most successful approach to teaching and learning. These Iearning benefits were
observed and identified in site visitations to both integrated preschool and full day kindergarten
programs. In addition survey and interview results indicate strong support from the community
and teachers for the recommendation of these programs.

Recognition

We would like to extend our sincere gratitude for the entire committee’s time, energy and
commitment to provide the Board of Education with valuable information and recommendations
regarding Early Childhood programs in the Granby Public Schools in pursuit of our districts 21%
century vision.
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introduction

Granby Public Schools Early Childhood Feasibility Committee contacted CREC to assist with a sampling
survey for feedback regarding the Granby preschool and kindergarten offerings available in the town,
particularly at the public school level. Tim Nee, Assistant Director of the CREC Institute for Teaching and
Learning, met with the committee in January 2011 to share survey options available through CREC that
would best serve the committee needs. The committee along with Granby District Directors, Diane
Dugas and Aimee Martin, provided an overview of the committee’s goals and guidance regarding
information they wished to gather. A draft of a survey was presented to the committee and the group
provided feedback to add, edit or revise questions. It was determined that the survey would primarily
be conducted electronically with paper copies also available.

The goal was to keep the survey brief {10 questions or less) and to keep the window of response time
short so the results could he reviewed by the committee as soon as possible. Since families in the
Kearns Primary School had or did recently have children in Granby Public Schools kindergarten program
and there would be an immediate way to distribute information to these families, it was recommended
to begin with this segment of the Granby population. Survey Monkey was chosen as the platform to
conduct the electronic survey and paper copies would replicate the questions and survey format. A
cover letter from the Granhy Superintendent, the Director of Curriculum, Teaching and Learning and the
Director of Special Services was composed to explain the purpose and process of the survey.

The survey was made available to all 363 families currently attending F.M. Kearns Primary School.
Parents were provided a 16 day window to return the survey either electronically or using a return
envelope provided. All returns were anonymous and confidential and received at a CREC web link or
mailing address. Results from the survey were compiled by CREC and shared with the Granby Early
Childhood Feasibility Committee through a power point presentation on February 24, 2011.

Additionally CREC consultant, Tim Nee, conducted focus group interviews with Granby Public Schools
Early Childhood Staff. The focus groups included; kindergarten teachers, early childhood special
education and support teachers, kindergarten classroom paraprofessionals and the Kearns building
principal. The interviews took place on January 31 and the results of the compiled feedback were also
shared with the Early Childhood Feasibility Committee on February 24.
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The Survey Description

A letter introducing the survey was sent home on January 28 with all Kearns children. Parents and
guardians were provided a Survey Monkey fink to use if they wanted to respond using the internet. The
letter and school email blast also informed parents that the survey was available in a paper format at
the school office. Parents or guardians who had previously expressed that they would prefer paper
communications over electronic communications were automatically sent a paper version via the school
office.

There were eleven (two were embedded in one question) questions or completion statements on the
survey and they were as follows:

°  How long have you lived in Granby?

° | currently have a child at the following age levels:

°  The annual gross income for our household is:

Rate your satisfaction with each preschool setting that best describes your children’s preschool

experience,

If a preschool program was available through the public school setting | would have sent my

child to the program:

If full day kindergarten was a choice far my child | would have chosen it as an option:

If public preschool would have been available to you, indicate which factors would have been

agreeable for you to have chosen Granby Public Preschool for your child;

If the public preschool was available, as a half day program five days a week, what is the

maximum annual amount you would have paid for your child to attend?

Please indicate below where your child or children attended kindergarten:

Rate various statements regarding your child’s kindergarten experience:

o  please add comments from the questions above or additional comments, suggestions, or
concerns related to preschool or kindergarten programs in Granby:

The closing date for the survey submission was Monday, February 14, 2011. 179 parents or guardians
responded by this date; 167 responded electronically using the Survey Monkey link and 12 responded by
mailing their anonymous survey response to CREC. This response represented a nearly 50% {49.3%)
return rate; which is an impressive return for most surveys conducted. Generally a 25-30% return rate is

considered good.
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Survey Results

A complete analysis of each question can be found in this report appendix (see page 12}. Also included
in the report is a complete listing of comments for the final open ended survey item (see page 18).
Mames of people or places mentioned in the comments have been removed to keep comments
anonymous and confidential. '

All respandents did not answer all questions so there are varying respanse numbers for each question.
The number responding to each question can be seen following the graphic and numerical responses for
each question in the survey analysis.

The general findings shared with the Granby Early Childhood Feasibility Committee were as follows:
* Nearly 50% return rate, 179 responses of the 363 families attending F.M. Kearns Primary School

«  Most all were electronic responses, 12 paper responses {these responses were entered
electronically at CREC to count respanses in the final analysis)

*  68% of respondents have lived in Granby for at least S years

«  Qver 79% repoarted gross incomes of ﬁS0,000 or more

+  94% had children who attend(ed) Granby Kindergarten

+  Highest return rate was from families who have children 9 years old or younger

«  Generally families were pleased or very pleased with their children’s preschool experience
ranging from 3.25 to 4.32 with indicators using a 5 point scale

«  91.4% of respondents would have considered a Granby public preschool (combined yes or
maybe responses) ST

«  79.3% of respondents would have considered a full day Granby kindergarten program
{combined yes or maybe response)

«  Factors that families would have found agreeable for a public preschool varied with a range of
responses; however the highest was 60.7 % agreeable to a half day program

«  Similarly there was variance about the maximum annual amount a family would pay for the
public preschool experience; however, most fell in the middie range with 44.2% of the families
indicating they would pay between $2,000 and $3,000 for a five day a week half day program

+  Like preschool, most respondents were generally satisfied with their chiid’s kindergarten
experience ranging from 3.99 to 4.43 agreeing or strongly agreeing with the indicators using a 5

point scale

« 92 responses included comments; several comments were lengthy, multiple sentences
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Comments from the fast question were grouped by general topics. Each time a new comment was
noted a new subcategory was created and for each similar comment from another respondent a tally
system was created to indicate the number of times similar comments were made. In total 92
respondents wrote comments. Some responses may have included multiple comments while others
may have only stated one. The table below highlights comments made mare than once or twice.

Full day ¥ or Prek s-hbul-d not tie tax funded

Supportpubhcpreschool withfee 0 8

Children should be 5 to enter K 6

Concerns about Hartford children attending Geanby -~ =7

Concerns about after care availability 4

N;dt-e-ﬂc’é)ugh' time:in the K prq'g;-r:a;m N R S A

-
]
1w

Public Prek would hurt community based prog

if Granby does not offer full.day K. wil choose mag

W
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Staff Focus Group Interviews

On Monday, January 31, CREC consultant, Tim Nee, conducted staff focus group interviews to gather
confidential feedback regarding the preschool and kindergarten programs in the town of Granby. The
interviews were scheduled meetings at the school. The only people present during the group interviews
were the CREC consuitant and the Granby staff who were grouped by similar roles. Four consecutive
interviews were held during the morning and early afternoon. All staff were informed that their
comments would remain confidenttal and would be grouped in general feedback results so to insure
anonymity. Interviews were conducted with the kindergarten teachers, the kindergarten
paraprofessionals (many of whom were also parents at one time or another of a kindergarten student at
Kearns), the early childhood special education and support staff and finally the building principal. A total
of 18 staff members were involved in the various focus groups. Each group interview lasted between 45
and 60 minutes.

A series of questions were posed and all participants were encouraged to respond. Each group appeared
at ease to respond and shared in the discussion. Those interviewed appeared to be candid with the
understanding they were being asked to offer honest feedback. A sample of the questions asked has
been included in the appendix.

Interview Results

The following bulleted comments are summaries or generalizations based an multiple statements made
during the focus group. Included comments are the result of more than a singular statement made
during the focus groups and reflect consensus issues shared by many in a group or between the various
grbups interviewed.

Preschaol Related Comments

«  Delivery of state preschool curriculum in town preschool programs varies greatly

«  Granby Public School Préschool Staff resources are spread out too much with much time spent
traveling rather than servicing children

«  There has been an increase in level of children’s needs in Granby over time
«  Communications about children are best when program staff are centrally located
«  Staff believed the best delivery of services takes place at Kearns School

«  There is an easier transition for children who do attend Kearns for preschool services
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*  Success with communication forms between community preschools and Kearns staff has been
inconsistent

*  Use of state Preschool Assessment Framework {PAF) is inconsistent in community preschools

« If public preschool existed, there would be a need for typica! peers enrclled in the preschool
setting

Kindergarten Related Comments

+  Kindergarten teachers are regarded as a collaborative professional team
+ Paraprofessionals are valued members of the kindergarten team

*+  All staff agreed the kindergarten instructional day was rushed and felt it is difficult to manage
curriculum expectations and social needs of the students {stressful)

+ Literacy instruction appears to be the primary focus of the kindergarten day

+  Limited time was spent on mathematics and little time was available for other academic content
such as science or social studies

»  Activities that emphasize creative expression and play are not as currently visible in the
kindergarten classroom as in the past

+  Though more attention to fiteracy is evident, only 50% of exiting kindergarten students are
meeting the Development Reading Assessment {DRA 2) goal of Level 4 or better

+  All staff did not agree on the use of “puil out” or “push in” services for students at Tier 2 or Tier
3 level using a Scientific Research Based Intervention (SRBI) model

« There is a concern that the wide range of developmental needs of children may not be metin
the current program and it is very difficult to differentiate for individual needs within the time
restraints of the half day program

Conclusion

The response to both the survey and interview process was very positive. Both have vielded good
guantitative and qualitative data for the Granby Early Childhood Feasibility Committee to consider. The
Survey Monkey results are held in a CREC database and should further information from the survey be
needed it may be possible to obtain, depending on the query. CREC has appreciated the opportunity to
provide these services to Granby Public Schools. Should any further information or assistance be
needed, CREC is poised to assist Granby in any way possible. We at CREC wish Granby Public Schools
much success as it continues to explore the very best for the very youngest in their school community.

m_——W
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Thank you for taking a few minutes to complete this survey electronically. Simply read each guestion and click on each
appropriate answer. There is & space at the end for any comments you may wish to add. After you have completed the
survey, click "done” and it will autcmatically be sent to Capitol Region Education Council (CREC).

1. How long have you lived in Granby?
O 1-2 years

O 25 years

O 5-8 years

O 8-10 years

O mare than 710 years

O do not live in Granby

2. | currently have a child at the following age levels: {choose all that apply)

|:| Birth ta 3 years old
D 4 to § years old

D 7 to 8 years old

\:] 10 to 12 years old
D 13 te 15 years oid
I:I 1610 18 years aid
D clder than 18 years old

3. The annual gross income for our household is:

O Under $25 000

O $25,001 - $40.000
O $40.001 - $60,000
O $60,001 - $80.000
O 380,001 - $100,000
O $100,001 - $120,000

O $120.,0061 - $150.000

O Above $150.000

W
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Granby Preschool and Kindergarten

4. Rate your satisfaction with each preschool setting that best describes your children's
preschool experience {you may rate all that applied to your family):

Very Displeased Displeased Neutral Fleased Very Pleased
At heme with a family !

O

member

in a home with a private
child care provider

In a Graiby community
preschoolfdaycare program
ln ancther
preschoolfdaycare program
outside of Granby

Other

C O00O0
O 0000
O 0000
© 0000
o 000

§. Please select:

Maybe

O

OfF
Oz

If a-preschicol program was
avaflablethrough the
public sthoal setting |
would have sent my child
to the program:

if full day kindergarten was O O O

2 choice for my child |
would have chosen it as an
aption:

6. if public prescheol would have been available fo you, indicate which factors would
have been agreeable for you to have chosen Granby Public Preschool for your child:
{choose all that apply)

D 5 days a week

D 3-4 days 3 week

I___| half day program

|:I full day program

':] after school provided

[:] free program

D tuifian hased program

m integrated with special education students
—

D {would not have chosen a Granby public preschool option

Granby Early Childhood Feasibility Committee CREC Survey and Interview Report
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Granby Preschool and Kindergarien

7. If the public preschool was available as a half day program, five days a week, what is
the maximum annual amount you would have paid for your child to aftend:

O $4,000
O $5,000

O' Meore than §5,000

8. Please indicate below where your child or children attended kindergarten {choose all
that may apply):

D Granby Publc School Kindergarien
D Granby Extended Day Kindergarten
D Magnel School Kindegrgarten
D Private Half Day Kindergatten
D Frivate Full Day Kindergarten

9. Rate each statement below using the scale provided:

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral

Iy child was satisfled with O O

their Kindergarten program:
The kindergarten program

>
=]
=
@
11

Strongly Agrae

O

O
met our needs for quality

education:

The-kindergarten program O
met-our needs for guality

child '¢are: .

The kindergarten program O
and staff work with

strategies thal support my

child’s educational and

O O OO0
O O OO0

Q O
O O
O O

developmentat needs:

Granby Early Childhood Feasibility Committee CREC Survey and Interview Report
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Granby Preschool and Kindergarten

10. Please add below any comments from the questions above or additional comments,
suggestions, ar concerns related to preschool or kKindergarten programs in Granby:

m‘
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Granby Preschool and Kindergarten 5% SurveyMonkey

1. How long have you lived: in Granby?

Response Response

Fércent Count
1-2 years 8.4% 15
2-5 years 21.8% 38
5-8.years | 207% 37
510 yoars Cowsw o
maore.{than 1Dyear3 33.5% &80
do nel Il.v.;i;! Granby [ 11% V R 2
answered question 179

skipped question 0

2. I cuirently have a child at the following.age levels: (choose all that apply)

Response Response

Percent Count
Blfh o 3 years ald 31.8% 87
4ta 6 srears old 74.3% 133
7 t;) 9 yeérs old 58.7.% 105
10 1o 1.2y.ears old 25.1% 45
.1'3.10 1 5 years old 11.7% 21
16 to 15 year.s Ioid 3.4% 8
‘.)|d9|' than 18 years old ﬂ {l).G% 1
answered que;stiort 179
s_ki_;zped q.uéstion 0

fof6

M
Granby Early Childhood Feasibility Committee CREC Survey and Interview Report Page 12



3. The annual gross income for our household is:
Respense Response
Percent Count

Under $25,000 § 1.7% 3

$25,001 - $40,000 2.3% 4

]

$40:001 - $60,000 47% a8

$60,001 - $80,000 11.6% 20

$80,001 - $100,000Q 18.3% 23

$100,001 - £120,000 13.4% 23

§120,001 - $150; 24.4% 42

Above $150,000

25 8% 44
answered question 172

skipped question 7

2of6

M
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4, Rate your satlsfactlon with each preschool settmg that est describes your chlldren 5
preschool expenence (you may rate all that appliedito: your famil )i

Ve ) ery ti
. i Displeased Neutral Pleased V i Rating  Resporise
Dispieased Pleased Average Count
231% 23, 4
At home with a family member 3.8% (2) 0.0% {0} 1% 50.0% 415 52
(12) (12) (26)
In & home with a private child care 27.8% 36.1% 27.8%
. 5.6% (2 2.8% (1 3.78
provider @ () (10) {13) (10 %
In a Granby communit 28.9% g
n @ Grandy GORMUNY 5 ge (5) at% @) 7.0% 9] ¢ STO% 4 128
preschool/daycare. program {37} 3
In the hooifdda: i 13.2% 35.3% A%
ahother preschocifdaycare 20% @ 4.4% (3) o 44.1% 443 68
program outside: of Granby )] (24) (30)
B
Cithisr 0.0% (©) 0.0% (Q) 8;5130;" 8.3% (1Y 83% (1) 325 12
-ahsweared question 179
skipped question ]
5. Please select:
Response
Yes No WMayhe 5
Count
If a prescheol program was
available through the public school 48.0% (84) 8.6% (15} 43.4% (76) 175

setting | would have sent iy child
1o the program:

if full day kindergarten was a
choice for my child | would have 58.0% {101) 20.7% (38) 21.3% {37) 174
chosen it as an option:

answered quastion . {78

skipped question 1

30f8
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béen-ag_reeabjlle far youto have chosen Granby Public Preschoal for your child: {choaose all

that apply)

Respense
Percent
5 days a weék 46.1%
3-4 days aweek 59.6%
half day. program 60.7%
full day program 345 4%
after school provided 21.8%
free ptogram 58.4%
tuition based program 37.1%

intégrate ith jal . educati
integrated with special.e 'u'paﬁléh 5 3%

students
o! n a Granb

| would net have chosen a Granby 5.2%

answéted question

sKipped guasticn

40f6
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82

106
108
63
39
104

66

45

11

178
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7. 1i:the public pfesgiﬁaﬁléwa'si av;ai‘ié@b‘lééas: £

maximum-annual amount you waﬁldfhéye'bald for:your-child to attend:

No cost (50

$500

§1,000

$2,000

53,000 [En

$4,000

Response
Percent

17.2%

6.7%
15.3%
23.3%
20.9%

8.0%

$5,000

More than $5,090

8. Please indicate below whére your é

that may apply):

Granby Public Scheol
Kindergarten

Granby Extended Day Kindergarten
Magnet School Kindergaren

Private Haif Day Kindergarten

Private Fuil Day. Kindergarten

Granby Early Childhood Feasibility Committee

I s |

7.4%
1.2%
answered question

skipped guestion

Response

Percent

94.2%

9.8%

. 2.3%
T .
=l 4.0%

answered question

skipped guestion

50f6
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alf day prograrn; five days a week, what is the

Response
Count

26
191
75
38
34
13

12

163

16

rild'or children attended kindergarten (choose all

Response
Count

163

17

173
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9. Rate each statemenit below using the scale provided:

My child was satisfled with their
kindergarten. program:

The kindéergaren program met-our
needs for quality education:

The kindergarten program met our
needs. for quality etiid care:

The kindergarten prograre.and staff

work with strategies thatsupport
my child's educational and
develapmental needs:

Strongly
Disagree

2.3% (4

2.8% (5)

1.9% (3)

2.3% (4)

Disagree
0.6% (1)
1.7% (3)

3.8% (6)

1.1% (2)

Neutral
4.5% (8)

B.4% (15)

23.1%
€20

10.2%
(18)

Agres

37.3%
(65)

38.2%
{68)

36.3%

(58

32.4%
(57

Strongly
Agree

55.4%
(o8}

48.9%
(87)

35.0%

8

54.0%
(s5}

Rating
Average

4.43

429

3.98

4.35

answered question

skipped. question

Response
Count

177
178

160

176

178

10. Please add .b_el'dw.an.y dom:mem::;-jfroi‘n the QUéstiOns.abﬂvé or additional comments, '

suggestions, or coneerns refated to preschool or kindergarten programs.in Granby:

Granby Early Childhood Feasibility Committee

5of6

answered questicn

skipped quesfion
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92

92
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Comments from Granby Early Childhood Feasibility Survey — Question #10

Names of staff ar specific programs have been crossed out but otherwise the comments including
centent, spelling and grammar have not been edited from the respondent’s original text.

| would fike to see more individual attention paid fo students who need more help with their studies as well as a program that
can offer more challenges to those children who learn faster.

Felt like the Granby Extended Day Kindergarten could have been used as a better "enrichment” program. Seemed like { was
more focused on disciplinary issues and littie iearning occured from what we saw from work coming home and from talking
with cur child. | have not recommended the current Extended Day program to other families.

XXXXX Pre-School is exceptional as well as the Kindergarten teachers at Keamns.

! understand that many families fook to schoo! as a form of tax-paid child care, but that has never been the case in our family.
We fiscally planned to enable one parent to care for our children without the assistance of outside help. Childhgod is prescious
and all too fleeting, | think the push to make kindergarten an all-day program is NOT in the best interest of our society's 5 year-
old children. They need time to rest, play, be with family and just be little. In cases where child care is needed by parents or
guardians of financially disadvantaged standing, | would support public assistance.

We moved mid-year fast year during my oldest child's year in Kindergarten. It was the best move we ever made! | would love it
if the public school had & preschoal program as there are not many options. The three options that are JUST preschootf are
YOOOOCK XX XXX and XXXXX. The last two are very expensive options. | would really enjoy it if it was being offered for the
upcoming schoo! yaar!

1 would not want state, local or federal taxes fo pay for a public pre-school program in Granby 1 support pre-school with many
various programs already available privately. A public offering would hurt enrofiment af exisitng programs and increase our
local taxes if not immediately within a couple years. | wouid also not support full day kindergarten. Kindergarten is perfect as a
half-day offering. | would have the same concerns | have with a public pre-school offering and would not support it.

With the amount of learning that goes on in elementary school Granby NEEDS full day kindergarten at the least. A public pre-
school option would be great as well.

Currently, my voungest son is attending a magnet school in Bioomfield where he has pre-school from 8-2 at no cost fo me and
1 pay for afterschool care at the school. If by the time he is ready for Kindergarten, Granby is still only offering 172, ! may decide
10 keep him at the Magnet schoof until ist grade. The half day of kindergarten is just not very convenient for working parents,
and 1 feel that most children these days are ready for a full day by that ime, since most of them atiend some sort of pre-school
{not to mention day-care) before they are elementary schocl age. | am glad to se¢ that there is interest in finding out how
Granby parents feel about early education for our children. Thanks!

| believe preschool is important and should be part of public education. If preschool is part of public education but there is a
cost to it, | would compare the public preschoal (costs/quality) with the rest of the preschool providers just like | did 1o select
our current preschool. | limited the amount I'd pay under question 5 above to $500 because | believe my current prescheot is
around $1,200 and | would likely choose it over a public optien of $1.000 or more. if preschool is part of public education but
there is no cost, | wouid very likely send my children to the public preschool without comparing it to the private preschools.
Thanks for considering this important issue.

Our daughter attended preschool 3 half days a week to socialize. We thought she was being taught a lot, turns out nct. They
told us to place our kid in school at 4! We said no. They said they can not meet her needs to send her she was ready. My child
cried every time the teacher had eye contact with her, she wouldn't use the bathroom, she wouldn't eat snack, it was bad... ali
of this was over a three month span. The kicker is, because of preschool she knew 5 kids in her class! She still coutdn't adjust.
She was pushed into kindergarten unprepared. She is now suffering from lack of skills she should have been given. Children
should be 5 to enter schoalll! { can't say that enough times!

vttt e oo s W
Granby Early Childhood Feasibility Committee CREC Survey and Interview Report Page 18




| beteive that a full day kindergarten program would have previded better education opportunities for my child. There are not
enough reasonably priced daycare programs to complement the current half day kindergarten format. There is a lack of
continuation of learning opportunities 1o reinforce the items covered in kindergarten. It feels like children are being rushed from
one activity or ancther at schoal to "get it altin" in 3 hours instead of & and there is not enough time to explore the ideas and
concepts learned in depth in a more fun and relaxed atmosphere (I do not mean lots of play time in public school just tess
rushing from one activity to next and more exploration which is how children learn best). There is inadequate transfer of
knowledge and learning plans between school, daycare and parents to allow for daycares and parents to continue exploring
the topics outside of school. If full day kindergarien is not feasable then perhaps other programs where there is more
integration and sharing of lesson plans (continuation or transition information) with daycares and parents would be helptull to
allow for current learning opportunites to continue outside of school in a mote seamless fashion. The involvement thru the PTA
programs such as exploring aris and party support, etc is nice but may not be for everyone {not everyone is comfortable
making presentaticns to groups even of Kids) but | think many parents would welcome more transition information to help them
reinforce their kids learning at home. At kindergarten age many children are not very good at providing information about the
concepts they learned at school so any learning and practicing we do at home with our children may not be related or
reinforced by school topics. As to cost of preschool, half day 5 days per week | assurmed that meant for a program following
the school year and used that as basis of my financial consideration. [ would be witling to pay the equivalent of what | pay for
daycare now far half days for @ months out of the year. | assumed that | would have to have additional daycare expenses for
before and after school. For fuil day kindergarten [ would alse be willing te pay a tuition fee for a quality education thatis in
town rather than having to travel outside of town. § am very interested in how this project unfolds.

| think a full day of kindergarten is too long for 5 year olds.

My oldest child attended Kindergarten in another town and joined he Granby Schools in 1st grade. My second oidest child did
very well in the Kindergarten program and we were very happy with her education and teacher. | like the extended day
program for my second child bfc | was a working mother, however | didn't care for the teachers, yr. 08/09. | have an 18 month
old and | am now a stay at horne mom. | will be looking into pre-school at age 3, possible a magnet schoalin Bloomfigld. |
would be interested in an all day Kindergarten and wauld be cpen to pre-school pregrams within the Granby Schaol System. |
did hear good things about XXXXX | chose the extended Kindergarten prograrm.

Our children were in XXXXXX for both pre-schoot and kindergarien. We foved the school and the Montessori methed —
pariicularly for pre-schoolers. That said, if Granby had a pubtic pre-school option we probably would've have strongly
considered it -- staying in our community is an important to us.

we love the kindergarten program as it is...no complains here and we have had 2 children go through the kindergarten
program so far and 1 more to go....we would however be VERY interested in a preschool program...although we liked the one
our other 2 children went to we would LOVE to have our 3rd be part of the granby public school preschool program...we are
hoping the program will be up and running by the time he enters preschoo! either next year for a 3's program or the following
year for 2 4's program....Thanks so much for your time!

In regard to Question #4 - | had multiple experiences with pre-schools in Granby. | answered "pleased"”. My children went to 3
different preschools in town. Two | was pleased with, however, one | was "very displeased" with.

As 5 parent of a full day kindergartener, | have been very pleased with my child's development and eagerness to learn. The
staff of Kearns appear to be very engaged with the children and show a sincere concern for the children. An area of concern
that | do have is regarding the integration of urban students into the Granby education program. This proves to be a double
edged sword for our children. On the positive it provides diversity, cultural insights as well as fosters a unique fearnign
envirenment. However it also introduces elements to our children that they may not be emotionally mature enough to handle,
such as other children living with realtives since their parents are incarcerated, profanity, lax morals, and lack of parental
supervision. We chose te mave to Granby and pay the higher taxes to have the benfits of a flagship schocl systemin a
suburban environment. On the focus of this survey, we currently have 2 children between the ages of Newborn and | {the
survey did nct faciiitate for quantity of children only age) who are currently enrolled in a full tme daycare / preschool in another
town. If the Granby school syster pravided a daycare / preshool program we would definitely consider enralling our children
whether tuition based or free. | feet that an "in town" pra-schoo! aliows for developing focal realtionships with other children and
fosters a sense of community.

—M

“_____—_“
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Both of my children attended Granby kindegarten after attending full day preschool in a neighboring state that offered security,
an excellent academic content, and nuturing social developmeni. We were highly displeased with our first son's experience
when attending Kearns primary school. Not only was he only given a half day kindegarten proagram, but the teacher was not
suited to teaching to a variety of learners. The extended day program left a iof to be desired. The program was run by a futor
and a paraprofessionai, instead of a certified teacher; the students were bused to a different location, and we had to pay fora
program fhat was considered by the district as "non-academic”. When we did voice our concerns, we were told we could
“move to anether district” or have our son "go o a private school." Upon entering kindegarten, our son was diagnosed with
autistim and we felt he should have had better supgport. Instead, we were told that we “"coerced the diagnosis” and any issues
our son had was due to our "parenting skills". After independent obsevation/monitoring by XXXX, as well as psychotherapists
and our lawyer, our son was finally given the suppotts necessary for his academic and social success. Fortunately, two years
later, our second son benefitted from a new prinicpal. She made several positive changes: having the extended day site at
Kearns primary school | and having it run by a cenlified teacher who taught academic skills. However, his education in both the
regular and extended day kindegarten was Impeded by the behavior of one child who attended from the schoo! chalce
program. Several times, my son's entire class was removed frem their classroom, interferring with their learning experiences.
This was brought to the attention and the teachers, principals and school board but that particular chiid was allowed to
continue to disrupt the classroom to the point of having all of the other classmates removed from their learning environment.
As tax payers in this town, we wonder: 1) why do we have to pay for an extended day program when other towns that send
their children are in the rears and 2) why the town/schoo! choice program continues to accept behaviors ? When cansidering a
town run preschool and fuli-day kindegarten, we hope that these serfous issues will be considered so that ALL children, are
provided with a free and appropriate education.

{ am not in favor of full day kindergarten or five day a week preschools. | think there is secmething to be satd for a child being
aflowed to enjoy their early years in a home environment. My children attended XXXXXX which offered a half day program for
3 year olds on Tussdays and Thursdays and a half day program for four year olds on Mondays, Wednesdays and Fridays. |
feet that this a nice progression for the children as they enter a half day, five day a week kindergarien program. | would nof
enroll my child in a five day a week preschool or a fuill day preschooi program, nor would { choose a full day kindergarten
program. If half day kindergarten were not available in Granby, [ would have to search for an alternative program in which to
place my children.

[ was honestly horrified to find absolutely no pre-school program in the town of Granby. Net even as part of a High School
Child Education Program. The only one | could find was a co-op. | doubt we are the only working family in town. Having that be
the only pre-school opportunity segregates the preschool experience, favering Granby families well off enough o have a stay
at home parent. | think | would've been much more satisfied with the preschool experience if my child had actually had an
opportunity to prepare for "school” & make friends at the same age. | could not find ancther surrounding town that had no
preschool offering. | was sick to discover thig, particularly given the Granby tax rates that iead the Valley. My child is currently
enrolied in Kindergarten. | realize that t say this before the year is over, however in my opinion 1 feel that full day kindergarten
would have been moch more beneficial for my child. Given the success of full day kindergarten programs in the region &
surrounding towns | was quite dissapointed to discover that Granby waould be sticking with the half day pregram. The benefit of
a smaller class size is cancelled out by less than 3 hours at school. Take away recess & "specials” & how much time is
actually left for 1-on-1 classroom time? Half day kindergarten is robbing the children of getting a step up on education &
preparednress for 1st grade & beyond. Granby's early interventicn programs are incredible & even the smallest concern is
addressed as soan as recognized & the difference in skill level has been extracrdinary. Commuinication with them has been a
joy & very comforting after communicating with the classroom teacher. On that note. .. | strongly recommend that teachers new
to the school system should be thoroughly trained & screened in communication skills. These are young people just out of
school, teaching children just entering school. Understanding of actual existing children & actual parenting in general {outside
of text hook education) is vital to the success of a parentiteacher relationship & is something painfully lacking.  have little
confidence in the actual teachar, which only makes me more concemed about my childs readiness for 1st grade, but find the
"specialists” in the school to be remarkable & am very thankful to have them as part of my childs education. We have been
looking into CREC Magnet's in the area but have decided to wait until the next application period to give 1st grade a chance.
Thank you Granby Schools, but really wishing you had done this & couple years ago.

| would be opposed to public funding for preschaool ar for full-day kindergarten at this time. It is not the Town of Granby's job o
provide daycara for working parents. Besides, preschoo! children do not need to go to school every day...and few
kindergarteners can go all day without resting. If we have extra money in the school budget {hat}, I'd like to see it put foward
introducing foreign ianguage study at a younger age.

| feel that the half day kindergarien is encugh educational time for the children...| don't believe the public schoois should _
become day care providers, even though full day kindergarten would be convenient for dual-income families. We were thrilled
with our pre-school experience at XXXXXX with all three of our children.

W_M
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We have found that the principal and teacher try to push the child to the next grade level. Our child was advanced prematurly
and is trying hard to play the catch up game. We wish that it wouid have been a requirement to be five years old on the first
day of schoeaol .

My twe older chiidren went to Kindergarten in another town that had full day Kindergarten {one for a full year, one for haff of
the year). I can tell even now the difference that having the extra time in schoal for building that strong foundation made tc my
two older girls. | think the world of the Granby school system, it was the main reason | moved here, but i very strongly befieve
kids that have a full day Kindergarten program do much better well into their school years.

t have 3 children, but only one has gone to the kindergarten program. The others are older and we did not live in Granby at the
time. | am very pleased with what | have experienced so far. If | had to do it ail over again, | may send my child to a preschecl.

Happy with the 1/2 day kindergarten program at Keatns Primary School. Only comment is we feel that the principal should be
more visible to the children instead of in the cffice the majority of the {ime.

We are new to Granby. Our daughter did not attend kindergarten here.

Today's chiidren are EXPECTED to attend pre-school, because there are certain things that they "must” know prior to entering
Kindergarten. Unfortunately, this actually means that parents must pay for their child to attend a private pre-school. I the Town
of Granby has expectaticns regarding what incoming kindergarteners SHOULD know, then by ali means the Town of Granby
SHOULD provide an opportunity for the children to attend PUBLIC preschoel to ensure that they are "up to par.” This public
preschoof should NOT be tuition-based at all... tuition based pre-school keeps the middle class at a disadvantage from the
very beginning.

i would like to see broader screening and support services for children with behavioralVemotional needs such as anxiety,
ADHD, QCD, SPD, st al and better understanding among teachers to recognize and work with/around such needs. | know
several parents, including myself, who wished teachers were more collaborative and more wilting to incorporate things done at
home to alleviate a child's struggles with anxiety/sensory issues etc. (e.g. cognitive behavior therapy) instead of having a
teacher convey the message that the child just needed to learn how to fit it. My children's preschool environments were far
more suppartive in this regard than their pubiic kindergarten classrooms. Many resources are devoted fo children with visible
and/or learning disabilities (and rightly so). However, the support for elementary-aged children with psychological needs is
lacking. It is thankfully better in the intermediate schools. Bul my experiences at Kearns have nol been positive ones in this
regard.

Full day kindergarten or transportation options to magnet schools would be very helpful.
Full day kindergarten or transportation options to magnet schools would be very helpful.
J've hiad two children go through Granby kindergarten. One was a great experience, the other was not.

[ strongly believe ali day kindergartenin in Granby would benefit the children tremendously.

L T T R

My child aftend XXXXXX and we are extremely happy with their program. Regarding kindergarten, | would love to see Granby
have a fuli day program. § think my child is ready for it. Our old district was full day and my other children got a jof more out of
it. Regarding Granby's extended day program...| cannet find any information on it. [t does not seem fo be easily available. |
have heard, however, that it & primarly for our Project Choice students. If that is true, 1 am not interested in sending my child
there. This is why.._.while we try to promote diversity in our school system, by bussing these students from Hartferd, | don't
feel it is having any positive effects. Many, not all, of these chitdren have behaviorial issues. My children have begun (o
associate ‘brown skin' children with bad behavior because of what is seen in the classroom. isni that a shame? Isn't that
exactly opposite of our intentions? These children are so far away, it is not feasible for them to have playdates together and
socialize. They get on a separate bus than all the other children and | feel we have segregated these children by making them

obviously different in our schools. Isn't that too opposite our intentions? Thank you for the opportunity to voice my opinion.

UM
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It is high time Granby moves to develop at least an all day kindergarten/preschool. We currently have one child in first grade
but two others at a Magnet Schoel because they offer all day preschoeol and kindergarten. We would very much like to send
our two youngest to g Granhy program if it was offered. We hope this comes to pass. Thanks

| am not interested in alt day kindergarten/prescheof options for my children. My concern regarding all day programs in Granby
would be providing a high enough feacher/student ratio fo ensure real education vs. daycare. | don'i believe the ratios are
there presently at Keamns, so I'm skeptical they would be for these proposed programs. | aiso do not believe it is the state or
town's responsibility to provide preschocel on a free basis. It's an additional tax burden we'll all pay fer.

My youngest child starts kindergarten in Sept. As a working mother, half days pose a problem for us. | have my child go to
XXXXX for a 1/2 day and pick up the bus there, and get dropped off there, which costs thousands of dollars per year. She has
been there for 3 years, and is ready for a full day kindergarten. However, since this is my last child to go to kindergarten, if
there's not a full-day kindergarten by this Sept, | don't want my taxes to go up to pay for future years. A bigger issue for
parents who work is after schoo! care that's cheaper than $300/month per child for 1 hour of care per day. That's a lot to pay,
plus summer camp is over $2500 for the summer.

We had a great pre-schoot experience for all three of our kids through XXXXXX in Granby. {f there was a fee associated with
Granby Public Schoal Pre-School we would have compared the progam and chosen the best for our child. If Granby Public
Sheool Pre-School was free we would have had a harder time justifying paying for a private pre-school. An option to consider
is making half day pre-schooling ‘free’ and require payment for after schoo! care. This would ensure enroilment in a public
programm. Thanks!

Cnly one of my children has attended kindergarten in Granby and none attended pre-school in Granby, as we lived out of state
at those times. | was happy with my child's kindergarten experience, but while he benefited greatly from the attention to
developmental and social domains, we felt that his academic needs could have been better met. That said, we are very
pleased with his academic and social experience in first grade here in Granby and with the Granby schools overall. 1n my
recent search for a pre-schocl program for my youngest child (who will begin in the fali of 2011), | found the choices here in
Granby fo be limited. 1 will be sending him to a program out of town for pre-schoot and possibly for kindergarten. | think a
public pre-schoal, including an integrated pre-school are ideas worth exploring here in Granby.

1 am not clear on why in question #9 you ask if the kindergarten progarm met our needs for quality child care. A school is an
institution for learning not for providing free day care. Caring for ones children fails on the respensiblity of the parent not the tax
payers. A full day Kindergarten program provides free day care for working parents. Working parents need to re-evaluate their
priotities and stop putting financial gain in front of their children's needs. A half day Kindergarten program is a perfect match for
a 5 year old. Our district has aiways been a half day Kindergarten program and our district continues to rate one of the top
districts in the state. A full day kindergarten program would be more of a tax burden on the town and as our test scores reflect
it is not a necessity.

( feel strongly that children are being pushed into academics at far too early and age and that inappropriate dermands are being
placed on them. While [ do believe preschool is a wonderful thing, 1 feel it should be mostly social and teaching life skills rather
than acadmenics. In regards to kindergarten, | am not in favor of full day, but think that the current half-day is too short. | would
be in favor of adding an extra hour or two to the current day, without increasing the demands of the curriculum. in my opinion,
the fast pace of the schoolday and the lack of time our teachers have to expand upon subjects in different ways. is detrimental
to our children's learning experience. | would like to see a more relaxed and slower-paced environment in our schools.

| only have extremely positive things to say about the Granby School System. From the secretaries to the Superintendent, |
find everyone putting forth 100% of their effort to make Granby's schools such high caliber. As far as preschool, money
typicaliy ranks among the top decision maker for us, and if Granby aoffered a pubiic preschool for free or for & competitive price,
that would have been where we put our kids. | befieve that, barring any negative atmosphere, a child's experience is what he
makes of it. That being said, our children’s preschool experience at XXXXXX far exceeded our expectation and we are grateful
to them for their dedication.

| have lived in the town for 2 years and | have loved Wells and the Middle School experience. | have been very disappointed
with the quality and attentiveness of our kindergarten experience at Kearns.

W@
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We were impressed with the kindergarien program at F.M. Kearns Primary school last year. We have been even more pleased
with the first grade experience through Kearns. X0000(XX comprehensive approach to reading works better for our child than
the XXXXXXX approach last year. We have been pleased with the mathematics curriculum and the seamless integration of
learning through games. Most chiidren treasure the additional story time that they enjoy at schooi, in these early grades. Cur
child, in particular, loves the stories read, and learning about reading and writing skills through story telling. Also, we alt love
the two outdoor recess times each day, and PE twice a week! We look forward to seeing how gecgraphy/history are added to
the curriculum.

We would have sent our kindergartner to an all day program if Granby offered one and considered other options outside of
Granby for full day kindergarten, before settling on Granby's half day program. With another child still to attend kindergarten in
Granby, we will likely weigh all of our options again. As secondary school teachers, we run into problems with before school
care andfor transportation to kindergarten programs, even full day, so we would love to see a full array of options. In addition,
for the right program cost would not be a conisderation. If the program does not meet all of our needs, then we then need to
conduct our own cost-benefit analysis and uitimately make the decision which is most developmentally appropriate for our
child, while meeting the constraints we have as a working family with two educatars.

We've baen very pleased with this school system, | have one child with special needs and the care has been top notch! | would
like afi day kindergarten though. Half day really seems like its just way too short an amount of time for these kids and teachers
to get everything done.

We have 2 children aged 4 and 5 and would greatly approve of both the school based preschool and full day kindergarten. We
feel that it is Impartant to start a quality education when they are young. Although we were pleased with the private preschool,
we hoth feel that a2 school based program would've offered a higher quality program. We aiso feel that there is not enough time
during 1/2 day kindergarten for children to leamn everything they need to know, They are not in the ¢lassroom that long (with
recess, snack time, gym, music, library, etc.)., snow days :). Thank you.

| feel a full day kindergarten program is beneficial to the kids... 1/2 seems as thought not encugh time for educations when
snack & recess are included.

| was very pleased with XXXXXXX as an option and therefore, not sure if [ would use a public preschool option for my next child.
However, | do believe having the oplion wouid be nice. As far as Kindergarten, | was pleased with Granby public Kindergarten
and would really like it if a full-day option was available.

My 2nd grader attended full-day kindergarten in XXXXX. We then moved to Granby for the start of 1st grade. The most
unattractive quality | found when we were exploring moving to Granby was the lack of fuli-day kindergarten for my second child
who will start in: the Fall 2014, Although 1 stilf very much wish that full-day kindergarten was available, we are extremely
fortunate to have the kids in a wonderful preschooll before and after care program XXXXXXX.

| strongly believe that Granby public Schools should have a preschoo! program because much is expected of kindergarteners
these days. Granby needs a program that parents with low incomes can send there children o for preschool. Many parents
are unable to afford the cost of private preschool therefore are unable to give their children the same advantage of having a
preschoo! experience getting them ready for kindergarten. |

| feei that my son would have benefitted from a full day kindergarten pregram, not an extendad day program. | feel like the
reading demands for the kindergarten curriculum would be better completed with a ful day program. Many other towns already
have full day kindergarten programs in place, | feel that our children would benefit from the time in school. The reading
expectations for kindergarteners seems to have increased, as to keep up with the na child left behind mandates, to the point
where our preschoolers need to enter kindergarten with the ability to read already or they are behind. The kindergarteners
need to be reading on a first grade level by the end of the year with out the time commitment from our district. [f we expect so
much from them, we need fo give them the best ameunt of time to achieve these goals. The kindergarten teachers do as much
as possible to complete their goals with the limited ameunt of time given to them.

W——W
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We realy like the Extended day option for Kindergarten as a half day weuld not have been chalienging enough for our
daughter or convenient in terms of other responsibilities. Our daughter attended XXXXXX (3 half dayshveek) and a day care (2
fult daysiweek) prior to Kindergarten and was well prepared. Given the recent news/focus on Magnet schools and their
curticulums, it would be helpful to have more information about the Granby schools' focus - it's hard to make a comparisen and
wondering if we're short-changing our child or if the difference is really the specialization focus which seems career oriented in
the Magnet schools, but the basic skills/iearning are the same?

With regards to the 3rd statement under question 9, I never thought of kindergarten as a child care program and don't prefer to
at this point either.

| believe that Granby provides an excetlent kindergarten program. A preschool program would be a huge benefit to Granby,
but | don't believe that it is the public school responsibility fo provide a childcare aption for parents. That the wrong focus of
effort and tax dollars.

People have many reasons why full-day kindergarten and public pre-school wauld be their choice. My concern is that the
kindergarten day is so rushed, My son's #1 complaint was there was ne time to play. Otherwise, the program was perfect. |
don't think that the full day program is advisable for the younger student. | would strongly consider changing the cut-off date for
turning & to September 1st. Otherwise, naps become mandatory and the long day might be a struggle for younger children
who have trouble focusing. [ feel also that children are pushed into scheol at such a young age that we are losing focus on
what kindergarten is alt about. ¥ the kindergarten day turned to full day, | would realty stress the need for free play times.
These moments are invaluable to practice social skills, to make friends and to focus on a choice that they have made
themselves. Thanks!

| feel preschool is necessary these days, as children are expected to have many of the basic skills before entering
kindergarten, and certalnly before first grade. § have noticed a big difference in the expectations of first and second graders in
the 4 years between when my oldest was in elementary grades and now, with my youngest. They both attended VPS, which
was fabulous, but only for one year, b/c of the expense. | would have liked more hrs. / week.

The concern | have about full day kindergarten is that some families may send their children to scheol for the "free” or
"reduced” day care costs and not because they are ready for schooi. | think adding full day kindergarten without changing the
cut off date (eg. turning 5 prior to Sept. 1) for entering kindergarten would be a mistake.

Thank you for the oportunity to voice an opiniont. | wouid like fo suggest that the schoals also take a survery for afterschooi
programs for children from the age of 8 to 12. Reason being is that most daycare centers either are not licensed for or do not
have the room for children between the age of 9 and 12. An afterschool program for kids in this age group would be wonderful.
Thank you.

Kindergarten is NOT chitd care, it is school and should be treated as such. Pre-school is an option and should not be part of
the Granhy Schoal system. If it were it would be taken advantage of by parents who do not want to pay for their chiid's care. It
will also make it more difficult for teachers to teach as parents will send children that are too young. Uniil the Kindergarten cut-
off age is fixed in this state, we will always have an issue of people sending their kids to Kindergarten when the child is not
ready. It's not fair to that child or to the other children who are ready. As a parent who paid for private pre-school and daycare
for 2 children, | would be very upsst if my taxes were raised to fund a public pre-school and all-day kindergarter. {t wasn't easy
to pay for my children's preschaol but as parents we make sacrifices and do what is best for our children. | don't expect the
town to take care of my children for me.

My younger children have not started kindergarten yet, [ really would like a full day program put in place. My older children did
fuli day kindergarten and it made a big difference in the education aspect of things.

Having 3 chitdren in or have gone through the kindergarten program and having experience with three different teachers- |
noticed variations with the basic fundamentals with each teacher. | would have preferred more standardized teaching
philosophies.

__—W
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Fult day kindergarten is too much for the 5-6 year old age. It is argued that chiicren aftend full day daycare or preschool sa
why not kindergarten? In the day care or preschool it is much more understood that these chitdren need some down time and
some break time. They are not going te focus on scheolwork all day. I'm sure that this would NOT be recognized in
kindergarten because | have witnessed the trend towards trying to cram more and maore into each grade at an earlier age than
ever before. My 3 children span a 7 year spread. What | saw when my youngest child went to kindergarten in 2008 was a far
cry from what my oldest did there in 2001. More pushing, more testing, much much less creative time. Thank goodness it was
only a ha!f day. They are only 5-8 years old!

A concern is that many other districts have started all day kindergarten. How is Granby suppose to keep up? Class rooms are
getting too big w/more to teach and less staff to get it done.

Full day kindergarte'n should definitely become an option for homes where both mom and dad HAVE to work. Half day
programs just become a burden both mentaily and finacially for parents to figure out what to do with their child at the end of the
day when school is over.

If full day kindergarten was an option aftarschool care would be a benefit so the child does not have fo change locations for
working parents.

We have some excellent pre-school eptions in Granby which we shaould continue to support and keep viable.

Both our children attended XXXXXXX. We are strong believers in the Montessori philosophy and would kave loved to have
teen able to keep the chiidren in Granby if a simitar experience were available. Please consider adding a Montesseri-style
option, even if tuition based, 1o the Granby Schaol System.

[ didn't mind half-day kindergarten if it meant savings in the budget. It was a bit of a transition from full-day Pre-K (in another
state), but it certainly was manageable. | did feet for the teacher who was trying to keep track of 40+ total students. She did a
great job at it, but | don't think it's ideal,

We have thoroughly enjoyed our experience with the Kearns. XXXXX and XXXXX have been wonderful teachers and very
responsive to our bright and energetic littie girl. Very happy with the attention and guidance she, and we, have received. That
said, we are more interested in a full-day Kindergarten program than public pre-school, XXXXXX is just too terrific.

more communication of what goes on during the day at scheol, or even lesson plans would be beneficial and very helpful.

If children fram outside of Granby attend either pre-school or fuli day kindergarten, will their educational cost, full or partial, be
barne by the residents of Granby through higher taxes? It seems unfair that children attending Magnet and Charter schools are
fully funded through the state of CT (Hartford students) but Open Cholce student's educational costs are only funded a third by
the state, the rest of that costs being provided by Granby taxpayers.

The staff at Keams have been very atientive when working with my daughter as she has needed extra help in her
development. Not that it should be mandatory, it might be beneficial for children such as my daughter to have an option for a
fuil day of Kindergarten.

Please provide a public preschool program far Granby residents!

Due to the fact that Granby still does not a full day kindergarten program and the fact that full day is an outrageous amount te
pay for, my children will be staying in the magnet pre-schoal for "free” full day kindergarten instead of attending Granby. [t
saddens me because Granby doss provide a quality education (as does the current magnet school they attend) and it would
be easier on our family transportation wise, however half day is condusive no working parent schdule and the cost of either
paying for the other half of the day or paying for afterschool care is too much in these tough economic times.

___m
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| believe that all chitdren in Granby would benefit from a more widety available preschool program that works closety with or is
inteqrated in the public schools. | believe it is important for children to learn about people and their differences, therefore a
program that integrates typically developing children with atypically developing children would be high on my list. ! also believe
that Granby schools and community would highly benefit from a full day kindergarten program, as many children who go to
preschool andfor deycare are used to at least a half day program already, and many are on a fult day schedule when in
daycare. A kindergarten pragram that is full day would also be taken more seriously by parents. Children would arrive in first
grade betier prepared for the social, emotional and academic challenges that await them. | also believe adding full day
kindergarten progams in all towns that do not currently have them would stimuiate our economy by providing employment for
the additional teachers that would be necessary to accomodate all the children for a full day. However, my only cencern would
be the additonal cost to taxpayers to add additional classrooms and teachers. This would have to be planned carefully not to
strain the budgets of the families in the Granby community with a tax increase.

We are parents who work full-time and our preschoal program decision was strongly influenced by how each oplion aligned
with our child's daycare needs. We ultimately chose a daycare center that offers preschoot and kindergarien classes, if Granby
had a public preschoot option we would have been interested only if the program had been fuli day and there had also been
reliable care available {at least) after school. Even if those criteria were met, we would stili have had concerns about how to
keep our child learning and stimulated during the summer. We have been very pleased with the summer "camp” program at
his current center. Thank you for soliciting our opinions.

1.- Imoved to Granby specifically for the guality of the schools when my cldest child reached school age 4.- | have sent
children to 3 different preschool programs; 2 in Granby and have been happy/satisfied with both. | do think it's important to
have options s it forces the programs to remain competitive. 5.1 - I was happy with the program my child{ren} were in and
likely would not have sent to a public option. 5.2 - depeding on the amount of fime my child was in school {8 hours vs, 5c0r6
hours, with a preference for a shorter day), | would have chosen to attend full day. Also, it would depend greatly on which child
you were talking about. My oldest would have gone full day, my second (who has a late birthday) { would not have sent 8
hours. 7. - Does the fee include transportation to schooi? 9.3 - L was not sending my child to kindergarten for childcare nordo |
see that as the rote of a public school program. 8.4 - 1 think we are very lucky to have such a wonderful and dedicated
kindergarten team. | do not believe that full day kindergarten is the way to go, but | de think a longer day (maybe until 1:00)
would benefit both children and teachers.

| believe the Kindergarien team works very well together. You can't go wrong with any of the teacher in the team. | do believe
that the starting age should be changed to age 5 by Qctaber 1st. Granby should offer 2 good Pre-K program so mere parents
don't place their children in Kindergarten, then have fo face the decision of holding them back in Kindergarten for a second
year. This would allow the Pre-K teachers to work in conjunction with the Kindergarten team. This type of program would allow
the younger students to gain the maturity they will need in fulure grades. The pre-k students could also take the bus which
would halp parents out. 1 do like the extended day program gpiion because i is the parents choice if they want their child going
all day. This program is a nice extension of the regular Kindergarten program, and allows for more maturity. It was worth the
added cost for our child and we like that is it at Keamns. This program does prepare our child for first grade, by going al! day. |
am not sure if all day kindergarten Is right for all 4/5 year olds. Some kids may get too tired by the end of the day.

My child attended XXXXXX and we were thoroughly happy with the experience. | worry that integrating a preschool program
into the public schools will force several of the quality preschools currently running in Granby out of business. That would be a
tragedy. | also don't think that at age 5 students are ready for a full day in school, even if it is broken up by play and rest time.
Most of a daycare day is focused on play, not learning, and that is the way it should be. We need to allow our kids o be Kids
for as long as possible.

More hands-on iearning activities, especially for boys who are often more active and less prepared to "settle down”,

My son attended Pre-scheol and Kindergarten in Massachusetts. We moved to Granby the summer before he started first
grade. He attended 3 years of pre-school, due to the cut-off age for Kindergarten. The first year was two days & week for half a
day and the foliowing two years he attended four days a week for half a day. He attended an extended day Literacy program
during his tast year. His Kindergarten program was full day for all children.

Question 7-if full day offered | would consider pay a smalf fee. Question 8-Hartford full day kindergarten.

o8 R
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We would have loved to have full-day Kindergarten available for our older children and hope maybe it wilt be available by the
time our youngest gets there in 2 years. Many schogls around the country already have #, inciuding where | was raised and
where we moved from.

A public preschool program that is a full day would have worked best for my family (working parents). | currently pay close fo
$10kfyear for a private preschool daycare. My son attended the extended day program which enabled us to take him out of a
private daycare setting & provided additionat kindergarten skills after his kindergarten day was done.

| have chosen a tuition amount based on the assumption that a half day preschool program would follow the schaol calendar
and at leat the AM kindergarten hours. Other factors would aiter my decision either higher or lower. | am extremely interested
in this option as our private preschool has become too expensive for us to utilize again for our third child, and magnet school
placement is based on luck.

We were thrilled with the experiences bath of our sons had in kindergarten. They were so fucky o have had XXXXX as thelr
teacher. | wouldn't have changed a thing! )

Both of my kids have attended XXXXXX, and both have had wonderful experiences. | think a public program would assist
some familles that maybe can't afford preschoal otherwise, but please also consider that you would be putting several local
preschoois out of business.

My child is gererally very happy with kindergarten Granby. | strongly agree that kindergarten should not have homework - kids
need to play to grow up with creative minds. | do think, however, that the kids could be doing more in school. My child often
comes home saying he is bored in school which tells me that the pace might be oo siow. In general, we are very happy.

We do NOT want madatory full day kindergarden. 1n our opinion the children are too young for this to be necessary. Schoo!
should he about education, not child care. We also do NOT want the town using tax doflars to provide preschool. The
programs around are more than adequate and the money it would take to build and staff and keep it running would be obscene
and unnecessary.

Any type of preschool program or full day kindergarten would have been benefitical. But most without children are not keen on
paying for it through higher taxes. It's fair for the individuals who use it, pay for it. Question 5-A: Cost?-Maybe Question 3-8
No Cost-Yes

We were in afterncon kindergarten and it was very hectic scheduling and did not have a good flow through the day for our
child. | would very much prefer a full day eption. Our child did well in school, no problems. However, our second is about to
enter kindergarten and | am quite concerned as he will most likely be afterncon and he will not adjust to the change in his day
well. This puts him at a significant disadvantage from those children who attend AM. If ALL children went full day, they could
be taught consistently and measured consistently regardiess of time of day they attend schoot.

W
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Granby Staff Focus Group Interview Questions

Kindergarten Teachers

How long have each of you worked in the Granby K?

What is the basic curriculum used in the K program? Language arts, math, social curriculum?
What kind of assessments are you using?

Describe a typical daily schedule?

What kind of time do you have for differentiation with students?

Do you have data team meetings ar how do you review program and student goals?

What kind of information do you get about incoming preschoolers?

How do you communicate with parents? What other ways are parents involved in the K program?

Wk N kW e

How do you think the program would differ if it were a full day rather than a half day program?
10. What do you believe is the strength of your K program?
11. If you could change or improve the program, what would you do?

Paraprofessionals

How long have each of you worked in the Granby K?

Describe a typical daily schedule?

What kind of time do you have for differentiation with students?

How do you think the program would differ if it were a full day rather than a half day program?
What do you believe is the strength of your K program?

IR

if you could change or improve the program, what would you do?

Support and Special Services Team

How long have each of you worked in the Granby K and or Pre K?

Describe your roles?

How well do you helieve teachers are able to differentiate instruction for students?

Do you have data team meetings or how do you review pragram and student goals?

How do you think the program would differ if it were a fult day rather than a half day program?
What do you believe is the strength of your K program?

What kind of communications takes place about preschoclers entering K?

if you ceuld change or improve the program, what would you do?

Lo s ;e W e

How many programs do you visit or serve?

What do you feel are the strengths of the community programs you serve?

Do you believe preschool students’ needs are best met through the current defivery of services?
What would be the advantages or disadvantages of having your own Granby Public Schools preschool

=k e
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program?
Administrator

How long have each of you worked in the Granby?

What is the basic curriculum used in the K program? Language arts, math, social curriculum?
What kind of assessments are you using?

How much do the K teachers differentiate instruction with students?

Do you have data team meetings or how do you review program and student goals?

AR o e
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6. How do you communicate with parents? What other ways are parents involved in the K program?

7. How do you think the program wouid differ if it were a full day rather than a half day program?

8. What do you believe is the strength of your K program?

9. f you could change or improve the program, what would you do?

10. What kind of information do you get about incoming preschoolers?

11. What do you feel are the strengths of the community programs you serve?

12. Do you believe preschoal students’ needs are best met through the current delivery of services?

13, What would be the advantages or disadvantages of having your own Granby Public Schoals preschool
program?

For additional information or questions please contact:

Tim Nee

Assistant Director, CREC Institute of Teaching and Learning
111 Charter Oak Avenue '

Hartford, CT 06106

860-509-3650 '

tnee(@crec.org

___——_—

w
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Kindergarten Options with Enrollment Projections

Recommended Option:

Kindergarten

2010-2011 3.5 teachers/114 students
(7 sessions)
class size 16-17

2012-2013 7 classes/111 students
class size 15-16

2013-2014 7 classes/126 students
Class size 18

Increase 3.5 teachers
Increase 3.5 TA’s

Alternative A
Partial Full Day Implementation
Lottery Selection

Kindergarten

2010-2012 3.5 teachers /114 students
(7 sessions)
class size 16-17

2012-2013 +1.5 teachers for a total
of 5 teachers
3 full day teachers
(3 full day sessions)
2 half day teachers
(4 half day sessions)
111 students
HD-16 students per class
FI)- 16 students per class

Increase 1.5 teachers
Increase 1.5 TA’s

2013-2014 +1.0 teacher for a total
of 6 teachers
4 full day teachers
(4 full day sessions)
2 half day teachers
{4 half day sessions)
126 students

Grade 1

8 classes/156 students
class 19-20

6 classes/132 students
class size 22

6 classes/120 students
class size 20

Decrease 2.0 teachers

Grade 1

8 classes/156 students
class 19-20

6 classes/132 students
class size 22

Decrease 2.0 teachers

6 classes/120 students
class size of 20

Grade 2

7 classes/152 students
clags size 21-22

6 classes/123 students
class size 22

6 classses/133 student
class size 22

Decrease 1.0 teachers

Grade 2

7 classes/152 students
class size 21-22

6 classes/123 students
class size 20

Decrease 1.0 teachers

6 classes/133 students
class size 0f 22



2014-2015

Alternative B

HD — 16 students per class
FD — 16 students per class

Increase 1.0 teachers
Increase 1.0 TA.

+1.0 teacher for a total
of 7 teachers
(7 full day sessions)
113 students
FD - 16 students per class

Increase 1.0 teachers
Increase 1.0 TA

Implement One Full Day

Followed by Alternative B-1, B-2 or B-3

6 classes/135 students
class size of 22

6 classes/121 students
class size of 20



Py uo3IUE) §

SNEVAY W 4

1
q

o1 | T

ER ‘ . K .
1¢ |
A2 BRY
‘g *yuoep
S
0g
Y
T .
G gL ST '
gy }
T
"6
N7
8y
el w,.uw?w. yﬁu
LY SY

R . oty




Full Day Kindergarten CMT Comparison

District

DRG

Year Full Day Kindergarten
Implemented

CMT Analysis

Darien

2009-2010

* Darien’s grade 3 reading scores are higher
than Granby’s (+2.7%)

Easton

15+ years

* Easton’s grade 3 reading scores have
improved 11.7% from 2006 to 2011

* Granby’s grade 3 reading scores represent
the same number in 2006 and 2011

* Easton’s grade 3 reading scores are above
Granby’s (+9.2%)

Redding

2011-2012

* Granby'’s grade 3 reading scores are slightly
higher than Redding’s (+0.8%)

Greenwich

1970’s

* Greenwich’s grade 3 reading scores are
slightly below Granby’s (-6.9%)

* Greenwich’s grade 3 reading scores have
decreased from 2006 to 2011 (-3.1%)

New Canaan

2008-2009

* New Canaan’s grade 3 reading scores are
above Granby’s (+11.9%)

Ridgefield

2010-2011

* Granby’s (79%) and Ridgefield’s (79.5%)
grade 3 reading scores are comparable

West Hartford

1999-2000

* Granby'’s grade 3 reading scores are higher
than West Hartford’s (+7.5%)

* Granby’s grade 3 reading scores are the
same 2006 and 2011

* West Hartford’s grade 3 reading scores have
improved from 2006 to 2011 (+11%)

Weston

10+ years

* Granby’s grade 3 reading scores are slightly
below Weston’s (-3.1%)

* Granby’s 2006 and 2011 grade 3 reading
scores are the same

* Weston’s grade 3 reading scores show a
+.8% difference between 2006 and 2011
results

Woodbridge

1980’s

* Granby’s grade 3 reading scores are higher
than Woodbridge (+6.8%)

* Granby’s grade 3 reading scores are the
same in 2006 and 2011

* Woodbridge’s grade 3 reading scores show a
-2.0% difference from 2006 to 2011




Summary of random school sampling of Full Day K Exploration

Town Would or have you Other comments/info.
considered full day?
Brookfield Not currently - Has space 2 extended days
New Fairfield Creative budgeting Instituted full day K fall 2011
Parental support, those not in
support pick up children after Dismiss K at 1:00 for K teacher
lunch PD, next year will do week 1 only
Avon Yes Budget constraint
Hartland No discussions Have used extended day for
Space is not an issue some children in need
With increased academic
expectations time would allow
for developmental delivery
Region 15 Yes in process of discussing Looking at creative ways to
leverage budget
Farmington Yes — previously run pilot, space | Watching declining enrollment
is an issue to see if they can manage full
day in the near future
Cheshire Yes — District completed a study | Changing demands of instruction
and found a lack of parental may change the sentiment
interest
Space is an obstacle
Madison Yes — Completed a study for full Using a community conversation

day K in 2008, space and
finances were an issue in 2009,
with declining enrollment space
is no longer an obstacle,
continued conversations and
planning taking place.

grant to address full day
kindergarten.

Growing demands of new
standards impact first grade
inability to address previous K
items not addressed in half day
program.

South Windsor

Developing a full day K proposal
for BOE for 2013-2014 school
year, parents are very much in
favor.

Declining enrollment and school
structure considerations are a
factor in the proposal

CREC is building a magnet in SW
that will house full day preschool
and full day K.
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Students
Bullying

The Granby Board of Education is committed to creating and maintaining an educational
environment that is physically, emotionally and intellectually safe and thus free from bullying,
harassment and discrimination. In accordance with state law and the District Safe School
Climate Plan, the Board expressly prohibits any form of bullying behavior on school grounds; at
a school-sponsored or school-related activity, function or program, whether on or off school
grounds; at a school bus stop; on a school bus or other vehicle owned, leased or used by a local
or regional board of education; or through the use of an electronic device or an electronic mobile
device owned, leased or used by Board of Education.

The Board also prohibits any form of bullying behavior outside of the school setting if
such bullying (i) creates a hostile environment at school for the student against whom such
bullying was directed, (ii) infringes on the rights of the student against whom such bullying was
directed at school, or (iii) substantially disrupts the education process or the orderly operation of
a school. Discrimination and/or retaliation against an individual who reports or assists in the
investigation of an act of bullying is likewise prohibited.

Students who engage in bullying behavior shall be subject to school discipline, up to and
including expulsion, in accordance with the Board's policies on student discipline, suspension
and expulsion, and consistent with state and federal law.

For purposes of this policy, “Bullying” means the repeated use by one or more students
of a written, verbal or electronic communication directed at or referring to another student
attending school in the same school district, or a physical act or gesture by one or more students
repeatedly directed at another student attending school in the same school district, that:

1) causes physical or emotional harm to such student or damage to such student’s
property;

2) places such student in reasonable fear of harm to himself or herself, or of damage
to his or her property;

3) creates a hostile environment at school for such student;

4) infringes on the rights of such student at school; or

5) substantially disrupts the education process or the orderly operation of a

school.



Policy
5131.911 (b)

Students
Bullying

Bullying shall include, but not be limited to, repeated use by one or more students of
written, verbal or electronic communication or physical act or gesture based on any actual or
perceived differentiating characteristics, such as race, color, religion, ancestry, national origin,
gender, sexual orientation, gender identity and expression, socioeconomic status, academic
status, physical appearance, or mental, physical, developmental or sensory disability, or by
association with an individual or group who has or is perceived to have one or more of such
characteristics.

For purposes of this policy, electronic communication ("Cyberbullying") means any act
of bullying through the use of the Internet, interactive and digital technologies, cellular mobile
telephone or other mobile electronic devices or any electronic communications.

Consistent with the requirements under state law, the Granby Board of Education
authorizes the Superintendent or his/her designee(s), along with the District Safe School Climate
Coordinator, to be responsible for developing and implementing a District Safe School Climate
Plan in furtherance of this policy. As provided by state law, such District Safe School Climate
Plan shall include, but not be limited to provisions which:

1) Enable students to anonymously report acts of bullying to school employees and
require students and the parents or guardians of students to be notified annually of the
process by which students may make such reports;

2) enable the parents or guardians of students to file written reports of suspected
bullying;

3) require school employees who witness acts of bullying or receive reports of bullying
to orally notify the Safe School Climate Specialist, or another school administrator if
the Safe School Climate Specialist is unavailable, not later than one school day after
such school employee witnesses or receives a report of bullying, and to file a written
report not later than two school days after making such oral report;

4) require the Safe School Climate Specialist to investigate or supervise the
investigation of all reports of bullying and ensure that such investigation is completed
promptly after receipt of any written reports made under this section;

5) require the Safe School Climate Specialist to review any anonymous reports, except
that no disciplinary action shall be taken solely on the basis of an anonymous report;
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6)

7)

8)

9)

10)

11)

12)

13)

14)

Policy
5131.911 (¢)

include a prevention and intervention strategy for school employees to deal with
bullying;

provide for the inclusion of language in student codes of conduct concerning
bullying;

require each school to notify the parents or guardians of students who commit any
verified acts of bullying and the parents or guardians of students against whom such
acts were directed not later than forty-eight hours after the completion of the
investigation;

require each school to invite the parents or guardians of a student who commits any
verified act of bullying and the parents or guardians of the student against whom such
act was directed to a meeting to communicate to such parents or guardians the
measures being taken by the school to ensure the safety of the student against whom
such act was directed and to prevent further acts of bullying;

establish a procedure for each school to document and maintain records relating to
reports and investigations of bullying in such school; maintain a list of the number of
verified acts of bullying in such school; make such list available for public inspection;
and, annually report such number to the Department of Education and in such manner
as prescribed by the Commissioner of Education;

direct the development of case-by-case interventions for addressing repeated
incidents of bullying against a single individual or recurrently perpetrated bullying
incidents by the same individual that may include both counseling and discipline;

prohibit discrimination and retaliation against an individual who reports or assists in
the investigation of an act of bullying;

direct the development of student safety support plans for students against whom an
act of bullying was directed that address safety measures the school will take to
protect such students against further acts of bullying;

require the principal of a school, or the principal's designee, to notify the
appropriate local law enforcement agency when such principal, or the principal's
designee, believes that any acts of bullying constitute criminal conduct;
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15) prohibit bullying (A) on school grounds, at a school-sponsored or school-related
activity, function or program whether on or off school grounds, at a school bus stop,
on a school bus or other vehicle owned, leased or used by a local or regional board
of education, or through the use of an electronic device or an electronic mobile
device owned, leased or used by the local or regional board of education, and (B)
outside of the school setting if such bullying (i) creates a hostile environment at
school for the student against whom such bullying was directed, (ii) infringes on the
rights of the student against whom such bullying was directed at school, or (iii)
substantially disrupts the education process or the orderly operation of a school;

16) require, at the beginning of each school year, each school to provide all school
employees with a written or electronic copy of the school district's safe school
climate plan; and

17) require that all school employees annually complete the training described in Conn.
Gen. Stat. §10-220a.

The notification required pursuant to subdivision (8) (above) and the invitation required
pursuant to subdivision (9) (above) shall include a description of the response of school
employees to such acts and any consequences that may result from the commission of further
acts of bullying. Any information provided under this policy or accompanying District Safe
School Climate Plan shall be provided in accordance with the confidentiality restrictions
imposed under the Family Educational Rights Privacy Act ("FERPA") and the district's
Confidentiality and Access to Student Information policy and regulations.

Not later than January 1, 2012, the Granby Board of Education shall approve the District
Safe School Climate Plan developed pursuant to this policy and submit such plan to the
Department of Education. Not later than thirty (30) calendar days after approval by the Board,
the Board shall make such plan available on the Board's and each individual school in the school
district's web site and ensure that the District Safe School Climate Plan is included in the school
district's publication of the rules, procedures and standards of conduct for schools and in all
student handbooks.
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Public Act 11-232, An Act Concerning the Strengthening of School Bullying

Laws

Conn. Gen.
Conn. Gen.
Conn. Gen.
Conn. Gen.
Conn. Gen.
Conn. Gen.

Conn. Gen.

Stat. 10-145a

Stat. 10-1450

Stat. 10-220a

Stat. § 10-222d

Stat. 10-222¢g

Stat. 10-222h

Stat. §§ 10-233a through 10-233f

Original Policy Adopted: 1/8/03
Revisions Adopted: 11/15/06, 2/18/09,

GRANBY PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Granby, Connecticut
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District Safe School Climate Plan

The Board is committed to creating and maintaining a physically, emotionally, and intellectually
safe educational environment free from bullying, harassment and discrimination. In order to
foster an atmosphere conducive to learning, the Board has developed the following District Safe
School Climate Plan, consistent with state law and Board Policy. This plan represents a
comprehensive approach to addressing bullying and cyberbullying and sets forth the Board’s
expectations for creating a positive school climate and thus preventing, intervening, and
responding to incidents of bullying.

Bullying behavior is strictly prohibited, and students who are determined to have engaged in
such behavior are subject to disciplinary action, which may include suspension or expulsion from
school. The district’s commitment to addressing bullying behavior, however, involves a multi-
faceted approach, which includes education and the promotion of a positive school climate in
which bullying will not be tolerated by students or school staff.

I Prohibition Against Bullying and Retaliation

A. The Board expressly prohibits any form of bullying behavior on school grounds;
at a school-sponsored or school-related activity, function or program whether on
or off school grounds; at a school bus stop; on a school bus or other vehicle
owned, leased or used by a local or regional board of education; or through the
use of an electronic device or an electronic mobile device owned, leased or used
by Board of Education.

B. The Board also prohibits any form of bullying behavior outside of the school
setting if such bullying (i) creates a hostile environment at school for the student
against whom such bullying was directed, (ii) infringes on the rights of the student
against whom such bullying was directed at school, or (iii) substantially disrupts
the education process or the orderly operation of a school;

C. In addition to prohibiting student acts which constitute bullying, the Board also
prohibits discrimination and/or retaliation against an individual who reports or
assists in the investigation of an act of bullying.

D. Students who engage in bullying behavior in violation of Board Policy and the
Distict Safe School Climate Plan shall be subject to school discipline, up to and
including expulsion, in accordance with the Board's policies on student discipline,
suspension and expulsion, and consistent with state and federal law.
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Definition of Bullying

A.

“Bullying” means the repeated use by one or more students of written, verbal or
electronic communication, or a physical act or gesture directed at another student
attending school in the same district that:

1. causes physical or emotional harm to such student or damage to such
student’s property;

2. places such student in reasonable fear of harm to himself or herself, or of
damage to his or her property;

3. creates a hostile environment at school for such student;
4. infringes on the rights of such student at school; or

5. substantially disrupts the education process or the orderly operation of a
school.

Bullying shall include, but not be limited to, a written, verbal or electronic
communication or physical act or gesture based on any actual or perceived
differentiating characteristics, such as race, color, religion, ancestry, national
origin, gender, sexual orientation, gender identity and expression, socioeconomic
status, academic status, physical appearance, or mental, physical, developmental
or sensory disability, or by association with an individual or group who has or is
perceived to have one or more of such characteristics.

Other Definitions

A.

"Cyberbullying'" means any act of bullying through the use of the Internet,
interactive and digital technologies, cellular mobile telephone or other mobile
electronic devices or any other electronic communications.

"Electronic communication' means any transfer of signs, signals, writing,
images, sounds, data or intelligence of any nature transmitted in whole or in part
by a wire, radio, electromagnetic, photoelectronic or photo-optical system;



Students

Bullying

C.

Administrative Regulations
5131.911 (¢)

"Hostile environment' means a situation in which bullying among students is
sufficiently severe or pervasive to alter the conditions of the school climate;

""Mobile electronic device' means any hand-held or other portable electronic
equipment capable of providing data communication between two or more
individuals, including, but not limited to, a text messaging device, a paging
device, a personal digital assistant, a laptop computer, equipment that is capable
of playing a video game or a digital video disk, or equipment on which digital
images are taken or transmitted;

"Outside of the school setting' means at a location, activity or program that is
not school related, or through the use of an electronic device or a mobile
electronic device that is not owned, leased or used by a local or regional board of
education;

"Prevention and intervention strategy" may include, but is not limited to,

(1) implementation of a positive behavioral interventions and supports process or
another evidence-based model approach for safe school climate or for the
prevention of bullying identified by the Department of Education, (2) school rules
prohibiting bullying, harassment and intimidation and establishing appropriate
consequences for those who engage in such acts, (3) adequate adult supervision of
outdoor areas, hallways, the lunchroom and other specific areas where bullying is
likely to occur, (4) inclusion of grade-appropriate bullying education and
prevention curricula in kindergarten through high school, (5) individual
interventions with the bully, parents and school employees, and interventions with
the bullied child, parents and school employees, (6) school-wide training related
to safe school climate, (7) student peer training, education and support, and (8)
promotion of parent involvement in bullying prevention through individual or
team participation in meetings, trainings and individual interventions.

"School climate'" means the quality and character of school life with a particular
focus on the quality of the relationships within the school community between
and among students and adults.
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"School employee" means (1) a teacher, substitute teacher, school administrator,
school superintendent, guidance counselor, psychologist, social worker, nurse,
physician, school paraprofessional or coach employed by a local or regional board
of education or working in a public elementary, middle or high school; or (2) any
other individual who, in the performance of his or her duties, has regular contact
with students and who provides services to or on behalf of students enrolled in a
public elementary, middle or high school, pursuant to a contract with the local or
regional board of education.

“School-Sponsored Activity” shall mean any activity conducted on or off school
property (including school buses and other school-related vehicles) that is
sponsored, recognized or authorized by the Board of Education.

IV.  Leadership and Administrative Responsibilities

A.

District Safe School Climate Coordinator

For the school year commencing July 1, 2012, and each school year thereafter, the
Superintendent shall appoint, from existing school district staff, a District Safe
School Climate Coordinator (“Coordinator’’). The Coordinator shall:

1. be responsible for implementing the district’s Safe School
Climate Plan (“Plan”);

2. collaborate with Safe School Climate Specialists, the Board, and
the Superintendent to prevent, identify and respond to bullying in
district schools;

3. provide data and information, in collaboration with the
Superintendent, to the Department of Education regarding
bullying;

4. meet with Safe School Climate Specialists at least twice during

the school year to discuss issues relating to bullying the school
district and to make recommendations concerning amendments to
the district’s Plan.
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Safe School Climate Specialist

For the school year commencing July 1, 2012, and each school year thereafter, the
principal of each school (or principal’s designee) shall serve as the Safe School
Climate Specialist. The Safe School Climate Specialist shall investigate or
supervise the investigation of reported acts of bullying and act as the primary
school official responsible for preventing, identifying and responding to reports of
bullying in the school.

V. Development and Review of Safe School Climate Plan

A.

For the school year commencing July 1, 2012 and each school year thereafter, the
Principal of each school shall establish a committee or designate at least one
existing committee (“Committee”) in the school to be responsible for developing
and fostering a safe school climate and addressing issues relating to bullying in
the school. Such committee shall include at least one parent/guardian of a student
enrolled in the school, as appointed by the school principal.

The Committee shall: 1) receive copies of completed reports following bullying
investigations; 2) identify and address patterns of bullying among students in the
school; 3) review and amend school policies relating to bullying; 4) review and
make recommendations to the Coordinator regarding the District Safe School
Climate Plan based on issues and experiences specific to the school; 5) educate
students, school employees and parents/guardians on issues relating to bullying;
6) collaborate with the Coordinator in the collection of data regarding bullying;
and 7) perform any other duties as determined by the Principal that are related to
the prevention, identification and response to school bullying.

Any parent/guardian serving as a member of the Committee shall not participate
in any activities which may compromise the confidentiality of any student,
including, but not limited to receiving copies of investigation reports, or
identifying or addressing patterns of bullying among students in the school.



Students

Bullying

D.

Administrative Regulations
5131.911 (f)

Not later than January 1, 2012, the Board of Education shall approve the District
Safe School Climate Plan developed pursuant to Board policy and submit such
plan to the Department of Education. Not later than thirty (30) calendar days after
approval by the Board, the Board shall make such plan available on the Board's
and each individual school in the school district's website and ensure that the
District Safe School Climate Plan is included in the school district's publication of
the rules, procedures and standards of conduct for schools and in all student
handbooks.

VI.  Procedures for Reporting and Investigating Complaints of Bullying

A.

Students and parents (or guardians of students) may file written reports of
bullying. Written reports of bullying shall be reasonably specific as to the basis
for the report, including the time and place of the alleged conduct, the number of
incidents, the target of the suspected bullying, and the names of potential
witnesses. Such reports may be filed with any building administrator and/or the
Safe School Climate Specialist (i.e. building principal), and all reports shall be
forwarded to the Safe School Climate Specialist for review and actions consistent
with this Plan.

Students may make anonymous reports of bullying to any school employee.
Students may also request anonymity when making a report, even if the student’s
identity is known to the school employee. In cases where a student requests
anonymity, the Safe School Climate Specialist or his/her designee shall meet with
the student (if the student’s identity is known) to review the request for anonymity
and discuss the impact that maintaining the anonymity of the complainant may
have on the investigation and on any possible remedial action. All anonymous
complaints shall be reviewed and reasonable action will be taken to address the
situation, to the extent such action may be taken that does not disclose the source
of the complaint, and is consistent with the due process rights of the student(s)
alleged to have committed acts of bullying. No disciplinary action shall be taken
solely on the basis of an anonymous complaint.

School employees who witness acts of bullying or receive reports of bullying
shall orally notify the Safe School Climate Specialist or another school
administrator if the Safe School Climate Specialist is unavailable, not later than
one (1) school day after such school employee witnesses or receives a report of
bullying. The school employee shall then file a written report not later than two
(2) school days after making such oral report.
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The Safe School Specialist shall be responsible for reviewing any anonymous
reports of bullying and shall investigate or supervise the investigation of all
reports of bullying and ensure that such investigation is completed promptly after
receipt of any written reports. In order to allow the district to adequately
investigate complaints filed by a student or parent/guardian, the parent of the
student suspected of being bullied should be asked to provide consent to permit
the release of that student’s name in connection with the investigation process,
unless the student and/or parent has requested anonymity.

In investigating reports of bullying, the Safe School Climate Specialist or
designee will consider all available information known, including the nature of
the allegations and the ages of the students involved. The Safe School Climate
Specialist will interview witnesses, as necessary, reminding the alleged
perpetrator and other parties that retaliation is strictly prohibited and will result in
disciplinary action.

VII. Responding to Verified Acts of Bullying

A.

Following investigation, if acts of bullying are verified, the Safe School Climate
Specialist or designee shall notify the parents or guardians of the students against
whom such acts were directed as well as the parents or guardians of the students
who commit such acts of bullying of the finding not later than forty-eight hours
after the investigation is completed. This notification shall include a description
of the school’s response to the acts of bullying. In providing such notification,
however, care must be taken to respect the statutory privacy rights of other
students, including the perpetrator of such bullying. The specific disciplinary
consequences imposed on the perpetrator, or personally identifiable information
about a student other than the parent/guardian’s own child, may not be disclosed
except as provided by law.

In any instance in which bullying is verified, the Safe School Climate Specialist
or designee shall also invite the parents or guardians of the student who commits
any verified act of bullying and the parents or guardian of the student against
whom such act was directed to a meeting to communicate the measures being
taken by the school to ensure the safety of the student/victim and to prevent
further acts of bullying. The invitation may be made simultaneous with the
notification described above in Section VII.A., as it must include a description of
the school’s response to such acts, along with consequences, as appropriate.
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Normally, separate meetings shall be held with the respective parents; however, at
the discretion of the Safe School Climate Specialist and with written consent of
the parents/guardians involved, the meeting(s) may be held jointly.

If bullying is verified, the Safe School Climate Specialist or designee shall
develop a written student safety support plan for any student against whom an act
of bullying was directed. Such support plan will include safety measures to
protect against further acts of bullying.

A specific written intervention plan shall be developed to address repeated
incidents of bullying against a single individual or recurrently perpetrated
bullying incidents by the same individual. The written intervention plan may
include counseling, discipline and other appropriate remedial actions as
determined by the Safe School Climate Specialist or designee, and may also
incorporate a student safety support plan, as appropriate.

Notice to Law Enforcement

If the Principal of a school (or his/her designee) reasonably believes that any act
of bullying constitutes a criminal offense, he/she shall notify appropriate law
enforcement. Notice shall be consistent with the Board’s obligations under state
and federal law and Board policy regarding the disclosure of personally
identifiable student information. In making this determination, the Principal or
his/her designee, may consult with the school resource office, if any, and other
individuals the principal or designee deems appropriate.

If a bullying complaint raises concern about discrimination or harassment on the
basis of a legally protected classifications (such as race, religion, color, national
origin, sex, sexual orientation, age or disability), the Safe School Climate
Specialist or designee shall also coordinate any investigation with other
appropriate personnel within the district as appropriate (e.g. Title IX Coordinator,
Section 504 Coordinator etc.)
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VIII. Documentation and Maintenance of Log

A.

Each school shall maintain written complaints of bullying, along with supporting
documentation received and/or created as a result of bullying investigations,
consistent with the Board’s obligations under state and federal law. Any
educational record containing personally identifiable student information
pertaining to an individual student shall be maintained in a confidential manner,
and shall not be disclosed to third parties without written prior written consent of
a parent, guardian or eligible student, except as permitted under Board policy and
state and federal law.

The Principal of each school shall maintain a list of the number of verified acts of
bullying in the school and this list shall be available for public inspection upon
request. Consistent with district obligations under state and federal law regarding
student privacy, the log shall not contain any personally identifiable student
information, or any information that alone or in combination would allow a
reasonable person in the school community to identify the students involved.
Accordingly, the log should be limited to basic information such as the number of
verified acts, name of school and/or grade level and relevant date. Given that any
determination of bullying involves repeated acts, each investigation that results in
a verified act of bullying for that school year shall be tallied as one verified act of
bullying unless the specific actions that are the subject of each report involve
separate and distinct acts of bullying. The list shall be limited to the number of
verified acts of bullying in each school and shall not set out the particulars of each
verified act, including, but not limited to any personally identifiable student
information, which is confidential information by law.

The Principal of each school shall report the number of verified acts of bullying in
the school annually to the Department of Education in such manner as prescribed
by the Commissioner of Education.
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IX.  Other Prevention and Intervention Strategies

A.

Bullying behavior can take many forms and can vary dramatically in the nature of
the offense and the impact the behavior may have on the victim and other
students. Accordingly, there is no one prescribed response to verified acts of
bullying. While conduct that rises to the level of “bullying”, as defined above,
will generally warrant traditional disciplinary action against the perpetrator of
such bullying, whether and to what extent to impose disciplinary action (e.g.,
detention, in-school suspension, suspension or expulsion) is a matter for the
professional discretion of the building principal (or responsible program
administrator or his/her designee). No disciplinary action may be taken solely on
the basis of an anonymous complaint. As discussed below, schools may also
consider appropriate alternative to traditional disciplinary sanctions, including
age-appropriate consequences and other restorative or remedial interventions.

A specific written intervention plan shall be developed to address repeated
incidents of bullying against a single individual or recurrently perpetrated
bullying incidents by the same individual. This plan may include safety
provisions, as described above, for students against whom acts of bullying have
been verified and may include other interventions such as counseling, discipline,
and other appropriate remedial or restorative actions as determined by the
responsible administrator.

The following sets forth possible interventions which may also be utilized to
enforce the Board’s prohibition against bullying:

1. Non-disciplinary interventions

When verified acts of bullying are identified early and/or when such
verified acts of bullying do not reasonably require a disciplinary response,
students may be counseled as to the definition of bullying, its prohibition,
and their duty to avoid any conduct that could be considered bullying.
Students may also be subject to other forms of restorative discipline or
remedial actions, appropriate to the age of the students and nature of the
behavior.



Students

Bullying

ii.

1il.

Administrative Regulations
5131.911 (k)

If a complaint arises out of conflict between students or groups of
students, peer or other forms of mediation may be considered. Special
care, however, is warranted in referring such cases to peer mediation. A
power imbalance may make the process intimidating for the victim and
therefore inappropriate. In such cases, the victim should be given
additional support. Alternatively, peer mediation may be deemed
inappropriate to address the concern.

Disciplinary interventions

When acts of bullying are verified and a disciplinary response is
warranted, students are subject to the full range of disciplinary
consequences. Anonymous complaints, however, shall not be the basis for
disciplinary action.

In-school suspension and suspension may be imposed only after informing
the accused perpetrator of the reasons for the proposed suspension and
giving him/her an opportunity to explain the situation, in accordance with
the Board’s Student Discipline policy.

Expulsion may be imposed only after a hearing before the Board of
Education, a committee of the Board or an impartial hearing officer
designated by the Board of Education in accordance with the Board’s
Student Discipline policy. This consequence shall normally be reserved
for serious incidents of bullying and/or when past interventions have not
been successful in eliminating bullying behavior.

Interventions for bullied students

The building principal (or other responsible program administrator) or
his/her designee shall intervene in order to address incidents of bullying
against a single individual. Intervention strategies for a bullied student
may include the following:

a. Counseling;

b. Increased supervision and monitoring of student to observe and
intervene in bullying situations;
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c. Encouragement of student to seek help when victimized or
witnessing victimization;

d. Peer mediation or other forms of mediation, where appropriate;
e. Student Safety Support plan; and
f. Restitution and/or restorative interventions.

General Prevention and Intervention Strategies

In addition to the prompt investigation of complaints of bullying and
direct intervention when acts of bullying are verified, other district actions
may ameliorate potential problems with bullying in school or at school-
sponsored activities. While no specific action is required, and school
needs for specific prevention and intervention strategies may vary from
time to time, the following list of potential prevention and intervention
strategies shall serve as a resource for administrators, teachers and other
professional employees in each school. Such prevention and intervention
strategies may include, but are not limited to:

a. school rules prohibiting bullying, harassment and intimidation and
establishing appropriate consequences for those who engage in
such acts;

b. Adequate adult supervision of outdoor areas, hallways, the
lunchroom and other specific areas where bullying is likely to
occur;

C. Inclusion of grade-appropriate bullying education and prevention
curricula in kindergarten through high school, which may include
instruction regarding building safe and positive school
communities including developing healthy relationships and
preventing dating violence as deemed appropriate for older
students;

d. Individual interventions with the perpetrator, parents and school
employees, and interventions with the bullied student, parents and
school employees;
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School-wide training related to safe school climate, which training
may include Title IX/Sexual harassment training, Section 504/
ADA Training, cultural diversity/multicultural education or other
training in federal and state civil rights legislation or other topics
relevant to safe school climate;

Student peer training, education and support; and

Promotion of parent involvement in bullying prevention through
individual or team participation in meetings, trainings and
individual interventions;

Implementation of a positive behavioral interventions and supports
process or another evidence-based model approach for safe school
climate or for the prevention of bullying, including any such
program identified by the Department of Education;

Respectful responses to bullying concerns raised by students,
parents or staff;

Planned professional development programs addressing prevention
and intervention strategies, which training may include school
violence prevention, conflict resolution and prevention of bullying,
with a focus in evidence based practices concerning same;

Use of peers to help ameliorate the plight of victims and include
them in group activities;

Avoidance of sex-role stereotyping;
Continuing awareness and involvement on the part of school
employees and parents with regards to prevention and intervention

strategies;

Modeling by teachers of positive, respectful, and supportive
behavior toward students;



Students

Bullying

XI.

Administrative Regulations
5131.911 (n)

0. Creating a school atmosphere of team spirit and collaboration that
promotes appropriate social behavior by students in support of
others;

p. Employing classroom strategies that instruct students how to work

together in a collaborative and supportive atmosphere.

In addition to prevention and intervention strategies, administrators, teachers and
other professional employees may find opportunities to educate students about
bullying and help eliminate bullying behavior through class discussions,
counseling, and reinforcement of socially-appropriate behavior. Administrators,
teachers and other professional employees should intervene promptly whenever
they observe mean-spirited student conduct, even if such conduct does not meet
the formal definition of “bullying.”

Improving School Climate

The Principal of each school shall take affirmative steps in fostering and improving the
quality of the school climate. These steps should make use of the most current data
available on the quality of school climate within the school. Action planning should align
to school improvement plans, the work of the safe climate committee and the results of
school climate assessments.

Annual Notice and Training

A.

Students, and parents or guardians of students shall be notified annually
of the process by which students may make reports of bullying.

The Board shall provide for the inclusion of language in student codes
of conduct concerning bullying.

At the beginning of each school year, each school shall provide all
school employees with a written or electronic copy of the school
district’s safe school climate plan and require that all school employees
annually complete training on the identification, prevention and response
to bullying as required by law.

The bullying policy and the district’s safe climate plan shall be posted on the
district and school websites.
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School Climate Assessments

On and after July 1, 2012, and biennially thereafter, the Board shall require each school
in the district to complete an assessment using the school climate assessment
instruments, including surveys, approved and disseminated by the Department of
Education. The Board shall collect the school climate assessments for each school in
the district and submit such assessments to the Department.

Legal References:

7/25/11

Public Act 11-232, An Act Concerning the Strengthening of School Bullying
Laws
Conn. Gen. Stat. § 10-222d

Conn. Gen. Stat. §§ 10-233a through 10-233f

Connecticut State Department of Education Circular Letter C-8,
Series 2008-2009 (March 16, 2009)
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Form 1
GRANBY PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Report of Suspected Bullying

School Date

Location(s) Time

Reporter Information:

Student report Name

Anonymous student report

Parent report Name

Anonymous parent report

Staff Member report Name

Name of Student Committing Act(s):

Name of Student(s) Against Whom Act was Directed:

Potential Witnesses:

Description of Act(s):

Action of Reporter:

Bullying Report Form Completed by:

Signature Date

This report should be promptly completed and given to a building administrator.
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Granby Public Schools
Report of Suspected Bullying/Consent to Release Student Information

Date:

Name of Student:

School:

To Parent/Guardian:

A complaint of bullying has been filed on behalf of your child alleging that he/she has been the
victim of bullying. In order to facilitate a prompt and thorough investigation of the complaint,
the Granby Public Schools may need to disclose the name of your child and/or other information
which may otherwise disclose your child’s identify.

(Please check one):

I hereby give permission for the Granby Public Schools to disclose my child’s name,
along with any other information necessary to permit the district to adequately and appropriately
investigate such complaint, to third parties contacted by the district as part of its investigation.

[ do NOT give permission for the Granby Public Schools to disclose my child’s name,
along with any other information necessary to permit the district to adequately and appropriately
investigate such complaint, to third parties contacted by the district as part of its investigation.

Signature of Parent/Guardian Date

Name (Please print)
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Form 3 (1 of 2)
GRANBY PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Administrative Investigation Summary of Bullying Complaint

School Date

Location(s)

Reporter Information:

Student report Name

Anonymous student report

Parent report Name

Anonymous parent report

Staff Member report Name

Student Reported as Committing Act:

Student Reported as Victim:

Description of Alleged Act(s):

Time and Place:

Names of Potential Witnesses:

Action of Reporter:

Administrative Investigation Notes (use separate sheet if necessary):

Bullying Verified? Yes No
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Form 3 (2 of 2)

Remedial Action(s) Taken:

If bullying verified, has notification been made to parents of students involved? Yes = No
Parents’ Names: Date Sent/Notified:
Parents’ Names: Date Sent/Notified:
Parents’ Names: Date Sent/Notified:
Parents’ Names: Date Sent/Notified:

If bullying verified, have invitation to meetings been sent to parents of students involved?
Yes  No_

Parents’ Names: Date Sent/Notified:
Parents’ Names: Date Sent/Notified:
Parents’ Names: Date Sent/Notified:
Parents’ Names: Date Sent/Notified:
Date of Meetings:

Meeting Summaries:

If bullying verified, has school developed student safety support/intervention plan?

(Attach bullying complaint, witness statements, and notification to parents of students
involved if bullying is verified, invitations to parent meetings, records of parent meetings).



Special Curriculum/Policy/Technology/Communication Subcommittee Meeting Minutes
September 20, 2011

5:30 p.m.

Attendance:

Ronald Walther — Present Alan Addley - Present

Rosemarie Weber — Present Diane Dugas - Present

John O’Connor - Present Aimee Martin - Present

Meeting commenced at: 5:35 p.m. Meeting adjourned at:  7:00 p.m.

1. Early Childhood Recommendations —

A. Reviewed background material supported by Ms. Martin and Ms. Dugas for pre-
kindergarten.

B. Consensus to recommend that BOE proceed with integrated pre-school program for
2012-2013 school year.

C. Reviewed background material supported by Ms. Martin and Ms. Dugas for full-day
kindergarten.

D. Recommend that the BOE pursue full-day kindergarten at earliest opportunity.



Finance/Personnel/Facilities Subcommittee Meeting Minutes
October 19, 2011

5:30 p.m.

Attendance:

Matt Wutka Present Alan Addley Present

Ed Ohannessian Present Harry Traver Present

Marie Nicholls Absent

Meeting commenced at:  5:40 p.m. Meeting adjourned at:  6:55 p.m.

1.

September Statements of Accounts — No issues at this time. Special education
transportation and tuition could be $25-$50K — looking into.

Utility Savings Incentives — (Estimates) 2 times per year (Jan./May) social event for
school with largest percentage reduction in electricity usage.

Electricity Generation Bid Status — Goes to late November.

CPPAC Submission — Discussion on several options for CPPAC submission. Will
discuss further before November 9" meeting.

Roofing Update - $4900 to cover the front to verify that is source of leak. If identified,
spend $24K for vinyl siding to fix. Leak over art room in building #1, estimate of $47K to
fix 364 feet — will repair 50 feet for $7400 at this time.

Other —

¢ New bus still waiting inspection (IStarcraft model).
e Allocate $2K for Kelly Lane to celebrate National Blue Ribbon School.



November 14-18

American Education Week

November 16

Early Release — Secondary Only
Parent Conferences

Middle/High School

November 16 Curriculum Subcommittee Mtg. 5:30 p.m.
BOE Meeting 7:00 p.m. Central Services
November 17 Evening Parent Conferences — Middle./High School
Secondary Only
November 18-19 | CABE/CAPSS Convention Mystic, Connecticut
November 18-19 | HS Drama Play — A Christmas Carol | 7 pm 11/18 HS Auditorium

2 &7 pm 11/19

November 18-22

Early Release — Elementary Only
Parent Conferences

November 23

Early Release — All Schools

November 24-25

Thanksgiving Holiday Recess

Offices Closed

November 28 Parents’ Sport Night for Winter 7:00 p.m. HS Auditorium
Sports
November 30 Family Connections Night 5:30-7:30 p.m. | MS Cafeteria
December 1 Financial Aid Night 6:30 p.m. HS Auditorium
December 2 GMMS Spotlight Show 7-9 p.m. GMMS Cafeteria
December 3 Holly Ball 7-10 p.m. HS Community Gym
December 7 Holiday Shopping Night/Athletic 5:30-8 p.m.
Boosters
December 7 Curriculum Subcommittee Mtg. 5:30 p.m.
BOE Meeting 7:00 p.m. Central Services
December 10 Holly Ball (Snow Date) 7-10 p.m. HS Community Gym




Nov 10 11 08,58a HRTOGS 8608448528
N.B.
Bring Policies Agenda
#5131.9 & #5131 Hartland Board of Education
Monday — November 14, 2011

[\

)

Conference Room — Hartland School

7:00 PM

Call to Order - Staci Hastey — Vice Chair

Hartland Beard of Education Mission Statement

Approval of Minutes — October 17, 2011 & November 8, 2011

Communications

» Public Comment on Agenda Items

» Gilbert Board of Education Report — Philip Groth

» Hartland School Report — Elise Lindgren and Chad Lillestolen

%» Granby High School Report - Meghan Blasig

Curricuium Report — Laura H. Hollingsworth

» Math Intervention Program

Chair Report — Staci Hastey

»  BOE Organizational Mecting ~ December 12, 2011

- Rlection of Officers
»  BOE Meeting dates for 2012

- Schedule of regular meetings from January 2012 — January 2013

-  Day/Date
- Time
- Place

Superintendent Report — Robert V. Fish

»  Storm Alfred
»  Change in School Calendar

-~ Siaff Professional Development Day
- Veterang Day

Voucher/Designated High School Update
Senior Luncheon — Monday December 12, 2011 at noon
Roof replacement/Solar Progress Report

Y WV

p.2



Nov 1011 08:58a HRTO65 8608448528 p.3

8. Principal Report — Laura H. Hellingsworth

3  Evening of High School Exploration
»  School Events

9. Committee & Liaison Reports
»  Board of Finance — Robert V. Fish

10. New Business
» QOct. Bills & Statement — Robert V. Fish
> Policy Review — Robert V. Fish

- Policy #5131.9 Bullying/Safe School Climate Plan
- Policy #5131 Student Code of Conduet/Discipline Code

11. Public Comments on Agenda [tems

12. Future Agenda

»  Policy Review
»  Curriculum Reports
»  Committee Reports
%  December BOE —~Monday, December 12, 2011 7:00 pm (Crganizational Mtg.)
»  Voucher/Designated School Report
Adjournment

Coptes of this agenda are available af the office of the Superintendent of Schools, Hartland School.
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i ‘.‘.‘.I,_‘%"i‘“ ; I

Shape the Future
of Eolucatioh

by registering now for the 2012 NSBA Annual
§ Conference, and gain valuable insights and practical
strategies to boost student achievement in your district.

APRIL 21-23, 2012
BOSTON CONVENTION & EXHIBITION CENTER

— m REGISTER EARLY AND SAVE!
Registration begins September 20

WWW.NSBA.ORG/CONFERENCE
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